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Preface

One of the key challenges for development programmes is to capture the impact of their work. It
has been our concerted endeavour at the RSP Network to strengthen our M&E systems and
processes and to assess programme impact. For this purpose, the RSPN has established an Impact
Assessment Unit (IAU) with professionals possessing expertise in this area, The work of the 1AU is also
to build the M&E capacities of professionals within the RSPs. Training courses are organised by our
own resource persons from the RSPs as well as on the job advice to RSP MAE staff.

This document is one of a series of 11 baseline surveys conducted by the RSPN 1AL, Quantitative
research methods are used to establish bench-marks, on the basis of which impact assessments can
be carried out later. The processes involved in these baseline surveys provide hands-on training for
RSP M&E professionals, by involving them as enumerators for primary data collection, as well as
supervisors in data cleaning and entry stages. Data analysis and report writing is a centralised
expertise, within the RSPN in Islamabad.

This baseline survey was carried out in Ratodero Taluka of Larkana district, Sindh, using a sample of
406 rural respondents, The Sindh Rural Support Organisation (SRS0) operates in this area since
August 2005, This baseline will be used to carry out an impact assessment of the SRSO programme in
this area in 2010, SPSS software was used to analyse the primary data. The document includes a
demographic profile, basic analysis on education & health, the economic condition of households in
terms of absolute poverty and asset ownership, loans and debts, etc. A special effort has been made
to bifurcate indicators and data between poor and non-poor respondents. An interesting dimension
of women's and men's perception on problems and the status of household level decision-making
has also been presented.

The information and analysis contained in this decurnent will hopefully be of use to the R5Ps in
enhancing their programme analysis and design, in future, apart from serving as a benchmark for
future impact assessment.

RSPN is grateful to Dr Mahmood Hasan Khan, Professor Emeritus, Simon Fraser University, Canada for
helping us in institutionalising the process of baselines and impact assessments at the RSPN.

Shandana Khan
Chief Executive Officer
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Executive Summary

This socio-economic survey provides key
benchmark data for future impact
assessment of SRSO programme interventions.
A quasi-experimental design treatment and
contrel survey method (Khan 2005) has been
used in this survey. Using Gilroy [2001], the
effective sample size turn out to be 406
households.

Distance of infrastructures/Services from
sample villages: Sample villages are poarly
connected with social and economic
infrastructure services. Most of the villages are
deprived of basic infrastructure such as clean
drinking water, proper drain for waste disposal,
telephone and paved paths are some of the
acute problems.

Profile of Respondents: The average age of
respondent is on the younger side with the
average age being 38 years. More than one-
third (34%) of the respondents are not literate,
Amaong the literate more than one-fourth have
oot primary education followed by 17% post
matriculation. Majority of the respondents are
involved in causal labour (54.7%) followed by
respondents engaged in farming (20.7%).

Demographic compaosition: The average
household size is 8.5 persons with 9.5 persons
in poor households and 7.2 persons in non-poor
househaolds. It seems that family size tends to
fall as level of per capita income rises and this
relationship in the sample is statistically
significant. The total male-female ratio is
107:100 with a higher ratio for non-member
households (113: 100) than the member
households (102:100). The dependency ratio is
65 percent in the sample households with 4.6%
of the population in over 55 year age bracket
and 35% population in up to 10 years age
brackets.

Work status of households: About one-half
(49%) of the population is engaged in outside-
household work followed by household work
(399%) and not working (12%). An overwhelming
majority (93%) of women are engaged in
household work followed by 5% not working
and a very low 2% engaged in outdoor work.

Majority of the population between ages 10-18
years are engaged in household work (61%),
followed by working out side the household
{21%) and then not working (18%). A high
proportion of 59% of working population are
engaged in on-farm activities, only 12% are
working either in the public sector or private
sector and just 6% are working in the business
sector. Women tend to undertake more
multiple works as compared to men and this
relationship in the sample is statistically
significant.

Adult literacy and Schooling of Children:
Overall, 61% of adults (39% men and 86%
women) are not literate and there is no
significant difference between control and
treatment villages. The poor households have a
higher proportion of uneducated adults than
that of the non poor households for both men
and women. Among the literate adults a higher
proportion, 29.5%, attended primary level
education followed by 23.5% post
matriculation, 21.1% not attended any school
and 16.4% attended school up to matriculation
level and 9% of the adult literates attended
schools to middle level. Two-thirds of the school
age children are not in school with a higher
proportion of female children (76%) as
compared to male children (55.5%) not in
school. The proportion of not in schools
children is even higher for the poor households
at 68% and the difference between poor and
non-poor is statistically significant. A large :
proportion of the population (81%) reported In:
their health status as good followed by 14% ;
reporting fair state and 4.8% of the sample
population reporting poor state of health.

Facilities for Household Members: A higher
proportion of households have Katcha structure
(40%) followed by Pucca structure (31%) and
then Mixed structure (30%) of houses. A higher
proportion of households have Pucca structure
in control villages (45%) than that of treatment
villages (28%). The average number of room per
household is 2 with out any difference between
control and treatment villages. Majority of the
sample households rely on water source from



hand pump (80.5%) followed by only 18%
access to piped water then well (6%). The
proportion of households accessing piped
water is much higher in control villages (33%)
than treatment villages {15%). Similarly 47.5%
of the households do not have access to
drainage facility with higher proportion in
treatment villages as compared to control
villages. Most of the households (98%) have
access to electricity facility followed by 89% of
households’ having access to indoor latrine
facility across all sub-samples,

Household Incomes, Inequality and Poverty:
Average per capita per month income is lower
at Rs. B56 than the national poverty line of Rs.
879, Mearly 55% of the households live below
the poverty line with 19% of househaolds having
income even less than Rs. 500 per capita per
month. Agriculture (livestock and crops) is the
single largest source of income followed by
labour than services. Head count index show
that 62% of the population live below the
poverty line with even higher proportion of
67% in control villages and 61% in treatment
villages. The survey results revealed quite
egalitarian distribution of incorme among the
households with concentration ratio of 0.26.

Household Expenditure and consumption: The
per capita monthly expenditure ranges from Rs.
773 in member households to Rs. 825 non-
member households, While in poor households
the monthly per capita expenditure ranges
from Rs. 598 in member households to Rs. 715
in control villages. In all the sub-samples of
treatment and control villages the per capita
per month expenditures level of sample
households is lower than their average per
capita per month income levels while the
opposite is true in case of poor households. The
single largest share of households expenditure
is consumed by foods (77%) followed by
clothing than health care (4.8%) without any
significant difference among the sub-samples.
Education has only 1.5% share in total
expenditure in the overall sample households,
Despite high share of food expenditure in total
expenditure the average calories intake per
capita across the board is quite low ranging
from 1996 calories in member households to
2,244 calories in control households which is
lower than the national poverty level calories
intake of 2500,

Household Assets, Value and Distribution: The
average value of asset is Rs. 492,062 per
household, with highest share in productive
assets (68%) followed by consumer durables
(28%) then savings (4%). When households in
treatment and control villages are compared
the former (71%) have quite higher proportion
of productive assts then the later (53%). The
distribution of assts is highly skewed with
concentration ratio of 0.45 that is nearly double
than that of income concentration ratio of 0.26,

Land and Livestock holding: Average size of
land holding per owner household in control
villages and treatment villages is 6 acres and 5
acres respectively. The average size of
landholding is lower in poor households at 4.7
acres. More than one-half (54%) of the sample
households are land less with a quite higher
proportion of 65% in control villages. Similar
patterns were also observed in poor
households with slightly higher proportion of
landless households (56%). A higher proportion
of households do not own any livestock (56%).
The average livestock holding varies from 2.7 in
control village to 3 in treatment village with
even lower 2.6 in poor households,

Household Loan, Utilisation and Sources: The
average loan per household is Rs. 24,469 with
61% of the sample households have taken
loans. Majority of the households has taken
loans from informal sources such as
friends/relatives and shopkeeper. In the overall
sample a higher proportion of loan amount
utilised is on productive purposes (29.6%)
followed by consumption (25%) then housing
(19%). In case of poor households higher
proportion of loan is utilised on consumption
followed by productive purpose then on
education and health. More than sixty percent
of households are in debt and debt to income
ratio is 26% with an overall average net worth
of Rs. 469,251,

Perceptions on problems and household level
decision making: Women face serious
problems in accessing health care facility,
followed by lack of drainage, transport, and
education, while the men respondents reported
unemployment followed by poverty (low
income), health care, and street pavement as
serious problems. About household decision
making most women think that, except for
‘working outside the household’, men and
women take equal responsibility of househaold
decision making.















































































































