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The earthquake in Yogyakarta and Central Java, Indonesia, on May 27, 2006 was a huge disaster which left great a number of victims with a high death toll and destroyed both economic and social infrastructures. 154.000 houses were destroyed and other 260.000 were damaged. The disaster has paralyzed industry activities in these areas. More than 650.000 people lost their job and around 30.000 entrepreneurs suffered a direct impact, i.e. disruption of their supply chain, which raised unemployment and poverty level. The damage of the industry infrastructure was mostly borne by small/middle scale home based industry. Recovery effort has to be prioritized, accordingly, by providing support for entrepreneurs’ capacity to re-build their business venture.

This project aims to:

1. Identify vulnerability of the community suffering from disaster

2. Identify potential resources of the community to build a sustainable living

3. Foster the community by re-establishing micro and small enterprises.

Effects of a disaster in a community require external assistances for reparation. Understanding vulnerability sources aggravating the recovery, i.e. poverty, low education level and socio-culture factor, could help the improvement of sustainable livelihood development after disaster.

This study applied Participatory Vulnerability Analysis (PVA) which comprised several stages, i.e. vulnerability situation, vulnerability cause and community action analysis. The collected data were secondary data supported by an in-depth interview and focus group discussion (FGD) of 120 informants in 6 villages and of 60 informants in the sub-district level.  

Research finding showed that the earthquake has brought wide impact to the community and that the poorest were the most difficult to recover. Meanwhile, the aid received worked only in short term; it did not provide guarantee for a sustainable livelihood. Small scale handcrafters and producers were, nevertheless, recovered quicker.

The community needs sustainable livelihood development as well as infrastructure and basic needs facilities. This can be attained with consideration on the input factors, the production and the output process. Micro and small scale enterprises should be the main focus of the intervention, regarding their multiple impacts on the employment in the neighbourhood and economic development in the region. Persistent actions focusing on the development of sustainable livelihood, which involve all stakeholders, are required. A possible endeavour is to develop self-reliance on small scale handcrafters and producers by providing assistance to management, quality, design, and market access.   

This study contributes theoretically and practically to disaster management through participatory approach in developing sustainable small enterprise in disaster region in Indonesia and worldwide.
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Introduction 

On May 27, 2006, a huge earthquake struck off Yogyakarta and Central Java, two provinces in Indonesia, killing a large number of people and causing destruction to both economic and social infrastructures. The disaster destroyed 154.000 houses and damaged the other 260.000. 
Industry activities in these areas have been paralyzed by the disaster, including small, middle, and micro scale industry. More than 650.000 people lost their job and around 30.000 entrepreneurs suffered a direct impact, i.e. disruption of their supply chain, which elevated unemployment and poverty level. World Bank estimated that the damage and lost suffered by micro and small business sector in Yogyakarta and Central Java region reached 7.5 Million USD (Kuncoro, 2007). The earthquake brought effect not only on small scale industry in the affected areas, but also on the supply chain in other areas like batik centre in Pekalongan, which suffered a decreasing turn over, because they also supplied batik to Yogyakarta.

Although the industry infrastructure damage was mostly borne by small/middle scale home based industry, budget allocation either in Anggaran Pembangunan dan Belanja Negara (APBN-State Budget for Development and Expenditure) or in the provincial budget to restore micro and small scale industry was unfortunately, very low.

According to Bank Indonesia’s survey, seven sub business sectors in Klaten suffered the worst lost caused by the earthquake; those are agriculture sector, tobacco, trade, batik, apparel, furniture and ceramics. More than 1.792 entrepreneurs and 3.198 sellers in wet market became victims and were threatened with extinction because of the damage of their industry resources. The financial loss estimate was up to 5 Million USD (Bank Indonesia, 2006).

For that reason, it is necessary to put priority on the recovery effort in the form of support from various parties to reinforce entrepreneurs capacity to re-activate business units related to community livelihood.

The effort to build up the capability of the disaster victim-community to enable them to develop their sustainable livelihood was achieved through a community-based livelihood recovery program.  On the initial level of this program, it was essential to perform identification and assessment of the after-earthquake conditions of the suffered community in Kabupaten Klaten concerning their vulnerability and sustained living through recognition of community and business institutions - like kelompok swadaya masyarakat (KSM-community self-supporting group) - capacity, productive asset and market access. Assessment process was carried out through participatory vulnerability analyses (PVA).

The purposes of the project are to:

1. Identify vulnerability of the community suffering from disaster

2. Identify potential resources of the community to build a sustainable living

3. Foster the community by re-establishing micro and small enterprises.

The submitted paper provides a review on numerous important keys in the community-based community recovery approach, emphasizing on the development of sustainable livelihood strategy through community involvement to reduce the vulnerability (Yodmani, 2001).

Since the project is still going on, the intervention result cannot be assessed yet. Nevertheless, the result of community involvement assessment through vulnerability analyses and alternative strategy to deal with the problem is discussed in this paper. 

Theoretical Framework

Disasters have no longer considered as extreme phenomena created solely by natural forces but also as a result of unresolved problems of development. Disaster management practices have evolved largerly from a top-down relief and response approach to a more inter-sectoral risk management aproach. According to the current paradigm of risk management approaches, more space than ever before have been recognized to address the issues of risk reduction for the poor (Yodmani, 2001). Meanwhile, Shaw wrote, that an assitance to deal with a disaster was a complex issue with several dimensions involving government, non-government and international organizations. Indian experience has showed that in the post-disaster scenario, too many interventions always appeared, either in national, international or local level. Even when every party had the same commitment, however, lack of skills, of strategic planning and of cooperation among those organizations have resulted in an ineffective rehabilition program, whereas a post-disaster rehabilition program should be seen as an opportunity to work with the community and serve local needs (Shaw et al., 2002).

Accordingly, Shaw proposed an alternative of the traditional approach comprising some issues related to community needs, ownerships and participation, inter-disciplinary and multi-stakeholder cooperation, livelihood and sustainability issues (Shaw et al., 2002). 

Table 1. Comparison of the traditional and suggested approaches in post-disaster rehabilitation program.

	Criteria
	Traditional Approach
	Suggested Approach

	Community Need
	This factor has been ignored; was the biggest disaster assistance based on priorities to the assisting agencies.
	Community needs priorities are first to be considered.

	Community Ownership and participation
	In most cases, houses were reconstructed by formal construction sectors, without community involvement.
	Community members build their own houses, so that they possess the technology.

	Inter-disciplinary and multi-stakeholder cooperation
	Programs were often formulated and executed by a single group of stakeholders and reflected their priorities.
	Tasks are formulated based on multi-stakeholders cooperation and an inter-disciplinary approach is incorporated.

	Livelihood issues
	Reconstruction often payed attention only to the physical reconstruction of houses.
	Livelihood issues are part of the reconstruction programs, emphasis is placed on enhancing skills in the local communities.

	Sustainability issues
	Community provided future efforts. In most cases, sustainability issues were neglected.
	Through institutionalization of efforts and community involvement, sustainability issues are taken into consideration.


Source: Shaw et al. 2002.

The suggessted approach is the appropriate and most used recently. Principles in sustainable livelihood framework are often used by international organizations, such as World Bank, FAO, DFID, Oxfam and Care; contain normative principles, like people-centred, participatory and empowering (Ashley and Carney, 1999; and Toner, 2003).

Sustainability Livelihood (SL), according to DFID definition, is understood as: 

“a livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, claims and access) and activities required for a means of living. A livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks and maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets both now and in the future, while not undermining the natural resource base.” (Hussein, 2002)

SL Principles consist of: 

1. People centred: beginning by understanding people’s priorities and livelihood strategies.

2. Responsive and participatory: responding to the expressed priorities of poor people.

3. Multi-level: ensuring micro-level realities inform macro-level institution and processes.

4. Conducted in Partnership: working with public, private and civil society actors.

5. Sustainable: environmentally, economically, institutionally, and socially.

6. Dynamic/Holistic: ensuring support is flexible and process-oriented, responding to changing livelihood. (Hussein, 2002).

Figure 1. DFID’s Sustainable Livelihoods Framework
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Source: Ashley and Carney (1999)
SL Framework is originated from capital assets which could be used as a source of living. This asset contain five categories, well-known as the Asset Pentagon, i.e. human, natural, financial, social and physical capital. Sustainability of livelihood can be threatened by various external activities, such as shocks, trends and seasonality, which are recognized as the vulnerability context. The access and use of assets are regulated by policies and institutions, both formal or informal, described as transforming structures and process. Livelihood strategy implemented by the community is an expression of response toward vulnerability context and toward their available assets; and rests within the constraints or opportunities provided by the institutional environment. To be sustainable, livelihoods should improve the standard of living and reduce the vulnerability. 

This framework can be used as a guidance to develop sustainable livelihoods through the improvement of capital assets base. From this framework, a number of ways or intervention strategy can be perceived, such as: reducing vulnerability through social service provision, formulating supportive policy and institution, or developing households’ or individuals’ existing assets base. 

Methodology

In line with the aim of this research to identify the community vulnerability and to find solution to reduce the vulnerability, the sustainable livelihood development program was initiated with a participatory research on vulnerability, known as Participatory Vulnerability Analysis (PVA) (Chiwaka and Yates, 2004). 
According to PVA step-by-step guide developed by Action Aid International (Chiwaka and Yates, 2004), the analysis was performed as followed: first step, situation analysis of vulnerability in order to recognize the prevalence of vulnerability, how different people were able to deal with the disaster and to analyse present threats; second step, analysis of the causes of vulnerability involving identification of causes and their root, prioritisation, problem tree and concept mapping; third step, analysis of community action comprising establishment of the existing strategies, resources and asset used to reduce vulnerability, external assistance used to reduce vulnerability, and matrix highlighting community ability to deal with the problem; and fourth step, drawing the action to analysis - including establishment of interventions priorities, community action plans and scenario planning. 
Data collection for this research was committed by secondary data analyses, in-depth interview and focus group discussion (FGD) in desa (village) level (six villages with each 20 participants) and forum group discussion (FGD) in kecamatan (sub-district) level (three sub-districts with each 20 participants). During the research, primary data were collected to support various analyses as followed: 1) analysis of livelihood and welfare level, 2) analysis of sort and scale of business, 3) analysis of problem tree and alternative strategy, 4) stakeholder analysis and 5) season calendar. With the use of effected by disaster-vulnerability indicators, economic condition of the community, type and numbers of micro-small  business and the existing micro entrepreneurs and areas of the determined target, those are Kecamatan Gantiwarno, Wedi dan Bayat.

Of the third mentioned kecamatan, a number of village were selected to gain further information by means of FGD, according to desa criteria with under kecamatan average-poverty level. Based on these criteria, the following desa were taken: 

-
Kecamatan Gantiwarno : desa Mlese and desa Towangsan (poor village)

-
Kecamatan Wedi : desa Kalitengah and desa Canan (village with the worst earthquake effect) 

-
Kecamatan Bayat : desa Jarum and desa Gunung Gajah (poor desa)

FGD was performed gradually from each desa to kecamatan; in kecamatan level FGD was clarified, verified and fortificated concerning the issues gained in desa level. 

Location and Period of Research 

The study was conducted during the period of two months, April-May 2007 in seven kecamatan (26,9%) in Kabupaten Klaten, which were worst devastated by the earthquake, i.e. Kecamatan Prambanan, Jogonalan, Gantiwarno, Wedi, Trucuk, Bayat and Cawas.

Case Study: a Community Based Livelihood Recovery for Earthquake Affected People Program, Klaten, Central Java.
Analyses on Vulnerability Condition Resulted by the Earthquake 

Masses casualties have been resulted by the earthquake on May 27, 2007. Of 26 Kecamatan, seven Kecamatan, as mentioned above, suffered the worst; those are: Jogonalan, Gantiwarno, Wedi, Prambanan, Bayat, Cawas and Trucuk, as shown in table 2. 

Table 2. Earthquake Victims

	No.
	Kecamatan/Sub-district
	Victim

	
	
	Injured
	Dead

	1
	Gantiwarno
	9.136
	308

	2
	Wedi
	2.799
	326

	3
	Prambanan
	1.655
	181

	4
	Bayat
	1.214
	41

	5
	Cawas
	1.036
	32

	6
	Trucuk
	548
	24

	7
	Jogonalan
	482
	29


Besides death and human injury, the earthquake has caused house damages in those seven Kecamatan. Table 3 shows, that three Kecamatan: Gantiwarno, Wedi and Prambanan suffered the biggest number of total house damages. 

Table 3. House Damages

	No.
	Kecamatan/Sub-district
	House Damages

	
	
	Severe Damages
	Middle Damages
	Minor Damages

	1
	Gantiwarno
	10616
	1249
	620

	2
	Wedi
	6901
	4698
	2962

	3
	Prambanan
	5902
	5809
	1655

	4
	Bayat
	1152
	4587
	574

	5
	Cawas
	3369
	544
	5.71

	6
	Trucuk
	4618
	4519
	3726

	7
	Jogonalan
	219
	456
	5555


Death, physical defect and house damages were the major indicators of vulnerability. The death of family member, who previously took the financial responsibility for the whole family, contributed to vulnerability. FGD result has also showed that house was the most valuable asset for the owner and has been regarded as the main measure for the welfare level. 

Wide spread damages of buildings within the mentioned areas have threatened the livelihood of the community members. Most of the inhabitants in Klaten were farmers or farmhands. Nevertheless, because their land could not support their daily needs, they had to work also as employees in small enterprises in their neighborhood, which were also destroyed by the earthquake. 

Kabupaten Klaten was one of the rice barns and became the buffer for Central Java province. Bayat was the worst suffered by the earthquake among the seven above mentioned kecamatan in this Kabupaten, with the narrowest wet rice field and the lowest Product Domestic Regional Bruto (PDRB) in comparison to other kecamatan. Hence, economic activity of the community was not wet rice field-based and Kecamatan Bayat was not a rice producer, was a poor area, whose agriculture could not be relied on as the main economic resource for the community.

FGD result in the community has shown that the poor and the poorest families worked mainly as lower paid- and unskilled worker (farmhand, worker in batik sector, seasonal worker and tailor worker), farmer (in a wet rice field less than 1000 m2) and service sector workers such as paddy cab driver. Table 4 shows, that the main livelihoods in three kecamatan, i.e. Gantiwarno, Wedi and Bayat, were lower paid- and unskilled worker and farmer, which reached up to 60-80% of the total population. This fact revealed that agriculture sector as one of the main livelihoods for the society could no longer uphold the community welfare.

	 
	 Livelihood
	Gantiwarno
	Wedi
	Bayat

	1
	Farmer (farm, fishery)
	20
	20
	30

	2
	Lower paid- and unskilled worker  (agriculture, construction, batik, ceramics)
	60
	40
	40

	3
	Entrepreneur (incl. trader)
	5
	25
	20

	4
	Service
	10
	10
	2

	5
	Others
	5
	5
	8


Table 4: Analyses on the Community Livelihood 
Source: Focus Group Discussion at three sub-districts, 17-20 April 2007.

The number of micro, small and middle scale entrepreneurs reached 5-20% of the total population. Their type of businesses were, among others, batik (cloth and wood), ceramics and roof tile, convection, stone industry and food manufacture. 

The FGD result has also categorized the community, who run business (entrepreneurs),  into middle and upper community, concerning their: 1) high level of income in compare to lower paid- and unskilled worker, 2) permanent house (masonry wall), 3) possession of motor vehicle, 4) capacity to send their children at least to senior high school and 5) likelihood to choose health care centre or hospital during illness. Vulnerability on the part of this entrepreneur group after the disaster was mainly caused by damages of production tools and commodity and exhaustion of the capital for the house renovation.
Analyses on the Sources of Vulnerability 

As revealed by the gradual FGD result in villages (desa) and kecamatan level, the community vulnerability was an outcome of  various aspects, ranging from the dependence of the community to agriculture, low level of education, high social cost, to government policy, which was considered as not-toward poor community-oriented. In detail, the sources of vulnerability have been identified as follows:

a. Agriculture, which has been the main livelihood, could no longer meet the main daily needs.

b. The number of ownership of wet rice field was very little and very much dependent on external production tools (plant seeds, fertilizer and irrigation), which were very expensive, while the marketting was dominated by middlemen (tengkulak).

c. Family income was mostly allocated to meet the need for meals, that disables the fulfilling the other needs, such as education and health care needs.

d. Although basic education was provided by the government for free, there was no access for the poor community because of their lack of supporting fund for books, transportation and other needs.

e. The social cost in rural community was very high, which has driven to debt.

f. The government policy was oriented too less toward basic services, such as health, employement and education. This has brought too much suffer to be borne by the community.

Analyses on the Community Action

The third step of PVA was to analyse the community action revealed during the FGD, both in desa and kecamatan level. Identification of community potential, strategy establishment and alternative for solution was definitely invented by the community, as described below:

a. Social capital. The high social capital of the community has significantly contributed to the effort to cope with the after disaster-problems. Cooperative mechanism, known as gotong-royong, has provided very much help to deal with vulnerability resulted by poverty and disaster.

b. Human Capital. The ability to learn and the skill in handicrafts and the openness of the community to accept changes have lead the community ability to take new innovation easily. The consciousness, that agriculture sector could no longer be relied on, has triggered the pursuit of new livelihood alternatives. A number up to 25% of micro and small industries in three kecamatan have created the opportunity for the finding of alternative for the livelihood and creation of the new employment outside agriculture sector. Community group, which quickly recovered from devastation, comprised those, who had assets and economic access, such as handicrafters, micro entrepreneurs and traders. They have even restarted their business 3 days to one month after the disaster. Today, business has been back, though has not been fully recovered.

c. Financial Capital. After the disaster, the financial and marketing network in the community have been able to adapt, e.g. by means of the extension for debt payment period and providing working capital loan and goods. This networking has encouraged the recovery of micro enterprises, like batik, ceramics and food manufacture.

d. Natural capital. The ownership of only a narrow rice field is not reliable as source of living. Meanwhile, the earthquake has tremendously destroyed the important irrigation facilities. The awareness of the unreliable agriculture sector has encouraged the community to find substitutes of their livelihood. 

e. Physical Capital. The earthquake has caused terrible house damages (see table 1). The poorest and the poor groups have suffered worst, because their plainly constructed and technically poor built houses were destroyed during the disaster. The ownership of physical capital by the poor group other than house was bicycle or motorcycle, whereas car were possessed only by the richer.

The Need of the Community

How people could access and make use of the existing assets was controlled by policies and institutions. Therefore, to enable them to escape from their vulnerability, the following supports are considered important:

a. Emergency aids, i.e. foods, tents, bamboo housing, renovation of infrastructures and basic facilities such as community health centres, known as Puskesmas (Pusat Kesehatan Masyarakat), and schools have been received quickly after earthquake. Nevertheless, the development of sustanable livelihood is needed, which corresponds to each vulnerability condition. 

b. The development of comprehensive livelihood in the chain of economic value started from input factor (financial, raw materials and other sources), production (product quality, design and efficiency) to output (packaging, marketing and market access).

c. Restoration of infrastructure and basic services, which would recover economic activity of the community.

d. Involvement of handicrafters and local producers in the intervention due to their substantial multiplier effect in the economic development.

Strategy to Deal with Vulnerability

In an effort to deal with vulnerability, it was important to perform a steady action involving all stakeholders and focusing on the development of sustainable livelihood.

· Central and local government having bigger authority, access and fund could make use of the community potential with the support of other parties in the planning process and its application.

· Supports from government policy were required, which oriented toward micro, small and middle scale enterprises. The existence of even only one policy, which did not focus on this party would extinguish them, and in turn, would bring extended domino effect, among others, the increasing of unemployment. 

· The commencing of the sustainable livelihood development was initiated by a group having substantial multiplier effect, i.e. handicrafters and local producers having capacity to produce and whose product having been accepted in the market. The possible effort was by developing capability of self-reliance of handicrafters and local producers, i.e. by providing support to management, quality, design and market access.

Intervention to Build a Sustainable Livelihood

Beneficiaries of this project comprised 45 self-help group (SHG), each consisting of 10-20 members. Self-help group target was classified into the following type of business: 1) batik industry; 2) ceramics industry; 3) Food industry; 4) weaving industry; 5) farm industry; 6) fishery and 7) furniture industry.

Intervention having performed during this project took the form of assistance by three facilitators living in three kecamatan. Their  tasks were to motivate and encourage the group to enable them to solve their problems in running their own business.

Four activities carried out by facilitators are listed below:

1) Institutional Building and Management

Intervention in the aim to develop the capacity and the institution was achieved through three aspects, preparation to deal with disaster, group management and business development.

The assistance dealing with the disaster was completed by developing the existing social asset in the community. Meanwhile, the assistance of group management was carried out through facilitating group meetings, problem solving and administration. For business development, trainings for business motivation and entrepreneurship were provided for the SHG.

2) Product Development

Assistance for product development was performed by making use of the existing resources in the community. For instance, a batik specialist, who was also a member of the community, provided training for batik skill for various innovative types of products. The purpose was providing local batik entrepreneurs with skills to enable them to produce their own batik and not only to order from big manufacture.
3). Productive Asset Recovery

The earthquake has destroyed many productive assets. Therefore, an asset recovery was very important. Through this pilot project, 7 million rupiah was provided for each SHG as business capital to develop.
4). Expansion of Market Access

One of the weaknesses of local business, known as usaha rakyat, was the limited market access. To enable this business activity to achieve enough economic of scale, intervention for the opening of market access was essential. This will be conducted by means of training for marketing and development of information technology-based and comprehensive marketing strategy, also trade fair in big cities, like Jakarta.

Conclusion

According to the study, the poorer are more vulnerable than the richer groups of the community for some reason, among others, damages of assets, unreliable agriculture to support their living, while the richer and skilled ones are able to recover easier.

The community needs sustainable livelihood development as well as infrastructure and basic needs facilities. This can be attained with consideration on input factors (financial or non-financial), production, supply chain and output process (distribution and market access). Micro and small scale enterprises should be the main focus of the intervention, with regard to their multiple impacts on the employment in the neighbourhood and economic development in the region. 

Important resources to establish sustainable livelihood in Klaten are both human capital, i.e. the openness of the community to learn skills in various fields, like handicrafts, ceramics, batik and other small business; and social capital, which works well through mutual cooperation within the community, known as gotong royong.

Persistent actions involving all stakeholders, both of public and private sectors, are required focusing on the development of sustainable livelihood. The possible effort is to develop self-reliance of small scale handcrafters and producers through providing assistance to management, quality, design, and market access.   

To contribute, both theoretically and practically, to disaster management, this paper proposes a participatory approach, in which the community suffered by disaster becomes the main focus and is mainly involved and plays a leading role during their process to recovery. This approach is critical to develop sustainable small enterprise in disaster region in Indonesia, which can also be also an alternative method for other disaster regions in other parts of the world.  
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