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ABSTRACT 

 

 This research examined whether microfinance-assisted developmental mechanisms 

can integrate ecological objectives alongside social and economic ones—thus promoting 

sustainability.  The specific focus was to test the ability of microenterprises operated by 

community-entrepreneurs in supporting local ecosystem services. To this end, the research: 

elucidated the nature and dynamics of linkages between communities and the local 

ecosystems with the lens of coupled social-ecological systems, i.e. illustrated ecological 

modernization of microenterprises in a developing country context; tested how community-

based enterprises transform upon application of green microfinance strategy; and then 

recognized how social learning is promoted through such community-based intervention 

mechanisms, e.g. microfinance.  

 

 The research used case study and participatory approaches. The case study comprised 

two components: i) a green microfinance program, and ii) communities in a riparian, and a 

wetland ecosystem in Bangladesh engaged in entrepreneurship. The major tools that the study 

employed for data collections were: household surveys, participatory land -use surveys, semi-

structured interviews, key informant interviews, focus group discussions, multi-stakeholder 

workshops, field observations, and document reviews. 

 

 The research findings reveal that the green microfinance strategy, in the short and 

medium terms, catalyzes entrepreneurial and social innovations, and combine the embedded 

economic and social objectives of the classic microfinance with the new ecological objectives 

towards sustainability. The strategy applied by Microfinance Institution (MFI) and adopted 

by community enterprises transformed the ventures—helping them to go green and reducing 
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greenhouse gas emission. Besides, the partnerships that occur between non-governmental 

organization (NGO) and community-based organization (CBO) in the process of 

implementing developmental programs—result social learning and innovations in the 

communities.  

 

 The research review found grassroots developmental initiatives as an evolving 

phenomenon over time. With this view, and with its observation through this cross-sectional 

study, the research proposes a framework entitled ‘community-based developmental 

enterprise (CBDE)’. The framework proposes community level entrepreneurial ventures, 

associated NGO-MFIs, CBOs and other development partners to consider ecosystem services 

and wellbeing components in entrepreneurial design and actions.  
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 

  The failure of traditional economic growth-oriented top-down development policies to 

raise billions of the world’s poor out of their dismal circumstances led many developmental 

initiatives to emerge from the grassroots level—microfinance being the prominent one in recent 

decades (Yunus, 2007). The microfinance oriented developmental initiative puts community 

entrepreneurs, community-based organizations (CBOs), non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 

NGO-microfinance institutions (NGO-MFIs) and developmental agencies as actors ‘to develop’ 

(Brigg, 2001). In recent years, the development community has increasingly shifted its focus away 

from large-scale ‘top-down’ government aid programs in favor of ‘bottom-up’, community-

centered developmental initiatives – particularly in the form of microenterprises (Sarker, 1996; 

Tracy, Philip, & Haugh, 2005). Thus, operation or adoption of entrepreneurial ventures at the 

community level has been a common phenomenon—with microfinance supporting and reinforcing 

the drive (Banarjee, 1998). 

 

Rural communities are embedded ecologically within specific ecosystems (McCright & 

Clark, 2006). This reality of community–ecosystem embeddedness and the notion of sustainability 

thinking drive current developmental discourse to consider for community-based development and 

local environmental actions (World Resource Institute [WRI], 2010; Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment [MA], 2005). It is argued that social and economic inequalities in the communities are 

addressed by microfinance mechanism (Yunus, 1997; Khandaker, 1998; Haughton & Khandaker, 

2009)—especially with its role in empowering women and offsetting the dominance of traditional 

moneylenders or loan-sharks (Yunus, 1999). In this connection, the role of NGOs has been crucial 
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in recognizing the ability of local community entrepreneurs to take actions to improve their 

economic and social conditions (Midgley, 2008). It is, however, yet unexplored largely, whether 

these community-based entrepreneurs can take actions to improve ecological conditions too? 

 

1.1 Background: Developmentalism and Community-Based Entrepreneurship 

  

 Developmentalism is seen as the continuous process of improving quality of life for poor 

and marginalized people in developing countries. Escobar (1995) sees it as a process whereby 

low-income countries embark upon the task of “un-underdeveloping” themselves by subjecting 

their societies to increasingly systematic, detailed, and comprehensive interventions. Orthodox 

views hold that developmentalism is a cross-disciplinary school of thought based on the notion 

that economic development is central to the prosperity in a society (Smith, 1985). In practice, 

developmental notions are convoluted; as Goulet (1995) argues that the word ‘development’ is 

used both descriptively – to describe observable reality - and normatively – to describe actions that 

ought to be taken. Adams (2003) suggests development should mean poverty alleviation of the 

vast majority of the world population, while MA (2003) envisages it should save the earth’s 

natural system from degradation, on which the development and human wellbeing depend.  

 

 In the recent decades, NGO-sector catalyzed developmentalism through an entrepreneurial 

movement—resulting in varied form of enterprises (Vargas, 2000). Such entrepreneurial forms are: 

microenterprise, group-enterprise, and community enterprise—shaping up a participatory 

developmental enterprise building process by communities and NGOs. These developmental 

enterprises are contributing to job creation, driving economic growth and innovation, fostering 
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local economic development, and improving social conditions (United Nations [UN], 2014; Tracy, 

Philip, & Haugh, 2005; Pearce & Kay, 2003). UN (2014) also recognizes that this entrepreneurial 

movement has the potential to contribute to addressing environmental challenges.  

 

1.2 Rationale: Why Link Micro-Finance with Ecosystem Services? 

 

Since 1990s, the global developmental discourses, such as, the UN Agenda 21 (1992), 

Millennium Development Goals [MDGs] (2000), and Sustainable Development Goals [SDGs] 

(2015) shifted focus from economic growth to sustainability. The essence of sustainability is to 

maintain the capacity of ecological system so that it can support and improve social and economic 

systems (Berkes, Colding, & Folke, 2008), and associated conditions. The implication of this 

system’s view of sustainability for microfinance system is that, it must consider the ecological 

conditions in order to continue supporting economic and social conditions.     

 

The microfinance industry lags behind the curve in terms of environmental awareness and 

actions (Hall, Collins, Israel, & Wenner, 2008). The microcredit clients in the developing 

countries are mostly poor who depend on the natural environment, i.e., the ecosystem services (ES) 

for their livelihoods and wellbeing (Anderson, Locker, & Nugent, 2002). In addition, many 

microenterprises have negative environmental impact due to their nature of operation, production 

process, inputs, lack of supervision by regulatory and environmental agencies, low technological 

level, and lack of supporting infrastructure and services (Wenner, Right, & Lal, 2004).  
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MA (2005) concludes that ecosystem services (ES) are directly linked with human 

wellbeing and poverty reduction efforts (e.g. microfinance). Fifteen out of 24 ecosystem services 

globally are gradually degrading. Therefore, developmental initiatives must address ecosystem 

services to support sustainability (MA, 2005). It is thus necessary for the microfinance assisted 

developmentalism to link the objectives of microfinance (social and economic) with those of 

ecosystem services management (ecological).   

 

1.3 Purpose, Goal and Objectives 

 

Purpose: To examine whether the community-based microfinance-assisted entrepreneurial 

ventures adopt ecosystem service management components towards sustainability.  

 

Goal: The goal of this study is to contribute to knowledge pertaining to community based 

enterprises and sustainability, and to advance the current state of knowledge, awareness and 

practices that focus on entrepreneurial aspects in community level developmental efforts. 

 

 Objectives: The four specific objectives of the study are:    

 

i. to examine the ability of microfinance mechanism to simultaneously address ecosystem 

services, livelihoods and wellbeing issues at the community level;  

ii. to determine whether microcredit assisted microenterprises adopt greening principles;  

iii. to validate the role of green microfinance strategy in entrepreneurial transformation and 

greenhouse gas reduction; and 
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iv. to analyze social innovation and learning outcomes through non-governmental 

organization (NGO)–community-based organization (CBO) interactions.  

 

1.4 The Empirical Context: Microfinance and Community Entrepreneurship in Bangladesh 

 

1.4.1 Microfinance program in Bangladesh 

 

Across the literature, the terms ‘microfinance’ and ‘microcredit’ are used interchangeably 

(Ledgerwood, 1999); however, there are subtle differences between the two concepts. According 

to Sinha (1998), microcredit refers to small loans whereas microfinance refers to an overall 

services package, whereby NGOs and Microfinance Institutions (MFIs) supplement loans with 

other financial services such as savings, insurance, guidance, and technical assistance.  

 

The idea of ‘microcredit’ as a development intervention strategy was conceptualized by 

Professor Mohammad Yunus in 1976. In that year he launched a microcredit pilot program in 

Bangladesh called ‘Grameen Bank’, which targeted the rural poor—especially women.  This 

program established the basic framework for all subsequent microfinance operations, later 

elaborated on by Elahi and Danopoulos (2004). According to their definition, microcredit refers to 

the practice of loaning a small sum of money –typically US $100-200 - to a client without the 

requirement of traditional collateral. Collateral is replaced by a group-lending mechanism wherein 

if one borrower in a group defaults on their loan, the others collectively make up the payment. 

 

The purpose of these loans is to promote the creation of income-generating activities in 

rural non-formal sectors through self-employment and enterprise development. Loans are usually 
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provided by non-profit organizations or institutions owned primarily by the borrowers (such as 

Grameen), which are collectively known as Microfinance Institutions or MFI. NGO who also 

serve as MFI is known as NGO-MFI. The NGO-MFIs provide services at the doorstep of the poor, 

based on the principle that the bank should go to the people rather than vice-versa (Yunus, 2007). 

The loans are paid-back in installments (weekly, bi-weekly, or monthly). The highest effective rate 

of interest on credit is 27%, as set out by the Bangladesh Microfinance Regulatory Authority 

(MRA) in 2012. 

 

 

1.4.2 Advent of NGOs as microfinance institution  

 

 

The emergence of the NGOs as prominent players in development efforts is largely 

attributed to the downsizing of state-based functions of social welfare (Sarker, 1996). Apart from 

Grameen Bank, many development projects in the 1980s also started incorporating microcredit 

mechanisms by creating opportunity for NGOs (Sarker, 1996; Brigg, 2001). Since then, an 

increasing number of NGOs have also become MFIs. Large NGOs such as BRAC, ASA, Proshika, 

and others started to receive financial support in the form of grants or loans from international 

donor organizations (with or without interest) to provide collateral-free loans to poor women in 

order to improve their livelihood and economic status (Amin, Backer, & Bayes, 1998; Barboza & 

Trejos, 2009). As of 2013, there are 742 NGOs in Bangladesh that are authorized to operate 

microcredit program (MRA, 2013). These NGOs are engaged in developing credit-based 

productive and income generating projects, mobilizing women to embark on entrepreneurship, and 

providing access to supportive services with the primary goal of reducing extreme rural poverty 

and empowering socially secluded women (Rahman 1999; Barboza & Trejos, 2009). 
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Since 1990s, these NGOs started pursuing a range of development approaches including: 

eco- participatory, autonomous, and sustainable development. In some respects, these were less 

directly informed by the drive for economic growth (Fisher, 1998). Consequently, relying on 

NGOs, the donors abandoned earlier organizational choice and intervention modes and shifted 

their focus to credit, micro-enterprise development, and entrepreneurship (Feldman, 2003). 

Microcredit assisted microenterprise development thus has emerged as a popular approach to 

alleviate rural poverty since 1990s (Alam & Miyagi, 2004). 

 

1.4.3 Microfinance: an NGO-community bridge, and a disciplinary instrument  

 

 

Microfinance mechanism established itself as a bridge between NGOs and communities. 

Bornstein (1997) regards it as an instrument for disciplinary formation in the community. The 

discipline involves actions and obedience to the lenders or donor’s guidelines. For example, within 

the Grameen Bank, discipline begins with the enrolment of microcredit members and the 

requirement that prospective lender must form a peer group or "loan committee" of five (Yunus, 

1996). The group receives formal recognition from Grameen, and then gets an opportunity to 

receive loan money when all members learn and memorize the rules and regulations of the bank 

and pass an oral examination. In these early stages, the role of the bank's loan officer is to 

convince the borrower that she/he can use money to improve her/his life. Once groups are formed, 

a loan center is established comprising 6–8 groups (Rahman, 1999). 

  

The MFI grants loans to individual borrowers sequentially by establishing a unique time 

cycle (Brigg, 2001). In the first sequence of the cycle only two members from a group receive 

loans. The bank worker observes their loan repayment behavior for at least two months and their 
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satisfactory completion of the loan repayments entitles the next two in the group to receive loans 

(Rahman, 1999). Through the process, a horizontal expansion of micro-enterprises occurs in the 

community, with the utilization of loan money. These microenterprises are meant to graduate into 

Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) in course of time (Figure 1.1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1: Microcredit assisted small enterprise development cycle in Bangladesh (After Alam 

and Miyagi 2004) 

 

The micro entrepreneurs then undergo stringent loan conditions and disciplines. Before the 

weekly meetings with the bank officer, recipients gather at the loan center and assemble in a 

matrix according to their loan-committee groups. When the bank officer is present and all 

members are assembled, the members rise, salute, and recite the Grameen Bank credo: "Discipline, 

 
NGO  
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Recycle of Business Capital 

Development of Small and Medium Scale Industries 
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Unity, Courage, and Hard Work." This ritual precedes physical exercises and collection of 

payments from members, as Bornstein (1997) observes the Grameen loan-center operations and 

rituals: "rules act as a tight web ... ensuring that villagers are brought together frequently in a 

setting where they are forced to answer for their actions before all eyes” (1997, p.95).  This local 

operation of discipline systematically integrates microcredit recipients into the economic and 

social networks with the NGO-MFI on a long-term basis (Brigg, 2001).   

 

1.5 Status of Ecosystem Services and associated Knowledge in Bangladesh: Wetlands and 

Riparian Ecosystems 

 

 The ecosystems in Bangladesh are generally divided into five broad categories: mangrove 

swamps, wetlands, rivers and streams, forests, and agro-ecosystems (BBS, 2005). These 

ecosystems provide a good array of ecological goods (or provisioning services) and all other types 

of services. In Bangladesh, 75% of the 160 million people live in rural areas (UNDP, 2008), and 

are directly dependent on various ecosystem services (BRAC, 2008). Sustenance of these 

ecosystems is therefore crucial as they are vital resource providers with which livelihoods and 

wellbeing of such a vast population are inextricably linked (MA, 2005). But ecosystem scenario in 

Bangladesh, as depicted by BRAC (2008), is in a state of ‘doomsday’ as the carrying capacity of 

many ecosystems is lost due to anthropogenic pressure. It is suggested that poor management, 

absence of policy or poor policy implementation are mainly responsible to the eroding ES of 

mangrove swamps, rivers, wetlands, agro-ecosystems, and upland and lowland forests (Islam & 

Atkins, 2007).  
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Many local initiatives exist for preserving the environment and with it local livelihoods 

and safety, such as dhap cultivation or floating vegetables garden, plantation of swamp trees, and 

afforestation at individual level; and government-initiated social forestry and species conservation 

projects (Islam & Atkins, 2007; Hofer & Messerli, 2006; Islam, Shamsuddin, & Jamal, 2000). 

With such initiatives, however, no direct connection is made between protecting ecosystem 

services and/or enhancing wellbeing of the community people.  

The present research focuses on two different ecosystem—the riparian and the wetlands 

ecosystems, their services, and linkage with local communities.  

 

Bangladesh is endowed with many diverse and complex wetland ecosystems, which are 

rich in environmental goods and services; and are contributing to employment and livelihood 

opportunities for millions (Khan & Haque, 2010).  The key provisioning services found in those 

wetlands are: fresh-water (for rice cultivation and aquaculture), food, fiber, and medicines. Their 

regulating functions include: nutrient supply, water purification, and groundwater recharge—

processes aided by flash flood (Ratner, Ha, Kosal, Nissappa, & Chanphengxay, 2004). 

Additionally, wetlands help store flood water, stabilize shoreline, reduce soil erosion, remove or 

retain nutrients, and provide food for plants and animals. They offer water transportation, preserve 

biodiversity, and stabilize micro-climates (Billah, 2003). They are ecologically, economically, and 

culturally significant (BRAC, 2008). 

 

Many backwater swamps characterize the wetlands ecosystems of Bangladesh. One of 

such swamps is known as haor—a bowl shaped depression located between the natural levees of 

rivers. A haor offers many provisioning ecosystem services including fish, plants, birds and other 
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wildlife. A rich variety of 260 fish species contributes to the nutrition and economic well-being of 

the haor communities. For example, Khan and Haque (2010) find 76% of people in Hakaluki haor 

(the biggest haor in Bangladesh) area are dependent on fish for their livelihoods. The services of 

this wetlands (haor) ecosystem are dwindling. Several drivers of change including overharvesting, 

habitat and connectivity loss, roads, embankments and water control structures are contributing to 

the depletion of fish and other aquatic resources of haor  (USAID, 2007; Islam, Shamsuddin, & 

Jamal, 2000).  

 

In riparian (floodplains and streambanks) ecosystems, rivers provide water for production, 

such as: irrigation, energy, fish; and domestic use, such as: drinking and sanitation apart from 

numerous other livelihoods, social and cultural implications. Traditionally, about 700 rivers 

including tributaries characterized the topography of Bangladesh constituting a waterway of total 

length around 24,140 kilometers (Khan, 1994). The riparian ecosystems, alongside the waterways, 

are directly influenced by various drivers of change, such as: pollution, floods, erosion, and water-

logging. These drivers of change results in: agricultural productivity loss; disinvestment in land; 

loss of human settlement; lack of safe drinking water; and outbreak of water borne diseases 

(BRAC, 2008; Haque, 1997). Besides, waste and pollution inflows seriously degraded the water 

quality of this waterbodies, which is affecting health and wellbeing of local people (Alauddin & 

Quiggin, 2007).  

 

1.6 Methodological Approach and Study Sites 

 

 

The study used a qualitative approach involving both ‘case study’ (Yin, 2003) and 

‘participatory’ (Chambers, 1997) methods. A qualitative study helps understand social or human 
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problems in its natural setting providing a complex, holistic picture, formed with words and views 

of informants (Creswell, 1994). The research focuses on community contexts at specific 

ecosystems; processes of interactions of community members, groups, and organizations—among 

themselves as well as with their environments. It relies as much as possible on the participants’ 

views and experience (Creswell, 2003) to achieve its goal. 

 

1.6.1 Adoption of case study and participatory methods  

 

Case study 

 The main focus of the research was on a place-based case study in Bangladesh, dealing 

with a green micro-enterprise development programme implemented by the Center for Natural 

Resource Studies (CNRS), a nationally recognized NGO. Between 2009 and 2013, as part of a 

pilot scheme, CNRS helped develop 20 green micro-enterprises in nine villages of the Salikha 

upazila (sub-district) of Magura and the Barlekha upazila of Moulvibazar districts, where it also 

runs classic Grameen-model microcredit programmes. Each village had at least one community-

based organization (CBO; 13 in total), which principally functioned as a savings entity for its 

members. 

 

Yin (1998) notes that adoption of case study approach is eminently justifiable under certain 

conditions – where the case represents a critical test of existing theory, where the case is a rare or 

unique event, or where the case serves a revelatory purpose. For studying the green microfinance 

program, I gathered systematic information as to how the program components and subjects 

operated and functioned. The process required inquiry, orientation, listening, observation, and 
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sensing. As the case study approach allows amalgamating qualitative and quantitative data I had a 

structured questionnaire survey (Household Survey) in five study villages to gather socioeconomic 

and ecosystem data.  

 

Participatory methods 

Since case study approach and conventional questionnaire methods often suffer from 

biases which could be categorized into: spatial biases, time biases, people biases, and project 

biases (Chamber, 1983)—supplementing it with participatory exercises had been immensely 

useful for me (to keep the findings free from biases). The participatory field research was carried 

out over two main periods: January 2012 to July 2013 and December 2013 to January 2014, 

respectively. Due to such considerably long fieldwork periods and the strong partnership with the 

NGO operating in the communities, I developed great familiarity and intimacy with the 

communities—which immensely helped me to learn and to be an attentive listener from the 

community people. In the meeting I used to play the role of a catalyst and facilitator (Creswell, 

2003) to delve out the truth about the reality.  

 

1.6.2 Inductive and deductive procedures 

 

The research adopted both inductive and deductive procedures in the collection and 

analysis of data. Inductive-exploratory learning from the communities was the central mode of 

field research; however, I also relied on deductive procedure as it involved testing a conceptual 

model of green microfinance strategy with respect to local sustainability. The assumptions of the 
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model were based on existing theories which I attempted to validate based on the outcomes and 

learning from the field. 

 

Field investigations relied primarily on survey and interviews, supplemented with several 

methods from the Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) toolbox (Chambers 1997): participatory 

land use survey (PLUS), observation, focus group discussion, workshops, i.e. community 

workshop and multi-stakeholder workshop. Thus I tried to capture the comprehensive range of 

data through an exhaustive process to obtain optimum information to address the objectives of my 

research. The process is comprehensively delineated in onion diagram shown in Figure. 1.2., that 

indicates the specific philosophy, approach, strategy, time-horizon and data collection methods. 

 

1.6.3 Use of pattern matching  

  

 In order to formalize the deductive processes employed, the technique of pattern matching 

was employed (Hyde, 2000). Pattern matching is similar to traditional hypothesis testing and 

model building approaches, but operates on the basis of theoretical patterns and observational 

patterns. A theoretical pattern is a hypothesis about what is expected in the data. The observed 

pattern consists of the data that are used to examine the theoretical model (Torchim, 2006).  
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Figure 1.2 The research process onion—adapted from Saunders et al. (2003)  

 

1.7 Field Study Sites 

 

The field study was conducted in Bangladesh villages in two sites: 1) Barlekha upazila in 

 Moulvibazar District, and 2) Shalikha upazila in Magura District (Figure 1.3)—where a green 

microfinance program was implemented.  Site 1 is a wetlands ecosystem located at a haor basin, 

while Site 2 is a river ecosystem along the riparian zones. 
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Site 1: Barlekha upazila—Hakaluki Haor Basin 

 Hakaluki haor the largest freshwater wetland ecosystem in Bangladesh, located in the 

north-eastern part of the country. The total area of the Hakaluki haor is 41,613.83 ha, comprising 

mainly of wetlands and the surrounding hillocks, reserve forest, planted forests, tea estates, and 

rubber plantations. The area is a shallow basin nested between the Patharia and Madhab Hills in 

the East and the Bhatera Hills to the West and bounded by the Kushyara and Sonai-Bordol rivers 

to the north and the Kulaura-Sylhet railway to the south (CWBMP-DOE-CNRS consortium, 2005).  

  

The haor has more than 238 small, medium and large interconnecting beels (perennial 

waterbodies), canals, rivers, kandhas (raised land at the edge of beels) and croplands. During the 

dry season, the total area of the beels is approximately 4600 ha, while in the monsoon season it 

transforms into a single water body of approximately 18000 ha. The area remains underwater for 

five to six months, depending on the seasonal weather pattern.  A local population of 

approximately 200,000 depends on the haor resources for their livelihoods. (Khan, 2011). 

 

Site 2: Salikha upazila— Riparian Zone along the Fatki and Chitra rivers 

This site is located in southwestern Bangladesh. Fatki is a secondary river originating from 

outfalls of two small rivers located in the bordering area of Shalikha upazila (sub-district) of 

Magura district. It flows southward through Magura Sadar and Shalikha upazilas and finally 

merges with Chitra River at the border of Shalikha and Narail sadar upazilas (CNRS, 2004). There 

are many perennial water-bodies (locally known as beels) on both sides of the river which are 

linked with number of canals. These canals (khals) maintain links with several beels directly or 

indirectly with Fatki River.  
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Figure 1.3 Location of the study villages in Barlekha and Shalikha sub-districts (upazila) in 

Bangladesh  

  



 

 

18 

 

1.8 Overview of the Thesis Chapters  

 

 This thesis is organized into seven chapters. Chapter Two reviews the trends in 

international developmentalism since World War II. The review work is aimed at acquiring an 

understanding of how developmentalism has evolved to address contemporary developmental 

issues and priorities. This chapter also examines whether microcredit oriented developmentalism 

is due for a strategic paradigm shift in order to address current concerns regarding sustainability at 

the local level and beyond. 

 

Chapter Three outlines two major developmental problem areas: ecosystem services, and 

human wellbeing. The chapter attempts to find out as to how community wellbeing is related to 

local ecosystems, and the dynamics of the relation. It also explores the changes in the linked 

social-ecological systems at the local level that influence the ‘un-underdeloping’ practices, e.g. 

entrepreneurship.   

 

Faring on the understanding and ideas of Chapter Two and Three, Chapter Four 

understands, both theoretically and empirically, the potential of small-scale community-based 

entrepreneurial ventures to go ‘green’. The chapter examines ‘green microfinance’ case as a 

strategy to make the small enterprises ecologically modernized in the developing country context. 

The chapter observes the potential of microenterprises in making significant ecological and 

economic contributions to supports livelihoods and ecosystem services. 

 

 Informed by the results of Chapter Four, Chapter Five examines how green microfinance 
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 strategy aids in entrepreneurial transformation towards supporting sustainability principles. It 

tests as to how the microfinance-based greening interventions help reducing GHG emissions by 

the microenterprises and also ensure other ecological outcomes. The eventual purpose of the 

chapter is to reach a conclusion that the combination of the embedded economic and social 

elements of the classic microfinance model with the new ecological elements can support 

sustainability. 

 

Chapter Six, examines whether the community-based organizations (CBOs) that are linked 

with NGOs for development program implementation entails the characteristics to be social 

enterprises. The chapter primarily looks into whether NGO–CBO partnerships help transforming 

CBOs to be social entrepreneurs with creation of revenue generation streams. The partnership 

between NGO and CBO are also examined in terms of its role as a catalyst of social innovations 

and social learning outcomes.  

 

 Chapter Seven synthesizes objective-wise findings across all chapters (2-6) and discusses 

the findings briefly. It also discusses the thematic issues that dominated the thesis in relation to 

developmental entrepreneurship. Finally, the thesis envisions policy implications of the findings 

and suggests further research agenda. 

 

1.9 Expected Contributions of the Research  

 

Contributions. The research attempts to contribute in multiple scholarly areas. The 

spectrum of literature pertaining to developmental entrepreneurship lacks focus on community 

based initiatives; this research aims to fill to the gap and recreate a special bunch of 
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entrepreneurial knowledge entitled ‘Community-Based Developmental Entrepreneurship (CBDE)’.  

With reviewing the possibility of a shifted microfinance modality the research ascertained the 

community exigency to link entrepreneurship with ecosystem services and wellbeing components. 

The enquiry process engenders ideas of community-based green micro entrepreneurship (CGME); 

ecological modernization of microenterprise; local sustainability through green microfinance 

strategy; social innovation and learning through NGO-CBO partnership—an array of creative 

literature encapsulating the areas of entrepreneurship and innovation as well as sustainability at 

large.      

 

The research is expected to be of value to academics, non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs), governments and international developmental agencies. The research outcome would 

inform those policy making bodies concerned with sustainability. Development practitioners 

would get insights and strategic directions on new kind of entrepreneurship to address local issues, 

ecosystems services, and livelihoods. Key lessons learnt from applying green microfinance 

strategies to classic microenterprises can be incorporated in the SME policy in Bangladesh and 

elsewhere towards green economy and sustainability. As the microcredit is a grass root 

development movement globally, the impact has the potential to cross boundaries, scales, and 

levels.  

 

1.10 Academic Publications and Authorship  

 

Academic publications. The significant body of the knowledge, i.e. Community-Based 
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 Developmental Entrepreneurship (CBDE) became the basis of this thesis as well as academic 

publications.  Four of the Chapters of the thesis are already published: three journal articles 

(Chapter 2, 4, and 5) and one book chapter (Chapter 6), while another journal article is underway 

(based on Chapter 3). 

 

Authorship. In all these publications, I designed the paper, conducted field research, 

analyzed data and prepared the manuscript while receiving substantial conceptual and intellectual 

guidance from the co-authors. My co-authors are leading authority in the fields of resource 

management and sustainable development. We declare no conflict of interest in authorship.   

 

1.11 Synthesis of Research Questions 

 

In order to address the four research objectives, each of the Chapters 2 through 6 pursued a 

specific set of research questions as part of its inquiry process. The questions are synthesized as 

follows: 

How are developmental processes shifting over the time? What are the community-based 

 developmental initiatives in the recent times? Can the microfinance-oriented 

 development paradigm be shifted to integrate ecosystem services components? How are 

 communities and local ecosystems related, and what drives these relationships? Do the 

 changes in local ES affect the wellbeing of the local people–including their livelihoods 

and entrepreneurial actions? Answer for these questions were sought in Chapter 2 and 3 

 to address Objective 1.  
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The set of questions, the research entailed in Chapter 4 and 5 in addressing Objective 2 and 

3 are:   

What progress has been made in the environmental reorientation of microenterprises? Is it 

possible for community-based microenterprises to be ‘green’ and profitable at the same 

time? Does green microfinance strategy help to transform the actions of community-based 

enterprises towards supporting sustainability? Do community-based green 

microenterprises reduce GHG emissions? What is the capacity of the green microfinance 

strategy to bring about sustainability at the community level? 

 

 To address the Objective 4 and to recap the findings of the thesis, the study sought the 

answers for the following questions in Chapter 6 and 7:  

 

What role to microfinance CBOs and NGOs play in fostering social innovations and 

learning? If NGOs can move towards social-entrepreneurship for self-sufficiency and 

sustainability, could their partnering CBOs also adopt a similar path? Do CBOs hold 

social-entrepreneurship potential which could be harnessed to enhance their sustainability 

capacities? Can NGO-CBO relations be leveraged to ensure social entrepreneurship by 

CBOs?  What essential characteristics the ‘community-based developmental enterprise 

(CBDE) should entail? How does CBDE capture and address the issues pertaining to 

community-level sustainability and wellbeing? 

 

 

In the next chapter, the research looks into the historical perspective of developmentalism; 

and then puts ecosystem services, microfinance, and the local community contexts into the 

perspective. In that chapter, an extensive review of literature formed the arguments in developing 

the idea of integrating microfinance and ecosystem services towards a new developmental strategy 

to support sustainability from below.          
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CHAPTER 2:  DEVELOPMENTALISM VIS-À-VIS COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY
1
 

 

Summary: 

This chapter briefly reviews developmentalisms as evolved over time, especially those that have 

direct or indirect implications for community level sustainability. It then brings forth the 

perspective of sustainable development and its characteristics in fostering development at the local 

community level. It also analyses the multifaceted and changing nature of development and the 

urgencies thereof from the viewpoints of ecological economics, millennium ecosystem assessment 

and community level sustainability. Drawing on the Foucault’s notion of ‘dispositif’, it proposes 

to integrate ecosystem goods and services management objectives within the microcredit 

mechanism as a new approach to promote sustainability at community level. The chapter seeks 

answer to whether a shift in microcredit mechanism (which is regarded as effective for social and 

economic contributions at grass root level) with the inclusion of ecosystem goods and services 

management objectives would result a new framework for local sustainability. 

 

2.1 Introduction  

 

 Developmentalism is a cross-disciplinary school of thought that gave way to an ideology 

that economic development is the key strategy towards prosperity (Smith, 1985). Therefore, 

                                                 
1
 The Chapter is the published version of a Journal Article. The full reference is:  

Shahidullah, A.K.M., Venema, H.D. & Haque, C.E. (2013). Shifting developmentalism vis a vis 

community sustainability: Can Integration of ecosystem goods and services with microcredit create a local 

sustainability dispositif? International Journal of Development and Sustainability, 2(3), 1703-1722. doi: 

IJDS13011701 

Online: http://isdsnet.com/ijds-v2n3-4.pdf 
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central to the developmentalism thought is ‘economic development’ for national prosperity. Such 

economic development efforts, argued by so called trickle-down economic theories over the times, 

are overshadowed by the top-down approach—a belief that rising tide lifts all boats - as 

propounded by Kennedy in 1963 (Hines Jr., Hoynes, & Krueger, 2001). Escobar (1995, pp.17-18) 

viewed “developmentalism as an un-underdeveloping tasks undertaken by Third World countries 

by subjecting their societies to increasingly systematic, detailed, and comprehensive interventions 

especially during the post WW-II periods.”  

 

 Meanwhile, unlike top-down approach to developmentalism, since 1980s microcredit 

emerged as a grassroot development intervention strategy and helped create millions of micro-

enterprises, especially in the developing world. This enterprise development course takes into 

account economic benefit as the prime objective with little or no attention to the environmental 

consequences (Vargas, 2000). Adoption of sustainable development, on the other hand, primarily 

follows a macro-scale top-down approach and is argued mainly at national and international scales 

with little or no focus to the sustainability issues at the community level. Though Agenda 21 of 

Rio declaration 1992 underscored sustainability at local and municipal levels hardly any country 

embraced the policy apart from some anecdotal examples including in UK (Theobald, 2003) and 

Brazil
2
. Against such backdrops, the paper conceptualizes and proposes a new strategy to bring 

about local sustainability.  

 

2.2 Developmentalism: Shifting Focuses  

 

                                                 
2
 1 Fikret Berkes (2011) reports (personal communication) that there are instances of adopting LA21 in a 

few development projects in Brazil. 
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 Developmentalism is marked with shifting focuses over the periods. The history of  

development practice shows how the debates among Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century 

philosophers became a practical pursuit during the Twentieth Century. The Marshall Plan, the 

Monroe Doctrine, and the Stalin styled export of Soviet industrialism and communism all 

represented significant policies which put into effect through interventions with ‘nations perceived 

as being underdeveloped’. These policies and their funding spawned a plethora of development 

programs ranging from small-scale community development work to large-scale economic and 

political interventions (Larrison, 2000). While the issues of economic, social and political well 

beings were in focus, ecological issue was largely missing in those policies or intervention 

strategies.  

 

 The modern development debate, as opposed to more general debate about the causes of 

poverty and economic growth, is described as dating back to the early post-World War II period, 

and is closely associated with the process of decolonization, nation-building, national planning, 

development aid, and the political debate over the new international economic order (McNeill, 

2000). A retrospective view on these development approaches reveals that the policies and 

strategies for development started to flourish from that period encompassed many evolving 

development theories, hypothesis, models, techniques, and empirical applications. In order to 

bring forth our perspective, we took decade-wise excerpts of development approaches those which 

had direct or indirect implications for poverty alleviation and community level development. 

 

 During 1950s economic growth became the main policy objective in the newly 

independent (decolonized) less developed countries adopting ‘industrialization-first strategy’. The 
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strategy was advocated by a belief that income and social inequalities would be eliminated through 

economic growth and modernization per se, Theories that contributed to subsume such belief by 

the development economists were: ‘big push’ (Rosenstein-Rodan, 1943), ‘balanced growth’ 

(Nurkse, 1953), ‘take-off into sustained growth’ (Rostow, 1956) and ‘critical minimum effort 

thesis’ (Leibenstein, 1957).  

 

 Building on such theoretical and conceptual developments of 1950s, the dual economy 

model came into being and become more sophisticated in the 1960s by strongly recognizing the 

interdependence between the functions of the modern industrial and backward agricultural sectors 

- which must perform during the growth process (Fei & Ranis, 1964). However, one of the major 

underlying flaws of this approach was that “Growth and development ceased to be used as 

synonyms (even if the former was still widely considered a condition on of the latter)” (Corbridge 

1995, p.4). The dual economy model, therefore, fuelled intense debate as anti-poverty programmes 

and redistribution of wealth did not go hand in hand.  

 

 Therefore, during 1970s, one of the new developments with development policies was the 

shift in the preference (welfare) function away from aggregate growth per se toward poverty 

reduction and increasing investment transfers in projects benefiting the poor (Chenery, Ahluwalia, 

Duloy, Bell, & Jolly, 1974). The rising number of people in a state of poverty i.e. below some 

normative minimum income level or standard of living became burning questions – leading 

incorporation of ‘poverty alleviation’ as one of the key development objectives other than GNP 

growth, employment, income distribution, and external equilibrium. To address the overall 

development problems in that decade theoretical approaches such as: package approach in 
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traditional rural areas, role of informal sector, rural-urban migration, appropriate technology, 

relationship and trade-off between output, employment, income distribution and poverty, socio-

economic investment criteria, underdevelopment theory, and dependency theory underpinned the 

policies and strategies viz. integrated rural development, comprehensive employment strategies, 

redistribution with growth, basic needs, reformist (asset redistribution), and radical-collectivist.  

 

 The development strategies in 1980s used to be busy with macroeconomic adjustments 

what was termed structural adjustment policies. Corbridge (1995, p.7) states “drawing variously 

from libertarian creeds the market was to dominate the 1980s and 1990s with adoption of policies aimed at 

rolling back the state, privatization not nationalization and free trade (rather than aid)”. Thus, the neo-

liberal (free market) theory of economic development came to the dominance of political 

economic sphere.  

 

The decade of 1990s emphasized on good governance and resurgence of poverty 

alleviation among other key development objectives where role of institutions in development-

path dependency and endogeneity of policies and social capital were the theoretical lenses that 

adopted poverty alleviation and improved socioeconomic welfare as one of the core strategies.  

 

 After 2000, key objectives of the development doctrines comprise human development, 

poverty and inequality reduction, millennium development goals, and reduction of vulnerability. 

Two dominant policies and strategies i.e. globalization as development strategy and search for 

pro-poor growth development strategy have been adopted by most of the countries. With adoption 

of these strategies, the political economy of development and the role of institutions reclaimed 

significant dominance in the theoretical sphere of development where one of its major tenets is 
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‘more equal initial income and wealth distribution is consistent with and conducive to growth’ 

(Thorbecke, 2006).  

 

2.2.1 Three new elements in the realm of recent developmentalism  

 

 Contemporary phenomena
3
 in ‘developmentalism and lessons from Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment (MA) make three new elements quite tangible in the relevant literature. These 

elements are: i) a new priority: management of ecosystem goods and services (EGS) for human 

well-being should be in the forefront of development discourse (MA, 2005) ii.) a new message: 

action at the local level – with local organizations as the key actors – underpins the success and 

sustainability of most environment and development initiatives (World Resource Institute [WRI], 

2010). WRI propounded this message out of experiences in the last three decades of development 

practice. iii) a relatively new strategy: microcredit assisted micro-enterprise development has 

emerged as the most widely practiced grass-root development intervention mechanism in recent 

decades (Vargas, 2000).  

 

The first element, Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, seems propelling us to think about 

development in a different way—if not afresh. Degradation of EGS has significantly caught the 

imagination of contemporary development thinkers, especially those who are concerned about 

sustainability of the natural system. This degradation is resulting, among other impacts, rapid 

decline in forest resources, declining fisheries resources, depletion of soil resources, and shortages 

of food not met by international trade and aid flows (UNEP, 2000). There are many direct and 

                                                 
3
 Contemporary phenomena refer to post- Millennium Development Goal (2000) and post- Millennium 

Ecosystem Assessment (2005) global development contexts and perspectives 



 

 

34 

 

indirect drivers of changes that are causing this degradation. MA (2005) denotes the direct drivers 

as: changes in local land use and cover, species introduction or removal, technology adaptation 

and use, external inputs (e.g. fertilizer use, pest control, and irrigation), harvest and resource 

consumption, climate change, and other natural, physical and biological drivers. The indirect 

drivers are: demographic, economic (globalization, trade, market, and policy framework), socio-

political (e.g. governance, institution, and legal framework), science and technology, and cultural 

and religious (e.g. beliefs, consumption choices).  

 

To understand and face these changes and challenges specific to ecosystem management 

and human wellbeing, Millennium Ecosystem Assessment provides us with key information and 

roadmap. As ecosystems have been altered, many of their goods and services—the food and 

freshwater, the regulating services, and cultural benefits they provide—are in jeopardy, two thirds 

of the ecosystem services we depend on are degraded (MA, 2005). This degradation will likely 

grow significantly worse in the first half of the 21st century. WRI (2008, p. iv) reveals that “it 

threatens human well-being and the goals of development; however, evidence is accumulating that 

taking an ecosystems services approach can make development more sustainable by sustaining 

nature’s capacity to provide needed goods and services.” 

 

The second element was first recognized in Local Agenda 21 [LA21] at 1992 UN Rio 

Earth Summit. The importance of fostering local sustainability by strengthening local institutions 

is the key issue in LA 21 where call for transformation to mobilise action at the level of local 

communities put the onus mainly on the local government. However, Evans and Theobald (2003) 

state that the task is simply too vast and complex to be left to national or local governments alone. 
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Although LA21 has its roots in environmental sustainability, and the clear need to combat 

pollution, resource and energy waste, environmental degradation and destruction of the global 

commons, from the very start - it is more than this (Evans & Theobald, 2003). Chapter 28 of the 

Rio Agenda 21 agreement underscored the roles of citizens, local organisations and private 

enterprises for engaging in the sustainability discourse and for formulating best strategies (United 

Nations [UN], 1992). 

 

 While national-level policies and institutions tend to view poverty and environment as 

separate issues, many local organizations see the inherent connections and treat them together. In 

this sense, they provide a critical entry point for building a vital 'green economy' at the village 

level that can deliver substantial development benefits. Recognizing and building on the roles and 

strengths of local organizations is the kind of change in emphasis that is needed to reinvigorate 

efforts to achieve the MDGs (United Nations Development Program [UNDP], 2010). However, 

any strategy to tap the potential of local action must reckon with the considerable challenges 

involved. Creating an enabling environment for local action—an environment that provides the 

rights, financing, and capacity development necessary to support the formation and scaling up of 

successful ecosystem-based solutions—is no easy task (WRI, 2010).  

 

The third element, microfinance-led micro-enterprise development, has become a widely 

practiced (though debated) approach to reduce poverty, particularly at the rural community level in 

recent decades. Such efforts have focused mainly on economic measures, ignoring the 

environmental conditions (Vargas, 2000). Though emphasized in Rio Agenda 21, in development 

literature, elements of sustainability are noticeably scarce in local community level intervention 
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strategies e.g. micro-enterprise development apart from some anecdotal examples. Enabling poor 

people with access to finance and run enterprises do not ensure sustainability in the poor 

communities. The microfinance solution to the poverty is perceived workable in easing some woes 

of economic and social inequalities at the bottom by creating entrepreneurial subjects, generating 

alternative income source, forming social capital and empowering women. Nevertheless, bringing 

about sustainability at the community level is a greater task.  

 

Therefore, the inherent nature of shifting and recent phenomena of developmentalism 

together prompt us to ask—do we need to put these three elements together in the course or 

discourse of developmentalism? Apart from climate change, ecosystem degradation is altering the 

rules of development, bringing new urgency to the MDG agenda (WRI, 2010). Two goals out of 

eight (goal 1 and 7), as literally enshrined in the MDGs, are to reduce poverty and to ensure 

environmental sustainability.  

 

2.3 Sustainable Development and Community Level Sustainability  

 

Several important events and political actions paved the way for the emergence of the 

concept of sustainable development (SD) such as: i. Stockholm Conference on the Human and 

Environment and the establishment of UNEP in 1972; ii. ‘Limits to Growth Report’ (Meadows, 

Meadow, Randers, & Behrens 1972); iii. the ‘US Global 2000 report to the president’ (Barney, 

1980);  iv. ‘The resourceful earth’ (Simon & Kahn, 1984); v. ‘The World Conservation Strategy’ 

(WCN/IUCN, 1980); vi. The International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) report, 
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‘Sustainable Development of the Biosphere’ (Clark & Munn, 1986); and UN Brundtland  

Commission Report, ‘Our Common Future’ (WECD, 1987).  

 

These policy or strategy guides, generally, looked at the idea of SD as a macro level 

approach where state, regional or international authorities are the main actors to put it into practice. 

Therefore, in classical SD–society, environmental and economic objectives are mutually 

reinforcing and the process is argued mostly at national and international scales. For example, the 

practice is more visible in the realms of multi-lateral negotiations (climate, trade, biodiversity and 

other similar negotiations) and in policies of global organizations (World Bank, UN and other 

development agencies). 

 

The idea of SD was significantly conceived first by International Union for Conservation 

of Nature (IUCN) as a conservation strategy. IUCN (1980, p. 4) stated “for development to be 

sustainable it must take account of social and ecological factors, as well as economic ones; of the 

living and non-living resource base; and of the long term as well as short term advantages and 

disadvantages of alternative actions”. Therefore, the inception of IUCN conceived SD idea took 

the whole biosphere into consideration, and grounded with generalized norms which Butz (1991) 

regarded as a global conservation principle rather than a development strategy.  

 

Escobar (1996, p.329) states that “the emergence of the concept of sustainable 

development is part of a broader process of the problematization of global survival…. The slogan 

‘think globally, act locally’ assumes not only that problems can be defined at a global level, but 

also that they are equally compelling for all communities”. Similarly, other scholars started to 
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question popular discourses on globalization and sustainable development, stating that ‘since 

global discourses are often based on shared myths or blue prints of the world, the political 

prescriptions flowing from them are often inappropriate for local realities’ (Adger, Benjaminsen, 

Brown, & Svarstad, 2001, p. 683). Yanarella and Levine (1992) argue that SD strategies which are 

developed at global or national scales tend to prevent meaningful and concentrated political action. 

At such macro levels, the scale of change required is so great that problems of coordination and 

cooperation across political units are bound to be enormous.  

 

Bridger and Luloff (1999) view that the political and cultural difficulties associated with 

attempts to achieve sustainability on a global level provide justification for sustainability at 

community level. By shifting the focus on sustainability to the local level, changes are seen and 

felt in a much more immediate manner. ‘Sustainable society' or ‘a sustainable world' are 

meaningless to most people since they require levels of abstraction that are not relevant in daily 

life. Contrary to these, ‘locality’ bears a significant meaning and sense to people as it is the very 

level of social organization where the consequences of environmental degradation or results of 

interventions are most keenly felt and noticeable by the stakeholders. And, of equal importance, 

there tends to be greater confidence in government action at the local level. The combination of 

these factors creates a climate much more conducive to the kind of long-term political 

mobilization implicit in the term ‘sustainable development'. Moreover, Yanarella and Levine 

(1992, p.769) observe that ‘sustainable community development may ultimately be the most 

effective means of demonstrating the possibility that sustainability can be achieved on a broader 

scale’.  
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In looking at the issues pertaining to open access resources, Berkes (1989) first brought the 

idea of community based sustainable development on the table specifically by citing the value of 

“bottom-up” approach to local development and traditional, indigenous resource management 

systems. Other scholars e.g. Luloff and Swanson (1995); Bridger (1994); and Wilkinson (1991) 

underscored that sustainable development rooted in place based communities has the advantage of 

flexibility as the communities differ in terms of environmental problems, natural and human 

resource endowments, levels of economic and social development, and physical (i.e. geological 

and topographical), and climatic conditions. Given such heterogeneity, therefore, the arguments 

for focusing primarily on global or national sustainable development are more problematic. 

Adopting a “one size fits all' approach is simply not tenable.  

 

Therefore, a community-level approach allows for the design of policies and practices that 

are sensitive to the opportunities and constraints inherent to particular places (Bridger & Luloff, 

1999). In general, sustainable development, as Brohman (1996) thinks, should favour bottom-up 

over top-down approaches; redistribution over trickle-down; self-reliance over dependency; a local 

rather than a regional, national, or international focus; and small scale projects rather than a grand 

scale or mega projects. As well, they should be designed with extensive public participation; seek 

to improve society and the environment as well as the economy; and most importantly result in 

increased equity, equality and empowerment. 

 

2.3.1 Sustainability at community level versus poverty and ecosystem degradation 

 

Costanza and Patten (1995, p. 194) define sustainability as “a system which survives or 
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 persists. Biologically, this means avoiding extinction, and living to survive and reproduce. 

Economically, it means avoiding major disruptions and collapses, hedging against instabilities and 

discontinuities”. From systemic point of view, Berkes, Colding, and Folke (2003, p. 2) think that 

“sustainability implies maintaining the capacity of ecological systems to support social and 

economic systems”. They consider sustainability as “a process, rather than an end product, a 

dynamic process that requires adaptive capacity for societies to deal with change”.  

 

An intermediate position on the interpretation of sustainability is that natural and man- 

made capital can be either substitutes or complements depending upon the characteristics of the 

economic system and the specific natural and man- made capital involved (e.g. Georgescu-Roegen, 

1979; Cleveland & Ruth, 1997). In this view, the rate of substitutability depends, among others, 

upon the type of ecosystem service involved. For instance, the regulation of climate and 

biochemical cycles, as well as several cultural services, can only to a very limited extent be 

replaced by man- made capital (Costanza & Daly, 1992; Victor, 1994). Solow (1993) also follows 

a more intermediate position. He argues that it is not possible to preserve the full stock of natural 

capital and suggests a weaker definition of sustainability where partial substitution of man- made 

and natural capital is allowed.  

 

Sustainability at community level may demand context specific approach as the complex 

nature of interrelationships between nature and societies (Youngberg & Harwood, 1989) in diverse 

geographic locations and topographic realities will not allow us to apply ‘one size fit all’ solution. 

However, most definitions of sustainable community stress the importance of striking a balance 

between environmental concerns and development objectives while simultaneously enhancing 
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local social relationships. Bridger and Luloff (1999) see community level sustainability as an 

approach that calls for meeting the economic needs of the local people, enhances and protects the 

local environment and promotes more humane local societies. However, the following two 

definitions comprehend ideas on as to what should community sustainability entail:  

“….a neighborhood of humans in a place, plus the place itself: its soil, its water, its air, and 

all the families and tribes of nonhuman creatures that belong to it…..we are speaking of a complex 

connection not only among human beings and their homeland but also between the human 

economy and nature, between forest and field or orchard, and between troublesome creatures and 

pleasant ones – all neighbors are included” (Berry, 1993, p. 14).  

 

“The ability of a community to utilize its natural, human, and technological resources to 

ensure that all members of present and future generations can attain a high degree of health and 

wellbeing, economic security, and a say in shaping their future while maintaining the integrity of 

the ecological systems on which all life and production depends” (Klin, 1995, p.4).  

 

These definitions imply that developmentalism with an aim to bring about sustainability at 

community level must take into account ecological elements other than economic ones. These 

ecological elements have an inextricable linkage with the human well-being as assessed by 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment as it (MA, 2005) posits that people are integral parts of 

ecosystems and that a dynamic interaction exists between them and other parts of ecosystems. 

Therefore, with the changes in ecosystems are causing changes in human wellbeing.  

 

In delving out such ecosystem changes, MA (2005) found that 15 of the 24 ecosystems 

services that directly contribute to human well-being are being systematically changed i.e. 

degraded through human use. The assessment concluded that (MA, 2005, p. 2) “any progress 

achieved in addressing the goals of poverty and hunger eradication, improved health, and 
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environmental protection is unlikely to be sustained if most of the ecosystem services on which 

humanity relies continue to be degraded”. 

 

  Biggs et al. (2004) report that poverty and ecosystem degradation are closely associated 

and exacerbate one another. There is a lack of understanding on the feedbacks that produce the 

spiral of poverty and ecosystem degradation (Carpenetr et al., 2006). The alleviation of poverty 

often depends upon access to a reliable supply of ecosystem services (Martinez-Alier, 2002). MA 

(2005) depicted four possible scenarios on poverty-EGS nexus which indicate that severe and 

irreversible declines in ecosystem services and human well-being may occur if people do not 

husband and enhance natural capital at the same time as human, social, and manufactured capital 

are built. Poverty reduction strategies that erode the supply of ecosystem services can make 

poverty alleviation more difficult (Carpenetr et al., 2006).  

 

Rural communities especially the poor people are heavily dependent on the ecosystems and 

the services they provide as these form the most important assets for them which include: 

provision of goods such as fresh water, fish, wild foods and other non-timber forest products, as 

well as services such as plant pollination, pest control, climate regulation, and flood control. For 

more than two billion rural farmers, fishers, pastoralist, and forest dwellers living on less than $2 

per day, EGS typically account for a sustainable portion of family income – as much as half or 

more in many instances (WRI, UNDP, UNEP, & World Bank, 2005).  

 

Wilkie and Fortuna (2003) records that more than 1.3 billion people depend on fisheries, 

forests and agriculture for employment – close to half of all jobs worldwide. Recent research 

conducted in India by TEEB (2009) shows, EGS contribute up to 57 percent of the GDP of the 
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poor in the study area. Therefore, degradation of EGS would certainly threaten the very basis of 

the household economy of these rural poor. UNDP (2003) and MA (2005) underscored the need 

for linking development goals with EGS (see WRI, 2008, p.4).  

 

2.4 Microcredit: Shifting Development Dispositif and the Missing Bottom Line  

 

 

Brigg (2001) noticed a shift in the developmental intervention mechanisms and efforts 

since 1980s as NGOs started to play greater role than before. For example, in case of Bangladesh, 

reduction in public services and state spending was accompanied by increased support for NGOs 

by Bangladesh’s external development partners (Sarker, 1996). Thus the NGOs emerged as 

prominent players in developmental efforts with the downsizing of state based functions of social 

welfare and development. The proliferation of a range of other approaches like: eco- participatory, 

autonomous, and sustainable development, that are, in some respects, less directly informed by the 

drive for economic growth also revolved around NGOs (Kumarian, 1998). These diverse shifts 

signalled dispersion of developmentalism itself.  

 

Brigg (2001) also identifies that the introduction of Foucault's notion of ‘dispositif’
4
 by 

Escobar (1992) and Ferguson (1990) helped capturing these dispersal approaches in part and 

questioning the traditional developmentalism in place. Foucault (1980, p.194) used the term 

dispositif to refer to a “thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble of discursive and material elements. A 

dispositif may consist of discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws, 

                                                 
4
 ‘Dispositif’ is a French word. It is translated into English as apparatus or device or deployment by many; 

however, suggestions (Villadsen 2008) on the appropriate meaning of it include ‘social apparatus’ and 

‘regime of practice’ - both of which indicate an ordering of social practices that are infused with a 

particular strategic ‘disposition’. 
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administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions 

and so on.  

 

The dispositif is not simply the collection of elements per se but also the "system of 

relations ... established between these elements”. The relationships between the various elements 

can be conceptualized ‘in terms of relations of knowledge (discourse), power, and subjectivity’ 

(Deluze, 1992, p.159). The postwar development projects that operate as a complex ensemble of 

institutions, discourses, resource flows, programs, and practices can be seen within the lens of 

dispositif. Esteva and Prakesh (1998) view that inherent to the post-war developmental 

intervention mechanisms there are heterogeneous collection of elements that acts on and emerges 

through the actions of a multitude of subjects which cannot operate entirely in concert and 

therefore developmentalism and its effects should not be viewed as monolithic or uniform.  

 

With Foucault’s statement that the dispositif is an ensemble of material and discursive 

elements, the developmental dispositif may organize the way development scholars and 

practitioners conceptualize development as a process and interventional apparatus. Brigg (2001), 

however, differs that dispositif is something quite different from a conceptual apparatus; arguing 

that the idea of putting over-determining role or priority to any single dimension of knowledge, 

power, or subjectivity (or any other set of relations, such as the economic) does not go with the 

notion. Escobar (1992, p. 10) states that “the ensemble of forms found along these axes [of 

knowledge, power, and subjectivity] constitute development as a discursive formation, giving rise 

to an efficient apparatus that systematically relates forms of knowledge and techniques of power”. 
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The notion of dispositif, therefore, rather focuses on current state of play by allowing 

 maintaining the various elements of the reshuffled development project and the accompanying 

relations of knowledge, power, and subjectivity in their appropriate dispersion - meaning that an 

initiative need not be reduced to any particular set of relations. It also allows the drawing out of 

the interconnectedness among various sets of relations that emerge in ‘new’ initiatives in 

development, such as: the microcredit movement, sustainable development, local sustainability 

initiative in order to consider how development reinvents itself (Brigg, 2001).  

 

The microcredit movement is the glaring example of such shifting – and that shift from 

more traditional development approaches has no doubt contributed to the popularity of microcredit. 

It is considered as poverty reduction strategy innovation; and viewed as positive mainly because it 

made credit accessible to the poor people who did not have the scope to borrow from traditional 

lending institutions except from loan-sharks (local moneylenders) who eventually ruined them 

financially in most instances. As microcredit makes small-scale loans available to poor borrowers 

for income generating self-employment projects (Woller & Woodworth, 2001); it emerged as a 

‘microfinance promise’ out of poverty that enables them to expand their micro-enterprises, 

increase their labor productivity and move up the income ladder gradually (Haque, 2010).  

 

The microcredit has been pioneered and popularized by Professor Yunus who started the 

present movement in 1970s out of his disenchantment with the classical economic theories to 

address the poverty situation, what he states “run away from the text books”. Brigg (2001), has 

been able to correlate the Yunus initiated Grameen Bank microcredit paradigm with the dispositif 
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framework as he finds that microcredit demonstrates both continuities and discontinuities with the 

previous development dispositif.  

 

As a matter of fact, the global microcredit regime saw its prospect with the neoliberal 

replacement of Keynesianism with the formulation of ‘Washington Consensus (WC)’ 
5
 which then 

graduated into ‘Post Washington Consensus (PWC)’
6
 that dominate global economic order for the 

past three decades.  

 

Through PWC, a forced but legitimate convergence took place between financial  

sector liberalisation and poverty reduction (Weiber, 2002). With this process of policy 

convergence and the simultaneous (can be said co-incidental as well) emergence of microcredit 

movement as a popular grass-root poverty reduction strategy, microfinance received open 

endorsement of whole international development hierarchy: the World Bank. IMF, regional 

development banks, donor countries, UN and other development partners (Haque, 2010). 

 

Poverty reduction strategy papers (PRSPs) of the World Bank and IMF then incorporated 

microcredit as a grass-root intervention strategy. Consequently, MFIs came into being as a kind of 

financial intermediary thereby broadening financial market by introducing new financial 

instruments and products through microcredit distribution - catering financial service demands of 

                                                 
5
 A set of economic practices and reforms deemed by international financial institutions (located in 

Washington, D.C.) to be helpful for financial stability and economic development; often imposed as 

conditions for economic assistance by these institutions. Phrase coined by John Williamson (1990). 

 
6
  Post-Washington Consensus underscored increased link between international debt relief and poverty 

reduction, and suggested to move beyond the debt initiative by making ‘poverty reduction’ the foremost 

conditionality of international financial institutions and bilateral and multilateral development agencies 

(Weiber 2002). 
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new users (World Bank, 1992). Thus microcredit linked local political economies with global 

political imperatives. For example, in case of Bangladesh, World Bank granted a poverty 

reduction microfinance loan in 1996 and that was also part of its overall financial sector 

liberalization support for the country (Weber, 2002).  

 

Over the period since 1980s, microcredit as an instrument for developmentalism has its 

mark in poverty reduction which is supported by a huge body of literature including (Pitt & 

Khandaker, 1998; Mayoux, 2002; Gozalez, 2008). Many authors including Dowla (2005) and 

Rankin (2002) note that microcredit has also made its mark in social capital formation. More 

importantly it is seen as a ‘bottom-up’ (Narayanaswami, 2010) and gendered (Mayoux, 2002) 

approach to the development.  

 

However, there is a group of scholars e.g., Chen and Dunn (1996), Khandker (2005), and 

Tripathi (2006) who contest the so called positive impact of micro-credit. This group argues that 

micro-credit bypasses the poor and, in the rare case when it reaches the poor, micro-credit kills 

their initiative. There is yet a third group of scholars who remain neutral in the debate. This 

‘neutral camp’ acknowledges the developmental importance of microcredit services, but points out 

the numerous aggravating challenges the sector faces (e.g. Fischer & Sriram, 2002; Foose, 2008). 

 

 There is, therefore, no well-known study that can concretely establish the comprehensive 

efficacy of microcredit or can deny it downright. However, in his latest book, ‘Quality of Life: 

India Vs. China’ published in April 2011, Amartya Sen compared the progress of China with India, 

and then compared the overall development indicators of Bangladesh with India, where he found 
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Bangladesh is ahead of India and in many cases of all other SAARC countries in terms of 

healthcare, education, women literacy, life expectancy, population control, and children and infant 

mortality. He then mentioned that these developmental achievements are the outcomes of NGO 

operation and the Bangladesh Government’s public policy; he particularly recognized 

contributions of two major microcredit lending organizations - by stating that:  

 

“….. It is to the huge credit of Bangladesh that despite the adversity of low income it has been able 

to do so much so quickly; the imaginative activism of Bangladeshi NGOs (such as the Grameen Bank, the 

pioneering microcredit institution, and BRAC, a large-scale initiative aimed at removing poverty) as well 

as the committed public policies of the government have both contributed to the results” (Sen, 2011,p.2).  

 

In refocusing the notion of community sustainability at local level, we assess a further 

shifted development dispositif and identify a missing link or bottom line with the course of 

microcredit in relation to sustainability. The obvious missing bottom line is the environment - 

though the present widely used microcredit mechanism addresses economic and social well-being, 

it does not have much emphasis on ecological well-being. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 

(MA) calls for the management and protection of ecosystem goods and services (EGS) for human 

well-being. As the degradation of EGS and aggravation of poverty situation goes hand in hand - 

EGS deserves to be a crucial discursive element in development dispositif.  

 

2.5 Towards a Community Level Sustainability Dispositif: Integrating Microcredit with 

Ecosystem Goods and Services  

 

The microcredit industry lags behind the curve in terms of environmental awareness and 

action. There are a few organizations in the sector promoting the both, but these tend to operate 
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along the fringes, and therefore, there remains much work to bring the environment to the 

microcredit agenda (Hall, Collins, Israel, & Wenner, 2008). Microcredit, as we confine to the 

definition here, is a collateral free small loan given to the poor, particularly poor women for 

income generating activities mainly through micro enterprise development, and the process is 

typically facilitated and sponsored by NGO as an MFI. Though the nature and purposes of 

microcredit and in many cases an interchangeably used term ‘microfinance’ varies, we focus on 

the microcredit assisted micro-entrepreneurial ventures.  

 

 The term ‘ecosystem goods and services’ is in part a re-naming of an old concept, as 

Brauman, Daily, Duarte, & Harold (2007) have discussed. This concept, that there are free ‘goods 

and services’ provided by nature that are overexploited by population growth exacerbating poverty, 

is often articulated in terms of environmental degradation. In the context of poverty alleviation 

however, focus on loss of goods and services places emphasis on the resources available to the 

poor and the provision and delivery of them across a range of spatial scales. We, therefore, retain 

the MA taxonomy of Provisioning, Regulating, Cultural, and Supporting services (MA, 2005), 

recognising that supporting services constitute intermediate, and not end, products.  

 

The implications of EGS for the microcredit assisted poor micro-entrepreneurs are 

multifaceted. EGS degradation can affect a micro-enterprise by increasing its risk. Micro-

entrepreneurs are dependent on EGS for sustainable business input supply as well as for their 

livelihoods and well-being (Hall, Lal, & Israel, 2006). The operations of micro-enterprises have 

negative environmental impacts. Though the scope and size of microenterprises limits their 

negative impacts, Wenner, Wright, & Lal (2004, pp.97-98) list a number of reasons culminating 
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effects of which heighten their negative effects; the reasons are: their sheer numbers, ubiquitous 

presence, extended hours of operation, lack of supervision by regulatory and environmental 

agencies, low technological level, and lack of supporting infrastructure and services (trash 

collection, enclosed marketplaces).  

 

On the other hand, Hall et al. (2006, p. 3) asserts that “microenterprise that use green 

inputs for production, such as certified (sustainably grown) lumber, organic seeds, compost or 

green fertilizer, and organic dyes can contribute to a healthier environment. Sustainable production 

techniques such as reforestation, controlled water usage, natural pesticide applications, and 

environmentally friendly technologies, including micro drip irrigation systems, solar water pumps, 

all conserve environmental resources. Microenterprises that recycle trash or used goods, and those 

that utilize recycled materials as inputs, are helping the environment”.  

 

Therefore, an environment friendly microcredit operation modality can have dual benefits 

in terms of offsetting the negative impacts and enhancing the positive contributions to the 

environment. For example, in Bangladesh as of June 2009 there are 24.8 million microcredit 

borrowers, most of which are engaged in microenterprise operation (MRA, 2009). Collectively, 

the ecological footprints of these millions of microenterprises do cast a macro impact to the 

environment - which should not go unnoticed. Conversely, adoption of green operational process 

by these millions of enterprises offers a huge environmental dividend.  

 

In moving towards a community level sustainability dispositif based on the microcredit 

paradigm, it requires a move beyond problem surrounding critical approaches based in economic 
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relations and reconfiguration of development through the rise of NGOs. Dispositif allows to have 

less programmatic approach by conceptualizing development as a shifting coagulation of elements 

that exhibit certain continuities and discontinuities with previous formation (Brigg, 2001). 

Therefore, a shift in the existing microcredit paradigm is permeable with the inclusion of EGS 

management and protection. This shift allows NGOs to be in the dispositif locus ensembling or 

redeploying entrepreneurial subjectivity and institutions within the conventional microcredit 

schema - thereby redirecting developmentalism towards sustainability or local sustainability.  

 

However, greening microcredit through environmental lending or more particularly EGS 

supportive lending to the community group and individual is not a job beyond challenges. These 

challenges could be: defining and determining green ventures, supply and adoption of green 

techniques and technologies, knowledge, affordability, and viability. The emphasis of the greening 

efforts should be convincing micro entrepreneurs on the followings:  

 

i. that the economic activities take place within the constraint of natural environment;  

 

ii. if the ecosystem goods and services upon which economic activity is dependent are 

damaged due to causes like severe erosion, over-fishing, unsustainable harvesting of raw 

materials, and pollution, it undermines the existing enterprise and potential for economic 

development in future;  

 

iii. high market demand for green and organic products and incremental price benefit; and  

 

iv. on the easier availability of technical and financial assistance from intermediary 

organizations. 
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 In order to avoid the initial market distortions and inefficiency and to increase 

environmental awareness, intermediary assistance should consist of loans and grants to increase 

environmental awareness, develop and diffuse environmentally friendly technology, and 

strengthen management capacity to adopt and manage the approach. Although, this will require 

multiple stakeholders to work jointly toward the goal, the initial and most instrumental role is to 

be played by the NGO-MFI as the key development partner. This conceptual scheme has been 

shown in Figure 2.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. A Conceptual Schema of Microcredit-EGS integrated Community level 
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2.6 Conclusions  

 

Developmentalism has always been experimental by nature - though it embodies 

innumerable theories, hypothesis, strategies, doctrines, models, and other empirical applications. 

Development strategies over the time especially the post-colonial decades are marked with 

frequent policy and strategy changes. The state of the play in development efforts or what we have 

put here as ‘development dispositif’ has shifted or expanded its focus, such as from: 

industrialization first to balanced growth (with agricultural), economic development to economic 

and social development, GNP growth strategy to poverty alleviation, and lately development to 

sustainable development.  

 

Most development approaches are largely economistic rather than integrated (with social, 

political, ecological well-beings of the communities) and do not adequately focus sustainability 

issues at community level. The genesis and operationalization of the process of sustainable 

development also encompass broader, top-down, and macro-scale approaches to the 

developmentalism, which is therefore characteristically inept to hit the causes of 

underdevelopment at the community level effectively. Microcredit guru Prof. Yunus (2007) 

mentions that these development theories are half done as still half the people globally survive 

with less than $2- a- day.  

 

Contemporary developmentism is faced with the challenges of the degradation of 

ecosystem goods and services, poverty alleviation and linking problems and actions locally. 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) has explicitly brought forth the gravity and significance 

of managing ecosystems for achieving qualitative development or human well-being. Meanwhile, 
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poverty eradication tops the list of Millennium Development Goals. As ecosystem goods and 

services (EGS) are directly linked with the human well-being and poverty reduction management 

of EGS is crucial to sustain the poverty reduction efforts as most of the ecosystem services (15 of 

24) are being degraded.  

 

Although a realization cropped up for long that the development effort needs to be bottom-

up in order to ensure benefit at community level, no other significant development intervention 

strategy gained so widespread popularity as microcredit which is meant to pull out community 

members from the abject poverty cycle. Microcredit is viewed as an approach which is 

entrepreneurial, bottom-up, genedered, and social capital builder. In terms of sustainable 

development principles, though the economic and social contributions of microcredit are widely 

recognized – the ecological bottom line is still missing. Inclusion of ecological dimension in order 

to ensure its contribution to the sustainability process - microcredit mechanism requires a strategic 

shift.  

 

Since dispositif enables a less programmatic approach by conceptualizing development as 

a coagulation of elements that exhibits certain continuities and discontinuities with previous 

formation – inclusion of EGS management principle within microcredit strategy is permeable 

within dispositif framework. With microcredit approach being an instrument for localism which 

encompasses household, group, community organization as subjects for developmentalism unlike 

the traditional top-down approaches that did not reach thus far – the localization of sustainability 

finds its way. With the inclusion of EGS management principles as an environmental bottom line 
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with microcredit’s existing economic and social bottom lines – a new framework for local level 

sustainability is established. 
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CHAPTER 3: COMMUNITY WELLBEING, ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND LOCAL 

ENTREPRENEURSHIPS
7
 

 

Summary: 

This paper examines the connections between communities with their local ecosystems in a 

wetland area. It focuses on how environmental changes and challenges affect the flow of local 

ecosystem services and their impacts on community wellbeing and local entrepreneurships. The 

research sought to find answers as to how the local communities respond to those changes through 

entrepreneurial actions. Field research, using case study and participatory methods, was performed 

in one of the largest wetlands in northeastern Bangladesh during 2012–13. The research examined 

and compared wellbeing in the study area and delineated changes over two points in time, 2004 

and 2014.  Results show that communities depend substantially on local ecosystem services for 

their livelihoods. Most of the community wellbeing components are linked to ecosystem services, 

especially, to provisioning ones (goods) such as food, fiber, fuel and others. Biophysical changes 

in local ecosystems, caused by various natural and anthropogenic drivers, are adversely affecting 

the local communities, leading to a reduction in wellbeing over time.  Local communities showed 

resilience to changes, with entrepreneurial modes adapting to climatic variability and 

environmental shocks. We conclude that the promotion of adaptive entrepreneurship offers a 

suitable policy option and strategic choice to sustain social–ecological systems facing 

environmental challenges.  

  

                                                 
7
 The Chapter has been prepared as a manuscript to be submitted in World Development Journal. The 

manuscript is titled with “Wetlands Ecosystem Services and Community Wellbeing: Relations, Dynamics, 

and Local Entrepreneurship”  
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3.1 Introduction 

  

 The study of the relationship between ecosystem services (ES) and human wellbeing has 

received considerable attention in recent years. Research in this field has spanned a wide variety of 

scales and contexts—local, regional and, global (Salzman, Thompson, & Daily, 2001; 

Michaelidou, Decker, & Lassoie, 2002; Deutsch, Folke, & Skanberg, 2003; Wainger & Price, 

2004; Pereira, Queiroz, Pereira, & Vicente, 2005; Haines-Young & Potschin, 2010). Among such 

works of varied scales and approaches,  Deutsch et al. (2003) focused on the dependence of human 

well-being on ES at the global level, whereas Michaelidou and colleagues (2002) emphasized on 

the relationship between community well-being and ecosystem viability at the local scale.  The 

2005 global study, the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA 2005) comprehensively examined 

the effects of ES on human wellbeing at various geographic levels.  Overall, the literature on these 

issues suggests that the relation between ES and human wellbeing is not only inextricable but also 

multifaceted, complex and dynamic in nature, irrespective of the contexts -- local or global.        

 

 In the MA (2005) terminology, ES are the benefits that people obtain from ecosystems. 

These include ‘provisioning services’ such as food, water and wood, ‘regulating services’ such as 

flood control, pest control and pollination, ‘cultural services’ such as recreation and spiritual 

benefits, and ‘supporting services’ such as soil formation and nutrient cycling. These ES play a 

major role in the state of welfare of local communities (Watmough, Atkinson, Saikia, & Hutton, 

2016). Studies have found that the rural poor especially farmers, fishers, pastoralists, and forest 

dwellers have substantial dependence on ES as they derive a significant portion of their family 

income from them (Beck& Nesmith, 2001; FAO, 2004; WRI, 2005).  An analysis of 8,000 
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households in 24 developing countries by the Centre for International Forestry Research Network 

(CIFOR) showed ES accounted for 28% of total household income (Angelsen et al., 2014). In 

south Asia, Jodha (1990) found the average ES contribution to rural household income to be 14–

23%; whereas Bahuguna (2000) estimated it as 48.7% in the rural areas of Madhya Pradesh, 

Odisha, and Gujarat states of India. In Bangladesh, average rural household income was 18% from 

commons or common-pool resources (mostly ES) provided by wetlands, uplands, coastal, and 

floodplain ecosystems (Toufique et al., 2013).   

 

 Numerous studies have confirmed that wellbeing of millions of rural poor is directly tied to 

the goods and services provided by local ecosystems; example of such studies include Belcher, 

Ruíz-Pérez, & Achdiawan (2005); Fisher (2004); Scherr, White, & Kaimowitz (2004); Arnold 

(2002); Godoy et al. (2000); Narendran et al. (2001). These studies demonstrated that the services 

provided by local ecosystems are crucial for the health, security, recreation, and other socio-

cultural purposes of the communities (UNEP, 2010), thus leading to an inextricable relationship 

between local ecosystems and communities.  Such relationship is, nonetheless, complex and 

changes across both time and space (Dasgupta, Deichmann, Meisner, & Wheeler, 2005; De 

Sherbinin, Carr, Cassels, & Jiang, 2007; De Sherbinin et al., 2008). Although changes can occur at 

global, regional, sub-regional, national, and local levels and often simultaneously (Berkes, 2004), 

they are most acutely felt at the local level, as resource-dependent communities are most directly 

connected to the surrounding environment (Folke, Fabricius, Cundill, & Schulze, 2005).  

 The dynamics in local ecosystems and resultant changes in ES supply influence the 

entrepreneurial actions of the local people (Shahidullah & Haque, 2014; Barrett et al., 2006; Okwi 

et al., 2007).  Sustainable entrepreneurship (Cohen & Winn, 2007; Dean& McMullen, 2007), 
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ecopreneurship (Schaper, 2002) and social entrepreneurship (Dorado, 2006) are found to respond 

to such changes. Many forms of entrepreneurial activities are resource-oriented and seek to excel 

using available resources (Korsgaard & Anderson, 2010; Baker & Nelson, 2005). These forms 

incorporate a frugal attitude to resources and economic growth, and are tuned to changing 

ecological contexts (Gerlach, 2003; Sachs, 1999). Such approach to entrepreneurship strives to 

support environmental sustainability and often runs counter to the conventional view in which 

entrepreneurship is conceived as the pursuit of opportunity regardless of short-term environmental 

consequences (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). 

  

 In the above context, the objectives of our paper are to understand: i) whether and how the 

changes in local ecosystems affect the livelihoods and wellbeing of local people; and ii) how 

enterprising communities adapt to such changes. To this end, we draw on theories of human–

environment relations (i.e. social–ecological systems) and examine the meaning of wellbeing in 

the context of ES-dependent, and entrepreneurial communities. Our study uses wetland 

communities of Bangladesh as a specific natural-resource dependent local community case. It is 

expected that the cumulative experience and lessons learned with the wetland communities would 

help to advance our understanding regarding other social-ecological settings as well.   

  

 The following sections of this paper offer sequentially the conceptual underpinnings of the 

study, followed by research methods, study area and the context. These are followed by a section 

presenting results which attempts to understand the dynamics of ES-dependence of the local 

people; the changes occurring to the local resource base; temporal changes in the ecosystem; 

perceived state of community well-being resulting from these changes; and whether and how 
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changes in local ecosystems lead to adaptive entrepreneurship by the community members. Finally, 

a section on discussion and conclusions offers the relevance and contributions of this study to the 

current state of knowledge and new insights regarding community resilience to changes through 

entrepreneurships.  

 

3.2 Social–Ecological Systems: Wellbeing and Entrepreneurship  

 

 Nature–human relationships, which Gunderson and Holling (2002) see as an interaction 

between social systems and ecological systems proceed through various phases of development. 

Social systems and ecological systems are considered to be linked and interdependent. Therefore 

social–ecological systems can be used as the unit of analysis (Berkes & Folke, 1998). The notion 

and characteristics of these coupled systems can be captured in various ways: 

• Humans are part of the environment; social systems and environmental systems are parts 

of the same complex system through their feedback relationships, interactions and co-

evolution (Berkes, Colding, & Folke, 2003). 

• These coupled social–ecological systems are characterized by nonlinear phenomena, 

discontinuity, and uncertainty (Costanza, Wainger, Folke, & Maler, 1993; Levin, 1999). 

• Communities have historically adapted their resource management systems and institutions 

to cope with change and uncertainty in nature (Feeny, Berkes, McCay, & Acheson., 1990; 

Scoones, 1999; Pretty & Ward, 2000; Fabricius & Koch, 2004).  

• The systemic challenge is not to avoid change, but to sustain a desirable social-ecological 

state in the face of complexity, uncertainty, and surprise (van der Leeuw, 2000). 

  

 Human-nature interaction often makes it difficult to distinguish between the drivers and 

results of ecosystem change at the local level (Folke & Fabricius, 2005). Much debate surrounds 
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the spatial and temporal implications of the factors driving changes; anthropogenic drivers; and 

natural causes. To exhibit some examples, Dearing et al. (2012), Tianhong et al. (2010), and Zhao 

et al. (2006) emphasized on the dynamics of how land-use change has led to substantive 

alterations in the ES supply to local communities. In contrast,  Lautenbach, Kugel, Lausch, & 

Seppelt (2011);  Jiang, Bullock, & Hooftman (2013); and Holland et al. (2011) view that the 

provision of ecosystem services vary temporally as part of natural phenomena and the role of 

human activities in such changes is nominal. 

 

3.2.1 Community wellbeing 

 

 The concept of wellbeing has followed an evolving discourse since its introduction to 

the literature in the 1970s, and a consensus on a universal definition has yet to be reached. As a 

simple notion, the New Economics Foundation (NEF) has defined wellbeing in terms of two 

primary elements: 1) feeling good; and 2) functioning well. The NEF proposes that wellbeing is a 

dynamic, evolving process and it is linked with external factors and conditions as well (White, 

2009). In defining wellbeing, Chambers (2004) has introduced the notion of ‘responsible 

wellbeing’, emphasizing material factors and the power dimension. For him, understanding 

development and wellbeing requires attention beyond economic growth to include the dimensions 

of living standards, access to basic services, security and freedom, good relationships, creativity, 

and fulfilment (Chambers, 2004).  

 

 The Wellbeing in Developing Countries Research Group (WeD) offers a three 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959378015000175#bib0480
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959378015000175#bib0480
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959378015000175#bib0495
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 dimensional definition of wellbeing: material, relational, and subjective. The material aspects 

refer primarily to economic assets and income, but are not restricted to these two variables. The 

relational aspects imply the quality of social interactions, while the subjective aspects refer to 

cultural values, beliefs and ideologies. McGregor (2007, p. 317) attempted to simplify these three 

dimensions, suggesting that they mean “what people have or do not have (material); what people 

do or cannot do with it (relational); what people think or feel (subjective)”  

  

 With revitalized attention to the multidimensional aspects of wellbeing serious efforts have 

been made to seek a common ground or consensus on wellbeing, of which White’s (2009; 2010) 

synthesis is most noteworthy. He delineates four areas towards building a consensus on wellbeing: 

i) assessment of wellbeing requires a multidimensional lens, as it focuses on various aspects of life; 

ii) it has moral value and can vary from people to people depending on age, gender, class, 

ethnicity, and many other determinants; iii) it is a process and not a ‘state’; and iv) it does not 

depend on individuals but on the context within which they live. 

 

With respect to people-nature relationships in the context of development and ecological 

threats, MA (2005) framework specifies determinants and constituents to measure and understand 

human wellbeing in relation to ecosystem services at various levels, including the community 

level. To comprehend the meaning of wellbeing, MA (2005) asserts that it is a context and 

situation dependent state comprised of basic material for a good life, health, security, good social 

relations, and the freedom of choice and action. In understanding what wellbeing means to poor 

people in developing countries, Narayan, Patel, Schafft, Rademacher, & Koch-Schulte (2000) find 

that people perceive wellbeing in their own terms, by relating to their own circumstances.  
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Combining perspectives from people across multiple nations and regions, both Narayan et al. 

(2000) and MA (2005) identified a number of common determinants of wellbeing that reflect local 

physical, social, and personal factors, such as, geography, environment, age, gender, and culture.  

 

The concept of community is well-understood to represent a social group possessing 

 shared beliefs and values, stable membership, and the expectation of continued interaction. The 

group can be bounded geographically, by political or resource boundaries, or socially as a 

community of individuals with common interests (Berkes, Mahon, McConney, Pollnac & 

Pomeroy, 2001). Wisemen and Brasher (2008, p.358) attempted to define the perspective of 

wellbeing in the context of communities, and offered that: “…community wellbeing is the 

combination of social, economic, environmental, cultural, and political conditions identified by individuals 

and their communities as essential for them to flourish and fulfil their potential”.  

 

3.2.2 Adaptive entrepreneurship 

 

 Entrepreneurial activities at the community level involve the use of land, labor, natural 

resources and capital—the common factors framed in classical economics (Samuelson & 

Nordhaus, 2004). Entrepreneurship is the process of opportunity exploration and risk management, 

pursued with the goal of creating value for profit and/or social good (Drucker, 2014). The UN 

General Assembly resolution 67/202 (2012) on ‘entrepreneurship for development’ recognizes that: 

“Entrepreneurship has offered the opportunity to many of the world’s poor to earn a sustainable 

livelihood. It represents a sizeable engine of decent employment generation and can provide an 

important contribution to sustainable development by creating jobs and driving economic growth 



 

 

69 

 

and innovation, fostering local economic development, improving social conditions and 

contributing to addressing environmental challenges (UN, 2014, p. 1)”.  

 Entrepreneurship has the theoretical potential to confront environmental challenges, but the 

question remains whether traditional entrepreneurial modes at the community level adapt to 

environmental changes and challenges. In this regard, Yu (1998) claims that adapting to changes 

requires a paradigm shift in entrepreneurial actions. Such shifts ideally encompass an 

entrepreneurial alertness and subsequent adaptive response to change, which Krizner (1973) 

termed ‘adaptive entrepreneurship’.  

  

 In recent years, several studies have investigated the linkage in the triad of societal and 

economic changes, environmental sustainability and entrepreneurship. For example, Yu (1998) 

illustrated how entrepreneurship adopted to shifts in consumer preference, market conditions, 

technologies, and other economic changes. Shahidullah & Haque (2015) showed how microcredit 

assisted micro-enterprises can adopt ES-friendly operational strategies and organic production 

practices in response to the climate change. However, little is known thus far about how ES-

dependent communities currently adapt to environmental changes and challenges through 

entrepreneurial action.  

 

3.3 Study Area and Methods 

 

 This research focused on a kind of wetland known in Bangladesh as a haor—a bowl-

shaped low-lying area that is completely flooded during the early monsoon months (April/May) 

and remains a mosaic of lakes, croplands, and fallow grazing areas until October. Though broadly 

defined as wetlands, haors are a unique combination of wetlands, inland lakes, and cultivated 
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ecosystems. Our field study was conducted at the Hakaluki haor basin, located in the northeastern 

region of Bangladesh (Figure 3.1). 

 

  

 

Figure 3.1 Map of the study area Talimpur union, Barlekha upazila, Bangladesh 

 

 The field study was carried out at the union level, which is a geographic area based on the 

lowest administrative tier of local government in Bangladesh. Administratively, the studied 

Talimpur union is situated in Barlekha upazila (sub-district) of Moulvibazar district.  Barlekha is 

located at 24°42′N 92°12′E and has an area of 315.58 km² (Figure 3.1). The participatory practices 

were conducted at a mauza level, specifically in Murshidabad Kura mauza. A mauza is the lowest 

tier for land administration and zoning, usually comprising 1–3 villages. The household survey 
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was performed in two villages of the mauza, Nanua and Pubijuri.  The Murshidabadkura mauza is 

situated in the Hakaluki haor basin. 

  

. The study applied qualitative methods to collect and analyze data, and case study and 

participatory approaches (Yin, 2003; Chambers, 1992) formed the inquiry strategy. The subject of 

our study was an NGO intervention for haor community wellbeing which attempted to link local 

entrepreneurship with ecosystem services management objectives. The themes and units of 

analysis within the framework of the case were: i) haor ecosystems services; ii) wellbeing of haor 

dependent communities; and iii) transformation of local entrepreneurship practices in the face of 

changing local ecosystem scenarios. 

 

 The field research largely relied on participatory rural appraisal (PRA) approaches. The 

learning process involved offsetting biases, triangulating, seeking diversity, facilitating, being self-

critical, and sharing information and ideas (Chambers, 1992). The fieldwork employed multiple 

tools, such as participatory land use survey (PLUS), household survey, focus group discussion 

(FGD), workshops (community participated; multi-stakeholders), and direct observation. 

Participants for the household survey were selected using purposive sampling, which is well-

suited to understanding qualitative and relational issues (Narayan, 1996; Tongco, 2007).  

 

 The participatory land use survey (PLUS) is an extended form of ‘community resource 

 mapping’ that builds on the guidelines set out by FAO (2001) and Crane and Mooney (2005). 

PLUS helps to engage community participants in assembling a comprehensive record of the 

topographical, ecological, economic, social, and demographic characteristics of a relatively small 
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resource-base, e.g. village or mauza, and the exercise encompasses  the wellbeing implications of 

the resources of recorded areas. The field study team recruited 12 participants from two villages in 

the Murshidabadkura mauza to participate in PLUS.  Primary selection criteria were age (50-70), 

and possession of historical knowledge of local ecosystems. 

 

  During the PLUS exercise, participants were shown a map of the mauza obtained from 

Department of Land Record and Survey (DRLS), Bangladesh.  They were then asked to describe 

the status of key ecosystem components in both 2004 and 2014. Their initial task was to draw the 

Mauza boundary; afterwards  the participants were asked to draw various  map layers for 

ecosystem elements: i) the local road network (including feeder roads, rural roads, concrete roads, 

earthen roads, non-flooded roads, and submergible embankments); ii) river and canals flowing 

through the mauza; iii) natural wetlands including beels (a lake-like wetland with year-round 

water) in the haor body; iv) ponds and ditches; v) agricultural lands; vi) settlements; and vii) 

homestead vegetation and other forests.  

 

 The drawing process was a freehand exercise guided by the field research team. Finally, an 

individual nominated by the participants drew master maps on the basis of the draft maps and 

legends. After the completion of fieldwork, these maps were copied onto tracing paper and eight 

layers (including the mauza boundary) digitized separately using Arc/Info NT (ver. 7.2.1) software 

(Kumar, 2000). The digitized outputs were overlaid to produce a final mauza resource map—both 

for 2004 and 2014. These PLUS-generated maps were also triangulated with the satellite imagery 

obtained from Google Maps Pro for the same time periods. 
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 Household survey sample size was determined prior to data collection in Nanua and 

Pabijuri villages of the studied mauza. A structured questionnaire was used to obtain data 

pertaining to livelihoods, ES, and respondents’ perceptions of their own wellbeing. A total of 40% 

of the households from each village were surveyed, resulting in 40 respondents in aggregate.  To 

measure local community wellbeing, indicators of wellbeing were integrated into the survey 

questionnaire adopting MA (2005) identification of wellbeing components. Community 

perceptions of each component for both 2004 and 2014 were measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

(Likert, 1932).  

 

 Two focus group discussions (FGDs) were conducted in each study village. The FGDs 

were organized with the help of an NGO, the Center for Natural Resource Studies (CNRS) which 

was implementing a green entrepreneurship program in the area. In each FGD, 13 local 

community members participated, all of whom were experienced and knowledgeable about the 

local ecosystem and its dynamics. All were users of haor resources, while most were members of 

local community based organizations (CBOs) engaged in the implementation of green 

microenterprises. The FGD meetings primarily discussed the causes of changes in the local 

ecosystems, ES-livelihood dependency, and the meaning of wellbeing.   

 

 Two workshops were also held during 2012-2013 study period. The first was a 

‘community workshop’ attended by 20 people from the two study villages. The participants were 

tasked with discussing four specific issues: i) ecosystem services, ii) major trends, iii) major 

problems, and iv) livelihoods and wellbeing. After an introduction and general discussion of these 

issues by the research investigator, participants were divided into four groups (one issue each 
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group) to discuss and list their experiences, observations, and thoughts on the assigned issue. Each 

group presented their work to the rest of the participants and a consensus was reached on their 

findings through discussion. A second ‘multi-stakeholder workshop’ was also organized involving 

representatives from local villages, NGOs, CBOs, local governments, and upzila-level government 

line agencies. The workshop identified major reasons for ecosystem degradation, other direct and 

indirect drivers of changes, and the implications of these changes regarding locals’ livelihoods and 

entrepreneurial ventures.  

 

 Observations made by the principal researcher during the 2012–13 study period at the field  

sites helped to uncover the complexities and dynamics of the relationship between rural 

communities and their local ES. In addition to these observations, the researcher had many casual 

interactions with local people at their common gathering places such as local tea-stalls, under big 

trees, and CBO offices. These informal discussions helped to further clarify the socio-ecological 

context of the study area.   

 

3.4 The Context: ES–Entrepreneurship–Wellbeing Nexus in Haor Basin 

 

 Wetlands (including haors) and inland water-bodies are crucial to economic development 

and the state of the environmental health of the country, as these waterbodies constitute nearly 

50% of the total land area (Khan et al. 1994). Hakaluki haor is particularly important because of 

its economic and ecological significance in the Bangladesh national context. The haor was 

declared one of the ecologically critical areas (ECAs) of Bangladesh by the Director General of 

the Department of Environment in 1999 (Ahmed et al., 2008), and it is being considered as a 

potential Ramsar site on the list of wetlands of international importance.  



 

 

75 

 

  As a resource-base, the Hakaluki haor mainly provides fish while simultaneously storing 

water to protect lower floodplains from flash floods and consequent crop damage. Haor 

floodplains are intensive agricultural areas, with rice being the dominant crop (Haque, 2008). The 

haor also regulates the hydrological flow of rivers. At the start of the dry season (November-

December), flood water starts receding and the haor area splits into hundreds of small natural 

water bodies—locally known as beels. Between beels, there remains elevated areas, which are 

used either for rice farming (croplands) or are left fallow for grazing. These elevated fallow 

grazing areas are locally known as kanda.  

 

 Several unique benefits provided by haor ecosystem services to local communities and 

beyond are identified by CNRS (2002):  i) the haor provides shelter to spawning fish during the 

dry season; ii) the beels are fertile spawning grounds during the monsoon months; iii) croplands 

generate agricultural income during the dry season; iv) kandas become a pasture land for the cattle 

and buffalo herds; and v) the vast plains of the haor are very thinly populated and are, therefore, 

an important winter refuge area for migratory birds.  

 

 The people in the Hakaluki haor area are mostly engaged in fishing and agricultural 

activities. Fishing is the major economic activity in the haor, generating other associated 

entrepreneurial opportunities as well, such as fish trading, dry-fish processing and trade, and 

fingerling (small fish) supplies for aquaculture. It was found by Haque (2006) that 52% of haor 

inhabitants earn their income from fish or fish-related activities. Rice farming is another major 

activity in the haor area; nearly 66% of households surrounding the haor are engaged in rice 

cultivation. Several other economic activities, such as collection of aquatic fruit, duck keeping, 
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cattle and buffalo rearing, and fuelwood and reed collection were also registered by other studies 

(Khan, 2010; and Uddin, 2011). Nearly 42% of locals are involved in these activities, most 

belonging to the lowest income brackets.  

 

 The wellbeing of the haor communities has significantly been affected by the changing  

environmental conditions in recent years, with climate-induced hazards limiting the area’s 

potential for agriculture production (IFAD et al., 2011; Oxfam-HK, 2011). Poor communication 

and transport networks limit incentives for surplus production, access to markets, off-farm 

employment opportunities, and access to existing social services, particularly in areas of health 

and education. Strong wave actions further add to community vulnerability as they can potentially 

wash away homesteads and other properties (IFAD et al., 2011). Changing ecosystem health of 

Hakaluki can affect the wellbeing of more than 190,000 people in the haor area, who are directly 

and intrinsically dependent on its natural resources (Ahmed, Deaton, Sarker, & Virani, 2008; BBS, 

2011). 

 

3.5 ES Flow and Community Dependency   

 

 Based on the participatory land use survey (PLUS) of Murshidabadkura mauza, we 

identified three clusters of sources of natural resources within the haor ecosystem: waterbodies, 

agricultural land, and forests (Table 3.1). Waterbodies include beels, ponds, canals, ditches and 

depressions, and rivers, all of which contribute to fish and crab production. Beels and similar 

depressions are the main source of water-fruit and aquatic plants. They also support waterfowl and 

other birds. Mollusks are found in nearly all bodies. Table 3.1 is the summary of the findings from 

four field-exercises. The first was a mapping exercise (PLUS) and gave an indication of trends 
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   = increase;       =constant (no noticeable change);    = decrease  

such as decline or increase of resources of the selected resource-bases. These trends were then 

checked in FGDs and stakeholder workshops. Finally the trends were verified through household 

questionnaires. The arrows in the Table 3.1 are based on consensus of FGDs and workshops.  The 

only exception was that there was no consensus on shrubs, presumably because patterns of change 

in shrub cover was different in different areas.     

Table 3.1 Flow of existing ecosystem resources, benefits and their services 

   

Resource-base  

(a) 

Resource type 

 (b) 

Flow Benefits and services to local communities  

by resource (b) by resource-base (a) 

Waterbodies: 

beels, ponds, 

canals, natural 

depression, 

ditches, rivers 

  

 

fish 
 

food, income provisioning, 

regulating, and 

cultural ecosystem 

services  

crab 
 

food, income 

water-fowl  pleasure, income 

water-fruit  food, income 

mollusks 
 

duck feed, food chain 

regulation 

aquatic plants  
 

erosion control, 

medicinal   

Agricultural 

land: crop-fields, 

and kandas 

grains (mostly rice–

hybrid) 

 

food, income provisioning and 

regulating ecosystem 

services  oilseeds 
 

food, income 

fruit, vegetables 
 

food, income, pleasure  

grasses 
 

cattle feed, income  

fuel-wood, peat  cooking energy, income  

medicinal plants 
 

primary healthcare 

Forests: swamp 

forest, natural and 

homestead 

vegetation, 

wastelands 

 

trees 
 

cooking energy, wave 

protection, housing 

materials, income  

provisioning, 

regularting, cultural 

and supporting 

ecosystem services  shrubs 
 

cattle feed, cooking 

energy, fencing 

materials 

herbs 
 

food, medicinal 
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Increasingly, natural depressions and waterbodies within the haor, traditionally used as 

commons, are being converted into private agricultural land, with paddy rice being the most 

common crop. This development comes at the expense of low-income people’s use of commons 

for livelihood activities, such as the collection of grasses, wild vegetables, and medicinal plants 

from kandas. The mechanism for the privatization of the kandas is that people who lease beels 

from the government are able to limit (illegally and sometimes by force) the physical access of 

local people to these commons. This dispute over commons, combined with ongoing jurisdictional 

conflicts among government departments, including the Ministry of Environment and Forests, 

Ministry of Lands, and Local Government authorities over kanda land rights, has led to the decline 

of kandas as a major shared local resource base accessible to low-income people.  

 

  The forest resource base has experienced growth as plantation efforts by development 

programs helped increase the number of flooded forest (locally called, swamp forest) trees in the 

haor basin. Besides, local people generally follow healthy plantation practices; the survey revealed 

that 92.5% of the respondents planted suitable tree species in their homesteads or roadsides during 

the last 10 years. However, due to the shrinkage of bushes and other natural vegetation areas, the 

status of shrubs species in the area has remained unchanged while useful herbs have declined 

(Table 3.1). 

 

 As shown in Table 3.2, the primary source of livelihoods for households living in the study 

area (as opposed to the greater haor basin) was agriculture, closely followed by fishing. Most 

respondents depended on agricultural activities either as agro-entrepreneurs or laborers, and in 

fishing for subsistence or commercial sale. Half of the respondents regularly visited the haor 
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either for grazing cattle or to collect grasses during the dry season. Around a quarter of 

respondents collect wild plants and vegetables from the common areas both for personal 

consumption or sale in local markets. In our study area, several households also found to raise 

ducks, while a small minority depended on firewood collection and peat extraction.  The full 

breakdown is as follows (Table 3.2).  

 

Table 3.2 Extent of ES dependency for Livelihoods [N=40] 

 

Resource Resource-based livelihoods Dependency (%) 

Crop Agro-entrepreneurship; labor 80 

Fish Fishing; trade; self-consumption 76 

Grass Livestock rearing  50 

Wild-plants Self-consumption; trade 24 

Aquatic Fauna Duck-rearing 15 

Fuel-wood Self-use; trade 5 

 

3.6 Drivers of Change and State of Local Ecosystem: A 10-Year Longitudinal Perspective 

 

 In this section, we attempt to analyze the primary drivers of environmental change 

 observed in the study area. They are grouped into four major categories: i) demographic; ii) 

infrastructure-related; iii) climate-related; and iv) socio-political, technological, and behavioral. 

 

3.6.1 Demographic drivers 

 

Barlekha upazila has experienced an average 1.74% annual population growth rate since 

2010 (BBS, 2013). This growing population exerts pressure on the natural environment in 

numerous ways. The human settlement area in the studied Murshidabad kura mauza was 0.94 sq 
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km in 2004 or 15.5% of the total mauza area, while in 2014 it had grown to 1.08 sq km or 17.8 % 

of the area [Figures 3.2(a) and 3.2(b)]. Population also contributes to agricultural land use change 

and expansion of cultivable area. Total agricultural land during the dry season (Nov-April) 

accounted 4.267 sq km in 2004 and 4.555 sq. km. in 2014, a 6.7% increase over 10 years. A 

gradual shift in crop diversity also took place as the production of staple foods (i.e. rice) displaced 

other crops in order to meet increased food demands.  

 

3.6.2 Infrastructure-related drivers  

  

 Community members and other research participants revealed that infrastructure such as 

dykes, sluice gates, and bridges built for flood protection and communication often adversely 

affect  the haor environment, for example by hindering fish migration, diverting water flows, and 

affecting siltation patterns. In addition, the expansion of rural road networks requires the clearing 

of forests, infilling of water bodies, and other disturbances to the environment.  

 

 As can be seen in Figure 3.2 (a), in 2004 there were two major roads in the studied 

mauza—one bisecting the human settlement areas in a zigzag fashion from east to west, and 

another, smaller one, running along the natural waterbodies and agricultural areas. Over the next 

10 years, the network expanded significantly with the addition of 4 additional roads inside the 

mauza. The whole mauza is now crossed by roads covering an area of 0.125 sq km as compared to 

0.073 sq km in 2004— revealing a 71% increase [Figure 3.2(b)].    
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Figure 3.2 (a)—status in 2004 

 

 

Figure 3.2 (b)—status in 2014  

 

Figure 3.2 (a,b). Maps showing biophysical and ecosystems statuses of Murshidabadkura Mauza 

 

3.6.3 Climate-related drivers: Severe flooding, early flash-flooding, and wave action  
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Flooding is a recurring phenomenon in the haor region which at times becomes 

devastating as the waters overtake natural or artificial embankments and submerge settlements in 

low-lying areas. The study area experienced such catastrophic flooding in 2004, 2007, 2010, and 

2011. Heavy rains in the upstream catchment area, the rise of riverbeds due to siltation and poor 

dredging, and loss of natural drainage systems due to development work are the major causes of 

severe flooding.  Catastrophic flooding often results in socio-economic emergencies, such as food 

scarcity, unemployment, malnutrition, diseases, school dropout, social insecurity, crop damage, 

and domestic violence in the area. Efforts to recover from such disasters often instigate the locals 

to becoming entrapped in dadons—high-interest loans from traditional moneylenders. Many 

borrowers end up surrendering their land to moneylenders in order to repay their debts. 

 

 The loss and shrinkage of waterbodies are also making communities increasingly 

vulnerable to floods. Normally, waterbodies in the haor retain water and act as a buffer to protect 

settlements from inundation. As shown in Figure 3.2 (a,b), during the 2004-2014 period the 

number of ponds in the study area was reduced from 96 to 59, a decrease of  46%. Although the 

number of large natural waterbodies (mostly beels) remained the same, their volumes have been 

reduced drastically due to expansion of croplands, siltation, and building of human settlements. 

The 2014 mauza map shows 71% shrinkage of large waterbodies compared to 2004. Thus the 

overall water retention capacity of the locality has diminished, weakening community resilience to 

large-scale flooding. 

 

 Early flash flooding is a yearly phenomenon in the haor. It causes significant damage to 

crops, especially the boro—a winter-season rice cultivated between November and May, which is 

an important means of ensuring year-round food security. In 2004–2014, on four occasions the 
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study communities suffered the loss of more than 40% of their field crops. The FGD and 

workshop participants expressed a feeling of despair and helplessness regarding these early flash 

floods, as they are yet able to cope with the new situation. 

 

  Waves in the haor during peak monsoon (June-July) are a great threat to local inhabitants. 

Generated by wind, wave action is locally known as afal. The afal causes erosion of embankments 

and damages homesteads in the haor basin. In recent years the height and intensity of the afal has 

increased, a trend which locals interpret as an effect of climate change.   

 

3.6.4 Socio-political, technological, and behavioral drivers 

 

 There are host of other factors which drive change within the haor ecosystem. 

Participatory exercises and surveys with local community members revealed the following 

dominant contributors to change: 

 

• Lack of land use policy and a faulty lease tenure system for the wetland waterbodies. 

• Weak governance and enforcement regimes for protecting resource bases, especially the 

commons in the area of beels. 

• Illegal harvest-intensive destructive fishing technologies (e.g. fine-mesh nets). 

• Increasing market demand for indigenous fish and other haor resources.    

• Use of pesticides, herbicides, salt, lime and other chemical fertilizers both in haor 

waterbodies (beels) and agricultural fields. 

• Weak production and marketing skills among local people, aggravated by weak supply 

chains for seeds and other resources. 
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• Inadequate financial infrastructure and over-dependence on traditional moneylenders.  

 

 

3.7. Well-being: Community Perceptions and Changes over a 10-Year Period  

 

 A wide array of criteria for wellbeing was identified by the community participants. We 

organized the most frequently mentioned criteria based on the MA constituents of wellbeing. 

Participants largely listed improved social and ecological states rather than wealth or assets as 

their wellbeing criteria. The wellbeing criteria of participants in their own terms -- as derived from 

two FGDs ( N=13 each) and two workshops (N=20, 36) and informal discussions during 2012-13 

periods. Table 3.3 captures the findings through use of selected quotes that are reflective of 

community perceptions.   

 

Table 3.3 Perception about wellbeing by the haor community people 

 

Wellbeing constituent Community perception 

Security “Our croplands are protected from floods” 

“Our houses are protected from haor waves and floodwater” 

“Our livelihoods and fishing opportunities are available 

during monsoon” 

“We can go and collect resources from haor without 

interference from influential leaseholders”    

Basic material for good 

life 

“We want to have three meals a day year-round” 

“We do not want to leave the village to seek employment in 

elsewhere” 

“We do not want to go to mohajan (moneylenders) for 

borrowing” 

Health “This is a boring place during the monsoon months; we 

hardly have any work and get sick very often” 

“We hope our sick family members can reach local 

healthcare services in time and receive proper medical 

attention”  
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Good social relations “We desire peace in our social and family life, reciprocal 

respect-love and bonding among the community members” 

“We want to look after our elderly, sick, and vulnerable 

community and household members” 

“We expect young people obey their elders”   

Freedom of choice and 

actions 

“Our children can go to school” 

“We want recreation during the wet seasons” 

“We want to meet extended family members” 

 

 

  Security from natural calamities was the most frequently expressed factor for wellbeing. 

People see flash flooding as the greatest current threat, as it damages standing crops almost every 

year. Both the FGD and workshop participants expressed the necessity of overcoming flood 

damage to sustain their livelihoods. Protection of homesteads from intense wave action in the haor 

is another major security concern, as many community members struggle to maintain their houses 

every year. Locals also want secure access to the commons, as they are barred from collecting 

resources not only from the leased waterbodies but also the surrounding common areas because of 

the encroachment and influence of lease-holders. Finally, locals are particularly concerned about 

fishing opportunities during the monsoon.   

 

 Material desires for well-being were largely limited to basic needs. Many participants 

simply wish to eat three meals a day for the entire year, as they cannot currently afford this 

standard of living during certain months. They wish to avoid migrating to other places to find 

work during these lean months, and to avoid borrowing money from money lenders who charge 

annual interest rates of up to 240%. This final wish underscores a deeper societal desire for more 

favorable access to financial services. 
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 Health as a wellbeing criterion was mentioned by more than half of participants.  

Frequently mentioned was the fact that during the rainy season many people remain jobless and 

lack any form of recreation. This inactivity is detrimental to their psychological health and makes 

them susceptible to contracting illnesses. Consequently, lack of access to timely, high-quality 

healthcare resources is also seen as a major obstacle to community wellbeing. 

 

 Good social relations were widely reported as being crucial to community wellbeing in the 

haor region. Participants emphasized the problem of loneliness and the importance of living with 

family and community. Mutual help, sociability, and joy were also considered important for living 

a good life. As part of their traditional social and cultural values they also want to take care of 

their parents or grandparents and other sick and vulnerable household members. They also believe 

that the social fabric remains cohesive and healthy if young people respect and obey to the elders. 

 

 Freedom of choice and action can be understood as the freedom and scope to lead the kind 

of lives people have reason to value (Sen, 1999). All participants believe educated children to be a 

blessing, and therefore wish to provide a good education for their children. They also desire 

recreation during the monsoon months. Visiting family members and kin is another valued source 

of joy and community wellbeing. 

 

 In addition to the participatory exercises, the survey generated a comparative wellbeing 

status for the community at two points in time, 2004 and 2014. With adoption of the MA (2005) 

defined 13 components of wellbeing using four categories of constituents as indicators (1.1 to 4.3 

in Figure 3.3) the survey measured community wellbeing 10 years apart at these two temporal 
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points. Against each indicator, the survey asked each respondent to evaluate the situation on a 5-

point Likert scale (5-strongly satisfied, 4-satisfied, 3-neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 2-

dissatidfied, 1-strongly dissatisfied) for both time points (2014 and 2004). The scores were 

averaged and shown in the form of wellbeing “radars” of 2014 and 2004 in order to compare the 

time periods (Figure 3.3).          

 

  

Figure 3.3 Comparative community wellbeing status in 2004 and 2014 (N=40) 

  

 The wellbeing radars in Figure 3.3 show that the situation in 2014 is better than 2004 in 

three of the 13 categories, but worse in the remaining 10. Two components of material wellbeing 

(i.e. shelter and access to goods) have improved, so has access to clean air and water, a component 

crucial for good health. All of the indicators for security and good social relations showed a 

negative trend. The community expressed a high degree of anxiety over their security, feeling that 
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their personal safety and resilience to disasters was deteriorating. They were ‘moderately satisfied’ 

about their secure access to resources in 2004, but ‘dissatisfied’ in 2014.  

 

 A negative trend was also observed in the area of general health, even though most 

respondents were still ‘moderately satisfied’ with their personal strength but ‘dissatisfied’ with 

their overall wellness. Although most of the respondents were ‘satisfied’ with their community’s 

social cohesiveness, they observed that the overall social fabric was gradually weakening. 

Respondents were in a good position to help each other in 2004, but these capabilities had 

substantially declined by 2014. 

 

3.8 Local entrepreneurship: Adopting ES Change and Challenges, and Linking Wellbeing 

Components  

  

 In the context of eroding ecosystem services (ES) and wellbeing in haor basins, the Centre 

for Natural Resource Studies (CNRS), a development NGO mobilized the study community to 

adopt a sustainable livelihoods approach. The NGO’s mission was to establish entrepreneurial 

ventures that would contribute to the enhancement of ES and address issues of wellbeing. As part 

of this mission, the NGO introduced the concept of green micro-entrepreneurship to local 

communities and offered microfinancing services to potential entrepreneurs. Green microfinance 

mechanisms entailed the promotion of individual or group-operated entrepreneurial ventures with 

green, clean, and renewable methodologies, with the aim of linking the objectives of ES 

management and microfinance to support enhanced sustainability and wellbeing.   
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 Faced with dwindling ecosystem services on which to base livelihoods, many participants 

showed interest in ES-friendly entrepreneurship. Subsequently, joint CNRS–community 

workshops identified a wide array of appropriate potential ventures, while community members 

were free to come up with entrepreneurial proposals suitable to their own knowledge and skills. 

Overriding all other considerations, however, was that these ventures take ecological and 

community wellbeing issues into account in their methodology and implementation. These aspects 

of the adopted business models are summarized in Table 3.4. 

 

Table 3.4 Categories of community-based microenterprises linking ecosystem services and 

wellbeing  

 

Category  Green microenterprise ventures Salient ES–wellbeing implications 

Climate adaptive 

agriculture 
Short-cycle paddy (both common 

and specialized varieties) 
Adopting to early flash floods; food 

security; income 

Floating vegetable garden dhap 

cultivation 
Adaptation to floods and waterlogging; 

increased vegetation stock; health; income  

Seed, seedling production Supporting crop varieties; alternative 

income 

Composite agro-

ventures 
Cow rearing, composters, biogas, 

winter vegetables (group operated) 
Organic manure; cooking fuel; GHG 

reduction; health; income 

Agroforestry Biodiversity; income 

Fish-based 

ventures 
Indigenous fish hatchery Conservation of local species; income 

Aquaculture (indigenous species); 

cage culture (fish); fish processing 

(drying) and trade 

Reducing pressure on capture fisheries; 

income  

Fishing boat building (carpentry) Protection of local trees (especially banana) 

from raft making; employment generation   

Plantation Aquatic cane for bed mats Erosion prevention; security from disasters; 

income 

Women’s skill-

intensive ventures 
Handicrafts (baskets, packaging, 

mat making, bed covers and others) 
Reduced dependence on commons; income 
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Livestock based 

ventures 
Goat rearing; duck rearing;  

poultry 
Coping with ES changes; livelihood 

diversification; income  

Non-conventional 

agro-ventures 
Bee keeping (honey production); 

mushroom cultivation 
Reduced haor dependency; livelihood 

diversification; income  

Multi-purpose  Coal extraction (group operated); 

fish sales depot (group operated) 
Reducing pressure on fuel-wood; access to 

resources; value addition; institutional 

capacity 

 

 

Our investigation found that local community members overwhelmingly favoured eco-

adaptive agricultural ventures, especially involving short-cycle crop varieties that can be harvested 

before the early flash floods.  The locals also proposed the introduction of dhap (floating vegetable 

garden) cultivation with the technical help of NGOs and government agencies. Dhap would result 

in the availability of vegetables during water-logged periods. Foreseeing local demands for 

climate-adapted crops and vegetables, some also opted to produce seeds and seedlings of such 

species and varieties. Collectively these measures were intended to bolster year-round security and 

improve nutritional health by increasing the availability of fresh vegetables at affordable prices. 

 

 One group of borrowers opted for rearing four cows and cultivating organic vegetables 

on a 0.2 ha plot of land, using the manure and compost as fertilizer. They also planned to produce 

biogas for cooking from animal waste by installing a bio-digester. Other individuals proposed to 

undertake agroforestry ventures. Salient ES-wellbeing implications of these ventures are: 

sequestration of methane gas (CH4) into fuel and fertilizer; reducing pressure on fuel-wood and 

saving women from exposure to smoke; and health and income benefits through the production of 

milk and organic vegetables. Agroforestry operations involving the planting of crops, vegetables, 

and trees adjacent to the homestead areas were also found to be promising both for increasing 

biodiversity and enhancing livelihoods.  
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 Another major category of proposals was fish-based ventures. Although many people have 

a fishing background, the establishment of hatcheries, aquaculture ponds, and cage-culture are 

relatively new concepts These ventures would help conserve local fish stocks and provide income. 

Plantation of cane around homesteads served both to protect houses from wave action and ensure a 

supply of raw materials for weaving shital pati—a hand-crafted mat with good market demand. 

There were also other proposals centered around handicrafts, such as basket weaving, packaging, 

and others. These craft making ventures employ traditional women’s skills and promise to open up 

a useful source of supplemental income for women.  

 

 The study communities were also found to be moving towards diversified livelihoods by 

means of adopting goat, duck, and poultry-raising ventures, and other locally less conventional 

ventures including bee-keeping and mushroom cultivation. The community entrepreneurs 

expressed confidence in implementing these ventures if technical guidance and cooperation were 

received from relevant government agencies and development partners, e.g. NGOs.  A group of 

six community members proposed to extract coal from rivers (inside haor) while simultaneously 

running a fish sales depot at the local market. These ventures were found to be promising for 

coping with ES changes, reducing dependency on traditional livelihood activities, and generating 

income.  

 

3.9 Discussion and Conclusions 

 

 The study observed that there is a profound connection between communities and their 

 local ecosystems in a haor wetland.  Communities are highly dependent on the availability of  
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haor ecosystem services.  Ecosystem services from agriculture and fisheries contribute to the 

livelihoods of up to 80% of local community members. As argued by Barrett et al. (2006), Okwi et 

al. (2007), UNEP (2010), and Watmough et al. (2016), it is undeniable that local ES and agro-

ecological conditions essentially influence the modes of local livelihoods. Thus a symbiotic 

relationship develops between ecosystems and communities.  

 

 This nature–human relationship, however, is not in balance due to changes. There are 

drivers -- direct and indirect, endogenous and exogenous -- that make the relationship dynamic, 

non-linear and uncertain (Levin 1999; Gunderson & Holling 2002).  These drivers not only change 

ES but also affect the integrity of local ecosystems in many ways, such as land use change, habitat 

fragmentation, destruction or degradation of the resource base and others. The immediate impact 

of the changes is reflected on the local ES, which influence the local community wellbeing.  

 

 As the flow of ES depends on the ecological health of the resource base in the haor, 

diminishing flows from 2004 to 2014 largely accounts for the diminished wellbeing. Although 

production of paddy rice and tree planting showed a positive trend over this time period, the 

wellbeing of the community is traditionally rooted in the use of a wide array of resources. As a 

way of capturing the relationships between ecosystem services, wellbeing and drivers of change, 

we applied the MA (2005) conceptual framework to the haor context to elucidate human-

environment interactions (Figure 3.4).   

  

 The figure shows how wellbeing of the haor communities is related to local ES and how  

various direct and indirect drivers of change influence wellbeing. Various direct and indirect 

drivers can affect resource availability, but in recent years the most severe impact on the haor area 
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 has been climate change. The most alarming climactic effects in this region are severe and long-

standing floods, early flash floods, and shifting seasons that reduce the viability and availability of 

crops and other natural resources. The promise of increased productivity led communities to adopt 

resource-intensive technologies such as artificial fertilizers and pesticides.  

 

  

Direct Drivers of Change 
 

Land use: Conversion to agriculture field  

Technology: Fine mesh net and other 

destructive fishing gears  

External inputs: Chemical fertilizers, 

pesticides, herbicides, salt, lime etc.   

Resource consumption: Overexploitation, 

indiscriminant resource usee change: early 

flash floods, water congestion, seasonal crop 

losses  

Other natural drivers: siltation, erosion, and 

species loss. 

Local Ecosystem Services 

Provisioning: Fish, crabs, molluscs, crops, 

vegetables, fruit, fodder, fuel-wood, medicinal 

plants, flowers, surface water   

Regulating: Water recharge, pollination 

Supporting: Nutrient cycling, soil formation  

Cultural: Recreation—tourism, leisure; aesthetic; 

spiritual and inspirational: folksongs, other 

literary activities; educational role 
 

LIFE ON EARTH-BIODIVERSITY 

Haor ecosystem has significance across levels 

(local to global) for its water birds, land animals, 

and other fauna and flora  

Community Wellbeing 

Material Wellbeing: Income, assets, food, shelter 

are affected    

Health: Health situation degraded due to less 

protein and fresh intakes; water, sanitation, and 

medicinal facilities have improved     

Social Well-being: Social and cultural cohesion 

affected due to marginalization and poverty 

Security: Climatic variability, crop failure, and 

loss of access to CPRs made the more vulnerable  

Freedom of Choice and Action: Education, 

communication, and recreation are affected due 

to deteriorating social and ecological conditions  

Indirect Drivers of Change 

Demographic: population growth and 

extreme poverty in the community leading 

outmigration and habitat destruction 

Economic: export and national market 

demand for haor resources     

Sociopolitical: Weak haor management—

mainly attributed to corruption and 

inappropriate policies (e.g. leasing) 

Infrastructure: unintended consequences of 

road, bridge, culvert, sluice gate and dykes  

Change of values: declining social harmony 

due to changing mindset of young 

generation 

Strategies and interventions short-term 

long-term 

LOCAL 

REGIONAL 

GLOBAL 

Figure 3.4 MA Framework applied to haor ecosystem and community wellbeing 
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 Such modern production methods, expansion of agricultural lands, and the introduction of 

hybrid rice varieties helped to increase the volume of rice production in the study area, but 

pollution and runoff of chemical fertilizers severely impacted terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. 

All natural resources in the area other than rice have seen a steep decline, particularly aquatic 

fauna such as fish, crabs, and molluscs. 

  

 Infrastructure and sociopolitical drivers undermine the integrity of the haor ecosystem and 

result in diminished resource flows and other unintended consequences; while demographic 

factors (i.e. population growth) increase resource consumption and place additional pressure on 

the already-weakened resource base. Problems may be aggravated by weak management policies 

as well. For instance, siltation in haor riverbeds and shrinkage of waterbodies are attributed to the 

absence of dredging works, poor maintenance, and inappropriate infrastructural interventions. 

Erosion effects of intense haor wave action could be mitigated through the restoration of swamp 

forests and agroforestry. Responsible public policies and well thought-out scientific strategies can 

play significant roles in reversing such environmental degradation. 

 

 Consistent with the findings of Narayan et al. (2000) and MA (2005), local people’s 

 perceptions of their own wellbeing were found to be greatly influenced by local environmental 

conditions. Food security, shelter, health and education are the dominant indicators of wellbeing, 

but ‘non-material’ considerations such as recreation, social cohesion, adherence to cultural values 

also rank highly for families and for the entire community. Access to fair and reliable financial 

services is integral to the wellbeing of local communities, as dependence on traditional 

moneylenders often results in marginalization. Yunus (2001), the microfinance pioneer, considers 
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these moneylenders to be exploitative loan-sharks as their exorbitantly high interest rates entrap 

resource-poor communities, often forcing them to sell their properties to pay for accumulated debt. 

 

 Another major factor impacting haor community wellbeing is the government’s 

privatization of waterbodies, whereby use rights to the land are leased out to private farmers, in 

most cases politically influential locals. Local people who have traditionally treated these areas as 

commons accessible to all, feel that their traditional rights have been infringed upon by 

government policy. Many every-day needs such as securing adequate livelihoods, obtaining a 

nutritious food supply, and being able to help other community members are directly affected by 

reduced access to the resource base resulting from privatization. Furthermore, privatization has 

diverted many resources towards high-end markets, cutting off access to local communities. As 

community wellbeing is profoundly linked to access and control of natural resources (Sen, 1981), 

development interventions and public policies must pay particular attention to the issues 

pertaining to user rights. 

  

 However, adversity drives innovation, and local communities have been anything but 

passive in the face of these challenges. Short-cycle rice varieties and dhap floating vegetable 

gardens are major examples of agricultural innovations developed in Bangladesh in response to 

climate change. Many local adaptations were developed in response to more than one challenge; 

for example, planting cane around homesteads both protects the houses from erosion by wave 

action and at the same time provides a supply of raw materials for weaving traditional sleeping 

mats that have a high market demand. 
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  Ecological challenges are driving livelihood diversification. For example, many traditional 

 fishing communities are branching out into other occupations such as handicrafts, aquaculture and 

hatcheries, and poultry and duck rearing. The role of development agencies, especially NGOs, is 

crucial in facilitating such diversification. Communities rely on NGO-microfinance institutions 

not only for startup funds but also for technical guidance and access to other institutional resources 

to help establish their new ventures.   

 

 The community entrepreneurs in the study area demonstrated resilience towards climatic 

disturbances, and showed an ability to shift their entrepreneurial paradigm by responding to 

climate-induced vulnerabilities. In the light of such adaptive practices by the community 

entrepreneurs, we define community–based adaptive entrepreneurship as ‘an endeavor to enhance 

economic, social, as well as ecological conditions, with a consideration of individuals and 

community wellbeing’. Unlike conventional profit maximization, this form of entrepreneurship 

embeds additional considerations to cope with changes in local ecosystems and to enhance 

ecosystem services within entrepreneurial goals.  

 

 In conclusion, wetland ecosystem services are diverse and dynamic, and therefore require a 

 wide variety of innovative support mechanisms to maintain them as well as the livelihoods of 

local people. The haor wetlands system is an ideal case study as it contains diverse environments 

such as waterbodies, agricultural lands, forests, and swamps; and resource bases such as rice and 

vegetables, animal feed, fiber for handicrafts, and fuel for cooking. Maintaining an optimum flow 

of these wetland ecosystem services, ensuring their sustainable use, and facilitating adaptive 

community responses to cope with their changes are all significant from a resource management 

perspective.   
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 Such adaptive entrepreneurship responding to climate change holds great promise for 

maintaining positive dynamics within local socio-ecological systems. ES-friendly entrepreneurial 

initiatives such as organic agro-production practices, afforestation, soil and landscape maintenance, 

and other NGO-community led and enterprise-oriented strategic interventions towards 

sustainability validate the promise. Community-based ventures, such as floating cultivation and 

the adoption of short-cycle crops are thus a positive first step to adaptive entrepreneurship towards 

maintaining a healthy human–environment relation.  

 

  People usually feel a deep connection with the area in which they live. It is thus natural 

that the wellbeing criteria identified by the local people in the haor were mostly related to local 

ecosystem services. Therefore, maintaining the local ecosystem is crucial for maintaining the 

wellbeing of the local communities.  A variety of natural and anthropogenic factors including 

policy regimes, property rights, and governance mechanisms affect local ecosystems. Exploring all 

these factors and their interplay is beyond the scope of a single study. The present study focused 

on climate change and local anthropogenic factors, but a great deal of research remains to be done 

on other drivers of change.  
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CHAPTER 4:  COMMUNITY-BASED SMALL ENTERPRISES AND GREENING
8
 

 

Summary: 

 

The objective of this chapter is to explore, both theoretically and empirically, the 

ecological impacts of small-scale entrepreneurial ventures in developing countries. To this end, six 

microenterprises in rural southwestern Bangladesh established using green-microcredit strategies 

were evaluated in terms of goals, operational procedures, economic viability, social contributions, 

and impact on local ecological sustainability. The research findings revealed that the majority of 

such enterprises are not only sustainable and comply with current ecological standards, but also 

contribute a considerable number of vital ecosystem services while simultaneously maintaining 

suitably high profit margins to promise long-term economic viability. If and when 

microenterprises are given environmental guidance by developmental non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs)—especially NGOs microfinance institutions, NGO-MFIs, they 

demonstrated immense potential to make significant ecological contributions and to address the 

issue of climate change from the bottom of the social ladder upwards. 

 

  

                                                 
8
 The Chapter is the published version of a Journal Article. The full reference is:  

Shahidullah, A. K. M., & Haque, C. E. (2014). Environmental orientation of small enterprises: can 

microcredit-assisted microenterprises be “green”?. Sustainability, 6(6), 3232-3251. doi: 

doi:10.3390/su6063232 

Online at: http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/6/6/3232/htm 
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4.1 Introduction 

 

Entrepreneurship has the potential to be a catalyst for positive change in both the 

economic and environmental spheres (Anderson, 1998; Volery, 2002). Classical economic 

literature asserts that entrepreneurs can bring about “creative destruction”, completely 

transforming the accepted modes of business operation (Schumpeter, 1934, 1950). 

 

Similarly, the view that entrepreneurs are not and cannot be sensitive to 

environmental causes is swiftly becoming obsolete (Anderson 1998; Porter 1995). An 

emerging paradigm of “green entrepreneurship” is fusing an enthusiastic business sense with 

an increased cognizance of sustainability and other tenets of the environmental movement 

(Allen & Mallin, 2008). 

 

Evidence suggests that economic growth is inversely correlated with environmental 

sustainability, as many sectors, especially manufacturing, processing, and transportation, 

rarely account for environmental impacts in their business models (Volery, 2002). Due to 

increased environmental awareness over the past decades, many economic sectors are 

recognizing the desperate need for more sustainable business practices (Allen & Mallin, 

2008). The new generation of environmental entrepreneurs, however, will require innovation 

in order to overturn prevailing economic institutions. This is particularly true of the 

natural resources sector, where resource-dependent communities traditionally struggle with 

persistent poverty ( Carroll, 1995; Peluso, Humphrey, & Fortmann, 1994). Examining strategies 

for starting small-scale enterprises can reveal how such communities can harness the initiative 
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of local entrepreneurs to create businesses that are at the same time environmentally sustainable 

and economically profitable. 

 

Efforts to address persistent poverty at the rural community level, particularly in the 

developing world, gave rise to the concept of microcredit. This non-governmental organization 

(NGO)-assisted financing mechanism enables poor entrepreneurs to access capital loans with 

which to establish small enterprises. In recent decades, microcredit-led enterprise development 

has become one of the widely used tools for development intervention. Such efforts, however, 

have focused mainly on economic results, largely ignoring the environmental impacts of 

microenterprises (Vargas, 2000). 

 

The purpose of this research is to examine strategies for establishing and 

maintaining environmentally friendly (i.e., “green”) microcredit-supported enterprises that 

simultaneously combine sustainability and economic viability. The specific objectives of this 

study are threefold: first, to provide a brief overview of the various categories of small 

socially and environmentally oriented enterprises; second, to empirically assess “green” 

microenterprises established in rural Bangladesh using green-microcredit strategies; and finally, 

to explore the potential application of these findings to the establishment of green 

microenterprises in other parts of the developing world. 

 

4.2 Environment and Community-Oriented Small Enterprises 

 

Literature on the environmental impacts of microenterprises is sparse. Analysis of their 
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 environmental contributions stretches from micro and small enterprises (MSEs) to small and 

medium enterprises (SMEs). Due to their greater proximity to the natural environment and 

limited access to resources compared to larger corporations, MSEs tend to be more reactive 

and focus on general environmental protection in their approach to sustainability (Schaper, 

2002). Though there are countless categories of small, environmentally oriented enterprises, 

the literature defines three basic types: green enterprises, sustainability enterprises and 

community-based enterprises as they gained more credence and familiarity in relevant 

literature. These categories are not mutually exclusive, and careful scrutiny is required to 

distinguish between them. 

 

4.2.1 Green enterprise 

 

In the literature, a host of terms are used interchangeably when describing “green” 

enterprises (e.g., “environmental enterprise”, “eco-enterprise”, “conservation enterprise”, 

“organic enterprise”, and “nature enterprise” (Schaper, 2010), making the notion difficult to 

precisely define. To clarify them, Hendrickson and Tuttle (1997) succinctly explained that 

“green entrepreneurship” denotes entrepreneurial activity that benefits the environment, and that 

“green enterprises” are those that place particular emphasis on environmental impacts in their 

business practices and resource usage (e.g., using alternative energy sources, recycled products, or 

more environmental-friendly manufacturing processes). 

 

Linnanen (2002) further argues that green entrepreneurship may entail any combination 

of four major attributes: nature-oriented modes of business; production and diffusion of 

environmental technology; provision of environmental management services; and production of 
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environmentally friendly products. Furthermore, the ecological footprint of green enterprises is 

minimal or zero, as their production processes prioritize resource efficiency and waste 

reduction/management. 

 

4.2.2 Sustainability enterprise 

 

As defined by Tilley and Parrish (2006), sustainability enterprises are those which attempt 

to integrate environmental, economic, and social considerations in a holistic manner. Such 

enterprises are built on a different organizing logic than conventional businesses, focusing their 

resources and “whole enterprise design” on sustainable development (Parrish, 2007) and 

shifting business philosophy to new form of capitalist ideology that can directly address 

issues of climate change and other environmental impacts (Beveridge & Guy 2005). 

According to Parrish and Tilley (2010), sustainability enterprises simply link our knowledge 

of entrepreneurship to our knowledge of sustainable development. Rather than handling 

socioeconomics and sustainably as separate systems as in traditional business, sustainability 

enterprises subscribe to the holistic notion of “humans-in-ecosystems” (Davidson Hunt & 

Berkes, 2003). This notion recognizes both the commodity and co-evolutionary aspects of 

business simultaneously, thereby putting the emphasis on integrated social-ecological systems 

within which economy is embodied (Holling, Berkes, & Folke, 1998). 

 

4.2.3 Community-based and social enterprises 

 

The concept of community-based enterprise (CBE) emerged in the literature in the 

early 1990s. Selsky and Smith (1994) first used the term “community entrepreneurship” to 

describe entrepreneurial leadership that arises within non-profit organizations. Diamond 
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(1994)  explains that community enterprise has its roots in civil society organizations 

(CSOs), which act in the public interest but independently of the state or the private sector. 

Pearce (2003)  places community enterprise within the wider social movement of “trading with 

a social purpose”, which encompasses social firms, co-operatives, and mutuals. 

 

Berkes and Davidson-Hunt ( 2 0 0 7 )  regard CBE as being synonymous with social 

enterprise—or at least a subset of it. Peredo and Chrisman ( 2 0 0 6 )  offer a comprehensive 

model for CBE, which they define as the practice of “local communities” creating collective 

business ventures with the aim of contributing to both local economic and social 

development. In this model, the community acts corporately as both entrepreneur and 

enterprise in pursuit of the common good. However, although this conception defines 

cooperatives as equivalent to CBE, Peredo and Chrisman’s model also suggests that they are 

in fact a subset of CBE. Therefore, no clear conceptualization exists as to how CBE are actually 

organized (Soviana, 2013). 

 

FAO (2005, 2005a) presents CBE development as a tool for managing common pool 

resources or solving poverty issues in rural communities in Uganda and Gambia, but did not lay 

out its structure. Similarly, Subedi and Bhattarai (1998) presented community-managed 

enterprises as a means of conserving biodiversity in Nepal. Taking these and other practical 

examples into account, in a developing country context, CBEs can be broadly defined as: (i) an 

organization that involves local community members in the management of the venture; (ii) as a 

mechanism of grassroots socio–economic development; and (iii) a model for local economic 

development. These usually refer to smaller individual village level enterprises owned and 
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managed by families or smaller groups of people. Such enterprises generate profit to support 

the livelihoods of their owners and managers—and thus, by extension, the community as a whole. 

 

In developed countries, CBEs take the form of businesses with primarily social or 

environmental objectives whose surpluses are reinvested in the community. For example, 

the UK Government Coalition for Social Enterprise defines community enterprise as “Social 

enterprises that are committed to bringing about change in a specific community”. A 

comprehensive definition of social enterprise by Shortall and Alter (2009) includes community-

based stand-alone businesses, or programs within NGOs or similar organizations. Shortall and 

Alter also recognize enterprises organized by NGOs for the purpose of helping disadvantaged 

communities as examples of social enterprises. The microenterprises in discussion of this paper 

indeed entail much of the characteristics of the community-based and social enterprises (SE); we 

therefore consider the position of NGO-microfinance institutions (MFI)-assisted micro-

entrepreneurship within the domain of CBE and social entrepreneurships or in between these, as 

shown below in Figure 4.1. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1 Schematic diagram of NGO-MFI assisted microenterprise. 
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Small-scale entrepreneurial ventures are one of the main sources of livelihood in poor 

communities, second only to subsistence agriculture (Reardon, 1998). The Asian 

Development Bank ( 1 9 9 8 )  finds that in Asia, microenterprises (both within and outside 

microcredit programs) account for more than 60% of all enterprises and up to 50% of paid 

employment. Not surprisingly, since the 1990s, the term “microenterprise” has received 

significant attention within the development community. 

 

As defined by Midgley (2008), microenterprises are small businesses owned and operated 

by poor people with the support of sponsoring organizations.  They may be owned and/or operated 

by individuals or small groups, though family members are often involved in day-to-day 

operations and the number of participants is usually small. Jurik (2005) believes that, to qualify as 

a microenterprise, the business should employ no more than five people. 

 

Some scholars view microenterprise development as a community-level response to 

poverty and social crises; for example, Banerjee (1998) argues that microenterprises provide 

an empowering alternative for many individuals whose only other options are unemployment 

or low-wage, dead-end jobs. They also hold the potential for revitalizing local economies by 

providing locally needed services and products. Thus, microenterprises are a powerful weapon in 

the fight against seemingly intractable poverty and disintegrating communities. Throughout the 

world, social workers endeavoring to mitigate poverty are adopting microenterprise development 

in order to build more self-sufficient communities. Bornstein (1997) reports that microcredit 

loans have had positive effects upon rural communities around the world by providing the poor 
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with the capital they require to start and expand their businesses and take control of their own 

development and well-being. 

 

Unlike other types of businesses, microcredit-assisted microenterprises cannot forego 

profit-prioritization over other objectives, since such businesses must be viable economically in 

order to repay micro-loans obtained from microfinance institutions (MFI). Though there are 

compelling arguments for defining these microenterprises as “community-based”, many factors 

such as dependence on surrounding natural resources, pollution and emissions, and lack of 

technical support and awareness limit the ability of many such enterprises to commit themselves to 

environmental and social causes (Hall, Collins, Israel, & Wenner (2008). Wenner, Wright, and 

Lal (2004) compiled a categorization of micro-enterprises, listing those activities which tend to 

do environmental harm, while Rouf (2012) listed those that did little or no harm (Table 4.1). 

 

Table 4.1 Types of pollution-intensive versus environmental friendly microenterprises 

 

Pollution-Intensive Microenterprises 

(Wenner et al. 2006) 

Environment-Friendly Microenterprises  

(Adapted from Rouf 2012) 

Leather tanning Organic vegetable cultivation 

Brick and tile manufacturing Poultry 

Chemical intensive agriculture and aquaculture 
Paddy-based ventures (cultivation, husking, rice-

trading) 

Metal-working and electroplating Fish farming (organic feed-intensive) 

Small-scale mining Crop cultivation (manure based) 

Painting and printing Shops (grocery, stationery) 

Automobile and motor repair Vegetable trading 

Wood processing and metal finishing Bamboo and cane based handicrafts 

Charcoal making Cattle-based (milking, fattening) 

Textile dyeing Tailoring 

Food processing Nursery raising 
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4.3 Methodology 

 

This study applied qualitative case study and participatory methods for field 

investigation (Yin, 2003; Chambers, 1998). The main focus of the study was on a place-

based case study in Bangladesh, dealing with a Green Microenterprise development program. 

The program was launched under Building Environmental Governance Capacity in 

Bangladesh (BEGCB) project—an international partnership development action research 

scheme. The BEGCB partnership project conceived the idea of binding microcredit operations 

to “greening principles”. The essence of these principles was that the operational cycles of a 

microenterprise should have no negative environmental impact and that their operations 

would enhance provisioning, regulating, and supporting ecosystem services and would not 

affect cultural ecosystem services. 

 

The case study comprised two components: (i) a green microcredit operation by the  

Center for Natural Resources Studies (CNRS)—a nationally reputed NGO in Bangladesh—

who worked as an implementing partner for the “green” microcredit component of the BEGCB 

project; and (ii) nine local communities who joined the project as local partners and directly 

participated in the project implementation. Within the framework of this case the principal 

areas of analysis for this study consisted of: (i) “green” microenterprises that have been 

developed under the BEGCB project; and (ii) the “green” microcredit program per se. 
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Figure 4. 2 Map of green microenterprises locations in Magura District, Bangladesh. 

 

In order to establish community-based green microenterprises, CNRS has implemented 

a “green” microcredit program in two distinct ecosystem-specific sites in Bangladesh: (i) a 

riparian floodplain ecosystem; and (ii) a wetlands ecosystem. In this study, we concentrated on 

the riparian site located in Salikha upazila (sub-district) of the Magura district of Bangladesh 

and examined the performance of six enterprises located in four separate villages: Bhatoal, 

Chukinagar, Dakshin Darilaksmipur and Kuatpur (Figure 4.2). 

 

Four main tools were used to collect the required data and information: (i) direct 

interviews with semi-structured questionnaires; (ii) focus group discussions (FGD); (iii) direct 
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field observations; and (iv) a literature review of published and unpublished documents and 

reports. In order to obtain data on entrepreneurial and operational mechanisms pertaining to a 

specific microenterprise (e.g., input, production processes, waste management, and marketing), 

direct interviews were conducted with all the six micro-entrepreneurs. To determine the 

nature and magnitude of ecological contributions and to map community members’ perspectives 

on such entrepreneurial ventures, four focus group discussion (FGD) meetings were organized 

with participation by members of the Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) and local 

community leaders. CBOs in the study area were village-based, saving groups with 20–30 

members. Usually, NGOs facilitate formation of CBOs and also guide their operations. 

 

Field investigations were carried out during both summer and winter months of 2012 

and 2013, with the whole spectrum of entrepreneurial activities and their implications for their 

respective ecosystems being directly observed and recorded. An in-depth case study was 

carried out with two enterprises located in the Kuatpur and Chukinagar villages; their entire 

business processes—including procurement, production methods, harvesting techniques, waste 

management, and marketing—were inspected. In addition, careful review of both published and 

unpublished documents and field reports obtained from the CNRS-BEGCB project allowed 

data on each enterprise’s projected development plans, capital, loans, savings, production costs, 

sales turnover, and profits. 

 

Though review of organizational and project documents was instrumental in analyzing the 

modality of the BEGCB project’s green microcredit program, gaining a full understanding 

of the project’s effectiveness required the organization of six Key Informant Interviews (KII), in 
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which the following individuals were interviewed: the program director of the green-

microcredit component of BEGCB project, the microcredit manager for the project site, two 

community organizers, and one microcredit and environmental sustainability expert, 

respectively. Human ethics protocol of the University of Manitoba, Canada was maintained 

during these field investigations by obtaining prior consent of community members and 

interviewees. Language and cultural norms were not barriers, as the authors shared the same 

mother-tongue and were familiar with the culture of the communities under study. 

 

4.4 Results: Greening Microcredit and the Ecological Mission of Microenterprises 

 

Since 2009, under the BEGCB community program, microfinancing has been provided to 

the study area by means of lending, granting, and the provision of technical assistance (an “aid 

bundle”) to CBO members and groups for microenterprise development. The implementation of 

“greening microcredit” involved not only the “aid bundle” for environmentally supportive or 

ecologically compliant entrepreneurial ventures but also required understanding of key 

stakeholders on “greenness” and assurance of many support provisions by the guiding NGO 

during the operational phase. The BEGCB project, under the guidance of the University of 

Manitoba’s Natural Resources Institute (NRI), provided the necessary information and 

background to stakeholders through workshops and technical backstopping. The greening 

approach of the project is based on the following understanding and assumptions: 

i. Economic activities must take place within the constraint of natural environment (Costanza 

et al., 1997). 

ii. If the ecosystem goods and services upon which economic activity is dependent are 

damaged due to causes such as severe soil or river bank erosion, over-fishing, 

unsustainable harvesting of raw materials, and pollution (MA, 2005), the resultant 
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damage undermines the existing enterprise and potential for economic development in 

future. 

iii. “Green” and organic products potentially enjoy high market demand and offer 

incremental price benefits for the producers. 

iv. “Greening” ventures at the community level should be promoted by development 

thinkers and implementers, especially with respect to climate change issues. 

 

In order to implement the green microcredit modality, the BEGCB project partnered with 

the Center for Natural Resource Studies (CNRS), an NGO-MFI. Building on its experience in 

microcredit operation (the classic Grameen Model), CNRS played a vital role in implementing 

the green microcredit mechanism at the local community level. The main strategic 

implementation goals of CNRS were: 

i. To increase environmental awareness among local community members. 

ii. To develop and diffuse environmentally friendly technology and pertinent skills and 

knowledge. 

iii. To strengthen management capacity to adopt and manage a “green” approach towards 

entrepreneurship. 

 

Within the “green” microcredit modality that initially takes the form of an “aid bundle”, 

loans are given to individual entrepreneurs or groups of up to five people, but technical 

assistance and grants are extended to the associated CBO. However, part of the technical grant 

necessary for start-up of the green venture is directly given to the enterprises by CBO. The 

NGO-MFI makes the contract with individual or group borrowers, while a separate contract is 

made with the CBO for grants and technical assistance. The major contractual terms and 

conditions emphasize compliance with greening principles set out by the MFI. Unlike the 

weekly instalments typical of traditional MFIs, this lending scheme follows a monthly loan 
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repayment schedule beginning two or three months after the project’s inception (grace-period), 

with a flat interest rate of 12% (one of the lowest among the lending MFIs in Bangladesh), which 

is charged on the principal credit amount. 

 

As shown in Figure 4.3, before establishing green micro-ventures, CNRS assisted local 

communities in forming saving groups and CBOs, then provided training to those CBOs on 

raising awareness of local environmental issues, the application of organic production methods, 

gender equality issues, and the merits and pitfalls of “green” microcredit programs. It also 

aided the CBOs in forming self-help groups, usually comprising of four to five members. After 

group formation, CNRS then put out a call for business or enterprise development plans from 

interested CBOs. 

 

Proposal development was a process of consultative meetings among the CBO 

members and facilitation by CNRS site managers and community organizers. A capacity-

building workshop on greening microcredit, with participation by the targeted CBO 

representatives and BEGCB experts, was instrumental in enterprise proposal development. 

CNRS scrutinized all submitted proposed ventures based on their financial and technical 

feasibility studies and environmental considerations. Proposals meeting the criteria for 

environmental and economic goals as set out by CNRS—based on the BEGCB project’s greening 

principles—were sanctioned for loan and grant allotment. 

 

The loan delivery mechanism of “green” microcredit followed an atypical scheme. 

Project assessments defined “adequacy” with regard to the investment fund for the micro-
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ventures, as the initial loan amount is comparatively higher than typical microcredit loans. 

Loan size for the BEGCB enterprises is in the range of US$200 to $1500, while a typical 

microcredit loan size is usually US$100–$200, as reported by Elahi and Danopoulos (2004). 

Such a microcredit scheme is termed an “enterprise loan” by the Microcredit Regulatory 

Authority (MRA) of Bangladesh. CNRS adopted this MRA-defined loan size (2013) approach for 

its intervention operations. 

 

Once the micro-ventures were launched, the BEGCB project extended its cooperation by 

providing borrowers with training for skill development for specific ventures. Apart from hiring 

experts for the skill development training, the BEGCB project enabled the CBOs to build 

networks and obtain technical cooperation from their respective local government 

departments (the upazila), including horticulture, fishery, livestock, agriculture, and 

cooperatives. Thus, the micro-entrepreneurs and CBOs received regular guidance and advice 

from local experts. The BEGCB project also assisted the community enterprises by providing 

CBOs with the necessary tools, semi-automated accessories, and equipment and transportation 

for use by all CBO members cooperatively. A micro-venture was eventually established with 

credit from the MFI, and grant and technical assistance from the project. Figure 4.3 illustrates 

the procedural cycle of BEGCB-CNRS’s green microenterprise development initiative. 
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Figure 4.3 BEGCB green microenterprise development, operation and sustainability path 

 

In Salikha upazila of Magura district, nine microenterprises were launched in 2011, of 

which six were evaluated for the purpose of this study. Of the studied enterprises, two are 

engaged in handicraft business, three in agriculture, and one in organic aquaculture. In 

order to measure performance, we analyzed the financial portfolios of these enterprises for 

the years 2011–2012. In measuring their economic viability, we calculated their operating 

profit by deducting the cost of goods sold (CoGS), labor and other day-to-day expenses from 

overall revenue. Operating profit ratio (OPR) (operating profit/sales revenue × 100) was then 

calculated to measure the ability of these enterprises to sustain their operations. At the same 

time, key ecological contributions and compliance were recorded as per Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2. Ecological and economic contributions of green-microenterprises, Magura. 

CGME Description of the Venture 
Key Ecological Contributions  

and Features 

Economic Result 

(2011–2012); Goal 

1 

Maila Cultivation. 

Maila is an aquatic plant used as 

main raw materials for making 

locally marketed ordinary bed 

mats called pati or hugla. These 

are cultivated in the barren river 

banks, and homesteads (situated 

adjacent to the riverbank). 

Increased vegetation in the 

riparian zone, erosion control, 

fish habitat creation. 

No use of fertilizer or chemicals; 

zero-waste. 

Operating Profit Ratio 

(OPR): 76%;  

Goal is to expand 

cultivation along the 

barren shoreline of the 

river and increase 

production. 

2 

Pati making and Maila 

Cultivation. 

Pati is a traditional bed mat made 

from Maila. It is an eco-friendly 

substitute to other artificial bed-mats 

Eco-friendly materials; zero-

waste and zero pollution; patis 

are biodegradable; increased 

vegetation in riparian zone, 

erosion control, and fish habitat 

creation. 

OPR: 83%;  

Goal is value addition 

and market expansion. 

3 

Nursery raising, organic 

vegetables, cultivation, 

composting (composite agro-based 

venture). 

Afforestation—sapling supply to 

locality; expansion of organic 

agriculture; supply of manure to 

locals. 

OPR: 43%;  

Goal is to expand 

plantation and 

production. 

4 
Cow rearing, organic agriculture, 

biogas plant  

Reduced deforestation and 

emissions; improved soil quality; 

no use of chemicals and 

fertilizers; waste is converted to 

energy for cooking and 

household use. 

OPR: 14%;  

Goals are to consolidate 

present operation and 

expand in future. 

5 Cow rearing, biogas plant  

Reduced deforestation and 

emissions; supply of manure to 

the locality; waste (mainly 

animal excreta) is converted to 

energy for cooking and 

household use. 

OPR: 17%; 

Goals are to consolidate 

present operation and 

expand in future 
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6 Organic fish fry and fish culture 

Water quality protection; local 

species conservation; no use of 

artificial fish feeds or nutrients.  

OPR: 47%;  

Goals are to consolidate 

present operation and 

expand organic fish 

culture 

 

At the time of this investigation, the six enterprises examined were in the start-up 

phase, having only been in operation for two years. They had received enterprise loans 

ranging from US$300 to US$1200. It is evident from the data presented in Table 4.2 that all 

these enterprises are in a commercially viable position, as their operating profit ratio ranges 

from 14%–83%. For nursery raising, cow rearing and fish culture (enterprises 3–6), optimal 

productivity has not yet been achieved, but the entrepreneurs believe benefits will outweigh costs 

by an acceptable margin within a few years. All four enterprises anticipate greater returns on 

their investments as their productivity increases, which would soon push them out of the loan 

bracket. Two of the enterprises had already emerged from the loan cycle (1 and 2) at the time of 

our investigation, while two others (3 and 6) were close to doing so within a year. In order to 

further expand and consolidate their businesses, the entrepreneurs are entitled to borrow from 

the guiding NGO-MFI (in this case, CNRS). 

 

In order to procure further insights, we selected two enterprises: (i) Enterprise-2: 

Maila cultivation and mat making; and (ii) Enterprise-3: Nursery raising, composting manure 

and organic materials, and organic vegetable cultivation (composite agro-venture). 

Enterprise-2 is located at Kuatpur village while Enterprise-3 is located at Chukinagar (see 

Figure 4.2). 
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4.4.1 Case 1: Maila cultivation and mat making (agro-based “green” microenterprise and 

handicrafts) 

 

This venture (CGME2) encompasses the cultivation of maila on fallow areas in the 

riparian zone of the Chitra River and the use of these mailas as the raw material for 

weaving pati or traditional bed mats (see Figure 4.4). The objective of this venture is to 

become self-reliant through environmentally friendly and livelihood-generating activities. 

The expected outcomes are: (a) to ensure the availability of mats in the locality and 

beyond; (b) alternative income-generation; (c) enhancement of skills in “green” activities; 

and (d) setting an example to encourage other community people to take up eco-friendly 

ventures. 

 

The owner of the enterprise is Ms. Bishakha Rani Roy, who is primarily a housewife 

and was not involved with any wage-earning or income-generating activities prior to her 

involvement with the BEGCB project. After becoming a member of the CBO, namely 

Kuatpur Dhaskhin-para Mahila Samity (South Kuatpur Women Cooperative), she 

expressed keen interest in taking part in a “green” microenterprise development initiative. 

As a CBO member, she participated in the awareness-building and training programs 

facilitated by CNRS. Along with another member of their CBO, Ms. Rani then decided to 

undertake a maila cultivation and mat-making venture. Having examined her business plan 

and studying its environmental and financial feasibility, CNRS offered a BEGCB “aid 

bundle” to her and her CBO. Details of her investment portfolio are presented in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3. Example of Rekha Rani Roy’s investment portfolio 

 

Investment                                          Aid Bundle Self-Investment 

Aid 

Category 
Loan (Microcredit) 

Direct Technical 

Grant to the 

Enterprise 

Technical Grant 

Facility through 

CBO 

Self  

Purpose  

Land lease for maila 

cultivation; 

Labor cost (for sewing, 

weeding, and harvesting 

of maila plants); 

Purchase of raw 

materials, agricultural 

tools, and accessories for 

mat making  

Seedlings; 

Equipment  

(spade, scissors, 

tub, weeder, cutter, 

sprayer for 

irrigation) 

A transportation 

van was provided 

to the CBO by 

BEGCB project 

for transporting 

her mat products 

to local markets 

Processing labor 

costs (i.e., sun 

drying of maila 

plants and 

dyeing of mats) 

are to be borne 

by the 

entrepreneur 

Amount 

(BDT) 
BDT 19,000 BDT 6500 BDT 8500 BDT 1700 

Percentage 53% 18% 24% 5% 

 

 

The investment size was Bangladesh Taka (BDT)  35,700  or  US$447  (Bangladesh  

currency BDT 80 equals 1 USD), allowing Ms. Rani to embark on this venture with only 5% 

self- investment and a commitment to full-time labor. The loan from MFI was used to lease 

40 decimal (approximately 1600 square meters) of riparian land (privately owned) adjacent to 

her homestead. Other expenditures involved hiring labor for cultivation of maila plants and 

mat production. Direct technical grants from the project for partial raw materials and tool 

costs constituted about 18% of the investment amount. The loan amount was 53% of the 

total investment, which was to be repaid over a one-year period in ten equal instalments, 

which she accomplished successfully. 
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Figure 4.4 Production work at CGME-2 (making of mat with maila plants).  

 

 

Maila seeds are available for collection during the November–December period and 

seedlings are planted in January. These are harvested in March through April and dried under 

the sun for a week. When dried, green maila becomes a golden fiber, rendering it suitable for 

making mats. For her 2011 season, Rekha Rani projected a production run of 600 mats by the 

end of August, but was only able to produce 480 pieces due to a lower-than-expected yield of 

her maila crop. However, in 2012, her production increased to 530 pieces. Her average 

operating profit ratio is 83% (see Table 4.3) for both the years, which enabled her to pay off her 

loan instalments. About her venture and future plans Ms. Rani said: 
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“Though we had some inter-generationally transmitted skill to weave mat, but we 

were not confident to be able to be an entrepreneur, fellow CBO members and NGO people 

gave us this hope that we can cultivate maila-plants in the fallow areas of river-bank 

adjacent to our home and start mat production business commercially. We, the community 

people, now find that this kind of venture benefits us by two primary ways: i) providing 

income generation opportunity, and ii) stabilizing river-bank soil thereby making our homes 

more flood-protective. Now, I plan to lease-in new land for further expansion of maila 

cultivation.” 

 

 

4.4.2 Case 2: Nursery, vegetable cultivation, and composting (composite community-based 

green microenterprise) (CGME-3) 

 

Another “green” venture assessed through in-depth case study incorporated multiple 

environmentally friendly economic activities, including raising a plant nursery, organic 

vegetable cultivation, and composting manure and organic materials. Ms. Bulu Rani Biswas 

started this venture in December 2009 (with planned credit payback until December 2012).  

 

Ms. Biswas is a member of the Chukinagar  Gorapara   Mahila   Samity  (Chukinagar   

Gorapara   Women   Cooperative)  CBO   in Chukinagar village. The investment size of Ms. 

Biswas’s enterprise was Tk. 63,700 (US$796), which followed the same BEGCB project 

enterprise development model as Case Study 1. The details of Ms. Biswas’s portfolio are 

presented in Table 4.4. 
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The CBO, of which Ms. Biswas is a member, received a grant from BEGCB to 

purchase agricultural tools and an irrigation pump. Ms. Biswas had full access to the 

pump, constituting a facility equivalent to 39% of the investment capital for her enterprise. 

The direct technical grant to her enterprise was 6% and investment from her own fund was 

24%. 

 

Table 4.4 Bulu Rani Biswas’s investment portfolio for green microenterprise establishment 

 

 

Investment                                        Aid Bundle Self-investment 

Aid Category Loan (Microcredit) 

Direct Technical 

Grant to the 

Enterprise 

Technical Grant 

Facility through 

CBO 

Self 

Purpose 

Land lease for 

nursery and 

cultivation; labor 

cost; 

raw materials, 

agricultural tools, and 

accessories for 

nursery raising; fence 

for the nursery  

Seedlings; 

equipment (spade, 

scissors, tub, 

weeder, cutter, 

sprayer for 

irrigation)  

An irrigation 

pump was 

provided to the 

CBO by BEGCB 

project 

Agricultural land 

lease, manure, 

seed and raw 

materials 

purchase 

Amount BDT BDT 20,000 BDT 3800 BDT 25,200 BDT 14,700 

Percentage 31% 6% 39% 24% 

  

 

Ms. Biswas now produces composted manure with dung from her own cows, water 

hyacinths and other waste from her homestead. She prepares her land for cultivation with 

manure and uses composts instead of chemical fertilizer for vegetable production and 

nursery raising. Surplus compost is sold at market, or converted to cooking-fuel stick (cow-

dung stick) for sale or personal use. She irrigates her land and nursery with the CBO-

managed water pump. 
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In 2010, she sowed four varieties of vegetable seeds. From January to April 2010, 

Ms. Biswas’s production cost was Tk. 22,430  (US$280)  for  both  vegetable  cultivation  

and  nursery  raising. The production cost included labor costs for weeding, irrigation, 

fertilization and other manual jobs. In her nursery she sowed 4000 mahogany (Swietenia 

macrophylla) plants (of which 3500 germinated), 50 coconut seedlings (12 have grown), 

and 500 papaya seedlings (almost all have grown). She also sowed 100 mango seeds, of 

which 60 plants have grown well. She plans to graft these plants with superior quality 

mango genes, upon which they will be sold at the market. Potential buyers for mango plants 

have already made lucrative offers to her. 

 

Ms. Biswas began selling her vegetables at the local market in March 2010. 

However, until August 2010, she was unable sell any saplings from her nursery as these 

had not grown enough for sale. Ms. Biswas thus had difficulty paying her loan 

instalments in 2010 and 2011 as she had to survive only on vegetable sales. In late 2011, 

however, she began selling saplings from her nursery and has been experiencing good cash 

flow. By December 2012, she paid back her loan in full. 

  

 The study observed that Ms. Biswas’s vegetables enjoyed a substantially higher market 

price due to their organic quality and superior taste. In 2011 and 2012, she produced five 

varieties of vegetables: okra, green amaranth, red amaranth, basil leaf, and tomato, and sold them 

in the local market. Though she did not reach her projected production targets, this was 

compensated for by the higher prices her produce commanded; as indicated in the Table 4.5 below: 
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Ms. Biswas’s two-year (2011 and 2012) average operating profit ratio is 43%. Her loan 

repayment is completed and she is out of the initial investment loan cycle. She now plans to lease 

further lands for nursery raising and cultivation. One of the CBO leaders in the community stated 

that: 

 

 “this lady is very enterprising and has a very good sense on agro-production. Her venture is 

helping us to find saplings for plantation at our arms’ length. Earlier, it was not convenient for us 

to buy sapling from market because we plant these during rainy season, and the roads are muddy 

most of the times in that period, so we find it difficult to carry from market. Now, we take sapling 

from her at a better rate and at a convenient time.” 

 

Table 4.5 Comparative local market prices for organic and chemically grown vegetables.  

 

Vegetable 
Projected 

Production 

Actual 

Harvest 

Market price for (her) 

Organic Variety 

Price for Chemically 

Grown Variety 

Okra 200 kg 160 kg Tk. 54.00/kg Tk. 32.00/kg 

Green 

amaranth 
950 kg 860 kg Tk. 10.00/kg Tk. 7.00/kg 

Red amaranth 260 kg 230 kg Tk. 20.00/kg Tk. 15.00/kg 

Basil leaf 50 kg 40 kg Tk. 10.00/kg Tk. 8.00/kg 

Tomato 400 kg 340 kg Tk. 25.00/kg Tk. 15.00/kg 
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4.5 Discussion 

 

Community-based “green” microenterprises (CGME) established under the auspices of 

the BEGCB project binds ecological benefits, economic profit, and community orientation. 

Other types of enterprises, whose taxonomies were examined earlier in this paper, do not 

capture all these goals as coherently as CGMEs. Green enterprises as described in the literature 

in detail by Schaper (2010), have their core focus on the process of “greening” in their 

ongoing operations. Sustainability enterprises ideally seek to integrate social, ecological, and 

economic objectives (Tilley & Parrish 2006), but such concepts still remain abstract and 

theoretical. 

 

Community-based enterprises (CBE), as defined by Peredo and Chrisman (2006), 

prioritize community goals over profit making—meaning enterprises must meet social objectives 

first, and economic goals second. Microenterprises, on the other hand, place profit alongside 

social goals. Such enterprises emerged as a product of the microcredit mechanism pioneered in 

the 1980s by the Grameen Bank of Bangladesh, and are a promising tool for emancipating 

and empowering the poor in developing countries. However, as Vergas (2000)  and Hall et 

al. (2008) point out, even microenterprises lack a vital third bottom line: environmental. 

 

The six entrepreneurial micro-schemes studied in southwestern Bangladesh demonstrate 

that microcredit clients can be successful in carrying out environmentally friendly and livelihood-

generating activities. Community-interest in embarking on “green” micro-ventures is also 

evident from the BEGCB project experience as CBO members had shown keen interest in 
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environmental protection and also undergone environmental awareness training programs as a 

prerequisite to applying for a “green” micro-enterprise loan. The CBO members also believed that 

the development of “green” microenterprise could not only benefit the environment, but also 

increase their profits. They also believed that, as the environment and natural resource base 

around them are being degraded rapidly by growth-oriented economic activities, engaging in 

“green” ventures would bring about their conservation and protection, as well as help ensure the 

sustainable production of environmental goods and services in the long term.  

 

All ventures described in this paper are still operating successfully and show promise of 

long-term viability and even expansion. All are also yielding better economic returns due to their 

organic nature. In-depth case studies of two of these enterprises clearly demonstrated that 

“green” microenterprises can achieve a considerable profit-making status within a short span 

(two to three years) of operation. It is not only the operating profit of these enterprises that are 

considerably high but also the ecosystem benefits that are quite significant as they are rendering 

multiple environmental ameliorative services. None of their production cycles is found to be 

harming the environment through pollution, waste generation, resource depletion, and other 

such agents of environmental degradation. 

 

Theoretically, environmental re-orientation of entrepreneurial ventures occurs through 

“ecological switchover” as explained by Huber (1982) and Janicke (1985) via their concept of 

ecological modernization. However, their argument was focused on large-scale enterprises of 

industrialized societies. At the micro-economic level, the practical implications of ecological 

modernization are still not yet clearly defined. However, some scholars (Moll, 1993; Revell, 
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2003) assert that strategic intervention, development, and diffusion of new techniques can be 

instrumental in the ecological modernization of many economic sectors, which is precisely 

what the BEGCB project accomplished through its microcredit program. 

 

The conditional microcredit for greening purposes with grant and technical assistance 

(“aid bundles”) have been extremely effective in promoting “ecological switchover” of micro-

entrepreneurial ventures. This switchover let entrepreneurs shift away from reactive (control or 

clean-up) approaches to environmental management to proactive methods such as green raw 

material selection, organic fertilization, clean production and distribution methods, and 

afforestation and riparian zone protection. Though the scope of our research did not allow us to 

examine compliance of these enterprises with ecological modernization tenets, the modality of 

these green microenterprises does offer a unique model for bottom-up ecological 

modernization. 

 

The BEGCB partnership project provides a useful practical example of how “green” 

microcredit strategies can serve as a useful tool for addressing climate change issues from the 

bottom up. There are currently millions of such microenterprises worldwide, and if all were to 

“go green,” the cumulative impact upon the environment would be substantial. Furthermore, 

these enterprises are largely owned and operated by women, who are the primary local users 

of natural resources and major victims of pollution and environmental degradation. 

 

There are numerous barriers to successful wide-scale implementation of green 

microenterprises that need to be addressed, including natural disasters such as floods and pest 



 

 

133 

 

infestations, as well as market fluctuations and distortions that can seriously set back small-

scale entrepreneurs. Furthermore, the success of such enterprises depends largely on marketing 

and the ability to get one’s goods to market. Currently, most microenterprises are dependent on 

their supporting NGOs to connect them to downstream buyers, and this dependency constitutes 

a vital weakness in the micro loans model. It is therefore vital to develop strategies to allow 

entrepreneurs to independently find markets and promote their goods. 

 

4.6 Conclusions 

 

 

Our case study findings reveal that it is tenable to reorient the micro-entrepreneurial 

operations at the rural community level by adding environmental goals to their business 

missions. Though these enterprises mostly operate in the informal sector and are therefore 

beyond the purview of regulatory mechanisms, their association with NGOs (especially 

development NGO-MFIs) can be instrumental in strategically aligning their operations towards 

sustainability principles. In addition to generating profit and supporting livelihoods, the studied 

enterprises demonstrated numerous environmental benefits including carbon sequestration, 

health preservation, damage control, and conservation of natural resources. If these benefits are 

counted in monetary terms (i.e. valuation for non-marketed direct and indirect benefits), the 

aggregate return on investment by such enterprises would figure much higher. These findings, 

however, should be treated carefully as the case study approach deals with unique situations 

that may not necessarily be reflective of all implementations. 

 

We conclude that microcredit-assisted microenterprises can simultaneously be “green” 

and make substantial profits. The MFI’s initial role in development support is crucial for the 
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inception of such ventures. Incorporation of greening principles in microcredit delivery 

mechanisms by MFIs facilitates compliance of ecological principles by community-based 

microenterprises. Within a span of two to three years, these enterprises can run their 

operations in a sustainable fashion and, in most cases, emerge from  the loan cycle and 

become self-reliant. A shifted microcredit delivery mechanism incorporating environmental 

objectives in the MFI-CBO discourse thus paves the way for green microenterprise 

development. Awareness, knowledge, skill, and technical aid are the core elements in realizing 

this developmental goal. 

 

Introduction of “green” micro entrepreneurship would initially require multiple 

stakeholders, especially lenders, borrowers, local authorities, specialists and promoters, and 

other concerned authorities to work jointly toward the greening goal. The major operational 

goal of such enterprises must entail: the use of renewable natural resources; practice of non-

chemical fertilization (mainly manure and compost); adoption of clean technologies; 

recovering natural soil quality and fertility; stocking of indigenous species and productivity 

enhancement—thereby enhancing ecosystem goods and services (provisioning, regulation, 

support, and cultural ecosystem services). The input, production and output of these ventures 

demand special attention and conformity to renewability and biodegradability guidelines. 

The “green” microcredit mechanism has strengthened the process of sustainability at 

the local community level by adding an “environmental bottom line”. Yunus (1997) claims 

that microcredit has already proved itself in contributing to social and economic bottom lines, 

and that with the introduction of the “green” microcredit approach by the BEGCB 

partnership initiative, the environmental bottom line has also been fulfilled. This “green” micro-
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entrepreneurship strategy offers a powerful tool for implementing local-level action and solutions 

to counter climate change and environmental degradation. 

 

One potential difficulty with the findings of this study is the extent to which the 

results of the green microloan strategy can be replicated in the absence of external financial aid 

i.e., if the investment portfolio lacks direct technical assistance to microenterprises or CBOs 

from donors or development partners. Regarding the ecologically modernized character of 

these enterprises, further exploration and examination of operational and institutional 

dimensions of community-based “green” micro-entrepreneurship can answer whether such real-

world cases constitute successful examples of the ecological modernization of microenterprises.  
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CHAPTER 5:  GREEN MICROFINANCE IN ENTREPRENEURIAL TRANSFORMATION
9
 

 

Summary: 

This chapter illustrates a shifted microfinance modality that adopted greening principles towards 

sustainability. The empirical context of the research was a green microfinance programme 

implemented by an NGO microfinance institution at two study sites in Bangladesh. The research 

conceived and tested a microfinance model underpinned by ‘ecological modernization’ and 

‘innovation and entrepreneurship’ theories. Field studies were carried out between January 2012 

and June 2013 in order to match the ‘theoretical realm’ with the ‘observational realm’. A case 

study and participatory methods were the primary means of studying the modality and operations 

of the green microfinance strategy. The study compared the ecological outcomes of green 

microfinance-assisted enterprises and traditional microcredit-assisted enterprises and measured 

their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Cool Farm Tool software was used to quantify GHGs. 

Comparison with a designed experiment shows that micro-enterprises employing green strategies 

emit less GHGs than the ones with traditional strategies. The research revealed that the 

microfinance-based greening interventions help to ensure ecological outcomes for micro-

enterprises; thus, the combination of the embedded economic and social elements of the classic 

microfinance model with the new ecological elements supports sustainability. 

  

                                                 
9
 The Chapter is the published version of a Journal Article. The full reference is:  

Shahidullah, A.K.M. and Emdad Haque, C.  2015. Green microfinance strategy for entrepreneurial 

transformation: validating a pattern towards sustainability. Enterprise Development and 

Microfinance, 26(4):325-342. 
 

Online at: http://www.developmentbookshelf.com/doi/abs/10.3362/1755-1986.2015.027 
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5.1 Introduction 

 

The classic microfinance model works to ease economic and social inequalities for the 

poor by creating microenterprises (MEs), generating alternative income sources, forming social 

capital and empowering women (Bornstein, 1997; Brigg, 2001; Emami & Branch, 2012). 

However, the majority of microfinance models currently being practiced focus mainly on 

economic measures and leave environmental considerations unaddressed (Vargas, 2000). 

Microfinance pioneer Yunus (2007) states that the developmental system entails embedded 

economic and social elements. The system is, therefore, yet to integrate ecological elements to 

make it tenable to support sustainability. 

 

Sustainability implies that a system has properties which will survive or persist over a long 

period of time, and it encompasses social, economic and ecological elements. Berkes and 

colleagues (2003) suggest that sustainability implies maintaining the capacity of ecological 

systems to support social and economic systems, and they consider it to be a process rather than an 

end product: a dynamic process that requires adaptive capacity for societies to deal with change.  

 

Concerning local contexts, most definitions of sustainability stress striking a balance 

between environmental concerns and development objectives while simultaneously enhancing 

local social relationships. For example, Bridger and Luloff (1999) state that sustainability at the 

community level calls for meeting the economic needs of the residents, enhancing and protecting 

the environment and promoting better, humane local societies. Zachary (1995:8) provides a 

comprehensive definition:  
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“[Sustainability is] the ability of a community to utilize its natural, human, and technological 

resources to ensure that all members of present and future generations can attain a high degree of health 

and well-being, economic security, and a say in shaping their future while maintaining the integrity of the 

ecological systems on which all life and production depends. (Zachary, 1995: 8)” 

 

Integration of ecological elements is, therefore, an imperative for a developmental system 

to be sustainable. Recent literature argues that microfinance systems also have the potential to 

support sustainability if ecological objectives are incorporated within the classic model 

(Shahidullah, Venema, & Haque, 2013; Allet & Hudon, 2013). There are anecdotal examples of 

green principles being incorporated into microfinance mechanisms, and their applications differ in 

accordance with varied strategic approaches. Most greening approaches rely primarily on lending 

organizations (i.e. microfinance institutions), with a core strategy being a shifted microcredit 

delivery system encompassing environmental compliance as a lending criterion 

(GreenMicrofinance, 2007; Hall, Collins, Israel, & Wenner, 2008).  

 

Although there are a variety of greening practices, few offer strategic direction and specific 

area emphasis. First, the MFI-led strategy, which entails the design of financial products to 

promote environmentally friendly activities and technologies, organization of campaigns 

promoting pro-environmental behaviours, and the screening of loan applications along 

environmental lines, is chiefly based on delivery policies (Allet & Hudon, 2013). Second, the 

development–environment-focused strategy urges the use of microfinance as a tool to protect 

biodiversity in integrated conservation and development projects (ICDPs) (Araya & Christen, 

2004). Third, the policy-oriented strategy emphasizes policy shifts: urging NGO-MFIs and 

development partners to facilitate environmental orientation towards community-based 

microenterprises, and promoting greening efforts institutionally (Shahidullah & Haque, 2014).  
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Against this backdrop, this study empirically examined a development intervention project 

that incorporated ecological objectives with the classic micro-entrepreneurship model to develop 

green microenterprises at community level. It attempted to determine whether the incorporation of 

ecological elements in the classic microfinance strategy helps sustainability. The study conceived 

a local sustainability pattern incorporating a set of theoretical and assumed elements juxtaposed 

with a classic microfinance schema – a ‘theoretical realm’. These elements were matched and then 

validated via observations made of a green microenterprise component of the development 

intervention project – an ‘observational realm’.  

 

 

5.2 Theoretical Realm  

 

 

5.2.1 Drivers, ideas, and hunches 

 

In the post-colonial period, developing countries witnessed a dispersal of 

developmentalism – systematic and gradual ‘un-underdeveloping tasks’ (Escobar, 1995). 

Subsequently, the focus of development discourses began shifting towards alternative agendas, 

such as human development, rural development, community development, sustainable 

development, and local sustainability (Ghosh, 2009). A new development strategy – microcredit – 

emerged in the 1980s with poverty reduction as the main goal. There are other goals embedded 

within it, such as the empowerment of rural communities, especially women.  

 

Developmentalism, meanwhile, started to highlight the importance of integrating 

ecological considerations driven by the principles of renewability, sustainable use of non-

renewable resources and recycling (Daly & Cobb, 1989). With those considerations, the 

perspective of ‘green development’ began gaining prominence in developmentalism as 
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‘environmental sustainability’ emerged at the forefront of global developmental discourses (e.g. 

UN Millennium Development Goal 7). This goal of the MDG agenda is reinforced by the finding 

of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) that 60 per cent of ecosystem services are being 

degraded systematically (MA, 2005). The MA therefore urged businesses to respond to the 

situation as they depend on natural capital (MA, 2005). Following the MDGs and the MA, the 

World Resource Institute called for action at the local community level and revision of the 

traditional mode of entrepreneurship towards offsetting environmental degradation and the 

depletion of local natural resource bases (World Resource Institute [WRI], 2010). 

 

Together with climatic phenomena, the global attitude towards environmental 

sustainability has redefined the current business environment (Gallo, 2011; Montiel, 2008). 

Entrepreneurial responses to environmental concerns are increasing. Consequently, a number of 

environmentally compliant transformative modes of businesses are emerging, such as 

environmental enterprises, eco-enterprises, green enterprises, conservation enterprises, and 

sustainability enterprises, where the terms ‘green’ and ‘environment’ are used interchangeably 

(Schaper, 2010).  

 

Despite such environmental responses from business enterprises, much remains unknown 

about how or why micro-entrepreneurs choose or choose not to incorporate environmental 

considerations into their business models, particularly in developing countries (Archer & Jones-

Christensen, 2011). Lal and Israel (2006) noted that there are microenterprises which acquire 

green inputs for production, such as organic seeds, composted manure, and organic dyes, in order 

to contribute towards a healthier environment. Such considerations are given in addition to their 
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economic mission. Conversely, Wenner and colleagues (2004) report, operations of many 

microenterprises have negative environmental impacts due to their greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions. They suggest micro-entrepreneurial operations be required to be environmentally 

friendly in order to yield dual benefits: 1) GHG emission reduction, and 2) carbon sequestration. 

These in turn would contribute to sustainability. 

 

There are many propositions for ways that microenterprises can become environmentally 

friendly include: reforestation; conservation tillage; controlled water usage; natural pesticide 

applications; use of manure; green tools and technologies, such as solar water pumps and micro-

drip irrigation systems; and recycling (Hall, Collins, Israel, & Wenner, 2008; MA, 2005). Amid 

such ideas and hunches, the concept of ‘green microfinance’ arose in the literature (Allet & Hudon, 

2013; Hall, Collins, Israel, & Wenner, 2008; Rouf, 2012; Shahidullah & Haque, 2014). The 

authors propounded that micro-entrepreneurial operations should generally be linked with the 

environment. The essential tenets of the concept are: being green and clean, renewability, and 

biodegradability. As explained by Practical Action (2014, p.2): 

 

“Green microfinance attempts to improve the potential impacts of (micro) businesses on 

the health and living environment of clients and communities. It offers finance with conditions to 

exclude obsolete polluting or carbon-intensive production practices, as well as to actively support 

socially and technologically appropriate innovation. Green microfinance may also offer economic 

incentives for ecological service provision, whereby the promoted practices are linked to 

conditional credit provisions.”   
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5.2.2 Theories and the pattern 

 

This study draws on the literature of entrepreneurship and environmental and welfare  

economics for guidance in conceptualizing the transformation of typical microcredit systems into 

environmentally friendly ones. ‘Ecological modernization’ and ‘innovation and entrepreneurship’ 

theories form the conceptual framework for the green microfinance modality. The ecological 

modernization (EM) theory of Janicke (1985) and Huber (1985) claims that qualitative economic 

growth is possible with the realization of environmental goals. At the microeconomic level, EM 

assigns a central role to the invention, development and diffusion of new technologies and 

techniques, and insists on a shift away from reactive control or clean-up technologies towards the 

development and application of more anticipatory clean technologies through ‘ecological 

switchover’ (Gouldson & Murphy, 1997). In addition, innovation brings about a new production 

function as a result of one or more of the entrepreneurial activities, such as: introduction of a new 

good; adoption of new inputs; introduction of new technology; opening of a new market; and/or 

creating a new economic organization (Schumpeter, 1950). 

 

  The conceptual pattern of green microfinance (as shown in Figure 1) inserts ecological 

elements into the classic microcredit schema, where economic and social elements are equal and 

embedded) (Emami & Branch, 2012; Yunus, 2007). The entrepreneurial subjects work towards 

achieving ecological goals through shifted operational mechanisms. The infusion of green 

knowledge in terms of technology, skill, and market intelligence is considered crucial for this form 

of micro-entrepreneurship and enables MEs and MFIs to succeed in green innovation. 
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Figure 5.1 Conceptual pattern of green microfinance strategy 

 

 

In sum, putting the intervention case of the study in perspective, the ‘the theoretical realm’ 

here posits that the combination of economic and knowledge incentives leads innovation in classic 

micro-entrepreneurial activities, resulting in ecological outcomes while maintaining embedded 

economic and social ones. It supposes that ecological switchover by green microfinance MEs 

occurs in terms of input use, technology, production process, energy use, and waste 

management—resulting less GHG emissions by them relative to those operating within the classic 

microcredit schema. 
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5.3 Methodology 

 

The methodology used to conduct this research was guided by ‘pattern matching’ 

(Trochim, 1985), which Hyde (2000) finds to be a useful procedure for linking data to 

propositions.  Trochim (2006) explains, pattern matching links two patterns or realms where one is 

theoretical and the other is observational in nature (Figure 5.2).  
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Figure 5.2 Sequence of pattern matching and overall study design Source: (Torchim, 2006) 
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The theoretical realm is characterized by conceptual drivers, hunches, ideas, theories, and 

eventually a pattern or ‘model’ incorporating these elements. The observational realm includes 

direct observation in the form of field results. Figure 5.2 illustrates the use of this research design 

in our study.  

 

5.3.1 Case study  

 

The main focus of our research was on a place-based case study in Bangladesh, dealing 

with a green microenterprise development program implemented by the Center for Natural 

Resource Studies (CNRS), a nationally recognized NGO. Between 2009 and 2013, as part of a 

pilot scheme, CNRS helped develop 20 green microenterprises in nine villages of the Salikha 

upazila (sub-district) of Magura and the Barlekha upazila of Moulvibazar districts, where it also 

runs classic Grameen model microcredit programs. Each village had at least one community-based 

organization (CBO; 13 in total), which principally functioned as a savings body for its members.  

 

The data gathering process included examination of CNRS documents on micro-loan 

delivery policies, legal and regulatory documents regarding microcredit, greening manuals and 

operational guidelines, and loan agreements. Key informant interviews were carried out with six 

individuals: the green microcredit program director, the field manager, two community organizers, 

one microcredit expert, and one environmental sustainability specialist. During 2012 and 2013, we 

performed direct field observations in order to record and capture all entrepreneurial activities and 

the greening practices. 
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5.3.2 Participatory methods 

 

Applying a number of participatory rural appraisal tools (Chambers, 1997), we organized 

four focus group discussions (FGDs) with members of the CBOs and local community leaders. 

The FGDs enabled us to identify ecological and social contributions of the enterprises and to 

record community members’ perspectives on such ventures. In addition, two multi-stakeholder 

workshops were carried out involving local government leaders, government representatives, CBO 

leaders, civil society members, and individual micro-entrepreneurs from the Salikha and Barlekha 

sub-districts to identify priority areas for local sustainability vis a vis microfinance operation. 

 

5.3.3 Designed experiment  

 

In this study we employed a designed experiment, which established control and treatment 

groups, in order to measure the effects of green microfinance strategy in terms of GHG emissions. 

Although in traditional experimental design the pre- and post-treatment outputs are emphasized to 

compare them with the ‘control group’ evolution, in our cross-sectional study we regarded the 

present state of the control group as the pre-treatment condition. The temporal dimension is 

embedded in our experimental design as the ‘treatment group’ MEs evolved through the ‘greening’ 

interventions.  

 

All 20 MEs participating in CNRS’s green microfinance intervention program were 

considered the treatment group as they were qualified on submission of their proposals to CNRS. 

These enterprises were then grouped into five categories based on the nature of their operation 
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(see Table 1). In order to formulate a representative control group, a census of all MEs, bar the 20 

in the treatment group, operating in the intervention villages was carried out (Flottemesch, Gordon, 

& Jones, 2007); a total of 190 such enterprises operating under the classic microfinance system 

were identified. A comparable group of 20 enterprises out of this total was selected following a 

stratified random sampling procedure. We adopted a category-wise randomization to obtain a 

proportionally representative sample from each of the five categories.  

 

Table 5.1 Categories and number of microenterprises in ‘treatment’ and ‘control’ groups 

Category No. of enterprises 

Cropping 10 

Cane, plants and handicrafts 4 

Cattle-rearing 3 

Aquaculture 2 

Poultry 1 

 

We maintained a monthly diary to record the activities, material consumption, and 

production cycle and practices of both the treatment and control enterprises for one year. The data 

obtained by the monthly diary was entered into Cool Farm Tool—a software package that 

calculates GHG emissions by agro-based enterprises (Cool Farm Tool, 2015). The tool has global 

applicability and follows the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s approach to GHG 

measurement (Hillier et al., 2011). It accounts for both the sources and sinks of GHGs.  
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5.4 Observational Realm: Results 

 

‘Green microenterprise development’ was one of four components of a multi-year donor 

project, namely Building Environmental Governance Capacity in Bangladesh. The CNRS was 

responsible for facilitating the establishment of these enterprises through green microfinance 

strategy. To begin the mission, CNRS initially developed a ‘green microfinance operational 

manual’ through consultative multi-stakeholder workshops participated in by environmental and 

resource management experts and practitioners, microcredit experts, CBO leaders, resource users 

and microcredit clients. It then mobilized and reorganized savings groups and CBOs in both the 

project sites for the purpose of this new initiative.   

 

Building on its network with many of the 13 CBOs in the intervention villages, CNRS 

subsequently campaigned to raise and enhance environmental awareness among the CBO 

members. Joint CNRS–CBO meetings ascertained capacity-building measures for adopting and 

managing green approaches to entrepreneurship. The joint bodies also studied the market, socio-

economic and technical feasibilities of such green ventures. As a result of these joint deliberations, 

nine of the CBOs expressed interest in embarking on green ventures. 

 

5.4.1 Greening strategy 

 

At the initial stage, CNRS played a pivotal role in operationalizing the green MEs. 

Together with advisory and technical supports by local government institutions at the upazila level, 

adoption of green principles by respective CBOs and micro-entrepreneurs aided in implementing 
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the strategy. The green principles primarily entailed: activities that did not harm the environment; 

for agricultural production, only manure being used, and no pesticides and herbicides applied; 

wastes being reused and recycled; and the sustainability of local natural resources being ensured. 

The overall process of the green microfinance strategy involved four stages with activities 

focusing on capacity building, entrepreneurial ideas, and effective implementation (see Table 2):  

 

Table 5.2 Activities involved in different stages of the green microfinance strategy 

 

Stages Activities 

Planning Awareness-raising of CBOs 

Participatory needs assessment – knowledge, capacity building 

Participatory appraisal of market, socio-economic and technical aspects of planned 

MEs  

Development Training and proposal development 

Approval Local-level screening 

Central-level screening 

Fixing financial modality 

Approval and agreement 

Operation Technical support in the implementation process 

Monitoring 

 

In the planning stage, the CBO members stated that knowledge and capacity-building 

assistance were their utmost needs in order to embark on green entrepreneurial ventures. The 

greening strategies therefore adopted several economic and knowledge incentives to enable the 

borrowers to launch green MEs and maintain their competitiveness relative to the classic ones. 

The economic incentives included a relatively larger loan size, a flexible repayment schedule, a 

better interest rate, and small grants from the intervention project. The incentives for knowledge 

and capacity building primarily comprised training and skill development of the CBO members on 

environmentally friendly and organic production, green technologies, and simple bookkeeping for 
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entrepreneurial operations. Further incentives included technical guidance on production methods 

given by enterprise-specific experts and specialists. 

 

After setting up the green principles and entrepreneurial capacity-building measures, the 

participating CBO members (borrowers or entrepreneurs) were asked to prepare and submit 

business plans. Submitted proposals underwent a two-tier environmental screening by both the 

local and central offices of CNRS, and a total of 20 were granted approval. CNRS then determined 

the financial modality: a monthly loan repayment schedule beginning two or three months after the 

project’s inception. A flat interest rate of 12 per cent on the principal credit amount was applied, 

while loan size was in the range of US$200 to $1,500.  

 

Once a lender–borrower agreement on the financing modality was reached, CNRS made 

contracts with individual or group borrowers. CNRS also made a separate contract with the 

appropriate CBOs (where the green entrepreneurs were registered and organized as members) with 

regard to an ‘aid bundle’ composed mainly of grants and technical assistance. The grants covered 

capital equipment and green technologies that amounted to 10–30 per cent of the initial investment 

costs of the green enterprises. The grants were provided from the donor fund that CNRS received 

for this component of the intervention project.  

 

Technical assistance was provided mainly in the form of production and implementation 

guidance. Once the MEs were launched, CNRS facilitated the CBOs in building networks and 

obtaining technical guidance from their respective local government departments in areas such as 

horticulture, fisheries, livestock, agriculture, and cooperatives. It also hired experts to guide and 
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train the green entrepreneurs on enterprise-specific production life-cycle activities and waste 

management.  

 

5.4.2 Adoption and operation 

 

Adoption and operation scenarios of the 20 micro-entrepreneurs employing a green 

microfinance strategy were captured via in-depth observation. Monthly diaries recorded their input 

use, energy use, production and waste management practices. Among these 20 entrepreneurs, 11 

abandoned their earlier venture type and undertook a new one in order to satisfy greening criteria, 

while nine turned to greening practices without changing the type of venture. Quantified data on 

fertilizer use, pesticide application, energy use, residue management, and land-use change was 

collected and can be seen in Table 5.3. Qualitative and quantitative data gathered on all five 

categories of ME are summarized as follows. 

 

Inputs. Most micro-entrepreneurs procured organic indigenous seeds and seedling 

materials. Cropping enterprises used cattle farmyard manure and compost (both fully and non-

fully aerated) for land preparation. Aquaculture farms used these materials for phytoplankton 

maintenance in their ponds. Eleven out of 20 entrepreneurs were found to use organic fertilizers. 

In addition to their organic fertilization, six enterprises were using nominal amounts of the 

compound NPK (nitrogen–phosphorous–potassium). A moderate amount of urea fertilizer was 

used by two cropping ventures for hybrid paddy production, and a cattle-rearing venture for calf 

fattening. 
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Six of the cropping enterprises were found to be prone to pest attack. Three of them 

adopted biological pest control while the other three used chemical pesticides, which they 

considered more effective than biological control. The farmers were relatively restrained in using 

pesticides, employing it only in cases of dire necessity. Only one enterprise applied it twice during 

the winter cropping period. None of the farms used herbicides, choosing instead to remove weeds 

manually.  

 

Production practices and energy use. Entrepreneurial switchover to green enterprises 

 transformed the production practices and technological choices of the farms. Most of the farms 

were labour-intensive and had a very low amount of energy use throughout their production cycles. 

Five farms used mechanized tillage methods, while all others (15) maintained a zero-tillage 

practice due to the nature of their operation or production choices. Manual harvesting of products 

also did not demand any energy-consuming technology. Two farms converted barren non-

vegetated land areas into vegetable gardens. 

 

The major reason for direct energy use by the farms was irrigation from both surface and 

groundwater sources. Average yearly energy use of the cropping category farms was 13.5 litres of 

diesel per acre. Nursery and vegetable farms irrigated with a submersible water pump, while 

aquaculture used such diesel pump to dewater fish ponds during the dry season for harvesting. No 

measureable amount of energy was used by the poultry category enterprise, which was a non-farm 

duck-rearing venture.  

 

Two of the three cattle-rearing enterprises installed anaerobic bio-digesters that used 
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 manure to produce biogas for cooking. Of the four plant and cane materials-producing farms, 

three were engaged in the production of a plant locally known as maila – an aquatic weed that 

requires only water to grow and is used for making an indigenous bed-mat called a hugla. These 

farms were located on riverbanks and required no energy, fertilizer or any other input except 

human labour. Another farm engaged in cane cultivation around a homestead and canal edge also 

employed only labour for its production.  

 

Table 5.3 Annual operations and input of green microenterprises 

 

 

Category (No 

of MEs) 

Land 

(acre) 
Fertilizer 

(Kg/acre) 

Pesticides 

(times 

used) 

Energy 

(litre/acre) 

Land-use 

(times 

changed) 

Residue/ 

acre 

cropping (10)  0.23 26.09 1 17.39 0 52.17 

  

0.13 0.00 0 0.00 0 46.15 

0.31 38.71 1 16.13 0 80.65 

0.41 34.15 2 14.63 0 82.93 

0.35 17.14 0 17.14 0 120.00 

0.31 19.35 0 19.35 0 122.58 

0.25 0.00 0 16.00 0 48.00 

0.45 17.78 0 13.33 0 53.33 

0.28 0.00 0 14.29 1 42.86 

0.30 13.33 0 6.67 0 33.33 

cane, plants (4) 0.41 0.00 0 0.00 0 68.29 

  0.36 5.56 0 0.00 1 94.44 

  0.24 0.00 0 0.00 0 66.67 

  0.25 0.00 0 0.00 0 60.00 

cattle-rearing 

(3 ) 
1.00 

0.00 0 0.00 0 1,100.00 

  1.00 0.00 0 0.00 0 287.20 

  1.00 62.00 0 0.00 0 542.00 

aquaculture (2 ) 0.54 0.00 0 29.63 0 0.00 

  0.32 0.00 0 37.50 0 0.00 

poultry (1) 0.02 0.00 0 0.00 0 1,825.00 

 

Waste management. All the studied MEs generated waste, but recycling practices among 
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 them varied widely. The enterprises engaged in cropping (vegetables, paddies, legumes and other 

root crops) mostly exported the wastes off-farm and composted these with cow dung into manure. 

Apart from biogas production, two cattle-rearing enterprises used their manure for cooking as well 

as for composting, leaving only 3 per cent of total waste non-recycled. One enterprise made 

charcoal sticks from cow dung to sell in the local market as cooking fuel. The enterprise that did 

not install a bio-digester generated around 15 per cent non-recycled waste (which is 1100 kg in a 

year).  

 

Cane and plant cultivation enterprises generated very little off-farm waste (less than 1 per 

cent of the harvest). The on-farm wastes of the duck rearing were mixed with household and cattle 

wastes to become fertilizer. As the ducks were reared in open wetlands during the day, their off-

farm wastes went as ‘daily spread’ into the environment. Data on MEs and their inputs, production 

practices, and waste output, as shown in Table 5.3, reveal that the borrowers attempted to avoid 

and/or minimize the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides; to minimize consumption of energy 

use; to reduce waste production; and to avoid land-use change.  

 

5.4.3 Ecological efficiency in GHG measure 

 

The ecological efficiencies of the 20 MEs in the treatment group (green microfinance) and 

the 20 in the control group (traditional microfinance), in terms of GHG emissions, were measured 

using the Cool Farm Tool software. Emission records of the treatment group enterprises, as 

demonstrated in Figure 5.3a, were: yearly sequestration of CO2 by nine MEs was more than what 

they emitted, resulting in a negative net emission; 10 other enterprises had a nominal level of 
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emissions (i.e. less than 500 kg per acre per year); and only one enterprise had GHG emissions 

above this level, at 620 kg CO2 equivalent per acre per year.  

 

 
 

Figure 5.3a Yearly emission by treatment enterprises 

 

 
 

Figure 5.3b Yearly emission by control enterprises 

 

Figure 5.3b shows the emission records of the 20 control enterprises: only two out of 20 

 enterprises had negative net emissions (i.e. 18 enterprises contributed positively to GHG 
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emissions); 11 enterprises emitted more than 500 kg of CO2 equivalent GHGs per year per acre; 

and the emission quantity of seven enterprises was within 160-500 kg per year.  

 

Making a category-wise comparison, the majority of the enterprises in cropping and cattle-

rearing in the treatment group demonstrated negative yearly net emissions, while all enterprises in 

the same categories in the control group showed yearly positive net emissions. The poultry control 

enterprise emitted 2.5 times the GHGs of the poultry treatment enterprise. In the cane and plants 

category, the annual emission rate of two enterprises in the treatment group was positive, while 

only one enterprise in the control group had positive emissions. This implies that there was no 

treatment effect in the plants and cane category.  

 

5.5 Discussion 

 

The green microfinance mechanisms triggered the interests of community-based 

entrepreneurs in adopting environmentally friendly modes of entrepreneurship. The CNRS–CBO 

relationships leveraged the introduction of the greening process to the communities. The 

knowledge base of the entrepreneurial subjects organized under microfinance mechanisms was 

reinforced with greening ideas and skills. Individual entrepreneurs, group entrepreneurs, CBOs 

and local institutions worked in concert to operationalize the greening approach towards micro-

entrepreneurship. There were various drivers of motivation that worked for the NGO-MFI, CBOs, 

and the MEs respectively in adopting greening principles, which are summarized in Table 5.4. 
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Table 5.4 Drivers of motivation in adopting green microfinance strategy 

 

NGO-MFI CBO ME 

Institutional mandate and 

mission for environmental 

sustainability 

Reinforcing knowledge and skill 

through institutional facilitation 

Livelihood security  

Making microfinance more 

welfare-oriented for clients 

Social learning Alternative income generation 

Innovating developmental 

approach for ecosystem 

management and community 

wellbeing 

Enhanced network and 

consolidated social capital 

Profitability  

Responding to global 

developmental initiative and 

climate change challenges 

Community wellbeing, 

addressing local social–

ecological issues  

Access to fund for a cheaper rate  

Building credibility in niche 

area, and gaining reputation and 

synergic learning 

Gaining technical support and 

aid for the organization  

Access to institutional supports, 

e.g. technical aid, guidelines 

from line agencies, networking 

 

 

The microfinance modality adopted by the NGO-MFI, CBOs and MEs entails strategically 

shifted characteristics. The shift occurred within several components of the microfinance system, 

including: the MFI’s loan delivery policies, which promoted and linked environmental 

considerations; a low lending rate (i.e. a flexible 12 per cent interest on capital, whereas the 

industry average is 15 per cent) (InM, 2011); acceptable and adaptive repayment schedules, such 

as a monthly rather than weekly repayment collection, with a grace period of three months, which 

was pioneered within the industry by the MFI (CNRS); and a larger loan size than classical 

microcredit provisions. It is notable that, within the classical microcredit model, a typical range of 

initial loan size is $100–200 (Elahi & Danopoulos, 2004). In the green microfinance program, the 

MFI sanctioned loans up to $1,500. Such expansion in loan amount was attributed to the 

microfinance industry beginning to consider new sub-sectors that demanded larger investment, 

including sizeable initial capital (e.g. cattle rearing and aquaculture).   
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Though receiving the grants from donor-NGO sources was one of the primary motivations 

for undertaking green ventures, it was not the principal driver for the MEs adopting green 

practices (See Table 5.4). At the initial stage, the grants were provided to the CBOs to facilitate 

launching of the green MEs by their members. Individual MEs adopting green ventures were the 

targeted recipients of the grants, while all other CBO members had access to the grant materials. 

One of the prime motivations was that, apart from contributing to the environment, these 

enterprises generated significant profits. Shahidullah and Haque (2014) found the average 

profitability ratio of these community-based green enterprises to be commercially highly viable.  

 

Encouraged by the success and profitability, these green ventures are likely to be replicated 

by other farmers, and the practices will likely be continued by the farmers who have already 

adopted greening principles. It was observed that the CBOs were strongly motivated to remain 

engaged with protecting and promoting the green entrepreneurial model, as it helped conserve 

common properties and larger societal interests. CBO members realized that effective promotion 

of green ventures at the community level will enhance resource bases by reducing pressure on 

them.  

 

5.5.1 Validating the model 

 

Adoption of greening principles led to innovation by the green enterprises as their 

operation cycles involved the production of a new commodity or production of an old one in a 

new way. Innovations were fostered through implementation guidance from the NGO-MFI and 

technical cooperation from the local government departments (e.g. fisheries, agriculture, and 

horticulture). Funding from the development partner (concerned with sustainability) helped the 
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NGO-MFI to undertake and implement the green microfinance scheme. This concerted effort 

resulted in organic production, environmentally friendly micro-entrepreneurial operation, and 

environmental amelioration. These findings validate one of the major assumptions of the study 

that the green microfinance strategy facilitates green innovation.  

 

The study also predicted that green microfinance would be invaluable in helping MEs to 

attain an ecological switchover in terms of inputs, technology, production process, energy use, and 

waste management. Observed results in the adoption and operation practices of the studied MEs 

validate this prediction. The experiment found that most enterprises abandoned chemical 

fertilization and pesticide use in favour of organic fertilizer, adopted biological pest control, and 

moved to reuse and recycle wastes.  

 

As a result, their GHG emissions were found to be significantly lower than those of similar 

enterprises operating with classic strategies, confirming our prediction. In the treatment group, 45 

per cent of enterprises had negative emissions compared to 10 per cent in the control group. The 

majority of enterprises in the treatment group (95 per cent) emitted less than 500 kg CO2 per acre 

per year as opposed to only half (50%) those in the control group.  

 

In order to validate the difference between the yearly emissions of treatment and control 

groups statistically, we conducted a t-test i.e., Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance t-test. The null 

hypothesis of the test was that the Mean net emissions of the control and treatment groups were 

equal. The experimental data yielded the following values: t=3.58, df=30.50, and p=0.001171. 

Since the p-value is very small, we rejected the null hypothesis. As a result, alternative hypothesis 
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that ‘the treatment group differed significantly from the control group’ stands— validating our 

assumption that green microfinance strategy has a significant effect on reducing the GHG 

emissions of MEs.  

 

5.6 Conclusions 

 

This study validates the assertion that the green microfinance strategy helps transform 

entrepreneurial operational modes by integrating ecological elements with the conventional 

microcredit system. While such a conventional microfinance system embodies economic and 

social elements to address development issues at the local level, the integration of ecological 

elements makes the system tenable to supporting sustainability goals. The conceptual notion 

pursued in this research that green microfinance strategies would facilitate innovations by the 

conventional microenterprises through ecological switchover is confirmed by the empirical 

findings of the study. The greening mechanisms formulated and implemented by the NGO-MFI 

enabled the community-level MEs to shift their behaviour in terms of inputs, technology, 

production process, energy use and waste management towards sustainability.  

 

The quantitative assessment through experimental design in this study revealed that the 

economic activities of green MEs emit significantly low levels of GHGs. Statistical test results 

substantiate the hypothesis that green microfinance strategies are highly effective in reducing the 

GHG emissions of MEs. A comparative analysis between treatment and control groups has also 

demonstrated that the average yearly rate of emissions is much lower among most of the green 

MEs compared to the classic ones. This finding allows us to conclude that promoting green 
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microenterprises would contribute to local and national sustainability goals through reductions of 

GHGs, if they were scaled up successfully.  

 

The initiative of the NGO-MFI in shifting the classic microfinance modality towards the 

integration of greening principles is an example of a developmental organization delivering on its 

institutional responsibility to reinforce sustainability efforts. The research also reveals that the 

NGO–CBO partnership is crucial to leverage developmental innovation at the local community 

level. Synergies between the NGO and CBO amplify efforts to address vital developmental and 

environmental issues, such as the quick adoption of greening principles.  

 

Access to the ‘aid bundle’ through CBOs was one of the motivations for MEs to adopt 

green ventures initially. The prime motivations, however, were embedded in economic interests, 

livelihood security, options for alternative incomes, and a scope for institutional support. The 

authors envision the replicability of this model, appreciating its potential economic, social and 

ecological contributions, provided that the green microfinance strategy is scaled up with the 

support of relevant line institutions. We recommend that the policy agencies concerned with 

environmental sustainability and climate change in Bangladesh or in other similar contexts 

undertake actions to advance and promote the model further as a tool for acting from the bottom-

up.  
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CHAPTER 6:  SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP BY CBO: INNOVATIONS AND LEARNING
10

 

 

Summary: 

This chapter examines social entrepreneurship potentials of community-based organizations 

(CBOs) linked to non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in the implementation of development 

programs. The conceptual framework of the study draws on the existing literature on social 

entrepreneurship and cooperatives. The study highlights the social and ecological roles and 

significance of CBOs in the creation of social value at the local community level. The research 

findings reveal that NGO–CBO partnerships help to transform CBOs into social enterprises by 

creating revenue generation streams. Such partnerships also catalyze social innovations and social 

learning outcomes. In this chapter, three case studies from Bangladesh are examined which 

demonstrate how the social entrepreneurial roles of these CBOs have been instrumental in the 

management of local natural resources and in fostering social learning. The case studies reveal that 

institutional support and favorable public policies are crucial in sustaining social entrepreneurship 

by CBOs.  

 

 

6.1 Introduction 

 

 Partnerships between Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Community-Based 

Organizations (CBOs) have become a significant force in efforts to address social issues through 

collective means (Christie & Benson, 2006). In facing the challenges of attaining sustainability 
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and other social objectives, NGOs are increasingly adopting an entrepreneurial approach. The 

most significant such approach that emerged in recent decades is ‘social entrepreneurship’ model 

in which small enterprises are established to provide goods and services directly tailored to local 

needs and sustainability goals (Seelos & Mair, 2005).  Such affiliated CBOs play important 

development roles in the rural and low-income areas of poorer income countries, where the 

government is unable or unwilling to provide necessary social services (Edwards & Hulme, 1995; 

Fafchamps, 2006). It has recently been observed in Bangladesh that most CBOs partnered with 

development NGOs play catalytic roles protecting and promoting the management of local 

ecological resources, thereby supporting local sustainability (Shahidullah & Haque, 2015). 

 

 NGOs are moving towards entrepreneurship and developing innovative means of revenue 

generation in order to enhance their financial capacity and sustainability (Esterly, 2008; Hailey, 

2014). But the potentials of such shift in case of their partner CBOs have seldom been explored, as 

the existing literature typically assumes that all CBOs are non-profit organizations (NPOs) 

(Quarter, Sousa, Richmond, & Carmichael, 2001). While NPOs are non-profit by mission, they 

still typically seek financial self-sufficiency in order to cover costs and provide needed services 

without relying on outside donations (Alter, 2007). The study therefore enquires: i) If NGOs can 

move towards social-entrepreneurship for self-sufficiency and sustainability, could their partnering 

CBOs also adopt the similar path? ii) Do CBOs entail social-entrepreneurship potentials which 

could be harnessed to enhance their capacities to sustain?  iii) Can NGO-CBO relation be 

leveraged to ensure social entrepreneurship by CBOs?  The objectives of the study are to examine 

whether CBOs become able to transform themselves into social enterprises; and how this 
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transformative process, that has reliance on partnership with NGOs, contribute to social 

innovations and learnings. 

 

6.2 Entrepreneurship by CBOs: Partnerships and Innovations 

 

 The entrepreneurial potential of community groups has been debated since the 1990s.  

Although cooperatives, mutual societies, associations and organizations not owned by 

shareholders have always existed, they have rarely been considered businesses or market-oriented 

organizations (Defourny & Nyssens, 2010). Instead, they were merely labelled as the ‘social 

economy’ representing the so-called ‘third sector’ (Evers & Laville, 2004). This consideration was 

contested by numerous authors who argued that development organizations should evaluate the 

strengths of local organizations (Davis, 1993). Other scholars (Sachs, 1997; Cornwall, 1998) also 

asserted that developmental activities that compromise CBOs are incapable of fighting poverty.  

 

 Based on the principle that enterprise development is the key to economic development 

(Drucker, 1985; Schumpeter, 1942), various development promoters undertook numerous projects 

aimed at establishing small businesses at the community level (Peredo & Chrisman, 2006). Since 

the 1990s, a key development in the operation of non-profit ventures has been the adoption of 

microfinance— a phenomenon often referred to the ‘microcredit revolution’. The microcredit-

oriented development mechanism was adopted and expanded by NGOs using participatory 

development strategies. This approach recognizes the ability of local communities to take action to 

improve their economic and social conditions (Midgley, 2008)—leading to the creation of many 

CBOs, self-help groups, women groups, and peer groups around the world. The resulting 
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partnerships between NGOs and CBOs encouraged interactive and adaptive learning processes 

among community members - what Berkes (2009) termed ‘social learning’. As a result of these 

developments, social issues such as livelihood security and environmental conservation in poor 

communities–as well as that of fragile ecosystems–came to the forefront of the global 

development agenda (Nelson, 2000; Lyons, 2002).  

 

 Assessments of CBOs’ validity as self-sustaining entrepreneurial ventures vary. For 

instance, Chell (2007) insists that social and community businesses have a tendency to: (i) be 

grant-dependent, (ii) be non-self-sustaining, and (iii) employ non-entrepreneurial staff. These 

tendencies can undermine the social value of CBOs by forcing them to seek donations to fund 

interventions in their target communities. Forwarding a contrary view based on an empirical study 

of 250 CBOs in Bangladesh, Thompson (2011) claims that external supports are not necessary to 

the survival of CBOs as most of them demonstrate the capability for self-sustainability and 

improvement with minimal support following the expiry of projects.  

 

 An innovative approach for the CBOs to be self-governing and self-sustaining is advocated 

by Aryal (2007). The proposed approach suggests CBOs to have NGOs’ help in accessing funding 

opportunities from commercial banks and developmental credit agencies. With such financial 

support CBOs would be more easily able to undertake income generating activities while the 

partner-NGOs oversee their entrepreneurial affairs for a reasonable period. Similarly, Datta (2007) 

emphasizes a functional partnership wherein CBOs can acquire the necessary knowledge and 

skills to become self-sustaining from their associated NGOs. Nonetheless, questions remain as to 

whether entrepreneurship by CBOs is tenable, and whether developmental NGOs can adequately 
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facilitate such transitions. Since CBOs have proven effective at managing local resources and 

addressing social issues, we argue that in order to address complex social issues and challenges 

(NESTA, 2007), long-term sustainability, especially financial sustainability of CBOs must be 

ensured by supporting their social entrepreneurial drive. 

 

6.2.1 NGO-CBO linkage towards social entrepreneurship 

 

 NGOs have been the basis of study of social entrepreneurship. According to Dart (2004), 

‘social enterprise’ can be viewed as a set of strategic responses to a variety of environmental and 

social challenges that NGOs typically address. These responses lead NGOs to develop strategic 

partnerships with institutions based at the local community level. Such partnerships demand 

innovative approaches involving the creative reallocation of resources and reconciliation with 

traditional ways of operating in the sector (Griffith, 2013). There is ample evidence to suggest that 

such partnerships were instrumental to the development of local community-based enterprises 

worldwide (Timmer & Juma, 2005; Berkes & Davidson-Hunt, 2007; Stronza, 2007; Seixas,, Davy, 

& Leppan,, 2008). Several studies observed that the lack or loss of such partners results in failure 

(Herrera, 2006; Ohl-Schacherer et al., 2008).  

 

 Both NGOs and CBOs perform different functions within a partnership. NGOs are well-placed 

to explore opportunities and identify key resources, as well as provide services such as start-up 

funds, institution building, business networking and marketing, innovation and knowledge transfer, 

technical training, research, legal support, infrastructure, and community health and social services that 

CBOs need in order to become self-sufficient (Berkes, 2007; Seixas & Berkes, 2009). In the 
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partnership process CBOs place their organizational capacity, brings local perspective, and utilizes 

social capital to carry out the partnerships goals and NGO-devolved developmental 

responsibilities.  

 

6.2.2 Social innovation and learnings 

 

 The present study is situated within the literature on social enterprises and is placed by 

reviewing current theoretical models of non-profit driven social entrepreneurship. The process of 

social entrepreneurship is not well defined, and there is a lack of theoretical and evidence-based 

research on these processes in the context of non-profit operations (Dees, 1998; Hailey, 2014). 

This lack of clarity and consensus on the definition of social entrepreneurship (Mair & Marti, 

2006), creates ambiguity regarding society’s expectations and norms related to services 

traditionally performed by the non-profit sector. The authors, therefore, attempted to provide a 

clearer definition of social entrepreneurship, viewing it as a process that combines resources in 

new ways in order to stimulate social change and meet local needs. 

 

Explaining how  social entrepreneurship relate to social innovation, Austin, Stevenson, & 

Wei‐Skillern (2006) assert that it can be understood as a process of continuous realization of 

opportunities to pursue social innovations and adaptation of these innovations into social 

enterprises for further value creation in the society. In this context, social innovation is viewed by 

OECD (2001) as the key to social change and value creation—suggesting that the process (social 

innovation) should involve attributes and activities as key elements to create provisions for 

employment and participation. OECD (2010) definition links social innovation to local 
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development, formation of new relationships between local people and their environment; it 

clarifies that:  

 

“Social innovation refers to traditional innovation in terms of ‘value creation’. It entails 

new strategies, concepts, ideas and organizations that meet social needs of all kinds - from 

working conditions and education to community development and health - and that extend 

and strengthen civil society. Alternatively, it refers to innovations which have a social 

purpose - like microcredit and distant learning. Social innovation can take place within the 

government, within companies, or within the non-profit sector between the three sectors. 

The different types of platforms need to facilitate such cross-sector collaborative social 

innovation. Its ultimate goal is not only to create economic value but also to enhance social 

institution. Therefore, NPO, civil society are to be involved, which are rather low key in 

field of traditional innovation as ‘actor’ in charge of leading innovation (p.16).” 

 

 

There are exemplary instances of social innovation by community-based organizations 

(CBOs) where social enterprises subsume local authorities as shareholders in their governance 

system. Yunus, Moingeon, & Lehmann-Ortega, (2010) cite British and French CICs (‘community 

interest companies/co-operatives’) as examples. In Bangladesh, the ‘nishorgo network’ and 

‘integrated protected area co-management’ (IPAC) projects engage with community organizations 

in forest conservation efforts on a benefit-sharing basis are geared towards revenue generation 

(DeCosse, Sharma, Dutta, & Thompson, 2012; Sharma & DeCosse, 2012). The co-management 

committees (CMC) of those projects also operate several carbon sink programs with income 

provisions for the engaged community members. In all the cases, local authorities directly 

participate in projects that are likely to have a positive impact on local development in terms of 

social capital generation, sustainable employment creation, and provisions for services of general 

interest.  
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Social learning is increasingly becoming a normative goal in natural resource management 

and policy (Parson & Clark, 1995; Diduck, Bankes, Clark, & Armitage, 2005). It occurs mostly 

through joint problem solving and reflection, with the sharing of experiences and ideas (Berkes, 

2009). Social learning can also be conceptualized as achieving concerted action in complex and 

uncertain situations (Ison & Watson, 2007). Earlier literature defined social learning as a process 

of iterative reflection that occurs when experiences and ideas are shared with others (Keen, Brown, 

& Dybal, 2005). This study subscribes to the definition of Reed et al. (2010), who view social 

learning as a process of social change in which people learn from each other in ways that can 

benefit wider social-ecological systems. It pays particular attention to group- centered social 

learning as this is increasingly seen as central to decision-making in environmental management. 

Pahl-Wostl and Hare (2004) clarify that management is an ongoing learning and negotiation 

process and hence management and learning are linked through communication, perspective 

sharing, and the development of adaptive group strategies for problem solving.   

 

 

6.3 Methods and Study Area 

 

 The study employed a qualitative-case study (Yin, 2003) and participatory research 

(Chambers, 1992) approach to achieve the research objectives. It explored the social 

entrepreneurial context and perspectives relating to the operations of an NGO in Bangladesh, 

namely Center for Natural Resources Studies (CNRS), with extensive CBO-aided entrepreneurial 

programs. CNRS has implemented a green entrepreneurship development program in two 

intervention sites in Bangladesh.  This study was conducted at one of these sites located in the 

Moulvibazar district of the country. CNRS has implemented green entrepreneurship development 
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programs in five villages of Barlekha upazila (sub-district) of the district. It also implemented 

several other programs focusing on sustainable environmental management, community-based 

fisheries, and wetlands biodiversity in the area. In all cases, this NGO made significant efforts to 

build and maintain partnerships with local CBOs.  

 

 The primary tools of investigation for this study were document review, key informant 

interviews, focus group discussions, and multi-stakeholder workshops. A review of institutional 

and operation-related documents for both CNRS and local CBOs enabled the study to analyze the 

entrepreneurial dynamics of the NGO and the social entrepreneurial characteristics of the CBOs. 

In-depth interviews of key executives (president, secretary, and cashier) of the CBOs revealed 

their abilities and entrepreneurial potential. Three separate focus group discussions (FGDs) were 

held with 3 CBOs. We also interviewed 2 senior NGO executives, 2 NGO Field Managers 

overseeing entrepreneurship programs, 1 developmental entrepreneurship expert, and 1 policy 

maker.  In addition, a multi-stakeholder workshop was organized at the local upazila headquarters 

(Barlekha) involving representatives from the regional government, the NGO, leaders of CBOs 

and local government, and members of CBOs to evaluate their (CBOs) entrepreneurial roles and 

capacities.  

 

 The study area is a wetland ecological region known as haor, characterized by numerous 

swampy bowl-shaped natural depressions (Figure 6.1). A haor remains inundated for 6 -7 months 

per year. The natural resource-bases of haor consist of croplands, rivers, beels (large naturally 

depressed water bodies), canals, streams, riparian bushes and trees, reed lands, aquatic vegetation 

and swamp forests, open grazing areas (raised land locally known as kanda), and edges of roads 
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and embankments. Apart from agricultural activities, the livelihoods of the local people are largely 

dependent on fishing from the surrounding water bodies and collection from other commons. Due 

to various natural and anthropogenic pressures these natural resource bases are rapidly being 

depleted. Since 2000, with NGO guidance, local CBOs emerged as critical players in the 

preservation and management of these resources.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1 Map of the studied Hakaluki haor area in Barlekha upazila, Moulvibazar,  Bangladesh 

[Source: Map drawn under Community-Based Wetlands Biodiversity Management Program 

(CWBMP) by CNRS GIS unit, Dhaka]   
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 During the period of investigation there were 6 CBOs operative in the 5 villages where 

CNRS ran programs. We selected three of the CBOs on the basis of their multiple years of 

operation and diversity in approaches:   i) Nischintapur-Shahapur Bahumukhi Samity Ltd 

(Nischintapur-Shahapur multipurpose cooperative limited); ii) Nanua Mohila Samity (Nanua 

women cooperative limited); and iii) Shapla Samajvittik Bahumukhi Samity Ltd (Shapla 

community-based multipurpose cooperative limited). 

 

 

6.4 Results: Cases of Social Innovation by CBOs  

 

 The emergence of community-based organizations (CBOs) in the study area can be 

attributed to interventions by the local developmental agencies aimed at increasing the livelihood 

security of rural communities through participatory management of haor resources. These NGO-

guided CBOs have been in operation since 2005. Based on the purpose, objectives, and nature of 

planned programs or activities as set down in the constitutions of the studied CBOs, we divided 

these mission components into two categories: i) economic mission, and ii) learning mission Table 

6.1). 

Table 6.1 Economic and Social Missions of CBOs 

 
 

Economic Mission Learning (social) Mission 

 Improving livelihood and creating alternative 

income generating opportunities for the socio-

economic well-being of the organization 

members (in general) 

 Promoting savings by the members and 

operating microcredit schemes for the 

sustenance of the organization. The primary 

 Ensuring solidarity, prosperity and 

equality of the organization members 

as well as the larger community  (in 

general)  

 Resolving conflicts among the 

organization members by acting as an 
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purpose of microcredit operation is to provide 

loans to the members to reduce or eliminate 

their dependency on traditional moneylenders.     

 Investing in the CBO fund for income 

generation and productive purposes   

 Selling, marketing and distributing necessary 

goods and services at a fair price among CBO 

members.   

 Ensuring and facilitating collection, supply, 

and use of agricultural inputs (e.g. seeds, 

fertilizers, pesticides etc.) modern equipment, 

and scientific techniques for farming and 

production. 

 

 Promoting skill development for product 

processing, marketing, micro-industry 

establishment, etc.  

 Marketing and storing member-produced goods 

in order to sidestep middlemen or 

intermediaries and ensure maximum market 

prices.  

 Motivating and assisting members in 

undertaking agriculture,, fishery, trading, 

handicrafts or other agro-based micro-ventures 

(individual or group operated).    

 Acquiring open access or fallow land areas in 

the locality for collective farming on a shared-

cropping or yearly-lease basis.  

 Arranging and implementing vocational and 

skill development schemes for the benefit of 

members of the CBO as well as those of the 

arbitration body. 

 Contributing to the development of 

local educational, health, religious and 

commercial institutions (e.g. schools, 

colleges, hospitals, mosques, markets 

etc.) and communication infrastructure 

(roads, embankments, bridges, etc.)   

 Undertaking programs to eliminate 

illiteracy and provide educational aids 

to the children of  CBO members 

 Providing leadership training to the 

members and promoting women’s 

leadership roles  

 Establishing informal schooling 

facilities and other appropriate 

vocational institutions for the elderly.   

 Promoting the advancement of female 

members through educational, 

vocational, skill development, and 

other social programs.   

 Arranging sports, recreation, and 

amusement programs for members and 

their families.  

 Raising awareness against tobacco, 

aids, cancer, illiteracy, and 

environmental degradation 

 Building organizational and office 

management capacities for the 

members through training.   

 Helping the families of deceased 
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community at large.  

 Establishing business or commercial entities by 

purchasing, leasing, or renting land, buildings, 

factories or other assets when necessary. 

 Engaging with trading, export, and import-

based businesses. 

 Undertaking forestry, social-forestry, and 

plantation-related schemes,  

members with organization funds.  

 Ensuring appropriate division of labor 

and incomes through standard 

organizational procedures.  

 Maintaining an information repository 

for improved resource management 

and networking. 

 

 

 The CBO constitutions stipulate that they may pursue any combination of the above 

activities as per operational necessity. They also set out rules and procedures regarding 

membership, share and capital acquisition, lending, purchases, contracts, recruitment, office 

maintenance, business venture operation, and cash flow management. Their registration with ‘joint 

stock companies’ requires them to maintain standard decision-making and reporting procedures. 

 

 In the process of implementing intervention projects focusing on areas such as sustainable 

environmental management, community-based fishery management, and wetlands biodiversity 

management, the studied NGO, i.e, CNRS undertook bold initiatives to build partnerships with 

local CBOs. This initiative  encompassed community knowledge and capacity building measures 

including raising awareness on the importance of local natural resources, the environment, and 

legal rights; training on livelihoods and alternative income generation skills; and facilitating  

networking and institutional linkage development efforts. CNRS further involved the CBOs in the 

decision-making process regarding project components related to local natural resource 

management issues. The partnership thus advanced and lead to many innovative mechanisms. The 

initiatives contributed to social value creation and learning. We focused on 3 such initiatives:  
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  6.4.1 Case 1: Swamp forest restoration through cooperative entrepreneurship  

  

 The studied communities in the wetlands areas have a considerable degree of dependence 

on flooded or swamp forest resources, which include tree species, reeds, shrubs, and aquatic plants. 

These forest species are crucial to  the haor ecosystem for 4 major reasons: i) they provide natural 

resistance to rising waters and  intense waves  during monsoons and thus protect houses and 

homesteads from erosion; ii) they are the primary source of fuel energy for household activities 

throughout the year; iii) many are also used as thatching material for houses;  and iv) many local 

micro entrepreneurs are dependent on them for handicrafts making (e.g. mats, cane furniture, 

baskets and others).     

 

Established in 2005, Nishchintapore-Shahpur Bahumokhi Samobai Samity Ltd. emerged as the 

local partner of CNRS for implementing activities under a national program for sustainable 

environmental management in the study area (Figure 6.2). With organizational and technical 

guidance from CNRS, this CBO identified that the rapid degradation of swamp forest resources in 

the area posed a major threat to local livelihoods and the ecosystem. In response the CBO 

members created a common front to restore these degraded forests through plantation in common-

property and open-access areas. The core mission of the scheme was to sustain the restoration 

initiative in the long term, simultaneously benefitting both the ecosystem and the livelihoods of 

the CBO members. 

 

To carry out this initiative the CBO received an endowment fund equivalent to US$400 

(Bangladesh Taka 30,000) from the partner NGO. With guidance and facilitation by the partner 
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NGO, the CBO then set out the implementation, operation, revenue generation and benefit-sharing 

plans of the entrepreneurial venture, as described below: 

 

Implementation activities included, among others, designing the plantation program and 

identifying potential lands for this purpose. Facilitated by the partner NGO, the CBO members 

conducted a participatory land use survey (PLUS)—an extended community resource mapping 

method–to identify potential lands such as:  khas (government owned open access areas); kandha 

(raised land areas inside the haor body); and ijmali (lands with gross ownership i.e. with no 

exclusive title holders). Knowledgeable elder members of the CBO were instrumental in 

identifying these land areas, which were then vetted by local land-offices based on their own maps.  

 

 
 

 

Figure 6.2 Resource Map of Nishchintapore-Shahpur CBO  
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Subsequently, the Nischintapur-Shahpur CBO acquired a total of 5 sq. km area in the locality to 

implement the plantation venture. The swamp forest species planted under the program were: 

Hizal (Barringtonia acutangula), Koroch (Pongamia pinnata) and Barun (Crataeva magna). 

 

Operation of the venture was primarily reliant on a ‘project implementation committee’ (PIC) 

comprising 7 CBO members. The PIC acted as the plantation sub-committee responsible for 

implementing and monitoring plantation activities and reporting on progress to all the CBO 

members. Discussions with the CBO executives combined with and an examination of CBO-

meeting resolutions and the partner NGO’s project reports, revealed the following salient 

operational features of the plantation venture:  

 The material inputs were mainly saplings, which were collected either from natural sources 

or from community-owned commercial nurseries. 

 Male members of CBOs were appointed to guard the planted areas, while women irrigated 

the saplings during the dry months of the year–especially February to April.  

 Through plantation, the priority of the joint CBO-NGO mission was to restore the shrubs, 

grasses and reeds which make up the understory of the forest. Therefore, the CBO resolved 

to maintain a permanent reserved forest or conserved areas (also called sanctuaries), as 

they considered this measure crucial to the regeneration and succession of the flora and 

fauna of the ecosystem.   

 With assistance from the NGO, the CBO developed a ‘resource harvesting code of conduct’ 

following a participatory decision-making process. It was decided that the mature forest 

would be divided into 5 equal blocks, of which 4 blocks would undergo a rotational 

harvesting and remaining block would be conserved as permanent sanctuary. 
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 The CBO would not sell a whole tree, instead trimming it rotationally to yield fuel-wood to 

sell locally. It would also sell the understory grasses, plants, and shrubs to the locals in a 

controlled and sustainable manner.        

 

  The revenue generation stream of the entrepreneurial venture followed its 

operational principles. Based on the operational procedure, the projected cash-flow of the CBO 

involved several sources of income, namely selling tree branches for fuel and selling permits 

for collecting grass, fuel wood, and fodder (Table 6.2).  

 

Table 6.2 Sources of cash inflow of Nishchintapore-Shahpur Samity. 

 

 

Source of income Harvesting principles Amount/Rate 

Sale of tree 

branches as fuel-

wood  

The trees in four of five forest blocks 

undergo harvesting in a yearly rotation—

one block per year.  The trees are trimmed 

only to yield branches and leaves for fuel-

wood.        

Based on 2005-2006 

projection, the CBO 

determined that fuel-wood 

buyers would be charged 

BDT 400 (equivalent to about 

US$ 6) per tree. 

Chailla Grass 

(Hematheria 

Protensa) 

collection permit 

The CBO issues permits to local buyers 

interested in buying grass in order to halt 

wave action to protect homes from erosion. 

Permits only allow for half-day collection 

period to ensure sustainability of the 

resource base.      

The CBO set BDT 100 

(US$ 1.4) as the charge for a 

half-day grass collection 

permit.   

Half-day  permit 

for fuel-wood 

collection 

Local people also collect fuel wood 

materials from the shrubs, grasses, and 

plants in CBO forested areas. To ensure 

sustainability, the CBO allocates a half-day 

quota only for each collector, and the 

number of collectors is controlled based on 

the available stock of wood.      

The CBO charges BDT 50 

(US$ 0.80) for a half-day 

fuel-wood collection permit.  

Half-day permit for 

fodder collection 

Fodder collection is in high demand among 

the locals as a cattle rearing is one of the 

major sources of livelihood. The CBO 

The CBO charges BDT 50 

(US$ 0.80) for a half-day 

fodder collection permit. 
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allocates a half-day quota only for each 

collector, and also controls the number of 

collectors.      

 

 

 Benefit sharing mechanisms were also set down by the CBO members while planning this 

entrepreneurial venture. The general terms and conditions of benefit sharing are as follows: 

 

 60% of income from harvested or restored swamp-forest (Figure 6.3) products would 

be distributed equally among all members of the CBO.  

 25% of the yearly turnover would be transferred to the CBO’s operational fund. The 

CBO would use this fund for the maintenance of the venture (maintenance costs were 

estimated to be less than 5% of the income) and overall community development.  

 The remaining 15% would be distributed to land owners or union parishad (the lowest 

administrative tier) depending on the nature of land ownership.  

 

 
 

Figure 6.3 A restored area of swamp forest by the Nischintapur-Shahpur CBO 
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6.4.2 Case 2: Four-cow–half-acre model—a group entrepreneurship with multiple social and 

ecological benefits 

   

 The Nunua Mohila Samity (women cooperative of Nanua) was formed in 2004 by female 

members of the Nanua village located at Hakaluki haor basin at Barlekha upazila.  At the time of 

founding, 80% of the members were involved in household chores and 18% raised poultry in 

addition to their daily household activities. CNRS facilitated the formation of this CBO in order to 

promote the engagement of women in wetland natural resource management. This move was 

unique, as it is typically difficult for women to join CBOs due to socio-cultural pressures. CNRS 

trained and helped them in developing the organizational action plan—a process known as 

‘participatory action plan development’ (PAPD). The CNRS provided capacity-building measures 

to this CBO, whose outcomes until 2007 included the following: 

 

 The CBO gained the organizational knowledge and capacity necessary to run microfinance 

programs and undertake AIGAs. In order to oversee day-to-day organizational activities 

and financial transactions including banking, it formed a 7-member executive committee 

comprising a president, a vice president, a secretary, and four members. 

 An endowment fund of US$ 800 and a one-time revolving credit fund of US$ 2,000, 

arranged by partner NGO were established.  

 Access to the credit facility led local women to establishing micro-enterprises such as 

plant-nurseries, poultries, duckeries, goat rearing, beef fattening, fish-net crafting, mat 

making, and home-based grocery shops.  
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 Participatory NGO-CBO assessment practices evaluated the capacity of the members to 

pursue their proposed entrepreneurial ventures and then provided skill development 

training as required. 

 Successful records of micro-credit program operation by the CBO enabled it to receive 

further funds (revolving credit) in the form of operational loans from the Bangladesh Rural 

Development Board to expand their micro-credit program.  

 

 As its partnership with CNRS evolved, in 2008, the CBO received further skills training, 

assurance of technical assistance, and aids for enhanced entrepreneurial capacity. The NGO also 

provided them with irrigation equipment (such as a CBO-owned submersible water pump) and 

veterinary facilities for the cows. The NGO was able to arrange these facilities for the CBO from a 

CIDA-funded development project (named BEGCB) which it implemented in the area with a goal 

of sustainable resource management and support to local livelihoods. Subsequently, a group of 5 

members of the CBO jointly planned a composite cow rearing and vegetable production venture 

requiring a larger (than usual microcredit loan) capital investment. For this the group received an 

‘enterprise loan’ of US$2,000.  

 

 This group entrepreneurship model was based on 4 milch cows (pregnant or lactating at the 

time of purchase), and about half an acre of cultivable land for organic vegetables production. The 

CBO established a 4x7m cowshed with provision for cement flooring, a raised floor to facilitate 

drainage, and a corrugated tin roof, which can house 8 cows. Adjacent to the shed, is a bio-

digester to produce bio-gas and organic fertilizer. The bio-digester can process up to 60 kilograms 
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of cow-dung per day to produces 3.0 cubic meter of biogas. A composting pit is also built beside 

the shed.  

 

 This mini-dairy and organic agriculture scheme required start-up capital in the amount of 

BDT 339,900 (US$ 4,200)—mainly to buy the cows, lease land, and build the shed and bio-

digester facilities (Table 6.3). The group also raised a working capital to buy fodder for the cows, 

as well as seeds and other materials for vegetable cultivation. The female group members reported 

that they would also rely on the help by their male family members to run entrepreneurial 

functions such as: grass collection and day-to-day nurturing of the cows; land preparation and 

production activities for vegetable fields; and harvesting and marketing of products.   

 

Table 6. 3 Nature of investment, outputs and outcomes of the composite agro-enterprise 

 

 

Investment 

4 cows, leased or owned lands, cow shed, bio-digester, 

and compost facilities. 
Capital 

Fodder, treatment, seed, irrigation, and labor. 
Operating 

cost 

Outputs 
Calves, milk, manure, and organic vegetables. Products 

Biogas and firewood sticks for cooking. Energy 

Outcomes 

Employment and income, health and nutrition, 

education, and productivity. 
Social 

Zero waste, greening, GHG reduction, and reduction of 

pressure on forest covers. 
Ecological 

 

 

 

The group members and the CBO leaders revealed that the farm would produce:  
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 40 to 60 kg of high quality organic manure a day which would be used in their 

vegetable fields as fertilizer. Some of the group members also opted to make firewood-

sticks and compost to sell to locals.  

 The bio-digester would produce 3.0 cubic meters of biogas per day for cooking and 

lighting. 

 12 liters of milk could be collected per day with all four cows producing (75-80%) to be 

sold and the remainder distributed among member families for consumption).  

 The group also expected 4 calves every 14-16 months, which they will raise for 2 or 3 

years before bringing to market.  

 

  

 Biogas production reduces the use of conventional cooking fire-woods made from tree 

branches and manure. Two closely located households enjoy this biogas facility for cooking and 

lighting. It is estimated that around 5 tons of biomass are saved in a year as the families switch 

from conventional cooking energy sources to biogas. The female household members engaged in 

daily cooking reported they will enjoy a better health, thanks to reduced exposure to smoke and 

ashes. The women are also free of the burden of collecting or making of fuel-woods which reduces 

their working hours by 40%. Uninterrupted lighting facilities allowed for extended study periods 

for the children, and other family members are able to finish more household chores and crafting 

jobs during the evenings.   

 

 Vegetable production will also add to the value of the project. The group members plan to 

produce organic winter and all-season vegetables both for family consumption and for sale in the 

market. They estimated a yearly cost reduction of 20% due to the resulting independence from 
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regular vegetable purchase. It is also envisioned that much of their operating costs could be offset 

by vegetable sales. The enterprise also does not generate waste as dung is recycled into fertilizer 

and compost. Methane emissions are also captured by the bio-digester to produce biogas.  

 

6.4.3. Case 3: Management of aquatic resource-base and afforestation 

  

 In assessing Case 3, we primarily observed the transformation of the Shapla Multipurpose 

Cooperative Limited (Shapla CBO) of Boro Maidan village at Talimpur union, Barlekha. 

Established in 2004, the Shapla CBO emerged as a local fishery and forestry resource 

management body with the guidance of the partner NGO, i.e. CNRS. As an implementing agency 

of the intervention program of ‘community-based fisheries management (CBFM)’, CNRS 

facilitated the formation of local bodies to aid in resource management. It mobilized the 

community resource user groups and provided technical and institutional support in order to form 

a CBO. The institutional support components within the scope of the CBFM project were: 

 Capacity building and skill training  

 Developing and implementing plans for managing fisheries in beel (perennial water body) 

habitats through the construction of fish sanctuaries, imposing gear bans, enforcing closed 

seasons and carrying out habitat restoration.  

 Signing of contracts and agreements with the resource (fisheries) management line 

agencies. 

 Providing micro-credit 

 Building community centers  

 Linking the CBOs through networking  
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 With an endowment fund of BDT 50,000 (US$ 800) from CBFM, the Shapla CBO 

planned to embark on an entrepreneurial venture with the dual objectives of meeting resource 

management goals and supplementing local livelihoods. About half of the CBO members 

(46%) were fishermen while the rest had diverse occupations primarily relating to agriculture.  

As part of their national policy intervention, the CBFM program tested the efficacy of local 

management of Hakaluki haor water bodies. These water bodies were government-owned and 

leased out for a period varying from 1-3 years by the Ministry of Land. The Shapla CBO 

succeeded in leasing Gaimara beel for 3 years by utilizing both the endowment and member-

raised funds. In addition, as 54% of the CBO members were non-fishers, Shapla also 

undertook a plantation program to raise lumber trees.       

  

 
 

 

Figure 6.4 Resource map of the Shapla CBO 
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All 22 members of the CBO were involved in implementing the fisheries and 

plantation ventures. Initially, they established a resource map of their community (Figure 6.4), 

then developed a shared understanding and a set of norms for operating the ventures. A 5-

member beel management committee was formed; as well as a plantation sub-committee.  

 

These committees were responsible for liaising with the partner NGO and other line 

institutions with regard to the respective venture affairs. The CBO had to reach a tri-partite 

agreement, the partner NGO (CNRS) and Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock (MoFL) being 

the other parties responsible for its operation, management and harvesting policies. The CBO’s 

forestry project planted 4000 saplings on lands owned by the Local Government and 

Engineering Department (LGED), which was not a partner agency of CBFM program.  

 

The CBO-operated fisheries and forestry ventures promoted conservation and greening 

in the locality. As per the agreed-upon operational policy (through the tri-partite agreement), a 

portion of the beel was kept as a fish sanctuary to ensure the conservation of brood fish; the 

brood fish were used for breeding purposes in the following year to maintain stocks. Though 

the lease entitled the CBO members to harvest fish from the beel, one of the conditions was to 

maintain a ‘closed season’ harvesting ban during the early monsoon, which is the breeding 

season.  

 

The CBO members reported that the MoFL-imposed ‘closed season’ usually spanned 

3-4 weeks in the haor areas; this measure contributed significantly to the growth of fish stocks 

in the water bodies.  
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The benefits from fish harvesting were equally shared between CBO members. The 

CBO reported an average 40% gross profit on their investment in the fisheries venture. 

However, the plantation venture did not flourish as the CBO failed to establish ownership of 

the plants as government department owning the planted land area refused to cooperate, 

despite the best efforts of the partner NGO to intervene. As a result, young trees were either 

cut down by poachers for fuel wood or were damaged by cattle. The CBO reports that they are 

now raising only about 300 trees of the original 4000, the return on which has not exceed the 

investment cost. The CBO estimates a 50% loss on investment in this venture.    

 

 
 

 

Figure 6.5 A fish sanctuary made with brush pile kata, and marked with red flags 

(indicating no fishing zone) within a beel managed by Shapla CBO. 
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Examination of the yearly fish harvest reveals that the total yield increased under CBO 

management. The conservation effort by the CBO also enhanced species diversity and richness 

in the water body. The CBO drained the beel only once (as per the lease term) during the 3-

year leasing period; many other lease-holders breached this agreement, dewatering every year 

and negatively impacting to the diversity and growth of fish stocks. The CBO also reported the 

presence of fish species in their beel which were thought to be extinct in the local ecosystem.  

 

6.5 Discussion: Social Entrepreneurships and Learnings through NGO-CBO Partnerships 

  

 Community-based organizations (CBOs) working in concert with NGOs for natural 

resources management is a relatively new practice in the field of community-level development 

efforts. The findings of our study suggest that these CBOs typically emerge from local economic 

and social missions. Social missions concern community or collective interests of the members, 

while the economic missions deal with economic needs of the organization members and revenue 

generation for the organization’s sustenance. There are embedded ecological missions within the 

economic and social ones, which have hardly been streamlined towards revenue generation by 

developmental mechanisms. It is the NGO–CBO partnership that leveraged those ecological 

missions of the CBOs, e.g, swamp forest restoration, road-side plantation, conservation of fish 

habitat, organic cultivation, and others as evident from the cases.  

  

The leveraged missions became goals, more specifically, entrepreneurial goals of the 

CBOs that helped them generating revenue and thereby turned them into entrepreneurial entities. 

In all the studied cases, it was apparent that the CBOs exhibited social-entrepreneurship potential. 
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With exploitation of that potential the partner NGO helped to reinforce the CBOs’ capacities for 

self-sufficiency. The NGO helped the CBOs to access a range of services such as endowment 

credit fund facilities for venture start-up; technical training on capacity building and skill 

development; innovation and knowledge transfer; and networking and cooperation—as indicated by 

Berkes (2007) and Seixas and Berkes (2009) regarding NGO–CBO partnership. All 3 initiatives 

sought answers to social problems by identifying and delivering new services and product to 

improve the quality of life at both individual and community levels —what OECD (2010) termed 

welfare-oriented social value creation. 

 

 Degradation of swamp forests poses manifold threats to the lives and livelihoods of 

wetlands communities. Case 1 (Nishchintapur Shahpur CBO)—addressed this vital social-

ecological issue in the haor community. Usually, interventions by development programs for 

restoration of such resources are time-bound. More importantly, afforestation activities require 

long term maintenance—which becomes uncertain upon project termination. By incorporating 

income generation as well as conservation mechanisms, the initiative has become a sustainable 

enterprise. The enterprise sustains itself financially through the sale of fuel-wood, fodder, and 

grass, and manages itself with appropriate operational and benefit-sharing mechanisms. With this 

continuous care, swamp forests are thriving in the locality.  

 

 The diversified and innovative means of income generation by the group-run enterprise 

(Case 2) led financial self-sufficiency of the community entrepreneurs, and contributing to 

resource optimization in the society which are critical elements for community development 

(Griffith, 2013). The enterprise serves multiple social and ecological roles including employment 
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generation, creating income opportunities for women, offsetting GHGs and producing biogas as an 

alternative to fuel-wood, and cultivation with manure to produce organic vegetables. It 

demonstrated  how even 4 cows and a half-acre land can provide multiple benefits to the 

environment and society and enhance the health and livelihoods of the entrepreneurs. This 

entrepreneurial model is crucial for responding to climate change and enhancing wellbeing in poor 

communities.   

Social innovations by community-based organizations (CBOs) that integrate community 

development and entrepreneurial objectives can also fail in the face of unfavorable policy regimes 

and tenural intricacies of public institutions. The Sahpla CBO (Case 3) that ventured into beel 

leasing and plantation schemes was unsuccessful as it failed to gain ownership of the planted trees. 

The CBO activities in managing the beel contributed to enhancing the aquatic resource-base in the 

locality as it introduced sustainable harvesting practices for fish resources. The tree plantation 

schemes, if sustained, could enrich the local biodiversity and help support the livelihoods of the 

CBO members. This Case indicated that supportive public policies and institutional arrangements 

are crucial for social enterprise to succeed.   

              

The aforesaid mixed results confirmed the assertion made by Berkes (2009) that joint 

problem solving and sharing of experiences and ideas through partnership help promote social 

learning. Building on the embedded social missions of the CBOs, the observed partnerships helped 

grow and strengthen many social learning components. Community people learned from each 

other in ways that benefited wider social-ecological systems (Reed et al. 2010). In this study, we 

paid particular attention to group-centered social learning, and found that community members are 

increasingly becoming capable of engaging with local natural resource management processes. It 
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is also evident from the cases that a wide array of learning components are nurtured and 

significant learning is taking place out of the management process of local natural resources and 

the ecosystems. It validates the claim of Pahl-Wostl and Hare (2004) that management and 

learning are linked through communication, perspective sharing, and the development of adaptive 

group strategies for problem solving. The study found the following social learning processes and 

outcomes are occurring from the NGO-CBO partnerships (Table 4). 

 

Table 6.4 NGO-CBO partnership outgrowths and social learning components   

 

 

Partnership- 

outgrowth  

Resultant process and practice  Social- learnings and outcome  

Institutionalizati

on 

Inspired and guided by NGOs, CBOs emerged as 

new institutions at the village level with 

socioeconomic missions.   

Grassroots institutional diversity, 

and CBO as a platform for social 

learning 

Many of the members (around 60%) gained 

formal institutional affiliation for the first time to 

deal with issues pertaining to their livelihoods and 

community well-being   

Social inclusions and familiarity 

with social and ecological issues 

More than 65% of local women participated in 

meetings concerning local resource management 

and income generation for the first time.  

Women empowerment and 

promotion of gender viewpoints 

Networking and 

linkages 

The NGO facilitated the CBOs’ access to 

government line agencies e.g. fisheries, 

horticulture, veterinary medicine, agricultural 

extension, and others.   

Resource management capacity 

enhancement through knowledge 

and information from experts and 

professionals 

The NGO also helped the CBOs networking with 

organizations at horizontal and vertical levels deal 

with local developmental issues.   

Knowledge sharing, view exchange, 

and increased awareness of local 

development  

Organizational 

imperatives 

Being a registered multipurpose cooperative, the 

CBOs maintain yearly reporting procedures. 

Accountability and organizational 

knowledge for the CBO members 
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CBOs follow organizational by-laws and maintain 

records of meetings and resolutions.  

Continuous interactions and 

feedbacks, learning of 

organizational norms and practices 

Organizational 

venturing 

CBOs planned and embarked on entrepreneurial 

ventures with the guidance and assistance of the 

NGO. 

Collective deliberation leading to 

social entrepreneurship to address 

social problems   

CBO members gained business management skills 

through training and practice 

Venture operation and IGA skills; 

planning, organizing controlling, 

and leading skills and knowledge  

Microcredit 

program 

With endowment and revolving funds, CBOs run 

microcredit programs  

Institutional lending and borrowing 

knowledge and skills 

Transactions, banking, and saving operations were 

accomplished successfully 

Efficiency in handling financial 

affairs 

Group operation Group entrepreneurship, project implementation 

committees, and plantation sub-committees 

worked cohesively   

Team dynamics; group 

cohesiveness  

Division of labor, benefit sharing, and learning 

transmission took place among the CBOs and its 

members.    

Participation, trust-building, and 

transformative learning 

 

 

 

6.6 Conclusions 

 

  

 NGO-partnered community-based organizations (CBOs) have the potential to embark on 

entrepreneurial ventures that simultaneously generate income and address social–ecological issues. 

With initial guidance and supports from NGOs, the CBOs can enhance their abilities to take action 

to improve local natural resource bases–especially in areas of forestry, fisheries and agro-

resources. Streamlining the CBO operations towards income generation for long term 

sustainability was the key to turn these organizations into social enterprises—meeting social needs 

and adding value to the society.  
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 NGO–CBO partnerships bring about social innovation by diversifying the institutional 

goals of CBOs and building their capacities to pursue unique institutional goals in new and 

sustainable ways. The process also enables the NGO to pursue its own institutional mandate of 

adding value to society. In the past, NGOs typically delegated certain developmental 

responsibilities in shared roles to partnering CBOs within a project framework; therefore 

employing the CBOs in a catalytic role for implementing development agendas at the local level. 

CBOs’ transformation into social enterprises has turned them into direct change-makers in the 

society rather than merely NGO operation catalyzers. 

 

 Social learning happens to be the most important spin-off of the NGO-CBO partnership 

process. The partnership generates a wide array of processes and components that enable the 

community members to learn in numerous ways—from actions, interactions, and examples. The 

social innovation school argues that social entrepreneurship creates new ways of responding to 

social problems. We extend this claim by arguing that NGO–CBO partnership-based social 

enterprises not only innovates to respond to social problems but also creates a platform for social 

learning.  These social enterprises need institutional and policy supports to thrive as they can play 

critical roles in ecosystems restoration and local natural resource management, especially in the 

developing countries. 
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CHAPTER 7:  DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS  

 

7.1 Introduction 

  

 The inquiry process of this research maintained a sequential procedure to address the 

research objectives with regard to the study of entrepreneurship at the community level in relation 

to sustainability. In the process, first, it looked into the prospect of integrating ecosystem services 

(ES) within classical micro entrepreneurship model, and then examined the significance and 

dynamics of the ES components in the community context. Second, it observed the adoption of 

greening principles by the microcredit assisted enterprises; and then tested the efficacy of NGO-

MFI applied greening strategy in transforming those enterprises. Finally, the inquiry was extended 

to find out social innovations and learning outcomes as a result of non-governmental organization 

(NGO)–community-based organization (CBO) partnerships.  Through this exploratory process, 

and with both inductive and deductive approaches, a comprehensive understanding of 

developmental processes and roles was attained. 

   

 In this chapter I summarize the findings of this research including discussion of the 

theories and concepts adopted in Chapter 2–6 and their implications. Following this discussion, I 

present the limitations of this research. This is followed by a section on the contributions of this 

research to the current literature. With indications of the theoretical contributions of the thesis, 

most part of this section discusses the idea of community-based developmental enterprise 

(CBDE). This study conceptualized CBDE as a framework for the community level 

developmentalism through entrepreneurial operations and interventions. Finally, I indicated what 
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the research findings imply for relevant policies in the context of Bangladesh and similar context 

elsewhere—a contribution to the practice. The section ends with suggestions of possible areas for 

further research. 

 

7.2 Summary of Findings (Objective-wise)  

 

7.2.1 Examining the ability of microfinance mechanism for addressing ecosystem services, 

livelihoods and wellbeing issues at the community level (Objective 1) 

 

 This objective dealt with two conceptual queries: i) whether it is tenable to integrate the 

objectives of microfinance with the objectives of ecosystem services (ES) management; and ii) 

how ES are related to livelihoods and wellbeing at a specific social–ecological system i.e. at the 

community level in a wetlands ecosystem.  

 

7.2.1.1 ES–microfinance integration 

  

 With review of the contemporary literature, I attempted to find a common responder to two 

of the most perilous global issues—the issue of poverty, and the issue of environmental 

degradation. The most prominent intervention strategy to emerge from this research was 

‘microfinance’— as a grassroots developmental mechanism to respond to the crisis of poverty 

(Banarjee, 1998; Vargas, 2000; Yunus, 2003). Though there are debates about the efficacy of 

microcredit in improving the conditions of poor (Ahmad, 2007; Rogaly, 1996), the development 

literature generally concluded that the promotion of small businesses among poor people is an 

effective anti-poverty strategy (Midgley, 2008). The second issue i.e. environmental degradation 
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surfaced since the United Nations Conference on Human Environment in 1972. The literature on 

the global environment and sustainability has increasingly been portraying it as a crisis. Thus the 

crisis of environmental degradation has been paralleling that of poverty since 1970s. The findings 

on the crisis comprehensively unfolded to the global communities with the UN Millennium 

Ecosystem Assessment reports in 2005, i.e., MA (2005).  

 

As a bottom-up response to the crises, this research attempted to find a developmental 

approach with a twin consideration of the management of ES and poverty alleviation at a 

community level. Indeed, reconciling development and environment has been a challenging task 

as because these two goals have always been treated independently in developmental practice 

(WRI, 2008). This research finds that Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA, 2005) provides 

roadmap to manage ES, while microfinance offers anti-poverty and grassroots development 

strategy—thus offering an opportunity to reconsider microfinance oriented developmentalism. 

 

The research finds that the developmental strategies shift over time (Shahidullah, Venema, 

& Haque, 2013); and therefore, searched for a theoretical notion that allows conceptualization of 

such shifting. Ferguson (1990) and Escobar (1992) introduced the Foucauldian notion of 

‘dispositif’ in the development literature arguing that the notion is appropriate for considering the 

postwar developmental approaches, as it considers developmentalism as a complex ensemble of 

institutions, discourses, resource flows, programs, projects, and practices. It avoids the tendency to 

view developmental efforts as monolithic or uniform, i.e. allows inclusions or exclusions of 

ensembling elements (Esteva & Prakesh, 1998).  
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The research thus progressed with the idea that the inclusion of the ES management 

objectives as new elements with the present course of microfinance is tenable. Later in chapter 5, 

the research eventually found that this inclusion created a new strategy, i.e., ‘green microfinance 

strategy’ that promises to address issues of poverty and ecosystems simultaneously. Therefore, the 

research concludes that it is tenable to making a shift by integrating ES management objectives in 

the present microfinance strategy to address issues of ecosystems, livelihoods and wellbeing at the 

community level. 

 

7.2.1.2 ES–Livelihoods–Wellbeing relations at the community level 

 

     This thesis research explored the social–ecological relationship in the context of 

wetlands communities in Bangladesh It identified the relations between the local ecosystem 

services and the community wellbeing components, as well as the dependency of the community 

people on ecosystem resources for their livelihoods. The results of the study revealed that the 

communities depend substantially on the local ecosystem services, and most of their wellbeing 

components are linked with these services. Biophysical changes in the local ecosystems caused by 

natural (especially climate change) and anthropogenic (e.g. land use change) drivers keep the 

community–ecosystem relation dynamic.  

 

Changes in agro-ecological conditions over time essentially impact the modes of 

livelihoods including entrepreneurial actions of the local people (Barrett et al., 2006; Ash et al., 

2010. The trend of resource flow in the ecosystems within 2004 to 2014 timeline and the 

comparative status of community wellbeing in 2004 and 2014 indicate that the livelihoods and 
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wellbeing conditions are deteriorating in the communities because of the diminishing flow of 

aggregate ecosystem services (ES). This is forcing locals to seek alternate, entrepreneurial means 

of maintaining their livelihoods as the environment can no longer sustain their traditional 

resource-extraction activities. An array of adaptive entrepreneurship emerged in the communities 

in responding to change (Krizner, 1973; Yu, 1998)—i.e. ecosystem change.  

 

7.2.2 Determining whether microcredit assisted microenterprises can adopt greening principles 

(Objective 2) 

  

 As incorporation of greening principles in the microfinance mechanisms was found tenable, 

the study then examined whether microcredit assisted microenterprises adopt those principles. 

Theories suggest that enterprises comply to ecological principles (Janicke, 1982; Huber, 1985). As 

described in Chapter 4, six cases (microenterprises) were observed in rural southwestern 

Bangladesh with the lens of ecological modernization theory. They were evaluated in terms of 

their goals, operational procedures, economic viability, social contributions, and impact on local 

ecological sustainability, within the constraint of a limited temporal period of reference. The 

majority of the enterprises were found to be complying with ecological standards while 

simultaneously maintaining suitably high profit margins to promise long-term economic viability. 

These findings indicate that microenterprises given environmental guidance by developmental 

non-governmental organizations (NGOs)—especially NGO-microfinance institutions (NGO-

MFIs)—have the potential to make significant ecological contributions. The mechanism could be 

adopted as the local level response to the issue of climate change.   
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7.2.3 Validating role of green microfinance strategy in entrepreneurial transformation and 

greenhouse gas reduction (Objective 3) 

  

The research illustrated that a shifted microfinance modality that adopted greening 

principles transforms local entrepreneurial actions towards sustainability and help reducing their 

greenhouse gas emission. Ecological modernization theory and Schumpeterian (1942) notion of 

innovation and entrepreneurship underpinned the conceptual framework of the model leading to 

formulation of a ‘green microfinance strategy’ (Janicke, 1982; Huber, 1985; Schumpeter, 1942).  

 

 Comparison of ecological outcomes of green microfinance-assisted enterprises and 

traditional microcredit-assisted enterprises in my cross-sectional study showed that the average 

micro-enterprises employing green strategies emit less Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) than the ones 

with traditional strategies. Green microfinance strategy helped adopting more environmentally-

friendly production methods, and that the effects were found persistent across two production 

cycles during the study period. Entrepreneurs adopting green principles tend to manage, abandon, 

or reduce the use of chemical fertilizers, use less energy, and reduce or manage waste more 

efficiently than the ones who are out of green microfinance strategy.  

 

Green microfinance strategy also results a more efficient use of inputs and suggests an 

increase in firm productivity. About 90% of the enterprises adopting the strategy had lower net 

yearly GHG emissions than those of the non-green ones; some of them (around 40%) also had 

zero (or even negative) emissions a year later. The research thus revealed that, in the short and 

medium terms, the microfinance-based greening interventions help to ensure ecological outcomes 
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for micro-enterprises; and the combination of the embedded economic and social elements of the 

classic microfinance model with the new ecological elements supports sustainability. 

 

7.2.4 Analyzing social innovation and learning outcomes through NGO–CBO interactions 

(Objective 4) 

  

 The fourth objective of the research was to examine social innovations and learning that 

emanate through partnership between non-governmental organization (NGO) and community 

based organization (CBO). One of the key observations of the thesis is that the NGOs possess 

great potential to stimulate and foster social entrepreneurship by the CBOs. Drawing on the 

literature on social entrepreneurship and cooperatives (Dees, 1998; Quarter, 2000), the research 

highlighted the social and ecological roles and significance of CBOs in the creation of social value 

at the local community level (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei‐Skillern, 2006).  

 

 The empirical findings revealed that NGO–CBO partnerships help to transform CBOs into 

social enterprises by creating revenue generation streams. Most importantly, such partnerships 

catalyze social innovations and social learning outcomes. The community people are organized 

under entrepreneurial venture with the partnership driven operations of CBOs. Their involvement 

in both the ventures as well as organizational activities help learning from each other in ways that 

benefited wider social-ecological systems (Reed et al., 2010). The findings also validate the claim 

of Pahl-Wostl and Hare (2004) that management and learning are linked through communication, 

perspective sharing, and the development of adaptive group strategies for problem solving.  
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7.3 Limitation of the Research 

 A social-ecological system is complex and non-linear (Berke, Colding, & Folke, 2008; 

Levin, 1999), characterized with spatial and temporal variabilities which requires interdisciplinary 

and integrated modes of inquiry (Holling, Berkes, & Folke, 1998). It is, therefore, difficult to 

capture such phenomena through a limited time-bound study—an embedded limitation that did not 

allow this research to address a comprehensive range of issues in the studied communities and the 

ecosystems in relation to development and entrepreneurship. For example, power-relation, 

knowledge, and subjectivity that determine societal discourse and are often the key conceptual 

elements to understand the developmental dynamics and potential of a society or community 

(Foucault, 1980), have not been investigated substantially by the research. A little emphasis is also 

laid upon the gender and cultural aspects of the communities.       

  

 Traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) or local knowledge and practices often define the 

human-environment interactions, and adaptive management behaviors of communities in a 

particular ecosystem (Berkes, Colding, & Folke, 2000). Though the research looked into the 

adaptive entrepreneurship in the studied communities, the role of TEK was not examined.  There 

were also some differences in how the research was defined and carried out in the two case study 

communities in two different ecosystems and how the results are presented in this Thesis. For 

example, more results are incorporated from the wetlands ecosystem than that of river ecosystem. 

 

Because of the unique nature of the study and absence of reliable panel or administrative 

data, the research had to work with all primary data—with small sample sizes and cross-sectional 

designs.  Overall, the limited temporal frame of reference has constrained the claims on 
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institutional and relational sustainability as well as the validity of the findings in longer (temporal) 

terms. 

 

Further, among the five categories of ecosystems in Bangladesh, the research covered three 

categories in two study sites i.e. wetlands (haor only), rivers, and associated agro-ecosystems 

(Chaudhury, 2008)—leaving out coastal, forests, and mangrove ecosystems comprising about 30% 

of the country’s total area (BBS, 2005). In order to comprehend the overall ecosystem situations 

and a full range of ES in relation to local community wellbeing, such study should include all five 

categories of ecosystems (representing 100% area) so that the finding could be a comprehensive 

guide for national policy decisions.  

 

There are other organizations implementing organic production practices and greening of 

agro-based enterprises in Bangladesh. There are also social entrepreneurship initiatives at the 

community level by Grameen and BRAC, two most renowned NGO with global operation and 

replications of their models. As these organizations are also primarily pursuing social goals, 

inclusion of examples from their interventions could contribute to the further robustness of this 

research. Also the range of developmental entrepreneurship is wider in rural Bangladesh than the 

research observed in the field study sites.  For example, a farmer conserving indigenous species 

and making it available for the community producers later is also contributing to sustainability and 

organic movements. Again the issue related to inorganic production practices, especially pesticide 

and chemical use within the same ecosystem or ecological patch where organic production is 

taking place, were not addressed by this research.        
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Due to climatic variability the productivity of the ES (especially the provisional services) 

varies in different year; and also the ecosystem variability across the same wetlands region 

contributes to varied benefits and services to different communities. The data on production and 

operations of the community-based microenterprises were taken for one year only, even for the 

agro-based microenterprises in the wetland communities these data are based on one cropping 

season (4-5 months). In terms of operations, the capacity of the microcredit assisted 

microenterprises also varies. The small sample size did not reveal the loan repayment arrangement 

of the enterprises before they come into production. It is known that many of the enterprises resort 

to cross-borrowings from other microcredit organizations to pay the initial loan instalments 

(Uddin, 2011).  

 

 These limitations potentially restrict the generalizability of the study. With these 

considerations, a longitudinal study, and with larger sample size could produce better results of 

such study in future.  

 

7.4 Major Contributions: Framing-up Elements for Community-Based Developmental 

Entrepreneurship  

  

The research contributes to knowledge on how human beings can learn to live sustainably 

within their ecosystems and manage their actions in the face of climatic variability and other 

ecological changes. The spectrum of literature on NGO-MFI’s intervention to pursue 

developmental goals lacks focus on sustainability. These literatures depict entrepreneurship by the 

poor community members mainly from livelihoods or economic development perspectives. This 
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research has filled the gap by upholding the ecological perspective to these literatures. It has thus 

filled a major knowledge gap by contributing data (short and medium terms) on greening, 

community wellbeing, social learning, and resilience thinking (climate adaptive) in the domain of 

community-based entrepreneurship.   

 

The most important contribution of the research is that it has contributed to the emerging 

body of the green-microfinance literature. The enquiry process of the research engendered the 

ideas of community-based green micro entrepreneurship; ecological modernization of 

microenterprise; local sustainability through green microfinance strategy; social innovation and 

learning through NGO-CBO partnerships. The research also ascertained the necessity of linking 

entrepreneurship with ecosystem services and community wellbeing components 

 

Among the key theoretical contributions, the research advanced the theory of ecological 

modernization (Huber, 1982; Janicke, 1985), in the context of developing countries. Also the 

application of the concept of ecological modernization with regard to micro and small enterprises 

is a relatively unique contribution. The theory of entrepreneurship and innovations has been 

explored and expanded—applying the notion as alternative ways of conceptualizing 

developmental interventions through enterprise development at community-level. It has also 

placed entrepreneurship in the context of dynamic social-ecological systems—advancing the 

adaptive entrepreneurship theory (Krizner, 1973). The thesis also contributed to the growing 

literature of social entrepreneurship by exploring the role of NGO-CBO partnerships in their social 

learning and innovation outcomes. 
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7.4.1 CBDE: elements and characteristics 

 

Across the research, I reviewed, studied and experimented enterprises at the community 

level which are labelled as: microenterprise, small enterprise, green microenterprise, community-

based enterprise, sustainability enterprise, environmental enterprise, conservation enterprise, 

adaptive enterprise, group enterprise, cooperative (CBO-managed), and social enterprise. This 

countless typology of micro or small enterprises operating at the community level creates 

conceptual confusion—as to what is the category of the enterprise that integrates microfinance 

with ecosystem services management as well as community wellbeing considerations for 

sustainability.  

  

 To avoid confusion, it is proposed that the common term “Community-Based 

Developmental Enterprise (CBDE)” be used to refer to all such undertakings”. CBDE becomes a 

standard/generic term to understand such kind of entrepreneurship, which could be typically a 

green microenterprise, conservation enterprise or social enterprise operating at community level. 

The research provides a definition for CBDE, as follows: 

 

“An entrepreneurial venture adopted by the people in vulnerable communities and fragile 

ecosystems to sustain their livelihoods; such venture entails ecological and wellbeing 

components primarily linked to the context of local community. It operates with a ‘un-

underdeveloping’ mission and often receives guidance and assistance from developmental 

agencies at large”.  
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 Conceptually this kind of enterprise is a new breed—linking ecosystem services and  

wellbeing considerations in entrepreneurial actions. I see this entrepreneurial framework as the by-

product of Yunus’s meeting with Schumpeter at Focault’s disposal in the era of climate change 

and environmental degradation (a concern raised by Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 2005). 

Drawing on the notions of these thinkers and millennium assessment study, the specific domain of 

CBDE becomes a innovative approach where microfinance strategy incorporates new elements, 

i.e., ecosystem services management objectives with considerations to wellbeing components and 

sustainability. Figure 7.1 depicts these elements, while discussion on these elements and the 

characteristics of CBDE follows the figure.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 7.1: General domains of Community-Based Development Entrepreneurship (CBDE) 
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7.4.1.1 microfinance strategy and CBDE 

 

 Ecological modernization endorses economic growth with realization of ecological goals 

(Gibbs, 2000). Entrepreneurship theories have been promoting entrepreneurial venture as a means 

to successfully navigate the dynamic process of ‘creative destruction’ (Gliedt & Parker, 2007). 

Guided by the ideas, one of the key concerns of the research was to find out whether the 

microfinance strategy that primarily pursues economic goal would be able to promote green 

innovation by the enterprises towards achieving ecological goals. The incorporation of ES 

management objectives and adoption of green practices by the studied community enterprises 

dispelled the confusion. 

 

Brigg (2001), with a reference to Foucault’s notion of dispositif, states that the 

development strategies are not monolithic, and can adopt to new approaches to pursue goals. With 

the results of this study, I suggest that, microfinance strategy should focus on promoting the 

CBDEs rather than creation of traditional microenterprises which often ignores environmental 

considerations (Vergas, 2000). Innovations and adoption of greening principles by the traditional 

micro enterprises turn them into CBDE [as defined in this chapter and as found in Chapter 4 and 5; 

also cited in Shahidullah & Haque (2014); Shahidullah & Haque (2015)]. However, the promoters 

of microfinance strategy, e.g. NGO-MFI, must ensure that the elements of knowledge, technology 

and market assistance are in place for the community entrepreneurs to adopt for CBDE practices.  
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7.4.1.2 Ecosystem services and CBDE 

  

 Hartmann (2009) explains entrepreneurial activities as an active engagement of people to 

change their socioeconomic conditions. Following Hartmann, and with my observation through 

this research within CBDE framework, I see entrepreneurial actions as: ‘an endeavor to enhance 

economic, social, as well as ecological conditions both for individual and collective benefits ’. The 

CBDE has a special attention on ES other than socioeconomic conditions.  

 

 The changing of ecological status quo called for ‘green innovation’ by the 

microenterprises—innovations that contribute to: the amelioration of ecosystems or their services 

(provisioning, regulating, supporting, and cultural); adaptation to the climate change effects; and 

drive for further value creation in the society—what I would prefer to call ‘greenative destruction’, 

imitating Schumpeter’s notion of ‘creative destruction’ (Schumpeter 1950). The creative 

destruction replaces and outmodes the old practices with innovation, while the grrenative 

destruction would replace or convert ‘non-green‘ practices to ‘green’.  However, the idea of 

greenative destruction requires elaboration, and remains open for further studies.  

 

7.4.1.3 Community wellbeing and CBDE 

 Following the concepts that poverty is the pronounced deprivation of wellbeing’ (World 

Bank, 2002), and that microfinance assisted microenterprise development is an anti-poverty tool 

(Banerjee, 1998), I find a close link between entrepreneurship and wellbeing, especially in the 

context of poverty ridden communities. The alleviation of poverty often depends upon access to a 

reliable supply of ecosystem services (Martinez-Alier, 2002). Carpenter et al., (2006) cautioned 
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that poverty reduction strategies that negatively affect the supply of ecosystem services can make 

poverty alleviation more difficult. The constituents of human wellbeing, i.e., basic materials for 

good life, security, health, good social relations, and freedom of choice and actions are linked to 

the flow and availability of ES (MA, 2005). These linkages—that ES affects poverty situation, and 

poverty affects wellbeing manifest that the CBDE would support the community wellbeing as it 

integrates ES components in its poverty reduction efforts.  

 

7.4.1.4 NGO-partnered CBOs and CBDEs 

 The research observed that the CBDEs have direct links with the NGO partnered CBOs, 

 even some CBOs themselves are operating as CBDE.  The enterprise development mission of 

most developmental NGOs relies heavily on the participation and cooperation of the CBOs (Aryal, 

2007). With NGO-devolved developmental responsibilities, these CBOs provide much needed 

social services, protect and promote local ecological resources thus supporting local community 

wellbeing and sustainability (Fafchamps, 2006; Shahidullah & Haque, 2015). Usually, the NGOs 

facilitate formation of a CBO or partner with an existing one for program implementation.  

 

 Subsequently, the CBOs also receive training from NGOs on: awareness of local 

environmental issues; green technologies, e.g. the application of organic production methods; 

gender equality issues; and entrepreneurial skills, e.g., book-keeping, market intelligence, and 

value chain. In the “green” microfinance model, I observed that technical assistance, capacity 

building measures, and grants are extended to the CBDEs via those CBOs. Therefore, it is crucial 

for a CBDE to have association with CBO in order to sustain and flourish. At the same time the 

role of CBO in establishing and promoting the CBDEs is equally crucial. 
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7.4.1.5 NGO-CBO-CBDE nexus and social learning 

 One of the key observations of the research is that the NGO–CBO–CBDE alliance results 

social learning. The linkage generates a wide array of processes and components that enable the 

community members to learn in numerous ways—from actions, interactions, and examples. This 

linkage creates a platform for social learning at the community level where members of the 

organizations (NGO–CBO–CBDE) engage in joint problem solving and sharing of experiences.  

 My research paid particular attention to group-centered social learning and found that 

community members are increasingly becoming capable of engaging with local natural resource 

management processes. Within the institutional purview of CBO and due to guidance of NGO, the 

community entrepreneurs take the local natural resources and the ecosystems into 

considerations—whereby a wide array of learning components is nurtured and significant learning 

takes place. The examples of wetlands (haor) communities revealed that people learned from each 

other in ways that benefited wider social-ecological systems—a finding similar to that of Reed et 

al. (2010). These observations validate that the development process and operations of CBDEs 

have significant implications for social learning at the community level.     

 

7.5 Policy Implications 

 

 The research findings have implications for multiple policy-actors, such as, national and 

sub- national policy bodies, development agencies, development practitioners and researchers. 

Especially the concept of CBDE offers a unique and comprehensive way to address various issues 

and concerns of community level development initiatives. The following paragraphs discuss the 
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implications of the overall thesis findings and the relevance of the concept of CBDE with respect 

to the empirical context of the research (i.e. Bangladesh). 

 

Beginning in 1973, the national level policies of developmentalism in Bangladesh has been 

governed by a framework called ‘Five Year Plan’ [though the country adopted the World Bank 

suggested Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) during 2003-2010 periods, it returned to 

Five Year Planning strategy in 2011]. At present, the country’s developmental programs are now 

following the guidelines set in 7
th

 Five Year Plan (2016-2020). The Five Year Plan (FYP) includes 

development strategies for the rural areas. A number of institutions and numerous actors across 

different scales are responsible to foster the process of development at the community level 

through actions nested on them based on the 5 Year Plan—facilitating rural entrepreneurial 

ventures happens to be the major strategic activity.  

 

The 6
th

 Five Year Plan of Bangladesh had a core strategy to enhance micro, small and 

medium enterprise activities in the rural and backward regions for rural development and 

reduction of poverty and regional disparity (GoB, 2011). In the present 7
th

 Five Year Plan (7FYP), 

the Section 7.3.3 stipulates, ‘the aim of rural development is to bring widespread and extensive 

improvement in the quality of life, in terms of material, social, cultural and psychological’ (GoB, 

2015, p.421).  

 

The associated goals of the 7FYP are to alleviate poverty and strengthen rural economy by 

two primary means: i) socio-economic development of both men and women of the small farmer 

families including marginal and landless people in rural areas through providing micro-credit and 
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training for undertaking production, self-employment and income generating activities; and ii)  

promotion of rural economy by mobilizing rural capital and facilitating income generation 

activities with guidance, supervision and capital (GoB, 2015, p.422).  

 

These national level developmental aims and strategies clearly reveal that human 

wellbeing (in terms of material, social, cultural and psychological, as mentioned in section 7.3.3) 

is the dominant component of the considerations for enhancing quality of life; while microcredit 

and micro-entrepreneurial support are key components to achieve the goals. However, there is no 

singularly grounded mechanism in place to comprehensively assimilate all these components as 

planned in the FYP. As a matter of fact, the conceptual outcome of this thesis, i.e., CBDE offers to 

fill this vacuum of developmental mechanism. CBDE principles complies and cross-cuts all the 

components that have been considered within the rural development strategies in Bangladesh.  

 

To cite it specifically, both the CBDE and the FYP consider human wellbeing, ecosystem 

services and reliance on microfinance as the strategic elements for improving quality of life and 

sustainability at the community level through entrepreneurial approach. The FYP emphasized for 

facilitating rural enterprises to be guided, and supervised—apart from providing with financial 

capital. This study illustrated that the CBDEs receive assistance from development agencies 

(especially through NGOs, government agencies at upazila level and up, donors and others) along 

with fund for capital and in some cases grants and technical assistance for successful operation. 

Thus CBDEs completely represent the government planned mechanisms of supporting the 

development process at rural areas.  I therefore strongly recommend that the institutions and 



 

 

226 

 

agencies that are promoting entrepreneurship for rural development in Bangladesh should adopt 

the CBDE approach to ensure implementation of the national development plan.  

 

I identify and list the institutions those who should take into account or adopt the notion of 

the CBDE while designing and/or implementing their policies and programs; or to pursue their 

affiliated organs for considering CBDE approach as a means for the rural development. Other 

institutions listed include those that are directly or indirectly involved in micro and small 

enterprise development process in Bangladesh, and also those who extend financial and non-

financial assistance to the enterprises to emerge and sustain. The list is as follows (Table 7.1): 

 

Table 7.1: Institutions to promote or consider CBDE in their policy and program   

 

Category Institutions Relevant Policy or Program  

Ministry  Ministry of Industries Industrial Policy 2015 (Draft); National 

Handicraft Policy; SME Development 

Strategy 2005 

Ministry of Agriculture Climate Adaptive Agriculture and 

Technological Innovation Policy 2010; 

National Agricultural Extension Policy 

(Draft) 2015  

Ministry of Environment and 

Forest 

Bangladesh Climate Change Strategy 

and Action Plan (BCCSAP) 2009; 

National Adaptation Plan of Action 

(NAPA) 2005 

Ministry of Local Government 

and Rural Development & Co-

operative 

National Rural Development Policy 

2001; Microcredit Policy 2003 



 

 

227 

 

State-owned Enterprises 

and organizations  

Bangladesh Rural Development 

Board (BRDB) 

Poverty alleviation; and women 

development programs 

Directorate of Social Welfare  Poverty alleviation programs 

Cooperative Department of 

Bangladesh  

Cooperative Policy 2012; poverty 

reduction programs 

Bangladesh Small and Cottage 

Industries Corporation 

Rural enterprise development projects 

Microfinance Apex 

Institutions  

Palli Karma Shahayak 

Foundation (PKSF) or 

Foundation for Rural 

Employment Facilitation 

Enrich and Unnayane PKSF (PKSF in 

Development) programs; Lending 

policies and frameworks 

Institute of Microfinance (InM) Research and policy suggestions 

Micro, small and 

medium enterprise 

(MSME) Development 

Institutions 

Small and Medium Enterprise 

Foundation (SMEF) 

Micro enterprise development programs 

Micro-Industries Development 

Assistance and Services 

(MIDAS) 

Micro enterprise funding and assistance 

programs  

Catalyst  Micro enterprise funding and assistance 

programs  

South Asia Enterprise 

Development Facility (SEDF) 

Micro enterprise funding and assistance 

programs  

National Association of Small 

and Cottage Industries of 

Bangladesh (NASCIB) 

Micro enterprise development assistance 

programs 

Non-Government 

Organization-Micro 

Finance Institutions 

(NGO-MFIs) 

Grameen Bank, BRAC, ASA,  

Center for Natural Resource 

Studies (CNRS) and more than 

600 other NGO-MFIs 

Micro enterprise funding and assistance 

programs  
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International 

Development 

Organizations  

UNDP, DFID (UK Aid), 

USAID, and numerous other 

International Development 

partners 

Development interventions and 

sustainability efforts   

Commercial Banks  Nationalized Commercial Banks 

(NCBs) 

Micro enterprise funding and CSR  

Private Commercial Banks 

(PCBs) 

The Central Bank  Bangladesh Bank Green Banking; Women 

Entrepreneurship promotion 

Microcredit Regulatory 

Authority (MRA) 

MFI regulations and operational 

guidelines 

National National Sustainable 

Development Strategy; Vision 

2021 

Pursuing UN SDG goals  

 

 

7.5.1 Role of Government and agencies  

 The role of public institutions is crucial to promote and enhance CBDE as an adaptive 

mode of rural development as the communities are increasingly experiencing the impact of climate 

change. At the present economic–ecological state, the responsibilities rest more on the 

developmental agencies and line institutions as to how they carry over and promote the 

entrepreneurial notion among the communities. It is obvious from the research that the community 

people are receptive to changes, and they are also alert about the environmental threats. The 

observation from the study leads to presume me that the most important government institution 

that can make a difference to rural development based on entrepreneurship is the Department of 
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Agricultural Extension (DAE). With its agricultural extension services the operations of DAE will 

need to be revamped with promotion and development of CBDE as a priority mission.  

  

 DAE must see agricultural activities as an entrepreneurial venture and agricultural 

innovation as a coping mechanism to social-ecological change. However, further study towards 

this goal would be a useful idea to test the efficacy of DAE in contributing to rural development. 

DAE has the technical capacity to guide in new entrepreneurial uses of land or bringing unused 

lands within entrepreneurial operation by promoting and supporting local initiative in this respect. 

I also envisage that networking between different agencies involved in the promotion of rural 

development through entrepreneurship, and networking among CBOs operating in different 

communities would help implementing CBDEs.  

  

 Networking will enable the synthesis of activities and results out of their initiatives, which 

might have a more positive effect in the communities in terms of replication, improvisation, and 

expansion of the CBDE initiatives. Furthermore, a strategic partnership based on the context and 

nature of initiative is also instrumental to the expansion and consolidation of enterprises in rural 

areas. As learnt from this research, entrepreneurship in two rural communities has benefitted from 

a strategic development alliance, e.g. partnership among NGOs, communities, and university; 

while private sector actors cooperated as pseudo partners.  

  

 Finally, as a way forward to advancing the CBDE initiative, the thesis recommends sound 

national economic policy i.e. FYP with respect to agriculture (both farm and non-farm) that will 

recognize the vital contribution of entrepreneurship not only to rural economic development but 
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also for the bottom-up sustainability. Institutions that carry out policy programs for development 

and sustainability at the rural community level must design to channeling of entrepreneurial talent, 

unique and adaptive entrepreneurial plans, and promote entrepreneurial innovations that promise 

to address economic and ecological considerations simultaneously.  

  

 The policies and programs targeted specifically to the development and promotion of 

entrepreneurship at community level are required to understand the context of that particular 

community in terms of its resource base, modes of livelihoods, and existing economic 

infrastructure. Mere financial inclusion (e.g. funding support) alone does not solve the problem or 

build the capacity of the community entrepreneurs, rather the institutions and policies should aim 

for ‘economic inclusion’. Other than access to fund, the economic inclusions of the rural 

enterprises would require: market assistance, value chain upgradation, technological and 

knowledge supports, helping in bringing about production efficiency, communications and 

transportation infrastructure, distribution channels, and others.     

        

7.6 Future Research: Launching the Idea of ‘Eco-Developmentalism’  

  

 Given the consideration of the thesis that the developmentalism is an un-underdeveloping 

task in the third-world societies, the research introduces the idea of ‘eco-developmentalism’ 

approach as a proposed future research. Eco-developmentalism could be a unique approach to 

address poverty, environment and human wellbeing simultaneously at community-level. The idea 

of ‘eco-developmentalism’ entails the management, improvement and restoration of ecosystems at 
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local level upwards as part of the developmental efforts by state, agencies, and/or community 

groups. I envisage the following essential characteristics of the notion of eco-developmentalism: 

• the development agenda must prioritize ecological consideration over social and 

economic ones; 

• the development policies must recognize the value of ecological gain or protection 

other than economic and social benefits; 

• the policy actors and institutions involved in rural or grassroots developmentalism 

must have local ecosystem management or restoration goals apart from livelihood, 

or other socio-economic improvement goals; and 

• there must be contingency planning and funding in place by the policy institutions 

to face ecological shocks, disruptions or decline of ecosystem services, and to 

restore these duly.      

 

  



 

 

232 

 

References  

Ahmad, Q. K. (Ed.). (2007). Socio-economic and Indebtedness-related Impact of Micro-credit in 

Bangladesh. Dhaka: University Press. 

 

Aryal, A. H. (2007). Microfinance for extreme poor, a renewed effort: an approach to operate 

sustainable microfinance for poor and extreme poor through Community Based 

Organisation in Bangladesh. Population, 2, 1-14.  

 

Ash, N., Blanco, H., Brown, C., Garcia, K., Herichs, T., Lucas, N…………..& Zurek, M.  (Eds.). 

(2010). Ecosystems and human well-being: a manual for assessment practitioners. 

Washington D.C.: Island Press. Retrieved from http://www.unep-

wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/109/original/EcosystemsHumanWellbei

ng.pdf?1398679213 

 

 Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei‐Skillern, J. (2006). Social and commercial entrepreneurship: 

same, different, or both?. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 30(1), 1-22. 

doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00107.x 

 

 Banerjee, M. M. (1998). Micro-enterprise development: A response to poverty. Journal of 

   Community Practice, 5(1-2), 63-83. doi:10.1300/J125v05n01_05 

 

Barrett, C. B., Marenya, P. P., McPeak, J., Minten, B., Murithi, F., Oluoch-Kosura, W., ... & 

  Wangila, J. (2006). Welfare dynamics in rural Kenya and Madagascar. The Journal of 

Development Studies, 42(2), 248-277. doi:10.1080/00220380500405394 

 

 BBS (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics). 2005. Compendium of Environment Statistics of 

 Bangladesh. Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS), Dhaka  

 

Berkes, F., Colding, J., & Folke, C. (2000). Rediscovery of traditional ecological knowledge as 

adaptive management. Ecological applications,10(5), 1251-1262.  doi: 10.1890/1051-

0761(2000)010[1251:ROTEKA]2.0.CO;2 

 

Berkes, F., Colding, J., & Folke, C. (Eds.). (2008). Navigating social-ecological systems: building 

resilience for complexity and change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Berkes, F. (2009). Evolution of co-management: role of knowledge generation, bridging 

organizations and social learning. Journal of Environmental Management, 90(5): 1692- 

1702.  doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.12.001 

Brigg, M. (2001). Empowering NGOS: the microcredit movement through Foucault's notion of 

dispositif. Alternatives 26 (3): 233-258. doi: http://www.jstor.org/stable/40645019 

 

Carpenter, S. R., De Fries, R., Dietz, T., Mooney, H. A., Polasky, S., Reid, W. V., & Scholes, R. J. 

(2006). Millennium ecosystem assessment: research needs. Science, 314(5797), 257-258. 

doi: http://science.sciencemag.org/content/suppl/2006/10/10/314.5797.257.DC1 

 

http://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/109/original/EcosystemsHumanWellbeing.pdf?1398679213
http://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/109/original/EcosystemsHumanWellbeing.pdf?1398679213
http://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/109/original/EcosystemsHumanWellbeing.pdf?1398679213


 

 

233 

 

Chaudhury, M. (2008). A Situation Analysis of Ecosystem Services and Poverty Linkages in 

Bangladesh. Research and Evaluation Division. Building Resource Across Communities 

(BRAC).  

 Retrieved from http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/PDF/Outputs/EnvRes/India-AnnexB-

CountryReports.pdf 

 

Dees, J. G. (1998). The meaning of social entrepreneurship. Draft Report prepared for Holffman 

Foundation, 6 pp. Retrieved from 

 https://entrepreneurship.duke.edu/news-item/the-meaning-of-social-entrepreneurship/ 

 

Escobar A. (1992). Imagining a post-development era? Critical thought, development and social 

movements. Social Text 31(32), 20-56. doi: 10.2307/466217 

 

Esteva, G., & Prakash, M. S. (1998). Grassroots post-modernism: Remaking the soil of cultures. 

London: Palgrave Macmillan.  

 

 Fafchamps, M. (2006). Development and social capital. The Journal of Development 

 Studies, 42(7), 1180-1198. doi:10.1080/00220380600884126 

 

Ferguson, J. (1990). The anti-politics machine: "development" depoliticization, and bureaucratic 

power in Lesotho. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Foucault, M. (1980). Power/knowledge: Selected interviews and other writings, 1972-1977. 

Pantheon.  

 

Gibbs, D. (2000). Ecological modernisation, regional economic development and regional 

development agencies. Geoforum, 31(1), 9-19. doi:10.1016/S0016-7185(99)00040-8 

  

Gliedt, T., & Parker, P. (2007). Green community entrepreneurship: creative destruction in the 

social economy. International Journal of Social Economics, 34(8), 538-553.  

doi: http://dx.doi.org.uml.idm.oclc.org/10.1108/03068290710763053 

 

GoB (Government of Bangladesh). (2011). The 6
th

 Five Year Plan, Ministry of Planning, Dhaka, 

Bangladesh  

 

GoB (Government of Bangladesh). (2015). The 7
th

 Five Year Plan, Ministry of Planning, Dhaka, 

Bangladesh  

 

Hartmann, Dominik (2009). "Sen meets Schumpeter: Towards an agent oriented theory of 

inequality and qualitative change" Paper presented at the 6th annual conference of the 

HDCA, 10-12 September 2009, Lima, Peru. Retrieved from https://hd-

ca.org/publications/sen-meets-schumpeter-towards-an-agent-oriented-theory-of-inequality-

and-qualitative-change 

 

Holling, C. S., Berkes, F., & Folke, C. (1998). Science, Sustainability, and Resource Management. 

In F. Berkes & C. Folke (Eds), Linking Social and Ecological Systems: Management 

http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/PDF/Outputs/EnvRes/India-AnnexB-CountryReports.pdf
http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/PDF/Outputs/EnvRes/India-AnnexB-CountryReports.pdf
https://entrepreneurship.duke.edu/news-item/the-meaning-of-social-entrepreneurship/
http://dx.doi.org.uml.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/S0016-7185(99)00040-8
https://hd-ca.org/publications/sen-meets-schumpeter-towards-an-agent-oriented-theory-of-inequality-and-qualitative-change
https://hd-ca.org/publications/sen-meets-schumpeter-towards-an-agent-oriented-theory-of-inequality-and-qualitative-change
https://hd-ca.org/publications/sen-meets-schumpeter-towards-an-agent-oriented-theory-of-inequality-and-qualitative-change


 

 

234 

 

Practices and Social Mechanisms for Building Resilience (pp. 342–362). Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  

 

Huber, J. (1982). Die verlorene Unschuld der Okologie (The lost innocence of ecology: new 

technologies and superindustrialized development). Frankfurt: Fischer Verlag. 

 

Janicke, M. (1985). Preventive environmental policy as ecological modernisation and  structural 

policy. Berlin: WZB. 

 

Kirzner. I. M. (1973). Competition and Entrepreneurship. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

 

Levin, S.A. (1999). Fragile Dominion: Complexity and the Commons. Reading, MA: Perseus 

Books. 

 

Martinez-Alier, J. (2002). Environmentalism of the poor: a study of ecological conflicts &  

valuation. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar. 

 

MA (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment). (2005). Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Synthesis. 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Washington D.C.: Island Press. Retrieved from 

http://www.maweb.org/ documents/document.356.aspx.pdf 

 

Midgley, J. (2008). Microenterprise, global poverty and social development. International social 

work, 51(4), 467-479. doi: 10.1177/0020872808090240 

 

Okwi, P. O., Ndeng'e, G., Kristjanson, P., Arunga, M., Notenbaert, A., Omolo, A., ... & Owuor, J. 

(2007). Spatial determinants of poverty in rural Kenya. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences, 104(43), 16769-16774. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0611107104 

 

Pahl‐Wostl, C., & Hare, M. (2004). Processes of social learning in integrated resources 

management. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 14(3), 193-206. doi: 

10.1002/casp.774 

 

Quarter, J. (2000). Beyond the bottom line: Socially innovative business owners. Santa Barbara, 

CA: Greenwood Publishing Group.  

 

Reed, M., Evely, A. C., Cundill, G., Fazey, I. R. A., Glass, J., Laing, A., ... & Stringer, L. (2010). 

What is social learning?. Ecology and Society,15(4), r1. doi:10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.01.011 

Rogaly, B. (1996). Micro-finance evangelism,'destitute women', and the hard selling of a new anti-

poverty formula. Development in practice, 6(2), 100-112. 

doi:  http://www.jstor.org/stable/4028973 

 

Schumpeter, J.  A. (1942). The theory of economic development: an inquiry into profits, capital 

credit, interest and the business cycle. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 

  

Schumpeter, J A. 1950. Capitalism, socialism and democracy. NY: Harper and Sons. 

 

http://www.maweb.org/%2520documents/document.356.aspx.pdf


 

 

235 

 

Shahidullah, A. K. M., Venema, H. D., & Haque, C. E. (2013). Shifting developmentalism vis a 

vis community sustainability: Can integration of ecosystem goods and services with 

microcredit create a local sustainability dispositif?. International Journal of Development 

and Sustainability, 2(3), 1703-22. doi: IJDS13011701  

 

Shahidullah, A. K. M., & Haque, C. E. (2014). Environmental orientation of small enterprises: can 

microcredit-assisted microenterprises be “green”?.Sustainability, 6(6), 3232-3251. doi: 

doi:10.3390/su6063232 

 

Shahidullah, A. K. M., & Emdad Haque, C. (2015). Green microfinance strategy for 

entrepreneurial transformation: validating a pattern towards sustainability. Enterprise 

Development and Microfinance, 26(4), 325-342. doi:  10.3362/1755-1986.2015.027 

 

Uddin, M. S. (2011). Role of microcredit and community-based organizations in a wetland area in 

Bangladesh (Masters Thesis, University of Manitoba).  Retrieved from 

https://umanitoba.ca/institutes/natural_resources/pdf/theses/Masters%20Thesis%20Uddin

%202011.pdf 

 

Vargas, C. M. (2000). Community development and micro-enterprises: Fostering sustainable 

development. Sustainable Development, 8(1), 11.  

 DOI: 10.1002/(SICI)1099-1719(200002)8:1<11::AID-SD119>3.0.CO;2-7 

 

Watmough, G. R., Atkinson, P. M., Saikia, A., & Hutton, C. W. (2016). Understanding the 

Evidence Base for Poverty–Environment Relationships using Remotely Sensed Satellite 

Data: An Example from Assam, India.World Development, 78, 188-203. 

doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.10.031 

 

World Bank. (2002). Poverty reduction and the World Bank : progress in operationalizing the 

World Development Report (WDR) 2000/2001. Washington, D.C. : The World Bank. 

Retrieved from http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2002/03/1772561/poverty-

reduction-world-bank-progress-operationalizing-world-development-report-wdr-20002001 

 

WRI. (2008). Ecosystem Services: A Guide for Decision Makers. Washington D.C.: World 

Resource Institute (WRI). Retrieved from, http://www.wri.org/publication/ecosystem-

services-a-guide-for-decision-makers 

 

Yu, T. F. L. (1998). Adaptive entrepreneurship and the economic development of Hong 

Kong. World Development, 26(5), 897-911 

 

Yunus, M. (2003). Banker to the poor: Micro-Lending and the Battle Against World Poverty. New 

York: Public Affairs.  

  

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su6063232
https://umanitoba.ca/institutes/natural_resources/pdf/theses/Masters%2520Thesis%2520Uddin%25202011.pdf
https://umanitoba.ca/institutes/natural_resources/pdf/theses/Masters%2520Thesis%2520Uddin%25202011.pdf
http://dx.doi.org.uml.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.10.031
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2002/03/1772561/poverty-reduction-world-bank-progress-operationalizing-world-development-report-wdr-20002001
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2002/03/1772561/poverty-reduction-world-bank-progress-operationalizing-world-development-report-wdr-20002001
http://www.wri.org/publication/ecosystem-services-a-guide-for-decision-makers
http://www.wri.org/publication/ecosystem-services-a-guide-for-decision-makers


 

 

236 

 

Appendix-1 

 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND ECOLOGICAL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

NRI-BEGCB Research on Local Sustainability through Linking Ecosystem Goods and Services 

and Microcredit 

Natural Resources Institute 

University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada R3T 2N2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Name of Enumerator: …………………………………………………..   

Date:………………     Questionnaire (HH) number: |__|__|__| 
 

Village:............................................................................   Mauza:........................................................... 

 

Name of the Respondent:.......................................................................................................................... 

 

Respondent’s Contact Phone No.............................................................................................................. 

 

1.0 Household Description 
 

1.1 Head of household's name (if not the respondent):  .....................................................................  

  

 Father's/ husband's name:  ............................................................................................................  

  

 How many people live in this household at present?   |__|__| 

 

1.2 Household Composition, Education, Profession, Borrowing Status 

[Include people who are temporarily absent but who are members of the household and fill the 

table below with relevant information]  

            Statement Seeking Consent 
 

My name is AKM Shahidullah, I am a PhD student at Natural Resources Institute, University of Manitoba, 

Canada. This survey is intended to improve our understanding about the socioeconomic and ecosystem 

aspects of your community. It will be really helpful to this research if you kindly provide us with the answers 

and information sought by this questionnaire. The interview will take around 30 minutes of your valuable 

personal time. You are under no obligation to participate in the interview. If you intend to participate, 

please feel free to discuss your opinions openly. You have the freedom to end the interview, any time or 

refuse to answer specific questions. In such an event, you can simply mention 'no comment'. Your responses 

will be held in strict confidence, and the results of the study will be compiled with no reference made to 

specific participants without prior permission. Ethics Review Board of the University of Manitoba has 

approved this questionnaire and the proposal. If you have any question or concern, you may contact with  

the chair of the Ethics Committee or Dr. C. Emdad Haque, Director , Natural Resources Institute at 204- 

474- 8373. 
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Sl.  Name Relati

on to 
H HH 

Sex 

(M-1 

F-2) 

Age 
(yrs) 

Education (level) Primary

Occupn. 

2nd 

Occupn. 

Credit 

Received from 

(Code) 
Finish Cont. 

1  

 

        

2  

 

        

3  

 

        

4  

 

        

5  

 

        

6  

 

        

7  

 

        

Add for additional 

 

 

[Codes: enter Household Head as sl no 1. Circle sl no. of respondent] 

Relation to HHH Education Occupation Credit 

1-head of HH 

2-wife/husband 

3-son /daughter 

4-grandchild 

5-brother/sister 

6-brother's wife 

7-sisters husband 

8-son/daughter of 

brother/sister 

9-father/mother 

10-grandparent 

11-daughterinlaw 

12-son in law 

13-other (specify) 

22-employee 

Finish:  

0-none 

 

1 to 16 -

years of 

school 

completed 

 

20-can sign 

name only 

 

21-can read 

newspaper 

 

 

1-cultivate own 

land 

2-cultivate own 

and sharecrop 

land 

3-sharecropper 

only 

4-rent out land 

5-fishing 

6-fish trader 

7-fish net maker 

8-fish 

processing 

9-fish culture 

10-fish gear 

trader 

11-agric labourer 

12-non-agri 

labourer 

13-rickshaw/van 

14-boatman 

15-handicraft 

16-petty trade 

17-business 

18-mechanic/driver 

19-NGO job 

20-teacher 

21-government job 

22-maid servant 

23-housewife 

24-livestock 

25- Poultry rearing 

26 - Nursery 

27- Carpenter/ 

Mason/blacksmith 

28- student 

29- beggar 

30- disable and 

elderly  

31-No activity 

32-Other (specify)  

……………… 

 

1.  

Microfinance 

Organization 

2.  

Traditional 

Moneylender 

3. 

Commercial 

Bank 

4. 

Others 

(Specify).........

.......................

.... 

5. None 
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2.0 Household Assets 
 

2.1 Number of dwellings owned by household........................................................................ |__|__|  

 Area of dwellings owned by household (sq. feet) ............................................... |__|__|__|__|__| 

 Materials of main house: wall ............................................................................... |__|__| 

     roof ................................................................................. |__|__| 

[Materials Code: 1-straw/leaves, 2-grass, 3-jutesticks, 4-jute mats, 5-bamboo, 6-wood, 7-tin, 8-earth, 9-

brick, 10-tiles, 11-concrete] 

 

2.2  Assets and Resources   

 
 

Sl. 

No  
Asset Code No./Area  Value 

Ownership 
(1. Self, 2. Joint 

3. Leased) 
Asset/materials code 

A Business enterprise  or 

trade  

   1. Shop 2. Production shed 3.  

Sales depot 4. Stall 5. Home-based 

operation 6. Others (mention) 7. 

None 

  

 

   

     

    

    

    

    

    

B Fishing materials    1. Net 2. Gears and non-net 

equipment 3. Boat 4. Others 

(mention) 

…………………………………… 

5. .None 

     

    

    

    

    

C Land (in Decimal)    1. Agricultural 2. Garden 3. 

Homestead 4.Other  (mention)   5. 

No land 

     

    

    

    

D Agricultural equipment    1. Plough 2. Spade 3. Harrow 4. 

Power tiller 5. Deep tube well 6. 

Shallow well 7. Husking engine 8. 

Lower Lift Pump (LLP) 9. Others 

10. None  
 

     

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

E Other materials (non-

agri.) 

   1. Wood handicraft machines 2 

Masonry equip 3 Sewing machines 

4. Sanitary equip 5 electrical equip 

6. Others (mention) 8. No such 

materials   
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Sl. 

No  

Asset Code No./Area  Value Ownership 
(1. Self, 2. Joint 

3. Leased) 

Asset/Materials code 

F Livestock     1. Cow 2. Goats 3.  Buffalo 

4.Sheep 5.Duck  6. Hen 7. Pigeon: 

8. Other livestock (mention) 9. 

None 

     

    

    

    

     
    

    

    

    

G Transportation     1. Boat 2. Rickshaw 3. Engine boat 

4. Motor cycle 5. Cart 6. Engine 

Cart 7. Bicycle 8. Other (mention) 

9. None 

     

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

H Ecological Resources 

(ownership, access and 

benefit) 

   1. Pond 2. Ditch 3. Canal 4. River 

5. Big Tree 6. Beel 7. Haor  8 

Baor. 9. Pasture 10. Forests 11. 

Kanda12. River Bank 13. 

Roadside space and resources 14. 

Other 

(Specify…………………………

……………………………………

……………………………………

15. None   

 

     

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

I Pond  Area   1. Possess Ownership 

2. No ownership        

    

 

3.0  Water, Sanitation and Energy 

 

3.1   For your sanitation, what type of latrine you use:   

 (Code: 1. Water Sealed 2. Open latrine 3. Bush 4. Open field 5. Others (mention……)  

 

3.2  What about the source of drinking water? 

 (Code: 1. Tube-well 2. Well 3. Pond/River/Channel/Canal)  

 

3.3  What sort of water do you use for domestic uses?  

 (Code: 1. Tube-well 2. Well 3. Pond/River/Channel/Canal)  

 

3.4  Tube-well:  (Put tick mark on type of facility) 

 

 Self     Joint       Neighbor         DPHE         NGO  Others (mention)  
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3.5  Do you have electricity?   (Yes=1, No=2) 

3.6  Do you have Solar electricity?   (Yes=1, No=2) 

3.7  If so, how did you establish solar facility?    

 

 Self     Microfinance   Grant             Others (mention)  

 

3.8 What type of stove you use for cooking or production purposes? 

  

 [Code: 1. Traditional earthen stove 2.  Improved cooking stove 3.Kerosene Stove 4. Gas Stove 

/Cylinder/LPG 5. Electric Stove 6. Others (Specify)] 

 

3.9 What do you do with your livestock waste? 

 

 [Code: 1. Manure 2. Cooking Fuel 3.Fish Feed 4.Biogas plant 5. Household usuage, yard 

polishing 6. Others (Specify)] 

 

 

4.0  Food Consumption 
  

 4.1  Do you consider your household to be (put tick mark):         

 1. Usually food deficit        2.Occasionally deficit        3. Break even           4.Surplus 

 4.2  How many months a year can your household eat:  

 a) Three meals a day |__|__|                 b) Two meals a day |__|__|           c) One meal a day |__|__| 

 

5.0  Government and Other Supports 

 

 Do your household receive any Government and Community Support? (Yes-1, N0-2)  

 

 If yes, what support: 

 

 VGF……………......Tk |__|__|__|__|__|__| Food For Work…..……Tk |__|__|__|__|__|__| 

 

 Old Age Premium. ...Tk |__|__|__|__|__|__| School Stipend………. Tk |__|__|__|__|__|__| 

  

 Zakat, Fitra……… .. Tk |__|__|__|__|__|__| Give Away (dan)…........Tk |__|__|__|__|__|__| 

  

 Others specify…..……........................................................................................................................ 

 

6.0  Living Expenses and Environmental Resources 

 

Item Now  10-Yrs Before 

Buy (%) Free Collection/Catch 

from Environment (%) 

Buy (%) Free Collection/Catch 

from Environment (%) 

Food  (mainly fish, vegetables, and 

fruits) 

    

Treatment, medicine, food supplement     
Shelter-construction/repair     
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Raw materials /Business input     
Item Now  10-Yrs Before   

Buy (%) Free Collection/Catch 

from Environment (%) 

Buy (%) Free Collection/Catch 

from Environment (%) 

Domestic utensils     
Furnishing materials, 

decoration, ornamentation  

    

Net maintenance     
Transportation      
Land/pond maintenance     
Fish feed     
Livestock fodder     
Livestock treatment     
Fuel expenses     
Religious program     

Social program     
Entertainment     
Non-cash give away (like distribution of 

fruits, food and other  sacrifice from 

own assets) 

    

 

 

7.0  Use and Extraction of Ecosystem Goods and Services for Livelihood 

 
 

Particulars 

 

Fish  Grass/r

eeds 

 

Tree 

Parts 

Fruits,  

plants 

Water 

/Sand 

Veget-

ables 

Birds/ 

Turtle/ 

Eel/Snail 

Others 

specify 

Use/Catch/ Collected by HH 

members  (yes=1, no=2) 

        

 Why Collect/ Catch (code)         

What types of use (own use)- 

code 

        

Where form Collect/ Catch         

 Arrangement to catch/ collect 

(code) 

        

 Availability compared to past  

(Code) 

        

 

 Why collect code: 1. sell/ commercial, 2. consumption, 3. own use, 4. others specify 
 

 Own use code: 1. Food  2. fodder  3. fuel 4. fencing, 5. thatching, 6. wood, 7. home protection, 8. duck 

rearing, 9. trap for fish, 10. medicinal use. 11. other (specify) 
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 Collected from where Code: 1. River, 2. beel, 3. canal, 4. Kanda (raised land), 5. Swamp forest, 

6.bushland/jungle 7. Riverside/bank 8. Fallow-land and roadside 9. others  
 

 Arrangement code: 1. Open access  2. catch/ collect secretly 3. traditional norms/ de facto rights 4. Others 

specify. 

 Availability Code: 1. Low 2. More 3. Equal 4. Not known  

 

8.0  Ecological Degradation 

8.1  Are you getting similar benefits from your local environment which you used to get earlier?  

 (Code Yes=1, No=2)  

 If no, tick the reason/s as per degree of impact: 

 

Reasons Most 

responsible  

(5) 

Highly 

responsible 

(4) 

Moderately 

responsible 

(3) 

Less 

responsible 

(2) 

Not 

responsible 

(1) 

Over Exploitation      

Habitat Destruction      

Flood      

Salinity      

Erosion      

Dyke, Sluice gate, bridge      

Chemical Fertilization      

Climatic Variability      

Institutional Weakness      

Poor Policy and Legislation      

Pesticide      

Development Project      

 

If yes, what is the reason?  

 

9. 0         Involvement in Environmental Enhancement and/or Degradation at Household level 

 

9.1  a) How many trees planted by your family members in last 10 years? ______ 

 

Types of tree No of trees planted Place of plantation (code) 

   

   

   

 

Code: 1. Homestead (own Land) 2. Road Side (khas land) 3. Kanda (khas Land) 4. Riparian  
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area (river side) 5. Other areas (specify) 

 

   Purpose of plantation?__________________________________________________ 

 

                   

    (if no) Reasons for not planting_______________________________________________ 

 

9.2 Did your family members cut any trees in last 10 years?  (yes=1, no=2)____ (if yes ask next 

question) 

              

                 a) How many trees did you cut last 10 years? _____ 

 

Types of tree No of trees cut Ownership types (code) 

   

   

   

  

Code: 1. Own   2. Bought      3. Khas/Common, 4. Other (specify) 

 

                 b) Purpose of cutting the trees? ________________________________________________ 

 

                    _______________________________________________________________________ 

 

       

9.3        Did your family member dig/build/re-excavate any water- body or reservoir in the last 10 years?  

             (yes=1, no=2)       

             If yes, what purrpose_______________________________________________________ 

 

             
9.4      Did your family member fill any water- body or reservoir in the last 10 years?   

             (yes=1, no=2)  

             

             If yes, what purpose_______________________________________________________ 

 

               
9.5      Did your family member had to put barrier to natural water flow by building crossed bamboo-dam 

           (aar badh) or any other kind of dam to river, canal, chhara, beel, haor in the last 10 years?   

           (yes=1, no=2)  

             

             If yes, what purpose_______________________________________________________ 

 

               

9.6     Did your family member dewatered any water-body in the last 10 years? 
           (yes=1, no=2)  

 

 If yes, what purpose_______________________________________________ 
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10.0 Vegetable Cultivation and Agriculture Farming 

 
10.1     Do you usually cultivate vegetables in your homestead (Yes=1, No=2)_____,  if no, why ______ 

 

[Code: 1. Do not have land, 2. Seed is not available, 3. Homestead inundated in monsoon, 4. Lack of 

resource (money), 5. Lack of livestock, 6. Others (specify)] 
 

a) if yes, what type of vegetables did you cultivate in your homestead in last 1 year? (use vegetable 

code) 

 

                                         Summer vegetables: 

 

                                          Winter Vegetables:  

 

         Vegetables currently you have your garden: 

 

 

b) Did you sale vegetables grown in your homestead in last year? (Yes=1, No=2)____, if yes  

 

Vegetable type code      

Sold Value (Tk)      

 
[Vegetable type code: 1. Pumpkin, 2. Gourd, 3. Sweat Gourd, 4.Data Shak, 5. Mula, 6.Birinjal, 7. Potol, 8.Chichinga, 10. 

Potato, 11. Sweat potato, 12. Carrot, 13. Papaya, 14. Egg plant, 15. Tomato, 16. Cabbage, 17. Cauliflower, 18. Bean, 19. 

Beet, 20. other leaf, 21. Chilli, 22. Onion, 23. Garlic, 24. Spices, 25. Lemon, 26.Others (specify)] 

 

c) What are the major problems do you face in growing vegetables_________________________ 

 

10.2  a) Farming Intensity (Last Five Years Trend) 

  

Farming Pattern Land 

Qty 

Crops Grown 

Single Cropping      

 

Double Cropping      

 

Triple Cropping      

 

 

        b) Agricultural Inputs  

                                                       

Sl Input Type Input Matrix 

Input A  Input B Input C Input D Input E 

1. Seed (Kg)      

2. Seedling (No)      

3. Chemical Fertiliser (Kg)      

4. Insecticide (ml)      

5. Green manure (Kg)      
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          c)    For inputs like Seed and Seedlings, compare the cost of Organic (Deshi) variety with Hybrid   

                 one (put tick marks):  

 

Less than 50%   

50-100% 

100-150% 

150-200% 

200-300% 

300% and above 

 

      d)    Compare the production cost of Organic (Deshi) variety with Hybrid one (put tick marks):  

 

Less than 50%   

50-75% 

75-100% 

100-150% 

150% and above 

     e)    Compare the benefit of Organic (Deshi) variety with Hybrid one (put tick marks) in terms of  

            quantity  produced and market price secured:  

 

Less than 50%   

50-75% 

75-100% 

100-150% 

150-200% 

             200% and above 

 

  f)  Dry season irrigation sources (agri)__________________________________________________ 

  

 Code: LLP=1; Surface Water =2, Deep Tube Well=3; Others  (specify)=4 

 

      g) What general problems do you face in farming (male respondents are to be considered): 

 

1) Land Preparation/Cultivation_______________________________________________ 

 

2) Pesticide Application/Crop Disease___________________________________________ 

 

3) Fertilizer_______________________________________________________________ 

 

4) Harvesting_______________________________________________________________ 

 

5) Storing_________________________________________________________________ 
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6) Drying _________________________________________________________________ 

7) Processing ________________________________________________________________ 

 

8) Irrigation/Drainage_______________________________________________________ 

 

9) Others (specify)___________________________________________________________ 

 

 

11. 0  Problems and Issues Related to Local Resources of Haor/Riparian Area (Tick on the 

respective area). 

 

 11.1 What are the problems and issues faced by your family? How do you think these problems may be 

solved? 

 

Problems Proposed Solutions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

    11.2  What are the problems and issues faced by your community? How do you think these problems 

may be solved? 

    

Problems Proposed Solutions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11.3  Is the khas land distributed to the poor in your village? (Yes=1, No=2)_____ 

 

 

11.4  What are the issues/problems related to khas land distribution in your village? 

 

 

10.5  What are the issues/problems related to the plantation at the khas lands or road side? 
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12. 0 Organizational Membership 

 

 Are you or others in household a member of any of the following institutions/organisations? 

      Member Active 

 Beel/River Management Committee  |__|  |__| 

Mosque/Temple Committee   |__|  |__| 

School Committee    |__|  |__| 

NGO cooperative/group   |__|  |__| 

Cooperative society   |__|  |__| 

Women’s cooperative group   |__|  |__| 

Union Parishad     |__|  |__| 

  

 any other group (specify)…………………………………………… 

 

 

13.0 NGO and other organisational involvement 

 

13.1 Is anyone in this household a member of a group supported by an NGO, or a cooperative, or a 

fishing society, or Grameen Bank? For each organisation: 

 

 1  2  3 

Name of organisation CNRS   

No. members    

No. years member     

Household savings held 

(Tk) 

   

Amount outstanding (Tk.) 

before last 12 months 

   

Loans received in last 12 

months (no.) 

   

Loans received in last 12 

months (Tk) 

   

Amount repaid in last 12 

months (Tk) 

   

 

 

13.2  What were the main uses of loan received from NGO?  

 

Sl. Uses Amount-

CNRS 

Amount-Other 

NGO 
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1    

2    

3    

4    

 

 

14.0  Green Microcredit 

 

14.1  Did you hear about green microcredit by CNRS or others? Yes/No 

 

14.2  If yes, what do you know about it?__________________________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

14.3  Would you be interested in green microenterprise development? Yes/NO 

 If yes, why? ____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Thank you, do you want to add anything regarding microcredit that would ask you to safeguard the 

environment? 
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Appendix-2 

 

Check List for Semi-Structured Interview 

Date of Survey:     

Name and type of the Micro-enterprise:    

Village:        Site:    

Beneficiary: 

 

1. When did your enterprise commence to operation? 

 

 

2. Type of the enterprise: 

 

 

3. Why did you prefer to undertake this particular venture? 

 a) Scale of operation  

  i) requires small amount of capital  Yes/No 

ii) can be run by myself or 1-5 additional workers (if required) Yes/No 

iii) production activities are mainly home-based  Yes/No 

iv) Please explain if the answer is ‘no’___________________________ 

 _______________________________________________________________ 

 b) Skill and Knowledge  

  i) I had required skilled for this business  Yes/No 

ii) I did not have skill but I have been trained on this job    Yes/No 

iii) Now I have enough knowledge and skill on this business   Yes/No 

iv) Please explain the negative answer___________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________ 

 

4, How did you gain the skills? 
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5. What are the products? What input and raw materials you use to run production? 

Please list 

 

Sl. Product Name Raw materials used 

Input Production process 

    

    

    

    

    

    

 

6. In your production process, do you need to use any chemical, artificial or non-biodegradable 

elements? Yes/No. 

If yes, please explain:  

 

 

7. What are the sources of irrigation? 

 

 

8. How do the ecological goods in your locality (which are free or available for cheaper price) help 

your business? 

 

 

 

 

 

9.  Will you be able to stay on business without the availability of these goods at your locality? 

Yes/ NO 

 

If yes, please explain how: 

 

 

10. What prompted you to take green microcredit, and what does it mean to you? Please explain. 
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11. What is your main motivation to run green microenterprise? [Tick the right option] 

a. saving environment as well as making profit 

b. saving environment only 

c. making profit only 

 

 

 

12. Apart from its environmental contribution, do you think green micro-enterprise as a business 

is economically attractive? Yes/No   

If yes, how: 

 

 

 

 

13. Do you think that you are bringing some kind of benefits to the local environment or local 

 people with your entrepreneurial venture, please explain.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14. Do you plan to expand you product line or services? Yes/No 
 
If yes, tell us about your plan 
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Appendix-3 

 
 

Questions for Key Informant Interview 
  

1. Microcredit industry seems quite dynamic in Bangladesh (BD), the role of PKSF is pivotal 

to keep the industry evolving and adopting economic, social and environmental changes 

and the addressing the needs and problems thereof – would you kindly brief me on the 

evolution of microcredit institutions in BD? 

 

2. Given the above circumstances, do you think the intuitional framework of microfinance 

delivery mechanism (both in public and private) is robust enough? What are the strengths 

and weaknesses you perceive as a policy maker and implementer of microfinance industry?       

 

3. Considering Bangladesh perspective, what institutional mechanism/s might be 

designed/redesigned if you wish to introduce sustainability principles or ‘greening’ in the 

microfinance industry? What should be the role of public institutions in such efforts?  

 

4. As microfinance operation is typically focused on economic and social bottom line – what 

are the approaches (bottom-up or top-down or else) you can think of so that the 

‘environmental bottom line’ adds up with the microfinance strategy?    

 

5. Institute of Microfinance is testing microfinance as an instrument for adaptation to 

climate change induced vulnerability; similar to such intervention, I suppose, greening of 

microenterprise operation can also contribute towards mitigation measures (as a response 

to climate change)? Do you think so? Can you elaborate some pros and cons (you perceive) 

that might be associated with such approach?  

 

6. If you wish to look at the financial feasibility and institutional viability of green 

microfinance – what would your organization try to figure out in this respect?  

 

Finally, sustainability at local level is hardly addressed by policies or projects,  

I would appreciate if you wish to add your opinion on the approach to greening of 

microenterprise or microfinance operation that would protect and promote local ecosystem 

goods and services. 

 

Thank you. 
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Appendix-4: Ethics 
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