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Samuel Hall Consulting encourages the dissemination of its reports and will typically grant 
permission to reproduce portions of its work promptly upon request. For permission to 
photocopy or reprint any part of this work, please send a request with complete information to: 
development@samuelhall.org. 
 

 

 

Samuel Hall is a research and consulting company with headquarters in Kabul, Afghanistan. We 

specialise in perception surveys, socio-economic evaluations and impact assessments for 

governmental and non-governmental organisations. Our teams of field practitioners, academic experts 

and local interviewers have years of experience leading research in Afghanistan. We use our expertise 

to balance the bottom-up (people’s needs) and the top-down (policy needs) requirements of 

development, allowing us to: 1/ Acquire a firm grasp of the political and socio-cultural context of 

development; 2/ Design data collection methods and statistical analyses for monitoring, evaluating, and 

planning sustainable programs; 3/ Apply cross-disciplinary knowledge in providing integrated solutions 

for efficient and effective interventions. Visit: www.samuelhall.org  

Concern Worldwide is an international humanitarian organisation dedicated to tackling poverty and 

suffering in the world’s poorest countries. Concern works in partnership with the poorest people in its 

countries of operation, directly enabling them to improve their lives, as well as using their local 

knowledge and experience to influence decisions made at a local, national and international level that 

aim to significantly reduce extreme poverty (www.concern.net).  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents the findings from a baseline survey of Concern’s Food Income & Markets 

Programme in Takhar and Badakhshan conducted by the independent research consultancy Samuel 

Hall. The report is divided into two parts. The first part presents the statistical data for the baseline 

survey, and the second part contains detailed recommendations for refining data collection and 

analysis.  

Given the necessary long-term nature of Monitoring and Evaluation, this baseline study is an important 

first step to developing a series of robust and meaningful Indicators for measuring Concern’s Food 

Income & Markets Programme efficacy. Samuel Hall has ‘field-tested’ the current list of FIM Indicators, 

gathered baseline data for each of these Indicators, and provided detailed actionable recommendations 

for developing a sustainable Monitoring and Evaluation system. 

 

Part 1: Key findings from the FIM Baseline Survey 

There is no clear-cut line between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in terms of knowledge, attitudes 

or practice; moreover, beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries face comparable lean periods, have access 

to similar food groups and have similar household assets. 

However, there are some interesting distinctions across the gamut of Concern’s programme areas from 

access to CBOs to the prevalence of waterborne diseases: 

 Participation in community organisations – respondents in beneficiary communities (58.7%) 

are more likely to say that women participate in community organisations than respondents in 

non-beneficiary communities (46.1%); 

 Perception of Government services – Female beneficiaries are considerably more likely to 

say that their access to Government services is somewhat or a lot better than last year – 40.5% 

compared to 20.0% respectively; 

 Number of coping strategies – Beneficiary households (7.7%) are more likely to have more 

than one emergency coping strategy than non-beneficiaries (1.7%); 

 Uptake of improved health behaviours – Respondents from beneficiary communities are 

more likely to draw drinking water from a tube well and wash their hands with soap after using 

the latrine than those from non-beneficiary communities. They are also likely to seek medical 

treatment from a Government hospital of clinic than non-beneficiaries; 

 Antenatal care – Beneficiaries are notably more likely to have received four or more antenatal 

care visits than non-beneficiaries (41.2% compared to 28.1% respectively); 

 Prevalence of diarrhoea – Diarrhoea and water borne diseases are less prevalent among 

beneficiaries (15.8%) than non-beneficiaries (24.5%). 

As this is a baseline study, it is not possible to ascribe these differences directly to Concern’s FIM 

programme, but building on the findings of this research with subsequent waves of Monitoring and 

Evaluation will provide an empirical indication for success and progress. 
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Part 2: Recommendations for the RF Indicators 

The household survey also played a critical role in testing the practicability of the FIM Results Frame 

Indicators. The survey allowed us to test a number of hypotheses in terms of question design, sample 

selection and fieldwork. Although all of the Indicators pertain to important aspects of Concern’s work, 

the fieldwork highlighted that several Indicators were ‘unworkable’ because they cannot be measured 

quantitatively. Indicators must be user-friendly and measure realistic targets for each of the FIM 

Programme Outcomes. They must also be understood by donors (who fund projects) and programme 

managers and coordinators (who run them on the ground). Based on the lessons learned during the 

fieldwork process, this report makes a number of technical methodological recommendations: 

 

 

 Quantitative 

Concern may wish to increase the scale and scope of the FIM Monitoring and Evaluation Programme 

significantly to include a comprehensive nutrition component and a health KAP study. This will have a 

significant impact on the sample design. In particular, the sample would have to include children.  

If neither of these additional components is added, we recommend that the sample design is kept the 

same as the sample selection criteria used in this survey (see Appendix A – Methodology). Concern 

may like to consider introducing a quota on female-headed households to create a larger sample of this 

demographic. This would lend greater robustness to comparisons between female- and male-headed 

households.  

Non-Beneficiaries should be included in future Monitoring and Evaluation. A control group strengthens 

the ability to interpret longitudinal changes in a wider context. In particular, Concern will be able to 

make informed comparisons between areas in which its programmes are being implemented and areas 

in which they are not.  

 

 Qualitative 

We recommend that the next wave of FIM Monitoring and Evaluation fieldwork includes more 

qualitative research. As described earlier in this section, there are a number of Indicators which cannot 

be measured purely in numerical terms. Qualitative research will provide nuanced contextual 

intelligence to support the quantitative findings.  

Qualitative research should be split into three areas: 

1. Key informant interviews with local NGO and Government stakeholders – These interviews would 

provide a strategic overview of district and provincial trends in areas like agricultural practice, risk 

management and attitudes towards women. They would also provide insight into technical questions 

about the level of interaction between local Government offices and village councils, and Government 

funding for agriculture. 5 interviews with NGO stakeholders and 5 interviews with Government 

stakeholders would be sufficient. 
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2. Interviews with local ‘decision makers’ – Interviews should be conducted among CDC leader, CDC 

members, village leaders and local enterprise owners. It is critical that women are interviewed in this 

capacity. We recommend 6 interviews (3 men and 3 women) in each village. These interviews would 

allow researchers to explore attitudes among ‘elite’ local residents who have community decision-

making responsibility. In particular this would shed light on perceptions of Government liaison, the value 

of NGO support, and community capacity to deal with the natural hazard preparedness and risk 

management. 

3. Focus groups among regular village residents – Qualitative focus groups should be conducted 

among ‘normal’ male and female residents (those who are not members of CDCs or CBOs). This can 

be challenging to organise because this type of audience is much less visible than more influential 

figures. However, these focus groups would generate a wealth of important information about attitudes 

towards gender and perceptions of the local CDC for example.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

2014 is an important year for Afghanistan. Following the planned withdrawal of NATO forces there will 

likely be a reduction in development funding for programmes in Afghanistan as many international 

organisations start to pull out. There are two important questions for Concern: how will the 2014 

transition impact on NGOs working in Afghanistan, and, what impact will this have on Takhar and 

Badakhshan in particular? 

There will be a number of operational challenges for NGOs working in Afghanistan post-2014:  

 The changing political environment may see increased influence from competing political actors 

such as the Taliban or local warlords. As seen during Taliban rule, a new political regime could 

impose working conditions under which many NGOs would be forced to compromise on their 

founding principles or to leave the country altogether.  

 Another issue is Government capacity. In spite of the perceived readiness (or otherwise) of 

Afghan security forces to maintain law and order, many Government institutions still lack the 

capacity to deliver basic services to communities in remote regions. International NGO support 

will continue to play a critical role in ensuring that the gains made over the last decade are not 

lost. Thus, over the coming months, it will be important for NGOs to demonstrate a commitment 

to providing sustainable and long-term assistance to Government and the communities in 

which they work.  

 Security is as much a local issue as it is a national issue. Heightened security threats will make 

it difficult to work in many areas, and security assessments must be made at local, district and 

regional levels. 

 There will also be a new stakeholder universe to navigate as many existing in-country offices 

will withdraw in the wake of NATO. It will be especially important to maintain strong links with 

local and national Government partners as they too adjust to the new environment.  

Takhar and Badakhshan may not feel a significant change of pace immediately after 2014 due to their 

remote geographical location, reliance on agriculture and socio-economic isolation. Nevertheless, 

security issues could impact on access to local markets and political uncertainty may force Concern to 

engage with new regional power-brokers. 

 The last couple of years have seen some marked improvements in transport infrastructure - the 

new tarmac road between Faizabad and Taloqan has reduced travel time between the two 

provincial capitals to a little over two hours, and flood and landslide defences are being 

constructed along the entire length of the road. Yet most of the remoter districts, like Yawan in 

Badakhshan, are still only seasonally accessible by road.  

 The biggest threats to local communities will still be the same natural hazards that have 

afflicted these Provinces for millennia. Particularly in the short term, flooding, drought, 

landslides, soil erosion and poor harvests are much more pressing issues for people living in 

remote districts than the changing political dynamic in Kabul.  
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2014 marks an important milestone in Afghanistan’s development and provides a good opportunity to 

assess what progress has been made since 2001.  

 

1.2 Concern in Afghanistan 

Concern has been in Afghanistan since 1998 witnessing the deployment of international forces in 2001, 

and soon their departure in 2014. Today, Concern’s work supports the Afghanistan National 

Development Strategy (ANDS) which aims to strengthen democratic institutions and reduce poverty 

and vulnerability.  

According to Concern’s Afghanistan Programme Plan 2013, programming focusses on: “behaviour 

change (with an emphasis on women’s empowerment); engaging the extreme poor; in building 

community capacity to manage natural resources; training community leaders in participatory, pro-poor 

targeting and monitoring; transferring assets; building resilience to shocks; and increasing livelihood 

and education options.”  

Linked with the ANDS, Concern’s programming is divided into Food Income & Markets (FIM), Education 

and Emergency Response. Under the umbrella of FIM there are several other smaller projects. These 

are: 

 Actions for Women’s Advocacy, Rights and Empowerment (AWARE) 

 National Solidarity Programme (NSP) 

 Social Water Integrated Management (SWIM) 

 Integrated Development, Environment and Sustainability (IDEAS) 

 Sustainable Management for Improved Livelihoods and Environment (SMILE) 

There is some inevitable overlap between the objectives and outcomes of these projects. This report 

focusses exclusively on the Food Income & Markets Programme. This means that some of the indicator 

values summarised in this report will be relevant for each of the projects listed above.  

 

1.3 Food Income and Markets 

Concern’s Food Income and Markets programme (FIM) 

operates across 11 districts in Takhar and Badakhshan. 

FIM aims to strengthen social, human and natural 

resources and includes the sub-sectors of food security 

and livelihood security, natural resource management, 

water and sanitation. It also includes the NSP and 

AWARE. Therefore the FIM Programme incorporates a 

wide range of diverse, albeit interconnected, areas. The 

common thread throughout Concern’s work is the 

targeting of vulnerable and poor rural communities.  

Fig.1.1 Concern’s area of activity - Takhar 

and Badakhshan Provinces 
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According to the NVRA 2007/8 the national average headcount poverty rate for Afghanistan is 36%1. In 

Badakhshan 61.0% of people live in poverty whereas in Takhar the figure is lower – 36.6%2. Both these 

areas are highly susceptible to natural disasters and hazards which make it particularly difficult for local 

producers to generate sufficient returns on their assets. This relates to Concern’s definition of poverty. 

Concern’s work is driven by its understanding of ‘extreme poverty’3. There are three dimensions to 

extreme poverty: i) those without basic assets, or a low return on these assets when they are available; 

ii) inequality; and iii) risk and vulnerability4.  

However, Concern does not target the extreme poor only, as the emphasis is on conducting work in 

which the benefits accrue for the extreme poor. Therefore Concern’s programme areas include both the 

‘poor’ and the ‘extreme poor’. Specifically, Concern works with villages within Takhar and Badakhshan 

that are particularly vulnerable to natural disasters such as flooding, avalanches, soil erosion and 

drought.  

 

1.4 Research Objectives 

Concern’s FIM Programme is funded by the Irish Aid Programme Fund, under the SEEDLING-HS 

Programme. Reporting structures have recently been put in place to facilitate a transparent dialogue 

between Concern and IAPF. Part of this process involved identifying a number of Programme 

Outcomes and the creation of Indicators which show whether and to what extent Concern is achieving 

the desired outcomes from the FIM Programme. The Programme Outcomes and Indicators are 

summarised in the FIM Programme Results Framework. This is included in Appendix C at the end of 

the report. 

Baseline research has already been conducted for the Advancement of Income and Market (AIM) 

Programme and the Sustainable Management for Improved Livelihoods & Environment (SMILE II) 

Programme using similar Results Frame Indicators as benchmarks for progress. However, although 

these programmes cover similar areas (e.g. women’s rights and food security) there is currently no 

standardised system for monitoring and evaluating specific metrics across different programmes. 

Research is needed in order to create an overarching monitoring and evaluation toolkit. By conducting 

a baseline survey for the FIM Programme this report lays the foundations for creating precisely this 

system, as both the AIM and SMILE II programmes cover many of the FIM programme outcomes. In 

other words, the questions developed and tested in this baseline survey can be used to track progress 

in other of Concern’s programmes. 

These figures will provide a robust statistical basis for measuring changes in knowledge, behaviour and 

practice in future waves of Monitoring and Evaluation. As a baseline survey, this report gathers data to 

draw a statistical ‘line in the sand’. It does not compare findings to data from other research projects 

and avoids engaging in wider contextual or academic discussion. The value of this research is that it 

                                                           

1 Central Statistics Organization (2008), National Risk and Vulnerability Assessment (NRVA) 2007/8 – p.55 

2 World Bank (2011), Afghanistan Provincial Briefs: June 2011, pp.1 & 61 

3 Concern (2011), Strategic Plan 2011-2015 – Greater Impact in an Increasingly Vulnerable World, p.2 

4 Concern (2010), How Concern Understands Extreme Poverty, p.11 
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lays the foundations, and creates a framework, for Concern’s in-house Monitoring and Evaluation unit 

to provide this insight in the future. 

Specifically, data will be used to: 

1. Demonstrate to the Irish Aid Programme Fund the extent to which their funding has made an 
impact; 

2. Help Concern identify areas in which its programmes have been effective or otherwise; 
3. Provide external and internal stakeholders with a ‘scorecard’ of achievements and challenges; 
4. Suggest alternative indicators and research methodologies for improving FIM Monitoring and 

Evaluation. 
 
In order to achieve this, Concern Worldwide commissioned Samuel Hall, an independent research 

company, to conduct a baseline survey of the Food, Income and Markets Programme in the provinces 

of Badakhshan and Takhar in Afghanistan. As an independent organisation, Samuel Hall is well placed 

to provide constructive recommendations for designing and implementing a comprehensive Monitoring 

and Evaluation system.  

There are several objectives for this research: 

1. To assess accurately the specific situation of communities in Badakhshan and Takhar province 
in relation to Food and Livelihoods, Health, and Gender Equality.  

2. To develop an information system for monitoring and documenting the impact of the IAPF, 
based on the Indicators outlined in the Results Frameworks. 

3. To link clearly the data collected to indicators included within the FIM Programme Results 
Frameworks.  

4. To develop a progress tracking sheet of the Programme for measuring the outcomes and 
impact comparing with clear baseline value data (including source) highlighted in the Baseline 
Survey. 

 

1.5 Structure 

This report provides statistics for the current list of Results Frame Indicators and offers 

recommendations for how these Indicators could be improved for future research. The report is 

structured in two parts. In the first part, data is presented for each of the Results Frame Indicators to 

assess the situation of communities in Concern’s programme areas. Where appropriate, this 

information is supported by findings from qualitative focus groups conducted among households and 

key informant interviews.  

For concision and clarity, this section of the report is structured around the 19 Food Income and 

Markets (FIM) Results Frame Indicators. The report is not structured thematically. The emphasis 

throughout is on providing a clear and concise picture of the Results Frame Indicators as they appear in 

the FIM Results Framework. This means that some topics (like health) appear in more than one section 

of the report. As this is a baseline survey, data is not tracked from previous research. In the second 

part, we offer recommendations for refining the Results Frame Indicators based on the lessons learned 

from the baseline survey. Again, for clarity, this part of the report is structured around each of the 

Results Frame Indicators. This section also offers further recommendations for sample design, 

participant recruitment and data analysis.  
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2. BASELINE FINDINGS FOR THE RESULTS FRAME INDICATORS 

Throughout this section of the report the data is presented for beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

respondents. As described in the methodology (see Appendix A), the only firm quotas set on the survey 

sample recruitment were for gender and beneficiary/non-beneficiary status - the recruitment process 

selected for a 50/50 split between men and women, beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. For all other 

areas the sample was allowed to fall out as ‘naturally’ as possible in order to avoid a selection bias. 

Given the importance placed by Concern on working with the poor and extreme poor, it is worth briefly 

describing the economic profile of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries before exploring the findings in 

more detail. Full data tables about the demographic composition of the sample are included in 

Appendix B – Demographics at the end of the report. 

 

Overall, beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries have broadly similar monthly incomes. The Central 

Statistics Organisation’s National Risk and Vulnerability Assessment (NRVA) from 2008 reports that the 

national average poverty line is 1,255 Afs. per person per month5. However, the data presented in the 

NRVA was collected in 2005.  A new NRVA is due to be released in 2013 which will provide much more 

up to date figures. At the time the last NRVA figures were collected, national per capita GDP was 

10,215 Afghanis whereas in 2011 per capita GDP was estimated to be 24,186 Afghanis6. Therefore 

national and regional poverty lines will likely be higher in 2013 than they were in 2005. 

Although this figure is now 8 years out of date, it provides a useful framework for understanding 

poverty. Dividing the total number of household members by the total monthly income shows that the 

average per capita monthly income among beneficiaries in Takhar is 1484 Afs compared to 1647 Afs 

among non-beneficiaries. In Badakhshan the per capita monthly income is 1396 Afs among 
                                                           

5 Central Statistics Organization (2008), National Risk and Vulnerability Assessment (NRVA) 2007/8 – p.55 

6 World Bank (2011), Afghanistan Economic Update, October 2011, p.17 
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(Base: Beneficiaries - 315, Non-Beneficiaries - 322) 
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beneficiaries and 1519 among non-beneficiaries. Although these figures suggest that beneficiaries in 

Takhar and Badakhshan are above the respective provincial poverty lines, further analysis is withheld 

until the new NRVA figures are released. The new figures will provide a more up to date benchmark for 

assessing comparative levels of wealth and poverty among beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

communities.  

The apparent economic homogeneity of populations living in rural agricultural environments, combined 

with the fact that they live in similar geographical locations (and are therefore equally at risk from 

natural disasters) raises some important ethical questions about beneficiary selection. Who are the 

‘poorest of the poor’?  Why work in one village and not in another? While it is clearly beyond the scope 

of this report to resolve these questions, they are recorded here for future reflection.  

The ensuing section avoids interpreting differences between the scores for beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries but, by providing this comparison, Concern will be able to discern between district-wide 

trends and localised events specific to Concern’s beneficiaries. Each of the following subsections 

begins with the Results Frame Programme Outcome. The Results Frame Indicator and the score for 

that Indicator appear in boxes for ease of reference. 

 

RF Programme Outcome: Improved food security and assets through better use of agricultural 

resources at target household, community and district level (micro/ meso) 

1. Average length of hunger gap in a year in the targeted households and districts 

The average number of months in a year that beneficiary households struggled to meet the food 
needs of their household is 2.7 months 

 

Over two thirds (67.2%) of all respondents said that they did not have any difficulty satisfying the food 

needs of their household in the last year. Of those who said that they did have problems satisfying their 

household’s food needs, approximately equal proportions are from beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

villages – 51.2% and 48.8% respectively. Looking at these figures more closely we find that the 

average hunger gap is 2.7 months for beneficiaries and 2.9 for non-beneficiaries. The chart below 

shows that pluralities of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries faced lean periods for two months in the 

last year. Very few people said that they faced lean periods for six months or more. There are a number 

of ways to ask this question, and small changes to wording can have a notable effect on responses (as 

seen in the differences between the hunger gap reported above (2.7 months), and the hunger gap 

reported in the SWIM-II survey (5.7 months7). These differences may be due to different definitions of 

‘hunger gap’, ‘lean period’ or ‘struggle to meet the food needs’ used during the household interviews. 

Whichever approach is used, it is important to ensure that the terms are used are clearly defined and 

used consistently over each subsequent wave of research. 

 

                                                           

7 Concern (2011), Baseline Study Report of Social Water and Integrated Management Phase – II (SWIM-II Project, funded by EC, p.6 
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2. Improved and diversified diet (disaggregated for girls and women) 

The average number of food types consumed more than once a week by beneficiary households is 6. 

  

The data for this Indicator cannot be disaggregated for girls and women as the survey was conducted 

at a household level. In order to gather this level of data, a comprehensive nutrition survey would have 

to be conducted among a stratified age sample. Given the range of diverse topics covered in the 

survey, and in the interest of ensuring that the questionnaire was a practical length, it was decided not 

to use a full nutrition survey for this baseline. However, the questions used in this survey provide 

snapshot indicators which can be used as proxies for diet diversification. 

The list of food types used in this survey includes a broad collection of different food groups. There are 

other food groups that could be added in future, such as oils and fats, sugar and honey, and 

condiments. This is discussed further in the ‘Recommendations’ section. The table below shows that 

the average number of food types consumed more than once a week by beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries is 6. Few households consume more than 9 items more than once a week, and very few 

households consume fewer than 3 items in an average week.   
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Table 2.1: Percentage of households consuming number of food 
items more than once a week 

(Base: Beneficiary – 315, Non-Beneficiary – 323) 
 

Number of items 
consumed more than 
once a week 

Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary 

1 1% 2% 

2 1% 2% 

3 15% 11% 

4 14% 10% 

5 15% 9% 

6 13% 15% 

7 14% 19% 

8 10% 11% 

9 7% 7% 

10 4% 6% 

11 3% 4% 

12 2% 2% 

13 1% 1% 

14 1% 0% 

Average number of food 
items consumed more 
than once a week 

6 6 
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Chart 2.3 shows that staple foods like bread, rice and potatoes are the most common food items to be consumed more than once a week out of all the food 

types tested. Access to dairy products like yoghurt, cream and cheese is low. Similarly, a minority of households consume fresh fruit or fresh vegetables more 

than once a week. Beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries appear to have broadly comparable access to different food types. The only notable exception is that 

non-beneficiaries are more likely to consume confectionary than beneficiaries. 
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3. HH assets index (gender disaggregated) in the targeted communities   

The percentages of households in each wealth quintile is: 
Quintile 1 (lowest): 4% 
Quintile 2: 56% 
Quintile 3: 32%  
Quintile 4: 8% 
Quintile 5 (highest): 1% 

 

Data for this indicator is not disaggregated by head of household gender due to the small number of 

female-headed households captured in the sampling (see Appendix A - Methodology). Respondents 

were asked to state whether they owned any of 24 assets listed in the survey. As shown in Table 2.2 

the list includes a wide range of assets from a house to a bicycle. This is not an exhaustive inventory of 

possible assets, but the list is built around typical items that appear on asset indexes around the world8 

(such as a radio or television) and others that are more suitable to a local context (such as agricultural 

equipment).  

Reponses were split into quintiles. Quintile 1 is the lowest wealth quintile because members own either 

one or none of the items on the list. Quintile 5 is the highest wealth quintile because members own 11 

or more items. Following another asset index conducted in Afghanistan9, weighting has not been 

applied to any of the assets. We recognise that there are limitations to this approach (discussed in the 

‘Recommendation’ section) but for ease of comparison and replicability over time, we have intentionally 

avoided making value judgements about the comparative worth of each asset. If desired, data can be 

weighted retrospectively in future research. 

Quintile 1 must be analysed with caution as many of them own a house. It can reasonably be argued 

that a person whose single asset is a house, is wealthier than a person whose three assets include 

household utensils, a bicycle and a radio. However, since 95.8% of all respondents own a house, the 

relative distinction between the wealthy and the poor is based on the ownership of other items.  

 
                                                           

8 DHS (2004), The DHS Wealth Index, p.5 

9 Microfinance Investment Support Facility for Afghanistan (2007), Microfinance in Afghanistan: A baseline and initial impact study for MISFA, p.18 
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The table below shows a detailed breakdown of the percentage of households who own each asset. 

These figures should be tracked over time as they provide a useful context for the wealth quintile 

divisions. While comparable proportions of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries own houses, 

beneficiaries are more likely to own household utensils, radio and cassette players and tailoring 

machines. Non-beneficiaries are more likely to own livestock and poultry. 

Table 2.2: Percentage of households who own each asset 
(Base: All – 638) 

  Beneficiary (315) 
Non-Beneficiary 

(323) 

House 97.1 94.4 

Household utensils 82.5 75.5 

Radio & cassette players 40.6 31.6 

Livestock 37.8 45.8 

Tailoring machine 36.8 31.6 

Poultry 27.9 41.5 

Clock/watch 26.0 23.8 

Television 14.6 12.4 

Wheat stock 9.8 6.8 

Plough 9.5 10.8 

Jewellery (Gold/Silver) 8.9 6.2 

Pump sets 7.3 7.7 

Motor Cycle 6.0 7.4 

Furniture 3.2 0.6 

Car 3.2 0.3 

Fridge 2.9 0.9 

Household cash savings 2.9 1.5 

Bicycle 2.2 0.6 

Other agriculture equipment 1.9 4.3 

Barley stock 1.9 1.9 

Tractor 1.0 0.3 

Carts 0.6 0.3 

Irrigation equipment 0.3 1.2 

 

In terms of a robust and trackable figure, Concern could monitor the percentages of people in each of 

the wealth quintiles. However, this approach clearly obfuscates the nature and meaning of asset 

ownership. Table 2.2 above offers an alternative approach of measuring the proportion of people who 

own each of the assets listed, but this too does not necessarily address the specific programme 

outcome of ‘better use of resources’. We offer alternative possible solutions in the recommendations 

section of the report. 
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4. Government budget allocation for agricultural services 

10.9% of the Ministry of Finance’s budget is allocated to agriculture and rural development 

 

The Ministry of Finance considers agriculture and rural development to be one of 22 National Priority 

Programmes under the Kabul Process10. In 1391, the Ministry of Finance allocated 10.9%11 of its 

annual budget to agriculture and rural development. The funding is allocated to the Ministry of 

Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock, the Ministry of Counter Narcotics, and the Ministry of Rural 

Rehabilitation and Development. In financial terms, the total amount of money allocated to agriculture 

and rural development is 535, 543,000 USD. At a local level, the question of budget allocation is less 

clear. Unpublished figures provided to Concern by the Department of Agriculture, Irrigation and 

Livestock in Takhar show that the Department spent 49,030,333 Afghanis in 139112. 

However, according to one qualitative interview, local government does not know what its budget is 

until it applies for more money from the central coffers. Indeed, none of the NGO stakeholders 

interviewed know how much is allocated for spending on agricultural services: “No we don’t know 

how much their budget is” – NGO stakeholder, Takhar. 

 

RF Programme Outcome: Improved access to maternal and child health facilities, for extremely 

poor households in the targeted communities and districts (micro). 

5. Percentage of women who had at least four antenatal care visits provided by a trained 
health professional 

41.2% of women (who were pregnant in the last year - 68) had four or more antenatal care visits by a 
trained health professional.  
 

 

157 out of 638 respondents said that there was a pregnant women in their household in the last year. 

Of this number, 20.4% (32) did not receive any antenatal care visits by a trained medical professional. 

Out of the 68 beneficiary households with pregnant women in the last year, 17 (25.0%) received no 

such visits. Similarly, 15 out of 89 (16.9%) of non-beneficiary households with pregnant women 

received no such visits. Nevertheless, beneficiaries are more likely to have received 4 or more visits by 

a trained medical professional than non-beneficiaries – 41.2% of beneficiaries received 4 or more visits 

compared to 28.1% of non-beneficiaries. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

10 Ministry of Finance: http://mof.gov.af/en/page/3976  

11 Ministry of Finance: National Budget Procedures Fiscal Year 1391, p.24 

12 Figures provided to Samuel Hall by Concern staff in Takhar 

http://mof.gov.af/en/page/3976
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6. Reduction in diarrhoeal / waterborne diseases in the targeted communities 

15.8% of beneficiary households affected by illness in the last year were afflicted by diarrhoea 

 

More than half of households (58.2%) have been affected by an illness in the last year - 371 out of 638. 

Similar proportions of beneficiary (58.1%) and non-beneficiary (58.2%) households have been affected 

by illnesses. Of the total number of beneficiary households that have been affected by an illness (183), 

15.8% were afflicted with diarrhoea / waterborne diseases. Among the total number of non-beneficiary 

households affected by illness, the figure rises to almost a quarter – 24.5%. 

Pneumonia (30.1%) and high fever (25.1%) were fairly common illnesses among beneficiaries. Of those 

beneficiaries who answered ‘other’, kidney disease (25.5%) and stomach ache (19.1%) were the most 

common maladies.  

Table 2.3: What illness did you/they have on the last year? 
(Base: Those who had an illness in their household in the last year – 371) 

  

Beneficiary 
(183) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(188) 

Other 51.4% 48.4% 

Pneumonia/Acute Respiratory Infection/Asthma 30.1% 23.9% 

High fever 25.1% 35.6% 

Diarrhoea disease/ Water born disease 15.8% 24.5% 

Skin disease 13.1% 17.0% 

Tuberculosis 7.7% 6.9% 

Malaria 7.1% 6.4% 

Eye infection 7.1% 8.5% 

 

 

7. Percentage of children aged  0-23 months with chest related cough or fast/difficult breathing 
in the last 2 weeks who were taken to an appropriate health provider 

78.8% of beneficiaries who have children aged 0-23 months who suffered from a chest-related cough 
or fast/difficult breathing in the last 2 weeks (at the time of the survey) took their children to a trained 
medical professional. 

 

The total number of respondents who have children aged 0-23 months suffering from a chest-related 

cough or fast/difficult breathing in the last two weeks is 52 (16.5% of all beneficiaries) in beneficiary 

households and 54 (16.7% of all non-beneficiaries) in non-beneficiary households. The table below 

shows the actions taken by beneficiary and non-beneficiary households. Non-beneficiary households 

are more likely to have taken their child to a trained medical professional than beneficiary households. 
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Table 2.4: If you have a child aged 0-23 months who has suffered from a chest-
related cough or fast/difficult breathing, where did they receive medical 

treatment? 
(Base: 106) 

  

Beneficiary 
(52) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(54) 

They did not receive any treatment 13.5% 5.6% 

I treated them myself 7.7% 7.4% 

I took them to a trained medical professional 78.8% 87.0% 

 

 

RF Programme Outcome: Increased access to value chain facilities and market linkages 

between targeted producers groups (esp. women) and reputed traders in the targeted 

communities and districts (micro/ meso). 

8. Percentage of extremely poor women who manage their own IGA 

15.6% of beneficiary women who have access to a local market sell their household’s produce 

 

For the purposes of this report we have interpreted this as the percentage of beneficiary women with 

access to a local market who sell their household’s produce. 122 female beneficiaries have access to a 

local market. Of this number, only 19 women said that they sell produce at the market – 15.6%. By 

comparison, 40.9% of male beneficiaries with access to a local market sell their household’s produce 

there. However, the question of managing income generating activity is a multifaceted issue and the 

figure above is clearly only a small part of the story. Therefore additional questions were posed in the 

survey in order to capture a more holistic picture. As part of this, the survey also explored the extent to 

which women are involved in financial decision making. 

Table 2.5: Which of the following statements applies to you? (Base: Women only – 318) 

  

Beneficiary 
(153) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(165) 

Yes No Yes No 

I am allowed to make financial decisions without the consent 
of my husband or a male family member 

11.8% 88.2% 9.7% 90.3% 

I am allowed to make a financial decision if I consult with my 
husband or a male family member first 

73.2% 26.8% 66.7% 33.3% 

I am not allowed to make financial decisions in my household 66.7% 33.3% 46.1% 53.9% 

 

The table above illustrates the difficulty of quantitatively measuring the complexity of decision making 

responsibility. Although 66.7% of female beneficiaries say that they are not allowed to make financial 
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decisions in their household, this belies the important difference between those who are able to make 

autonomous financial decisions and those who are able to make financial decisions with permission 

from their husbands.  Indeed, 73.2% say that they are allowed to make financial decisions if they 

consult with their husbands or a male family member first, and a small, though notable, proportion of 

female beneficiaries (11.8%) say that they are allowed to make financial decisions without the consent 

of their husbands or a male family member. If this question is used in the future, we recommend that 

the options are mutually exclusive to avoid any confusion over the different options. This would allow 

for a clearer division of response. 

 

9. Percentage of male stakeholders facilitating involvement of women in decision making 

44.4% of male beneficiaries (or their children) actively perform household tasks to allow their wives 
more time to participate in household decision making 

 

Here, we look at the percentage of male beneficiaries who actively encourage their wives to be involved 

in household decision making. The table below shows that significant majorities of male beneficiaries 

say that they consult their wives before making financial decisions, that they share decision-making 

responsibility with their wives for household issues, and that they share decision-making responsibility 

for their produce. However, the proportion of men who perform a specific task to enable their wives to 

participate in household decision making is notably smaller – only 44.4% of male beneficiaries say that 

they, or their children, perform household tasks in order to allow their wives more time to participate in 

household decision making.  

Table 2.6: Which of the following statements applies to you? (Base: Men only – 320) 

  
  

Beneficiary (162) 
Non-Beneficiary 

(158) 

Yes No Yes No 

I consult my wife before I make important financial 
decisions 

98.1% 1.9% 96.2% 3.8% 

My wife and I share decision-making responsibility for 
household issues 

98.1% 1.9% 94.9% 5.1% 

My wife and I share decision-making responsibility for our 
produce 

75.9% 24.1% 76.6% 23.4% 

I, or my children, perform household tasks to allow my wife 
more time to participate in household decision making 

44.4% 55.6% 41.1% 58.9% 

 

Looking at the responses to the attitudinal questions sheds some light on the lack of practical 

intervention by men to facilitate female decision making. For example, 75.9% of male beneficiaries 

agree or agree strongly that women should not make financial decisions without consulting their 

husbands or other male family member first. More significantly, 46.3% of male beneficiaries disagree or 

disagree strongly that women are as capable as men of managing household income generating 

activity.  
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Evidence from the qualitative research shows that Government and NGO messaging about the 

importance of gender equality is beginning to filter down to grass-roots attitudes, but the extent to which 

it manifests itself in practical action is still very limited. Indeed, one CDC leader from a beneficiary 

village in Chab Ab admits: “Attitudes have changed because of information coming from 

Government and NGOs through television and radio.” Yet in spite of this his later comments show 

that women are still largely confined to the production rather than management of household produce: 

“[Women] work in the fields and are responsible for cultivating watermelons, peas and beans. 

And when the harvest is done, they are expected to process everything too”. No mention is made 

of women’s role in managing household assets or bringing produce to the market. Furthermore, 

feedback from the female focus groups suggests that many husbands are themselves barriers to 

increasing female decision-making responsibility. One woman from a focus group in Takhar says: “My 

husband is the decision maker, because he doesn’t give me the right to make a decision.” 

Another says: “My husband is the decision maker about our produce because he knows better 

about expenses, market and products.” 
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10. Number of district level government projects implemented to improve market functioning 

3 projects to improve market functioning have been implemented by the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Irrigation and Livestock in Takhar. There are none in Badakhshan 

 

According to the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock’s Management Information System, 

there are currently three projects either completed or on-going in 2012 (1391 in the solar Hijri calendar)  

in Takhar that have been implemented to improve market functioning. There are none in Badakhshan 

during this reference period. Data for this indicator were collected from the Ministry of Agriculture, 

Irrigation and Livestock Management Information System (MIS). The following options were selected in 

the ‘drop down’ menu: 

Table 2.7: Filter options for MAIL MIS Reporting 

Output All 

Activity All 

Metric All 

Status  All 

Donor All 

Implementing partner All 

Beneficiary type All 

Province Takhar, Badakhshan (separately) 

Year 1391 

Project  All 

 

Only projects with a ‘completed’ or ‘on-going’ status are counted. The ‘Project Output Title’ describes 

the purpose of the project. Arguably, any project that improves agricultural productivity could be 

described as ‘improving market functioning’. However, to avoid any ambiguity, only projects which 

relate specifically to market operations (buying and selling) or its subsidiary components (for example 

cooperative functioning) have been included. Under these selection criteria there are currently no 

Government projects specifically aimed at improving market functioning in Badakhshan. In Takhar there 

are three, all sponsored by the Ministry of Finance.  

 

RF Programme Outcome: Improved access for women to strengthened government services 

(micro/ meso). 

11. Increased women’s participation in public life within CSO, CBOs,  CDCs, NRMC, WUGs 
private sector and other service providers       

50.3% of households (who say that women participate in community organisation meetings in their 
village) have a female member of their own household who attended such a meeting 

 

Female participation in community organisation meetings is greater in beneficiary villages than in non-

beneficiary villages. 58.7% of beneficiaries say that women participate in such meetings compared to 

46.1% of non-beneficiaries. 
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Figure 2.1: Do women participate in community organisation meetings in your village? (Base: 

All respondents – 638) 

 

 

 

Those who said that women do participate in community organisation meetings in their village were 

asked whether any female family members had attended such a meeting in the last 12 months. Women 

in beneficiary villages are notably more likely to attend a community organisation meeting in their 

village than women in non-beneficiary villages. The table below shows that half of beneficiary 

households had a female family member who attended a community organisation meeting, compared 

to a third of non-beneficiaries.  

Table 2.8: Did any female member of your household participate in community organisation 
meetings in the last 12 months? 

(Base: Those who say that women participate in community organisation meetings in their 
village – 334) 

 Yes No 

Beneficiary (185) 50.3% 49.7% 

Non-Beneficiary (149) 33.6% 66.4% 

 

When asked specifically about participation in the local Community Development Council, there is a 

striking difference between beneficiary and non-beneficiary responses. While a greater proportion of 

female beneficiaries are involved in their CDC than non-beneficiaries, 43.7% of female beneficiaries 

have never heard of a Community Development Council compared to 28.8% of female non-

beneficiaries.  

 

 

58.7% 

36.8% 

4.4% 

Beneficiary (315) 

46.1% 

45.2% 

8.7% 

Non-Beneficiary (323) 

Yes No I don’t know 



 
 

Food Income & Markets Baseline Survey 2013  27 

Table 2.9: Which one of the statements applies to you? (Base: All women – 314) 

  Beneficiary (151) 
Non-Beneficiary 

(163) 

I am involved with the local Community Development 
Council 

15.2% 12.3% 

I have never heard of a Community Development Council 43.7% 28.8% 

I have heard of the Community Development Council, but 
I am not involved 

41.1% 58.9% 

 

Another way of looking at this question would be to address women’s perceptions of their own ability to 

participate in community development activity.  Chart 3.4 shows that an encouraging 81.6% of female 

beneficiaries agree or agree strongly that they are able to contribute to discussions about community 

development projects.  
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This raises an interesting question. If 81.6% of women in beneficiary villages feel that they are able to 

contribute to discussions about community development projects, why are so few (15.2%) involved with 

their local CDC? Part of the answer may lie in the fact that a majority (57.9%) of female beneficiaries do 

not think that Government listens to women. Another reason may be that there are other informal 

means for women to participate in local development discussions other than CDCs such as discussions 

with their husbands who are in the CDC. Yet another reason is that men may be actively opposing 

female involvement in CDCs. One male CDC member from a beneficiary village in Badakhshan said: 

“Our CDC does have women in it, but I don’t think this is a good thing. We have two women on 

the CDC Board, but I would prefer it if there were none. It is not acceptable for women to be 

allowed to be a part of these organisations. Women should stay at home rather than participate 

in the CDC.” 

Another interviewee explains why he feels women should be excluded from CDCs: “There are around 

4-5 women on our CDC, but I don’t think women should be allowed to participate. Most women 

are illiterate so they don’t have the capacity to participate” – Beneficiary village elder in Takhar 

North. 

Yet not all interviewees were opposed to female participation in their CDC. A beneficiary village leader 

in Faizabad valued the role of women in his CDC: “Women are involved in CDCs in this village. 

They discuss women-related issues. If there is a fight between two women, they will come and 

solve the problem. They also oversee women’s income generating activities and self-help 

groups. They even help and advise women to save their own money.” 

NGO stakeholders recognise that women are still underrepresented in CDCs. According to one worker 

in Takhar: “There are women on CDCs, but the conversations we have with CDCs always seem 

to be with men, not women.”  

While it is indeed encouraging that so many women feel that they are able to participate in community 

development discussions, CDCs are the principal conduit for development coordination and 

Governmental liaison, and low female participation in these bodies is a major barrier to female 

empowerment. As a result, the percentage of women who are involved in CDCs specifically would be 

the best indicator of improved access to strengthened Government services in future. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Food Income & Markets Baseline Survey 2013  29 

12. Number of CBOs, Village Councils and district level federations which are functional and 
have mobilized resources for vulnerable and extremely poor families, esp women 

NO DATA 

 

This data is beyond the scope of a household survey and can only be gathered through desk research 

or a comprehensive survey of CBO leaders in the target areas. Currently there is no data for this 

specific metric. We provide commentary about this Indicator in the recommendations section. In the 

absence of this data the information presented here relates to District Development Assemblies which 

represent local voices at a district level about development activity. According to a recent report by the 

National Area Based Development Programme NABDP in 2012, there are approximately 388 DDAs, 

covering around 96% of the total number of districts in Afghanistan. 4,236 women participate in DDAs 

nationally13.  

We do not recommend that this figure is tracked over time as DDAs are likely going to be replaced by 

District Coordination Committees (DCC). It is not yet clear how the new structure will operate on a daily 

basis, but this would be a good figure to monitor in future as DCCs will play an important role in liaising 

with Government and local community stakeholders.  

 

13. Percentage of women reporting improved access to strengthened government services 

40.5% of women say that their access to government services is either somewhat or a lot better than 
last year 

 

Female beneficiaries are significantly more likely than non-beneficiaries to say that their access to 

Government services has improved since last year. 40.5% of female beneficiaries say that their access 

is either ‘somewhat’ or ‘a lot’ better than last year compared to only 20.0% of female non-beneficiaries 

who answer the same way. 

Nevertheless, male beneficiaries are much more likely than female beneficiaries to say that their access 

to Government services has improved – 62.8% say that their access is ‘a lot’ or ‘somewhat’ better than 

last year. Moreover, a plurality of female beneficiaries (48.4%) do not think that Government services 

have changed at all since last year, which could be due to lower levels of familiarity with Government 

services among women. 

Given the complexity of assessing notions of improvement and strengthening, an alternative approach 

is suggested in the recommendation section. 

                                                           

13 UNDP (2012), National Area Based Development Programme: Second Quarter Project Progress Report 2012, p.4 
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RF Programme Outcome: Improved resilience of target communities and local authorities with 

the capacity to recover from risks and shocks (micro/ meso).  

14. Percentage of vulnerable households with more than one livelihood strategy and 
emergency coping strategies 

7.7% of beneficiaries affected by a natural disaster in the last 12 months deployed more than one 
emergency coping strategy 

 

For the purposes of this Indicator, vulnerable households are defined as those affected by a natural 

disaster in the last 12 months. We urge caution when comparing beneficiaries to non-beneficiaries here 

due to the small sample sizes. A small proportion of beneficiaries deployed more than one emergency 

coping strategy (7.7%) when they were affected by a natural disaster. Only 1.7% of non-beneficiaries 

deployed more than one strategy. 
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Chart 2.7: Thinking back over the last year, how, if at all, would you say 
your access to Government services has changed?  

(Base: All respondents - Beneficiaries - 314, Non-Beneficiaries - 322) 

It is a lot worse than last year It is somewhat worse than last year
It has not changed at all since last year It is somewhat better than last year
It is a lot better than last year
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Table 2.10: Percentage of respondents who took 
action to prepare against natural disaster 

(Base: Those affected by a natural disaster in the last 
12 months – 97) 

 
Beneficiary 

(39) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(58) 

More than 1 strategy 7.7% 1.7% 

1 strategy 30.8% 36.2% 

Did nothing 61.5% 62.1% 

 

The actions taken by households are presented in the table below. Almost two-thirds of beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries did not do anything to prepare their households against local natural hazards. 

Nevertheless, beneficiaries are notably more likely to have strengthened their house construction, 

harvest their crops early or introduce an early variety crop or new farming method than non-

beneficiaries. By comparison, non-beneficiaries are more likely to have removed their children and 

vulnerable household members to a secure place early in the year. 

 

Table 2.11: If affected by a natural disaster, how, if at all, did you protect and prepare your 
household against these hazards? 

(Base: Those affected by a natural disaster in the last 12 months – 97) 

  Beneficiary (39) 
Non-

Beneficiary 
(58) 

Strengthened house construction 17.9% 10.3% 

Harvested my crops early 10.3% 5.2% 

Introduced early variety crops and new farming methods 5.1% 1.7% 

Removed children and vulnerable household members to a 
secure place early in the year 

12.8% 22.4% 

I did not do anything 61.5% 62.1% 

 

 

15. Number of disaster preparedness, mitigation and management plans developed at 
community and district level 

NO DATA 

 

A household survey is unable to capture data for this Indicator. Instead a broader qualitative research 

component is needed to answer this question. In addition, Concern’s regular field visits could be used 

to compile evidence from discussions with CDC or village leaders about the number of community level 

strategies.  
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Unfortunately this was beyond the scope of the baseline survey. Nevertheless, the small amount of 

qualitative research carried out in this survey allows us to draw out some tentative findings. 

Our interviews suggest that communities have a wealth of ‘institutional’ knowledge about their locales 

and that, depending on the scale and severity of the natural disaster, they are able to make ad hoc 

decisions about the best way to respond to the situation. Some of the villages included in the survey 

bore heavy scars from recent natural disasters, and one village in particular was preparing to relocate 

entirely after a flood destroyed a large part of the settlement. As a result of episodes like this many of 

the interviewees were acutely aware of the threat of a natural disaster.  

However, the single focus group conducted among men in Takhar found that the local CDC put greater 

emphasis on deferring to NGOs and Government when they are afflicted by natural disasters rather 

than solving the problem on their own as the following two quotations illustrate: 

“We are not prepared, but we apply to Concern and GIZ offices for assistance to save us from 

natural disasters…” – Beneficiary village member Takhar North,  

“We suggest to government to help us in the preparing for natural disaster…” – Beneficiary 

village member Takhar North 

In a similar vein, a village leader from a beneficiary village in Faizabad said: “The last major problem 

we faced as a community was the flooding last year. This was a problem we were unable to deal 

with as a village, so we sought help from an NGO. The CDC wrote a proposal letter for 

intervention and they came to help us.” 

These statements are corroborated by the opinion of one NGO stakeholder based in Faizabad: 

“People are more educated about risk. But people are spoiled by the influx of donors. If they 

lose an asset, they think that they can get support/funding from wealthy NGOs.  5 years ago, 

disaster risk management was unheard of.” 

Nonetheless, there is some evidence that interventions from NGOs and Government have instilled a 

greater degree of self-reliance in communities. Talking about risk mitigation, one village elder from a 

non-beneficiary village in particular says: “We have serious flooding problems here. If we think 

there is a risk of flooding, we tell the families who live close to the river to move up here to the 

main part of the village or to go somewhere else. The CDC also has an informing group tasked 

with warning people about floods and droughts. When we think there will be a drought, we 

advise families to start rationing their food.”  
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16. Interaction of CBO’s with the relevant meso and macro level counterpart (agencies, 
ministries and Councils) for the provision of appropriate services and capacity building to 
improve resilience 

NO DATA 

 

The indicator above is ambiguous and will not provide a robust or reliable measure of change. For 

example, ‘interaction’ could be interpreted as either the quality of interaction between CBOs and 

Government, or the frequency with which they meet. As with the previous indicator, a household survey 

is unable to capture this information. In order to gather an accurate picture of CBO-Government 

interaction, we recommend conducting broader qualitative and desk research. We offer detailed 

recommendations for how this should be done in the ‘Recommendations’ section of the report.  

The qualitative interviews conducted with NGO stakeholders and village elders paint a mixed picture. 

While suspicion of Government corruption and inefficiency is fairly common, some report good relations 

with Government and others poor relations. Thus, the interaction of CBOs with ministries, agencies and 

Councils must be judged on a case by case basis. 

The extent to which mistrust in Government is more than casual cynicism is unclear, but the frequency 

with which charges of corruption, stifling bureaucracy and obstructiveness are levelled at Government 

in the qualitative interviews is striking. As noted previously, a direct result of this is that CDCs and other 

community-based organisations (CBOs) tend to seek help or advise from NGOs rather than 

Government. One NGO stakeholder in Takhar said: “They [Government] don’t even have a strategic 

plan at a provincial level. When we met them, they said that they didn’t know what their budget 

is. Beneficiaries always send us letters saying that they had applied to Government for money, 

but they replied to say that they didn’t have money.” 

Another says: “They are incredibly bureaucratic, but they don’t feel that they have any 

responsibility to make things better. They think that NGOs should have to do it.” 

These views are supported by a beneficiary village elder in Takhar North: “The only Government 

presence here is felt through NGOs delivering NSP. Government workers never come here. This 

village has no relationship with the Government”. 

But the picture is far from one-sided, as some village elders say that their CDC has good relations with 

Government. “CDCs have a good relationship with the Government, but people will always come 

to resolve their problems at the CDC before they resort to Government” – Beneficiary village 

elder, Takhar North.  

Indeed, many recognise that CDCs in particular play an important role in liaising between village 

residents and Government.  

“When there’s a conflict here, the CDC members and religious leaders come together to solve 

the problem. If the problem’s too big, then we go to the Government. For example, if two big 

families or ethnic groups were fighting each other, we would not be able to manage this 

ourselves and we would turn to Government” – Beneficiary village CDC leader Takhar North. 
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Given these complexities, a better Indicator for this programme outcome would combine desk research 

and qualitative interviews. The desk research could identify the number of district-wide meetings hosted 

by the Department for Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock for CDCs or CBOs. Qualitative interviews 

with CDC members could then be used to support this number, providing contextual information about 

the quality of these interactions. 

 

RF Programme Outcome: Access to improved water and sanitation for extremely poor 

households (micro/ meso). 

17. Percentage of households using improved and reliable drinking water sources and 
sanitary latrines in targeted communities and districts 

66.0% of beneficiaries take their drinking water from a tube well or ‘government water system’, or a 
‘well’; 
1.0% of beneficiaries use a flush latrine 

 

Although 46.3% of beneficiaries say that they draw their drinking water from a tube well, beneficiaries 

who answered ‘other’ (19.7%) cited ‘government water system’, or ‘well’. These have been included in 

the total proportion of households using improved and reliable drinking sources as they are distinct from 

non-sanitary forms such as rivers, canals, and standing pools of water. This figure is comparable with 

data gathered in the Concern SWIM-II baseline survey in 2011 which found that 69% of households in 

Takhar North use a tube well for their drinking water.  

The table below summarises the responses: 

Table 2.12: Where do you regularly get your drinking water?  
(Base: All respondents – 637) 

  
Beneficiary (315) 

Non-Beneficiary 
(322) 

Tube well 46.3% 37.9% 

River/Canal 8.6% 8.4% 

Rain water 1.0% 1.6% 

Spring 23.2% 35.4% 

Pond/pool of water 1.3% 0.6% 

Other, please specify: Piped water, Government water 
system, water system, well 

19.7% 16.1% 

 

A small minority of beneficiaries use a flush latrine, but significant majorities use traditional covered 

latrines. Future research should discern between sanitary and non-sanitary traditional covered latrines.  

Non-beneficiaries are more likely to use an open field or bush than beneficiaries. It is possible that the 

proportion of respondents who use sanitary latrines in a wider sense will be greater than the proportion 

of only those who use flush latrines. 
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Table 2.13: What kind of a latrine do you use? 
(Base: All respondents – 637) 

  

Beneficiary 
(314) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(323) 

None / open field / bush 15.3% 26.9% 

Area in compound but no pit 5.1% 4.3% 

Traditional covered latrine 78.7% 68.1% 

Flush latrine 1.0% 0.3% 

Other 0.0% 0.3% 

 

 

18. Percentage  of respondents reporting uptake of improved health behaviour 

1.6% treat their water before drinking it; 
33.1% use soap to wash their hands after using the latrine; 
87.9% of people went to a Government hospital/clinic for treatment last time they were ill 

 

Overall, beneficiaries are more likely to practice improved health behaviour than non-beneficiaries. 

These are encouraging figures for Concern. 

 Preparing drinking water 

Overwhelming majorities of both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries do not treat water before drinking 

it. Nevertheless, 1.6% of beneficiaries treat water compared to none of the non-beneficiary 

respondents. None of the respondents selected any of the other water treatment methods like filtering 

or using chemicals or water purifying tablets.  

Table 2.14: How, if at all, do you treat water before 
you drink it? 

(Base: All respondents – 638) 

  
Beneficiary 

(315) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(323) 

Boil 1.6% 0.0% 

Nothing, we drink it 
as it comes 

98.4% 100.0% 

 

 Washing hands after using the latrine 

Concern beneficiaries are notably more likely to wash their hands with soap after using the latrine than 

non-beneficiaries. There are still considerable gains to be made, as 65.6% of beneficiaries only wash 

their hands with water.  
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Table 2.15: How, if at all, do you clean your hands 
after using the latrine? 

(Base: All respondents – 635) 

  

Beneficiary 
(314) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(321) 

Soap 33.1% 19.6% 

Ash 0.0% .3% 

Dirt/Soil 1.0% 0.0% 

Water only 65.6% 79.4% 

Nothing 0.3% 0.6% 

 

 

 

 Advice for illness 

In a similar vein to above, beneficiaries are more likely than non-beneficiaries to seek treatment from a 

Government hospital/clinic than non-beneficiaries.  

Table 2.16: If you or anyone in your household was ill 
over the last year, from whom did you seek medical 

advice? 
(Base: All respondents – 638) 

  
Beneficiary 

(315) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(323) 

Government 
hospital/clinic 

87.9% 78.3% 

Private doctor 8.6% 12.7% 

Pharmacy 1.3% 0.9% 

Quack doctor 1.0% 0.0% 

Mobile doctor 0.3% 6.2% 

Mullah 0.6% 1.9% 

Other 0.3% 0.0% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Food Income & Markets Baseline Survey 2013  37 

19. Increase in WASH services being provided by district level health departments 

NO DATA 

 

There is currently no data about the prevalence of WASH services being provided by district level 

health departments. A report published in January 2012 by the Regional Emergency Cluster Advisor 

(RECA) recommended that WASH capacity mapping must be conducted at a sub-national level14. At 

the time of writing this report, no such exercise has taken place, although the Afghanistan National 

WASH Cluster has produced some useful maps showing the number of beneficiaries of certain WASH 

services provided by NGOs on a district level. In the absence of Government information we provide 

wider circumstantial evidence from available sources. These figures should not be used as a baseline 

Indicator figures.  

A draft map published online by the WASH cluster in September 2012 shows that there are currently, 

37 workers with competency in water supply, 18 with competency in sanitation and 28 with competency 

in hygiene promotion covering Baghlan, Kunduz, Takhar and Badakhshan15. It is not clear from this 

information how many of this number are Government employees and how many work for NGOs. 

The most recent report from the Afghanistan WASH cluster in December 2012 provides some useful 

figures about the number of WASH beneficiaries in Takhar and Badakhshan.  

In Faizabad district in Badakhshan, water source development and hygiene item distribution are being 

provided by Oxfam GB. There are currently 900 safe water beneficiaries from this work. In Taloqan 

district in Takhar, water source development, point of use treatment, provision of sanitation facilities, 

hygiene and sanitation promotion and hygiene item distribution are being delivered by the Danish 

Committee for Aid to Afghan Refugees (DACAAR). To date there are 8890 safe water beneficiaries and 

2344 hygiene and sanitation promotion beneficiaries16.  

This will be an important area to monitor in future as research conducted by Samuel Hall in 2010 found 

that in areas where WASH services were being delivered by Mission East in Takhar and Badakhshan, 

communities had a better sanitation index (presence of water receptacles, absence of flies etc)17. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

14 RECA (2012), Reinforcing the Capacity and Coordination of Emergency WASH Clusters at regional and national levels in disaster stricken and/or high 

risk countries, January 2012, p.13 

15 WASH Cluster map (2012): http://afg.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/default/files/WASH_CLUSTER_CAPACITY_20121003.pdf 

16 WASH Cluster map (2012): http://afg.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/default/files/WASH_CLUSTER_3W_20121209_MATRIX.pdf 

17 Samuel Hall (2010), Review of Country Strategy (Badakhshan and Takhar): Survey Commissioned by Mission East, p.26 
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3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section of the report draws on the lessons learned from the baseline fieldwork and results to lay 

the foundations for a robust Monitoring and Evaluation toolkit. Here, the report offers detailed 

recommendations for improving data collection methods and refining the list of Indicators in order to 

provide the most accurate measure of change for each of the FIM Programme Outcomes. The 

recommendations below are by no means definitive and there may be many other ways to evaluate the 

Results Frame Indicators.  

Again, for clarity, this section of the report takes each of the Results Frame Indicators in turn and 

examines the extent to which they are effective measures of the FIM Programme Outcomes. The 

following sections appear in the same order as the previous section of the report. 

In the context of Monitoring and Evaluation, an indicator, by its very nature must be a number. Thus 

each one of the Results Frame Indicators must seek to establish a tangible figure rather than describe 

an outcome (as some of them currently do). The Results Frame Indicators are necessarily strategic 

markers of progress. By virtue of their overarching nature, it is rare to see dramatic changes in the 

figures over short periods of time (6-12 months). Moreover, the pursuit of a single number can be 

dangerous as it inevitably oversimplifies and overlooks complicated relationships between different 

factors. We make the recommendations below with this caveat in mind. 

To mitigate against this danger wherever possible, we have also suggested additional research 

techniques, questions and indicators which will help to create a more complete and balanced picture of 

the FIM Programme Outcomes. In order to ensure comparability over time, our recommendations are 

easily replicable by future fieldwork teams who may not have been involved in initial design and 

consultation. Similarly, where relevant, this section also provides detailed instructions for how to 

recreate the figures gathered in this wave of research to allow for an accurate comparison of data over 

time.  

 

3.1 Recommendations for the Results Frame Indicators 

RF Programme Outcome: Improved food security and assets through better use of agricultural 

resources at target household, community and district level (micro/ meso). 

1. Average length of hunger gap in a year in the targeted households and districts  

Defining ‘hunger gap’ is fraught with difficulty. In this report, the hunger gap was defined as the total 

number of months in a year that a household had problems satisfying its food needs. Assuming that 

this definition is applied in future Monitoring and Evaluation, this is a useful indicator for the Programme 

Outcome of ‘improved food security.’ 

Alternatively, respondents could be asked to state in which of the 12 months of the year they had 

difficulty satisfying the food needs of the family. This would provide important seasonal information 

about hunger. Yet another option would be to reduce the recall period to two weeks rather than a year. 

This would require Concern to conduct the survey on multiple occasions throughout the year in order to 
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gather seasonal information. The value of this approach is that respondents are more likely to 

remember whether they were hungry over the course of a recent two week period than an entire year. 

Either approach is acceptable in our view, as long as a consistent set of definitions is applied. 

 

2. Improved and diversified diet (disaggregated for girls and women) 

This is an outcome rather than an indicator. There are many ways of measuring diet diversification. The 

most effective tool to evaluate this issue in sufficient detail would be a full nutrition survey. Furthermore, 

in order to provide disaggregated data for girls and women, the survey would have to include children. 

In the absence of a full nutrition survey, the question used in this survey provides a good proxy 

measure for the range and frequency of food types consumed in a household over an average week.  

One way to explore diversified diet would be: ‘the percentage of people (gender disaggregated) who 

ate more than one food type in the last week.’ Alternatively, using a more sophisticated approach, 

Concern could measure the Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS). Detailed instructions for 

creating this score are provided by USAID18. 

An alternative list of food groups could be used in the future if necessary, as the data gathered in this 

survey includes a breakdown of responses per food item. A weakness of the question used in the 

baseline survey is that it omitted the option ‘once a week’. Respondents who may have selected this 

option had it been offered would likely have answered either ‘2 days a week’ or ‘less than once a week’ 

in the current survey. This means that the number of those who selected each one of these options is 

likely slightly inflated. This will not affect the number of people who answer any of the other options.  

 

3. HH assets index (gender disaggregated) in the targeted communities   

As with the previous indicator, there are a number of different ways in which a household’s asset wealth 

can be measured. Again, we would expect the indicator to describe a specific number. In this case, 

Concern could measure the percentage of households in each wealth quintile. The pros and cons of 

this approach are discussed in the first part of the report.  

Officers working with this data in the future have the choice of tracking the figures as they are reported 

in this paper (which we recommend) or creating a weighted standard for comparing specific household 

assets. We have intentionally avoided weighting the data because this would open up a debate about 

the perception of comparative values which would be far beyond the scope of this research. Instead we 

have presented the data in the most ‘user-friendly’ fashion so that future researchers can easily 

conduct further detailed analysis of the data if desired.  

An alternative approach would be to monitor household income and household expenditure which will 

allow Concern to measure economic status. In addition, Concern should monitor the figures for 

                                                           

18 USAID (2008), Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) for Measurement of Household Food Access Indicator Guide. Version 2. Food And Nutrition 

Technical Assistance. 
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individual asset ownership over time, to see whether and to what extent item-ownership is affected by 

wider factors such as good/poor harvests or grain price fluctuations.  

We can can take these three data points (income, expenditure and asset ownership) one step 

further by creating an index for comparing asset ownership, income and expenditure with wider macro-

economic trends.  

In the example below, we compare television ownership (% of households who own a television)  with 

the price of wheat (in Afs), poppy production (in kgs) and monthly household expenditure (in Afs). 

Clearly, one cannot compare kgs to Afs because they are two different units of measurement. In order 

to create an index it is necessary to convert each of the data sets into a standard numerical scale. This 

allows us to make comparisons as per the table below: 

 

The figures given here are purely fictitious (and somewhat exaggerated) . In Year 0 (baseline) we do 

not know the relationship between the different factors, so they start at the same point on the graph. 

Over the following years a clearer picture begins to emerge. The price of wheat continues to rise for two 

years, and concomittently so too does television ownership and household expenditure. After Year 3, 

the price of wheat crashes, but household expenditure and the number of households who own a 

television continue to rise. Interestingly, as the price of wheat drops, the amount of poppy grown in the 

region increases. The table suggests that as the price of wheat starts to drop, farmers turn to poppy 

production as a means to make ends meet. With the revenue generated through poppy production they 

are  able to buy ‘non-essential’ items like television.  

By cross-referencing different factors in a single index, Concern can explore how people prioritise 

spending (when and on which items), and the effect of broader socio-economic patterns. The table 

above does not require complex statistical modelling, such as regression analysis or significance 

testing, which makes it easy to replicate over time. The drawback to this technique is that it is unable to 
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test the statistical relationship between each of the factors. Yet, as an illustrative tool for assessing how 

respondents utilise their resources, this provides extremely important information. 

In order to create an index one must convert each of the factors into a comparable unit of measurement 

- for the sake of ease, we have chosen a simple numerical scale with a baseline value of 100. We shall 

refer to this as the ‘index value’. Therefore, no matter the price of wheat, the number of televisions 

owned, or the amount of poppy cultivated, their initial ‘index value’ is 100 in Year 0 (baseline survey 

data). The table below provides data for the following examples: 

Monthly 
household 
expenditure 

 Number (N) Change (C) Index (I) 

Year 0 500 Afs - 100 
Year 1 650 Afs +30.0% 130 
Year 2 678 Afs +4.3% 135,6 
Year 3 430 Afs -36.6% 86 

 

To create an index, we need to convert ‘real values’ into ‘index values’. In Year 1 the ‘real value’ of 

each factor changes. For example, in Year 0 households spend on average 500 Afs per month, and in 

Year 1, they spend 650 Afs. An equation is needed to express the change between 500 Afs in Year 0 to 

650 Afs in Year 1. In other words, if 500 Afs changes to 650 Afs in Year 1, what does ‘100’ become in 

Year 1? The following equation is used: 

Change Year 1 / Year 0 = (650-500) / 500 = +30%  

Index Y1 = 100 + 100 x 30% = 130 

In a more abstract way: Index Y1 = Index Y0 + Index Y0 x (Number Y1-Number Y0) / Number Y0 

Which also reads: Index Y[n+1] = Index Yn + Index Yn x (Number Y[n+1]-Number Yn) / Number Yn 

Since we want to measure the relationship between each year, the index value from the previous year 

is carried forward for every calculation.  

The ‘index values’ are essentially meaningless in and of themselves. If television ownership drops from 

100 to 75, this does not mean that 75 people own a television. The purpose of the ‘index values’ is 

simply to show the extent to which a particular factor (in this example, television ownership) has 

increased or decreased. 

 

4. Government budget allocation for agricultural services. 

This will be important to monitor this figure over the coming years as it provides a useful financial 

framework, but caution must be taken when relying on Government figures as factors such as 

inaccurate Government reporting could distort the true figure. This information should be used for 

contextual reference only and we recommend that this is removed from the list of Results Frame 

Indicators. 
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For the sake of consistency and comparability with the figure presented in this report, future research 

should only take the figure from the Ministry of Finance’s National Budget Procedures Fiscal Year 

1392. We recommend that the proportion of the Ministry’s budget allocated to agriculture is monitored, 

rather than the actual sum of money as this will give a better indication of Government’s spending 

priorities. 

 

RF Programme Outcome: Improved access to maternal and child health facilities, for extremely 

poor households in the targeted communities and districts (micro). 

5. Percentage of women who had at least four antenatal care visits provided by a trained health 

professional 

This is a good Indicator as the data can be gathered through a series of simple questions, is directly 

linked to the FIM Programme Outcome to which it pertains, and relates to a similar health indicator in 

the Ministry of Public Health’s Health Management Information System (HMIS) which measures the 

percentage of women nationwide who had at least one antenatal care visit by a trained health 

professional19. Concern must develop a clear definition of a ‘trained medical professional’ in order to 

avoid possible misinterpretation by the respondent. 

We also recommend adding another Indicator for this Programme Outcome – Percentage of women 

who gave birth with a trained health professional in attendance. This figure is also monitored at a 

national level by the Ministry of Public Health’s HMIS. The data below is taken from the household 

survey. 

Respondents who had a pregnant women in their household in the last year were asked whether the 

birth was attended by a trained health worker. More than one third (35.8%) of beneficiaries say that the 

birth was attended by a trained medical professional. By a very small proportion, non-beneficiaries are 

more likely to give birth with a trained health worker in attendance than beneficiaries. However, the 

majority of respondents from both beneficiary and non-beneficiary villages say that the births in their 

household in the last year were not attended by a trained health worker.  

Table 3.1: Was the birth attended by a trained health 
worker? 

(Base: households in which there was a pregnant woman 
in the last year - 156) 

  
Beneficiary 

(67) 
Non-Beneficiary 

(89) 

Yes 35.8% 39.3% 

No 62.7% 59.6% 

I don’t know 1.5% 1.1% 

 

 

                                                           

19 Ministry of Public Health (2012), Afghanistan Health Indicators Factsheet, HMIS, June 2012, p.1 
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6. Reduction in diarrhoeal/ waterborne diseases in the targeted communities 

Disease and illness prevalence are often better understood through detailed health and wellbeing 

surveys. This level of scrutiny may be beyond the scope of FIM Monitoring and Evaluation. Once again, 

this is an outcome rather than an indicator because it describes a course of events rather than a single 

figure. In future we recommend that the recall period is reduced to one month in order to avoid recall 

bias and to provide information about seasonal trends. 

The Indicator should be changed to: ‘the percentage of households suffering from diarrhoea in the last 

one month.” 

 

7. Percentage of children age 0-23 months with chest related cough or fast/difficult breathing in 

the last 2 weeks who were taken to an appropriate health provider 

The baseline survey found that 78.8% of beneficiaries took sick children aged 0-23 months to a trained 

medical professional. This is a high figure compared to the 38% from the District Health Record 

reported in the Concern FIM Results Framework. There may be some confusion among respondents as 

to what is a ‘trained medical professional’. We recommend that this question is changed to:  

Question (only ask those with children aged 0-23 months who had a chest-related cough or fast/difficult 

breathing): If you have a child aged 0-23 months who has suffered from a chest-related cough or 

fast/difficult breathing in the last two weeks, what did you do? 

Answer (single response): 

 I did nothing 

 I treated them myself 

 I took them to a government hospital/clinic 

 I took them to a quack doctor 

 I took them to a mullah 
 
The percentage of those who respond with the third option would be the response to monitor as an 
indicator in future. 
 
 
RF Programme Outcome: Increased access to value chain facilities and market linkages 

between targeted producers groups (esp. women) and reputed traders in the targeted 

communities and districts (micro/ meso). 

8. Percentage of extremely poor women who manage their own IGA. 

Indicators must pertain to a well-defined and tangible entity. This is a problematic indicator because 

there are a number of ways in which it could be interpreted.  For this reason, we recommend that a 

more specific measure is adopted in future. 

We suggest that the principle Indicators for this Programme Outcome are the percentage of women 

and the percentage of men who sell their household’s produce in the market (2 separate figures). 
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Naturally, this misses the myriad shades of complexity that underpin male and female access to the 

value chain, but attitudinal questions, like those used in this survey, provide useful contextual evidence 

for the extent to which women participate in IGA and household decision making. We would also 

recommend conducting a number of qualitative depth interviews with men and women in each of the 

target villages (between 10-15) to explore these issues further. The interviews could be semi-structured 

and include a series of very simple yes/no indicator questions to explore how women feel about their 

current position. These binary questions allow researchers to put some statistical ‘clout’ in their 

qualitative analysis. For example a report could read: ‘qualitative research shows that 60% of women in 

the target villages would like to be able to start their own businesses but feel that their husbands would 

not approve…’  

In addition to the Indicator above, Concern should track the increasing involvement of women in 

economic activity rather than their direct management of it, as it is more realistic to expect women to 

play an increasingly collaborative role with their husbands in decision making rather than taking over 

entirely, or starting their own businesses. Indeed, one need only look at many countries in Europe or 

North America to appreciate that shared, rather than independent decision making is the norm among 

married couples. Question 52 (see Appendix D) addresses this issue. In future, the response options 

should be made mutually exclusive to allow for a clearer distinction between women who are able to 

make financial decisions and those who are not. 

 

9. Percentage of male stakeholders facilitating involvement of women in decision making. 

This Indicator also presents a number of challenges for Monitoring and Evaluation because it seeks to 

gauge fundamentally qualitative information. Once again, this Indicator could be interpreted in a 

number of different ways. For the purposes of creating a measurable indicator this report looked at the 

percentage of male beneficiaries who actively performed a role that would allow their wives more time 

to participate in household decision making. A detailed qualitative study would help to identify further 

such actions that men could perform to facilitate female decision making. These actions could be added 

to a list of practical actions that men could take to facilitate female decision making. As with the 

Indicator above, we strongly recommend that this Indicator is coupled with qualitative semi-structured 

interviews to provide a more rounded picture of why men decide to act one way or another in regard to 

female decision making. 

Alternatively, Concern could avoid trying to capture qualitative notions of ‘facilitation’ and ‘involvement’ 

through a quantitative survey and instead simply test male and female attitudes towards attitudinal 

statements as with other indicators. It would also be important to tease out differences between 

community level decision making and household level decision making.  

For example, at a domestic level, Concern could ask to what extent men and women agree or disagree 

with the following statements: 

 Women should have a paid job; 

 Women should stay at home to look after the children; 

 Women should stay at home to cook; 
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 Women should stay at home to perform housework; 

 Women should run their own businesses; 

 Women should manage household finances. 

At a community level, the list of statements could include: 

 Women are as capable as men of making decisions about community development projects; 

 Community development issues are too complicated for women to understand; 

 Women should not be in positions of power because men do not respect them; 

 Men are more capable than women of making decisions about community development 

projects; 

 

10. Number of district level government projects implemented to improve market functioning. 

In principle this is a good Indicator. However great caution must be taken when monitoring this figure as 

it can be derived in myriad ways. For example, ‘improve market functioning’ could have a number of 

different meanings. In addition, the figure must exclude projects that are implemented by NGOs. The 

criteria for defining this figure are included in the first part of this report. 

 

RF Programme Outcome: Improved access for women to strengthened government services 

(micro/ meso). 

11. Increased women’s participation in public life within CSO, CBOs, CDCs, NRMC, WUGs 

private sector and other service providers          

This is an outcome rather than an indicator. We recommend that the indicator is changed to: 

‘percentage of women who attended a CDC meeting in their village in the last 12 months’. Although this 

figure obscures the different kind of meetings that women attend, attitudinal statements (like those used 

in the current survey) and qualitative research would provide further supporting insight. 

Using a combined approach, the quantitative figure would describe how many women actually 

participate in CDCs, the attitudinal statements would provide evidence for whether they feel they are 

able to contribute to discussions, and the qualitative research would explain whether women feel that 

these meetings are useful, how they think these meetings could be improved and what they discussed.  

Other important figures to monitor could be: 

 The percentage of women who say that they are involved in the local Community Development 

Council; 

 The percentage of women who have never heard of a Community Development Council; 

 The percentage of women who have heard of the Community Development Council but are not 

involved. 
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Data for these questions are also presented in the first part of the report. Examples of statements that 

Concern could use for men and women are: 

 I attend CDC meetings, but my views are ignored; 

 Men do not listen to the views of women in our CDC meetings; 

 I am actively excluded from discussions about community issues; 

 I do not feel that I have anything valuable to say about my local community; 

 Women should not be involved in community-level discussions. 

              

12. Number of CBOs, Village Councils and district level federations which are functional and 

have mobilized resources for vulnerable and extremely poor families, esp women. 

This Indicator is problematic as it compiles four different measures: 

1. The number of CBOs, Village Councils and district level federations; 
2. The number of these which are functional; 
3. The number of these which have mobilised resources; and, 
4. The number of these that have mobilised resources for extremely poor families, especially women. 
 
At each level there is considerable room for interpretation and ambiguity. What kind of organisations 

are designated as CBOs? How is ‘functional’ defined? What are ‘mobilised resources’? The difficulty of 

ensuring that these definitions are applied over successive waves exacerbates the likelihood of human 

error in calculating a single figure. Moreover, this indicator does not apply directly to the programme 

outcome. Therefore we recommend that this indicator is removed from the Results Framework.  

 

13. Percentage of women reporting improved access to strengthened government services. 

This is a good indicator, but the words ‘strengthened’ and ‘improved’ should be removed as they are 

impossible to quantify. The questions used in the survey provide a figure for the percentage of women 

who say that their access to government services is better.  

Another way to measure this Outcome would be simply to ask respondents whether they had used 

Government services over the last year. The Indicator would be: “the percentage of women who used 

Government services in the last year”. The interviewer should have a list of Government services that 

respondents would be likely to access, and record whether the respondent mentions any of them. The 

list should be unprompted.  

Once more, supporting evidence from qualitative research would create a more accurate picture of 

what women think about Government services, and whether they think they have been strengthened or 

not. An important question to ask in this regard is: Is female use of Government services a matter of 

accessibility, knowledge or cultural barriers? This would also help Concern identify ways in which 

accessibility to Government services could be improved. 
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RF Programme Outcome: Improved resilience of target communities and local authorities with 

the capacity to recover from risks and shocks (micro/ meso).  

14. Percentage of vulnerable households with more than one livelihood strategy and emergency 

coping strategies  

We recommend that this indicator is split in two: 

 The percentage of vulnerable households with more than one livelihood strategy; and, 

 The percentage of vulnerable households with more than one emergency coping strategy. 

Better still, we suggest that the percentages of people deploying each particular type of emergency 

response is recorded and tracked. This would generate a more accurate and more sensitive measure 

for whether beneficiaries are translating their training from Concern into practical action. These figures 

are included in the first part of the report. 

 

15. Number of disaster preparedness, mitigation and management plans developed at 

community and district level 

A household survey is unable to capture this information. The information presented in this report is 

based solely on qualitative research. Concern could gather this data through regular field visits and 

discussions with CDC and village leaders. Concern must create a definitive list of ‘acceptable’ plans 

that would meet the criteria set for constituting a ‘disaster preparedness, mitigation and management 

plan.’ 

A complementary approach, still relying on qualitative research, would be to assess the extent to which 

communities are able to cope with localised natural disasters and shocks themselves rather than 

relying on NGOs. This could not be used as an Indicator, but the information would provide critical 

evidence for evaluating the success or failure of improving resilience in target communities. This 

information would have to be gathered through interviews with CDC members and local Government 

Officers.  

 

16. Interaction of CBO’s with the relevant meso and macro level counterpart (agencies, 

ministries and Councils) for the provision of appropriate services and capacity building to 

improve resilience.  

As above, this indicator cannot be measured through a quantitative household survey. Instead, 

qualitative interviews should be conducted with CDC and village leaders, and with local Government 

Officers. These interviews would shed light on how frequently meetings between village organisations 

occur, and how often these organisations meet with and talk to local Government. The interviews would 

also provide information on the perceived quality of these meetings.  
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Since this measure can only be measured in qualitative terms, we suggest that it is removed from the 

list of Results Frame Indicators. Information gathered through qualitative research should be used as 

supporting evidence for the other quantitative measures for the Programme Outcome. 

 

RF Programme Outcome: Access to improved water and sanitation for extremely poor 

households (micro/ meso). 

17. Percentage of households using improved and reliable drinking water sources and sanitary 

latrines in targeted communities and districts 

This is a good Indicator as it refers to a specific and tangible action. However, we recommend that the 

Indicator is split in two: 

 The percentage of households using improved and reliable water sources in targeted 

communities and districts; and, 

 The percentage of households using sanitary latrines in targeted communities and districts. 

The definition of ‘sanitary’ used in this report refers to flushing latrines only. We recommend that the 

question is amended to contain other ‘sanitary’ options to be defined by Concern’s field teams. 

 

18. Percentage of respondents reporting uptake of improved health behaviours 

For the purposes of this survey we identified three behaviours that are indicative of improved health 

behaviour: treating drinking water, using soap to wash hands after using the latrine and going to a 

government hospital/clinic for treatment last time they were ill.  

A comprehensive knowledge, attitudes and practice (KAP) health survey could capture behavioural 

practices more accurately, but within the confines of this study, we recommend that these three 

measures are tracked over time. It may also be useful to test knowledge of disease and illness 

prevention techniques.  

 

19. Increase in WASH services being provided by district level health departments 

This is an outcome rather than an indicator. We recommend that the wording is changed to: 

‘Percentage of district level Government health facilities providing WASH services’. Data for this is 

indicator is currently unavailable, but the Ministry of Public Health’s HMIS may be able to provide this 

information in the future. An alternative Indicator would be to look at the proportion of people who use 

WASH services. 
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3.2 Recommendations for fieldwork 

 Quantitative 

Concern may wish to increase the scale and scope of the FIM Monitoring and Evaluation Programme 

significantly to include a comprehensive nutrition component and a health KAP study. This will have a 

significant impact on the sample design. In particular, the sample would have to include children.  

Assuming that neither of these additional components is added, we recommend that the sample design 

is kept the same as the sample selection criteria used in this survey (see Appendix A – Methodology). 

Concern may like to consider introducing a quota on female-headed households to create a larger 

sample of this demographic. This would lend greater robustness to comparisons between female- and 

male-headed households.  

It is important to include non-beneficiaries in the sample to provide a baseline for comparison. Without 

a control group, the Monitoring and Evaluation programme could detect improvement in each of the 

metrics, but it would be impossible to demonstrate whether this is a direct results of Concern’s work or 

simply a reflection of broader regional trends that affect all villages.  

 

 Qualitative 

We recommend that the next wave of FIM Monitoring and Evaluation fieldwork includes more 

qualitative research. As described earlier in this section, there are a number of Indicators which cannot 

be measured purely in numerical terms. Qualitative research will provide nuanced contextual 

intelligence to support the quantitative findings.  

Qualitative research should be split into three areas: 

1. Key informant interviews with local NGO and Government stakeholders – These interviews would 

provide a strategic overview of district and provincial trends in areas like agricultural practice, risk 

management and attitudes towards women. They would also provide insight into technical questions 

about the level of interaction between local Government offices and village councils, and Government 

funding for agriculture. 5 interviews with NGO stakeholders and 5 interviews with Government 

stakeholders would be sufficient. 

2. Interviews with local ‘decision makers’ – Interviews should be conducted among CDC leader, CDC 

members, village leaders and local enterprise owners. It is critical that women are interviewed in this 

capacity. We recommend 6 interviews (3 men and 3 women) in each village. These interviews would 

allow researchers to explore attitudes among ‘elite’ local residents who have community decision-

making responsibility. In particular this would shed light on perceptions of Government liaison, the value 

of NGO support, and community capacity to deal with the natural hazard preparedness and risk 

management. 

3. Focus groups among regular village residents – Qualitative focus groups should be conducted 

among ‘normal’ residents (those who are not members of CDCs or CBOs). This can be challenging to 

organise because this type of audience is much less visible than more influential figures. However, 
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these focus groups would generate a wealth of important information about attitudes towards gender 

and perceptions of the local CDC for example.   
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APPENDIX A - METHODOLOGY 

Samuel Hall conducted a household survey of 638 people in Badakhshan and Takhar between 27th 

November and 10th December. In addition to the household survey, a total of 17 key informant 

interviews (KIIs) were conducted among local NGO stakeholders (9) and CDC chiefs/village elders (8). 

Researchers also moderated 1 male and 1 female focus group discussions among local village 

residents. 

Approximately equal numbers of male and female, and beneficiary and non-beneficiary respondents 

were recruited. Aside from these quotas the sampling was, to all intents and purposes, random in order 

to mitigate against sample bias and to capture as typical a mix of respondents as possible. As the 

principle aim of the survey was to maximise coverage while maintaining a degree of comparability 

between certain distinctions (for example beneficiary versus non-beneficiary; men versus women) 

additional recruitment criteria (such as household head, age or employment status) were not included. 

Yet, as the ‘Demographic’ section of the report shows in Appendix B, the sample composition is similar 

to samples from baseline surveys conducted by Concern in 2011 in Badakhshan20 and Takhar21 in 

terms of level of education, the importance of agricultural employment, a heavy reliance on day labour, 

and gender of head of household. 

The project was overseen by a Samuel Hall Project Manager. The Project Manager worked closely with 

Concern’s in-house Monitoring and Evaluation experts, as well as a team of interviewers, to conduct 

the fieldwork. Training was conducted two days before the fieldwork. A pilot test was conducted in 

Faizabad to ensure that the questionnaire was operable and that the interviewers were familiar with the 

task before the main body of fieldwork began. 

One of the principal considerations in designing this project was to create a tool that would be easily 

replicable using commonly available software like Microsoft Office Excel or SPSS. For this reason, 

every effort has been made to present the data in its simplest form with as little statistical modelling or 

engineering as possible. This means that the data is both transparent and accessible for future 

researchers working on these figures.  

The report compares data from beneficiary and non-beneficiary villages in order to provide a wider 

contextual narrative. However, the Indicator figure presented at the start of each subsection of the 

report relates to beneficiary respondents only.  

Although quality assurance measures were in place during the fieldwork there are inevitably a small 

number of mistakes due to human error. Mistaken responses have been removed from the final figures 

to further ensure the integrity of the data. Bases are listed throughout to show where responses have 

been omitted.  

                                                           

20 Concern (2011): Baseline Study Report of ‘Food Security and Support to Rural Livelihoods Project in Badakhshan, North-Eastern Afghanistan’ 

supported by WHH/BMZ.  

21 Concern (2011): Baseline Study Report of Social Water and Integrated Management Phase-II (SWIM-II) Project, funded by EC 
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 Limitations 

The challenge for the Baseline Survey was to design a methodology that covered as wide a range of 

districts as possible within the program area in order to avoid sample bias. In achieving this goal, the 

research sacrifices the luxury of making comparisons between discreet geographical locations due to 

necessarily small sample sizes in each area (c.80). On balance, it was felt that gathering topline data 

across the piste would provide a more valuable basis for future Monitoring and Evaluation work, rather 

than a detailed appraisal of one particular area.  

Due to poor weather conditions it was not possible to conduct the survey in Ragistan, Yawan or 

Kohistan in Badakhshan Province. Faizabad was the only district to be surveyed in Badakhshan 

Province. As a result the report deliberately avoids making comparisons between provinces. Data is 

available for further analysis between districts within Takhar, but this level of detail has been 

intentionally omitted from the narrative of the report for the sake of concision and clarity. Additional data 

can be provided on request, but caution must be taken when comparing data at this level due to 

comparatively small sample sizes.  

A further limitation of the study is the necessity to include such a broad range of topics in one 

questionnaire. Specialist questionnaires have been developed to evaluate health behaviours and 

practices, and there are well-established nutrition surveys to capture information about access to food 

resources. Incorporating the full gamut of these questions would result in an impracticable and unwieldy 

questionnaire. Interviews typically lasted around 30 minutes with the current questionnaire. Interviews 

lasting much longer than this incur the risks of interviewer and interviewee fatigue and human error.  

 

  



 
 

Food Income & Markets Baseline Survey 2013  54 

APPENDIX B – DEMOGRAPHICS  

District 
Beneficiary 
or non-
Beneficiary 

Village Name Men Women Total 

Faizabad   

B Loyaba 9 8 

75 
B Dasht Qarogh 10 5 

NB Halqa Jar 11 12 

NB Samati 10 10  

Rustaq  

B Kuzur 13 8 

81 
B Sar Rustaq 10 12 

NB Ganda 7 14 

NB Boynazar 8 9 

Chab ab  

B Ayzana 10 10   

B Holyon 10 10 81 

NB Parshaf 10 10   

NB Qudoq 11 10   

Yangi Qala  

B Amerkheyr 10 10 

80 
B Tapasayda 10 10 

NB Boyaba 10 10 

NB Poyon 10 10 

Kahjabuddin  

B Katajar 11 10 

81 
B Lolaguzar 10 10 

NB Gul Bahar 9 10 

NB Shurtoghay Momand 11 10 

Warsaj  

B Qala e Hesar  10 9 

80 
B Khuramm  10 11 

NB Past Ab 10 10 

NB Darae Tang  10 10 

Farkhar  

B Piani  10 10 

80 
B Shah Toot  10 10 

NB Sang Qaq 10 10 

NB Charmaghzan  10 10 

Chall  

B Haji Ramazan 10 10 

80 
B Qalqaban  10 10 

NB Jontoghli 10 10 

NB Nowabad  10 10 

 
  TOTAL 320 318 638 
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As described in the ‘Methodology’ section, the only firm quotas set on sample recruitment were for 

gender and beneficiary status. For all other areas the sample was allowed to fall out as ‘naturally’ as 

possible in order to avoid a selection bias. The tables below describe demographic characteristics that 

are largely typical of Badakhshan and Takhar.  

 

 Age 

 

 
 

 

 Education 

 

27.8% 28.2% 29.1% 

12.3% 

2.5% 

34.6% 34.0% 

23.0% 

7.5% 

.9% 

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

17-30 31-44 45-58 59-72 73 and over

Chart B.1: Age of Respondents  
(Base: Men - 316, Women - 318) 

Male Female

78.5% 

1.9% 
8.8% 3.8% 5.7% 

1.3% 

95.6% 

.3% .9% 2.2% .9% 0.0% 
0.0%

10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%
90.0%

100.0%

Illiterate Literate, no
schooling

Primary
school

Secondary
school

High School University

Chart B.2 : Level of Education  
(Base: Men - 317, Women - 317)  

Male Female
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 Employment 

 

 

 Head of household 

Table B.1: Household head 
(Base: All respondents 630) 

  

Beneficiary 
(313) 

Non-
Beneficiary 

(317) 

Male headed 94.9% 95.6% 

Female headed 5.1% 4.4% 

 

2.8% 

3.5% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

.3% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

86.2% 

.3% 

1.6% 

.3% 

.9% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

.9% 

.3% 

2.8% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

.3% 

.3% 

.6% 

.6% 

.9% 

.9% 

1.9% 

1.9% 

2.8% 

3.1% 

3.1% 

5.3% 

7.5% 

25.3% 

45.3% 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Tailoring

Handicraft

Butcher

Carpenter

Mechanical work

Skilled labour

Transportation work

Housewife

Unemployed, but looking for work

Work in someone else’s house 

Enterprise/Business

Livestock farming

Work in shop

Share-cropping

Other

Agricultural farming (own)

Day labour

Chart B.3: Employment  
(Base: Men - 320, Women - 318 

Male

Female
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APPENDIX C – FIM RESULTS FRAME 

Intended 

Impact 

Improved health, nutrition and income/assets through an integrated programme 

approach in 10 districts of Badakshan and Takhar Provinces, Afghanistan 

1. Dimensions 

of Extreme 

Poverty  

2. Programme Outcome 3. Indicators  

Assets  (and 

Return on 

Assets) 

Outcome (s)22  

Improved food security and 

assets through better use of 

agricultural resources at target 

household23, community and 

district level (micro/ meso).  

1. Average length of hunger gap in a year in the 

targeted households and districts  

2. Improved and diversified diet (disaggregated 

for girls and women) 

3. HH assets index (gender disaggregated) in the 

targeted communities   

4. Government budget allocation for agricultural 

services. 

Improved access to maternal 

and child health facilities, for 

extremely poor households in 

the targeted communities and 

districts (micro). 

5. Percentage of women who had at least four 

antenatal care visits provided by a trained health 

professional 

6. Reduction in diarrhoeal/ waterborne diseases 

in the targeted communities 

7. Percentage of children age  0-23 months with 

chest related cough or fast/difficult breathing in 

the last 2 weeks who were taken to an 

appropriate health provider 

Inequality 

Outcome (s) 

 

 

Increased access to value 

chain facilities and market 

linkages between targeted 

producers groups (esp women) 

and reputed traders in the 

targeted communities and 

districts (micro/ meso).  

8. Percentage of extremely poor women who 

manage their own IGA. 

9. Percentage of male stakeholders facilitating 

involvement of women in decision making 

10. Number of district level government projects 

implemented to improve market functioning. 

                                                           

22 These outcomes (objectives according to IA definitions) are linked to the budget 

23 The extreme poor, defined as those with per capita daily income below 17 Afs (c.$0.30), will be the primary beneficiaries. 
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Improved access for women to 

strengthened government 

services (micro/ meso). 

11. Increased women’s participation in public life 

within CSO, CBOs,  CDCs, NRMC, WUGs 

private sector and other service providers                            

12. Number of CBOs, Village Councils and 

district level federations which are functional and 

have mobilized resources for vulnerable and 

extremely poor families, esp women. 

13. Percentage of women reporting improved 

access to strengthened government services. 

Risk and 

Vulnerability 

Outcome(s) 

Improved resilience of target 

communities and local 

authorities with the capacity to 

recover from risks and shocks 

(micro/ meso).  

 

14. Percentage of vulnerable24 households with 

more than one livelihood strategy and emergency 

coping strategies  

15. Number of disaster preparedness, mitigation 

and management plans developed at community 

and district level 

16. Interaction of CBO’s with the relevant meso 

and macro level counterpart (agencies, ministries 

and Councils) for the provision of appropriate 

services and capacity building to improve 

resilience.  

Access to improved water and 

sanitation for extremely poor 

households (micro/ meso). 

17. Percentage of households using improved 

and reliable drinking water sources and sanitary 

latrines in targeted communities and districts 

18. Percentage  of respondents reporting uptake 

of improved health behaviours 

19. Increase in WASH services being provided 

by district level health  departments 

Baseline Plan Date Baseline (completed by) 

 January 2013 

 

 

                                                           

24 Extremely poor households at risk from natural hazards such as drought, flooding, avalanches etc. 
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APPENDIX D - QUESTIONNAIRE 

Hello. My name is ____________________. I would be grateful if you could spend about thirty minutes answering 
my questions. I work for an NGO called Concern, and we’re conducting an assessment of our activities here in 
Badakhshan/Takhar. We’d like to speak to the head of this household. Would it be okay if I ask you some 
questions? This shouldn’t take more than 30 minutes. 
 
This interview is anonymous and your name will not be mentioned in any report or document. You are not obliged to 
answer any question, and you can stop at any moment you want. I thank you for accepting to help me. Do you want 
to ask me anything about the interview before you decide to participate?  

Questionnaire Number 
 

    

N°. Questions Answers 

A.  Interviewer Name (Code between 1 and 12) 
 

B.  Date of interview 
………………………… 

C.  Province 
1. Takhar 
2. Badakhshan 

D.  District …………………………. 

E.  
Name of village (if rural) / neighbourhood (nahie if 
urban) …………………………. 

F.  Beneficiary or Non-Beneficiary 
1. Beneficiary 
2. Non-Beneficiary 

 

SECTION 1: DEMOGRAPHICS 

G Interviewee Name ………………………….. 

H Phone Number __________________ 

Q1 

Age 
DO NOT 
PROMPT:18+only 
+ ………years old 

Q2 

Gender 
DO NOT ASK: 
Observation only 
+ 

1. Male 
2. Female 

Q3 

Marital status 
DO NOT 
PROMPT: single 
response 

1. Single 
2. Engaged 
3. Married 

4. Divorced 
5. Widow/Widower 

Q4 

What is your 
ethnicity? 
DO NOT 
PROMPT: single 
response 

1. Pashto 
2. Tajik 
3. Hazara 

4. Uzbek 
5. Turkmen 
6. Other: ……………………… 

Q5 
Who is the head 
of your 

1. Male 
2. Female  
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household? 
DO NOT 
PROMPT: single 
response 

Q6 
How many people 
live in this 
household? 

1. …….male adults (over 18) 
2. …….female adults (over 18) 
3. …….male children 
4. …….female children 

Q7 

What is your 
occupation? 
DO NOT 
PROMPT: single 
response 

1. Unemployed, but looking for work 
2. Agricultural farming (own) 
3. Share-cropping 
4. Livestock farming 
5. Enterprise/Business 
6. Day labour 
7. Tailoring 
8. Handicraft 
9. Transportation work 
10. Dairy farming 
11. Poultry farming 
12. Work in someone else’s house 
13. Student 
14. Housewife 
15. Mechanical work 
16. Work in shop 
17. Service industry 
18. Butcher 
19. Carpenter 
20. Skilled labour 
21. Tinsmith 
22. Blacksmith 
23. Goldsmith 
24. Barber 
25. Other, please specify… 

Q8 

What is your level 
of education? 
DO NOT 
PROMPT: single 
response 

1. Illiterate 
2. Literate, no schooling 
3. Primary school  
4. Secondary school 
5. High School 
6. University 
7. Other, please specify… 

Q9 
How long have 
you lived in this 
place? 

1. All my life SKIP TO Q.13 
2. I have lived here for ………..years 

 

Q10 

Where were you 
before you moved 
to this place? 
 
DO NOT 
PROMPT: One 
Answer Only 

1. I was in the same district but in a different village 
2. I was in the same province but in a different district 
3. I was in another province (please specify: 

____________________________________________ 
4. I was in another country (please specify: 

____________________________________________ 
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Q11 

Which one of the 
following reasons 
best explains why 
you decided to 
leave your 
province of 
origin? 
Prompt: Single 
response 

1. To escape violence or persecution 
2. There was a great risk of natural disaster 
3. There was a lack of housing 
4. No access to arable/pasture lands 
5. No access to water 
6. No access to food 
7. No access to health services 
8. No access to education 
9. No employment opportunities 
10. Other, please specify…………………………. 

Q12 

What was the 
main reason you 
came to the place 
where you live 
now? 
DO NOT 
PROMPT: One 
Answer Only 

1. Geographic proximity 
2. Presence of relatives/friends 
3. Ethnic ties 
4. Better security situation 
5. Better economic/employment opportunities here 
6. Better access to service here (health, food, education) 
7. I had heard of assistance being given in this location 
8. Other, please specify................... 

Q13 

Which one of the 
following 
statements best 
describes your 
plans for the 
future? 
PROMPT: single 
response 

1. I plan on moving my entire household to another province 
2. I plan on moving my entire household to another district 
3. I plan on moving my entire household to another country 
4. I plan on staying here for the foreseeable future 
5. I don’t know what I will do in the future 

 
 

Q14 

Could you please 
indicate all 
sources of  
monthly income 
for your 
household? 
PROMPT: 
Multiple response 

Source Total monthly income AFS 

1. Salaries (employment)   

2. Non- regular income (daily labour)  

3. Own business (non-agriculture)  

4. Land rental income  

5. House/flat rental income  

6. Income coming from the sale of agricultural/livestock 
production 

 

7. Domestic remittances  

8. International remittances  

9. Other, please specify_____________  
 

 

 

SECTION 2: Improved food security  and assets through better use of agricultural resources at target 
household, community and district level 

2.1 Average length of hunger gap in a year in the targeted households and districts 

Q15 
How many months, if any, in 
the last year did you have 
problems satisfying the food 

…….months 
None SKIP TO Q.19 
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needs of the household?  
Prompt: Single response 
 

Q16 
Did you employ any coping 
strategy to deal with the lean 
period? 

1. Yes 
2. No, SKIP TO Q.18 

Q17 

Which, if any, of the following 
strategies have you employed 
over the last year to cope with 
lean periods? 
Prompt: Multiple answers 
possible 

1. Reduce the quality of the food 
2. Reduce the quantity of the food 
3. Reduce the frequency of food intake (number of meals a day) 
4. Reduce food intake for children 
5. Reduce food intake for  women 
6. Reduce food intake for men 

7. Sold household assets for buying food 
8. Used household savings 
9. Borrow food from relative or friend 
10. Purchase food on credit 
11. Harvest immature crops  
12. Consume seed stock held for next season 
13. Send household members to beg 
14. Send children to work / earn money 
15. Other, please specify… 

Q18 

How often in the last year did 
you have to borrow money 
(loans) to pay for food 
purchases? 
One Answer 

 
_____ Number of times per year 

2.2 Improved and diversified diet (disaggregated for girls and women) 

Q19 

On average, 
how often do 
you consume 
each of the 

following food 
types per week? 

Prompt: One 
Answer only 

per row 

 E
veryday 

2 days a 
w

eek 

3 days a 

w
eek 

4 days a 

w
eek 

5 days a 
w

eek 

6 days a 

w
eek 

Less than once 
a w

eek, 

N
ever 

Meat         
Rice         
Potatoes         
Flour-based foods         

Bread         
Wheat-based foods         

Fresh fruit         
Fresh vegetables         

Confectionary 
(chocolate, crisps, 
sweets) 

        

Fruit juice         
Dried fruit         
Beans, lentils, 
pulses  

        

Nuts         
Milk         
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Cheese         
Yoghurt         
Cream         

 

Q20 

On average, 
how many 
kilograms of 
meat does your 
household 
consume per 
week? 
One answer 
only 

 
1. ………kilograms of meat per week 
2. Less than 1 kg a week 
3. We do not eat meat 
4. I don’t know (don’t prompt) 

Q21 

On average, 
how many 
grams of oil 
does your 
household 
consume in a 
week? 
Do not prompt 

 
1. ……….grams 
2. I don’t know (don’t prompt) 

Q22 

On average, 
how many full 
meals does your 
household have 
in a normal day? 
Prompt: single 
response 

 
1. One meal per day 
2. Two meals per day 
3. Three full meals per day 

Q23 

Approximately 
how much 
money does 
your household 
spend every 
month in each of 
the following 
areas? 
Do not prompt: 
single 
response 

 AMOUNT (AFS) 

1. Food  

2. Medical treatment  

3. Heating (wood, fuel)  

4. Transportation  

5. Education  

6. Rent/Housing  

7. Clothing  

8. Electricity and water  

9. Other, please specify: …………………. 
 

 

TOTAL 1+2+3+4+5+6+7+8=  
 

2.3 HH assets index (gender disaggregated) in the targeted communities 

Q24 

On a scale of 1-10, where 
1=extremely poor, and 
10=extremely wealthy, where 
would you place your 
community? 
Prompt: Show picture. One 
answer only 

 
 
 

…………… 

Q25 
On a scale of 1-10, where 
1=extremely poor, and 
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10=extremely wealthy, where 
would you place your 
household? 
Prompt: Show picture. One 
answer only 

……………. 

Q26 
Do you own your house? 
Prompt: One answer only 

1. Yes, and I have a land deed certificate 
2. Yes, but I don’t have a land deed certificate 
3. No, but I have a land deed certificate 
4. No, and I don’t have a land deed certificate 

Q27 
Do you have access to land? 
Prompt: One answer only 

1. Yes, I own my own land 
2. Yes, but I  only have access to sharecropping land 
3. No, I do not have access to any land SKIP TO Q.34 

Q28 

How much land do you have in 
total? Prompt: multiple 
responses. Only ask those 
with land access 

 Land size in Jerib 

1. Irrigated land  

2. Rain-fed land  

3. Orchard land  

4. Wasteland  

5. Homestead land  

6. Total land  
 

Q29 

Did you produce crops in the last 
12 month? Do not prompt: One 
answer only. Only ask those 
with land access 

1. Yes 
2. No SKIP TO Q.31 

Q30 

If you produced crops in the last 
12 month, please specify how 
many times you produced crops 
on your land.  
Prompt: multiple responses. 
Only ask those with land 
access 

 Single 
crop 

Double 
crop 

Triple 
crop 

1. Irrigated land    

2. Rain-fed land    

3. Homestead land    
 

Q31 

Do you have any degraded 
pasture land which is not used to 
grow any kind of crops? 
Do not prompt: single 
response 

1. Yes 
2. No   
Skip to 34 

Q32 

If yes, please specify how much 
degraded pasture land you have 
in jerib. 
Do not prompt: single 
response 

1. …total degraded pasture land in jerib. 

Q33 

How much degraded pasture 
land in jerib did your household 
improve and use for 
conservation or grazing land in 
the last 12 months? 
Do not prompt: single 
response 

1. …total degraded pasture land in jerib for conservation or grazing 
land. 

Q34 
Do you own any livestock? 1. Yes 

2. No, SKIP TO Q.36 
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Q35 

If yes, what kind of animals does 
your family own? Could you 
specify the number for each 
category? 
Only ask those who have 
livestock. Prompt: Multiple 
Response 

 Number 

1. Cattle 
 

 

2. Sheep 
 

 

3. Goats 
 

 

4. Donkeys 
 

 

5. Camel 
 

 

6. Chicken 
 

 

7. Horses 
 

 

 

Q36 

What other assets does your 
household own? 
Prompt: Multiple Response 

 
H

ou
se

ho
ld

 

1. Own house  

2. Furniture  

3. Households utensils  

4. Radio & Cassette players  

5. Television  

6. Fridge  

7. Tailoring machine  

8. Clock/Watch  

9. Jewellery (Gold/Silver)    

10. Household cash savings  

T
ra

ns
po

rt
 11. Motor cycle  

12. Bicycle  

13. Car  

14. Carts  

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l 

E
qu

ip
m

en
t 

15. Tractor  

16. Plough  

17. Other agriculture 
equipment 

 

18. Pump sets  

19. Irrigation equipment  

P
ro

du
ce

 

20. Wheat stock  

21. Barely stock  

22. Livestock  

23. Poultry  

24. Other, please specify…  
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SECTION 3: Improved access to maternal and child health facilities for extremely poor households in the 
targeted communities and districts 

3.1 Percentage of women who had at least four antenatal care visits provided by a trained professional 

Q37 
Were there any pregnant women in your 
household in the last year? 
Do not prompt: single response 

1. Yes  
2. No Skip to Q.40 

 

Q38 

If yes, approximately how many antenatal care 
visits did they receive by a trained health 
professional? 
Only ask if household member has been 
pregnant in the last year 
 

1. None 
2. …..visits 

 
 

Q39 

If yes, was the birth attended by a trained 
health worker? 
Only ask if household member has been 
pregnant in the last year 
 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. I don’t know 
 

3.2 Reduction in diarrhoeal/waterborne diseases in the targeted communities 

Q40 

Have you, or any member of your 
household, been ill in the last 
year? 
Prompt: Single response 
 

1. Yes 
2. No  Skip to Q.43 
 

Q41 

If yes, please specify how many 
people were ill in the last year. 
Prompt: Multiple response  
 

1. …male adult 
2. …female adult 
3. …male child 
4. …female child 

Q42 

If yes, what illness did they/you 
have in the last year? 
Prompt: Multiple response  
 

1. High fever 
2. Skin disease 
3. Pneumonia/Acute Respiratory Infection/Asthma 
4. Malaria 
5. Diarrhea disease/ Water born disease 
6. Eye infection 
7. Tuberculosis 
8. Other, please specify…… 

3.3 Percentage of children age 0-23 months with chest related cough or fast/difficult breathing in the last 2 
weeks who were taken to an appropriate health provider 

Q43 
Do you have any children aged 0-
23 months? 

1. Yes 
2. No Skip to Q.47 
 

Q44 

If yes, have they suffered from 
chest related coughs, fast or 
difficult breathing in the last two 
weeks? Do not prompt: single  
response  
 

1. Yes 
2. No Skip to Q.47 
 
 

Q45 
If yes, where did they receive 
medical treatment? 
Only ask parents whose 

1. They did not receive any treatment 
2. I treated them myself 
3. I took them to a trained medical professional Skip to Q.47 
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children suffered from the 
illnesses above. Prompt. 
Single response.  
 

4. I took them to a village elder 
5. Other, please specify 

Q46 

If you did not take them to a 
trained medical professional, which 
of the following reasons explains 
why not? 
Only ask parents who did not 
take their child to a trained 
medical professional. Prompt: 
single response 
 

1. There are no trained medical professionals in my village 
2. I don’t know where the nearest medical professional is 
3. I cannot afford medical treatment 
4. It was not serious enough to need a doctor 
5. I know how to treat the problem 
6. Other, please specify…….. 

 

SECTION 4: Increased access to value chain facilities and market linkages between targeted producers 
groups (especially women) and reputed traders in the targeted communities and districts (micro/meso) 

4.1 Percentage of extremely poor women who manage their own income generating activity (IGA) 

Q47 
Does your household have 
access to a local market? 

1. Yes 
2. No, IF WOMAN, skip to Q.52 
IF MAN, skip to Q.54 

Q48 

If yes, please specify how you 
get there and how long it takes to 
travel? Prompt: Multiple 
response 

 Hours Minutes 

1. Foot   

2. Car   

3. Bus   

4. Animal transport (e.g. donkey, horse)   

5. Other, please specify………………………   
 

Q49 

If you have access to a local 
market, what kind of products 
can you buy at this market?  
Prompt: Multiple response 
 

1. Food stuffs 
2. Wood 
3. Cloth 
4. Tools  
5. Livestock 
6. Handicrafts 
7. Other, please specify………………………… 
 

Q50 

If you have access to a local 
market, do you sell any 
products at the market? 
Do not prompt: Single 
response 

1. Yes 
2. No IF WOMAN, skip to Q.52 
IF MAN, skip to Q.54 

Q51 

If yes, which products do you 
sell?  Prompt: Multiple 
response 

1. Food stuffs 
2. Wood 
3. Cloth 
4. Tools  
5. Livestock 
6. Handicrafts 
7. Other, please specify………………………… 
 

Q52 

Which of the following 
statements applies to you? 
ASK WOMEN ONLY 

 

 Yes No 

1. I am allowed to make financial   
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Prompt: answer YES or NO decisions without the consent of my 
husband or a male family member 
 

2. I am allowed to make a financial 
decision if I consult with my 
husband or a male family member 
first 
 

  

3. I am not allowed to make 
financial decisions in my household  
 

  

 

Q53 

If your household generates a 
product, which of the following 
statements applies to you? 
ASK WOMEN ONLY 
Prompt: All that apply. If 
household does not produce 
anything, tick N/A 

 

 Yes No Not 
applicable 

1. I am not allowed to 
sell household 
produce in the market 

 

   

2. I am allowed to sell 
household produce in 
the market 

 

   

3. I am involved in the 
running of my 
household’s income 
generating activity 

 

   

4. I do not have any say 
in the running of my 
household’s income 
generating activity 

 

   

 

4.2 Percentage of male stakeholders facilitating involvement of women in decision making 

Q54 

Which of the following 
statements applies to you? 
ASK MEN ONLY. Prompt: All 
that apply 

1. I consult my wife before I make important financial decisions 
2. My wife and I share decision-making responsibility for 

household issues 
3. My wife and I share decision-making responsibility for our 

produce 
4. I, or my children, perform household tasks to allow my wife 

more time to participate in household decision making 
5. None of these statements applies to me 

Q55 

Do you agree or disagree 
with each of the following 
statements? 
Ask men only. Answer 
each statement:  agree 
strongly/ agree / disagree / 
disagree strongly/ neither 
agree nor disagree 

 
 

 Agree 
Strongly 

Agree Disagre
e 

Disagre
e 
strongly 

Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e 
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1. Women should 
not make 
important financial 
decisions without 
consulting their 
husbands or other 
male family 
members first 

     

2. Women should 
be able to make 
important financial 
decisions without 
consulting their 
husbands 

     

3. Women are just 
as capable as men 
of managing 
household income 
generating activity 

     

4. Women should 
have more say 
about running the 
household 
business 
 

     

 
 
 

 

 

 

SECTION 5: Improved access for women to strengthened government services (micro/meso) 

5.1 Increased women’s participation in public life within CSO, CBOs, CDCs, NRMC, WUGs, private sector 
and other service providers 

Q56 
Do women participate in 
community organization 
meetings in your village? 

1. Yes 
2. No Skip to Q.60 
3. I don’t know Skip to Q.60 

Q57 

Did any female member of 
your household participate 
in community organization 
meetings in the last 12 
months? 
Do not prompt: single 
response 

1. Yes 
2. No Skip to Q.600 

Q58 If yes, what was the 1. Water usage 
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subject of the meeting? 
 
Prompt: All that apply 

2. Natural resource management 
3. Women’s self help 
4. Local development and reconstruction 
5. Other, please specify… 

Q59 

If yes, how frequently did 
they attend the meetings? 
Prompt: single response 

1. Monthly 
2. Quarterly 
3. Annually 
4. Once in the last 12 months 
5. Other, please specify… 

Q60 

Which one of the following 
statements applies to you? 
Prompt: Single response 

1. I am involved with the local Community Development Council 
2. I have never heard of a Community Development Council 
3. I have heard of the Community Development Council, but I am not 

involved 
4. I tried to get involved with  the Community Development Council 

but they turned me away 

Q61 

To what extent do you 
agree or disagree with 
each of the following 
statements? 
Prompt: answer each 
statement: agree 
strongly / agree / 
disagree / disagree 
strongly / neither agree 
nor disagree 
 

 
 

 Agree 
strongly 

Agree Disagree Disagree 
strongly 

Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 

1. I am able 
to contribute 
to 
discussions 
about 
community 
development 
projects 
 

     

2. 
Government 
does not 
listen to 
women 

     

3. 
Government 
does not 
listen to the 
voices of 
local people 
 

     

 

5.3 Percentage of women reporting improved access to strengthened government services 

Q62 

Thinking back over the last year, 
how, if at all, would you say your 
access to government services 
has changed? 
Prompt: Single response 
 

1. It is a lot better than last year 
2. It is somewhat better than last year 
3. It has not changed at all since last year 
4. It is somewhat worse than last year 
5. It is a lot worse than last year 
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Q63 

Which, if any, of the following 
have you turned to for help with 
dispute resolution in the last 12 
months? 
Prompt: Multiple answers 
 

1. Community elders 
2. Local leader 
3. Religious leaders/Mullah 
4. Male Shura 
5. Female Shura 
6. Local Governor 
7. Government Department of Justice 
8. Other: _______________ 
9. None  

Q64 

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree with each of the 
following statements? 
Prompt: answer each 
statement: agree strongly / 
agree / disagree / disagree 
strongly / neither agree nor 
disagree 

 

 Agree 
strongly 

Agree Disagree Disagree 
strongly 

Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 

1. I do not 
trust the 
state 
justice 
system 
 

     

2. The 
state 
justice 
system 
favours 
men over 
women 
 

     

3. The 
state 
justice 
system is 
corrupt 
 

     

4. The 
state 
justice 
system 
treats men 
and 
women 
equally 

     

5. I do not 
know how 
to access 
the state 
justice 
system 
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SECTION 6: Improved resilience of target communities and local authorities with the capacity to recover 
from risks and shocks (micro/meso) 

6.1 Percentage of vulnerable households with more than one livelihood strategy and coping strategy 

Q65 

Have you been affected by a natural 
disaster in the last 12 months? 
Do not prompt: Single response 
 

1. Yes 
2. No, Skip to Q.71 

 

Q66 

If yes, which of the following natural 
disasters has befallen your household in 
the last year? 
Prompt: Multiple response 
 

1. Flooding 
2. Drought 
3. Avalanche 
4. Landslide 
5. Other, please specify……….. 

 

Q67 

If affected by a natural disaster, how, if 
at all, did you protect and prepare your 
household against these hazards? 
Only ask those who have been 
affected by one or more of the above 
hazards. Prompt: Multiple response 
 

 
1. Strengthened house construction 
2. Harvested my crops early 
3. Introduced early variety crops and new farming methods 
4. Removed children and vulnerable household members to a 
secure place early in the year 
5. I did not do anything 
 

Q68 

If affected by a natural disaster, what 
action, if any, did you take during the 
event to protect your family and assets? 
Only ask those who have been 
affected by one or more of the above 
hazards. Prompt: Multiple response. 
 

1. Household members went to shelter houses  
2. Carried the livestock and poultry into the shelter houses 
3. Asked support to rescue household members  
4. Went to the mountain/Neighbour’s house  
5. I stayed in the house and did nothing 
6. Other, please specify……… 
 

Q69 

If affected by a natural disaster, what 
action, if any, did you take after the 
event to protect your family and assets? 
Only ask those who have been 
affected by one or more of the above 
hazards. Prompt: Multiple response. 
 

1. Rebuilt the house  
2. Raised homestead land so that it won’t flood in the future 
3. House maintenance work and restoration 
4. Sought financial support from family/friends to recoup 
losses 
5. Sought financial support from an NGO to recoup losses 
6. Migrated to another part of Afghanistan to earn income 
7. Migrated to another country to earn income  
8. Other 

 

Q70 

If affected by a natural disaster, please 
specify which types of asset were lost or 
damaged. 
Only ask those who have been 
affected by one or more of the above 
hazards. Prompt: Multiple response. 
 

1. Human death 
2. Damaged house 
3. Damaged crops 
4. Death of livestock or poultry 
5. Damaged fruit and orchard trees 
6. Other, please specify 
7. None of our household assets was lost or damaged 
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SECTION 7: Access to improved water and sanitation for extremely poor households (micro/meso) 

7.1 Percentage of households using improved and reliable drinking water sources and sanitary latrines in 
targeted communities and districts 

Q71 

Where do you regularly get your drinking 
water? 
Prompt: Single response 
 

1. Tube well 
2. River/Canal 
3. Rain water 
4. Spring 
5. Pond/pool of water 
6. Other, please specify 

Q72 
What kind of a latrine do you use? 
Prompt: Single response 
 

1. None / open field / bush  Skip to Q.74 
2. Area in compound but no pit 
3. Traditional covered latrine 
4. Flush latrine 
5. Shower 
6. Other / Specify: 

Q73 Who owns the latrine that you use? 

1. Own 
2. Neighbours 
3. Community latrine 
4. Shared latrine 
5. I don’t know 

7.2 Percentage of respondents reporting uptake of improved health behaviour 

Q74 

How, if at all, do you treat water before you 
drink it? 
Prompt: Single response 
 

1. Boil  
2. Filter  
3. Water purifying tablets/chemicals 
4. Other, please specify… 
5. Nothing, we drink it as it comes 

Q75 

How, if at all, do you clean your hands after 
using the latrine? 
Do not prompt: Single response 
 

1. Soap 
2. Ash 
3. Dirt/Soil 
4. Water only 
5. Nothing 
6. Other, please specify… 

Q76 

If you or anyone in your household was ill 
over the last year, from whom did you seek 
medical advice? 
Prompt: Single response 
 

1. Government hospital/clinic 
2. Private doctor 
3. Pharmacy 
4. Quack doctor 
5. Mobile doctor 
6. Mullah 
7. Other, please specify… 
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Samuel Hall. Contacts 

For more information 

info@samuelhall.org 

mailto:development@samuelhall.org 

www.samuelhall.org 

Qala-e Fatullah - Kabul, Afghanistan 

 

mailto:info@samuelhall.org
mailto:development@samuelhall.org
http://www.samuelhall.org/

