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Abstract: Until recently, the livelihood vulnerability group such as
paddy farmers, coastal fishers and rubber tappers in rural areas are
susceptible to economic shock and climate change such as flood and
drought. This situation will jeopardise the livelihoods of this group. In
response to that, this study aims to investigate the relationship
between livelihood assets and sustainable livelihoods. This study
adopts quantitative study with stratified sampling method to select a
total of 600 respondents from rural areas in Kedah and Kelantan. The
findings confirm that physical asset, natural asset and social asset are
significantly related to the achievement of sustainable livelihoods.
Some recommendations have been highlighted to assist the concerned
parties in improving sustainable livelihoods among the vulnerable
group in rural areas.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Malaysia has long emphasised the importance of balanced growth to its citizens
regardless of their gender, ethnicity, socio-economic status and geographical location.
This commitment is reflected in the Tenth and Eleven Five-Year plans. The Tenth Malaysia
Plan (2011-2015) was focusing on inclusivity as a critical strategy to achieve prosperous
and equitable society, while the Eleventh Five-Year Malaysian Plan (2016-2020) has
identified six strategic thrusts with two of the thrusts are focusing on inclusive society and
improving well being of all citizen (Economic Planning Unit, 2016). Among the primary
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focus of the plans is to uplift the B40 group (bottom 40 percent household income group)
into middle-class society. To achieve the goal, the Malaysia government has provided
access to education, skill-training, physical infrastructures, services and employment
opportunities to uplift the socio-economic achievement and well being of all segments of
the society particularly the low-income group.

The development achievement is successful especially no uplifting socio-economic
adherent of the poor people toward achieving sustainability livelihood. The concept of
Sustainable Livelihood (SL) is an attempt to go beyond the conventional definitions and
approaches to poverty eradication. The sustainable livelihoods idea was first introduced
by the Brundtland Commission on Environment and Development, and the 1992 United
Nations Conference on Environment and Development expanded the concept, advocating
for the achievement of sustainable livelihoods as a broad goal for poverty eradication
(Krantz, 2001).

In 1992, Robert Chambers and Gordon Conway proposed the following composite
definition of sustainable rural livelihood that is applied most commonly at the household
level:

‘A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, claims and
access) and activities required for a means of living: a livelihood is sustainable
which can cope with and recover from stress and shocks, maintain or enhance
its capabilities and assets, and provide sustainable livelihood opportunities for the
next generation; and which contributes net benefits to other livelihoods at the
local and global levels and in the short and long-term.”

Curbing vulnerability among households and individuals depends on the available
livelihood assets accessed and utilised towards securing livelihoods (Ashley & Carney,
1999; Krantz, 2001). Accordingly, households and individuals have to struggle to make
the livelihood assets available to them to secure their livelihood outcome and to remain
resilient against shocks and stress. Notwithstanding the fact that possession of the
livelihood assets depends on the efforts of the vulnerable individuals or households, the
government has a stake towards access to the livelihood assets and livelihood outcomes
which by and large protect those who are not vulnerable, while addressing the problem of
the already vulnerable ones. Insecure livelihoods in the today’s world made poor livelihood
outcomes to be pronounced in the third-World nations (World Bank, 2012) which result
into socio-economic crisis, affecting human capabilities and initiatives (Ravallion, 2011).

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Chambers and Conway (1992) stated the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework was used
as the basis of this study in which livelihood capital is the core component (Figure 1). The
Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA) has been a prominent device used in recent
development programs that aimed to reduce poverty and vulnerability in rural households
(Neiland, 2004; Stirrat, 2004). SLA is used to report on the relationship between livelihood
strategies and livelihood capitals as capital and capabilities framework (Chambers and
Conway, 1992; Bebbington, 1999) to reduce poverty and improve livelihoods. SLA is an
approach frequently used for development policy and practices, not only as research or
conceptual framework employed among academia (Scoones, 1998).
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H = Human Capital
N = Natural Capital

S = Social Capital
P = Physical Capital

F = Financial Capital
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Figure 1. Sustainable Livelihood Framework (DFID 2001)

Livelihood assets is a fundamental condition that affects and reflect the basic livelihoods
of farmers with the ultimate goal of alleviating and, finally, eradicating poverty. The
livelihoods approach is concerned first and foremost with people. It seeks to gain an
accurate and realistic understanding of people’s strengths (assets or capital endowments)
and how they endeavour to convert strengths into positive livelihood outcomes (Dercon,
2001). The livelihood asset consists of (i) a physical asset; (ii) financial asset (iii) human
asset, (iv) social asset and (v) natural asset.

Physical asset means the required accessibilities to facilities needed by households
or individuals like transportation, good housing, safe drinking water, and accessibility to
medical facilities, market and schools (Samsudin, & Kamaruddin, 2013). Similarly,
physical asset signifies in some specifics fixed like the market, production yard, which are
essential in the production of goods and services (Kataria, Curtiss, & Balmann, 2012). In
some other ways it comprises of basic infrastructure like good road to reach market for
income generation, decent housing facility, good source of drinking water, and affordable
source of energy, and affordable but effective mean communications, and other vital
elements of physical asset which contribute towards sustainable livelihood outcomes
(Bennett, 2010).

Meanwhile, financial asset includes economic sources that enable vulnerable
households and individual to generate income and make an investment which in turn
ensure sustainability of livelihood outcomes (Scoones, 1999; DFID, 2001). It composed of
stocks of cash in the bank, disposable assets like livestock, and a multitude of income
sources such as off-farm labour, government transfers and remittance from relatives which
improve livelihoods outcomes (Bajwa, 2015). Therefore financial asset is a collection of
the way by which an individual or household make income to sustain livelihoods and invest
to acquire more asset and stay away(abstain)from vulnerability related to insecure
livelihood outcomes.

While, human asset assumes a combination of capabilities, skills and knowledge, and
material health which enable households and individuals to make livelihoods and attain
secure livelihood outcome (Krantz, 2001). Human asset entails a combination of abilities
that endow the individual or households or individual towards earning livelihoods
outcomes (DFID, 2001). Human asset facilitates vulnerable group by improving their
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chances of employment, off-farm engagement, and other forms of engagements which
support livelihood outcome and help in combating vulnerability or threat to livelihoods
(Weiss, 2015). Put differently, Sen (1997) stressed that human asset relates to individual’s
capability consisting of knowledge, economic, social and mental ability which together lead
to livelihood outcome.

To increase individual's capability, social assets (i.e., social resources) provide
prospects to the vulnerable households through social relations and interactions like
bonds, bridges and linkage which bring equal mutual benefit to both parties in the social
relations (Coleman, 1988). DFID (2001) conceived social asset as the result of social
relations among members of a family, peer groups and like minds in the society bound by
common interest with an envisaged mutual return. Samsudin and Kamaruddin (2013)
stated that social asset involves interactions between households’ members or individuals
and the social system, social networks, political parties as well local or international based
associations. Social asset embodies a sort of trust and reciprocal benefit, mutual interest
and cooperate social relation (Coleman, 1988). These conceptions submit that social
asset is a social resource that is embedded within the fold of personal relationships of
mutual benefits and trust with every actor having an equal stake and opportunity without
compromising the interest of the other participant in the interrelations.

Lastly, the natural asset is a collection of natural resources in the physical
environment which humans act upon to create livelihoods (Guerry et al., 2015). These
natural endowments include river and stream water for fishing and irrigation purposes,
land for farming and construction, forest resources, livestock and mineral deposits
(Twyman, & Slayer, 2000). According to Ellis (2000), natural asset symbolises biological
and non-biological natural endowments like rivers, lake, land and economic trees, grasses
and shrubs that people use to make livelihoods which in turn enhance livelihood outcomes.
In general, natural asset depicts natural resources that households and individuals can
exploit and utilise for economic purposes to creating livelihoods and in turn helps towards
the accomplishment of livelihoods outcomes (Carney, 1998; DFID, 1999; 2001).

To achieved sustainability livelihood, vulnerability is a factor that would threaten the
well being the poor. Vulnerability like other concepts does not have a single meaning; it
denotes a set of interrelated natural and human-made phenomena that constitute a threat
to the livelihoods of households and individuals (Chaudhuri, 2000; Christiaensen &
Subbarao, 2001). Accordingly, McCulloch and Calandrino (2003) conceived vulnerability
as the possibility of becoming short of an accepted monetary income which classifies a
person as inferior or in poverty. As noted earlier vulnerability is multifaceted signifying that
a vulnerable household or individual is facing a series of risks or threats to livelihoods
which may be shocks, trends or seasonality. In contrast, vulnerability entails risks, or
embody uncertainties of natural occurrences or events that can destroy the socio-
economic well-being of households and individual thereby causing difficulties and
consequences related to livelihoods (Christiaensen & Subbarao, 2001). Therefore,
vulnerability may be a product of the risk attributable to nature (Alayande, 2002) or actions
by individuals or household (Dercon, 2001).

At the same time, government intervention is critical to address socio-economic
problems in the society. It denotes what government intervention towards ensuring relief
in the society and therefore has no specific meaning as it has a lot to address (Loewen,
2009). Notwithstanding, Loewen (2009) opines that government intervention means a
mechanism government deploys to curb particular socio-economic problems like poverty,
crime and unemployment (Loewen, 2009). DFID (1999) stressed government intervention
comes in the form of policies and programs employed by the government to solve a
particular social problem in society. Likewise, Ibrahim and Alam (2016) conceived
government intervention as policy action in term of subsidies in agriculture via the
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provision of improved seeds and fertiliser to improve food production and economic well-
being of affected farmers. In summary government intervention symbolises support from
the government which usually derives in the form of incentives, a subsidy of policy action
that aims at improving the well-being of the affected people.
Therefore, based on the findings of the reviewed empirical studies, this study
hypothesised as follows:
Hi: There is a significant relationship between physical asset and livelihood
outcomes.
H2: There is a significant relationship between financial asset and livelihood
outcomes.
Hs: There is a significant relationship between human asset and livelihood outcomes.
Has: There is a significant relationship between social asset and livelihood outcomes.
Hs: There is a significant relationship between natural asset and livelihood outcomes.
He: There is a significant relationship between government intervention and livelihood
outcomes.
H7: There is a significant relationship between vulnerability and livelihood outcomes.

3. METHODOLOGY

The study is based on descriptive quantitative survey design. Data for the study was
collected from the vulnerability group through self-designed and self-administered
questionnaire covering the various variables identified in the literature. Non-probability
convenience sampling technique was adopted. This study is based on primary data
collected in 2016 from the study area in Kedah and Kelantan Malaysia, consist paddy
farmers, coastal fishers and rubber tappers. In all 600 respondents were used for the
study. The questionnaires consist of four parts: Questions concerning demographic
information; asset livelihood, vulnerability, coping strategies, and government intervention
intention to contribute sustainability livelihood among the vulnerability group. The collected
data were processed and analysed by partial least-squares (PLS) path modelling with
Smart-PLS 2.0 M3 software (Ringle et al., 2005).

3.1 Measurement Model

PLS, based structural equation modelling was adopted for the data analysis. The method
is useful for causal-predictive analysis. It does not involve assumptions of homogeneity in
variances and covariance of the dependent variable. It also can simultaneously test the
structural and the measurement models, providing a complete analysis for the inter-
relationships. The study used PLS because it makes minimal demands on the data
distributions, sample size, and measurement scales and as this study was exploratory
(Hair et al., 2014). The Smart PLS Version 2.0 and two-step analysis approach was used
to analyse the data. Also, a bootstrapping method was used to determine the significance
levels of the loadings, and path coefficients (Gholami, Sulaiman, & Ramayah, 2013).

This study began with the assessment of the reflective measures using both
convergence and discriminant validity in line with Hair et al. (2014). As presented in Table
2, the measurement models presented the factor loadings, average variance extracted
(AVE) and composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s alpha were used to assess internal
consistency reliability and convergence validity (Hair et al., 2016). Most of the loadings for
the reflective items exceeded the recommended value of 0.5 (0.708)2. While six indicator
items such as AK4 (0.508), AK5 (0.602), F12 (0.345), ASJ (0.573), AS2 (0.415) and AS3
(0.567) recorded loadings below the threshold based on outer loadings relevance test
(OLRT).
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CR values (as in Table 2) ranged from 0.75 to 0.82, which exceeded the
recommended value of 0.7 — 0.90 (Hair et al., 2017; Gefen, Straub & Boudreau, 2000).
The AVE was in the range of 0.51 and 0.60 which exceeded the recommended value of
0.5 (Fornell & Lacker, 1981). Next, the discriminant validity was tested. It was examined
by comparing the correlations between constructs and the square root of the AVE for that
construct. As shown in Table 3, the square root of the AVE is higher than the correlation
with other constructs indicating adequate discriminant validity. Thus the reflective
measurement model demonstrated adequate internal consistency reliability, convergent
validity and discriminant validity.
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Figure 2. Measurement Model (PLS Algorithm)

Table 1. Reliability and Convergent Validity Assessment Results
Average Composite

Model Construct Measurement ltem Loadings I\El)?t':::t‘;?:l Rel('g;')my
(AVE)
Physical Asset AF1- Transportation 0.82 0.63 0.87
AF2- Distance to town 0.81
AF3- Clean water supply 0.75
AF6- Electricity supply 0.81
Finance asset AK1- Saving 0.74 0.51 0.83
AK2- Income 0.80
AK3- Part-time income 0.85
AK4- Subsidies 0.51
Human Asset AM1-Education 0.73 0.54 0.85
AM2- Skill 0.76
AM3- Age 0.70
AM4- Knowledge 0.77
AM5- Health 0.71
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Social Asset AS1-Involve in society 0.86 0.52 0.83
AS2-Involve in a Non-government 0.42
organization
AS3-Involve in community engagement 0.57
AS4- Relationship in community 0.83
AS5- Position in community/organization 0.81
Natural Asset ASJ1-Acess food from environment 0.78 0.54 0.82
ASJ2-Impact climate change 0.81
ASJ3- Pollution problem 0.75
ASJ4-Disease threats to production 0.57
Government GI1 — Health facilities 0.82 0.67 0.91
Intervention GI2- Economic development by government 0.85
GI3 —Public participation 0.86
Gl4- Subsides delivery 0.82
Vulnerability F15-Food supply is broken 0.87 0.56 0.82
F16-Cost of living increase 0.86
F17- Job loss 0.83
Fl12- Food insecurity 0.64
Livelihood HP1- Food security 0.87 0.65 0.88
Qutcomes HP2- Well being 0.86
HP3-Getting perfect education 0.83
HP4-Food supply in market 0.64

Table 1 shows the convergent validity, and discriminant validity of the constructs of the
study and all the constructs have met the requirements as per individual item reliability,
AVE and Composite reliability.

Table 2 shows the discriminant validity of the latent construct of this study, which
indicates the level of variance between and amongst the constructs of the study as
suggested (Duarte & Roposo, 2010).

Table 2. Discriminant Validity of Constructs

Constructs PA FA HA SA NA Gl LO Vuln.
Physical asset 0.79

Financial asset 0.47 0.71

Human asset 0.44 0.36 0.73

Social asset 0.53 0.34 0.53 0.72

Natural asset 0.48 0.44 0.51 0.45 0.73

Gowt. Intervention 0.28 0.21 0.37 0.31 0.25 0.82

Livelihood outcomes 0.61 0.41 0.52 0.52 0.55 0.45 0.75
Vulnerability -0.19 -0.21 -0.27 0.02 -0.12 -0.08 -0.31 0.81

3.2 Assessment of Structural Model

After the assessment of the measurement model, this study also evaluated the structural
model which usually deals with the assessment of the predictive correlation between the
exogenous constructs and endogenous construct (Henseler & Sarstedt, 2013).

3.3 Path Coefficients Estimates

This study evaluated the hypothesised relationships of the study using path coefficients

through the examination of the beta value, standard error and t-value as suggested (Hair
etal., 2014).

Table 3. Hypothesis Testing Result
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Std. T

Path Relationship and Direction Beta Error Statistics Results
Physical asset - Livelihood outcome 0.276 0.092 2.981*** Significance
Financial asset - Livelihood outcome 0.014 0.080 0.178 Non Significance
Human asset - Livelihood outcome 0.054 0.097 0.553 Non Significance
Social asset - Livelihood outcome 0.172 0.088 1.961** Significance
Natural asset - Livelihood outcome 0.223 0.091 2.440** Significance
Government Intervention - Livelihood outcome  0.220 0.081 2.697*** Significance
Vulnerability - Livelihood outcome -0.191 0.075 2.548*** Significance

Note: (***) significant at 1%, (**) significant at 5%, and value without asterisk stand for non-significant.

Table 3 shows the results of testing the structural model. These show that (physical asset
B =0.276, T value = 2.981; social asset = 0.172, T value = 1.961; natural asset 3 =
0.223, T value = 2.440; government intervention 3 = 0.220, T value = 2.697; Vulnerability
B =-0.191, T value = 2.548) which means that H1, H4, Hs, Hs, H7 are supported, however
only Hi, Hs, Hs, He are positively related to livelihood outcome, while H; is negatively
related to livelihood outcomes because the Beta value has a negative sign (see Hair et
al., 2014). Furthermore, financial asset (B = 0.014, T value = 0.178); human asset (B =
0.054, T value = 0.553) were found to be non- significant (see Hair et al., 2014) signifying
that the hypothesized relationships (H2 and Hs) were not supported.

4. DISCUSSION

The finding of this study showed that H; is supported, that is, signifying the positive
relationship between physical asset and livelihood outcomes. This finding conforms with
the findings of Kamaruddin and Baharuddin ( 2015), Lim and Mansur (2015), and Kasim
et al., (2017) which all advocated that access to physical asset enhance income and well-
being of households and individuals as such it has impacts on the livelihood outcomes.
Therefore, this study submits that physical asset correlate positively and significantly with
livelihood outcomes. The finding of this study showed that H. is not supported signifying
that there is no relationship between financial asset and livelihood outcome. The result of
this study contravenes the finding of previous studies (Lim, & Mansur, 2015; Unmesh, &
Narayanan, 2015; Shehu, & Abubakar, 2015; Kamaruddin, & Samsudin, 2014; Kasim et
al., 2017) which asserted that financial asset influences livelihood outcomes.

The results of this study indicated that Hs is not supported referring that there is no
relationship between human asset and livelihood outcomes which is contrary to the
findings of previous empirical studies (Chen et al., 2013; Samsudin, & Kamaruddin, 2013;
Kasim et al., 2017). In essence, the result depicts that human asset has no impact on
livelihood outcome. In relation to hypothesis Ha, results of this study indicated that there is
a relationship between social asset and livelihood outcomes as the path analysis
suggested that the hypothesis is supported positively. The finding is not surprising as
previous empirical studies opined that there is a correlation between social asset and
livelihood outcomes (Oumer & De Neergaard, 2011; Alfonso et al., 2015; Islam, & Yew,
2013; Thi et al., 2013).

Similarly, hypothesis Hs of this study is supported and consistent with past empirical
studies, which stressed that natural asset improves the livelihoods outcomes and
livelihood security (Lim, & Mansur, 2015; Kamaruddin, & Samsuddin, 2014; Adunga, 2013;
Oumer & De Neergard, 2011; Van der Berg, 2010; Ansoms, 2010). The finding did not
come as a surprise as past studies supported that, therefore these studies confirm that
natural asset is critical to livelihood outcomes as such positive relationship subsists. More
so0, He which presumed a relationship between government intervention and livelihood
outcomes was found to be supported by the empirical data of this study. The result concurs
with the studies of (Lim & Mansur, 2015; Ibrahim, & Alam 2016; Kasim et al., 2017).
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Accordingly, the finding of the present study confirmed that there is a positive relationship
between government intervention and livelihood outcomes. In a nutshell, the result depicts
that support from government affects livelihood outcomes of households and individuals.
Consequently, the study’s finding from the empirical data and path analysis revealed that
there is a correlation between vulnerability and livelihood outcomes. This supports the
hypothesis 7 of this study however the relationship was found to be a negative relationship
which means that vulnerability affects livelihood outcomes of vulnerable households and
individuals negatively. The finding of this study is in line with the findings of studies (Kapoi
& Charles, 2015; Atedhor, 2015; Lim & Mansur, 2015) who submitted that vulnerability
threaten livelihood outcomes as the affected households and individual stand the risk of
compromised livelihoods. Therefore it is not surprising that this study unveils negative
relationship between vulnerability and livelihood outcomes. In essence, shocks, trends
and seasonality hurt the livelihoods of the vulnerable groups.

5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

The empirical data of this study analyzed using PLS-SEM through path analysis revealed
that livelihood outcome is influenced by a number of factors (livelihood assets, government
intervention, and vulnerability) as out of the seven (7) hypotheses formulated five (5) were
found to be correlated with livelihood outcomes (H1, Ha, Hs,Hs, & H7) and therefore are
supported although H; showed negative relationship, notwithstanding the hypothesized
relationships are valid, while two (2) other hypotheses were not supported (H2 & Hs)
depicting that they do not affect or have impact on livelihood outcomes.

Consequently, this study submits that physical asset, social asset, natural asset,
government intervention and vulnerability are related to livelihood outcomes, while
financial asset and human asset do not have relation with livelihood outcomes.

However, due to increase sustainability livelihood among the poor groups in Malaysia,
accessibility to quality education and skills training among students from B40 households
should be enhanced. Institutions of higher learning and skills training institutes should be
encouraged to provide more places for these students through special entry qualification
criteria and enrolment quota. This will be complemented with the provision of financial aid.
B40 households in rural areas who are self-employed such as farmers, fishers and
smallholders, will be encouraged to adopt modern technology to increase productivity and
income. Structured modular programs focusing on modern farming techniques and good
agricultural practices will be intensified. Amalgamation of land and merging of small-scale
business activities will also be encouraged to gain the benefit of economies of scale. This
study affirms the need by relevant agencies such as Federal Agriculture Marketing
Authority (FAMA), Malaysian Agricultural Research and Development Institute (MARDI)
and Fisheries Development Authority of Malaysia (LKIM) to provide relevant services and
facilitation to these households.
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