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Executive Summary

CARE Madagascar’s Program Mahavita is an urban household food and livelihood security program funded by USAID’s Title II program.  It has been operational since 1998 in 30 Fokontanys of Antananarivo, the poorest neighborhoods.  The total population of these 30 FKT is approximately 200,000 and is comprised of mostly permanent residents.  A final survey was conducted   during March and April of 2003, and is used to both characterize the current status of study populations and compare the status of study populations with baseline data collected in 2000.  

The objectives of this survey were 1) to establish current values of logframe indicators of three populations – Food-for-Work households; non-Food-for-Work households; and comparison” households residing in non-project Fokotanys; 2)  to provide data for evaluating social, cultural, economic, physical and political factors of participating and non-participating households; and 3) to provide data for comparing the food security status of the baseline situation (March 2000) with current food security status for populations having participated in the project through Food-for-Work (FFW) activities and other project activities.

The survey was conducted on a total of 2893 individuals comprising 618 urban households.  The mean age of the study population was 22.4 years. For women, the mean was slightly higher at 22.9 years, while for men it was 21.8 year. The mean head-of-household age was 40.3 years.  Household size averaged 4.7 persons, but was slightly lower than this average for female-headed households (4.6) and slightly higher for male-headed households (4.6).  Male-headed households comprised 85.3% of the total sample, with the remaining 14.7% headed by females. 

Nearly all household heads originally migrated from the immediate area around Antananarivo. Less than 8% came from Fianarantsoa, with even smaller percentages coming from Toamasina, Toliary, Antsiranana, Mahajanga or other outlying and rural areas.  Most come in search of employment, but others migrate for school or education, for marriage, or for the education of their children.

A high percentage of FFW heads of household have never attended school (49%), compared with 20% of non FFW household heads and 27% of comparison households.  In terms of gender ratios, a higher percentage of women have never attended school.   A large majority of the participants 6 years or older that were tested during the survey demonstrated ample reading skills.  Of the 713 participants currently attending school, 68.7% are in primary school.  Of the primary school attendees roughly half are female.  

Over half of all households have at least one family member who has received some type of professional training in the past five years.  The three most common areas of training are technique du curage des canaux, technique industrielle, and in coiffure/couture/cuisine.  The majority of males have been trained in industrial skills, such as those associated with repair, building and maintenance.  Other primary skill areas for males include drivers, trade, canal maintenance and repair, and artisanal skills such as carpentry.  For females, the most common training has been in canal and dike maintenance and rehabilitation through CARE’s FFW program.  Other skill areas include hair styling, cooking and tailoring and various artisanal skills.

The number of unemployed individuals varies by neighborhood.  The five highest unemployment rates are in Ouest Manajara, Madera, Antohomadinika Centre, Ambohibarikely, and Ambilanibe.  The largest proportion of the sample population earn income through small-scale commerce or petty trade, accounting for 19% of non FFW households and 15% for both FFW and comparison households. The second largest portion receive a salary from private sector employment, followed by artisanal work such as carpentry and bricklaying.  The average number of days employed each week is just under four and one-half.

Nutrition

Rice is the most frequently consumed food in Madagascar, and in the study each household consumes rice about 2.5 times per day.  Each person, on average, consumes approximately 320 grams of rice per day   This does not significantly vary by household type.  The average household consumed between 5 and 6 food items during the last 24 hours, nearly identical to baseline values.  FFW households consume significantly less meat and fish and substitute it with roots and tubers.  Overall, meat and fish consumption is higher than reported in the baseline survey.  Only 29% of respondents thought that their diet was improving, but in FFW households 40% felt that their diet was improving, with most noting  an increase in meat and fish consumption or daily rice consumption.  

Height for age measurements of children below five years of age suggest serious chronic nutrition problems continue in Antananarivo’s Fokotany’s, resulting in high rates of stunting.  Children from FFW households had the highest rates of stunting at 55.6%.  Non-FFW households were not significantly different, with stunting rates at 48.5%.  Comparison households had the lowest stunting rates of 39.3%.  These rates are, however, significantly better than those found during the beginning of Mahavita.  During the baseline survey almost 64% of children below five were found to be stunted.  These results, combined with other studies in Madagascar, suggest that diet diversity and general health status of children are two main contributors to stunting.  

Health

Nearly half of the households reported at least one ill member of the household within the previous two weeks. Over 70% of these households reported just one member sick.  Of those households with illnesses, 34% sought medical treatment, with a large majority doing so within two days of the illness.  In those FFW households with sickness, and average of 1.9 persons was ill, significantly more than non-FFW households (1.3) and comparison households.  .  The most common malady was acute respiratory illness (ARI), with one-third of reported illnesses.  This was followed in prevalence by localized aches, and flu.

In urban areas with poor infrastructural services, diarrhea is often a common, if not chronic, problem.  A total of 55 households, or 8.9%, reported incidences of diarrhea within the past two week (compared to 4.5% during the baseline survey).  In nearly all of these households, a single person manifested the symptoms.  A majority of sufferers were below five years of age. 

Infrastructure

In the sample, 93.8% of households collect water for daily use, mostly from public water sources.  The remaining households have access to water from the tap or private well.  For a majority of the participating households (78.4%), public water sources are located within 150 meters of the domicile.    The majority of households spend less than 15 minutes collecting water.   More FFW households cover their water collection containers.  The same percentage of all household types store cooking and hygiene water together.  However, fewer FFW households cover their water container used in the house.  Comparison households have the highest rate of coverage.  The estimated per capita water consumption is slightly higher in comparison households at 20 liters per person per day.  This is about 20% higher than water consumption for FFW households.

Almost 98% of the respondents had heard about sur eau as a product for treating water. This is up from 82% reported in the baseline survey.  The primary source of information for all three household types was radio broadcasts, but FFW households also learned about the product and procedures from local organizers (animateur fokontany) and television.  Despite the availability of such information, only 15.2% of the respondent households make use of sur eau as a water purification method.  This is a slight increase from the 13.7% of respondents using the product during the baseline survey.  

Those households not utilizing the sur eau cited a variety of reasons, including their lack of knowledge about how or where to obtain the product.  Others suggested the price was too high, and still others were not convinced of its effectiveness or thought that water purification was not necessary.

Almost 86% of households now have access to public trash collection services.  This is significantly higher than the 49% that reported access to such services in the baseline survey.  Of those households served by public refuse collection in project Fokotany’s, about 72% actually make use of such services  For those households either not served by trash collection services or unwilling to use such services, most rely on local garbage pits in which garbage is disposed, while others rely on other unspecified locations closer to the house.  A few households dispose of garbage in receptacles in another Fokotany, while a small percentage throw garbage in the canal.  

Almost nine out of ten households have access to a latrine for disposing of human waste, statistically the same as the baseline figure.  Seventy percent of the latrines were found to be usable, however 68% were judged as not clean.  

​Assets

Tthe total asset value of the sampled households ranged from a low of 20,000 fmg to over 48,000,000 fmg.  The mean asset value was 2,524,303 fmg.  Furniture comprised the largest asset category, in terms of value, with an average of over one million fmg.  Household appliances had the lowest average value with just over 150,000 fmg.  FFW households had the lowest asset value at just over 255,000 fmg.  Non-FFW households had more then three times this average at nearly 1.4 million fmg.  Comparison households averaged  936,000 fmg.  The mean asset values among the three household types are significantly different.  The poorest Fokotany, in terms of asset ownership, is Angarangarana.

Some 27% of households participating in the survey had sold household assets in the course of the last year, more than double the 12.3% found during the baseline survey.  The most frequently cited reason for such sales was for general financial needs and sickness

Note that based on asset value, FFW households are much poorer than the other two household types.  Almost 75% of FFW households fall within the lowest asset category, compared to less than 40% of non-FFW households and comparison households.  In contrast, only about 3% of FFW households are asset rich.  Asset ranking for non-FFW and comparison households are very similar.

Fokotany’s with the highest percentage of very asset poor households included Angaramgarana, Andranomahery, Manarintosoa Anatihazo, Anosibe Ouest 2, and Anjezika1.   Those with the wealthiest households include Ambilanibe, Antohamadinika Centre, and Ankazomanga Nord..

Savings and Expenditures

Almost one-quarter of households currently have some form of monetary savings.  Almost nine out of ten of those households with some form of savings retain it in the form of cash and liquidity.  Significantly fewer FFW households have formal savings.  FFW households have significantly less savings, about half of the average of other household types.  Over half of those with savings have had to withdraw funds within the previous year.   The average number of withdrawals was 2.5.  The primary purpose for withdrawals was to pay for medical treatment of an illness.

As expected, food purchases dominate household expenditure, with the average household using 61% of its income to purchase food.  In poor urban communities it is not uncommon to find over half of the budget going to food purchases, and the poorer the community/household the higher the percentage.  So the percentages seen in Antananarivo are not abnormally high, and during the baseline survey this figure was nearly 70%, suggesting that households today could be better off than they were three years ago.  FFW households spend, on average, 73% of their households budget on food, thus leaving little extra to cover the expenses of other basic needs.  After food, the largest expense for households overall is savings and education, averaging 9% for all households.  

Perceptions

Households were asked a variety of questions focusing on their attitudes about their living environment and their future livelihoods.  In general, urban dwellers have a more positive view of their living environment compared to the baseline.  FFW households view opportunities as being the most positive, suggesting that Mahavita has had a significant impact on household perceptions of their neighborhood environment.  

I.
Background and Objectives

CARE Madagascar’s Program Mahavita is an urban household food and livelihood security program funded by USAID’s Title II program.  It has been operational in Antananarivo since 1998.  The project assists the resident populations of 30 Fokontany (FKT), the lowest formal administrative structure in the Government of Madagascar.  Each project FKT represents 6-10,000 people and is located within Antananarivo’s urban flood zone, an area subject to complete inundation of water for 3-4 months per year and representing the most insalubrious environment in the city. The total population of these 30 FKT is approximately 200,000 and is comprised of mostly permanent residents. 

Mahavita has operated as an umbrella program with an overall goal of promoting sustainable improvement in household food and livelihood security of poor households in Antananarivo’s most vulnerable communities.  It is comprised of interventions designed to build community and personal empowerment, improve household income and savings, facilitate the creation and maintenance of urban infrastructure, and change health and hygiene behavior. Its delivery mechanism is a well-orchestrated community-based approach that emphasizes the power of people to guide their own development.  Several sub-projects have been included in Mahavita, including PAIQ (Dec. 1995 – Sept. 1997)
, TOUCH 2000 (Feb. 1996 to present) and the Safe Water System.

This final study report provides the results of quantitative information collected during March and April of 2003, and is used to both characterize the current status of study populations and compare the status of study populations with baseline data collected in 2000.  

The objectives of this survey were as follows:
Primary Objectives

1. To establish current values of logframe indicators of three populations – Food-for-Work households; non-Food-for-Work households; and comparison” households residing in non-project Fokotanys.

2. To provide data for evaluating social, cultural, economic, physical and political factors of participating and non-participating households.

3. To provide data for comparing the food security status of the baseline situation (March 2000) with current food security status for populations having participated in the project through Food-for-Work (FFW) activities and other project activities.

II.
Sampling Methods

II.A.
Sampling Frame
The final survey study presented several challenges to conducting a survey that were similar to the baseline study conducted in 2000.  First, urban households are often difficult to distinguish since most are small and unnumbered and can be multi-storied (but separate) and/or hidden behind storefronts, factories or other households.  This posed a special challenge for developing and accurate sampling frames.  No lists were available from which to randomly select households and no accurate maps that identified single household dwellings were available.  Thus, in order to generate a reliable sampling frame it was necessary to conduct a census in each of the secondary sampling units once they were identified.

The sampling frame included three household types:

Food-for-Work Households – These households are all located in Fokotany’s assisted by the Mahavita Programme and all had at least one member of the household that participated in Food-for-Work (FFW) activities coordinated by the project.  

Non-Food-for-Work Households – These households are located in Fokotany’s assisted by the Mahavita Programme.  Household members could have participated in other project activities such as community meeting, but no members participated in Food-for-Work activities.

Comparison Households – These households all live outside the project area and have neither participated in Food-for-Work activities nor any other project-related activities.  

A separate sampling frame was developed for each of the three household types.  The results are intended to be representative of the Fokotany’s that are included within the project zone and in the comparison zones.

II.B.
Sample Design

In order to obtain an unbiased sample in the urban Fokotanys, a two-stage sampling procedure was employed for each household type.  The first stage was the selection of sectors from each of the thirty Fokotanys that participated in Mahavita.  Each Fokotany has seven sectors, and in order to obtain a representative sample, two sectors from each Fokotany were selected with probability proportional to size, aided by population data that was available for each Fokotany cluster.

The second sampling stage was the random selection of Food-for-Work and non-Food-for-Work households in each selected sector.  This first required mapping households as to their previous participation in project activities.  FFW households were identified by project records from FFW activities.  Each household was then mapped and assigned a consecutive number.  Households were then randomly chosen from the derived lists.  In this manner a representative sample of households that participated in FFW activities and households that participated in other Mahavita activities was obtained.

Non-participant households were randomly selected from a Fokotany that did not participate in the project but has a population deemed similar to Mahavita Fokotanys in terms of the socio-economic status of the population.

II.C.
Sample Size

The sample size was calculated using standard methods based on expected mean differences of key dichotomous variables from the baseline and final household questionnaire.  A value of .5 was used since no current information was available on the proportion of the Fokotany population that exhibited key characteristics was unknown.  This p value maximizes its influence on the sample size, resulting in a slightly higher sample than may be required.

The sample size calculation criteria were 8% precision (acceptable error from the true mean) at a Confidence Level of 95% (a p-level of .05 (i.e.,1/20) indicates that there is a 5% probability that the relation between the variables found in our sample is a random occurrence).  The sample size was calculated to be 150 households for simple random sampling.  A design effect of 1.5 was applied to account for the changes in efficiency attributed to stratifying the sample into three household types and clustering the sample as discussed in the strategy described below.  Thus a total planned sample of 210 households was derived for each of the three household types, resulting in a total survey sample of 630 households.

III. 
Survey Findings

III.A.
Background Characteristics of Respondents

The total sample includes data on a total of 2893 individuals comprised of 618 households. This is twelve households fewer than originally planned and a result of non-response in several households.  Male respondents numbered 846, while 869 were female. The oldest individual participating in the study was 86 years of age, and the sample includes numerous infants. The mean age of the participants was 22.4 years. For women, the mean age was slightly higher (22.9), while for men it was slightly lower (21.8). The mean head-of-household age was 40.3.  

The gender division remains roughly equal at both younger age-sets and older age-sets. For those children under 12 years of age, males comprise 51.5% of the sample; for those over 50 years of age, males comprise 50.8% of the sample. In age sets by gender, the sample is roughly equal at all levels, indicating that the population is gender-neutral.  After breaking out female- and male-headed households, the mean age for male-headed households was found to be slightly lower (38.2), while the mean age for female-headed households was significantly higher (43.2).  Figure 1 provides a breakdown of the number of household members in various age categories.  As expected, the largest age cohort is in the 0-10 year age bracket.  

	Figure 1: Size of various age cohorts in the male 

and female sample population, by household type.
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For those children under 12 years of age, males comprise 51.5% of the sample; for those over 50 years of age, males comprise 50.8% of the sample. In age sets by gender, the sample is roughly equal at all levels, indicating that the population is gender-neutral.  After breaking out female- and male-headed households, the mean age for male-headed households was found to be slightly lower (38.2), while the mean age for female-headed households was significantly higher (43.2).  Figure 1 provides a breakdown of the number of male and female household members in various age categories by household type.  As expected, the largest age cohort is in the 0-10 year age bracket, particularly among FFW households.  

The mean size of the households participating in the study is 4.7 persons, ranging between one and 18.  Half of the households comprise fewer than five members.  The mean household size is slightly lower than this average for female-headed households (4.0) and slightly higher for male-headed households (4.7).  Of the 618 households participating in the study, 527 households were male-headed, comprising 85.3% of the total sample. The remaining 14.7% -- 74 households – were headed by females. Figure 2 provides a visualization of household size for the entire sample.  As the data shows, the household size distribution is fairly normally distributed with only a slight skewness toward larger households.

	Figure 2: Frequency of household size. 
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Of the participating household heads, about 70% are married by either legal or traditional means.  Among married households, FFW households comprise half (87 HH) of the 173 household heads married by custom, compared with 19% (51 HH) of the 263 households married by legal means (Figure 3).  Those divorced, separated or single made up most of the remainder (24%).  For female-headed households (FHHs), the ratios are nearly opposite: some 91.5% of the FHHs are divorced, separated or single, with the small remainder married.  The rates of divorce and separation are also much higher for households with an elderly household head. In households where the head is over fifty years of age, over 37% are divorced or separated.

	Figure 3:  Marital status of household head.
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Nearly all the household heads originally migrated from the immediate area around Antananarivo (544, or 88%). Only 47 household heads (7.6%) came from Fianarantsoa, with even smaller percentages ranging between 2% and .6% coming from Toamasina, Toliary, Antsiranana, Mahajanga or other outlying and rural areas.

Of those household heads that did not spend their childhood in the capital, the search for employment was the primary reason for their migration, cited by over 82% of those migrating. Other reasons for migration – all comprising a tiny portion of the total responses – included migration for school or education, for marriage, or for the education of their children. Well over half of the participants have been in their neighborhood for over ten years, and over half of those were actually born in the neighborhood. Conversely, just over a quarter of the respondents have lived in the neighborhood for five years or less.

The average number of children reported by the heads of household was 3.3. The researchers also gathered information about the number of children that died. For the household heads participating in the study, the mean for number of deceased children was 0.6; after breaking out the respondents by Fokotany, however, it became apparent that there may be some inter-city variation to this figure. The three wards reporting the highest child mortality rate were Anosibe Ouest II, Mandrangobato I, and III G Hanger, all with household means well over 1.0. Conversely, the three wards with the lowest child mortality rates were Ankasina, Anjezika II, and Antetezanafovoany II, all with a mean under .25.  For the entire survey, the reported child mortality rate is much higher for female-headed households – a mean of .84, as compared with a mean of .57 for male-headed households, although this difference is not significant (p = .123).  About 8% of the households have had three or more children deceased.

III.B.
Education and Professional Training

Education

Given a reading sample by the research team, a large majority of the participants 6 years or older (and present in the home for the interview) demonstrated ample reading skills. Of a total of 798 participants, 749, or 93.9%, were able to read the sample piece.  In terms of general educational status, the sample population above six years of age can be roughly divided into three categories: those who have never attended school, those who attended school at one time, and those currently attending school, presented in Table 1, by household type and gender. 

	Table 1:  General Education of Sample Population, by Household Type and Gender

	Level of Education
	FFW
	Non FFW
	Comparison
	Total

	
	M/% of FFW
	F/% of FFW
	Total/%
	M/ % of Non FFW
	F/ % of Non FFW
	Total/ %
	M/% Comp.
	F/% of Comp.
	Total/ %
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Never/none
	35
	40
	75/ 49%
	11
	18
	29/ 20%
	14
	25
	39/ 27%
	60/

42%
	83/ 

58%
	143/ 6%



	Some completed


	234
	275
	509/ 34%
	212
	273
	485/ 32%
	237
	262
	499/ 33%
	683/ 46%
	810/ 54%
	1,493/ 63%

	Currently attending
	105
	109
	214/ 28%
	119
	125
	244/ 34%
	129
	133
	262/ 36%
	353/ 49%
	367/

51%
	720/ 31%



	Total
	374/ 47%
	424/ 53%
	798/ 34%
	342/ 45%
	416/ 55%
	758/ 32%
	380/ 48%
	420/ 52%
	800/ 34%
	1,096/47% 
	1,260/ 53%
	2,356/ 100%


In terms of gender, the ratios are roughly similar across household type, although a higher percentage heads of FFW households report that they have never attended school (49%), compared with 20% of non FFW household heads and 27% of comparison households.  In terms of gender ratios, a higher percentage of women have never attended school.  

Those adults that have completed some education in the past were surveyed concerning the level of this education.  A total of 46.2% of the males and 54.3% of the participating females in this category had last attended primary school; 48.1% of males and 41.9 % of females had last attended secondary school; while only 5.7% of males and 3.8% of females had attended university.  Almost all participants who have attained a university level education come from non FFW or comparison households.  

Of the 713 participants currently attending school, 68.7% are in primary school.  Of the 490 primary school attendees in the sample, 51.6% are female.  Those students attending secondary school comprise an additional 29.5% of the total number of students, 51.4% of whom are male.  Only 1.8% of the total sample is currently attending university.  Of these 13 individuals, eight (61.5%) are female.  The average age for those currently attending school is 9.6 years for primary school, 15.3 years for secondary school, and 21.4 years for university level.  

	Figure 4:  School-age dropouts and non-attendees by age, by household type.
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For students of primary and secondary school age, girls comprise 56.1% of 212 adolescents and teenagers between the ages of 7 and 18 not attending school.  Figure 4 describes these individuals by age for each type of sample household.  The figure shows that FFW households report an equal or higher number of school dropouts for nearly all age groups.   






Professional Training and Skills

Respondents were asked to describe any professional training they had received and where this training took place.  Over half of all sample households (318 or 53.1%) indicate that at least one family member has received some type of professional training in the past five years.  A total of 459 individuals have received training.  The questionnaire provided for each household member to indicate up to three categories of professional training.  Table 2 provides a summary of these findings.  Figure 5 presents the number of household members who have received professional training, based on the primary type of training reported.  As shown in the table and figure below, the three most common areas of training for among respondents overall are technique du curage des canaux, technique industrielle, and in coiffure/couture/cuisine.  

Technique du curage des canaux includes training for the maintenance and rehabilitation of drainage canals, small dams, irrigation systems, and canals, or other training conducted through Mahavita FFW interventions.  As expected, 98% of respondents who have received training in this category (or 131 of 134) are members of FFW households.  The second most common category of professional training for all household types is technique industrielle, which includes such skills as automotive repair, appliance repair, etc.  For all household types, hairstyling, cooking and tailoring make up the third most common category of training.  Nearly one-quarter of respondents from non FFW and comparison households indicate training in this category, compared with only 10% of participants from FFW households.   Similarly, 14% of respondents from non FFW and comparison households have received training in small business or trade (technique commerciale), compared with only 2% of FFW households.  Across household types, 9% of all respondents indicate that they have received training in technique artisanale, including skills such as bricklaying, carpentry, masonry, etc.  Relatively few have received training as drivers or in other areas such as computers, language and translation, or agriculture.

	Table 2:  Frequency and Percent of Household Members Trained in Various Fields

	
	FFW 
	Non FFW
	Comparison
	

	Profession 
	Frequency
	Valid

%
	Frequency
	Valid

%
	Frequency
	Valid

%
	Total
	%

	Technique commerciale
	5
	2
	23
	14
	21
	14
	49
	9

	Technique industrielle
	36
	16
	42
	26
	39
	26
	117
	21

	Technique agricole
	2
	0.8
	4
	2
	3
	2
	9
	2

	Technique artisanale
	18
	8
	17
	10
	16
	11
	51
	9

	Coiffure, couture, cuisine
	24
	10
	37
	23
	36
	24
	97
	18

	Langue
	4
	2
	12
	7
	8
	5
	24
	4

	Informatique
	2
	0.8
	10
	6
	14
	9
	26
	5

	Chauffeur, conducteur, etc
	9
	4
	16
	10
	14
	9
	39
	7

	Technique de curage des canaux / diguettes / autres 
	131
	57
	2
	1
	1
	1
	134
	25

	Total
	231
	100
	163
	100
	152
	100
	546
	100


	Figure 5:  Professional training by household type.
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A total of 235 respondents indicated the source of their professional training.  The majority of people who have received professional training, 56%, have received it while on-the-job (Table 3).   Slightly less than half, 43%, have received their professional training in a formal setting, such as a technical training school.  Four respondents cited other sources of training, such as at home or from a parent.

	Table 3:  Source of Training

	 
	N
	Percent

	Own initiative
	131
	55.7

	CARE FFW Training
	30
	12.8

	Other
	74
	31.5

	Total
	235
	100.0


A total of 218 males and 241 females received some form of professional training (Table 4).  The majority of males have been trained in industrial skills (39%), such as those associated with repair, building and maintenance.  Other primary skill areas for males include drivers (14.7%), trade (12.4%), canal maintenance and repair (11.9%), and artisanal skills such as carpentry (10.6%).  For females, the most common training has been in canal and dike maintenance and rehabilitation through CARE’s FFW, comprising 35.7% of female respondents.  The next most common skill area is in hair styling, cooking and tailoring (30.3%), while 10.8% of the sample has been trained in various artisanal skills.

	Table 4 :  Primary activity/profession, by gender.

	
	Profession
	Frequency
	Percent

	Males
	Technique commerciale
	27
	12.4

	 
	Technique industrielle
	85
	39.0

	 
	Technique agricole
	3
	1.4

	 
	Technique artisanale
	23
	10.6

	 
	Coiffure, couture, cuisine
	10
	4.6

	 
	Langue
	1
	.5

	 
	Informatique
	11
	5.0

	 
	Chauffeur, conducteur, etc
	32
	14.7

	
	Technique du curage des canaux
	26
	11.9

	 
	Total
	218
	100.0

	Females
	Technique commerciale
	18
	7.5

	 
	Technique industrielle
	20
	8.3

	 
	Technique agricole
	3
	1.2

	 
	Technique artisanale
	26
	10.8

	 
	Coiffure, couture, cuisine
	73
	30.3

	 
	Langue
	9
	3.7

	 
	Informatique
	6
	2.5

	 
	Technique du curage des canaux
	86
	35.7

	 
	Total
	123
	100.0


C. 
Household Economic Activities

Economic Activities

Individuals participating in the survey were asked to describe their current employment situation, selecting from five options: employed, unemployed, retired, homemaker, and student. After selecting those individuals over 18 years of age, the frequencies of each category were calculated.  As Figure 6 shows, the majority of the study participants (69.4%) report that they are employed in income earning activities.  Eleven percent of the respondents are engaged as housekeepers, while 8.9% are seeking employment, accounting for nearly 30% of non employed participants.

The number of unemployed individuals varies by neighborhood (Figure 5).  The five highest unemployment rates, displayed in Figure 5, are as follows:  Ouest Manajara (24.4%); Madera (19.0%); Antohomadinika Centre (15.8%); Ambohibarikely (14.8%); and Ambilanibe (12.1%).  In four Fokotanys, unemployment among the sample population overall is less than 4%:  Ankazomanga Nord, Tsaramasay, and Ankorondrano Ouest with 3.8%, and Angarangarana with 2.6%.  The number of persons sampled per Fokotany varied from 17 to 59, with the exception of Anosizato Est 1 which includes 512 residents. 
	Figure 5:  Fokotany employment, over 18 years of age.
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The gender balance of working participants is nearly equal, as men comprise 50.8% of those working.  Among the 133 unemployed participants over 18 years of age seeking work, 62.4% are men.  Similarly, 64% of the 25 retired participants are male.  Housekeeping is largely the work of women, accounting for nearly 20% of women over 18 years, and 98.2% of homemakers in the sample.  There is a slightly higher percentage of female students, however, representing 56.5% of the 69 student respondents.  

	Figure 6:  Percentage employed in various work activities, for 

primary occupation.
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Individuals are employed in a wide variety of activities.  The largest proportion of the sample population earn income through small-scale commerce or petty trade, accounting for 19% of non FFW households and 15% for both FFW and comparison households. The second largest portion receive a salary from private sector employment, followed by artisanal work such as carpentry and bricklaying (Figure 6).  Among FFW households, working as dockers or manual transporters (10%) or in laundry service (8%) are also important economic activities.  It should be noted that the concepts of “employed” versus “unemployed” may be vague.  Many people consider themselves employed even if they are hawking a few goods each day on the sidewalk.  They may be seeking more formal or secure forms of employment even while engaged in (often very) petty trade.

The category ‘Autres’ consists of a wide variety of additional occupations listed by the participants, including butcher, babysitter, prostitute, domestic servant, security guard, and a host of other avocations. 

It should be noted that certain types of employment, such as agriculture and poultry, may be seasonal in nature and that the timing of the survey may have an impact on the number of respondents identifying with certain types of employment.

	Figure 7:  Employment type by gender.
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The gender divisions in these occupations are noteworthy. Lavandieres are entirely female (8% of female workers), while dockers (those who transport goods on their backs, shoulders or heads) are almost entirely male (11% of male workers). Women are more likely to be involved in petite commerce (accounting for 19% of women), while men are slightly more likely to receive a private salary  (16% of men compared with 13% of women). Freelancers, including occupations such as doctors, restaurant owners, and chauffeurs, are much more likely to be male (10% of men) than female (3%).  Gender ratios by occupation are displayed in Figure 7.

The final evaluation survey found that 4% of the respondents currently employed receive payment in kind, while less than 1% receive payment in some other form. Nearly two-thirds, (64%) are paid in cash. In general, women are less likely than men to be paid in cash: 56% of working women receive payment in cash, compared with 74% of the male respondents.  No particular occupation is clearly associated with payment-in-kind. The highest proportion of respondents paid in kind work in one of the freelance professions (21.7% paid in-kind), grocers (19.0%), artisans (15.9%) and agriculture (12.5%).

The amount of time devoted to work was solicited in a single question concerning the number of days worked over the previous two-week period. Of the 743 employed respondents, the mean number of days employed over the previous two weeks was 10.8, with a standard deviation of 2.8 days. By gender, the mean number of days was slightly but not significantly lower for women (10.6, std. Dev. 2.86) than for men (10.9, std. Dev. 2.78). Similarly, variation between occupations has no significant effect on the number of days employed: all of the means are between 8 and 13 days. Table 6 below displays the mean number of days worked over the previous two-week period by occupation, along with the standard deviation.  As shown, the occupations with the largest number of mean workdays were petty trade, epicerie, agriculture, and salaried employment.

Table 6:  Mean and standard deviation of the number

of days worked during the previous two-week period,

by job category.

	Occupation
	Days (mean)
	std. dev.

	Agriculture
	11.25
	3.01

	Elevage volailles
	13
	1.41

	Petit Commerce
	11.54
	2.32

	Artisanat
	9.99
	3.39

	Epicerie
	12.33
	0.91

	Lavandieres
	8.09
	3.55

	Porteur d'eau
	9
	4.76

	Docker
	9.05
	3.82

	Salarie prive
	11.21
	2.2

	Salarie public
	10.41
	1.86

	Liberales
	11.1
	3.03

	Autres
	10.04
	3.18


Only 82 individuals, or 4.8% of the total sample, reported some other type of income-earning activity over the previous 12 months. The two most frequently cited second occupations were artisanat (17 individuals) and petit commerce (15 individuals).

Nearly all (90.3%) of the respondents currently employed contribute funds for household expenditures. Nearly half of those who do not contribute to the household expenses (45.8%) fall under the occupational category of salarie prive.

Work Absenteeism

Those employed were also asked the number of non-work days they experienced during the previous two-week period.  Females had, on average, 2.8 non-work days (Table 7) compared to 3.9 non-work days for males.  This is likely due to the fact that more males are salaried, both private and public, and therefore enjoy more days officially off of work.

	Table 7:  Average # of non-work days during the pervious two weeks, by gender.



	Male
	N
	66
	Female
	N
	18

	 
	Mean
	3.9
	 
	Mean
	2.8

	 
	Median
	3.0
	 
	Median
	2.0

	 
	Mode
	2.0
	 
	Mode
	1.0

	 
	Std. Deviation
	2.99
	 
	Std. Deviation
	1.91

	 
	Variance
	8.94
	 
	Variance
	3.64

	 
	Range
	13
	 
	Range
	6

	 
	Minimum
	1
	 
	Minimum
	1

	 
	Maximum
	14
	 
	Maximum
	7


D.
Nutrition

The questionnaire included a nutritional intake section where respondents were asked to recall the number of times they eat various foods in a day. The quantity of food consumed was not included, but the study team explored the variety in the diet of the participants.  The results are shown in Table 8.

	Table 8:  Average daily consumption of selected food items.

	Food Category
	General Population
	FFW Households
	Participating Households
	Comparison Households

	Rice
	
2.4
	
2.3
	
2.5
	
2.5

	Other cereals
	
0.7
	
0.8
	
0.8
	
0.6

	Roots and tubers
	
0.6
	
0.7
	
0.5
	
0.5

	Legumes and nuts
	
1.4
	
1.4
	
1.5
	
1.4

	Bredes
	
0.8
	
0.8
	
1.0
	
0.8

	Fruit
	
0.4
	
0.4
	
0.5
	
0.3

	Meats and fish
	
1.0
	
0.7 
	
1.2
	
1.1

	Dairy and eggs
	
0.2
	
0.1
	
0.2
	
0.2

	Fats and oils
	
0.9
	
0.8
	
1.0
	
1.0

	Spices/condiments
	
0.7
	
0.7
	
0.6
	
0.9

	Non-alcoholic drinks
	
0.5
	
0.4
	
0.4
	
0.6

	“Mealy” products
	
0.5
	
0.4
	
0.5
	
0.6

	Other foods
	
0.1
	
0.1
	
0.1
	
0.1

	Times meat eaten/month
	
11.5 
	
7.7
	
13.9
	
15.8


Rice is the most frequently consumed food in Madagascar, and in the study each household consumes rice about 2.5 times per day.  This does not significantly vary by household type.  The average household consumed between 5 and 6 of the items listed above during the last 24 hours (mean = 5.4, std. dev. 1.73), nearly identical to baseline values (mean = 5.7, std. dev. 1.54). As the table illustrates, rice is at the foundation of the sample population’s meal. Meats, vegetables, and oils are also frequently part of the diet. Conversely, roots and tubers, fruits, eggs and dairy products are infrequently consumed.  As Table 8 shows diet diversity among the three household types is similar.  The main difference is in meat and fish consumption.  Here, FFW households consume significantly less meat and fish (p<.001) and substitute it with roots and tubers.  Overall, meat and fish consumption is higher than reported in the baseline survey.

Table 9 shows rice consumption by the general population of the Fokotanys surveyed.  The mean number of Kapoaka’s consumed during the previous day was 4.6, slightly less than the 4.9 kapoakas households reported that they generally consume in a day.  Each person, on average, consumes approximately 320 grams of rice per day (Table 9).  Per capita rice production varies widely, however, and in this survey ranged from 75 grams/person/day to nearly 900 grams/person/day.

Meat consumption is often a good nutrition indicator.  In the baseline survey, households ate meat an average of 11.1 times per month (std. dev. 9.09).  In the final survey, the general population of households ate meat at nearly the same rate of 11.5 times per month (Table 8).   However, FFW households eat meat significantly less often and comparison households report more frequent meat consumption.

Fish consumption has risen over baseline values, where average consumption was 4.4 days per month.  In the final survey, the average number of days fish was consumed was 5.9.  Again, FFW households had the lowest average consumption (5.9 times per month) while the other two household types had the same consumption (6.4 times per month).  All three household types, however, are significantly above the baseline mean.

	Table 9:  Rice consumption by the general population.

	 
	Number of kapoaka of rice eaten during the last 24 hours
	Number of kapoaka of rice eaten  generally
	Rice consumption

(g / per person / per day

	N
	
616
	
616
	
613

	Mean
	
4.6
	
4.9
	
319.9

	Median
	
4.0
	
4.0
	
290.0

	Std. Deviation
	
2.168
	
3.076
	
107.55

	Minimum
	
0
	
1.0
	
75.0

	Maximum
	 
15.0
	
53.0
	
880.0


	Table 10: Perceptions of diet improvement.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent

	General Population
	 Yes
	173
	28.6

	
	 No
	431
	71.4

	
	 Total
	604
	

	FFW Households
	 Yes
	81
	40.3

	
	 No
	120
	59.7

	
	 Total
	201
	

	Non-FFW Households
	 Yes
	59
	29.1

	
	 No
	144
	70.9

	
	 Total
	203
	

	Comparison Households
	 Yes
	33
	16.5

	
	 No
	167
	83.5

	
	 Total
	200
	


When asked if they thought their diet was improving, only 29% of respondents thought that it was (Table 10).  FFW households were the most optimistic, with 40% of respondents feeling that their diet was improving.  Almost 30% of non-FFW households felt their diet was improving, while only 16.5% of comparison households had a positive outlook.  Of those FFW household responding positively, 61% felt that their diet improvement was due to their participation in FFW activities, while 17% felt it was due to recent wage gains.

When asked what specific improvements have been noted in the diet, over 50% of the FFW households reported an increase in meat and fish consumption, while 25% reported an increase in daily rice consumption.  This same pattern held for the other two household types as well.  In comparison households, 75% of those who felt their diet had improved noted an increase in meat consumption.

Both the baseline and final questionnaires also gathered information about breastfeeding practices. During the baseline, of those families with an infant younger than two years, 81.9% continue to breastfeed. During the final survey, the average had increased for all household types.  Almost 90% of FFW households continued to breastfeed, and over 88% of both non-FFW and comparison households continue to breastfeed.  Twelve mothers weaned their children prior to two years – some as early as eight months. The mean number of months at which children were weaned for this small sub-group was 16.7 months.

E. 
Health

Illness and Treatment

Of the 512 households responding, 280 (45%) reported at least one ill member of the household within the last two weeks. Over 70% of these households reported just one member sick, while 17% reported two member sick.  Of those households with illnesses, 34% sought medical treatment, with a large majority (80%) doing so within two days of the illness.

In those FFW households with sickness, and average of 1.9 persons was ill, significantly more than non-FFW households (1.3) and comparison households (1.5).  Table 11 provides a breakdown of the different illnesses experienced by households.  The most common malady was acute respiratory illness (ARI), with one-third of reported illnesses.  This was followed in prevalence by localized aches, and flu.  The percentage of illnesses due to diarrhea was 11%.  When viewed by household type, the important difference is in diarrhea rates, where FFW households have significantly higher percentages than the other two household types.

	Table 11:  Incidences of selected illnesses.

	
	Flu
	Diarrhea
	ARI
	Aches
	Vanishing
	Skin Infection
	Other

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	General HHs
	
84
	
21.7
	
41
	
10.6
	
128
	
33.1
	
99
	
25.5
	
4
	
1.0
	
6
	
1.6
	
25
	
6.5

	FFW HHs

 
	
29
	
23.0
	
22

	
17.6
	
40
	
31.7
	
24
	
19.0
	
1
	
0.8
	
1
	
0.8
	
9
	
7.1

	Non-FFW HHs

 
	
28
	
21.8
	
12
	
9.4
	
43
	
33.7
	
34
	
26.6
	
1
	
0.8
	
3
	
2.3
	
7
	
5.5

	Comparison HHs

 
	
27
	
20.3
	
7
	
5.3
	
45
	
33.8
	
41
	
32.0
	
2
	
1.5
	
2
	
1.5
	
8
	
6.8


In 34% of the above cases where the illness was serious, victims sought medical attention, mostly within two days of the first signs of the illness.

Acute Respiratory Illness in Small Children

When asked if any household members under three years of age manifested the symptoms of respiratory illness within the last two weeks, just over half of the responding households (18.1%) answered in the affirmative. In 43% of these cases, children were taken for medical treatment.  The most common signs that persuaded parents to seek medical help were hard breathing and fever.  The majority that did not seek medical assistance felt the illness was not serious enough.  Another significant percentage felt the costs of services were prohibitive.   

Diarrhea

In urban areas with poor infrastructural services, diarrhea is often a common, if not chronic, problem. Participating households were asked if any household member had suffered from diarrhea in the previous two weeks, and a great majority of them responded in the negative. For the entire sample, only 55 households, or 8.9%, responded affirmatively (compared to 4.5% during the baseline survey).  In nearly all of these households, a single person manifested the symptoms of diarrhea. Of these households, the majority of sufferers were below five years of age. In 91% of the households with diarrhea as an illness, only one person was inflicted.  In 60% of the households, a child five years of age or younger was inflicted.

Medical Treatment

Households were asked several questions concerning their sources of medical treatment.  Households were asked if they seek medical treatment if a household member becomes seriously ill, and the overwhelming majority (93.5%) do.  For these households, the source of medical treatment is provided in Table 12.  Half of all households (50%) go to private health centers.  Just under 43% go to public health centers, and another 3% to religious-based health centers.

Sources of medical treatment vary somewhat by household type, with FFW households more likely to visit public health clinics.  Non-FFW and comparison households are more likely to visit a private health facility.

When asked why they did not seek health care services, the majority cited financial problems or the use of self-treatment.  Only a small fraction cited the distance to such services as the primary reason for non-use.

	Table 12:  Source of medical services sought by residents.

	Source of Treatment
	Public Health Center
	Private Health Center
	Religious Health Center
	Traditional Doctor
	Other

	Baseline Survey
	
11.1
	
64.2
	
11.3
	
8.2
	
5.2

	Final Survey
	
	
	
	
	

	All Households
	
50.0
	
42.7
	
3.1
	
0.1
	
4.2

	FFW Households
	
66.3
	
25.4
	
4.1
	
0.1
	
4.1

	Non-FFW HHs
	
41.4
	
52.6
	
2.0
	
0.1
	
3.9

	Comparison Households
	
39.9
	
52.9
	
2.9
	
0.1
	
4.3


Vaccinations

Several questions about vaccination were directed at those households with children under two years of age.  85.8% of all households with children under two years of age had sought out vaccinations for the infants. Upon vaccination, these families receive a notebook in which the dates are recorded. Just under half (42.7%) of the families with children in the described age category were able to produce these notebooks.

The survey requested information about five specific vaccines (BCG, DTCP1, DTCP2, DTCP3, and Antirougeoleux). Of the 44 families with vaccination cards for children, all or nearly all had received the BCG (44 respondents) and DTCP1 (43 respondents) vaccinations. Many received the DTCP2 (38 respondents) and DTCP3 (33 respondents). Only 19 families (with the vaccination notebooks) had vaccinated their children with Antirougeoleux.  Of the entire sample, 68.6% of the household respondents had received a tetanus vaccination. Also, women were asked a single question about pre-natal consultation: approximately 82% responded that they had received some form of prenatal consultation during their pregnancy.

F.
Anthropometric Measurements of Well-being

During the final household survey, a sub-sample of children under five years of age was drawn from all three household types in order to measure rates of malnutrition.  Measurements were made on age, height and weight of 89-151 children between the age of 6 months and 59 months.  The full results of the analysis of these measurements are found in Annex III.  

As shown in Table 13, height for age measurements of children below five years of age suggest serious chronic nutrition problems continue in Antananarivo’s Fokotany’s, resulting in high rates of stunting.  Children from FFW households had the highest rates of stunting at 55.6%.  Non-FFW households were not significantly different, with stunting rates at 48.5%.  Comparison households had the lowest stunting rates of 39.3%.  These rates are, however, significantly better than those found during the beginning of Mahavita.  During the baseline survey (Table 14), almost 64% of the urban population of children below five years of age was found to be stunted (Z = < -2.0  standard deviations).  No causality was sought in the baseline survey, but its results combined with other studies in Madagascar suggested that diet diversity and general health status of children were two main contributors to stunting.  The stunting rates found during the final survey are still high, especially for children residing in the project area.

Table 13.  Anthropometric summaries for children under 5, Final Survey.

	HH Type
	Measurement
	n
	% Below –3 std deviation


	% Below –2 std deviations
	Mean

	FFW
	Height for Age
	151
	22.5
	55.6
	-2.111

	
	Weight for Height
	151
	0.6
	7.3
	-0.728

	
	Weight for Age
	151
	10.6
	47.7
	-1.842

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non FFW
	Height for Age
	103
	22.3
	48.5
	-2.067

	
	Weight for Height
	103
	1.0
	5.0
	-0.511

	
	Weight for Age
	103
	3.2
	36.9
	-1.702

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Comparison
	Height for Age
	89
	12.4
	39.3
	-1.783

	
	Weight for Height
	89
	1.1
	9.0
	-0.842

	
	Weight for Age
	89
	10.1
	40.5
	-1.754

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 14.  Anthropometric summaries for children under 5, Baseline Survey.

	Measurement
	% Below –3 std deviation


	% Below –2 std deviations
	Mean

	Height for Age
	29.6
	63.6
	-2.363

	Weight for Height
	0.5
	2.0
	-0.072

	Weight for Age
	3.8
	35.7
	-1.523


Lower rates of acute malnutrition, as evidenced by weight for height, were found in the final survey sample.  However, the rates are much higher than in the baseline survey (Table 14).  Weight for height, or wasting, is evidence of severe malnutrition and normally occurs in children whose diet is not sufficient in quantity.  When compared to the reference population the data suggest that children in Antananarivo may be suffering from acute malnutrition, as the 9.0% found in comparison households and the 5.0-7.3% found in project households are well above normal ranges.  The increase may be an aberration of the smaller sample sizes used in the final survey.  Variances associated with weight-for-height data, however, suggest that sample sizes were adequate.

Weight for age was measured and its results are reported in Table 13.  Interpretation of weight for age data is difficult since the measurement does not adequately distinguish between tall, thin individuals and short, thick individuals.  It is, however, a measurement used often in Madagascar and, hence, is here for reference.

G. 
Urban Infrastructure

Access to Water
In the sample, 93.8% of households collect water for daily use.  The remaining households have access to water from the tap or private well.  Collecting water can be a labor-intensive activity, and the survey results suggest a variety of individuals in the household perform these tasks.  Children and spouses most commonly carry water from public sources to the household (with 37% of households reporting that children are primarily responsible, Table 15.  These duties are also frequently performed by the spouse (26.3%), and less frequently by the household head (17.2%).  In larger extended households, other relatives or domestic servants may also fetch water.  In FFW households, spouses have nearly the same responsibility for fetching water as do children.

	Table 15:  Frequency of fetching water among various household members.

	 
	Head of HH
	Spouse
	Child
	Father/

Mother
	Brother/

Sister
	Domestic
	Other

	Baseline
	17.7
	29.1
	35.0
	
	
	
	

	General Population
	17.2
	26.3
	36.6
	0.1
	3.5
	4.4
	11.6

	FFW Households
	19.0
	34.2
	37.2
	0.0
	3.9
	1.3
	3.9

	Non-FFW Households
	14.2
	25.0
	34.9
	0.1
	3.3
	7.1
	14.2

	Comparison Households
	17.2
	19.1
	37.7
	0.0
	3.3
	5.11
	17.2


In many poor urban neighborhoods, sources of drinking water are often different from water used for hygienic purposes.  This is not the case in the study area, nor was it the case in the baseline survey.  Only 6.2% of the participating households rely upon an in-house tap for drinking water, and this is identical to the percentage found in the baseline survey.  FFW households have the lowest access to tapped water (2.0%) while non-FFW households have the highest (8.7%).  

For a majority of the participating households (78.4%), public water sources are located within 150 meters of the domicile.  For another 12% of households, water sources are between 150 and 250 meters.  For about 10% of households, water sources are greater than 250 meters away.  There is little difference in the distance to water source among the three household types.  As Figure 8 shows, the time spent collecting water varies significantly.  The majority of households spend less than 15 minutes collecting water (> 80% for all household types).  There is a small but significant difference among the three household types, with FFW households averaging slightly longer to collect water than non-FFW households or comparison households.  However, in all household types at least 15% spend more than 15 minutes to collect water, and water collection may be more than one time per day.

Figure 8:  Time Spent Collecting Water
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Transport, Storage, and Consumption of Water

Almost all households great majority (95% in current study, 94% in baseline) collect water in buckets (seau).  Comparison households had the highest percentage using buckets (99%) while FFW households had the lowest (91%).  Other vessels for transporting water include “dabas”, cans (“bidons) and jerricans.  Few of these buckets for transporting water are covered (only 8.8%, down from 14.9% reported in the baseline survey).  A significantly higher percentage of FFW households, however, cover their water (Table 16).  Only 6% of comparison households are covering their water.  

	Table 16:  Households covering water.

	 
	n
	Percent

	FFW HH

 
	Yes
	23
	11.2

	
	No
	179
	86.9

	Non-FFW HH

 
	Yes
	16
	7.7

	
	No
	174
	84.1

	Comparison HH

 
	Yes
	12
	5.9

	
	No
	175
	85.4


In all cases, the majority of households (about 72%) report utilizing the same receptacle for storing both drinking and cleaning water, while about 27% use different containers for storage.  FFW households that do store water in the same containers mostly use buckets for storage ((65%) or bidons (12.5%).  Non-FFW households store in buckets (39%), dabas (12.7%), cans (15.5%) and barrels (24.5%).  Comparison households primarily use buckets (39%), cans (24%) and barrels (24%).

Table 17 summarizes a number of water use behaviors for the three household types.  As mentioned above, more FFW households cover their water collection containers.  The same percentage of all household types store cooking and hygiene water together.  However, fewer FFW households cover their water container used in the house.  Comparison households have the highest rate of coverage, at 71.5%.  The estimated per capita water consumption is slightly higher in comparison households (Table 17) at 20 liters per person per day.  This is about 20% higher than water consumption for FFW households.

	Table 17:  Behaviors of water use for three household types.

	
	Cover water collection container
	Store cooking and hygiene water together
	Cover cooking and hygiene water container
	Estimated quantity of water (in liter) consumed per person per day
	Use same dipper for cooking and hygiene

	FFW HH
	
11.2
	
72.0
	
51.7
	
16.8
	
32.5

	Non-FFW HH
	
7.7
	
73.2
	
66.9
	
18.1
	
23.1

	Comparison HH
	
5.9
	
73.9
	
71.5
	
20.0
	
13.6


Water Treatment

Almost 98% of the respondents had heard about sur eau as a product for treating water. This is up from 82% reported in the baseline survey.  For the comparison households, 203 out of 204 households had heard of sur eau.  In all, only 14 households had not heard of the product.

	Table 18:  Characteristics of sur eau use by household type, Part I.

	
	Households aware of

sur eau (%)
	Households currently using sur eau (%)
	Source of Information
	% of users who use every day

	
	
	
	Radio
	T.V.
	Fok.
	Other
	

	FFW HH
	
96.5
	
13.5
	
75.6
	
23.8
	
48.2
	
4.8
	
60.0

	Non-FFW HH
	
97.0
	
19.7
	
88.2
	54.7
	37.1
	
2.9
	
47.2

	Comparison HH
	
99.5
	
13.5
	
86.1
	55.1
	
6.4
	
3.2
	
64.3


The primary source of information for all three household types was radio broadcasts (Table 18), reported by 76-88% of all households.  A large percentage (48%) of FFW households also learned about the product and procedures from local organizers (animateur fokontany), while only a smaller fraction learned from television (24%) or other sources.  Non-FFW households and comparison households had similar percentages who learned from radio and television, but only 6.4% of comparison households learned through Fokotany animators.  Participants noted a variety of other information sources as well, including lancements official and fokontany reunions.

Despite the availability of such information, only 15.2% of the respondent households make use of sur eau as a water purification method.  This is a slight increase from the 13.7% of respondents using the product during the baseline survey.  Non-FFW households had the highest reported usage at 19.7, while FFW and comparison households had 13.5% users (Table 18).  For those households that currently use sur eau, protection against diseases such as cholera was cited as the primary reason by over 80% of the participants.  These products are primarily purchased from the local food stores, in contrast to the baseline where purchases were primarily from the Fokotany.

Sur eau users report a variety of uses, and most households cite multiple uses.  The primary uses, cited by more than 80% of users, for washing foodstuffs, use as cooking water, and drinking. In noting other uses of purified water, respondents less frequently cited use for washing hands and glasses, and drinking as a juice. 

.

	Table 19:  Characteristics of sur eau use by household type, Part II.

	
	Accuracy of quantity needed
	Accuracy of timing required
	Accuracy of “drawing” water from vessel
	Correctly prevent water from being contaminated
	Intend to continue using

	FFW HH
	
68.0
	
50.0
	
53.8
	
60.9
	
85.2

	Non-FFW HH
	
83.3
	
61.1
	
61.1
	
87.5
	
84.8

	Comparison HH
	
67.9
	
78.6
	
51.9
	
88.5
	
96.0


Participants were asked a series of questions regarding the proper use of water purification substances.  These are summarized in Table 19.  Of those FFW households that utilize sur eau, 68% were able to correctly recall the proper dosage.  This was significantly higher in non-FFW households (83%), but no different in comparison households (in the baseline, 19% of respondents failed to identify the proper quantity).  Only half of the FFW households were able to recall the correct time the water is required to stand before use.  In contrast, 79% of comparison households recalled the proper time.  In the baseline survey, approximately 65% of respondents were able to recall the amount of time necessary for the purification agent to actually work, and 35.7% were unable to correctly administer the purifier.  The majority of households were able to describe methods necessary to store and maintain purified water, although only 60% of FFW households were able to do so.

Half of the FFW households rely on animateur fokotany for information regarding the use of sur eau.  For non-FFW and comparison households, the main source for information is the instruction leaflet that comes with the product (50% and 72%, respectively).  The majority of the households currently using the sur eau plan to continue use (85-96%), but this is down slightly from the baseline figure of 97.6%.

Those households not utilizing the sur eau cited a variety of reasons.  Just under 15% did not know how to obtain the device, while 8.7% suggested the price was too high. 9.8% were not convinced of its effectiveness, while another 7.2% suggested purification was not necessary. 52.1% of the respondents noted other reasons for not utilizing the device. These reasons, however, were not explored further in the questionnaire.  Nearly 85% of the households not currently utilizing the sur eau intend to do so in the future.  Some 59.3% of the respondents use other methods of water purification – these methods largely consist of boiling water for drinking, and most households utilizing alternate methods do so everyday rather than periodically.

Trash Collection

The majority of households have a place in their home for placing trash.  Just over 75% of FFW households have a trash receptacle (Table 20), while for non-FFW households and comparison households the figures are slightly higher at 82.0% and 93.7%, respectively.  Almost 86% of households now have access to public trash collection services.  This is significantly higher than the 49% that reported access to such services in the baseline survey.  Almost all comparison households have access to public trash receptacles, while about 80% of project households do.  For those with public trash collection service, the receptacles are located in various distances from the home.  Some 18% of all households dump their refuse at collection points within 50m of the house.  A larger percentage must travel between 50m and 150m, while about 40% must travel over 150m.  Collection services in participating Fokotany’s appear to be located further away than in the comparison areas (Table 20).

Based on household responses, access to public trash receptacles appears to be the worst in Antohomadinika Centre, Ankasina, and Ankazomanga Nord.

	Table 20:  Access to trash services.

	
	Haa a trash receptacle at home (%)
	Has access to a public receptacle (%)
	Live more than 150 meters from public receptacle (%)
	Currently use the public trash receptacle (%)

	FFW HH
	
75.7
	
81.1
	
46.4
	
72.4

	Non-FFW HH
	
82.0
	
79.4
	
44.2
	
71.7

	Comparison HH
	
93.7
	
97.6
	
31.3
	
82.4


Of those households served by public refuse collection in project Fokotany’s, about 72% actually make use of such services (the baseline average was 74.7%).  The remainder cited a number of reasons for not utilizing such public services. Foremost among these is the prohibitive distance to the receptacle faced by many families, cited by 80.0% of the respondents as their primary reason (compare to the baseline value of 65%).  Another 10% of the households find other places nearby to dispose of their garbage.

For those households either not served by trash collection services or unwilling to use such services, a variety of strategies are utilized to dispose of waste.  Most households rely on local garbage pits in which garbage is disposed, while others rely on other unspecified locations closer to the house.  A few households dispose of garbage in receptacles in another Fokotany, while a small percentage throw garbage in the canal.  The remainder cited a wide variety of strategies, including dumping garbage in unoccupied urban spaces or empty lots, in rice paddies, or in the marsh.

Laundry and Washing

Most households do their own laundry.  The rates are highest in FFW households, where 98% do their own laundry.  In non-FFW households 82% do their own laundry, while in comparison households the figure is 78%.  For non-FFW households, the percentages are similar to the baseline figure of 86%.

In order to wash clothes, a majority of households rely upon water transported by hand to the household (52%); less frequently, households utilize local laundry basins (15%) or public fountains (4%).  A small portion of the sample wash laundry via a household water tap (6%), while a slightly larger proportion wash clothes at the river (6%).   Figure 9 shows these data by household type.  Note that the majority of all three household types do laundry in the home with water collected from public sources.  FFW households rely more often on public wash basins (bassins lavoirs) than do the other two household types.  Almost one-quarter of the comparison households are using river water for washing.

Figure 9:   Where Laundry is Cleaned.
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For those households that do not do their own laundry (approximately 14% of the sample), a large majority (90.6%) pay a launderer to wash their clothes.  Others find members of the extended family to complete such duties.

Only some of the neighborhoods contain public facilities for washing – of the households completing the questionnaire, only 37% noted the presence of such basins in their neighborhood (this is lower, but not significantly, than the 40% reported in the baseline survey).  For those households without tap water and unwilling to use local laundry basins for washing, the majority (73%) declared distance the primary hindrance for basin use, while only a small minority (5%) suggested the costs associated with basin use were prohibitive.  Other reasons cited include the long wait in lines at the basin and domestic duties that prohibit women from leaving the house.

The survey highlighted those Fokotany’s where households have little or no access to public wash basins.  They include Faami, Antohomadinika Centre, Ankasina, and Ankazomanga Nord, Antetezanafovoany 1, Antetezanafovoany 2, Anatihazo 2, Ivolaniray, Anosibe Ouest 2, Mandrangobato 1, Mandrangobato 2, Angarangarana, Madera, Ambohibarikely, and Anoziato Est 1.

Human Waste

A great majority of the respondents (87.4%) have access to a latrine for disposing of human waste (statistically the same as the baseline figure of 90.4%).  Seventy percent of the latrines were found to be usable, however 68% were judged as not clean.  Nearly all of these latrines (88%) were communal in the sense that they were used by at least one other household.  The responses concerning the number of other households sharing the latrine ranged from one to 30, with a mean of 5.4 (compared to the baseline mean of 5.0). 

For those households without access to a private latrine, a variety of methods were used for waste disposal.  Almost half of all households (47%) make use of a pot or other receptacle, while about 30% make use of public latrines.  This is much differenct than the baseline survey, where public latrine use was 56% and about 20% used pots or other receptacles.  A small proportion of the respondents use private latrines at other households (11%).  Other responses comprising very small proportions of the sample households include digging latrines or using a canal.

	Table 21:  Disposal of human waste.

	
	Households with a latrine (%)
	Latrines deemed usable (%)
	Latrines deemed clean (%)
	Used by other households

(%)
	Average number of other users 

	FFW HH
	
78.4
	
51.9
	
51.3
	
91.8
	
4.4

	Non-FFW HH
	
85.5
	
71.3
	
31.8
	
90.2
	
3.7

	Comparison HH
	
97.1
	
83.4
	
19.2
	
83.1
	
2.9


Patterns of latrine use among the three household types vary considerably among the three household types.  Comparison households have the highest percentage of latrines (Table 21), flowed by non-FFW households.  They also have the highest percentage of latrines deemed usable.  Only about half of FFW household latrines were deemed usable.  However, FFW household latrines were significantly cleaner than either non-FFW or comparison household latrines.

More FFW and non-FFW household latrines are shared with other families than comparison household latrines.  Also, the average number of other users is highest in FFW households, followed by non-FFW  households and then comparison households.

Lodging

Most houses in the sample (89.4%) are built around a courtyard.  This is identical to the baseline figure.  Researchers noted fecal matter present in 24% of the sampled courtyards, slightly down from the 30% found in the baseline survey.

Of the households surveyed for the baseline study, 57.3 own their domicile, while another 36.5% rent their domicile. These are not significantly different from baseline figures of 55.7% and 34.5%, respectively.  Of those that own their house, 89% also own the land on which they live (again, little changed from the baseline figure of 84.7%.  Of those renting their land, 48.7% rent from absentee landlords, 6% from related family members, and small percentages from others such as the railroad company or the state.  The mean land rent paid by households was 7, 480 fmg.

Figure 10:  Average Rents
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Rents vary among household types (Figure 10).  The mean rent for domiciles was 108,550 fmg, up significantly from the baseline mean of 69,680 fmg.  Non-FFW households had the highest average rent, at just over 125,000 fmg.  

Domiciles often include multiple living areas.  A majority comprise a single living space (58.9%, the same as in the baseline survey), while others include a second living area (26%).  A small percentage of domiciles comprise three rooms (6.5%), and the remainder are made up of five or more living areas.

Surface measurements of living space reveal an inordinate amount of variation.  The mean surface space for the entire sample was just over 19 square meters, but the standard deviation was only slightly less.  The minimum reported was 2 square meters, and the maximum was 411 square meters.  Construction materials for the main living areas were recorded as well.  Over 40% of main rooms were constructed of cement while about a third (30.2%) were constructed of wood (plancher). Only about 7.4% of all households had earthen floors, down from 16.3% in the baseline.  A small number of households contained floors constructed of other materials, including ballatum, brick, plastic sheeting, and other materials. 

H.
Household Assets

Households were asked about the ownership of a series of household assets, divided into five sections: electronic equipment, such as a television or radio; furniture, including beds, tables, and more; kitchen utensils, such as dishes and plates; household appliances, such as sewing machines and gas stoves; and vehicles, such as bicycles, cars and scooters.  The value of these individual assets on the market was calculated, as well as the value of the item(s) in its current state.  Figure 11 describes the percentage of households in ownership of each item in the questionnaire.

Figure 11: Ownership of Common Household Assets
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As the figure shows, ownership of basic kitchen utensils and furniture is commonplace. Conversely, electronics and appliances are rare in the sample: only a few households possessed items such as microwaves or motorcycles, and very few own kitchen electronics, telephones, refrigerators, videocassette recorders, stereos, gas stoves, or bicycles.  

Table 22:  Mean asset value, in fmg.
[image: image22.emf]In terms of value, the total asset value of the sampled households ranged from a low of 20,000 fmg to over 48,000,000 fmg.  The mean asset value was 2,524,303 fmg, with a standard deviation of 4,885,454 (Table 22).  Furniture comprised the largest asset category, in terms of value, with an average of over one million fmg.  Household appliances had the lowest average value with just over 150,000 fmg.

Table 23 breaks down average asset ownership by household type.  As one might expect, FFW households had the lowest asset value at just over 255,000 fmg.  Non-FFW households had more then three times this average at nearly 1.4 million fmg.  Comparison households were slightly higher at 936,000 fmg.  The mean asset values among the three household types are significantly different (Table 24), however, the meanj asset difference between non-FFW households and comparison households is not significantly different (p = 0.248).

	Table 23:  Asset ownership, in fmg, by household type.

	HH Type
	
	Electronics
	Furniture
	Utensils
	Appliances
	Vehicles
	Total Assets

	FFW
	mean
	
255,990
	
523,791
	
308,519
	
17,626
	
17,208
	
1,123,135

	
	s.d.
	
703,430
	
1,180,708
	
1,227,404
	
60,316
	
116,666
	
2,847,151

	Non-FFW
	mean
	
807,768
	
1,296,875
	
431,642
	
217,621
	
199,396
	
2,953,507

	
	s.d.
	
1,366,443
	
2,185,848
	
885,804
	
759,102
	
982,000
	
4,389,986

	Comparison
	mean
	
936,258
	
1,471,482
	
281,224
	
236,541
	
573,405
	
3,498,912

	
	s.d.
	
1,538,831
	
2,938,621
	
561,017
	
725,714
	
3,391,136
	
6,438,718


Table 24:  Analysis of variance for asset ownership.                                         
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Figure 12:  Mean Value of Assets for Each Household Type.
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Figure 12 and Table 25 shows the asset breakdown for each household type by asset category.  Note that furniture represents the highest value category for each household type.  For FFW households, the second highest asset category is utensils, while for the other two household types the second highest asset category is electronics, which are luxury items for these households.  The high standard deviation in all three categories suggests a high variation between household assets in these categories, with FFW households being the most diverse in asset ownership.


There is also a significant amount of variation between the Fokotany participating in the survey. As Table 25 shows, the mean value of households assets by Fokotany can differ by as much as 7,500,000 fmg.  The poorest Fokotany, in terms of asset ownership, in Angarangarana.

      Table ​​​​​25:  Asset value by Fokotany.
	Fokotany
	Mean HH Assets
	Std. Deviation

	Angarangarana
	532312
	556504

	Manarintosoa Anatihazo
	884125
	1004124

	Anjezika I
	913428
	1178157

	III G Hangar
	961476
	1107105

	Anjezika II
	1018615
	1371801

	Madera
	1020130
	862573

	Andranomahery
	1021500
	2134956

	Anosibe Ouest 2
	1028600
	2175939

	Ambohibarikely
	1079666
	1050098

	Ouest Manajara
	1132933
	897228

	Mandrangobato I
	1282000
	1622329

	Anatihazo I
	1332615
	1941845

	Anatihazo II
	1479875
	3211453

	Ankasina
	1481428
	1678225

	Antetesanafovoany I
	1554375
	1652952

	Antetesanafovoany II
	1779250
	1948632

	Andraharo
	1846625
	2087602

	Mandrangobato II
	2169809
	4045507

	Ankorondrano Ouest
	2184888
	1709084

	Tsaramassy
	2245166
	2203597

	Faami
	2364666
	2970346

	Ankazomanga Sud
	3037105
	5200472

	Anosizato Est 1
	3498912
	6438718

	Ivolaniray
	3547250
	4954410

	Ambilanibe
	3623500
	6896304

	Antohamadinika Sud
	4021913
	5346150

	Ankazomanga Nord
	4031250
	4764590

	Antaniavo
	4431625
	4528699

	Antohamadinika Centre
	6314000
	10174789

	Ambalavao Isotry
	8169750
	12121043


Some 27% of households participating in the survey had sold household assets in the course of the last year, more than double the 12.3% found during the baseline survey.  The most frequently cited reason for such sales was for general financial needs and sickness.  Other reasons cited include death, as well as to finance the purchase of both productive and non-productive equipment.  In contrast, 35% of households reported acquiring a major asset during the previous twelve months.

I.
Savings and Credit

Residents were asked about their savings and credit habits.   Of the 618 households in the sample, 143 (23.1%) currently have some form of monetary savings.  Almost nine out of ten of those households with some form of savings retain it in the form of cash and liquidity (Table 26).  About one in five households (19.2%) invests in land as a form of savings.  Smaller percentages consider their productive (e.g. – sewing machines, agricultural equipment) or non-productive resources (e.g. – gold jewelry) as a form of savings that can be liquidated if needed.

Significantly fewer FFW households have formal savings (Table 26).  The highest percentage of savers is found in non-FFW households (32.4%), and the majority of their savings is in the form of cash.  A smaller percentage of FFW households have savings in the form of money compared to the other household types.  In contrast, a higher fraction of FFW households hold savings in the form of land.  Surprisingly, few FFW households have savings in the form of non-productive assets.  This is contrary to many poor rural households that hold their wealth in the form of gold jewelry or expensive household items such as woven carpets.

The frequencies for type of savings reported in Table 26 are similar to those figures reported in the baseline survey, with the exception of the “land” category.  In the current study, 18.5% of households reported land as a type of savings, compared with only 2% of households in the baseline.  This is more likely due to different interpretations of the question more than a real increase in land holdings as savings.

	Table 26:  Type of savings among households with current savings. *

	
	General Population
	FFW Households
	Non-FFW Households
	Comparison Households

	Percent of HHs with Savings
	
23.1
	
14.1
	
32.4
	
22.9

	
	
	
	
	

	Money
	
86.2
	
76.9
	
85.2
	
93.0

	Land
	
18.5
	
26.9
	
19.7
	
14.0

	Agricultural Productive Assets
	
16.2
	
19.2
	
19.7
	
11.7

	Non-productive Assets
	
3.8
	
3.8
	
8.2
	
0.0

	Others
	
1.5
	
0.0
	
1.6
	
2.3


*Note:  Some households have multiple types of savings.

A total of 22.5% of households in the survey population have some tangible savings in at least on of the forms highlighted in Table 26.  The average amount of savings of these households is 138,700 Malagasay Francs, but total savings ranges from 1,000 to 13,000,000.  The amount in land savings ranges from 25,000 to 8,000,000 (mean = 105,000).  The range for productive assets savings is 1,000 to 6,000,000, and the range for non-productive assets is 50,000 to 7,000,000. 

Table 27 show the average savings disaggregated by household type.  FFW households have significantly less savings, about half of the average of other household types.  Also, a much lower percentage of FFW households have savings.  Non-FFW households and comparison households average about 1,500,000 and 1,650,000, respectively.  This difference is not statistically different.

Table 27:  Average total savings, in Malagasy Francs X 1,000, by household type.
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Nearly 55% of those with savings have had to withdraw funds within the previous year.   The average number of withdrawals was 2.5.  Almost half have made only one withdrawal, but 30% of savers have made 2-3 withdrawals.  FFW households had to withdraw an average of three times in the previous year.  The primary purpose for withdrawals was to pay for medical treatment of an illness.  However, almost a third of withdrawals were for investments into productive and non-productive equipment.  For those households that gain access to formal banking institutions, half use banks and half use Caisse d’Epargnes.  

J.  
Expenditure Patterns

Figures 13 and 14 provide expenditure profiles for all household types in the survey.  As expected, food purchases dominate household expenditure, with the average household using 61% of its income to purchase food.  In poor urban communities it is not uncommon to find over half of the budget going to food purchases, and the poorer the community/household the higher the percentage.  So the percentages seen in Antananarivo are not abnormally high, and during the baseline survey this figure was nearly 70%, suggesting that households today could be better off than they were three years ago.
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Figure 13:  Expenditures for General Households and Household Types

Figure 14:  Household expenditures during the previous year.


[image: image15]
FFW households spend, on average, 73% of their households budget on food, thus leaving little extra to cover the expenses of other basic needs.  After food, the largest expense for households overall is savings and education, averaging 9% for all households.  This is followed by “other” miscellaneous expenses.  For FFW and comparison households, savings comprises a large expense, averaging 5% and 13%, respectively.  non-FFW and 10% for comparison households.  FFW households only utilize 5% of their household budget for education.  Their second largest expense is savings.

J.
Perceptions of Urban Living

Perceptions of the Urban Environment Among Groups

Both the baseline and final surveys asked Fokotany residents a number of questions focusing on their perceptions and opinions of the urban environment.  The first set of questions focus on participation by community members and on skills and strategies needed to cope with urban living.  The second set of questions seek to measure aspects of the urban environment itself, such as changes in infrastructure. When possible, comparisons to baseline responses are made in order to assess changes in perceptions over time.

A number of questions used a Likert scaling to elicit responses, both in the baseline and the final surveys.  The results of these questions are provided in Tables 28 to 32.  Note that many of the perceptions convey a sense of community responsibility at the individual or household level.  In Table 28, households were asked whether or not they felt that their opinions mattered when important decisions were being made in the community.  This reveals, in part, how people feel they are integrated into the community decision-making process and if they feel they are an integral part of the community.  During the baseline survey, 60.5% of households entirely agreed that their opinions were valued.  Another large percentage, 26.4%, disagreed and felt that their opinions were not valued.  Thus, most households had a strong opinion one way or the other. 

In the final survey, all household types had a higher percentage of households that agreed with the statement, and in each case the percentage that agree is significantly higher compared to the baseline percentage.  FFW households had the highest percentage that thought their opinion was valued, and this could be attributable to the highly participatory nature of the FFW programs they took part in.  There was no statistical difference between non-FFW households and comparison households.
	Table 28:  Your opinion is valued when it comes to important decisions to be made in the community.

	
	Household Type

	
	Baseline
	Final FFW
	Final non-FFW
	Comparison

	Agree entirely
	
60.5
	
83.5
	
74.4
	
70.5

	Do not entirely agree    
	
8.3
	
6.3
	
12.6
	
8.8

	Disagree
	
26.4
	
6.8
	
9.7
	
15.9

	No opinion
	
4.8
	
3.4
	
3.4
	
4.9


The next set of questions (Table 29) sought to measure individuals’ sense of responsibility for how the community evolves.  The first question explored an individual’s responsibility for enduring sound community development.  In the baseline a solid majority (75%) of households agree that individuals share responsibility in community development.  Nearly 15% of households did not entirely agree or disagree with this, suggesting that most households felt a degree of responsibility.  Only 7.2% disagreed with the statement.  In the final survey the results are somewhat mixed.  Over 90% of households that participated in FFW activities agreed entirely with the statement and almost no households (1.5%) disagreed.  The non-FFW households had not significantly changed their opinions since the baseline survey.  Comparison households were similar to FFW households in their opinions and significantly higher than the baseline figures.

	Table 29:  Each individual has some responsibility for ensuring the sound development of the community.

	
	Household Type

	
	Baseline
	Final FFW
	Final non-FFW
	Comparison

	Agree entirely
	
74.9
	
91.3
	
78.3
	
89.3

	Do not entirely agree    
	
14.7
	
6.3
	
15.9
	
8.3

	Disagree
	
7.2
	
1.5
	
4.3
	
2.4

	No opinion
	
3.2
	
1.0
	
1.4
	
0.0


Households were also asked if they felt responsibility for protection and maintenance of community infrastructure, such as wash basins and public water pumps.  This attempts to measure the degree to which people feel ownership in community infrastructure.  The results are shown in Table 30.  Note that overall the percentage of households that entirely agree with the statement has declined since the baseline for both non-FFW and for comparison households.  FFW households hold virtually the same opinions as during the baseline survey. 

	Table 30:  Every individual is responsible for the protection and maintenance of public infrastructures that exist in this neighborhood.

	
	Household Type

	
	Baseline
	Final FFW
	Final non-FFW
	Comparison

	Agree entirely
	
91.7
	
89.3
	
80.2
	
80.5

	Do not entirely agree    
	
5.3
	
5.3
	
12.1
	
12.2

	Disagree
	
2.7
	
4.9
	
4.8
	
5.4

	No opinion
	
.3
	
.5
	
2.9
	
2.0


The next two questions explored whether or not households felt they had skills and coping mechanisms that would help them face daily challenges.  When asked whether their skills are improving and they are more prepared to face daily challenges, less than half of all households entirely agree (Table 31).  During the baseline survey, 42.5% of households entirely agreed while 13.1% entirely disagreed.  These percentages are slightly higher but have not significantly changed for households that participated in the project.  Comparison households, in contrast, have a significantly higher percentage that disagree, suggesting that they feel less capable of facing daily challenges.  The results are similar when households were asked about their coping strategies for meeting unforeseen difficulties (Table 32).  Baseline and comparison households were similar in their responses with nearly identical numbers of households agreeing and disagreeing with the statement.  Households that have participated in Mahavita had slightly more favorable outlooks, with just over half agreeing with the statement.

	Table 31:  Your skills are improving and you are more prepared to face daily challenges.

	
	Household Type

	
	Baseline
	Final FFW
	Final non-FFW
	Comparison

	Agree entirely
	
42.5
	
47.1
	
48.8
	
33.7

	Do not entirely agree    
	
28.6
	
27.7
	
26.1
	
26.8

	Disagree
	
13.1
	
14.1
	
12.6
	
25.4

	No opinion
	
15.8
	
11.2
	
12.6
	
14.1


	Table 32:  Your household has adequate strategies for meeting unforeseen difficulties.

	
	Household Type

	
	Baseline
	Final FFW
	Final non-FFW
	Comparison

	Agree entirely
	
42.7
	51.2
	55.1
	39.0

	Do not entirely agree    
	
24.0
	18.0
	18.8
	19.5

	Disagree
	
20.0
	10.4
	12.6
	20.5

	No opinion
	
13.3
	20.4
	13.5
	21.0


The next set of questions used various scales to measure responses, and in some cases the scales in the baseline questionnaire were different than in the final questionnaire, thus making some direct comparisons difficult.  Nonetheless, the results were revealing and will be summarized below.






          Figure 15:  Neighborhood Environments.
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The first questions focused on perceptions about the urban environment.  When asked if they felt their neighborhood was cleaner or dirtier compared to two years ago, the majority of both FFW and non-FFW households felt their Fokotany was cleaner (Figure 15).  Over 80% of those who participated in FFW activities felt their neighborhood was cleaner, and perhaps this high percentage reflects their direct participation in improving their environment through canal cleaning and other activities.  A large percentage of households living in the project areas also felt their area was cleaner.  Significantly fewer comparison households felt their environment was cleaner and reflected thinking similar to baseline responses.

When asked about their opinions on the status of local infrastructure (Figure 16), trends similar to the previous question were revealed.  Again the majority of participating households thought that local infrastructure was improving (63% and 51% for FFW and non-FFW households, respectively), and again FFW households that participated in activities to improve infrastructure had the most favorable opinions. Comparison households were more evenly divided in their opinions, but over 40% of all households feel that infrastructure is declining.

Figure 16.
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Households were asked how they felt about work that was being conducted in their Fokotany.  During the baseline survey, 70% of residents felt that the work was positive, and contributing to the improvement of their environment.  The current opinions are reflected in Figure 17.  The most positive response again comes from FFW participants where slightly over 9 out of 10 view work as positive.  Non-FFW  households have not significantly changed from the baseline measurement – 73% feel the work is positive.  Comparison households have the most negative view.  Nearly 40% feel that neighborhood work is not contributing to the improvement of their environment.  These trends remain consistent with previous questions, reflecting slight improvement among participating households and an overall decline in outlook of comparison households when compared to baseline figures.

Figure 17.
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Households were asked specifically about the status of canals in their neighborhood.  During the baseline, slightly over 60% of households stated that the canals were flowing well and nor blocked (Figure 18).  During the final survey this had increased to about 74% among FFW households and 65% among non-FFW households.  Comparison HHs had a less favorable opinion compared to the baseline and less than half of the households felt positively about the canals.

Figure 18.
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Figure 19 reveals opinions about employment opportunities in the Fokotany.  Trends again are consistent with FFW households viewing opportunities as being the most positive.  No significant change was noted between the baseline survey and non-FFW participants and once again comparison households have the most negative opinion.  Overall the outlook for employment opportunities is negative among all households, reflecting the reality of unemployment and underemployment in Antananarivo (Figure 19).  The economic outlook by households may well have declined since the baseline as a result of recent economic and political difficulties, and the project may have contributed positively to the outlook of participating households.

Figure 19.
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Figure 20:  Perceptions on Household Income.
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When households were asked to compare their current income (Figure 20) with their income two years ago, nearly 40% of FFW participants indicated it had improved (this could be a direct artifact of their recent participation in FFW activities).  Almost 25% of non-FFW households said their income had improved, but the majority revealed that income had not changed or it had declined.  This trend, in fact, was consistent with all three household types and with other economic trends measured in the study.

These results suggest that Mahavita has had a significant impact on household perceptions of their neighborhood environment.

IV.
Modeling Urban Poverty

Table 33 shows the asset ranking among households mimics the cutoff points selected for the analysis.  These cutoff points of 50%, 75% and 90% were based on qualitative wealth ranking exercises conducted in three Fokotany’s during the baseline survey.  The mean asset values in Table 33 represent the average asset ownership of households in each category.  

Note that based on asset value, FFW households are much poorer than the other two household types.  Almost 75% of FFW households fall within the lowest asset category, compared to less than 40% of non-FFW households and comparison households.  In contrast, only about 3% of FFW households are asset rich.  Asset ranking for non-FFW and comparison households are very similar.

Table 33:  Asset ranking and mean asset value for households participating in the final survey.

	Asset Ranking
	Frequency
	Cumulative Percent
	Mean Asset

Value (fmg)
	FFW Households

(n, %)
	Non-FFW Households

(n, %)
	Comparison Households

(n, %)

	Very Asset Poor
	309
	50.0
	929,500
	
152
73.8
	
80
38.6
	
77
37.5

	Asset Poor
	155
	75.0
	2,461,250
	
34
16.5
	
61
29.5
	
60
29.3

	Asset Moderate
	 93
	90.0
	5,356,600
	
14
6.8
	
38
18.4
	
41
20.0

	Asset Rich
	61
	100.0
	48,116,070
	
6
2.9
	
28
13.5
	
27
13.2

	Total
	618
	 
	
	
206
	
207
	
205


Table 34 provides data from the baseline survey.  Note changes in the asset poor category, with final survey households averaging about 50% more in asset value compared to the very asset poor category in the baseline survey.  Factors which could account for this difference include changes in monetary values (data have not been adjusted for inflation), asset accumulation associated with FFW activities, or real economic growth.  The middle two asset categories remain virtually unchanged from the baseline, and the asset rich category has increased substantially.

Table 34:  Asset ranking and mean asset value for households participating in the baseline survey.

	Asset Ranking 
	Frequency
	Cumulative Percent
	Mean Asset

Value (fmg)

	Very Asset Poor
	188
	50.1
	629,738

	Asset Poor
	94
	75.2
	2,411,973

	Asset Moderate
	 56
	90.1
	6,071,200

	Asset Rich
	37
	100.0
	31,884,554

	Total
	375
	 
	


The asset classification was also analyzed across the fifteen Fokotany’s used in the study.  As shown in Figure 22, those Fokotany’s with the highest percentage of very asset poor households included Angaramgarana, Andranomahery, Manarintosoa Anatihazo, Anosibe Ouest 2, and Anjezika1.   Those with the wealthiest households include Ambilanibe, Antohamadinika Centre, and Ankazomanga Nord..

 Figure 21:  Asset Ranking by Fokotany
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Appendix II

Anthropometric Tables

Anthropometric Results Summary

Weight/Height Z-score Distribution

Non-FFW Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-9.99 to -3.5

1
1.0

1.0



-

-3.49 to –3.0

0
0.0

1.0



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

2
2.0

3.0



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

2
2.0

5.0



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

10
9.6

14.6



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

15
14.5

29.1



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

19
18.5

47.6



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

24
23.3

70.9



19.1

0.01 to 0.5

12
11.6

82.5



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

9
8.8

91.3



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

2
1.9

93.2



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

4
3.9

97.1



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

1
0.0

98.1



1.7

2.51 to 3.0

2
1.9

100.0



0.7

** Total

103
100.0

100.0 **

II. WHZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

103

-52.59

-0.511

2.041

1.429

0.141

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-9.930

-1.150

-0.470

 0.090

2.940

-0.46

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -3.627, df=102, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Weight/Height Z-score Distribution

FFW Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-3.99 to –3.5

0
0.0

0.0



-

-3.49 to –3.0

1
0.6

0.6



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

3
2.0

2.6



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

7
4.7

7.3



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

29
19.2

26.5



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

20
13.2

39.7



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

29
19.2

58.9



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

10
21.2

80.1



19.1

0.02 to 0.5

19
12.6

92.7



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

4
2.7

95.4



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

2
1.3

96.7



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

1
0.7

97.4



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

3
1.9

99.3



1.7

2.51 to 4.0

1
0.7

100.0



0.7

** Total

151
100.0

100.0 **

III. WHZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

151

-109.96
-0.728

1.040

1.020

.083

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-3.020

-1.570

-0.680

-0.120

3.620

-0.63

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -8.774, df=150, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Weight/Height Z-score Distribution

Comparison Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-3.99 to –3.5

0 
0.0

0.0



-

-3.49 to –3.0

1 
1.1

1.1



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

0
0.0

1.1



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

7
7.9

9.0



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

15
16.9

25.9



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

15
16.9

42.8



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

19
21.3

64.1



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

18
20.2

84.3



19.1

0.03 to 0.5

7
7.9

92.2



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

5
5.6

97.8



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

2
2.2

100.0



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

0
0.0

100.0



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

0
0.0

100.0



1.7

** Total

89
100.0

100.0 **

IV. WHZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

89

-74.94

-.842

0.765

0.875

0.093

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-3.220

-1.555

-.920

-.230

1.270

-1.370

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -9.082, df=88, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Weight/Age Z-score Distribution

Non-FFW Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-8.49 to -5.5

1
0.6

0.6



-

-5.49 to -5.0

0
0.0

0.6



-

-4.99 to -4.5

0
0.0

0.6



-

-4.49 to – 4.0

0
0.0

0.6



-

-3.99 to –3.5

2 
1.3

1.9



-

-3.49 to –3.0

2
1.3

3.2



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

13
14.3

17.5



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

20
19.4

36.9



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

23
22.3

59.2



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

21
20.4

79.6



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

12
11.6

91.2



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

4
3.9

95.1



19.1

0.04 to 0.5

2
3.0

98.1



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

0
0.0

98.1



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

2
1.9

100.0



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

0
0.0

100.0



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

0
0.0

100.0



1.7

** Total

103
100.0

100.0 **

V. WAZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

103

-175.30
-1.702

1.240

1.113

0.110

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-8..480

-2.220

-1.650

-1.190

1.030

-1.99

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -15.513, df=102, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Weight/Age Z-score Distribution

FFW Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-4.99 to -4.5

0
0.0

0.0


-

-4.49 to – 4.0

2
0.7

1.3



-

-3.99 to –3.5

3 
2.0

3.3



-

-3.49 to –3.0

11
7.3

10.6



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

25
16.6

27.2



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

31
20.5

47.7



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

28
18.5

66.2



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

19
12.6

78.8



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

16
10.6

89.4



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

10
6.6

96.0



19.1

0.05 to 0.5

4
2.7

98.7



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

0
0.0

98.7



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

1
0.6

99.3



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

1
0.7

100.0



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

0
0.0

100.0



1.7

** Total

151
100.0

100.0 **

VI. WAZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

151

-278.19
-1.842

1.051

1.025

.083

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-4.310

-2.520

-1.970

-1.270

1.890

-2.56

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -22.087, df=150, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Weight/Age Z-score Distribution

Comparison Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-3.99 to –3.5

1 
1.1

1.1



-

-3.49 to –3.0

8 
9.0

10.1



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

7
7.9

18.0



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

20
22.5

40.5



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

21
23.6

64.1



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

14
15.7

79.8



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

11
12.4

92.2



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

5
5.6

97.8



19.1

0.06 to 0.5

1
1.1

98.9



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

0
0.0

98.9



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

0
0.0

98.9



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

1
1.1

100.0



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

0
0.0

100.0



1.7

** Total

89
100.0

100.0 **

VII. WAZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

89

-156

-1.754

0.814

0.902

0.095

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-3.610

-2.370

-1.740

-1.290

1.100

-1.370

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -18.339, df=88, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Height/Age Z-score Distribution

Non-FFW Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-5.99 to -5.5

0
0.0

0.0


-

-5.49 to -5.0

1
0.6

0.6



-

-4.99 to -4.5

2
1.3

1.9


-

-4.49 to – 4.0

6
4.9

6.8



-

-3.99 to –3.5

5 
4.9

11.7



-

-3.49 to –3.0

11
10.6

22.3



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

9
8.8

31.1



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

18
17.4

48.5



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

17
16.5

65.0



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

18
17.5

82.5



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

12
11.7

94.2



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

5
4.9

99.3



19.1

0.07 to 0.5

0
0.0

99.3



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

1
0.6

100.0



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

0
0.0

100.0



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

0
0.0

100.0



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

0
0.0

100.0



1.7

** Total

89
100.0

100.0 **

VIII. HAZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

103

-212.95
-2.067

1.351

1.162

0.114

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-5.460

-2.840

-1.930

-1.190

0.780

-1.83

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -18.050, df=102, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Height/Age Z-score Distribution

FFW Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-6.49 to -6.0

1
0.7

0.7



-

-5.99 to -5.5

0
0.0

0.7



-

-5.49 to -5.0

1
0.7

1.3



-

-4.99 to -4.5

1
0.7

2.0


-

-4.49 to – 4.0

6
4.0

6.0



-

-3.99 to –3.5

11 
7.2

13.2



-

-3.49 to –3.0

14
9.3

22.5



0.1

-2.99 to –2.5

22
14.6

37.1



0.5

-2.49 to –2.0

28
18.5

55.6



1.7

-1.99 to –1.5

24
15.9

71.5



4.4

-1.49 to –1.0

15
10.0

81.5



9.2

-0.99 to –0.5

12
7.9

89.4



15.0

-0.49 to 0.0

7
4.6

94.0



19.1

0.08 to 0.5

5
3.4

97.4



19.1

0.51 to 1.0

2
1.3

98.7



15.0

1.01 to 1.5

1
0.6

99.3



9.2

1.51 to 2.0

1
0.7

100.0



4.4

2.01 to 2.5

0
0.0

100.0



1.7

** Total

89
100.0

100.0 **

IX. HAZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

151

-318.73
-2.111

1.619

1.272

0.104

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-6.320

-2.900

-2.10

-1.270

1.660

-1.78

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -20.388, df=150, p-value=0.00000

Anthropometric Results Summary

Height/Age Z-score Distribution

Comparison Households

Z-score

No.
Percent
Cumulative Percent

Reference

-5.49 to -5.0
1
1.1

1.1
-

-4.99 to -4.5
1
1.1

2.2
-

-4.49 to – 4.0
0
0.0

2.2
-

-3.99 to –3.5
4 
4.5

6.7
-

-3.49 to –3.0
5
5.7

12.4
0.1

-2.99 to –2.5
13
14.6

27.0
0.5

-2.49 to –2.0
12
12.3

39.3
1.7

-1.99 to –1.5
18
20.3

59.6
4.4

-1.49 to –1.0
16
17.9

77.5
9.2

-0.99 to –0.5
8
9.0

86.5
15.0

-0.49 to 0.0
6
6.7

93.3
19.1

0.09 to 0.5
4
4.5

97.8
19.1

0.51 to 1.0
1
1.1

98.9
15.0

1.01 to 1.5
1
1.1

100.0
9.2

1.51 to 2.0
0
0.0

100.0
4.4

2.01 to 2.5
0
0.0

100.0
1.7

** Total
89
100.0
100.0 **

X. HAZ

Total

Sum

Mean

Variance
Std Dev
Std Err

89

-158.66
-1.783

1.330

1.153

0.122

Minimum
25%ile

Median
75%ile

Maximum
Mode

-5.250

-2.570

-1.76

-1.040

1.360

Student’s “t”, testing whether mean differs from zero.

T statistic = -14.581, df=88, p-value=0.00000
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Mean Value of Assets by Type – Final Survey�
�
 �
Mean�
Std. Deviation�
�
Electronics�
666464�
1,287,585�
�
Furniture�
1,097,102�
2,254,613�
�
Utensils�
340,706�
933,207�
�
HH Appliances�
157,298�
614,458�
�
Vehicles�
262,731�
2,045,050�
�
Total Assets�
2,524,303�
4,885,454�
�
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� Though this project ended before Mahavita began, PAIQ project efforts were retained as part of Mahavita.
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