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1 This report is prepared by James F Morton of HTSPE. The report is a synthesis of RSPN Impact 
Assessment Surveys and Case Studies Conducted in 2009/10, which includes: 
A.  A Social Mobilisation Snapshot (SMS), identifying all WOs, COs and other groups which the RSPs 

have formed, with a summary of the services each CO has received, the data is collected by RSPs 
and validated through 3rd party (HTSPE). 

B. Impact assessment survey of RSPs Community Physical Infrastructure (CPI) projects by HTSPE 
and RSPN MER section (data collected by a third party consulting firm APEX consulting). 

C. An institutional assessment survey of community organisations formed by RSPs conducted by 
APEX Consulting Pakistan.  

D. A case study on social structure and dynamics in selected rural villages of Pakistan by Sustainable 
Development Foundation (SDF). 

E. A case study on the impact of Social Mobilisation on the lives of women by an independent 
consultant Ms. Malliha Hussain. 
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1 Introduction 
 
In 1982, the Aga Khan Rural Support Programme started its work in Gilgit, Baltistan 
and Chitral, three remote regions of northern Pakistan.  Over the next 10 years, its 
structured approach to fostering participatory community development won 
international recognition.  The approach emphasised institution building, starting from 
the establishment of Village or Community Organisations (VO/CO); a process that 
has come to be called Social Mobilisation.  Since the early 1990s, eight more RSPs 
have been established, and Social Mobilisation has been taken into almost all parts 
of rural Pakistan.  It is by far the largest single effort to promote community 
development in Pakistan, and one of the largest worldwide. At June 2009, 2.5 million 
households were members of RSP-sponsored community organisations.  With a 
presence in 101 out of 127 districts, the RSPs had reached some 20% of the 
population of rural Pakistan.   Under their ambitious new programmes, this expansion 
is continuing, even accelerating.  
 
The ten RSPs are: 
 
RSP Region RSP Region 
Aga Khan RSP Gilgit, Baltistan and 

Chitral 
Sarhad RSP KP, FATA and 

PATA 
National RSP Punjab, Sindh, 

Balochistan and 
AJK 

Punjab RSP Punjab 

Thardeep RDP2 Sindh  Balochistan RSP Balochistan 
Sindh RSO3 Sindh  GBTI4 Punjab/KP  
SGA5 Sindh  AJKRSP6 AJK  
   
To complete the current structure, a Rural Support Programmes Network (RSPN) 
was set up in 2001, to act as a central platform for advocacy, research and capacity- 
building.  The growth of the RSPs and the development of Social Mobilisation have 
been exhaustively discussed in a number of books and reports.  That discussion will 
not be repeated here.7

                                                
2 Rural Development Programme 
3 Rural Support Organisation 
4 Ghazi Barotha Taraqiati Idara –Support organisation for communities affected by Ghazi Barotha dam.  
5 Sindh Graduate Association 
6 Azad Jammu and Kashmir RSP become member of the RSPs Network in Nov 2009 and is working 
with the community organisations already formed by NRSP, AJKCDP and other organisations working in 
AJK. Thus the COs formed by NRSP are not reported under AJKRSP. 
7  See, for example, G. Wood et al, Valleys in Transition; S.S. Khan, The Aga Khan Rural Support 
Programme: A Journey Through Grassroots Development; M.H. Khan, Participatory Development in 
Rural Pakistan. 

 
 
Since 2009, RSPN has been carrying out a programme of surveys and case studies 
to assess the impact of Social Mobilisation.  This report presents a synthesis of the 
survey results and a summary of the overall findings.  June 2009 was taken as the 
point of reference for this Impact Assessment Programme.  Table 1 shows RSP 
outreach at that date. (Annex-I, shows a copy of RSPN’s Outreach Issue 01: April – 
June 2009.  This presents a detailed overview of RSP coverage at that date.) 
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Table 1: RSP Outreach at June 2009 
 
RSP 

Women 
Cos 

Men  
COs 

Mixed  
COs 

Total  
COs 

Total CO 
Members 

AKRSP  1,981  2,655  -  4,636  172,743 
BRSP  1,638  3,688  35  5,361  92,721 
GBTI  1,045  1,183  -  2,228  40,864 
NRSP  22,270  57,405  4,720  84,895  1,249,833 
PRSP  12,226  16,916  528  29,670  500,551 
SRSO  2,290  3,782  34  6,106  98,202 
SRSP  3,793  8,881  -  12,674  370,697 
TRDP  4,937  6,275  1,245  12,457  240,920 
All RSPs  50,680  100,785  6,562  158,027  2,766,531 
Source: RSP Outreach Issue 01 – April to June 2009 

1.1 New Developments in Social Mobilisation  
As it was applied in the early years of AKRSP, Social Mobilisation has been 
described as an organisational approach with three central elements: “(i) a support 
organization [ie the RSP], (ii) a social (beneficiary) organization [ie the CO], and (iii) a 
program of activities and services.”8

                                                
8  M.H. Khan, 2001 – Community Organizations and Rural Development, Vanguard Books, Lahore 

  The full package of services was expected to 
include a grant-funded physical infrastructure project, savings, micro-credit, 
enterprise development, and skills development.  By helping a CO to establish 
linkages with Government and other organisations, the long-term objective was to 
enable it manage its own development.  At that point the RSP’s job would be 
complete.  
 
Over the years, this model has been adjusted in many ways.  In the 1980s, AKRSP 
gave more emphasis to Community Physical Infrastructure, working with larger 
Village Organisations.  Later on, greater availability of funds for micro-credit meant 
that this became the most important element in the package of RSP services.  This 
involved working with smaller Community Organisations based on the muhalla, or 
village sub-section. A wide range of other activities have been supported at different 
times: from health and education to enterprise development and agriculture.  Social 
Mobilisation has been integrated into a number of larger sectoral projects and area-
development programmes.  The RSPs have also played an important part in 
Pakistan’s response to the 2005 earthquake and the 2010 floods.   
 
Through all these changes, the basic building block of Social Mobilisation has 
remained unchanged: a formal organisation at the community level.  This CO has a 
President and a Manager and it meets regularly to discuss community development.  
The process of establishment is structured, with a Situation Assessment and Micro   
Investment Plans for the CO and individual members.  Saving is seen as an 
important way to build both social and financial capital, and members are 
encouraged to make regular deposits in their meetings.   
 
Social Mobilisation involves two central figures.  Trained Social Organisers, male and 
female, act as the RSPs’ point of contact with the communities.  On the community 
side, Village Activists provide leadership and ensure that it is the community which 
has the initiative, not the RSP.   
 
From the very beginning, RSPs have sought ways to improve gender relations in the 
difficult Pakistani context.  Although much debated, support to separate women-only 
COs has become a standard element of Social Mobilisation.  
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From 2008 onwards, RSPs have begun to make more fundamental changes to the 
Social Mobilisation approach.  There are three principal reasons.  First, they 
recognised that they were not succeeding in reaching the very poorest.  The typical 
RSP offerings - infrastructure, micro-credit and enterprise development – are not 
what the poor need most.  A stronger safety-net element is required.  Added to 
which, the RSPs have worked in an inclusive way, treating each community as a 
whole, and accepting the community’s own assessment of who is poor and who is 
not.  This made it difficult to overcome social exclusion within the community.  
Secondly, Government has accepted the need to extend Social Mobilisation, with the 
objective of reaching all of rural Pakistan. It would be impossibly expensive to do this 
by providing intensive support to small, muhalla-based COs of only 20 households, 
as was the norm up to 2008.  Lastly, many aspects of community development affect 
a village as a whole, or even a group of villages.  The small muhalla CO is not an 
effective unit to deal with these larger matters. 
 
What has been described as Second Generation Social Mobilisation has three main 
elements: a tiered structure of Community, Village Development and Local Support 
Organisations; a Poverty Score card to accurately identify the poor in each 
community; and a Union Council Poverty Reduction Plan offering a standard 
package of support.  This still includes physical infrastructure, micro-credit and 
enterprise development, but a grant component and micro insurance have been 
added, and there is greater emphasis on training.  Crucially, the aim is to ensure that 
the whole package is funded.  Not, as in the past, just those components for which 
donor funding happened to be available.   
 
The Union Council Poverty Reduction Plan aims to channel all support, in particular 
small loans and grants from a Community Investment Fund, to poor women.  This 
follows a policy applied on large programmes in Andhra Pradesh, India, which 
support women-only self-help groups.   In regions where they are implementing the 
UCPRP, RSPs are only forming Women’s COs. 
 
The way RSP field staff work with the communities has changed significantly.  
Before, the SO worked directly with each CO.  Now Activists from within the 
community play a much bigger part.  As Community Resource Persons, the Activists 
carry out the Poverty Score card surveys and support the formation of COs.  In some 
cases they are paid an incentive for this work; a significant change in the relationship 
between the RSP and the Activist.  The Local Support Organisation, the top tier of 
the new organisational structure, groups the Village Organisations for one Union 
Council.  As the word Support implies, the LSO is expected to take on some 
functions previously carried out by RSP staff: CO formation, planning, management 
of grants and loans from Community Investment Funds etc.  
 
The Impact Assessment Programme reported on here covers RSP programmes up 
to June 2009.  With some minor exceptions, it does not look at the impact of 2nd 
Generation SM and the research only covers the bottom level Community 
Organisation.  Nevertheless, the CO remains the fundamental building block of all 
RSP activity, and most elements of the package of RSP activities remain the same.  
The findings will continue to be relevant.    

1.2 RSPN’s Impact Assessment Programme 
In 2009, the RSPN Board approved a proposal for Strengthening Performance 
Monitoring and Impact Assessment of the Rural Support Programmes, which DFID 
agreed to fund.  This Impact Assessment Programme (IAP) has two main aims. 
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“First, to get an overall picture of RSPs’ social mobilisation coverage through 
preparing a ‘Social Mobilisation Snapshot’ (SMS) and ‘Key  Performance Indicators’ 
(KPIs) that better reflect the historic and comparative trends, across the districts, 
regions, and RSPs. And second, to provide an objective assessment of the impact of 
major RSP interventions by means of focussed impact surveys, complemented by 
qualitative case studies, on three major RSP interventions (community physical 
infrastructure, social mobilisation, and women’s programmes).”   
 
The IAP is focussed on measures of performance and immediate impact.  As such it 
is intended to complement RSPN’s work on large scale baseline and follow-up 
surveys, which are designed to capture the wider, long-term impacts of social 
mobilisation.  The programme has the following components: 
 
A. A Social Mobilisation Snapshot (SMS), identifying all WOs, COs and other groups 

which the RSPs have formed, with a summary of the services each CO has 
received;  

B. Development of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for the RSPs; 
C. Three impact assessment surveys on: Community Physical Infrastructure, Social 

Mobilisation, and Women’s Programmes; 
D. Three Case Studies on Community Physical Infrastructure, Social Mobilisation, 

and Women’s Programmes. 
 
The IAP was an ambitious programme to implement in just 18 months, from July 
2009 to December 2010.  Staff changes and a heavy workload in RSPN MER have 
meant some reduction.  To save time, the surveys of Social Mobilisation and 
Women’s Programmes were merged into one.  Secondly, no further work was done 
on developing KPIs for the RSPs, beyond some refinements to the quarterly 
Outreach report on RSP progress, compiled by the RSPN.  Those adjustments apart, 
the IAP has been completed in full.  A full report on the CPI survey has been 
published, and reports on all the other activities are in near final draft.   

1.3 Objectives of the IAP Synthesis Report 
This report presents a synthesis of the results of all activities completed under the 
IAP.  The aim is to identify the key findings and use these to develop an overview of 
the impact RSP Social Mobilisation has had in rural Pakistan.  Some early 
conclusions and recommendations are presented, but the main objective is to 
provide a basis for RSP management and others to consider the direction of future 
strategies. 
 
The results and findings of the IAP are reviewed under five headings: 
 
Section 2: The Social Mobilisation Snapshot – an overview of RSP social 
mobilisation at June 2009. 
 
Section 3: Community Physical Infrastructure – results and findings of a survey of 
241 CPIs implemented by COs and case studies of eight communities with CPIs. 
 
Section 4: Social and Institutional Impacts – results and findings of a survey of 272 
men’s COs and 272 women’s COs and case studies in five communities. 
 
Section 5:  Gender Impacts of Social Mobilisation – a synthesis of gender-related 
information from the SMS and the Social Mobilisation Survey with the findings of 
case studies on four communities with women’s COs. 
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Section 6: Methodological Issues and Challenges – a review of technical issues 
encountered during the IAP and some suggestions for improvements to the design 
and implementation of future surveys and case studies. 
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2 The Social Mobilisation Snapshot 
 
The Social Mobilisation Snapshot is designed to establish a simple but complete 
inventory of all COs fostered by the RSPs, with an indication of the services each CO 
has received since its formation.  The Snapshot does not record any indication of the 
current status or activity of the COs, or any qualitative aspects of RSP service 
delivery.   
 
The SMS is based on the records each RSP holds of its COs.  It has been compiled 
from lists prepared by the RSP Field Units to a standard RSPN format.  For each CO, 
the SMS record shows the following: 
 
 RSP Data - RSP, Regional/District Office and Field Unit  
 Location  - Province, District, Tehsil, Union Council, Revenue Village 
 CO Detail - Name, Date of Formation 
 Membership    - Male and Female 
 Services - A Yes/No indication of services received in seven sectors: 
  

i. Community Management Skill Training (CMST) 
ii. Micro-credit  
iii. Vocational and technical training 
iv. Natural Resource Management (NRM) 
v. Education  
vi. Health  
vii. Community Physical Infrastructure (CPI) Schemes 

 
VDO/LSO - Name of 2nd and 3rd tier organisation the CO belongs to, if any 
 

For the Services, RSP staff were asked to record a Yes for any service provided in 
each category: for example, agriculture, livestock and irrigation all fall under NRM. 
  
Collecting even this simple level of detail for nearly 150,000 COs was a large 
exercise.  It is a credit to the RSP records that there was only a small proportion of 
COs for which data could not be found. 
  
Quality control procedures included sample checks at different stages, and an 
independent validation check of 800 records from 20 Field Units (out of 362 FUs).  
This showed 47% of records with zero errors, and a further 28% with only one error.  
The commonest errors related to the number of members (31%) and the date of 
formation (15%).  This level of error is disappointing, but not high enough to 
invalidate the record.   
 
The SMS has been captured in two forms: as an Excel spreadsheet and as a 
Management Information System database.  After some difficulty, the latest version 
of the latter offers an effective tool for analysing the record and for up-dating the 
SMS.  This is currently under testing.  Section 2.4 below makes some suggestions on 
how this could be further developed as a Social Mobilisation Management Tool.  
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2.1 RSP Coverage over Time 
The quarterly RSP Outreach for June 2009 shows a total of 157,247 COS.  The SMS 
has 145,389 records: 92% of the Outreach figure.9

RSP  

   Table 2 shows the number of 
SMS records by RSP.  These can be compared with the Outreach figures in Table 1. 
 
Table 2: COs by Gender and RSP 

Men  
Cos 

Women 
COs 

Mixed 
COs 

 
Total 

Field 
Units 

CO per 
FU 

 AKRSP   2,659   1,941  0  4,600  7  657 
 BRSP   3,667  1,349  5  5,021  32  170 
 GBTI   1,124  1,139  0  2,263  4  566 
 NRSP   48,605 22,386  7,669  78,660  179  456 
 PRSP   15,743 10,608  423  26,774  75  369 
 SRSO   4,878  1,355  0  6,233  28  230 
 SRSP   5,934  2,382  2  8,318  13  705 
 TRDP  3,957  3,334  575  7,866  24  356 
 All RSPs   86,567 44,494  8,674 139,735  362  403 
- As %  62.0  31.8  6.2    
Note: At 6,093 COs there is no data on the number of members, or as a consequence whether they are 

men’s, women’s or mixed (4.2% of the SMS total 145,828).  The proportion of these ‘Not Known’ 
COs is highest at BRSP, SRSP and TRDP. 

 
The proportion of Womens COs varied between the RSPs: 
 

50%  GBTI  
35 – 45% AKRSP, PRSP, TRDP  
< 30%   NRSP, SRSP, SRSO, BRSP 

 
As at June 2009, RSPs reported a presence in 101 of 127 Pakistani districts.  In one 
of these, Lasbella, Balochistan, there are no COs.  Here ‘Presence’ presumably 
indicates RSP activity in the past. The SMS shows CO records for 98 districts.  Data 
was not available for two KPK districts, Dir Upper and Buner, reflecting the current 
situation.   
 
Table 3, shows the distribution of COs by age across the eight RSPs.  AKRSP and 
SRSP have a majority of long-established COs: 85% over 10 years in the case of 
AKRSP.  TRDP has a middle position, with 66% in the 2-6 year age category.  
Reflecting rapid expansion over recent years, at least a quarter of all COs are two 
years old or less at the other five RSPs:  82% in the case of BRSP.  Overall, 63% of 
COs are less than four years old, 40% less than two years. 
 
For most of the RSPs’ history, some 30% of COs formed have been for women.  
Post June 2009, this has changed.  Reflecting new policies, Womens’ COs made up 
49% of this most recent batch, with a further 4% of Mixed COs.  
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Table 3:  Distribution of COs by Age - % 

 AKRS
P 

BRS
P 

GBTI NRS
P 

PRS
P 

SRS
O 

SRSP TRDP Total 

0-2 Years 1   82 26 45 38 59 7 22 40 
>2-4 Years 2   11 26 24 23 26 27 34 23 
>4-6 Years 3     5 24 12 12 12 7 34 12 
>6-8 Years  2   2 14 8 14 2 22 8 10 
>8-10 
Years  

7    6 4 9 1 11 2 5 

>10 Years  85    2 6 4  26  9 
Note: The SMS includes 2,855 COs formed after June 2009 and 2,835 without a record of the date of 
formation.  These are not included in this analysis. 

2.2 Workload and Critical Mass 
International experience has shown that successful community-driven development 
depends on adequate and sustained support to the grassroots organisations.  A 
recent review of 2nd Generation Social Mobilisation and some IAP case studies have 
expressed concern that the RSPs are not providing the right level of support to COs.   
 
The standard RSP Field Unit has a Social Mobilisation Team (SMT) of one male and 
one female Social Organiser, with one or two interns in support.  Where there is a 
micro-credit programme, there may be credit management staff as well.  The 
workload of this team is the best indicator of the level of RSP support available to 
each CO.  The CO per FU figure in Table 2, shows that on average each SMT has 
400 COs to support.  In AKRSP and SRSO, it is as many as 700.  It can be inferred 
that many COs rarely see their RSP Social Organiser. 
 
The CO is the building block for the new three-tiered approach to Social Mobilisation.  
In principle, the higher tiers of VDO and LSO should only start to be established once 
the number of COs in one Union Council has reached a critical mass covering 60% 
of the UC population.  Analysis of the SMS gives an indication of how many UCs are 
close to that level.  On 1998 Census figures, the average population of UCs in the 
districts with an RSP presence was 2,595 households.  At an average CO size of 17 
households, it would need 89 COs to reach the critical mass level of 60% coverage in 
one UC.  In Gilgit-Baltistan and KPK, UCs are smaller and COs are larger: giving 
60% coverage at 20 and 40 COs respectively.  Conversely, over 100 COs are 
needed in Sindh.  
 
On these figures, it is estimated that only AKRSP has reached the 60% coverage 
level across a majority of its UCs: 80%.  No other RSP has this level of coverage in 
more than a quarter of its UCs.  In PRSP and SRSO the estimate is as low as 10%.  
Overall, 87% of UCs are below the critical level, 65% substantially below it. 
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Figure 1: Year wise trend of average COs per UC as of June 2009 

 
 

2.3 Activities and Activity Combinations 
Table 4, presents data on the proportion of COs which have received each category 
of RSP service. 
 
Table 4:   Percentage of COs Receiving Each Category of RSP Service10

RSP 
 

CMST Credit Voc/ 
Tec 

NRM Educ’
n 

Health CPI COs 

AKRSP   40 48 27 75   20   10 55  4,600 
BRSP   27   1   0 55      0     0 11  5,434 
GBTI   98 76 86 97 100 100   7  2,265 
NRSP   55 69 16 18     7   13 10  81,699 
PRSP   67 55   7   5     1     3 11  27,688 
SRSO   15 32 21   6     1   13   5  6,435 
SRSP 100 40 24 11   13     3 36  9,161 
TRDP   60 54 12 32   28   34 18  8,546 
Total   58 59 16 20     9   12 13 145,828 
Men 
Cos 

 
55 

 
64 

 
14 

 
20 

 
   7 

 
  12 

 
15 

 
  86,567 

Women 
Cos 

 
63 

 
49 

 
21 

 
21 

 
  11 

 
  14 

 
  8 

 
  44,494 
11

 
The table shows that only two services – Community Management Skills Training 
and Credit – have been provided to more than half of all COs.  No other service has 
gone to more than a fifth.  The mix of services differs substantially between RSPs.  At 
one extreme, GBTI has offered everything except a CPI to its COs.  At the other, 
BRSP has only offered NRM services, reflecting its dependence on large agriculture 
and livestock development projects.   
 

 

                                                
10 Under each heading up to 30% of records show ‘Not Known’.  This table treats those as equal to ‘No’. 
11  The SMS also includes 8,674 Mixed Sex COs and 6,093 where the gender status is ‘Not Known’.   
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14% of COs have received no service.   At 48%, the proportion is particularly high in 
in SRSO.  Other RSPs with high figures for ‘no service’ are BRSP (32%), PRSP 
(24%) and TRDP (19%).12

2.4 Potential for Development 

   
 
The overall pattern can be summarised in terms of the different combinations of 
service received, as follows: 
     % of COs % Cumulative 
 No Service        14.1  14.1 
 CMST Only          9.8  23.9   

Credit Only        17.1  41.0 
CMST + Credit       18.2  59.2 
CMST, Credit + 1 other        8.6  67.8 
CMST, Credit + 2 others        5.2  73.0 

 
Together with those COs which received no service, five basic combinations account 
for just under three quarters of all COs: combinations which can be summed up as 
Social Mobilisation (ie CMST), Credit, and Social Mobilisation with Credit.    
 
Although broadly similar, the analysis shows that Men COs are more likely to have 
received a credit service and a CPI, but Women COs are more likely to have 
received all other kinds of service, including CMST.  

The IAP proposal included the objective of developing a simple Management 
Information System (MIS) to allow the SMS data to be queried and analysed.  It was 
hoped that this might lead to its development in the following ways:  
 
• RSPs can use this data to develop their own MIS. 
• The quarterly RSP Progress Reports can be based on the SMS structure, making 

the snapshot a live and up-to-date record. 
• Plans to expand services by RSPs can be based on the SMS: e.g. by identifying 

UCs or districts where few COs have received a CPI. 
• RSP Boards and management and other stakeholders can review coverage – UC 

by UC, District by District, activity by activity – to plan where to give priority for 
programming. 

 
As part of their contract to support the IAP, HTSPE were commissioned to develop 
the MIS.  However, they were unable to supply a workable system.  Subsequently 
RSPN staff have succeeded in developing an MIS which promises to meet the 
original specification.  It is currently under test.  It is hoped that this will offer all the 
potential for further development outlined above.  RSPN is working to develop some 
proposals for this.   

                                                
12  In some cases ‘No Service’ may equal ‘No Record’ 
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3 The Impact of Community Physical Infrastructure 
 
The SMS record shows 13% of all COs have been granted an RSP CPI, 15% of 
men’s COs.  However, in terms of cost and the number of expected beneficiaries, 
physical infrastructure has been one of the largest RSP programmes, second only to 
micro-credit.  By June 2009 RSPs had spent a total of PkR 9.3 billion on 23,072 
CPIs, with nearly two million beneficiary households.  Added to which, in earlier years 
CPI had a central place in the Social Mobilisation process.  The experience of 
planning and managing an infrastructure project was expected to play an important 
part in building the capacity and social capital of the COs.  

3.1 The RSP Portfolio of CPI Projects 
Five RSPs account for more than 90% of CPIs: NRSP, SRSP, PRSP, AKRSP and 
TRDP.  NRSP alone accounts for over 30% of the projects.  Reflecting the rapid 
increase in COs since 2000, more than 90% of CPIs were built after that date.  In 
other words, the RSP portfolio of CPIs is large, relatively new and spread across all 
parts of Pakistan.  It provides a unique example of community infrastructure 
implemented at scale.  Table 5, presents this portfolio in seven categories. 
 
Table 5: RSP Community Physical Infrastructure by Category13

 
 

   Beneficiary Hhds 
PROJECT TYPE No % Av. Cost 

PkR 
Av. No 
Per CPI 

Cost per 
Hhd 

Transport/Communication 2,558 13.2 379,770 114 3,345   
Drinking Water  4,767 24.7 448,532 52 8,580 
Irrigation 7,316 37.9 432,798 44 9,852 
Sanitation & Drinking Water  923 4.8 70,229 17 4,033 
Sanitation & Drainage 2,445 12.7 417,852 145 2,885 
Soil Conservation 581 3.0 503,353 50 9,983 
Micro Hydel 295 1.5 2,291,213 124 18,372 
Other 437 2.3 919,908 171 5,380 
Grand Total 19,322 100.0 451,854 71 6,364 
 
Most categories of CPI cost approximately the same on average: around PkR 
400,000.  However, the table shows a wide range in the number of beneficiary 
households per CPI: from 17 to 171 households.  As a consequence, the average 
cost per beneficiary also varies widely: from PkR 3,000 to over 18,000.  The four 
most important categories make up just under 90% of the portfolio: 
Transport/Communication; Drinking Water Supply Schemes (DWSS); Irrigation; and, 
Sanitation and Drainage. 
 
The main categories conceal great diversity in the detailed design of each scheme.  
In DWSS, for example, 21 sub-types can be identified from hand-dug wells to solar 
powered tubewells, and everything in between.  For irrigation, there are 41 sub-
types.   

3.2 Expected Costs and Benefits of CPIs 
The objective of RSPN’s Impact Assessment Programme is to provide the RSP with 
timely results which enable them to identify opportunities to improve the services they 
provide.  To do this, the programme has been designed to focus on the immediate 
impacts of each RSP intervention.  For CPIs, those impacts are measured in terms of 
                                                
13 Full data is not available for a minority of the 23,000 RSP-sponsored CPIs.  
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the direct benefits received by households participating in a given project (Beneficiary 
Household).  The following equality shows how that can be done: 
 

Service Impact = Number of Beneficiary Households x Direct Benefit per 
Household 

 
This approach estimates the aggregate impact per CPI by measuring the average of 
the Direct Benefits per Household (DBH) and multiplying it by the average number of 
households benefited per CPI.  Valuing the Direct Benefit per Household (DBH) 
depends on the type of CPI.  That is the major challenge faced in the survey and 
case studies described in this chapter. 

3.3 The Immediate Impact Assessment Survey of RSPs’ CPIs 
 

The Immediate Impact Assessment Survey of RSPs’ Community Physical 
Infrastructure projects aimed to cover the most important sub-types in each of the 
four main categories of CPI, across all RSPs and across the four main provinces in 
Pakistan, and Gilgit Baltistan.  Only projects completed up to 2007 were surveyed.  
The two largest categories were subdivided by subtype, to give six survey strata.  
These cover just over 50% of all schemes for which complete records are available.  
The six strata are:  
 
- Transport: Link Roads 
- Drinking Water Supply Schemes: Mechanical/Gravity 
- Drinking Water Supply Schemes: Reservoir/Dug Well 
- Irrigation: Channels/Pipes/Karez 
- Irrigation: Channel Lining 
- Sanitation and Drainage: Street Paving and Drainage (SP&D) 
 
40 CPIs were randomly selected in each stratum, and ten randomly-selected 
beneficiary households interviewed at each sample CPI: for a total sample of 241 
CPIs and 2,400 households.  
 
The survey had three components: 
 
• A technical assessment of the design, implementation, current condition and 

operability of each CPI.  

• A focus group discussion, concentrating on institutional aspects. 

• Interviews with beneficiary households, recording data on the household’s 
participation in and benefits from the project.  

The survey was carried out in October and November 2009.  The field work was 
contracted through a competitive tender, and undertaken by Apex Consulting.  RSPN 
MER designed the sampling strategy and questionnaires, oversaw the field work and 
analysed the results.14

3.3.1 The Technical Assessment 

 

The overall results of the Technical Assessments were very similar across all six 
categories of CPI.  Table 6, gives a summary of the cost and community 
contributions to each category and of the reported condition and utilisation of each 
CPI.   

                                                
14 For full results see: An Immediate Impact Assessment Survey of RSPs’ Community Physical 
Infrastructure Projects, RSPN Islamabad, 2010 
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Table 6: CPI Technical Assessment Summary 
  

 
N 

Av. 
Cost 
PkR 

Cost Make-Up 
(Material:Eqpt: 

Skilled:Unskilled) 

CO  
contri-
bution  

% 
‘Good 

Condition’ 

% 
‘Low/Zero 

Use’ 
DWSS  79 445,709 75 : 6 : 6 : 10 17% 62 14 
Irrigation  80 633,273 53 : 20 : 10 : 11 22% 80   1 
Link Roads  40 631,380 14 : 5 : 33 : 28 25% 70   2 
SP&D  41 531,851 80 : 0 : 11 : 8 23% 76   0 
 
The average costs shown in the table give a realistic impression.  Irrigation and link 
road schemes are on average the most expensive.  However, they conceal wide 
ranges in every category.  The most expensive CPI of all was a pipe irrigation 
scheme which cost PkR 8 million.  The cheapest was a DWSS dug well for PkR 
40,000.  One point stands out from the Cost Make Up analysis.  This is the fact that 
CPIs do not, in general, provide the community with a substantial employment 
benefit.  At 10% on most schemes, the share of unskilled labour is only equivalent to 
half the community’s contribution.  The exception is on Link Road CPIs, where more 
than 50%  of the cost goes on labour, 28% on unskilled labour.  
 
RSP policies on the contribution the community is expected to make to a CPI have 
varied. While 20% is the norm, some programmes have asked for 30% and others 
have accepted much less.  Here too the averages shown in the table conceal a wider 
range.  In a few cases it appears the CO contributed nothing, or as little as 5%. 
 
Between 60 and 80% of CPIs were reported to be in ‘Good’ condition and the vast 
majority were reported as fully utilised: ie over 70% of the targetted beneficiaries are 
using it.  The survey engineers also found that almost all schemes had been built to 
specification.  Depending on the category, between 2 and 10% did not match the 
specification in all respects, but in most cases the defects were minor.        
 
Survey engineers were asked to investigate how well the CPIs had been 
implemented in terms of adherence to the planned timeline and budget.  Delays were 
relatively frequent: between 8 and 15% of schemes.  Delays in fund disbursement 
were the most common cause, but there were also conflicts over some schemes, or 
just conflict in the general area.  Only seven of the 240 CPIs overran the budget.  
Three of those were for mechanised DWSS.  There was only one reported case of 
poor community management of labour and materials, on an irrigation scheme. 
 
To sum up, the survey provides strong evidence of the RSPs’ capacity to help 
communities complete successful infrastructure projects in accordance with budget 
and the plan. 

3.3.2 The Institutional Assessment  
The Institutional Assessment was based on a focus-group discussion with CO 
members.  This sought to draw out how the community had managed the CPI and 
what support they had been given by the RSPs.  As with the Technical Assessment, 
the results were similar across all categories of CPI.   
 
The first key finding of the assessment was that the RSPs provided COs with 
intensive support.  During the planning of a CPI, the Social Organiser visited the CO 
more than six times and the RSP Engineer between three and six times.  Support 
was even closer during implementation: some 15 visits by the SO and 20 or more by 
the Engineer.  SO visits continued at a high level after the CPI was completed.  This 
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level of support underlines the reality that very few COs have the capacity to manage 
a CPI independently.  This has important implications for any work on CPIs under the 
less intensive support arrangements of 2nd Generation Social Mobilisation. 
 
CO members were asked to describe their arrangements for managing the CPI.  
RSPs recommend the formation of separate implementation, audit and operation & 
maintenance committees, with a minimum of two members on each.  A sizeable 
majority of COs have formed all three committees, 100% in the case of Link Roads.  
The exception was in DWSS schemes, where 19% had no committees at all.  Most of 
these were dug well CPIs.  Committee membership was low, especially for the audit 
and O&M committees.  At over 40% of COs even the implementation committee only 
had the recommended minimum of two members.  In almost all cases CO members 
said they were satisfied with the way the committees had worked.  
 
RSPs provide specific training in the management of CPIs.  However, a large 
proportion of COs, around 50%, had not been given any training.  Taken together 
with the high levels of direct support from RSP staff, this might suggest that the 
emphasis has been on getting the CPIs done, with less attention to building CO 
capacity.   
 
To assess how CO members participate, focus groups were asked who took the lead 
at each stage of the CPI process: needs identification; planning; implementation and 
O&M.   Responses were mixed but a solid majority – 50 to 70% - indicated that ‘All 
CO members’ were involved at every stage. However, 30% indicated that planning 
and design was ‘Mostly done by RSP Engineers and SOs’.  A significant minority 
reported the involvement of third parties, from outside the RSP and the CO.  This 
was most common in Needs Identification and O&M.  The latter may reflect the use 
of contracted managers or operators.   It is less easy to explain why outsiders would 
be involved in Needs Identification. 
 
Asking COs to make a substantial contribution, most typically 20%, is a key part of 
the RSP approach to CPIs.  This contribution is an important indicator of the COs 
institutional capacity and commitment to maintaining the CPI.  A small minority of 
COs reported that they had not made a contribution.  For the remainder, well over 
50% of COs asked the members to contribute according to their ‘ability to pay’.   The 
notable exception was on irrigation CPIs, where 57% charged according to the ‘share 
of benefits’.   This was especially common on tubewell and channel lining schemes.  
This result shows how COs are able to distinguish between CPIs which provide a 
public good, and those like irrigation schemes, which deliver a private benefit to the 
individuals whose land gets the irrigation water.  
 
Cash, labour and in-kind contributions were all important.  For Irrigation and SP&D 
CPIs, cash was the commoner.  For the other two categories, labour contributions 
were very slightly more frequent.  On average CO members contributed between 
PkR 50,000 and PkR 60,000 at each CPI. On DWSS and Irrigation schemes CO 
members contributed large amounts of labour: 800 and 1,200 days per CPI 
respectively.  For the other categories it was around 250 days. In-kind contributions 
were especially high on Link Road schemes: PkR 134,900 at over half of all 
schemes.  This may have been land for the road to cross.    
 
Other Beneficiaries, ie those who were not members of the CO, made contributions 
at around half of all CPIs.  Where they did, the contribution was substantial.  Average 
Other-Beneficiary cash and labour contributions equalled those made by CO 
members.  The one exception was a much lower labour contribution at Irrigation 
schemes. The important role of beneficiaries who were not CO members perhaps 
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highlights the way the small muhalla-based CO, with only 20 members, is not the 
best size for implementing infrastructure projects intended to benefit larger numbers.  
 
 All but a small proportion of the CPIs were reported to have been operational for 
most of the previous 12 months.  However, 10 out of 80 DWSS were not working for 
more than nine months.  Dug well and reservoir schemes were most affected, 
including three schemes which had never been completed.  Across all categories 
weather, ie rain, snow and floods, was the most common reason for not being able to 
use a CPI.   
 
The focus group discussions did not provide a clear picture of how COs operate their 
CPIs.  Data on schemes which must have operating costs, such as machine powered 
tubewells, was confused.  Conversely, fuel costs were reported for CPIs which would 
not normally have any machinery.  Responses to a question about who decides user 
fees were also very mixed.  In some irrigation cases, it was reported that a contractor 
or even the ‘owner’ of the tubewell made the decisions; implying that CPI operation 
had been contracted out. 
 
RSPs advise COs to establish a Maintenance Fund.  The RSP contributes a 
proportion of the CPI cost start the fund.  Across the four categories of CPI, ‘All’ or 
‘Most’ CO members contribute towards maintenance costs at some three quarters of 
all schemes, with non-CO members contributing as well at nearly half of them.  ‘Only 
when needed’ is the preferred way of collecting the money, at well over 50% of CPIs.  
And, as for contributions to the construction cost, ‘ability to pay’ is the preferred way 
of deciding what the individual should contribute.  Once again, irrigation is the 
exception, where ‘share of benefits’ is the most common choice.   
 
Around two-thirds of COs have a Maintenance Fund.  However, less than half of 
them use it.  The result is that barely a third of COs both have and

3.3.3 CPI Beneficiary Households 

 use fund.  It is 
clear that the preferred approach is to collect money ‘only when it is needed’ and not 
bother with keeping an active Maintenance Fund.  As a consequence most funds are 
small, around PkR 15,000 on average; not enough to pay for any significant 
maintenance work.     

At each survey CPI, 10 households randomly selected from a list of all beneficiaries 
were interviewed.  As well as data on the impact of the CPI, the questionnaire sought 
details of the household’s participation in the construction and management and its 
opinions on the success of the scheme.  
 
The size and structure of beneficiary households was similar across all CPI 
categories.  The average household had around nine members, typically five adults 
and four children.  DWSS households were slightly small on average, eight rather 
than nine, the main difference being in the number of adults.  Sex ratios were broadly 
even, with slightly fewer female children than male.  
 
On SP&D schemes 55% of beneficiaries were not members of the CO.  The 
proportion of non-members was relatively high in all categories: 39% on Link Roads 
and 25% on DWSS and Irrigation schemes.  
 
Over 90 per cent of CO member households interviewed had participated in planning 
the CPI.   Between a half and a third of non-member beneficiary households had also 
participated: 50% on DWSS and Irrigation CPIs, 30% on Link Roads and SP&D 
CPIs.  In most cases it was the men who did the planning, but women were involved 
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either alone or with the man at between 5% and, in the case of SP&D, 14% of 
households.  Female involvement was more likely among CO member households.   
   
Table 7, summarises the data on household contributions to the CPI.  It confirms in 
large measure the responses about participation recorded in the Institutional 
Assessment.  A majority of CO members contribute to the CPIs, as do a lower but 
still substantial proportion of non-CO beneficiaries: around 50% overall. Labour 
contributions are important, but cash is more frequent except on Link Roads.  This 
confirms the finding in the Technical Assessment that unskilled labour is only an 
important cost element on Link Road CPIs (See Table 6).  Typically, a beneficiary 
household contributes around PkR 2,000 plus 25 days labour to a CPI.   
 
Both the proportion of beneficiaries contributing and the contributions per beneficiary 
are markedly lower on Street Pavement and Drainage CPIs.  This seems to reflect 
the larger number of beneficiaries on these schemes.  As Table 6, above shows, the 
average cost of an SP&D scheme is not significantly lower than the other categories,  
 
Table 7: Beneficiary Household Contributions to CPI Construction 
Indicators  DWSS Irrigation Link Road SP&D 
Proportion Contributing 

- CO Members 
-Other Beneficiaries 

% 
91 
53 

% 
90 
68 

% 
95 
45 

% 
79 
42 

Cash Contributions 
- proportion making 
- Av PkR per HHD 

 
69% 
2,150 

 
61% 
5,491 

 
49% 
2,300 

 
64% 
1,927 

Labour Contributions 
- proportion making 
- Av Days per HHD 

 
59% 
32 

 
52% 
28 

 
58% 
26 

 
38% 
14 

 
The proportion of beneficiary households contributing to scheme maintenance is 
much lower: around a third of CO member beneficiaries and less than 20% of non-
members.  However, higher maintenance can be expected on DWSS and Irrigation 
CPIs and this is reflected in relatively high payments by those who do contribute: 
PkR 850 plus 6 days labour for Gravity and Mechanised DWSS; and, PkR 2,000 plus 
10 days on Irrigation schemes.  In other words, in one year households which 
contribute to maintenance pay between one third and a half of what they contributed 
to CPI construction.  The most likely explanation for this pattern is that a core group 
of households get a larger share of benefits, which makes it worth their while 
contributing to the maintenance.  For most households, however, the benefits are not 
enough to convince them to contribute.   
 
To a lesser extent, the same pattern applies on Link Roads, where 40% of CO 
member beneficiaries pay an average of PkR 589 plus 6 days for maintenance, while 
less than 10% of non-CO beneficiaries contribute anything.  On SP&D schemes, less 
than 10% of all beneficiary households contribute to maintenance at all. 
 
Table 8, summarises household responses to four questions about how they rate 
their CPI: 
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 Institutions: How do you rate ... 
1. Management Committee Performance?     Good, Okay, Poor, Don’t Know 
2. RSP Support?   
 
CPI Status:  Is the CPI .... 
3.  .... functional at present?     Yes or No 
4.  ..... safe from risk of closure? 
 
Overall 
5.  Are you satisfied with the performance of the CPI?  Yes or No 
    
Table: 8 Household Ratings of CPI Performance  
 DWSS Irrigation Link Road SP&D 

% ‘Good’ 
 

58 
39 
 

72 
64 

Institutions  
CPI Committees 
- CO Member 
- Non Member 
RSP Support 
- CO Member 
- Non Member 

% ‘Good’ 
 

84 
80 
 

85 
76 

% ‘Good’ 
 

78 
73 
 

78 
74 

% ‘Good’ 
 

75 
76 
 

90 
86 

% ‘Yes’ 
 

85 
89 
 

80 
86 

CPI Status  
Functional? 
- CO Member 
- Non Member 
Sustainable?  
- CO Member 
- Non Member 

% ‘Yes’ 
 

94 
94 
 

69 
75 

% ‘Yes’ 
 

98 
94 
 

65 
87 

% ‘Yes’ 
 

96 
98 
 

93 
92 

% ‘Yes’ 
90 
89 

Satisfied? 
- CO Member 
- Non Member 

% ‘Yes’ 
99 
96 

% ‘Yes’ 
95 
95 

% ‘Yes’ 
92 
95 

 
Overall, well over 90% of households expressed satisfaction with the CPI.  There 
was less support for the CO committees managing the CPIs, but this was as much 
because of a large proportion of Don’t Knows, rather than active dissatisfaction, 
which did exist on a handful of schemes.  Unsurprisingly, those who were not CO 
members were more likely to say Don’t Know about the committees.  RSP support 
was also considered ‘Good’ by over three quarters of the households interviewed.  
 
CPI status was also highly rated.  Over 85% of households reported the scheme as 
functional.  However there was a relatively high level of concern over sustainability.  
Nearly a third of CO members at Irrigation and Link Roads CPIs said that they did not 
think the scheme was safe from the risk of closure, and a fifth of CO members on 
DWSS schemes.  Households on mechanised DWSS mechanised schemes were 
particularly concerned.  The fact that CO members were more likely than non-
members to be worried about risk of closure may indicate their better understanding 
of the workings of the CPI, and possibly their greater dependence on the scheme.   
 
There were two DWSS sub-categories where levels of satisfaction were significantly 
lower: Dug Wells and Reservoirs.  Only 55% of households rated RSP support as 
’Good’ and a significant minority were not satisfied with scheme performance: 21% at 
Dug Wells and 13% at Reservoirs.  This was clearly linked to scheme functionality.  
Over a third of Reservoir households reported the CPI as ‘not functional at present’, 
and 17% of Dug Well households. 
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3.3.4 Beneficiary Numbers 
An accurate assessment of CPI impacts is critically dependent on a reliable estimate 
of beneficiary numbers: specifically the number of people who are regular users of 
the facilities provided. Physical observation is the best way to estimate this, for 
example by counting the number of people drawing water from  a well or the number 
of vehicles on a road during a defined period.  Unfortunately it was not possible to 
use this technique during the CPI survey.  Instead, estimates can be developed 
drawing on two sets of figures: the Target Beneficiaries number recorded when the 
CPI was planned; and, focus group estimates of current ‘Primary Beneficiaries’, ie 
households for which the CPI is the primary source of water, irrigation, etc.   In the 
individual interviews a proportion of households identified as beneficiaries reported 
that they were not using the CPI.   The estimates can be adjusted to make allowance 
for this.  Table 9, summarises the results.  Two Primary Beneficiary estimates are 
shown.  1ary Beneficiary All is the average across all CPIs including those which 
were not working.  1ary Beneficiary Working is the average across only those 
schemes which are working.   
 
Table: 9 CPI Beneficiary Estimates 
CPI Type N  

Target 
Beneficiary 

1ary 
Beneficiary 

All 

1ary 
Beneficiary 

Working 

 
Non-Working 

CPIs 

 
Non-Using 

Hhds % 
DWSS 

 - Gravity 28 60.7 68.6 68.6 0   1.8 
 - Mechanised 12 82.0 89.5 97.6 1 10.4 
 - Dug Well 18 52.8 34.8 44.7 4 31.4 
 - Reservoir 21 57.6 59.5 73.5 4 29.2 
OVERALL 79 61.3 61.7 69.6 9 17.5 

IRRIGATION 
 - Pipe 18 63.6 73.7 73.7 0     0 
 - Tubewell 15 25.2 13.1 16.4 3 13.5 
 - Karez   4 61.0 84.5 84.5 0   2.5 
 - Ch. Lining 37 63.9 71.1 73.1 1   1.1 
OVERALL 74 53.8 57.7 61.6 5   3.3 

LINK ROADS 
Link Roads 40 139.4 148.9 148.9 0 n/a 

STREET PAVEMENT & DRAINAGE 
SP&D 41 208.8 313.9 313.9 0 n/a 
 
Overall, CO member focus groups reported beneficiary numbers similar to but 
somewhat higher than the original Target Beneficiary number set when the CPI was 
planned. However, there were two important exceptions: Dug Well DWSS and 
Tubewell Irrigation schemes.   For both of these groups, the focus groups reported 
lower beneficiary numbers than target, even when the schemes which were not 
working are excluded from the calculation.  The difference was particularly high for 
Tubewell Irrigation schemes.  Reported Beneficiaries were 35% lower than Target.  It 
is also worth noting that even the Target Beneficiaries for Tubewell Irrigation is much 
the lowest of any category of CPI surveyed.  The proportion of non-user households 
was also high for the Dug Well and Tubewell categories.  Reservoir DWSS were a 
slightly different case.  Despite a significant number of non-working CPIs and a high 
proportion of non-user households, Reported Beneficiaries were as high or higher 
than Target.   
 
It was not clear from the survey how the beneficiaries from a Street Pavement & 
Drainage CPI are defined.  While all members of a community may gain something 
from an improved street, it is only those whose houses face directly onto it who 
receive real benefits. It is difficult to see how the 314 Reported Beneficiary 
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households can fit along the average SP&D length of 500 metres, or 1,000 metres if 
both sides are taken into account.  

3.3.5 CPI Impact: Drinking Water Supply Schemes 
 
The survey was designed to capture four relatively homogeneous categories of 
Drinking Water Supply Scheme, as follows:  
 
      % of RSP   CPIs  
            DWSS Portfolio          Surveyed 
  Gravity Flow        14.7    28 
  Mechanised        17.9    12 
  Dug Wells          7.7    18 
  Drinking Water Supply Reservoirs        7.3    21 

 
These four categories account for 47.6 of all RSP DWSS.  A fifth category, Hand 
Pumps, makes up a further 43%, but they were excluded from the survey because 
they are normally household-based and involve limited community action.   
 
Within the four categories, there is considerable variation in design.  Most 
importantly, 80% of Gravity and a third of Mechanised and Reservoir schemes 
include piped distribution to standpipes and individual houses.  Clearly, there is a big 
difference between a scheme with and without distribution.  DWS Reservoir schemes 
fall into two sub-categories.  Some are fed off an existing irrigation canal or water 
course.  Others are used to collect and store rainwater.  Here too there is an 
important technical difference.  A number of CPIs involved an element of 
rehabilitation of an existing scheme.  Theoretically, the net benefits from this will be 
less than for a completely new scheme.  Unfortunately, these differences were not 
anticipated in the survey design, although it has been possible to take some account 
of them by recoding during analysis. Subject to these qualifications, a typical design 
for each category would be: 
 
Gravity – Pipe or channel from a high altitude spring, average length 1.5 km, and a 

distribution network to houses.  In some cases, a tank. 
Mechanised – Motor pump, a dug or tubewell of 70m average depth, and piping from 

source, and in some cases distribution piping. 
Dug Well – A well of 50m average depth and in some cases a tank. 
DWS Reservoir – A reservoir of some 60,000 gallons, with piping or channels, in 

some cases distribution piping. 
 
In most cases a better drinking water supply allows beneficiary households to change 
the source of their water, from a dug well to a piped network for example.  And in 
most cases, the main benefit takes the form of less effort and less time spent 
collecting water.  To capture these impacts, households were first asked to report 
where they collected their water before the CPI and where they are collecting it now. 
 
Of 779 households interviewed, 136 (17.5%) are not using the CPI scheme.  The 
proportion of non-users was particularly high at Dug Well and Reservoir schemes: 
31% and 29% respectively.  Clearly, this relates to the lower levels of satisfaction 
with these schemes discussed in the previous section.   
 
Table 10, sums up the pattern of change which has resulted from the new drinking 
water systems used by 643 beneficiary households. 
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Table 10: Impact of DWSS on Household Water Sources 
Water Source  Before CPI 

% of All Households 
After CPI 

% of All Households 
 NOT USING CPI 
 17.5 17.5 
 USING CPI 
Surface Water  31.4   1.6 
Spring 26.1   1.3 
Dug Well 21.2 18.5 
Tanker   2.1 - 
Stand Pipe   1.4 13.6 
Pipe to House Yard - 23.8 
Pipe to House - 19.6 
Others -   4.0 
 
This analysis shows how DWSS have enabled a substantial shift away from open-
water sources such as surface water and springs.15

It is worth noting that RSP records and publications make little mention of 
reticulation, ie the provision of a piped distribution network, in discussions of DWSS.  
Yet the data shows that this is a critical element.  Schemes without reticulation may 
offer more reliable and better water supplies, and some reduction in labour.  Piped 
schemes enable a much bigger advance in living standards.

  In the main they have been 
replaced by a piped connection, at least to a standpipe, for nearly 60% of 
households: over 40% to the individual house compound.  This represents a very 
major change in rural Pakistan.   
 

16

Type of 
DWSS 

  
 
For rural households, the time and effort spent in fetching water is one of the greatest 
single burdens, especially for the women. Reducing this effort is the most important 
benefit expected from improved DWSS infrastructure.  To measure this households 
were asked two before/after questions: 
- Who ‘mainly’ fetched water before the CPI, and who does it now? 
- How long did a trip to fetch water take before the CPI, and how long does it take 
now? 
 
Table 11, summarises the results.  For the first question it shows the proportion of 
households reporting that ‘mainly women’ fetch water, as the best indicator of how 
things have changed. 
 
Table 11: Livelihood Impacts of Drinking Water CPIs 

% ‘Mainly Women’ Minutes to Water Source Av. Minutes 
Saved Before CPI After CPI Before CPI After CPI 

Gravity 88 50 70   2 68 
Mechanical 63 38 67   8 58 
Dug Well 38 42 76 37 39 
Reservoir 58 56 70 45 35 
Note:  Statistics refer to 643 households using the CPIs. 136 non-users excluded. 
 
In terms of who ‘mainly’ fetches water, three different patterns can be seen.  In one 
group, gravity/mechanical, fetching water was very much the women’s job previously.  
                                                
15 ‘Surface Water’ includes a range of open-water sources: rivers, lakes, canals etc 
16 Unfortunately the importance of reticulation was not recognised when designing survey questionnaire.  
Otherwise clearer data might have been available. 
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They did it at three quarters of households. The CPI has reduced that burden 
substantially.  In communities using dug wells, women had the main the responsibility 
for fetching water in well under half the households.  The CPI allowed a small 
number of households to transfer the responsibility to them.  Reservoir schemes 
seem to fall midway between the other groups, with no obvious CPI impact.  
 
A possible explanation for these patterns may be that in communities where water 
sources are a long distance away, it is more likely that men and boys will go to fetch 
it in bulk, using donkeys and other forms of transport.  When the water source is 
closer, then it becomes practical and socially acceptable, for women to walk to the 
well and hand-carry the water back to the house.  Where a new CPI dug well brings 
the water closer to the house, it allows women to take over the job of collecting it. 
 
The time savings underline the impact of reticulation, distributing water to the house 
compound through a pipe network.  This was mainly available on Gravity and 
Mechanical schemes, with the result that the time to fetch water post-CPI is mininal 
and the time savings almost twice as great as on the other schemes.  On those other 
schemes, the average time savings are still substantial.  However, 22% of Dug Well 
and 35% of Reservoir households reported No Change: ie zero time saved.  
 
After the time and effort saved collecting water, increased consumption of water is a 
second potential benefit from a Drinking Water Supply Scheme.  This is difficult to 
measure in an interview survey, as it depends on both respondents and enumerators 
having an accurate idea of volumes.  Subject to that qualification, households 
reported an average current consumption, for all uses apart from livestock, of 23 
litres per capita per day.   Consumption was higher on Mechanised DWSS, at 29 
litres.  The other three categories were within two litres of the overall average.  These 
figures are very much in line with international norms suggesting that 20-30 litres per 
day is enough to meet basic needs in developing countries. 
 
It was not realistic to ask respondents to remember how much water they used to 
consume, ‘before’ the CPI, in order to estimate CPI impact on consumption.  
However, the consumption benefit of improved water supplies might be observed in 
differences in water use between households with piped water and those without.  
Tentatively, this seems to be confirmed.  For the survey as a whole, over 50% of 
households use less than 20 litres per capita per day.  For households with piped 
water, only 20% of households fall below that standard.  
 
Better water quality, with better health as a result, is a third expected benefit from 
DWSS infrastructure.  Comparison between scheme categories and between with- 
and without-distribution CPIs shows conflicting evidence.  Piped-distribution might be 
expected to be more healthy.  In terms of reported diarrhoea, it is: only 8% of 
households reporting it, compared to 14% for households without distribution.  
However, for gastric disease the result is reversed: 9% with distribution versus only 
5% without.  This may be an indication of the fact that better infrastructure does not 
automatically result in better water quality.  If the source is polluted, for example, 
pipes will just carry that pollution more efficiently.  
  
The last part of the household questionnaire asked respondents for their perception 
of CPI benefits.  Table 12, summarises the responses, using the proportion reporting 
a ‘Large Benefit’ as the single indicator. 
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Table 12: Household Perceptions of CPI Benefits- Proportion of Households Reporting 
‘Large Benefits’ to women and children health and free time 

  
Gravity 

 
Mechanised 

 
Dug Well 

 
Reservoir 

With 
Distribution 

Without 
Distribution 

% 
64 
54 

Health 
Women’s  
Children’s 

% 
66 
67 

% 
21 
17 

% 
32 
31 

% 
59 
51 

% 
37 
35 

% 
77 
41 

Free Time 
Women’s 
Children’s 

% 
66 
57 

% 
35 
11 

% 
35 
18 

% 
67 
35 

% 
47 
28 

 
The message from this part of the survey is clear.   Two thirds of households at 
Gravity and Mechanised CPIs see large benefits in terms of women’s health and 
time, and to a lesser extent children’s health and time.  Households at Dug Well and 
Reservoir CPIs are much less impressed.  Piped distribution is also an important 
factor. 

3.3.6 CPI: Irrigation  
The Irrigation section of the IIA Survey aimed to cover 40 CPIs which involved 
conveyance, ie building channels or pipes to carry water to irrigable land, and 40 
CPIs for lining existing irrigation channels.  This would cover 90% of RSP irrigation 
CPIs.  In the event, the conveyance category was found to include pumped tubewell 
schemes and traditional Karez.  After recategorisation, the survey covered four main 
groups17: 
     

To analyse CPI impacts, households were asked to report details of their cropping in 
each field: before and after CPI.  Field sizes were twice as large on Tubewell and 
Lining schemes, but 90% of fields on all schemes were within the CPI area and 
irrigated in both kharif and rabi.  Again Tubewells were an exception, with only two-

      No of CPIs         Average of Main Features                             
  Pipe/channel conveyance 18    Length: 730 m 
  Tubewells   15   Depth:  64 m Pump: 24 hp 
  Karez      4  Length: 678 m (rehab), 188 m (extend)  
  Channel Lining  36  Length: 962 m 
  
In the Household Survey, 754 beneficiary households were asked details of how the 
CPI had changed their farm livelihoods.  The first expected benefit of an irrigation 
scheme is an increase in the farmed area.  Overall, the survey revealed little net 
increase in the area farmed.  Four farmers reported farming less land after the CPI, 
and 109 farmed more.  But there was nothing to show that this increase was a result 
of the CPI.  Overall, the average area pre-CPI was 52 Kanal.  Post-CPI it was 53 
Kanal. 
 
Areas differed widely between categories of scheme.  On Karez, the average was 
only 13 Kanal per household.  On Tubewell and Lining Schemes it was 60 Kanal.  
There were some very large farms in both these categories.  8% of farmers had over 
18 acres (144 Kanal).  It can be estimated that 18% of any CPI benefits went to this 
small group.  On four schemes, two or three households farmed over 25 acres each, 
making the distribution of benefits even more unequal.  It might be expected that CO 
members would have more land than the 25% of beneficiaries who are not members.  
This was only substantially true on Tubewell schemes, where members had some 20 
kanal more than non-members.  However, on Lining schemes, where 37% are non-
members, their holdings on average are fractionally higher than for CO members.  
 

                                                
17 One dug well was excluded from the analysis. 
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thirds irrigated in rabi.  Almost all the fields were owned, with barely 5% 
sharecropped or rented. 
 
The first potential impact of an irrigation scheme is bringing more fields under 
irrigation.  On Pipe and Karez schemes, farmers reported that 40% of the irrigated 
area was additional as the result of the CPI.  On Tubewell schemes it was 16% and, 
as expected, on Lining schemes it was only 7%.   
 
Increased crop intensity, ie more double cropping and a corresponding reduction in 
fallow land, is a second important potential impact.  On Pipe and Karez schemes, this 
impact was significant.  On the former, fallow areas fell by two-thirds in both rabi and, 
especially, kharif.  Up to 40% of land had been fallow in the kharif.  The CPI brought 
this down to 16%, allowing increased production of fodder and vegetables.  In rabi 
the extra land went mostly to wheat.  The effect was similar, although not so large, on 
Karez, with the extra kharif area going into rice and the rabi into wheat.  The impact 
on Channel Lining and Tubewell schemes was relatively minor, mainly because 
fallow areas were already much lower, even before the CPI. 
 
Increased yields are the last potential impact from irrigation.  Farmer estimates of 
yield are inevitably inaccurate but they can provide an indication.  Of the six principal 
kharif crops, and three rabi crops, farmer estimates show increases of between 30 
and 40% for eight crops.   For the other two crops – cotton and rice – the estimates 
show a decline in yield of around 5%.  Of all these crops, only one result was 
statistically significant: a 38% increase in wheat yields.  It must be emphasised that 
yields may change for many reasons, not just the availability of irrigation water. As 
the negative results for cotton and rice indicate, market prices and other factors can 
have a much stronger influence. 
 
Overall, it seems probable that reduced fallow was the largest contributor to 
increased farm output.  Whatever the reason, over 90% of beneficiary households 
reported that their production crop production had increased as a result of the CPI.  
In terms of their livelihoods, 75% perceived ‘large benefits’ to their farm revenue and 
63% to their food security.  Other possible impacts, such as on housing and women’s 
and children’s free time, were seen as much less significant.  

3.3.7 CPI Impact: Link Roads 
Link Roads make up 73% of RSP CPIs in transport and communications.  Typically, 
these are small sections of road joining a village to the nearest larger road.  Of the 40 
schemes surveyed, the majority were simple structures.  40% included some 
retaining walls, and 27% a culvert.  The average length was 1.5 kilometres.  This 
included five longer roads, between four and 10 kilometres, and five short stretches 
of less than a kilometre.  25 out of 40 schemes were less than a kilometre long. 
 
To understand the impact of the Link Road, beneficiary households were asked what 
mode of travel they had used before the road was built, and what mode they use 
now.  This was in relation to eight facilities including water sources, shops, schools, 
clinics and the nearest Tehsil administration. 
 
In most respects, the analysis showed that household travel has changed in the way 
that would be expected: principally through a shift from walking to travel by bicycle or 
motor vehicle.  However the changes were not great.  For most purposes, on-foot 
remains the dominant option.  Households were also asked how long each trip took 
before the CPI and now, to allow the Minutes Saved to be calculated.  Table 13, 
shows a summary, using the percentage travelling on-foot as the key indicator. 
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Table 13:  Link Road Impacts on Modes of Travel 
Destination % Hhds Travel On-Foot Min.s 

Saved 
Notes 

Before Now 
Water source 38.7 37.2   8.4 60% do not use road to fetch water  
General store 85.5 74.3 27.5 Shift to public transport & m/cycle 
Bus/Taxi Stop 82.3 68.5   2.7 Shift to bicycle & m/cycle 
School 
  - Boys 
  - Girls 

 
86.5 
78.8 

 
82.5 
75.8 

 
19.5 
18.4 

 
Shift to bicycle & public transport 
Same – 6% hhds girls do not go 

Clinic/Hospital 48.4 27.4 22.7 Shift to public trpt, m/cycle,bicycle 
Tehsil Centre 28.2   9.2 72.2 Shift to public trpt, m/cycle,bicycle 
 
Although there has been a clear shift towards wheeled transport, the fact remains 
that walking is still the usual way of travelling for all common daily purposes.  It is 
only for medical emergencies, and less frequent visits to administrative centres that 
motor transport becomes the dominant choice.  
 
Bicycles, public transport and motor cycles have all become much more widely 
available in Pakistan over the last 10 years.  It is impossible, therefore, to say how 
much of these relatively small changes in travel patterns can be attributed to the 
construction of the Link Roads.  The short length of the roads suggests that it can 
only be a small proportion. 
 
Households were asked to rate the benefits of the Link Road in terms of different 
livelihood aspects.  The proportion responding that there were ‘large benefits’ serves 
as an indicator of these perceptions: 
 
 

3.3.8 CPI Impact: Street Pavement and Drainage  

Livelihood Aspect  % Perceiving ‘Large Benefits’ 
 Household income    64 
 Sales of Farm Produce   51 
 Cost of Farm Inputs    35 
 Education 
   - Girls      37 
   - Boys     40 
 Women’s Leisure    18 
 Children’s Leisure    16 
 

Street Pavement and Drainage schemes make up 51% of RSP investments in 
sanitation and street pavement CPIs.  The standard SP&D scheme consists of a 
length of street paved with brick (Soling), with formed drains on either side.  By its 
nature, this type of scheme is designed for communities with reasonably well built 
houses along both sides of a street.  The 41 SP&D CPIs surveyed had, on average, 
505 metres of paved street.18

The principal benefits of SP&D take the form of amenity and reductions in pollution 
and disease.  These are difficult to measure.  To gain some indication, 409 
beneficiary households were asked how they had changed the way they dispose of 
waste water and waste material, or rubbish.  With regard to waste water, the results 
were very consistent.  Before the CPI, 70% threw their water into the street.  Now the 

  
 

                                                
18 For reasons that are not clear the average length of both foundations and drains was over three times 
this.   
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same percentage have their waste piped into the CPI drain.  With regard to rubbish, 
the CPI made less difference.  There has been some increase in the numbers taking 
their waste to a dump, from 66% to 72%.  The proportion benefitting from a collection 
scheme has also increased, from 8% to 15%.  Overall, however, a clear majority 
have experienced no change.  The same applies, even more so, to cleaning the 
street and drains. 80% of households have always done these tasks, and continue to 
do so. 
 
The survey found that a third of beneficiary households have water closets and 
cesspits.  While not directly relevant to SP&D CPIs, which do not include sewerage, it 
is indicative of the relatively high level of development of some of the communities 
concerned.  

3.3.9 Limitations 
The Immediate Impact Assessment Survey has provided a clear picture of many 
aspects of RSP investments in Community Physical Infrastructure projects.  
However, there are some key limitations which should be borne in mind when 
reading the survey report and this synthesis: 
 
• The diverse nature of the projects, especially the drinking water schemes, has 

made it difficult to simplify the overall analysis. 

• Survey teams were instructed to replace any scheme where 10 beneficiary 
households were not available for  interview.  By excluding schemes where there 
were no users, this may have given the overall results a positive bias.  

• Estimates of beneficiary numbers based on group discussions are likely to have a 
high margin of error.  No direct counts were possible to provide a cross check. 

• 2,000 handpump CPIs represent over 11% of  the total portfolio, and 14% of RSP 
expenditure on infrastructure.   At 50 beneficiaries per handpump CPI, their 
exclusion leaves a significant gap in the survey.  

3.4 An Indicative Cost:Benefit Analysis 
Data from the Impact Assessment Survey can be used to generate some simplified 
Cost:Benefit models for each sub-category of CPI.  The cost per beneficiary 
household is the essential starting point.  Table 14, presents an analysis of the RSP 
portfolio in the six categories of CPI included in the survey. 
 
Table 14: Beneficiaries and Cost per Beneficiary at RSP CPIs 

Types of CPIs No of 
CPIs 

Hhds Per 
CPI 

Cost per 
CPI - PkR 

Cost Per 
Hhd - PkR 

TRANSPORT     
1. Link Roads 1,675 135 432,785 3,206 
DRINKING WATER     
2. Gravity/Mechanical 1,542   55 388,958 7,072 
3. Reservoir and Dug well    736   48 194,258 4,047 
IRRIGATION     
4. Conveyance     724   68 543,695 7,996 
5. Lining of Water Courses 3,261   50 410,573 8,211 
SANITATION     
6. Street Pavement & Drainage 1,719 163 445,769 2,735 
Total 9,657   87 410,733 4,721 
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The table shows that although the average cost per CPI is similar across most 
categories, the cost per beneficiary household ranges from PkR 2,700 to over 8,000.  
Road and street paving schemes cost least per beneficiary.  Irrigation schemes cost 
the most. 
 
The survey of 240 CPIs gave beneficiary numbers and cost per beneficiary in line 
with these averages across all RSP CPIs in each category, indicating that the survey 
is representative of the whole.  The exception is Irrigation where the survey cost per 
beneficiary is nearly 40% higher than the RSP average. With high costs and low 
beneficiary numbers, tubewell irrigation schemes come out particularly expensive at 
15,000 per target beneficiary.  Irrigation tubewells are one of two categories where 
user numbers reported in the survey are much less than the target: barely 50%.  The 
result is a cost of PkR 29,000 per user household

The next four sections present highlights from an indicative cost:benefit analysis for 
each of the survey categories.

.  
 

It is important to note a significant hidden, or overhead cost which is not included in 
the above figures: the RSPs’ own costs.  The survey showed that CPIs take a high 
level of support: as much as 30 or 40 SO and engineer visits.  A full economic 
analysis would need to take it into account. 
 

19

3.4.1 DWSS  

  

Two simplified models of DWSS scheme are analysed.  The first is for a relatively 
expensive scheme which includes reticulation, ie distribution to the house compound 
(DWSS 1).  This is taken to be most representative of the Gravity and Mechanised 
schemes in the survey.  The second model is for a more basic CPI which provides a 
traditional water source from which the household still has to fetch the water (DWSS 
2).  The Dug Well CPI is the typical case of this model. 
 
For both models, the principal benefit comes from the time or labour effort saved in 
fetching the water.  It would be expected that a better water supply would also yield 
additional benefit in the form of increased consumption.  The survey evidence did not 
seem to support this, with little difference in the amounts consumed at schemes with 
and without reticulation.  It is not necessarily true that more convenient water is also 
healthier water.  Nevertheless, survey respondents certainly considered better health 
as an important benefit on Gravity and Mechanised schemes.  And there was a clear 
difference in this perception between the DWSS 1 class of schemes (Gravity and 
Mechanised) and the DWSS 2 class.  However, valuing health benefits is a complex 
exercise and the data is not strong enough to justify the effort.  For these reasons, 
the analysis only took account of time saved.  
 
For each model, High and Low cases were evaluated.  The High Case was based on 
the averages recorded in the survey.  The results are strongly positive for both 
classes of scheme.  They would indicate that the cost of the CPI is paid back in 
barely five months for DWSS 1.  However, this High Case depended on accepting 
the necessarily imprecise estimates of beneficiary numbers and the level of use per 
beneficiary.  It also valued labour at the market wage, where the opportunity cost for 
family labour is likely to be lower.   
 

                                                
19 The full analysis is in Section 7 of An Immediate Impact Assessment Survey of RSP’s CPI Projects, 
RSPN, Islamabad, 2010 
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The Low Case was adjusted to reflect these uncertainties, showing that relatively 
small reductions in the different parameters add up to a substantial reduction in the 
CPI Benefits.  Nevertheless, the Low Case still indicates that the cost of an average 
DWSS 1 CPI would be repaid in less than five years.  For a DWSS 2 CPI it would be 
over seven years.  A simple discounted cash flow analysis over 10 years shows an 
Internal Rate of Return of 19% for the DWSS 1 Low Case.  For the DWSS 2 Low 
Case it is 6%. 
 
On this very indicative basis, the investment case for DWSS seems to be strong, at 
least for those schemes which include reticulation (DWSS 1).  Even on the Low 
Case, the benefits are so large they might indicate that beneficiaries should make a 
greater contribution than the standard RSP 20%.  By comparison, on the Low Case, 
the economic return from schemes without reticulation (DWSS 2) is marginal.   

3.4.2 Irrigation 
The benefits of improved irrigation facilities are analysed in terms of the incremental 
area per beneficiary household for each crop.  As discussed in Section 3.3.6, the 
incremental area comes partly from an increase in the total farm area, and partly 
from a reduction in the area of fallow.  Using standard data on crop Gross Margins, 
the impact of increased yields is also estimated.  Taken together this produces an 
estimate of the Incremental Household Gross Margin, ie the net benefit per annum 
per household.  Multiplied by the beneficiary numbers, this allows a Cost:Benefit 
calculation.  As for DWSS, High and Low cases are estimated. 
 
For three of the Irrigation categories the analysis is positive, showing repayment 
periods of between two and five years.  The simplified DCF analysis shows rates of 
returns between 14% (Channel Lining, Low Case) and 49% (Karez, High Case).  
Provided the estimates are accurate, the investment case for these classes of 
scheme is strong.  
 
Tubewell CPIs are a significant exception.  Even on the High Case estimated 
incremental net revenues barely cover operating costs.  On the Low Case, the 
schemes make an operating loss.  This result is particularly significant because 
operating costs are likely to be highest on Tubewell schemes.  (As throughout, 
operating costs have been taken as 10% of the capital cost.)   Until these figures 
have been checked and ways found to substantially improve tubewell scheme 
performance, RSPs should not continue to invest in this class of CPI. 
 
It is important to note that there is only one reason for the poor results of the 
Tubewell CPIs: a low number of targetted beneficiaries, and an even lower number of 
actual beneficiaries.  On a per household basis, the incremental production is as 
good as it is on Channel Lining schemes and nearly double that on Karez.  There are 
just not enough households to cover the investment cost of the scheme. 

3.4.3 Link Roads 
Time saved is the principal expected benefit from any road investment.  Most other 
benefits, in terms of better access and mobility, all spring from the reduction in travel 
time: a shorter time to make the various trips a household must make as it goes 
about its business.  The important exception is the reduction in the cost of motor 
transport, in terms of lower fuel consumption and wear and tear, which spring from 
an improved road.  Unfortunately the survey did not capture data on this aspect. 
 
Table 15, sets out the assumptions used to put a value on the time savings springing 
from a link road, starting from the Average Minutes Saved recorded in the survey. 
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The survey did not record the number of trips a household makes to the various 
destinations, so indicative estimates are used.  
 
Table 15: Estimated Average Household Time Saved from a Link Road 

 
DESTINATION 

Average 
Minutes 
Saved 

Estimated 
Trips Per 

Year 

Adult 
Hours 
Saved 

Child 
Hours 
Saved 

Water source 8.4 1200 168.0  
General store 27.5 52   23.8  
‘Bus Stop’ 2.7 52     2.3  
Boys’ school 19.5 150  48.8 
Girls’ school 18.4 150  46.0 
Clinic/Hospital 3.7 20     1.2  
Family planning service 26.7  5     2.2  
Tehsil administration 72.2 10   12.0  

TOTAL   209.5 94.8 
     Note: Assumes all households make these savings.  Incorrect in that 60% of households do not use  
     the road to fetch water (See Section 3.3.7)  
 
As before, High and Low Cases are analysed.  The High is based on the above 
figures.  The Low Case is adjusted to reflect reduced beneficiary numbers, a family 
‘wage’ below the market rate and an incremental cost of using motor transport 
instead of walking.  The analysis showed a High Case payback period of under two 
years.  For the Low Case it is 14 years.  The large difference shows how sensitive 
the analysis is to the starting assumptions.   
 
The analysis in the Survey report does not give weight to the fact noted in Section 
3.3.7 that 60% of households do not use the road to fetch water.  It can be argued, 
therefore, that even the Low Case is overestimated.  This is critical because the 
positive result is highly dependent on the value attributed to time saved fetching 
water; which contributes three quarters of the estimated Value of Household Time 
Saved.  Without it, Link Road CPIs would not be economically justifiable.  There is a 
clear case for saying that a DWSS CPI with reticulation to the houses is a 
substantially better investment than a Link Road.  In other words, the analysis is 
entirely dependent on the accuracy of the estimate of the time saved collecting water, 
the assumption about the number of trips to fetch water and the number of 
households who actually the road to collect their water.  
For these reasons, any future surveys of RSP road investments should emphasise 
the collection of data on the numbers of trips, changes in motor vehicle and other 
‘fares’, as well as more accurate estimates of Time Saved.  
 
The importance of these caveats is underlined by the difference between the 
discounted cash analysis of the High and Low Cases.  The High Cases shows an 
IRR of 58%, but the Low turns negative: - 7%.  There is a case for saying that RSPs 
should not make any further investments in Link Roads until there is stronger 
evidence on the potential benefits. 

3.4.4 Street Pavement & Drainage 
Street Pavement and Drainage CPIs might be expected to provide benefits through 
improvements in health, through time savings from not having to throw out waste 
water etc and through amenity: the general sense of well-being that results from 
living in a clean and well-built environment.  There is literature to suggest that this 
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sense of amenity generates further benefits in reductions in petty crime such as 
vandalism and littering.  None of these benefits are easy to measure or quantify.  
 
To give some indication, the Survey Report analyses what time savings per 
household would be enough to justify the investment in pavement and drainage.  It 
suggests that a relatively small amount of time saved per household is enough to 
justify an SP&D CPI: between 4 and 12 days a year, or between 5 and 15 minutes a 
day.  However, this depends critically on the high reported number of beneficiary 
households: 314 per CPI.  As discussed in Section 3.3.8, this figure needs checking.  

3.5 CPI Case Studies 
 
The CPI Impact Assessment Survey identified the most problems, and the highest 
levels of user dissatisfaction, in two categories of Drinking Water Supply Scheme 
CPIs: Dug Wells and Reservoirs.  To investigate this more closely, case studies were 
commissioned covering eight DWSS: three Reservoirs and five Dug Wells. Four 
schemes identified as functional and well maintained were selected for study, and 
four where there were problems and poor functionality.  All eight schemes were in 
Sindh, five of them in Tharparkar.  This reflected the concentration of dug well and 
reservoir CPIs in a region where water supply is a major problem.  Two reservoirs 
were sponsored by NRSP.  The other six case study DWSS were sponsored by 
TRDP.  

3.5.1 Reservoir Schemes 
There are two principal types of drinking water reservoir CPIs.  In canal irrigation 
areas, a reservoir allows the community to store drinking water during their turn for 
irrigation.  The water can then be distributed from the reservoir to where the 
community needs it.  The second type of reservoir is built in regions where water 
collects in a depression, called “Taraee” in Sindhi, during the rainy season.  What 
can be termed a Rainwater Reservoir is designed to deepen the depression so as to 
increase the amount of water it collects, and store it and keep it clean for a longer 
period.  Two of the three case studies were of the first kind, what can be called Canal 
Storage Reservoirs (CSR), and one was a Rainwater Reservoir (RR).  The CSRs 
were in Mirpurkhas and Badin, the RR was in Tharparkar. 
 
The CSRs were sponsored by NRSP and built to a relatively complex design.  In 
addition to a feeder channel from the irrigation canal, and distribution piping and 
hand-pumps, they both have a boundary wall and one has chambers for sand 
filtration and chlorination.  At 100,000 and 250,000 litres capacity, they were built to 
provide a standard 15-day supply per beneficiary household: ie 342 litres per day.  
For a household of 8 people, that would give over 40 litres per day per capita: double 
the average recorded in the CPI Impact Assessment Survey (See Section 3).  
However, the two reservoirs are now supplying between 50% and 100% more 
households than the original target, which brings the amount available per household 
more in line with the survey result.     
 
Both the two CSRs are operational.  Landlords contribute the water from their 
irrigation allocation and community members cooperate to clear the reservoirs out 
and paint the boundary walls.  However, the filtration and chlorination chambers are 
not used, and some hand-pumps are not operational.  Both COs have a Maintenance 
Fund, but as was found to be typical in the IA Survey, neither one uses it.  At one 
site, it was clearly explained how the complexity of passing resolutions and getting 
RSP approval discouraged its use.  Instead funds are raised as and when needed.   
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Both communities sometimes use other water sources, especially when the irrigation 
canal is not flowing.  Unfortunately the case studies did not probe this aspect, so it is 
not possible to say how much of the community’s total water need is met by the 
reservoir. 
 
Distribution arrangements are a critical part of each scheme.  In one community, 
each of two muhalla’s has its own pipeline and hand pump.  However they both 
belong to the same biraderi (clan), and if one pipeline is out of use they share the 
other.  At the other CSR the distribution line goes to the house of the landlord and 
village headman.  Hand-pumps near the reservoir are broken, and the only two water 
points are at the headman’s house and at his Ottaque, or guest house, outside the 
village.  Members of the minority Bheel community are not allowed to draw water 
direct from the reservoir, so they can only take it from the headman’s house.  Women 
do not use the water point at the Ottaque.      
 
The Rainfall Reservoir which was studied is broken down and barely used.  It was 
built in 2004 by a CO of 22 members in a large Bheel community of 600 households.  
It is now used by 35 households.  On the standard allowance used for the CSRs, its 
67,968 litre capacity would be enough for 13 households for 15 days, perhaps double 
that at the IA Survey average of 20 litres per capita per day.  Assuming a good rainy 
season fills the reservoir four times, these figures show that if it is in good condition 
this kind of DWSS can support up to 26 households for two months.  However, after 
three years operation, the roof collapsed due to flooding.  The reservoir is now 
cracked and it now only holds water for two weeks.  Maintenance may have been an 
issue, but this level of collapse seems more likely to indicate poor design and 
construction.   
 
In areas like Tharparkar where the rains are short and irregular, the benefits of 
Rainwater Reservoirs are inevitably limited.  However, Tharparkar is also an area 
where the groundwater is brackish.  Communities are reported to put a high value on 
having sweet rainwater, even if it is only for a few months. 
 
The Case Study team draw one important conclusion from the analysis of the three 
reservoir schemes: the fact that ‘continuous availability of water keeps community 
members involved with the infrastructure and pushes them to maintain it.’  In other 
words, Rainwater Reservoirs, which are only operational for a couple of months, are 
much more difficult to sustain than Canal Storage Reservoirs which are in use for 
most of the year.  
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3.5.2 Dug Wells 
The five case study dug wells were all built to a standard design, little different from 
those that have been built in the region for centuries.  3.5 foot in diameter and lined 
with brick, or nowadays concrete, they reach considerable depths.  At between 45 
metres and 87 metres, none of the case study wells would be classified as shallow.  
They are equipped with a pulley mounted on a wooden frame, over which water is 
drawn up in leather or rubber buckets.  As would be expected at these depths, 
donkeys or camels are used to provide the lift. 
 
Of the five, three are not being used.  One was never completed.  Rock was met 
during the digging, and funds ran out before a useable aquifer was reached.  A 
second well yields so little water that it takes over 20 hours to recharge.  Only one 
household now uses it.  The water in the third well is too brackish to drink, so it is 
only used for brick making and bathing. 
 
Even on the two working wells, yield is an issue.  After three hours use, recharge 
takes as much as three more hours.  Therefore, households take their water 
according to a rota.  An important innovation is that each well is equipped with 
distribution pipes to lead the water directly from the well to tanks in nearby houses.  
These tanks hold over 1,000 litres, enough for one family’s weekly consumption.  At 
one well, 16 households are connected in this way.  It seems probable that they get a 
larger share of the water than those which still have to fetch their water at the well. It 
is reported that households paid for the piping themselves, but the tanks may have 
been subsidised through a separate NGO programme. Unfortunately, the case 
studies did not probe these points. 

3.5.3 Social Impacts  
In all except one case, the case study DWSS were built by and used by one social 
group.  TRDP seems to have concentrated on minority Hindu groups.  Two of its six 
schemes were with Manghwar COs and three with Bheel.  In communities where 
they lived next to more powerful Muslim groups, a new dug well may have given the 
minority its first separate access to its own water source.   
 
The importance of this is illustrated at the one site where Muslim and Bheel 
communities share a Canal Storage Reservoir.  Here the landlord and village 
headman controls the use of the CSR.  Although the Bheel are allowed access to the 
water, it is on restricted terms which maintain their inferior position.  Because they 
are Hindu, it is preferred that they do not take water directly from the reservoir.  The 
Case Study team asked the village leaders if they would allow the Bheels a separate 
water point.  They said they would not.  Some influential households in this village 
have installed private tanks in their houses and pump these full from the reservoir.  
They justify this privilege by saying that they pay the costs of the reservoir, including 
presumably the irrigation water.  While this is probably true, the fact remains that the 
DWSS has clearly reinforced existing power structures. 
 
This case illustrates another point.  The fact that there is no direct connection 
between the success of a DWSS CPI and the activity of the CO.  At this CSR 
scheme, the CO is inactive, presumably because the existing village leadership has 
control of the scheme and sees no need to maintain it.  The contrast is with the Dug 
Well where the water is too brackish to drink.  Here the CO is still active and looking 
for other ways to develop the community.  However, there is no doubt that COs 
where the CPI has failed are less likely to be active. 
 



 32 

In the drier parts of Sindh, the introduction of taankas, household water storage 
tanks, has had an important impact.  Apart from making it possible to store water 
piped from a well to the house, they are also used for rainwater collection, and for 
storing water trucked in from outside.  Households in the community with the well 
which is too brackish to drink are paying PkR 2,500 for enough water to last them for 
two to three months. 
 
Whether it is cleaning out the dug wells twice a year, removing silt from the reservoirs 
or painting a boundary wall, communities have no difficulty with day to day 
maintenance.  And they do not need a formal Maintenance Fund, which just creates 
unnecessary procedures.   However, a community cannot rebuild a facility that has 
collapsed through poor design and construction.  A related issue concerns the 
community’s contribution to an unsuccessful scheme.  Where the risk of buiIding an 
unsuccessful scheme is unavoidably high, it can be questioned whether it is 
reasonable to ask the community to risk making a substantial contribution.  This was 
what happened at the three failed Dug Wells.  The same applies where the facility 
fails because of poor design or construction. 
 
The Case Study team highlights the lack of women’s involvement in planning and 
managing the DWSS.  The only WOs recorded in the case study villages were 
formed recently, eg under the Union Council Plan, and have nothing to do with the 
DWSS.  The team also highlights the need to design a DWSS to meet the needs of 
women as its principal users.  Pump and well designs could be improved, for child 
safety.  Separate areas for laundry and bathing would help to keep the water points 
clean and hygienic.  Ways to reinforce the women’s influence over management 
would help speed necessary repairs to hand-pumps etc. 
 
The case studies identify some significant patterns in the way gender relations and 
access to water interact: 
 
-  “the responsibility of arranging water .. has shifted to the men, especially in houses 
where there are piped connections to the dug well.”  It seems to be generally the 
case that where animals are used to raise water, it is men who manage them. 
 
- “prior to the DWSS, water collection was mainly done by older women or children.  
As they had to walk outside the village, the younger women were not allowed to 
conduct this activity. [After the DWSS], the responsibility of arranging water for the 
household has now .... shifted to the younger women and children ...” 
 
- “Their domestic needs and strict observance of purdah for the women continuously 
puts pressure on the men-folk ... for keeping this water supply scheme fully 
functional.” 

3.6 Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
RSPs have helped COs across Pakistan to implement a large portfolio of successful 
physical infrastructure projects.  All but a few of them have been built on budget and 
on time.  Most of the projects are in good condition and they are well used; with 
between 55 and 300 beneficiary households.  Communities have participated actively 
in planning the projects and made substantial contributions to the cost: 20% and 
more in cash and labour.  COs have had close support from RSP Social Organisers 
and Engineers, who visited each project up to 40 times during planning and 
implementation.  However, only half of the COs had been given specific training in 
managing a CPI. 
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Many CPIs benefit households which are not members of the CO: 55% of 
beneficiaries on Street Pavement and Drainage schemes.  These non-members 
contributed substantially to the cost at half of the CPIs surveyed.  The average 
contribution per household was Rs 2,000 ($23) in cash plus 25 days of labour.  (For 
irrigation the cash was more than double the average, for street pavement the labour 
was half.)  For both members and non-members, most COs raised contributions on 
the individual household’s ‘ability to pay’.  The exception was irrigation, where ‘share 
of the benefits’ was the more common choice.  The first choice indicates the 
communities’ sense of equity and willingness to allow the poor to pay less.  
(However, it can also mean that powerful households justify taking a greater share of 
the benefits by the fact that they pay more.)  The second choice shows that COs 
recognise the essentially private nature of irrigation schemes: those who own the 
land get the benefit.  This is important because there are some schemes where a few 
households own a large part of the land.  The average contribution per household 
was  
 
RSPs recommend COs set up separate Implementation, Audit and Operations and 
Maintenance committees for a CPI, with a minimum of  two members on each.  A 
proportion did not have any committees at all, but most COs had the full complement 
of three.  Although many opted for the minimum number of members on each.  COs 
seem to prefer an ad hoc approach to operations and maintenance.  Rather than 
make a regular charge, they collect money as and when it is needed; and only 33% 
of beneficiaries contribute.  Only a third of COs are operating their Maintenance 
Fund.    
 
90% of COs said they were satisfied with their CPI and with the RSP’s support.  
However, on roads and irrigation schemes up to a third were concerned about the 
CPI’s sustainability.  Of 240 CPIs, 14 were not operational: 6%.  These were 
concentrated in three categories of scheme:  Dug Wells and Reservoirs for drinking 
water and Tubewells for irrigation.  This was reflected in the fact that 20% of COs 
with a dug well or reservoir CPI were dissatisfied with the RSP’s support.  Beneficiary 
numbers are much lower than planned on Dug Well and Tubewell CPIs.  This is 
partly, but not solely, because of the high proportion of schemes which are not 
working. 

3.6.1 DWSS Impacts 
40% of the DWSS schemes surveyed included piped distribution either to the house 
or to a nearby standpipe.  These schemes have a much greater impact that those 
without distribution.  With piped distribution, drinking water CPIs enable a substantial 
reduction in the time taken to collect water: about one hour per trip.  Above all, they 
take the burden of collecting water away from the women of the household.   66% of 
households with piped distribution report ‘large benefits’ in terms of women’s time 
and health. 
 
By providing a new water source which is not so far away, schemes without 
distribution also reduce the time taken to collect water, by about half as much.   The 
impact on women’s work is more complex.  In some cases it appears that providing a 
well closer to the house increases the women’s involvement.  Where the source is far 
away, purdah and other factors mean men have to collect the water in bulk.  
However, the case studies indicate that involvement in managing the CPI has 
encouraged men to pay more attention to water supply. “Their domestic needs and 
strict observance of purdah for the women continuously puts pressure on the men-



 34 

folk ... for keeping this water supply scheme fully functional.”  Be that as it may, only 
33% of households at CPIs without piped distribution  report ‘large benefits’. 
 
Survey results show no clear evidence that DWSS have increased household water 
consumption or improved health.  With regard to the latter it is relevant that the case 
studies found that even where a CPI included facilities for filtration and chlorination, 
COs have not kept them operational.  It is safe to conclude that infrastructure alone 
will not improve water quality.  A higher level of day to day management is required, 
something for which COs do not yet seem to be ready. 
 
The case studies highlighted a number of aspects.  For reservoirs, a difference 
needs to be drawn between Canal Storage Reservoirs and Rainwater Collecton 
Reservoirs.  For the first, the “continuous availability of water keeps CO members 
involved and pushes them to maintain the CPI”.  Rainwater reservoirs, by contrast, 
only hold water for short, unpredictable periods.  This makes them less sustainable.  
They also need more careful design and stronger construction.  Social and 
institutional impacts are complex.  Where there is a strong controlling elite, a CPI can 
reinforce social exclusion.  At the same time, the CO can become irrelevant, as 
existing institutions led by the elite take the facility over. 

3.6.2 Irrigation Impacts 
Irrigation CPIs have increased irrigated areas substantially on Pipe and Karez 
schemes,  less so on Tubewell and Channel Lining.  This has enabled increased 
crop intensity for the first two categories.  Fallow areas have been reduced by two 
thirds on Pipe schemes, with much of the extra crop land being used for high value 
crops such as vegetables.  Yields for most crops have also increased, by between 30 
and 40%.20

3.6.3 Link Road Impacts 

  However, yields have fallen for cotton and rice, underlining the fact that 
irrigation is only one factor affecting yields.  Market prices can have a much greater 
influence.     
 
There are large farms on the Tubewell and Channel Lining schemes.  It is estimated 
that 8% of the beneficiaries get 18% of the benefits in these two categories. 

The average length of a CPI link road is only 1.5km.  This short distance has enabled 
a shift from walking to wheeled transport but it is not large.  For short trips - to the 
shops, the bus stop, the primary school – over 70% of people still walk.  On longer, 
less frequent trips, more people now travel by bus or car, but many already did so.   
For example, only 27% now have to walk to the nearest clinic, where it was 48% 
before the link road was built.  It has to be recognised that these changes may also 
reflect the increased availability of motor transport generally. 
 
Nevertheless, two-thirds of households report ‘large benefits’ to household income 
from the Link Road, and just over half report the same impact on marketing 
household produce. 

3.6.4 Street Pavement and Drainage Impacts 
The benefits from SP&D schemes are mostly intangible, in the form of a greater 
sense of amenity and cleanliness in the community.  The only tangible benefit comes 
to the households along the length of pavement, who are now to pipe their dirty water 
into the side drains, instead of throwing it directly into the street.   
 

                                                
20 Statistically, this difference was only significant for one crop: Wheat. 



 35 

It should be noted that unlike the famous Orangi model, RSP SP&D schemes do not 
include sewerage.  Without that, the health benefits from the CPI are likely to be 
limited.  Sewerage is only possible where water is piped to the household.  A third of 
the beneficiary households in the survey have water closets and cess pits, indicating 
that they do have piped water.  It also indicates that these are relatively well-off 
communities.  The average number of beneficiaries from SP&D schemes is over 300, 
ie 60 times the average CO membership.   
Taken together, these facts indicate that SP&D schemes might be better managed at 
the VDO level, with consideration given to including sewerage and a general 
transformation of sanitation systems in the village.  These would be much larger 
schemes; but they would also have a much greater impact.  

3.6.5 CPI Costs and Benefits 
The RSP CPIs surveyed cost Rs 4,700 per beneficiary, varying across the categories 
as follows: 
 
 SP&D  Rs 2,700   Link Roads Rs 3.200 
 DWSS  Rs 5,500  Irrigation Rs 8,000 
 
A very indicative financial analysis shows that piped DWSS and Irrigation schemes 
have a high return, and unpiped DWSS are positive, even on ‘Low Case’ 
assumptions.  Tubewell irrigation CPIs are almost certainly not viable.  Beneficiary 
numbers are too low and the failure rate too high for what is a relatively high cost 
option.  Although more data is really required, link roads may also be negative.  On 
the data available, the observed impacts are too small to justify the cost.   Without 
tangible benefits to estimate, an analysis for SP&D is not realistic.  

3.6.6 Recommendations 
Recommendations can be set out for each category of CPI, and also for the general 
approach to CPI implementation: 
 

1. Research to identify new technical approaches for difficult areas.  Thardeep, 
where aquifers are low yielding and brackish and rainwater storage is difficult to 
manage, is the key example.    

DWSS  
 
Drinking water is a high priority, and particularly valuable for women. Most DWSS are 
viable, and particularly valuable for rural women.  It is recommended that the RSPs 
continue to invest in the sector and consider the following actions to increase their 
impact: 
 

2. Integrating social issues more fully in design and implementation. 
3. Preparing a set of technical guidelines to ensure best practice in the 

implementation of all classes of DWSS. 
 

1. Stop investment in Tubewell irrigation, at least until ways are found to ensure 
success and viable beneficiary numbers. 

Irrigation 
 
Successful irrigation investments are viable.  However, the social impact may be 
limited and RSPs may have limited comparative advantage in the sector.  Should 
they wish to continue investing, they should consider the following actions: 
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2.  Ensure that equitable distribution of benefits is taken into account during 
planning. 

 
Link Roads 
 
On the evidence available, Link Roads have limited impact and do not justify the 
cost.  Further investment should be preceded by closer economic analysis. 
 
Street Pavement and Drainage 
 
SP&D benefits are difficult to measure.  To achieve greater impact, RSPs should 
consider investing at a larger, more comprehensive scale at the village level. 
 

1. Provision to ensure that COs do not contribute to CPIs which fail for technical 
reasons. 

CPI Implementation and Management 
RSPs might consider revising their CPI approach to take account of some of the 
general issues identified in the survey and case studies: 
 

2. Simplifying RSP recommendations on CPI implementation and management, to 
better match CO preferences for more flexible, and equitable, arrangements.  In 
particular, reviewing the need for a Maintenance Fund. 

 
  
 
  
 
  
 
 



 37 

4 Social and Institutional Impacts 
RSPN’s Impact Assessment Programme included an Institutional Assessment 
Survey of COs (IASCO) and five case studies of social impacts in villages where 
COs have been formed.  This section reviews the results of these two studies to 
develop a synthesis of findings on the social and institutional impacts of RSP Social 
Mobilisation.  
The Social Mobilisation Snapshot was used as the sample frame for the Impact 
Assessment survey.  The results of the Snapshot discussed in Section 2 provide a 
starting point for this review.  At June 2009, the population of community 
organisations sponsored by the RSPs can be summed up as follows: 
 

Total COs    145,828 
of which Men’s COs      86,567  59% 
         Women’s COs       44,494  31% 

 
COs receiving CMST Training          58% 
   micro credit         59% 
   other services         25% approximately  

  

4.1 Expected Institutional and Social Impacts 
Building a community’s institutional capacities and social capital has always been a 
central part of Social Mobilisation.  From the start of AKRSP, the aim has been “bring 
the poor into an organized fold”; and to upgrade their managerial, productive and 
cooperative skills. Generating financial capital was seen a critical part of the process, 
“through the discipline of savings, as capital is power, without which the poor can 
never hope to be self-reliant.”   This approach has been widely recognised as a key 
strength of Social Mobilisation.  As described in an early World Bank evaluation: “the 
order of priorities and phasing of AKRSP is unique.  The institutional model is well 
honed, and the early and almost exclusive emphasis on institution-building deserves 
special attention.”  
 
It is implicit that poor communities face an ‘organisation gap’, one which Social 
Mobilisation will help them fill.  What form that organisation gap takes is less clear.  
The following are the main areas where a community might need stronger 
institutions: 
 
1.  Managing public goods,  especially infrastructure. 
2.  Dealing with the state and its various agencies. 
3.  Dealing with the modern economy.  
4. The community’s internal affairs, ie relations between different individuals and 

groups in the community. 
  
RSP programmes have included elements of all except the last of these: CPIs to 
build a capacity to manage infrastructure; ‘linkages’ with state agencies to help 
communities learn how to deal with them; and micro-credit and enterprise 
programmes to help them win a place in the modern economy.  With regard to a 
community’s internal affairs, it is hoped that COs will help to deal with conflicts within 
the community.  However, few RSP programmes have directly addressed the way 
communities work.  Nor has there been much analysis of the extent to which existing 
community institutions are capable of dealing with any of the four areas.  In other 
words, whether there is a genuine gap to fill, as opposed to a need which is already 
adequately met.     
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Until recently, SM has been an explicitly inclusive approach, one which aims to 
involve all sections of the community and to mobilise Activists from within the 
community to provide leadership to the CO.  That those Activists might be drawn 
from the more influential families was not seen as a difficulty.  More recently, there 
has been a greater emphasis on ensuring that SM efforts reach the poor.  There is 
also increased emphasis on democratic process: COs “with participation from all 
segments of the community, democratically electing their leaders, meeting regularly 
and initiating a savings programme.”21

4.2 The Institutional Assessment Survey of Community Organisations 

 
 
RSPs have sought to assess the impact SM has on these different institutional and 
social dimensions in a number of different ways.  One of the simplest is to measure 
the activity of COs on a four-point scale used by NRSP: 
 

A  Regular meetings & saving, CO initiative taken, 95% credit recovery 
B Regular meetings & saving, 95% recovery, local initiatives not taken, 

dependent on NRSP 
C  Inconsistent meetings & saving, credit overdue but likely to be recovered, not 

ready for any activity 
D  No meetings & savings, inactive after specific intervention, not ready for any 

activity 
 
A more complex approach used by AKRSP and others involves a questionnaire 
survey of up to 30 Institutional Maturity Indicators on each of six areas: Participation, 
Management, Finances, Functionality, Technical Capacity and Effectiveness. For 
each indicator responses are ranked between zero and five.  Both of these 
approaches are essentially inward looking.  They measure the strength of the CO 
itself, not its impact on the community.  
 
The current RSPN programme includes an Institutional Assessment Survey of 
Community Organisations with case studies of five villages with COs.  The Survey 
follows the earlier approach, focussed on the strength of the COs themselves, but at 
a larger scale.  For the first time the survey covers all RSPs and provinces.  The case 
studies are a first attempt to look at the social and institutional context, to identify 
more clearly what ‘organisation gap’ the COs are filling.  

 
The Institutional Assessment Survey of Community Organisations (IASCO) covered 
272 men COs and 272 women COs (MCO/WCO): 68 from each of eight RSPs.  The 
sample includes districts from Azad Jammu Kashmir and Gilgit Baltistan, as well as 
the four Pakistani provinces.  Data was collected using a detailed questionnaire, 
which was completed in discussion with a focus group of CO members, and cross-
checked wherever possible against the CO’s written records.   
 
After identification data, the first section of the questionnaire recorded factual details 
about the CO and its activities.  In the second section, the enumerator ranked the 
CO’s institutional development against 15 indicators on a four-point scale.  Section 2 
also recorded data on RSP support to the CO, and CO member opinions about that 
support.  Enumerators were also asked to give, confidentially, their personal 
assessment of the quality of the focus group discussion.  
 

                                                
21 RSPN 2009. Operational Manual for Social Mobilization 
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The last section of the questionnaire recorded data on the community’s access to 
standard public services and facilities: schools, clinics, electricity etc.  This was to 
provide an indication of the community’s overall level of development, as a likely 
contributory factor to CO institutional development. 

4.2.1 Background  
The survey sample reflects Social Mobilisation’s rapid expansion from the mid 2000s.  
The earliest CO in the sample was founded in 1982, but only 8% were formed before 
2000.  Most of these early COs were from AKRSP and, between 1995 and 2000, 
SRSP.  Of the total sample, 62% were founded between 2005 and 2008.22

4.2.2 CO Participation 

  In the 
early years, there are slightly more MCOs than WCOs but the balance evens out 
from 2002 onwards. 
 
Overall, the average CO has 22 members, with no difference between men’s and 
women’s.  However, there are significant differences between the different RSPs.  In 
AKRSP, the average CO has 47 members, and the SRSP and TRDP average is over 
20.  In the other five RSPs, the average is around 17 members. 
 
CO activity is critical indicator.  It is important to note, therefore, that 33 MCOs (12% 
of the sample) and 40 WCOs (15%) had to be replaced because the CO selected no 
longer exists, or is so inactive as to make it meaningless to proceed.  Inactive COs 
had to be replaced in 12 of the 19 survey districts, but the majority were clustered in 
just four districts: Pishin (15 WCOs); Nowsheroferoz; Tharparkar; and Umerkot.  In 
Nowsheroferoz, 8 MCOs refused to cooperate with the survey because SRSO was 
not supporting them.  This may reflect resentment at the Union Council Poverty 
Reduction Plan’s concentration on WCOs.  In Tharparkar and Umerkot, 18 MCOs 
and 10 WCOs were inactive because they had defaulted on credit and been 
reconstituted as ‘minigroups’.   

The survey team were asked to try to get as many CO members as possible to 
attend the focus group discussion. On average 14 people attended, some two-thirds 
of the membership.  Less than half the membership attended at 25% of COs.  
Attendance was lowest as a proportion of the membership at COs from AKRSP, 
SRSP and GBTI.   
 
A second measure of participation can be taken from the FG’s assessment of which 
CO members were no longer active.  A small number, 25 COs or 4.6%, reported that 
all the members are inactive.  This included a large group from AKRSP – 19% of 
COs in that RSP.  However, across the whole survey over 80% reported that all 
members are active: 84% of MCOs and 79% of WCOs. 
 
In principle, a household is only supposed to have one representative in a CO.  In the 
survey, some 4% of the members listed were from multiple-member households.   

4.2.3 Record Keeping 
COs records were reviewed against the list recommended by RSPs.  The results 
were as follows: 
 

                                                
22 In order to concentrate on mature COs, those founded later than 2008 were not included in the 
sample. 
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• Nearly 90% of all COs, men’s and women’s, were able to show their Karwai and 
attendance registers, although BRSP, SRSP and GBTI had a fifth or more 
without them.     

• 83% of MCOs and 72% of WCOs had their savings record, with BRSP, SRSP, 
GBTI and NRSP below the average.  

• Less than half of COs had any other records: bank receipts (30%), loan register 
(25%), ledger register (15%), or cash book (12%).  WCOs did markedly better 
than MCOs, although still at a low level. 

The survey enumerator was asked to give an assessment of the quality of the 
records.  Overall, some 60% were classed as Good and most of the rest as Fair.  On 
the main records, karwai, attendance, savings and loan registers, WCOs scored 
slightly worse.  For the other records, they scored better. 
 
Analysis of the dates of last entry in each register gives a slightly different picture.  At 
a minimum, it would be expected that an active CO would have made an entry in its 
karwai register during 2010: ie in the last 9 months.  On that basis, only 75% of COs 
have an up-to-date register, somewhat less WCOs than MCOs. 

4.2.4 CO Leadership 
The following sums up the characteristics of the two office bearers at each CO: 
 
• Presidents are usually older (59% between 36 and 60) than Managers (44% 

between 26 and 35), but few are over 60 and some are less than 25.  WCO office 
holders are generally younger, with 12% of Presidents and a fifth of Managers 
under 25.   

• 55% of MCO Presidents and 68% of MCO Managers have matriculate level 
education or above.  This is in strong contrast with WCOs, where 64% of 
Presidents and 40% of Managers have no education.  Generally, Managers are 
likely to be better educated than Presidents as well as younger.   

• Some 40% of MCO Presidents and Managers are ‘farmers’.23

• 99% of MCO office holders live in the village.  For WCOs, over 20% live ‘nearby’.   
Large numbers live outside the village in two RSPs: SRSP and GBTI.   This may 
reflect the difficulty of working with WCOs in these districts; but it does raise 
questions about the possibility of real institutional impact. 

  Of the remainder, 
most are  traders (16%), teachers (10%) and government officials (8%).  
Unsurprisingly, 82% of WCO Presidents and 73% of Managers are housewives. 

• A number of CO office holders hold other public positions.  17 of 544 Presidents 
hold positions with an LSO.  There are also two Chairmen of the Zakat 
committee, six Sardars and three Imams.  A relatively large number of the 
Presidents, 46 of them, are described as unpaid ‘social workers’.  It is not clear 
what this term means.  The mix for Managers is very similar, including once again 
47 ‘social workers’.  

• 70% of office bearers have been given the RSP’s CMST training. 

As the generations change, it is possible that younger office bearers are more likely 
to have higher levels of education; and less likely to follow the traditional occupations 
of farming for men, and housework for women.  Both these changes might affect the 
institutional capacities of a CO.  Statistical analysis supports the first idea.  

                                                
23 Unfortunately the questionnaire did not distinguish landlords from those farming their own land, 
sharecroppers and tenants. 
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Presidents and Managers less than 40 years old are more likely to be matriculate, for 
both MCOs and WCOs.  However, age does not appear to affect the office bearer’s 
occupation: farming and housework are the dominant categories across all age 
groups.   
 
Although greater emphasis is now being given to democracy, RSPs have not advised 
COs that they should hold regular elections for the two Office Holder positions.  A 
number of earlier studies have suggested that COs tend to be led by the existing 
elite, without strong evidence on whether this is a good or a bad thing.  The survey 
shows that the leadership in 70% of COs has never changed.  Between the different 
RSPs, there was a relatively high proportion – over 40% - with leadership changes in 
AKRSP, SRSP and GBTI.  Again, there is nothing to say that change is a good or a 
bad thing. 
 
In the Institutional Assessment, CO members were asked to choose a response on 
how the Office Holders had been selected.  Nearly 80% chose ‘by consensus among 
the members, but once only.’  Although 45% said that they thought regular elections 
are necessary, only 15% reported that they were actually running them.  Over half of 
COs said they did not think elections are necessary at all.  
 
Asked to say whether the Office Holders consult the membership fully and make 
themselves accountable to it, over 70% said that they did.  The next most common 
choice was ‘Dominate but distribute benefits fairly among members.’ 

4.2.5 CO Activities 
COs were asked what activities sponsored by the RSP or another outside 
organisation they have implemented.  Separately, they were asked if they had 
undertaken anything on their own self-initiative.  To provide an overall picture of CO 
activity, micro-credit and savings are also considered in this section.   
 
Some summary statistics give a picture of the level of CO activities: 
 
Proportion of COs Implementing:  

- Sponsored Activities   58% 
 - Self-initiatives   27% 
 
Proportion of COs with Microfinance Activity: 
 - Taking a microcredit loan ever 60% 
    Taking a loan in the last year 36% 
 - Making savings in the last year 75% 
 
A fully developed CO might be expected to have a full range of activities, covering all 
four sectors.   Only 10% of COs are at this level.  In results which match the findings 
of the Social Mobilisation Snapshot, COs are most likely to have only saving and 
credit activities.  15% have only saving.  
 
The category Sponsored Activity included all activities which RSPs and other 
organisations support: CPIs, grants, training, exposure visits, etc.  Well developed 
COs might be expected to have implemented several of these.  However, 42% have 
not had any sponsored activity, and only a third of COs have implemented more than 
one.  Less than 10% have implemented more than three. 
 
Of 668 activities, 538 were sponsored by the RSPs, a quarter of them by GBTI alone.  
The other 130 activities were sponsored by 39 different organisations ranging from 
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USAID and UNDP to international and national NGOs.  Only three were sponsored 
by local government, 28 by Community  Citizen Boards (CCBs). 
Members at a solid 90% of COs rated both the Sponsored Activities and their own 
Self Initiatives as Very Successful and Very Important. 
 
Regular saving is a central part of the Social Mobilisation approach.  However, a 
quarter of COs have not made any saving in the last 12 months.  There were 
significant numbers not saving across all RSPs, but the highest figures were for 
BRSP and GBTI: 38%.  Where the CO has made savings in the last 12 months, 
participation is high: more than 75% of the membership.  Savings performance is 
slightly but perceptibly weaker at WCOs.  29% of WCOs are not saving, and most of 
the COs with low participation are women’s.  Asked to explain why some members 
are not making savings, the most frequent answer given was that they lack the 
capacity.  However, there was also a group which saw no benefit in saving.   
 
Stopping saving also appears to be a sign of more general dissatisfaction.  Two COs 
reported that their RSP had told them to stop saving, in AKRSP and NRSP, and one 
that the RSP had announced the COs closure (SRSO).  Other complaints included 
‘we did not get scheme so we do not save’ and ‘bank made deduction so we do not 
save now’. 
 
In the last 12 months, most COs, men’s and women’s, made relatively modest 
savings, between PkR 1,000 and 2,500: ie barely PkR 100 per member.  Just 16% of 
COs saved more than PkR 10,000, and 8% more than PkR 20,000: equivalent to 
about PkR 1,000 per member. 
 
A truly active savings operation involves withdrawals as well as deposits. Only 19% 
of COs recorded any withdrawals in the last 12 months; and almost all of these were 
by only one or two members.  If more than five withdrawals in a year is taken as the 
indicator, just 6% of COs have an active savings operation.   
 
Asked to describe the benefits of saving, over half the COs gave a general response, 
‘to use at time of need’, but the next most common response (10%) was ‘to help the 
poor’.  Productive purposes, such as the purchase of livestock, and development of 
the community or the CO itself were both mentioned, but not so frequently.  These 
findings indicate the relative importance of differing motivations for saving.  Insurance 
is by far the most important, but charity comes next and investment and development 
come last.  Internal lending was barely mentioned.  As might be expected, insurance 
purposes were slightly more frequent at WCOs, and development purposes much 
more frequent at MCOs.  Less obviously, the MCOs were also much more likely to 
give the charitable-purpose response.    
 
Not all COs have been offered micro credit and 40% have never taken a loan, slightly 
more in the case of WCOs.  The RSPs where the fewest COs have ever taken credit 
are BRSP (only 4%), AKRSP (13%) and SRSP (38%).  Of the 325 COs which have 
taken an RSP loan, 132 (41%) have dropped out, in the sense that they took no loan 
in the last 12 months.  With the result that only 36% of COs can be described as 
currently taking loans .  This may partly be because RSPs have withdrawn their 
credit offering in some areas .  Even those RSPs with major credit programmes, such 
as NRSP, PRSP and SRSO, have seen a significant fall in numbers.  However, more 
than 70% of PRSP and SRSO COs are active borrowers.  There is no significant 
difference in the drop out rate between MCOs and WCOs. 
 
Member participation in CO credit varied widely.  At the low end of the scale, less 
than half the members benefitted from the loans at 47% of the COs which took a loan 
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in the last 12 months.  At the other end, 75% of the membership benefitted from 
credit at 31% of COs.  Asked if there were members who had stopped taking RSP 
loans, and why, by far the most frequent answer was that they did not need it.  Other 
reasons included difficulty repaying earlier loans and unavailability of funds from the 
RSP.  There were also a handful who found RSP loans too small, too expensive or 
with too short a period.  
 
The average loan per CO was PkR 167,000, slightly more at men’s COs, less at 
women’s.  This worked out at PkR 17,500 per beneficiary, with little variation 
between men and women or across RSPs.  As a distribution, 12% of mainly WCOs 
received less than PkR 10,000 per household, and 63% got between PkR 10,000 
and PkR 20,000.  There was only a handful of larger loans, above PkR 30,000 per 
CO member. 
 
Asked their general opinion of RSP loans, a majority was positive in all respects.  
However, 42% thought loan sizes were inadequate, and over 30% found service 
charges high and repayment periods too short.  The best score was for ease of 
access, where only 17% were dissatisfied.  

4.2.6 The Institutional Development Ranking 
In this part of the questionnaire, the enumerator asked a set questions on 15 aspects 
of CO’s development before assigning a rank.  On the basis of the response, s/he 
then allocated the CO score on a four point scale for that Institutional Development 
Indicator.  The 15 indicators were: 
 

1. How well the CO missions and goals are conceived by the community. 
2. The planning processes used to identify and prioritise community needs. 
3. CO member participation in needs identification and planning. 
4. The CO’s networking with other community organisations. 
5. Frequency of CO meetings. 
6. Attendance at CO meetings. 
7. Processes for electing Office Bearers. 
8. Accountability of Office Bearers. 
9. The CO’s role in conflict resolution. 
10. CO efforts to address women’s issues. 
11. CO efforts to include poor households. 
12. Whether Office Holders and others have received management training. 
13. CO involvement in technical training. 
14. Procedures for managing CO activities. 
15. CO record keeping. 

 
The 15 indicators were then summed to give each CO an Institutional Development 
Score.  With a scale from zero to 3 for each indicator, the maximum possible result 
was 45.  Scoring levels were classified as: Inactive, Below 25% (ie < 11); Institutional 
Infancy, 25% to 50% (12 – 22); Institutional Development, 50% to 75% (23 – 33); 
Institutional Independence, over 75% (35 – 45). 
 



 44 

Table 16, summarises the overall result by RSP and by MCO/WCO. 
 
Table 16: RSP Wise Distribution of COs by Institutional Assessment Score - % 

IAS NRSP AKRSP   SRSP PRSP BRSP SRSO TRDP GBTI Total MCO WCO 
< 11   8.8   7.4 16.2   0.0 22.1   2.9   1.5 22.1 10.1   5.1 15.1 

11 – 22 20.6 44.1 32.4 17.6 54.4   1.5 11.8 19.1 25.2 21.7 28.7 
23 – 33 66.2 48.5 45.6 77.9 20.8 88.2 85.3 41.2 59.2 65.4 52.9 
34 – 45   4.4   0.0   5.9   4.4   2.9   7.4   1.5 17.6   5.5   7.7   3.3 
Mean 24.6 20.8 21.4 26.3 18.0 28.8 26.0 22.5 23.5 25 22 

 
 
On these classifications, 10% of COs are inactive and a further 25% in Institutional 
Infancy.  Only 5.5% are classified as Institutionally Independent.  The analysis by 
RSP shows some sharp differences: 
 
• BRSP has large numbers of Inactive and Infant COs. 

• COs of the oldest established RSPs, SRSP and especially AKRSP, score 
surprisingly poorly.  It would be expected that they would have the greatest 
proportion of mature, well-established organisations.  

• At the top end of the scale, PRSP and especially TRDP and SRSO stand out, 
with over 80% in the Development and Independence categories. 

• GBTI has a much more even distribution than the other RSPs, with higher 
numbers in both the top and bottom categories.     

The analysis also shows that WCOs are significantly weaker than MCOs, with more 
in the bottom two categories and fewer in the top two. 
 
The 15 indicators can be separated into two groups.  Ten relate to the internal 
working of the CO: numbers 1 to 3, 5 to 8, 12, 14 and 15.  The other five look at 
wider development issues; in effect the extent to which the CO appears to be taking 
on and building a capacity for community responsibilities: conflict resolution, poverty 
inclusion, gender relations etc.  
 
Table 16-a: Institutional Assessment Indicators – CO Functioning 

 
 

Score 

INDICATOR 
1 2 3 5 6 7 8 12 14 15 

Mission 
Goals 

Plan- 
ning 

Particip 
-ation 

Meet-
ing 

Atten-
dance 

Elect-
ion 

Accoun
-tability 

Mgt 
Train’g 

Activity 
Mgt 

Rec-
ords  

0 10.8 14.3 26.5 16.2   9.0   1.7   6.8 20.6 29.4 10.3 
1 26.1   5.9   3.7   8.1   6.1   3.7   6.2 27.6 18.9 53.7 
2 34.6 20.8 15.3 10.7 16.7 79.4 14.2 45.2 34.9 21.3 
3 28.5 59.0 54.6 65.1 68.2 15.3 72.8   6.6 16.7 14.7 

 
Table 16-b: Institutional Assessment Indicators – CO Development Capacity 

 
 

Score 

INDICATOR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Net-working Conflict Resol’n Women’s 
Issues 

Poverty 
Inclusion 

Tech Capacity 

0 44.7 89.9 69.3 10.5 60.8 
1 18.9 4.8 14.3 29.0 20.8 
2 7.5 1.5 11.4 20.8 11.8 
3 28.9 3.9 5.0 39.7 6.6 

 
A number of points stand out from the analysis in the tables, and from the 
background data recorded in the survey: 
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CO FUNCTIONING 
1.  Most COs score highly (2 or 3) on indicators relating to the way members 

participate in the CO – meeting attendance, participation in planning, 
accountability, etc. 

 
2.  However there is a core group of between 15 and 25% which scores zero on a 

number of these indicators. 
 
3.  80% score 2 on Elections, reflecting the clear majority which is both happy with 

the way they originally elected their Office Holders and which does not believe 
regular elections are necessary. 

 
4.   COs score lower on more practical measures – a written mission statement, 

activity management systems, record keeping – perhaps reflecting the fact that 
nearly half of all COs scored zero or 1 on Management Training. 

 

5.  The Poverty Inclusion indicator is a measure of the proportion of poor households 
belonging to the CO.  A score of 3 indicates that over half the members were 
considered poor.

CO DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 
1.  With one exception, for poverty inclusion, most COs score zero on the 

development capacity indicators.   
 
2.  Few COs play any role in Conflict Resolution.  Of those that did, about a third of 

disputes were internal to the CO, with the President or over loans and 
contributions.  It could be argued that the CO has actually caused conflict in 
these communities. 

 
3.  Few COs make any effort to address women’s issues.  (This is discussed in detail 

in section 5.) 
 
4. Technical Capacity is a measure of how much technical training CO members 

have received.  Of the 60% who scored zero on this indicator, 56% of COs had 
no training at all, with the remainder receiving just one course.  This confirms the 
results of the SMS.  For COs which did have more training, agricultural topics - 
crops, horticulture, forestry and livestock - were the most frequent.  Two RSPs, 
SRSP and GBTI have offered most training, to some 70% of their COs.  There 
were no major differences in the level of training between MCOs and WCOs.   

 
 Asked why they had not had training, the majority replied that it had not been 

offered.  However, about 5% said they did not want it and 7% that it was too 
expensive.  Location was also an issue, with a number saying training should be 
in the village.  At ten WCOs, women said their men had refused permission for 
training.  Almost all those COs which had been given training thought it was 
useful or very useful. 

 

24

COs with few poor members were asked why the poor had not joined.  A wide 
range of reasons was given.  A small number said there were no poor people in 

  WCOs were less likely to report a high proportion of poor 
members.  Only 32% scored 3, as opposed to 47% for the men.  Among RSPs, 
TRDP, SRSO and BRSP had higher poverty inclusion scores: around 70% of 
COs scoring 3.  At the other end of the scale, only 9% of GBTI and 16% of 
SRSP COs reported more than 50% of members as poor.  

 

                                                
24 NB This is on the basis of the Focus Group Discussion, not from the Poverty Score Card results. 
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their community.  However, the commonest single reason was that poor people 
cannot make savings, or pay a CO member’s contribution.  Some 20% of COs 
make efforts to help poor people who are not members, most frequently by 
providing financial help or food.  Some give livestock or poultry and others try to 
help the poor to get assistance from the Baitul Mal etc. 

4.2.7 RSP Support 
31% of COs reported that they had not had any visit from an RSP Social Organiser in 
the last 12 months.  A further 19% were visited less than four times in the previous 
12 months.  There were wide differences between RSPs.  63% of COs with SRSP 
had not been not visited, and the proportions at AKRSP and GBTI were also well 
above the average. At the other end of the scale, 88% of SRSO COs were visited at 
least once, and a large majority of PRSP COs had been visited at least 12 times.  
WCOs were slightly more likely to have been visited than MCOs, but the difference 
was small.  
 
At over two thirds of COs, members said they have to visit the RSP office often.  In 
most cases this was to deal with credit matters: to present resolutions for loans, to 
collect loan checks, and to make loan payments.  Perhaps because of the link with 
credit, the proportion of WCOs visiting the RSP office was lower, but still a majority at 
55%. 
 
Although 80% of COs rated RSP support as satisfactory or very satisfactory, there 
was a significant number (19%) which rated it as inadequate.  A lack of tangible 
results seemed to be the biggest cause of dissatisfaction: “since formation of CO, 
RSP did nothing for it.”  However there were also complaints about RSP procedures, 
and from a minority (8 COs) about RSP staff behaviour or approach.  One CO raised 
a specific complaint that RSP staff had not returned its savings.  The new policy of 
supporting only WCOs was also mentioned by three COs.  Dissatisfaction was 
highest at four RSPs: AKRSP, SRSP, BRSP, and GBTI, where 30% rated RSP 
support as inadequate.  At the opposite end of the scale, dissatisfaction was very low 
at SRSO, and below 10% at TRDP and PRSP.  There was no significant difference in 
MCO and WCO opinions on RSP support, although women’s organisations were 
slightly more likely to give a ‘very satisfactory’ rating.  

4.2.8 The Development Context  
Across all RSPs, irrigated farming is the primary occupation for most CO 
communities: 56% overall.  However, dryland farming was important among NRSP, 
SRSP and GBTI communities (20 to 30%) and livestock for TRDP (36%).  Nearly 
15% of NRSP COs gave non-farm labour as their primary occupation, and 10% for 
SRSP and TRDP.  These may be COs in peri-urban communities.   
 
Table 17, shows the percentage of COs reporting that they have access to each of 
six services.  Overall, CO communities seem to have good access, especially to 
mains electricity (89%) and mobile telephone coverage (94%).  TRDP communities 
have much poorer access to most services than the average. 
 
Although the difference is not always large, it is noticeable that WCOs are more likely 
than MCOs to have access to all six of the services.  This might be because better-
off communities are more open to allowing the formation of women’s COs.  If correct, 
it would mean that RSPs are not reaching women in the poorest communities. 
 
Table 17- a: CO Community Access to Services – By RSP 
Services NRSP AKRSP SRSP PRSP BRSP SRSO TRDP GBTI Total 
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Electricity   95.6 100.0 94.1   98.5 94.1 83.8 47.1 100.0 89.2 
Piped Water   26.5   88.2 73.5    2.9 45.6   1.5   5.9   39.7 35.5 
Telephone   20.6   73.5 44.1   55.9 39.7 10.3 14.7   77.9 42.1 
Mobile 100.0   69.1 95.6 100.0 92.6 98.5 98.5   98.5 94.1 
Paved Streets   39.7    5.9 69.1   91.2 32.4 48.5 13.2   94.1 49.3 
LHW   54.4   76.5 50.0   73.5 32.4 29.4 35.3   76.5 53.5 
 
Table 17-b: CO Community Access to Services – By Men/Women’s CO 
Services  MCO WCO Total 
Electricity 86.0 92.3 89.2 
Piped Water 32.4 38.6 35.5 
Telephone 37.9 46.3 42.1 
Mobile 92.6 95.6 94.1 
Paved Streets 40.1 58.5 49.3 
LHW 48.2 58.8 53.5 
 
 
It might be expected that COs in communities with better access to services would 
be stronger institutions.  Analysis of the Institutional Development Scores (IDS) in the 
IASCO survey show the opposite.   For all of the five services, the average IDS was 
up to 12% higher for COs which did not have the service in the community.  All five 
differences were statistically significant.25

                                                
25 With over 94% access to mobile coverage, the difference was not worth testing for that service. 

  Similarly, it might be expected that 
irrigated farmers would be wealthier, and consequently better able to organise a CO.  
Here the test result was complex.  The average IDS for dryland and livestock farmers 
was higher than for irrigated farmers, and the difference was statistically significant.   
However, both farm labourer and non-farm labourer COs scored the same as 
irrigated farmers. 
 
These results need to be interpreted with care.  They almost certainly reflect the 
correlation of a range of different influences, such as the age of the CO and the 
different patterns in different RSPs.  Nevertheless, it is tempting to see this as 
evidence to support the argument that better off communities ‘grow out’ of the need 
for community organisation.  
 
Distance to key facilities is another measure of a community’s relative economic 
development.  Table 18, presents the mean distance from a CO to each of seven 
different facilities.    
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Table 18: Mean CO Distance (km) from Different Facilities 
 Tehsil 

HQ 
RSP 
FU 

 
Mandi 

Bus 
Stop 

 
Dispensary 

Boys  
1ary School 

Girls (or mixed) 
1ary School 

     Public  Private  Public Private  Public Private  

NRSP 16.7 15.7 10.7   2.2   8.0   5.3 1.1   4.5   2.7   4.6 
AKRSP 28.3 44.9 28.6   5.4   2.8   6.8 1.4   2.5   2.8   3.5 
SRSP 17.1 15.5   9.9   2.8   4.8   7.8 1.1   3.4   1.1   2.9 
PRSP 19.3 17.2 11.8   1.4   2.3   1.5 0.5   0.8   0.8   0.7 
BRSP 19.2 21.3 21.8 12.4 11.4 16.4 2.0 18.0 18.9 19.1 
SRSO 11.5 12.0   9.5   2.7   4.4   7.0 1.3   4.8    5.2   7.9 
TRDP 26.6 28.6 28.6   4.9 10.9 20.8 1.0 19.3 13.6 23.4 
GBTI 17.6 32.5   4.5   1.1   3.6   4.1 0.6   0.9   0.7   1.0 

Total 19.5 23.4 15.7   4.1   6.0   8.7 1.1   6.8   5.7   7.9 

MCO 19.9 25.8 18.2   4.1   5.5   9.7 0.8   8.2   6.6   9.6 
WCO 19.2 21.1 13.2   4.2   6.5   7.8 1.4   5.3   4.8   6.2 
 
The following points stand out from the table: 
 
-  RSP Field Units are quite remote from most COs.  At an average of over 20 

kilometres, they are only accessible by motor transport.  AKRSP Field Units are 
nearly 50 km away from the COs, presumably as a result of the policy to reduce 
the size of the field teams.  

-   BRSP and TRDP COs are the most isolated, with much greater distances to all 
facilities, apart from government primary schools for boys.   

-   For all other RSPs, private schools and dispensaries are almost as accessible as 
the government facilities; an indication of how important the private sector has 
become even in relatively remote rural areas.  In the Punjab, private facilities are 
closer than public. 

 
It might be expected that COs which are closer to key facilities will be institutionally 
stronger, if only because easier access means better support from the RSP.  
However, analysis shows no statistically significant relationship between the 
Institutional Development Scores of COs and the distance to any of key facilities.  

4.2.9 Factors Affecting CO Institutional Development 
Apart from the development context, a number of factors might be expected to affect 
the institutional strength of a CO, or its capacity to develop institutionally. This section 
presents the results of some preliminary statistical analysis of the impact of factors 
have on CO institutional capacity, as measured by the Institutional Development 
Score (IDS).  It must be stressed that these simple analyses conceal a complex of 
different and interconnected effects.  They must be interpreted with care.  All the 
relationships reported here have been tested and are statistically significant.   
 
• COs which have ever taken an RSP loan have an IDS 39% higher than those 

which have not.  However, the difference between those who have taken a loan 
in the last 12 months and those which have ‘dropped out’ of the microcredit 
programme is much smaller and not significant. This seems to indicate that 
involvement in credit is positive, but that it does not need to be a currently active 
involvement. 

• Continuing member saving has an important effect.  COs which made savings in 
the last 12 months, have an average IDS which 53% higher than those which did 
not. 
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• Neither CO age or the size of the membership has a significant impact on the 
IDS. 

• The IDS increases with the number of Sponsored Activities which a CO has 
implemented.  

• The age of a CO’s Office Holders does not affect its IDS. 

• The Office Holders’ level of education does appear to have an impact, but the 
patterns are complicated.  Overall, COs whose Presidents hold education above 
matriculation have an average IDS score of 25.9 out of 45, compared with 22.0 
for those with no education.   However, MCOs whose President has no education 
score higher or equal to those with primary and middle school grades.  And 
WCOs with primary education score higher than those with middle grades or 
matriculation.  While education above matriculation has a clear effect, differences 
below that level seem to have more to do with a correlation between the lower 
IDS scores and the lower level of education in WCOs, than it has to do with any 
direct impact of education.    

• MCOs where the Office Holders have had CMST training, score 22% higher.  For 
WCOs it is 47%.   

• The level of RSP support has a strong impact.  COs which had not been visited in 
the last 12 months, had an average IDS of 18.  Just one or two visits raised it to 
23.  COs which had been visited more than 10 times scored 28 on average.  

• Unsurprisingly, CO satisfaction with RSP was closely related to the institutional 
development score.  COs which rate the RSP as ‘inadequate’ had an average 
IDS score of 17.  Those who gave a ‘satisfactory’ rating scored 24.  For COs who 
gave ‘very satisfactory’, the score was 26.   

4.2.10 Limitations 
The IASCO survey took place in the middle of the worst flooding Pakistan has 
experienced for many decades.  It is a credit to the consulting firm doing the fieldwork 
that they completed the survey without too great a delay.  However, they were forced 
to replace around 100 COs (ie 18%) in the original sample, either because they were 
inaccessible or because their communities had fled the floods.  It is possible this has 
biassed the results, to the extent that COs in remoter communities were replaced by 
those which were closer to main roads etc.  But it is impossible to know what 
direction that bias may have taken. 
 
The survey questionnaire was completed in a Focus Group Discussion.  As many 
verifiable facts as possible were checked against written records, but there remains a 
substantial subjective element to the results.  This is most likely to have affected 
discussions of the CO leadership.  The group discussions were held in the President 
or Manager’s house at 64% of COs.  Another 6% met in the house of local notables 
such as a Nazim or Sardar.  Open debate about internal CO issues is unlikely in 
these circumstances.  Only in TRDP and AKRSP were a significant proportion of the 
meetings held on more neutral territory such as a school or mosque. 
 
To provide some cross check on this, the survey enumerators were asked to provide 
their own confidential ratings of the discussion.  These were broadly positive.  57% of 
discussions were rated as ‘fully open with a majority actively involved.’  Strikingly, it 
was 83% for WCOs.  At MCOs there was a larger proportion where a only one or two 
members, or at best a minority group, were dominant.  This analysis did however 
confirm that discussions at a neutral place were more likely to be fully open. 
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Enumerators considered that 70% of CO leaders were ‘quite clearly committed to the 
CO’.  However, there was group of 10 GBTI WCOs where the leaders were rated as 
‘not at all committed.’ 
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4.3 Social Mobilisation Case Studies  
RSPN commissioned case studies of the social structure and dynamics in five 
villages, one in each province plus one in Gilgit Baltistan.  The objective of the 
studies was to analyse the “fundamental assumption of Social Mobilisation, that the 
poor lack the organisation they need to realise their needs, and that the creation of 
COs can fill that gap.”  To do this, it was decided to “investigate how a sample of 
COs fit into the context of the larger village unit.” 
 
The studies were carried out in June/July, 2010, and the study team spent four days 
in each village.  They used a combination of focus group discussions, key informant 
interviews, transect walks, mapping and other techniques to analyse the situation in 
each village.   
 
The case study findings can be summarised under five headings: i) Existing Social 
Structures and Institutions; ii) Social Exclusion and Poverty; iii) Gender Relations; iv) 
Trends in Social Change; v) The Impact of Social Mobilisation.  

4.3.1 Existing Social Structures and Institutions 
Three of the case study villages, in Mansehra (SRSP), Bahawal Nagar (NRSP), and 
Shikar Pur (SRSO) have similar social structures.  One family is strongly dominant by 
virtue of its ownership of agricultural land, its leadership of the largest, wealthiest clan 
or both.26

                                                
26 The term clan is used here to cover the various different categories of social groupings: caste, 
biraderi, zaat etc.   

   The named leader of this family is regarded as holding almost all powers 
of decision.  In some cases this is made formal by virtue of his position as numberdar 
or wadera: implying powers to collect land revenue for the state, and adjudicate on 
land and other disputes.  At the other end of the social scale, a range of minority 
clans face varying degrees of social exclusion, especially those who serve as village 
servants (faqeers or kammis).    
 
Each of the other two villages has a different structure.  One, in Skardu, is a Shia 
village where there are different clans, but there are few conflicts between them 
(overtly at any rate).  The overall social structure is perceived as egalitarian.  
“Inhabitants respect each other’s values and social cohesion is the most prominent 
trait of the community.”  The other village, in Mastung, is led by a strong Jirga which 
“exercises both judicial and executive roles to settle all disputes ...”  Although the 
head of the Jirga is powerful, the heads of other clans are members of the Jirga with 
him. 
 
Whatever its form, the clan seems to be the foundation of an individual household’s 
social capital.  In all five villages, the clan represents that household in front of the 
village as a whole, and to a large extent connects the household, through the village 
leadership, to the outside world.  Clan members support the individual on social 
occasions, “in case of mirth and death”, and help him or her to deal with 
emergencies.  Unfortunately, the case studies do not probe this point.  Nor do they 
provide any information on how the clan works internally.  
 
Apart from the village leadership, the case studies did not look closely at other village 
institutions, such as the mosque.  However, one example is reported of an institution 
founded over a century ago, which provides exactly the same services as a CO 
managing a CPI.  This is the mir aab, or water users’ group, which manages the 
karez at the village in Mastung.  Villagers made it clear that they feel that a CO is a 
very similar concept to the mir aab.  
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It is important to stress that the dominance of leading families, or the jirga head, is 
not resented, at least overtly.  On the contrary, villagers are reported to accept it, and 
even to give the leadership credit for bringing benefits to the village: 
 
•  “... conflicts between the castes are high, however, everyone accepts the 

decisions of the Wadera.” – Shikar Pur  

• “... the projects that benefitted the village so far have reached here due to 
Naseem Khan.” - Mansehra 

• “ ... social mobilization in the community could not get approval till the time the 
village head, who is also the jirga head, was fully involved ....” - Mastung 

• “ ... the biraderi heads have the decision making power and they are the centers 
of respect and guidance in the case of social disturbance .....” - Skardu 

• “... Ali Ahmed Naul (Numberdar), with the support of Riaz Ahmed Mohal (ex 
Councillor) Gul Sher and Bagh Ali Mohal, makes the decisions at the village level 
and every one accepts them.” – Bahawal Nagar 

4.3.2 Social Exclusion and Poverty 
Social exclusion is strong in the three villages where one family is powerful.  It 
operates at two levels.  The strongest form of exclusion affects minority groups who 
are not members of COs.  Typically these are both poor and considered to be of a 
lower social status by virtue of their ancestry, their occupation or both: kammis, 
faqeers, sheikhs etc. These groups are discouraged from joining a CO.27

The second level of exclusion comes within those groups which do have sufficient 
social status to be able to join a CO, and sufficient confidence to feel able to benefit 
from it.  It springs from fact that there are still considerable differences of power and 
influence, even within this better-off group.  With the result that more powerful 
members get better access to benefits.  This is seen most strongly in one case study 
village where three COs are active and three are not.  The Presidents of the three 
active COs are the village leader, his son and his relative respectively.  The 
comments of members of the inactive COs are little different from what was said by 
the shepherd quoted above:  “a) only the kin of the Khan family can get benefit from 

  They also 
see no benefit from joining the CO. It would even embarrass them: “they do not feel 
comfortable sitting with people from socially superior castes.”   
 

“Abdul Qadoos (a shepherd) said that benefits stay with the influential’s 
and their kin.  We are poor.  At the first step nobody hears us, and 
secondly we are uneducated and do not have the knowledge and capacity 
to envision development.  We have Naseem Khan [the village head] and a 
few others in the village.  They make decisions on our behalf, and 
whatever they do is right.” 
 
“the very poor stated that they were socially excluded by the fellow 
villagers;  as the benefits like microcredit need social collateral and 
nobody is ready to provide it to them.” 
 

The first quotation reflects the complete absence of expectations, combined with a 
resigned acceptance of the status quo, which seems to be typical.  
 

                                                
27 One informant reported that she asked to join but the RSP staff said “you are very poor and we are 
not facilitating this economic group to form a CO at this time ....” 
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COs; b) the educated people can understand the philosophy of grassroots institutes 
and can plan an active role in individual/village development; and, c) no body hears 
them.”  
 
Even in the much more harmonious and socially equitable village in Skardu, the case 
study identifies how most of the benefits have gone to only two out of four VOs, and 
how only one of the four is fully active.  
 
The studies also identify more subtle ways in which influential groups can capture a 
greater share of the benefits of a CO.  In one village, 17 of 22 technical trainees were 
from one clan.  In another, nine of ten microcredit loans went to one clan.  Even on 
water supply schemes, the better-off capture a greater share. “... poor people could 
not pay for the pipes from the street lines to their houses.  So communal taps were 
installed [for them], but the resourceful people who have connections at their door 
steps have installed electric pumps to suck more water, and it has disturbed the 
water quantity and pressure for the poor.”28

4.3.3 Gender Relations 

  
 
The case studies present limited data on poverty structures in the villages, none for 
the Mastung village.  At three villages, participatory rankings show between 40 and 
60% of CO members as Poor and 22 to 54% as Middle.  At most less than five 
percent are reported as rich.  At the other end of the scale, between 3 and 17% are 
Very Poor.  Poverty Score Card data was available for the fourth case study.  It 
shows a similar distribution, for the whole village not just CO members.  However, 
the proportion of Very Poor is higher: 21%.   
 
This data does not allow an analysis of whether or not the poor and very poor are 
over- or under-represented in the CO membership.  It is possible that the higher 
proportion of Very Poor recorded in the one PSC survey reflects the fact that the 
participatory rankings exclude the poorest minorities, ie those who do not have the 
status to be considered for membership. 
 
It is almost certain that there are poor and very poor households even in the 
wealthiest and most dominant clans.  These seem to have a good chance of CO 
membership, if not a equal share in the benefits.  It is not poverty itself which is the 
critical barrier to CO participation, it is belonging to a minority which does not have 
the support of the leading families.     

Only one of the five case studies included both MCOs and WCOs.  At Skardu, there 
are no women’s COs at all.  Apparently, the RSP has never encouraged their 
formation.  At Mastung, security issues have forced BRSP to stop working with the 
WCOs.  At Shikar Pur and Bahawal Nagar, the RSP is only working with WCOs, 
under the new Union Council Poverty Reduction Plan policy.29

Within the context of a highly patriarchal society, the case studies identify signs of 
change in gender relations.  Even in Mastung, where the RSP cannot currently work 
with the WCOs, it is reported that “young girls are now consulted prior to finalizing the 
husband [chosen for her],” and that the women of the village are “progressive; they 

  This makes it difficult 
to draw any general conclusions on how the RSPs’ work with women has interacted 
with their wider Social Mobilisation approach.  
 

                                                
28 The same pattern was reported in the CPI case study. 
29  It was intended that the case studies should cover the same population as the IASCO survey, ie only 
COs formed before 2009.  Unfortunately, both Shikar Pur and Bahawal Nagar COs were formed very 
recently: 18 and 14 months before the study. 
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are literate, as the village has a girls high school and the community is pro to girls 
education.”   
 
In the three villages of the main Indus plain, Mansehra, Bahawal Nagar and Shikar 
Pur, the universal social norm is that women must seek male permission to go 
outside the village, and purdah is enforced inside the village.  However, permission to 
move is given in a range of circumstances.  And at least one strong-minded women 
was able to describe how she won the right to travel to work 13km away in the face 
of strong opposition from her family and other men.  The presence of a growing body 
of educated or para-professional women, as teachers, lady health workers and 
trained TBAs, is also having an effect; opening the door to greater girls attendance at 
primary school.  Although still not generally approved, some girls now travel to high 
schools in nearby towns.   
 
Although purdah is an important general factor, women’s right to mobility varies 
according to age and status.  In Skardu and Mastung, women and girls are free to 
move, at least in the locality.  In the other villages, this may be true for elder women 
and married women, but young girls are more closely watched.  One study reveals 
there is a reason for this: the particular risks young girls face, and the harsher side of 
a woman’s life in rural, relatively lawless parts of Pakistan.  In this village, sexual 
abuse and murder of children is described as a ‘prevalent phenomenon’.  Violence 
against wives is also frequent.  Ostensibly this is ‘honor killing’, but village women 
stated, in groups as well as in individual interviews, that this conceals the settling of 
scores between opposing families or the husband’s intention to re-marry.  
 
The case studies give some description of a woman’s position in the household.  It is 
reported that “elderly women ... have the privilege of giving their opinion in family 
matters  .... where there is no older woman, then married women take that role.” In 
some villages, women have some independence of economic action.  In at least two 
of them they are running small shops, from their own houses.  They also earn, and 
keep for themselves, money from sewing, from selling dairy produce and, in one 
village, from cotton picking. 

4.3.4 The Social and Institutional Impact of Social Mobilisation  
In assessing Social Mobilisation’s impact, wider trends need to be taken into account.  
As the preceding section shows, there are signs that a woman’s lot is changing 
somewhat for the better, for reasons that have nothing to do with Social Mobilisation.  
The most important is the way girls’ access to education is increasing, and is 
generally supported.  Although the case studies also show that there is a very long 
way to go, attitudes are also shifting in other respects.  Unfortunately, the studies do 
not analyse how other social and economic trends may be affecting the village 
community.  It seems probable, for example, that the apparently all-powerful position 
of the rural land-owning elite is starting to face challenges from at least two 
directions.  One is from the presence in the community of more educated people, 
teachers, para medics, etc, who offer some competition for leadership.  The second 
comes from migration and the flow of resources and young men with new ideas that 
it brings to families who do not belong to the village elite. 
 
With that qualification, the case studies reveal a consistent pattern.  There are strong 
institutions in all five villages.  In some cases those institutions are inequitable, even 
oppressive, but they are respected and effective.  If there is an organisation gap in 
these communities, it is a partial one.  Partial in the sense that the existing 
institutions do not meet all the needs of the community; or partial in the sense that 
they do not meet the needs of all groups in the community. 
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In section 4.1, it was suggested that community institutions should serve four 
purposes: 
 
1.  Managing public goods, especially infrastructure. 
2.  Dealing with the state and its various agencies. 
3.  Dealing with the modern economy.  
4. Regulating the community’s internal affairs, and relations between different 

individuals and groups. 
 
Taking the last of these first, managing the community’s internal affairs is the primary 
purpose of existing institutions.  Whether as a wadera, a jirga, or a numberdar, the 
management of internal conflicts and disputes is their fundamental task.  The justice 
may be rough and unequal, but there is no organisational gap in this respect.  
Something confirmed by the IASCO finding that almost no COs play a role in dealing 
with conflicts.  (See Section 3) 
 
Although not so clearly put in all the case studies, these existing institutions are also 
experienced in dealing with the state.  “Naseem Khan and his family are the people 
who invite and bring relevant departments in the village which execute the 
development work.   .....  the family also acted as activist or introductory channel for 
SRSP to kick start its social mobilization ...”   
 
As for the management of public goods, the mir aab institution of Mastung is a clear 
example of a Pakistani community which developed the capacity to manage a 
complex piece of public infrastructure more than a century ago.  Similarly, the fact 
that villages still employ kammis, indicates that they have a capacity to manage 
simple public services.  Payment for the maintenance of the village graveyard was an 
example quoted in one case study.  Other evidence shows that many communities 
also provide a basic social welfare net, through the mosque and charitable funds. 
 
The case studies did not investigate the workings of the village economy.  However, 
it would be surprising given the evidence in the other areas, if communities do not 
have institutions to manage local markets, and even contract relations: tenancy, 
sharecropping, mortgage, etc.  As throughout, it is probable that it is the dominant 
village leadership which controls these institutions.  
 
In summary, the case studies indicate that any organisational gap in rural Pakistan is 
one of quality.  Institutions exist to manage most aspects of community life.  
However, they are not democratic and they give little weight to the interests of 
vulnerable groups.  They may also lack the ability to deal effectively with modern 
forms of development; where substantial funding must be managed honestly and 
new technologies have to be implemented correctly and maintained properly. 
 
Against this background, the impact of Social Mobilisation can be seen as working 
not so much to fill an ‘organisational gap’, as it is to raise ‘organisational quality’.  In 
theory, this could be done in one of two ways: either by providing a better alternative 
organisation, or by encouraging improvements in the organisations which already 
exist.  
 
The case studies make it clear that COs are not replacing existing village institutions 
and structures.  On the contrary, as the study team put it for one village, the “... 
indigenous social institutional framework has given powers to the Swati family, where 
Naseem Khan and his kin hold the power position, and at the moment the CO 
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structure has further strengthened their status.”  To a greater or lesser extent, the 
same appears to be true for all the case study villages. 
 
The formation of COs is, unavoidably, linked to the likelihood that they will provide 
access to funds for community development, microcredit, etc.  The case studies 
show that this has happened in a variety of ways at all five villages.  In Skardu micro-
hydel and irrigation infrastructure was combined with technical training.  In Mansehra, 
it was microcredit and a water supply scheme, and in Mastung a community centre.   
However, the case studies did not look closely at the way these schemes have been 
managed or maintained.  So it is not possible to judge how far the experience of 
implementing an RSP-sponsored project, through Social Mobilisation, has led to an 
improvement in the communities’ organisational capacities.  Some additional skill and 
knowledge must have been acquired.  However, it seems unlikely that a village like 
Mastung, which has developed an established institution in the mir aab to manage a 
complex facility like a karez, needed much help in managing a community centre.  In 
Mansehra, when asked to explain what the COs had done to strengthen the 
community’s development, the main example quoted was the distribution of ERRA 
cheques to individual households.  Similarly, in Skardu, impact is entirely measured 
in terms of physical delivery.  The case study team sums this up aptly: “the 
understanding of ...... the concept of social organization stays limited to the 
incentives which reach the community as the result of CO formation.”  
 
Perhaps surprisingly, gender relations seems to be the area where Social 
Mobilisation has had the greatest impact.  The power structure in most communities 
has accepted the formation of WCOs, even under the new policy where they are not 
matched by MCOs. However, the case study team indicate that this is on the basis 
that “women COs never challenged the power structure of males in the village.”  It is 
almost as if the new policy of only forming women’s COs is less threatening, because 
it keeps Social Mobilisation out of areas in which the men negotiate issues of real 
power in the village.  Within these constraints, women’s COs were found to be 
active.30  Health awareness and vocational training has had an effect, and group 
savings are used to help members with marriages and births.  In one village, 
microcredit given to women has been used by their men, to buy farm inputs or even 
invest in a rickshaw.  This programme has only been running for 14 months, but it is  
reported to have raised the woman’s status in the household.31

Helping communities strengthen their capacity to establish linkages with state and 
other agencies is a key Social Mobilisation objective.  Despite various examples of 

  Participation in COs 
has raised women’s confidence, especially through the contact with outsiders such 
as the RSP staff.  In one village, it has even opened the difficult topic of dowry to 
discussion.  RSP assistance in registering with NADRA has also been effective. 
 
What the emphasis on WCOs has not done is have any impact on social exclusion. 
In the villages where only women’s COs have been formed, non-members describe 
their position in exactly the same terms as those from villages where there are 
MCOs.  And in both of these WCO villages, most of the Office Holders are drawn 
from the dominant clan, with the larger share of CO benefits going to those same 
clans.  Social Mobilisation appears to have had no impact on this aspect of the 
‘partial organisation gap’; the fact that village institutions only serve part of the total 
village population. 
 

                                                
30 Except in Mastung where insecurity had forced the RSP to stop working with WCOs. 
31 RSPN studies on microcredit to women, and studies in Bangladesh and elsewhere, have shown that 
the results can be more complex than this, and in some respects even destructive of good relations 
between the sexes.  This programme deserves close monitoring.  
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RSP support to projects implemented by NADRA, NCHD and other organisations, it 
is not clear that this has added to the community’s own capacity to deal with external 
agencies.  The existing leadership continues to control village relations with external 
agencies; and there is nothing to show that they have improved the way they do this.  
An important case study finding was that CO have not built linkages and good 
relations with other institutions within the village.  Teachers are the most important 
example.  In one village, they said they could not spare the time for a CO.  In another 
they expressed active resentment at the lack of contact from RSP staff, and 
“ignorance on part of social mobilization staff for school matters.”  They were keen to 
see girls’ education, student drop-out and truancy discussed in the COs.  At another 
village potentially important figures, such as the wives of the pir and the imam masjid, 
also said they could not spare the time.   
 
Rotating Savings and Credit Associations (ROSCAs, bisi or kustuna) are reported to 
be ‘prevalent’ in Pakistan.  The case studies did not investigate whether any of the 
villages have these traditional savings institutions, so it is not possible to estimate 
whether or not this part of the Social Mobilisation package has filled an 
‘organisational gap.’  That said, CO savings was found to have had an impact in 
three of the villages.  However, none of them seemed to operating as standard 
scheme, one which helps individuals to build up their personal savings.  Instead, two 
were being “used at communal needs like in supporting people to bear expenses in 
case of mirth and death.”  The third was also being used for a communal purpose, in 
this case to provide contributions to community projects, such as the repair of the 
karez.   
 
The case study team note, in more than one place, a concern that 2nd Generation 
Social Mobilisation will only add to the tendency for Social Mobilisation to reinforce 
existing institutions and structures, without bringing about any significant 
improvement in the way they operate.  In Mastung, CO members explicitly stated that 
the formation of the VO has weakened the COs.  “ ... CO meetings do not take place 
regularly, as the individual members go to VO members and tell them the points they 
think should be discussed in the VO.”  The team makes the very valid point that “the 
exclusion of the marginalized cannot be addressed in the absence of functional CO 
structures.”    
 
The team also questions the new policy of forming only women’s COs; “ ... in the 
strong patriarchal culture, exclusion of males from the canvas of social mobilization 
cannot lead the execution of participatory social development anywhere....”  The 
women-only policy is new.  In the two case study villages where it is in force, the 
WCOs were formed just over a year ago.  So there is no evidence yet on how the 
policy is working.  Nevertheless, the logic of the case study team’s concern seems to 
be strong.  

4.4 Conclusions and Recommendations 
The RSPs have created an unparalleled network of participatory community 
organisations.  The following sections summarise what the survey and case studies 
show about the development and capacities of these organisations under two 
headings: CO Activity and Functionality and Social and Institutional Impacts. 

4.4.1 CO Activity and Functionality  
Taking account of COs who refused to cooperate in the survey and those found to be 
inactive during the survey, a reliable estimate of the level of activity among RSP COs 
at June 2009 can be derived as follows: 
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   Minus ‘blank’ records in Snapshot

No of COs 
 

June 2009 RSP Outreach        157,027 
Social Mobilisation Snapshot Record     145,828 

32

Results from a survey based on focus groups help in the presence of the CO 
leadership are unlikely to reveal the membership’s true feelings.  Subject to that 
qualification, most COs seem to be functioning and genuinely participatory 
organisations.  70% are satisfied with their leaders and few see the need for 
elections.  90% still have their formal records – the karwai and attendance register; 
although only 75% have made an entry in the last 9 months.  
 
However, COs have not implemented a wide range of development and other 
activities.  42% have implemented nothing apart from microcredit and savings, and 
33% have implemented only one activity.  Less than a third have taken action on 
their own initiative, and there are very few examples of linkage to government 
programmes outside those sponsored by RSPs or other non-governmental agencies.  
Where they have taken action, COs see the results as both ‘very successful’ and 
‘very important’.  
 
Credit and saving are the dominant CO activities.   60% have taken an RSP loan, 
although only 36% took one in the last 12 months.  Those taking a loan fall into two 
distinct groups.  In one large group, 47%, less than half the membership benefitted 
from a loan.  At the other extreme, more than-three quarters of the members 
benefitted at 31% of COs.    
 
In the last 12 months, 75% of COs made savings, slightly less for WCOs.  However, 
the amount saved was small – Rs 100 – and very few members made withdrawals.  
COs gave three main reasons for saving: insurance (‘for time of need’); charity (‘to 
help the poor’); and investment or CO development.  Women’s COs gave most 
emphasis to the first, and Men’s COs to the second and third.  

    139,735 
Available for Survey - 86.5%     120,871 
‘Active’ in Survey - 89.1%     107,696 

  
On this estimate, some 69% of the headline figure for June 2009 are active COs. 
 

4.4.2 Institutional Development Scores 
On a fifteen indicator Institutional Development Score, survey COs were ranked as 
follows: 
 

                                                
32 6,093 COs in the SMS had not figures for the number of members.  They are assumed inactive. 

Score   Institutional Status  % MCOs % WCOs  All  
          < 11  ‘Inactive’       5.1    15.1           10.1 
       12 – 22  ‘Infancy’     21.7    28.7           25.2 
       23 – 33  ‘Development’     65.4    52.9           59.2 
        34 – 45  ‘Independence’      7.7      3.3             5.5 
 
In general, WCOs scored lower.  There were also differences between the RSPs: 
from the highest average score of 28.8 to the lowest of 18.0.  The RSPs can be 
ranked by the average IDS as follows: 
 

1. SRSO 2.  PRSP  3. TRDP 4. NRSP 
5.  GBTI 6. SRSP  7. AKRSP 8.  BRSP   
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The fifteen indicators include 10 which relate to the CO’s Functioning, or internal 
working, and five relating to its Development Capacity.  Most COs scored relatively 
well on the internal working indicators, with many scoring 3 on Planning, 
Participation, Meeting Attendance and Accountability.  However, there was a core 
group of between 10 and 20% which scored mostly zeros. 
 
Scores on Development Capacity were much lower.  Over 90% scored zero on 
Conflict Resolution and 69% on Women’s Issues, where WCOs did just as poorly as 
MCOs.  Only on Poverty Inclusion was there a majority scoring 2 or more. 
 
Nearly a third of COs had not been visited by the RSP Social Organiser during the 
last 12 months.  Only two RSPs were reported to be maintaining regular visits: PRSP 
and SRSO.  Conversely, two-thirds of COs reported that they have to visit the RSP 
offices ‘often’.  A solid majority were satisfied or very satisfied with the RSPs’ 
support, 19% rated it as inadequate.  This seemed to be related to a lack tangible 
results and bureaucratic procedures.  As already mentioned, resentment at the new 
policy of only dealing with WCOs caused a number of MCOs to refuse to participate 
in the survey.  Dissatisfaction rates were highest (30%) for AKRSP, SRSP, GBTI and 
BRSP. 
 
Statistical analysis revealed that COs tend to score better on the IDS if: 
 

- They have ever taken microcredit 
- They are still saving 
- They have implemented more activities 
- They have had more visits by the SO 
- They are satisfied with the RSP 
- They have had CMST training 
- Office holders have education above matriculation 
- They do not

4.4.3 Social and Institutional Impacts 

 have access to electricity, piped water etc 
- They are dryland or livestock farmers 
 

It might be expected that older COs and COs with larger membership would score 
higher.  However, they did not. 
 
The fact that COs without electricity, and COs which do not have irrigation, score 
higher, may support the argument that communities grow out of the need for Social 
Mobilisation.  As they get richer, households become stronger individually and see 
less need to come together in a group organisation.  On average, WCOs are more 
likely to have access to better facilities, which may indicate how RSPs still find it 
difficult to reach the women in remoter regions. 

The case studies make some revealing points about how COs fit into the existing 
social and institutional context.  In all five villages, the study team found strong 
existing institutions.  Village leaders have established roles in adminstration, conflict 
management and relations with the State.  In a number of cases that position is 
formally recognised by the State, as wadera, numberdar or head of a jirga.  These 
institutions are not always equitable, but they are powerful, capable and respected by 
the community.  In three villages, a dominant family from dominant clan holds power 
and minorities are excluded from the COs, more by their own sense of 
disempowerment than by any formal barrier: “Nobody hears us, .. we are uneducated 
and do not have the capacity to envision development.” 
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Even within COs, benefits tend to be captured by the leadership group.  This results 
in a division between active COs, led by members of the dominant family, and others 
which have become inactive through their feeling that they are not going to benefit.  
The case studies also seem to indicate that teachers, religious leaders, LHWs are 
not engaged by, even alienated by Social Mobilisation.  These are potential change 
agents whose support could be important.  
 
Social Mobilisation seeks to fill an ‘organisation gap’ in poor rural villages.  The case 
studies show that there is no gap as such, or rather that it is at most only a partial 
one.  Strong institutions already exist in each village, but they may not meet all the 
needs of the community.  More importantly, there is clear evidence that they do not 
meet the needs of all groups in the community.  In some cases, Social Mobilisation 
has strengthened the power of existing institutions without necessarily improving their 
performance or encouraging them to fill these partial gaps. “the understanding of the 
concept of social organization stays limited to the incentives which reach the 
community as the result of CO formation.” 

4.4.4 Summary and Recommendations 
A solid majority of RSP community organisations are functional and institutionally 
sound.  However, their development capacities are weak and CO performance 
remains dependent on RSP support.  The COs have had little impact on social 
exclusion.  In places they may have reinforced it.  They have strengthened existing 
institutions, more by accident than by design, without improving their performance or 
making them more inclusive and equitable.  
 
To improve the impact of Social Mobilisation, it is recommended that the RSPs 
consider the following: 
 
1.  Review the role, structure and operating procedures of the CO, with the aim of 

moving on from the position where many COs are just ‘going through the motions 
in the hope of an RSP activity.’  A simpler model may be better adapted to 2nd 
Generation SM.  A priority its to find ways to bring social minorities and very poor 
into the fold.  

2.  Develop a focussed approach at the VDO level, with explicit consideration of 
existing social institutions and power structures.  The objective should be find 
ways to improve these institutions, not just strengthen them.  Priorities should be: 
making them more inclusive and representative of the whole community; enabling 
them to handle public good CPIs; clarifying the working relationship with COs; 
and, engaging with other Change Agents in the community. 

 
3.  Radically review the role of Saving to: re-model or abandon internal lending; 

identify CO member’s real saving needs; and, avoid competing with/duplicating 
ROSCAs etc.  
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5 The Gender Impact of Social Mobilisation  
Originally, RSPN’s Impact Assessment Programme was to include a separate 
Gender Impact Survey, with supporting case studies.  For lack of time, the survey 
was combined with the Impact Assessment Survey of COs, by including equal 
numbers of women’s and men’s COs in the survey sample and including a separate 
section on gender relations in the questionnaire.  The Gender Impact case studies 
went ahead as planned.  While less than ideal, this has provided a solid body of 
survey evidence as the basis for a review of the Gender Impact of Social 
Mobilisation. 
 
The Social Mobilisation Snapshot provided the sample frame for the IASCO.  For 
June 2009, the snapshot included 44,500 WCOs, of which two-thirds had been given 
CMST training and just under half had benefitted from RSP microcredit services.  
21% had been given vocational or technical training, and the same percentage a 
Natural Resources Management activity.  Only 8% had implemented a CPI, and 10 
to 15% health or education activities. 

5.1 Expected Impacts on Women 
Society and culture in Pakistan present considerable challenges to any organisation 
which seeks to work on gender relations.  The topic has been much debated and 
RSPs have implemented a range of different Women in Development (WID) and 
Gender and Development (GAD) approaches.  However, working with separate 
women’s COs has been the standard, almost throughout.  It is worth noting that 
AKRSP first started separate WOs at the request of women in villages where it was 
working with mainly male Village Organisations.  This separate-development model, 
together with greater funding available for microcredit and enterprise development, 
has given the programme a WID tendency.  The emphasis has been on savings and 
income generation, not women’s rights or gender relations.  The 2nd Generation SM 
model, working only with WCOs, can be seen as a logical development of this 
separate approach.  
 
In the Pakistani context, it is a matter of fine judgement how far it would be practical 
to move towards a more ambitious strategy; one which would seek not just to 
improve women’s livelihoods but also to advocate improvements in their status and 
the proper realisation of all their human rights.   

5.2 Gender Findings from the Institutional Assessment Survey 
In the IASCO, members of COs were asked to say whether their organisation has 
done anything about women’s issues.  A large majority, 69%, said they had not.  
Surprisingly the figure was higher for WCOs than for MCOs, but this partly reflects 
the fact that some of the men feel that allowing the formation of a WCO, by itself, 
counts as doing something.  For unclear reasons, there were some sharp differences 
between RSPs.  Among TRDP COs, nearly 90% said they had done nothing.  At the 
other end of the scale, nearly 50% of SRSP and PRSP COs had at least discussed 
women’s issues. 
 
COs reported a wide range of relatively minor activities to support women.  Training 
and enterprise development was the most frequent; vocational centres and tailoring 
were common examples.  Others included religious education (taleem e balighan), 
negotiating assistance from the BaitulMal and providing dowries for orphans.   
 
To assess attitudes to women’s issues, the survey questionnaire asked CO members 
how they see women’s socio-economic position in their community.  Nearly two thirds 



 62 

of MCOs consider women to have the same position as men.  Even for WCOs, at 
47%, this was the majority opinion.  Surprising as it is, this may be revealing of how 
strongly perceptions in rural Pakistan differ from those held by the educated elite.  
Here too there are wide variations between RSPs.  Once again, TRDP stands out, 
with 94% asserting that “All women have the same position as men.”  SRSO, which 
is geographically closest to TRDP, stands at the other end of the scale.  Here 59% 
consider that “No woman has the same position as men.”  There is no immediately 
obvious explanation for these differences. 
 
The focus groups were asked to say in what way they think women are treated 
unfairly.  Of those which responded, over a third cited domestic violence as the first 
concern.  The next commonest responses were women not being allowed to get 
education, their exclusion from decision making and their lack of rights in general.  
More specific issues such as women’s inheritance, and restrictions on their moblility 
were mentioned, but less frequently.  Apart from being less concerned overall, men 
had different perceptions.  Domestic violence was the only issue cited by more than a 
handful of MCOs.  Unsurprisingly, barely any MCOs were concerned about women’s 
participation in decision making or their rights in general; although more men’s COs 
mentioned girls inheritance than women’s.   
 
Of COs which do feel women are not treated equally, 48% attribute it to lack of 
education.  Male domination is the next commonest reason.  As might be expected, 
this was mostly given by women’s COs.  Only 12% thought poverty was the main 
factor. 
   
Questionnaire responses can only give uncertain results on this type of issue.  
Nevertheless, the IASCO results highlight the complexity of gender relations, and of 
attitudes to them.  They suggest considerable scope for further investigation to help 
understand better what really shapes women’s lives in poorer parts of Pakistan.   
They suggest, for example, that domestic violence and access to education are far 
greater priorities than reducing the constrictions of purdah to raise women’s mobility. 

5.3 The Impact of Social Mobilisation on the Lives of Women  
RSPN commissioned five case studies of the Impact of Social Mobilisation on the 
Lives of Women.  The aim was to have one study for each Pakistani province and 
one for Gilgit Baltistan.  Because of the security situation, the study for Balochistan 
could not be carried out.  The case study was asked to look at the following 
questions: 
 
• How and to what extent has women’s social and economic well-being been 

affected by their participation in a Community Organisation? 
• What opportunities does their experience in a CO make possible that would not 

be available to them otherwise? 
• To what extent are women CO members now ‘empowered’ and able to function 

as agents of change: (i.e. are they more mobile? do they have better information 
and access to general and reproductive health services?)  

• Do their children have more and better educational opportunities? 
• Are they able to cope more effectively with changes that affect their families, such 

as the migration of male heads of households, inflation, and changes in the 
capacity of land-holdings to support family members?  

• Do they now have better knowledge of women’s rights, legal entitlements and 
measures of resolving disputes?   

The case studies were carried out in August 2010, and the three-person team spent 
four days in each village.  The studies principally relied on focus groups and 
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individual interviews, supported by a review of available CO records.  To ensure the 
male perspective was not neglected, the team included one male and two female 
researchers. 

5.3.1 Trends in Gender Relations in Pakistan 
One of the clearest findings from all of the case studies, the five Social Mobilisation 
studies as well as the four Gender Impact studies, is that gender relations have 
changed considerably in many parts of Pakistan over the last few decades.  This in 
contrast to other aspects of Pakistani society, in particular social exclusion, where 
there is far less evidence of change.33

A number of factors have contributed to this change in gender relations.  Better 
roads, rural electrification and better water supplies have all contributed.  Underlying 
economic change has also been important.  Migration has given a household greater 
resources, and greater responsibility to mothers and housewives left behind.  

  Of the nine studies, there were only three 
where there was no sign of an improvement in gender relations.  The point is most 
simply demonstrated with a selection of quotes: 
 

“The women noted a significant change in their quality of life over the years and the 
improvements they have seen. In previous years, women were not educated and were 
not allowed to leave the house. Now all girls are sent to school .....”  - “....  now they 
have some say in household matters and participate more openly with the men than 
before. Most women who were interviewed attribute this change to an increase in their 
level of education.” Batala – KPP 
 
“The common perception of the villagers of Dhak is that the lives of women have 
changed dramatically for the better in recent years.”  Dhak – Punjab 
 
“As a result of education there has been a sharp increase in the age at which women 
are now getting married.  Many of the women who were interviewed indicated that 
they had been married between the ages of 13 to 18.  [Since then], the marriage age 
has been pushed back by at least 5 to 7 years especially for girls who show an 
interest in getting an education. This has also had a profound impact on fertility rates 
and family size.” Oshikandas – Gilgit 
 

These quotes come from what are evidently the more wealthy, and confident, 
commmunities visited during the case studies.  In poorer, remoter areas the signs are 
not as strong, but some improvement is still reported: 
 

“To perform her work she had to go to the hospital daily and it caused turmoil in her 
family men, who not only threw tantrum on her but she also faced lot of humiliation 
through passing remarks on her from other fellow village men. However, her 
persistence caused change in the attitude and there is a change in their behavior 
now.”  Bahawal Nagar – Punjab 
 
 
“women opined that women are progressive; they are literate, as the village has girl’s 
high school and community is pro to girl’s education.  ... young girls are now consulted 
prior to finalizing the husband, yet it is a new phenomenon but is encouraging for 
women.” Darinagar - Balochistan 
 

This should not disguise the fact that there are still parts of rural Pakistan where a 
woman’s life is deeply insecure and oppressed.  Nevertheless, change is underway 
and it is both rapid and quite widespread.   
 

                                                
33 Although it has to be noted that lack of evidence does not mean change is not happening.  It may 
partly reflect the fact that researchers are more interested gender, and also the fact that caste and other 
aspects of social exclusion are even more difficult to discuss than gender in Pakistan.  
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Expanding markets have created opportunities for women in horticulture, dairy, and 
craft production, activities often recognised as theirs by tradition.  However, the case 
studies are unanimous in giving first place to education, and to a sharp change in 
attitudes to education for girls: “..... now when a girl gets married, the husband’s family 
inquires about her education as a positive thing ...”   
 
In this context, it is difficult to assess reliably the impact social mobilisation has had 
on the lives of women.  Change was underway before the RSPs began their work. 
There are places where it already seems to have outrun their relatively limited gender 
interventions.  On the other hand, many members of WCOs are very supportive of 
RSP efforts.  

5.3.2 Livelihood Impacts 
WCO members can potentially benefit from the full range of RSP services: saving, 
technical training, enterprise development, microcredit and infrastructure.  The case 
study reports can be summed up as saying that a minority have benefitted 
significantly but there has been little or no impact on the majority.  
 
Technical training, microcredit and enterprise development form a package designed 
to open new economic opportunities for women.  None of the case studies identify a 
sizeable group of women who have benefitted in this way.  Instead, at most villages, 
a small group of individuals have benefitted substantially.  “... the village stars who have 
repeatedly received benefits from the various programmes being implemented by TRDP. 
They are also the role models of the village ...... However, most of the other women have not 
significantly benefitted from their experience of social organization.”   Many of the ‘stars’ 
were already what were described at another village as “ .... in most cases the most 
entrepreneurial women in the village.”  The division between these ‘village stars’ and 
other women is underlined by the fact that only one of six WCOs in this village is still 
maintaining its savings, and non-members make up a sizeable part of the population.  
Being able to offer a ‘role model’ as a successful women clearly has value.  However, 
that value is limited unless it allows others to follow the same track, and there is little 
evidence of that happening. 
 
The Gilgit case study shows most clearly how WCOs have had livelihood impacts 
which are significant but limited to quite a small section of the community.  One 
entrepreneurial group of WCO members has set up a business enterprise, 
coincidentally named the Nine Star Women’s Organisation.  However, it is dependent 
on concessions such as free electricity arranged by an MNA.  At the same time, the 
biggest enterprise in the village is run by a man, using apricot drying technology first 
introduced by AKRSP, and none of the workers in that enterprise had heard of the 
WCOs.  Another group of active women in the village, health workers who have 
strong contact with most household in the village, are not WCO members.  They 
made it clear that they “... were not particularly enamored of the Women’s Organizations.”  
Meanwhile, the small group of very poor households in the village had “had generally 
not heard of the Women’s Organizations.”  
 
The Gender Impact case studies paid particular attention to saving.  In one 
well-to-do KPP village, women are “avid savers”, but not with the WCO.  
Instead, they have very active ROSCAs.  The average WCO member is 
saving Rs 2,000 a month in a ROSCA, compared with Rs 50 to Rs 100 in the 
WCO.  In other areas, however, saving is reported to have been an important 
attraction for women considering setting up a WCO.  In the 1980s, when 
AKRSP decided to support the earliest women’s organisations, it was partly 
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because “What had appealed to the women was the savings activity which had been 
initiated by the organizations as a founding principle.” 
 
Over 25 years later, saving is still one of the most important WCO activities.  
But it has also become one of the most problematic.  In two of the study 
villages, over half the WCOs have stopped saving, in many cases because of 
large losses through internal lending.  In a third, where most WCOs were 
formed relatively recently, there are fewer problems but “registers ... reveal a 
waning interest in savings with ... many [members] discontinuing their savings very rapidly 
after the formation of the CO.” 
 
The case study reports highlight how poorly controlled internal lending has caused 
conflict and the disintegration of some WCOs, especially where it is linked to similar 
problems in the MCOs. “In one or two cases the borrowing women members had left for 
Karachi or had declared that they would not return the money as they had lost money in the 
now defunct men’s organizations and would keep their loan as compensation.”  There is 
even a suggestion that diverting savings to themselves through internal lending is 
one way that the more entrepreneurial WCO ‘stars’ have been able to succeed.  

5.3.3 Agency  and Empowerment 
Of all the opportunities a CO has created for its members, the simplest has been the 
opportunity to sit and talk with other women in the community, without resistance 
from the men.  Although women do have other opportunities to meet, especially 
among the closely related women of the typical small CO, this opportunity is valued 
and has had a clear impact.  For women from Bagrote, “... participation in village 
meetings had opened up a wide range of possibilities such as interaction with other village 
women, freedom to visit shops, participate in literacy training, save and undertake small 
enterprise development opportunities.” 
 
The opportunity to meet RSP Social Organisers was also valued.  By acting as 
models of what an educated and confident woman can achieve, they have had a 
significant impact. “Women were impressed with the female staff of SRSP and wanted their 
daughters to be more empowered like them, ...”  The interaction of MCOs and WCOs has 
also been a factor, especially the process of negotiating with the men of a village 
their acceptance of separate women’s organisations. “..... men and women both claimed 
that the Community Organization approach had helped them broaden their thinking about the 
role of women in society.” 
 
As individuals, some women have gained confidence from WCO membership, and 
important capabilities in financial management, leading a meeting and dealing with 
public issues.  Some have even been able to win support from politicians.  Apart from 
the technical content, training has been important just by providing opportunities to 
travel outside the village.  It is also something that is not commonly offered by any 
organisation apart from the RSPs. 
 
However, just as with livelihoods, the studies indicate that these benefits are limited 
to a small group; in most, but not all cases, women who were already among the 
most capable in the village.  In Bhakuo, “.. a handful of women had ... thrived and 
benefited enormously from their organizational experience. These were clearly the change 
agents in the village. ....  It appeared that they were in almost all cases women who were 
much more active even prior to their participation in the PDCs. The effort at social 
mobilization had nonetheless enhanced their confidence, skills and opportunities for outside 
exposure.”  For the majority of ordinary WCO members, in contrast, few impacts were 
identified.  If anything, this limited impact has tended to increase inequality in the 
community. 
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RSPs have not sought to emphasise women’s rights.  Not surprisingly, therefore, the 
case studies found little evidence of an impact in this area.  Some LSOs and WCOs 
have cooperated with other agencies such as FAFEN to help members register for 
identity cards, and some have worked to raise political awareness.  None have 
sought to address the principal concerns identified in the IASCO survey: domestic 
violence; access to education; inheritance, etc. (See section 4)  

5.3.4 Poverty and Social Exclusion 
Evidence from the Gender Impact case studies on the poverty impact of WCOs is 
less detailed, but otherwise identical to that from the Social Mobilisation case studies.  
WCOs have been formed to fit within existing social dividing lines, and in deference 
to influential groups in a village. In better-off communities, the result is that WCO 
members are not the poorest.  And the poorest are not WCO members.  It is only 
when the community as a whole is poor that a majority of members are poor. 
 
This has not happened because the poor have been deliberately kept out. It is more 
because CO membership has little to offer the poor, and because the RSPs have not 
found ways to adapt Social Mobilisation to their needs.  “The poor are not intentionally 
excluded from CO activities. They chose not to participate because they did not have time for 
the meetings or the money for savings. [Where] there was a token representation of one or 
two members from the poorest households, .... it turned out that these women were the ones 
who were too weak to work on the farms and therefore participated in the meetings ....“  Poor 
families still benefit from the schools, water supplies and other public goods 
supported by the CO.  However, their share is inevitably small and they gain none of 
the empowering social benefits.  
 

“When the idea behind the WO was explained, one old woman laughed out loud and 
said that surely we were joking if we thought she could join such an organization 
where women were expected to save.” 

5.3.5 Institutional Impacts 
Social Mobilisation can only have a tangible institutional impact on gender relations 
through the establishment of strong, genuinely participatory WCOs.  At two of the 
case study villages there is only one functional WCO, in the sense that members are 
meeting and making regular savings.  There is only one village where more than 50% 
of WCOs are active.   
 
Even for functional WCOs, the case studies indicate that many are operating on a 
minimal level.  Karwai registers record nothing but standard paragraphs focussed on 
transmitting requests to the RSP.  Broader issues, such as girls school attendance, 
the availability of health services are not discussed.  And saving is regarded mainly 
as a necessary qualification for RSP benefits which may become available.: 
 

“ ..... meetings and savings which they understood were obligations in order to 
receive benefit from other schemes.”  Men at Batala – SRSP 
 
“It is difficult to establish what women get from the PDC meetings in which they do 
not save or discuss anything of substance. The motivation behind some of the 
meetings appears to be the expectation that TRDP may decide to grant some inputs, 
trainings or come up with a new package.”  Bhakuo – TRDP 
 
“COs generally take the lead from the social organizers .... and focus on those 
issues where they feel that some development assistance might be forthcoming from 
NRSP. The very clear perception that emerged from some of the leaders of the COs 
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was that they had actually kept their CO going as a favour to the Social Organizer.”  
Dhak - NRSP 

 
The study report highlights how WCOs and MCOs have not served to create the 
social capital needed to manage public goods in the community: 
 

“Today walking through Dhak one gets a very clear sense of the .. lack of a civic 
consciousness ... . The village has sewerage water flowing in the open drains ... with 
garbage dumped everywhere.”  Yet   “... the proliferation of the COs has not led to 
any spontaneous initiatives by the men or women to deal with any of these physical 
infrastructure issues ....”  Dhak – NRSP 
 
“ ... many of the women complained that the system of filtration of the water was not 
functioning properly ..... Apparently the guard who had been initially employed by the 
people ... was now receiving his salary from the Government. This had made him 
less accountable ... and he had simply stopped working. ..... despite the large 
number of VOs and WOs in the village none of them felt that [they] could resolve 
[this] seemingly minor issue.”  Oshikandas – AKRSP 
 

While outside the brief of the RSPN Impact Assessment Programme, it must be 
noted that the Gender Impact study team raise similar concerns about 2nd Generation 
Social Mobilisation as the Social Mobilisation case study team (see section 4.3.4).  In 
one village the leadership of a very well-regarded LSO could not substantiate its 
claimed achievements or demonstrate knowledge of its constituency COs; and some 
of those constituency COs denied any connection with the LSO.  In another village, 
male CO members saw no need for an LSO.  The study team express particular 
concern about LSO capacity to support COs, especially with respect to the 
widespread problems over saving and internal lending.  

5.4 Conclusions and Recommendations 
Through 45,000 women’s community organisations, RSPs have supported one of the 
largest single efforts to help women to better their position both economically and 
socially.  This section seeks to summarise the findings of the survey and case 
studies and draw some overall conclusions on way forward for the RSPs. 

5.4.1 Trends in Gender 
Almost all the case studies show signs of change in gender relations, sometimes 
rapid change.  A quote from the Punjab sums this up: “lives of women have changed 
dramatically for the better.”  In better off communities it is reported that women are 
marrying as much as five to seven years later in life, and family sizes have reduced 
considerably.   Even in less progressive villages, there is discussion of the rights and 
wrongs of dowry payments and girls are being allowed some consultation over the 
choice of a husband.   Roads, electricity and transport have all contributed.  So has 
economic change and migration.  However, all seem agreed that education, and 
attitudes to education has been the key factor. “.. now when a girl gets married, the 
husband’s family inquires about her education …”  KPP 
 
This should not disguise the fact that severe issues of sexual violence and honour 
killing remain.  To some extent purdah, and the way it is applied more strictly to 
young unmarried girls, is a recognition of the fact that they are most vulnerable.   
 
The case studies indicate that RSP Social Mobilisation is working with and 
supporting this trend.  However, it is far from the most important factor.  In most 
areas, these changes seem to pre-date the start of Social Mobilisation by some 
years.  In some respects it may even be falling behind the trend; where for example it 
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seeks to help women gain a livelihood from more traditional activities such as market 
gardening, when education for modern sector employment, and to attract a better 
husband, is the greater opportunity.  

5.4.2 Attitudes and Activities 
The CO survey is revealing of how communities see the RSP programme and of 
attitudes to gender across a very wide sample.  Overall, 69% of COs, including 
women’s COs, consider that they have done nothing about women’s issues, although 
SRSP and PRSP COs are more positive than others.  Where they have done 
something about gender, COs report a wide range of relatively minor activities, 
mainly in vocational training and enterprise development.  
 
66% of MCOs and, surprisingly, 47% of WCOs consider women ‘to have the same 
position as men’.  This may be indicative of how rural attitudes to gender, even 
among rural women, differ quite sharply from those held to by educated elites.   For 
unexplained reasons, responses vary widely between RSPs.  In TRDP, 90% see 
women as having the same position.  In SRSO, it is only 30%. 
 
This does not mean COs are blind to the reality of women’s situation.  More than a 
third, including men’s COs, see domestic violence as the greatest inequality.  
However, women also report access to education and their exclusion from decision 
making, areas where men are less concerned.  Interestingly, COs ascribe women’s 
position to lack of education, more than they do to poverty. 

5.4.3 Agency and Empowerment 
WCO members are very supportive of RSP efforts, highlighting how activities which 
specifically address women’s issues are not the only measure of Social Mobilisation’s 
impact.  
 

“ ... participation in village meetings had opened up a wide range of 
possibilities …” 
 
“Women were impressed by RSP staff and wanted their daughters to be 
empowered like them …” 
 
“…men and women both claimed that the CO approach had helped 
broaden their thinking about the role of women ..” 

 

 
However, the greatest individual impact was on those women, mostly leaders of the 
COs, who were already among the most empowered in the village, by virtue of their 
wealth, education and sheer personality.  It is less clear that the ordinary CO member 
has gained much.    
 
RSPs have not emphasised women’s rights, for good reason in some contexts.  
Nevertheless, it does mean they have had little impact in this area and on issues like 
domestic violence raised in the survey.  

5.4.4 Livelihood Impacts 
Social Mobilisation, through credit, training and support to enterprise development 
has created new economic opportunities for women.  A number of ‘village stars’ have 
developed successful businesses and acted as role models for women’s 
development.  However, the case studies found little evidence that this had helped a 
larger group progress.   
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Saving is a central part of Social Mobilisation and it was a key interest of the women 
who first asked AKRSP to create women’s organisations.  The case studies found 
that Pakistani women are still ‘avid savers’ but that WCO saving has become 
problematic.  In better-off communities, women save large amounts in separate 
ROSCAs, 10 or 20 times as much as they save through the WCO.  Internal lending 
has undermined many COs, creating conflict among the members and an 
unwillingness to save any more.  And, even at new COs, “registers reveal a waning 
interest .. with many [members] discontinuing their savings ..” 

5.4.5 Social and Institutional Impacts 
In the IASCO survey, WCOs were less likely to include poor households than MCOs.  
13% (8% for MCOs) had no poor members and less than a quarter of the members 
were poor at a further 34% (24% for MCOs).  Broadly, WCO members are not the 
poorest.  This is partly because of exclusion, in the sense that some minorities are 
neither welcome nor comfortable in the presence of better-off groups, and partly 
because COs do not offer anything which is useful for the poorest. “ .... one old 
woman laughed out loud and said surely we were joking if we thought she could join 
an organization where women were expected to save.” 
 
As institutions, WCOs suffer the same issues as MCOs.  Of the four case study 
villages, there was only one where more than half the WCOs were active.  At two of 
them there was only one active WCO.  The karwai registers record only standard 
paragraphs focussed on requests to the RSP.  Broader village issues are not 
discussed.  And saving seems to be maintained principally to ensure the CO remains 
qualified for RSP benefits.   
 
The gender case study team noted clear issues of broad public interest which long-
established COs had not sought to address. “… the proliferation of COs has not led 
to any spontaneous initiatives to deal with  these physical infrastructure issues …” 

5.4.6 Recommendations 
Overall, RSP formation of WCOs has supported wider changes in gender relations in 
Pakistan.  Most importantly, it has helped persuade men to allow women a right to 
meet and organise themselves.  It has also strengthened women’s right to undertake 
independent economic activity, a right that did already exist to some extent.  It has 
shown women what true empowerment might look like, most practically in the 
presence of the RSPs’ female Social Organisers. 
 
What it has not done is help poorer, more vulnerable women to share in these 
expanded rights, or address the issues which women themselves see as the greatest 
inequalities: domestic violence, access to education and property rights. 
 
To increase their impact on women’s lives  and livelihoods it is recommended that 
the RSPs: 
 
1.  Review their livelihoods offering, in other words the support they provide to 

women’s economic development to better match the reality of women’s position.  They 
should look for ways to reach out beyond the small group of more entrepreneurial women, 
the ‘village stars’.  In particular, they should work to bring minorities and very poor into the 
fold. 

 
2.  Investigate the possibility of developing new activities which address domestic 

violence, improve access to education and help women claim their rights in dowry and 
property.   
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3.  Review the role of the WCO, to move it on from ‘going through the motions’ in the 
hope of RSP benefits towards a wider role addressing key issues.  Engaging with teachers 
and other Change Agents might be a key part in this.  
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6 Methodological Issues and Challenges 
 
This section briefly reviews some lessons learned about methodologies through 
implementing the RSPN Impact Assessment Programme. 

6.1 Surveys 
RSPN has implemented two extremely large surveys: a total of 684 complex focus 
group questionnaires plus 2,400 household interviews across all of Pakistan.  The 
surveys were capably carried out by a contracted consultancy, the second survey 
under the difficult circumstances of some of the worst flooding Pakistan has 
experienced in the last several decades.  The contractor also supplied a very clean 
and accurate dataset.  The preceding chapters set out the considerable depth of 
understanding these surveys have provided on CPIs and Social Mobilisation.   
Together, RSPN and its contractor have demonstrated a clear capacity to implement 
surveys at this scale.   
 
The principal lessons learned, with potential to make future surveys more accurate, 
more penetrating and more efficient, are as follows: 
 
Focus Groups, Interviews and Direct Measurement – The Social Mobilisation survey 
did not include interviews with individual households, relying solely on focus group 
discussions with CO members. Group discussions are unavoidably subjective, 
especially where the discussion concerns the interests of influential members of the 
group.  For example, the fact that most discussions were held in the house of a CO 
Office Holder means some aspects of the survey must be treated with caution.   
 
The CPI survey used group discussions to record data on critical quantitative 
parameters, such as facility utilisation.  The results inevitably include an element of 
‘guesstimation’.  Bias is also probable, both from groups wishing to present a good 
position, and those wanting to make strong criticisms.  Wherever possible, direct 
measurement techniques, such as traffic counts, should be used to gather this kind 
of data.  Future surveys should reduce the dependence on FGDs, or at least balance 
them against individual interviews and direct measurement. Any extra cost will be 
more than justified by greater precision and greater confidence in the results. 
 
Sample Size  - Large samples are only necessary if statistical tests of differences 
between sub-samples are a crucial part of the survey.  Although the tests of 
difference between RSPs and between men’s and women’s COs have been an 
important part of the IASCO survey, a smaller sample might well have been 
adequate.   
 
Reconnaisance, pre-test, and pilot – Some parts of the survey questionnaires worked 
much better than others.  Analysis of the CPI survey data revealed critical aspects of 
the different infrastructure categories had not been understood, and taken account of 
in the questionnaire design.  More time spent in reconnaissance, pre-testing and 
piloting the questionnaires would have considerably strengthened the result.   
 
Analysis – It is a waste of money carrying out large, complex surveys, if the data 
cannot be analysed effectively.  It is essential to enough budget time for capable 
analysts, and a senior researcher to direct the analysis.  This was an area where the 
contracted consultant did not provide such a good service, and RSPN struggled to 
commit enough time. 
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Direction and Staffing

6.2 Case Studies 

 – Following on from the previous point, neither of the two 
surveys had the benefit of a full-time researcher and support team.  Continuity of 
direction and staffing would have added considerable value to the result.  

The two sets of case studies have demonstrated the value of complementing large 
surveys with this kind of research in depth.  Specific research questions set out in the 
Terms of Reference were clearly important.   
 
Both the study reports concentrate on the opinions and personal histories reported by 
groups and individuals.  There is factual data, but it is not structured to make it easy 
to draw comparisons between the different study villages.  More, and better 
structured data would allow general conclusions could be drawn with more 
confidence.   
 
The Terms of Reference describe the case studies as ‘qualitative’.  This was a 
mistake.  With more time in one village than a survey, a case study should be able to 
provide more detailed quantitative data as well as more diverse and varied opinions 
and descriptions.   
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7 Synthesis 
 
The RSPN Impact Assessment Programme presents an up to date overview of the 
achievements of Pakistan’s Rural Support Programmes. It is the first attempt to make 
such an assessment across the programmes of all eight major RSPs.  When working 
at such a large scale, it is inevitable that there will remain questions about the 
research results and how they are interpreted.  This report does not pretend to be a 
definitive analysis.  Instead, the aim is to provide a clear statement of the evidence, 
so that RSP management and staff can weigh that evidence and check it against 
their field knowledge and experience.  
 
With that qualification in mind, the programme results can be summarised in three 
main points. 
 
1. The RSPs have created a unique network of community organisations which are 

both participatory and well organised. 
 
2. That network is an effective channel for deliverying disaster response, services, 

microfinance, investment, training, and awareness raising direct to all parts of 
rural Pakistan. 

 
3. To meet its full potential, the services provided need to be closely tailored to the 

realities of rural society and the needs and attitudes of all stakeholders in that 
society: from the weakest to the most powerful.  

 
More detailed conclusions and recommendations are presented at the end of each 
chapter in the report.  They can be summed by saying that the IAP results indicate a 
number of areas where what the RSPs have offered over the last 10 is not, or is no 
longer, well adapted to those needs and attitudes. 
 
One important issue affects all aspects of Social Mobilisation, the balance of 
resources.  With ambitious targets for greater coverage, the RSPs have sought to 
extend their reach without increasing their trained field staff in proportion.  At the 
same time, they are undertaking a more complex, three-tiered approach to Social 
Mobilisation and, in the Union Council Poverty Reduction Plan, a more ambitious 
package of services to deliver to COs.  A number of researchers have expressed 
concern that this attempt to do more with less will reduce the intensity of Social 
Mobilisation support provided to the individual CO.  The IAP results confirm that COs 
have been, and remain, quite dependent on RSP support.  They also highlight the 
way this increases the risk that existing rural social institutions and structures will 
dominate what the COs are doing, distorting the distribution of benefits and excluding 
minorities.   
 
Tentatively, it is suggested that a way through this difficulty might be found by re-
thinking the role of the Community Organisation and the Village Development 
Organisation.  With the CO, the aim would be to develop a model which even the 
poorest, most excluded groups can feel ready to join.  The IAP case studies have 
shown how the the village is, in most parts of rural Pakistan, the natural social unit.  
This is where the social structures and institutions which most directly affect all 
groups are centred.  It is also the natural unit for managing most categories of public 
infrastructure and service.  Lastly, and most importantly, it is the unit within which 
social exclusion is most powerful.  At the village level, therefore, the aim should be to 
address the real but partial organisation gaps in rural society: the way existing 
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institutions do not meet all the needs of the community, or do not meet the needs of 
all groups in the community. 
 
Only the RSPs themselves can create a true synthesis of the results of the Impact 
Assessment Programme, a synthesis which ensures the findings are an accurate 
reflection of their knowledge and experience.  This report is designed to provide a 
first step towards that.     
 
The following brief programme is suggested to take the process forward: 
 

1. Set a period to absorb and cross-check the results: say 3 Months 
2. Agree key issues which need to be addressed 
3. Establish Working Groups to tackle key issues 
4. Action Plan to address issues: agreed in say 6 months 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Annexure – I: RSPN’s Outreach Issue 01: April – June 2009. 
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