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Executive Summary 
 
The Labour-Based Road Construction Pilot Project (LBRCP) is organised under the 
Institutional Cooperation Agreement between the Roads Department (Ministry of 
Works, Transport & Communication) and the Norwegian Public Roads 
Administration.  The labour-based road construction strategy has been developed to 
contribute to the implementation of the Government of Botswana’s policies on poverty 
alleviation through employment creation, and increasing private sector involvement in 
the building of the economy.   
 
The demonstration project is being implemented in the Tswapong Hills, to the east of 
Palapye.  Access roads are being constructed between the villages of Pilikwe and 
Mhalapitsa, and between Goo-Sekgweng and Gootau.  In both cases construction 
began in August 2002.  The aim of the pilot project is to test and assess the feasibility 
of constructing roads, using a labour intensive approach that is organised and managed 
by the private sector.   
 
Given the socio-economic emphasis of the Institutional Cooperation Agreement, the 
Tswapong Hills Access Roads demonstration project also provides the opportunity to 
assess the extent to which a labour-based approach to road construction positively 
impacts on socio-economic status of communities, and specifically the households, 
involved.  ILO/ASIST has been engaged to carry out technical audits and special 
studies to highlight problems and constraints that need to be resolved for a large-scale 
application of labour-based methods using small-scale citizen contractors.  The 
Baseline Study was commissioned by ILO/ASIST as part of this mandate. 
 
The overall purpose of the baseline survey is to collect socio-economic data that can be 
used as a point of comparison to assess the positive (and negative) impacts of the 
labour-based approach on the working households, and the non-working households, 
in the participating communities.  Given this purpose, and based on the terms of 
reference for the survey (see Annex A), the survey concentrated on: 
 
♦ defining the pre-project behaviour and the socio-economic situation of the 

population in the project areas; 
♦ identifying problems that have the potential to hamper a gender balanced 

participation in the labour-based construction works; 
♦ reviewing the existing selection criteria for roads to be constructed using labour-

based methods; 
 
The baseline survey was organised in March 2003.  It was undertaken in the four 
communities participating in the road construction, i.e. Pilikwe, Mhalapitsa, Goo-
Sekgweng, and Gootau, and in the control community of Maape.   
 
Data has been collected through structured household interviews, discussions with the 
Village Development Committees, semi-structured interviews with community 
businesses, interviews with the contractor, and discussions with the local primary 
schools and clinics.  In each of the project communities 40 households that had 
registered to work on the road construction project, and ten households that have not 
registered were targeted.  For both categories the aim was to interview an equal 
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number of female (FHH) and male headed (MHH) households.  Household selection 
was guided by the list of workers compiled by the contractor.  In the control 
community the target was 25 male headed households and 25 female headed 
households.   
 
Data collection at the household level was designed to focus on key variables that, if 
positively influenced by a household’s participation in the road project, are likely to 
have a significant impact on the longer-term social and economic well-being of a 
household.  Thus, the baseline survey collected data on a household’s: 
 

• Current housing status. 
• Household Possessions 
• Agricultural Assets 
• Current sources of income 
• Skill base 
• Education 

 
In each area of focus specific ‘benchmarks’ were chosen to serve as a point of 
comparison in the post-project impact assessment.  For example, under ‘ Household 
possessions’, ownership or non-ownership of a bed was selected as a benchmark.  
Particular attention was given to the role of women in the household.  Traditionally 
women are responsible for cooking, and fetching fuel wood and water.  These 
responsibilities are both physically demanding and time consuming.  Any changes that 
will reduce this burden can be said to have had a significant social impact.   
 
In total 130 households that have or had a member working on the road construction 
project were interviewed in the four project communities.  Sixty-three of these 
households were female headed, and 67 male headed households.  In the majority of 
cases, it was another household member that has or is working on the project.  Only in 
47 (36%) of the households was the household headed employed.   
 
Selection of workers was based on a ballot system, organised at the kgotla.  Gender 
was taken into consideration, with one line being formed for men and another women.  
The only other social criterion applied was fitness to undertake physical work.  In the 
actual hiring of workers this latter criterion was given emphasis by the contractor.  
Bush clearing was considered to be more suitable work for men than women.  The 
communities appear to have the same view.  As the nature of the work has changed 
more employment opportunities have been given to women.  Overall a reasonable 
gender balance has been achieved in the male / female employment ratio. 
 
The household interview was the main tool for collecting data on current socio-
economic status of households.  Whilst there are some variations between households, 
the data shows that amongst the households working on the road project: 
 

 Household’s tasks are largely divided along traditional gender lines.  In 
MHHs the female partner and other household members are responsible for 
most of the domestic tasks.  However, the male household head tends to 
have a more prominent role in the collection of fuel wood.  In female 
headed households domestic tasks tend to be shared equally between the 
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household head and other household members.  In terms of labour-saving 
technology: 

 
 Few households have any form of labour-saving cooking device.  Only three 

households in Pilikwe said that they use gas for cooking. 
 
 A wheelbarrow is the most common form of transporting water.  Sixty-

one percent (61%, 79) households own a wheelbarrow.  However, in 
this respect MHHs are better equipped.  Sixty-nine (69%, 46) MHHs 
own a wheelbarrow compared to 53% (33) of FHHs.  Only 11% (14) of 
the households working on the road project have a private water 
connection, and ten of these households are located in Pilikwe. 

 
 The majority of households have a combination of traditional and modern 

housing.  However, 42% of all the households do not have a modern (brick 
built) housing structure.  Fewer FHHs have a modern house; 52% of FHHs 
compared to 64% of MHHs have a modern house.  

 
 Most households have a latrine.  Sixty-eight percent (68%) of all the project 

households have a latrine.  More FHHs (38%) than MHHs (25%) do not 
have any type of latrine in their yard.    

 
 The majority of households (78%) have a fence around their yard.  Twenty-

nine households have do not have a fenced yard.  A higher percentage of 
FHHs (29%), compared to MHHs (16%), do not have a fenced yard. 

 
 The percentage of MHHs and FHHs owning a bicycle, bed and a 

radio/music player is similar.  Seventy-eight percent (78%) of MHHs and 
75% of FHHs, own a bed, and 21% of both MHHs and FHHs own a 
bicycle.  Fewer FHHs (65%) own a radio, compared to MHHs (75%). 

 
 In terms of ownership of agricultural assets, FHHs are less well equipped 

than MHHs.  This is most pronounced in ownership of livestock.  Seventy-
three percent (73%) of MHHs, compared to 60% FHHs own smallstock, 
and 51% of MHHs compared to 35% of FHHs, own cattle.  However, 47% 
of FHHs, compared to 40% of MHHs, own a donkey cart. 

 
 Few households reported having skills that they can use to find 

employment.  Seventy-eight percent (78%, 101) households said that they 
have no skills that they can use to find employment.  This applied to 67% 
of MHHs and 83% of FHHs.  Few of those households with employable 
skills have found any type of work in the last six months. 

 
 The majority of households are able to purchase uniforms for the children 

attending school.  Approximately 80 – 90% of all the households said that 
their children normally attend school in uniform.  The payment of ‘pot fees’ 
appears to be more problematic, for both MHHs and FHHs. 

 
The communities as a whole, and the individual households involved regard the road 
project as an important source of regular cash income.  Opportunities for regular paid 
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employment in the communities are very few.  Twenty-two percent (22%, 32) of the 
households working on the project source of cash income prior to starting work.  
Seventeen percent (17%, 22) said that their main source of cash income was from 
pensions.  A further 20% (26) relied on remittances from other family members.  Only 
5% (6) households were engaged in any type of business activity 
 
All the communities surveyed are marked by the minimal formal sector entrepreneurial 
activity, including retail shops. 
 
The socio-economic status of households in the control community of Maape is 
similar.  FHHs have fewer economic assets than MHHs.  Pensions and remittances are 
the most important source of cash income.  However, a lower percentage of 
households have modern housing (in comparison to the project communities), and 
fewer households have a latrine.  Only three households in the control community have 
a private water connection.  Fewer households own a wheelbarrow that they can use 
for collecting water.  Households in the control community appear to be marginally 
poorer than those in the project communities. 
 
The implementation of the road project was discussed with the Village Development 
Committees.  Overall, they strongly support the project and the employment 
opportunities it has created.  Concerns were, however, expressed about: 
 
 Changes in employment practices.  In the initial stages of the project 

worker recruitment was done at the kgotla.  This is considered to the right 
venue to ensure transparency and fairness.  Since January the contractor has 
been recruiting workers at his office or on-site. 

 
 Employment of more than one worker from a household at the same time.  

It is felt that all households should be a given a chance to participate. 
 
 The limited interaction between the contractor and the Village 

Development Committees.  The latter feel that they are not sufficiently 
informed to be able advice workers, and/or the contractor when problems 
arise. 
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1 Introduction 
The Labour Based Tswapong Access Road Construction Project (LBRCP) involves the 
construction of roads between Pilikwe and Mhalapitsa, and between Goo-Sekgweng, 
and Gootau. 
 
The application of the labour-based methods in road works has been organised through 
the Institutional Cooperation Agreement between the Roads Department (Ministry of 
Works, Transport & Communication) and the Norwegian Public Roads 
Administration.  ILO/ASIST was engaged to carry out technical audits and special 
studies to highlight problems and constraints that need to be resolved for a large-scale 
application of labour-based methods using small-scale citizen contractors.  This 
baseline study is part of the special studies. 
 
The Department has not previously applied the labour-based approach using local 
contractors. Thus, demonstration projects through which information would be 
collected as a basis for a large-scale application of the method in future are a key 
feature of the implementation strategy.  However, Demonstration Projects using small-
scale labour-based contractors for routine maintenance were implemented for one and 
a half years up to the end of December 2001.  The socio-economic impact of that 
demonstration project was assessed in July – August 2002. 
 
The Demonstration Project using a small-scale labour-based contractor for 
construction commenced in August 2002.  Nee Joy contractor has been engaged to 
construct 10 kms of road in the Tswapong Hills area.  The contractor has been engaged 
for a period of 12 months.   
 
One of the reasons of adopting labour-based methods in road construction is to 
contribute to the national objectives of employment creation, poverty reduction, and 
economic growth.  The demonstration project offers an opportunity to try the labour-
based approach and gain experience before embarking on a full-scale programme.  The 
socio-economic baseline study is intended to compliment the post project impact study 
in ascertaining the viability and desirability of labour-based construction methods. 
 
The terms of reference for the study are given in Annex A.  Within the framework set 
out by the terms of reference, the study has concentrated on: 
 
♦ defining the pre-project behaviour and the socio-economic situation of the 

population in the project areas; 
♦ identifying problems that have the potential to hamper a gender balanced 

participation in the labour-based construction works; 
♦ reviewing the existing selection criteria for roads to be constructed using labour-

based methods; 
♦ suggesting how socio-economic benefits can be maximised, based on review of the 

current practice and literature review of the maintenance pilot project impact study. 
 
The report briefly discusses the methodology employed for the baseline study (Section 
2), details the findings of the study (Section 3), and discusses the significance of those 
findings (Section 4).   
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1 Methodology 
2.1 Introduction 
The socio-economic baseline study is intended to provide a point of reference and 
comparison for the post project impact study in ascertaining the viability and 
desirability of labour-based construction methods.  In this respect, the baseline study 
gives information on the current socio-economic status of households in the project 
area.  A number of selected key variables are used as a measure or indicator of a 
household’s socio-economic status.  In the post-project impact study data will be 
collected on the same variables as a means of measuring changes in households socio-
economic status. 
 
The baseline study was undertaken in March 2003 in the communities of Pilikwe, 
Mhalapitsa, Goo-Sekgweng and Gootau.  Data was also collected in the control 
community of Maape.   
 
The labour-based road construction project in these communities actually started in 
August 2002.  Ideally the baseline study should have been undertaken prior to the start 
of the project.  It is possible that the project has already had some impact on the socio-
economic status of those households that have a member employed on the construction 
activity.  This was taken into consideration in the design of the data collection 
instruments.   
 
The baseline data has compiled primary data on the socio-economic situation in the 
project communities from a number of sources.  They include: 
 

 Individual questionnaires for those household members that are or have 
been employed on the project. 

 Interviews with local businesses. 
 Discussions with the leaders in each community. 
 Discussions with the contractor. 

 
Socio-economic data on each community has also been obtained from the 2001 
Population and Housing Census1. 
 
A brief explanation of the methodological approach related to each of these data 
sources is given in the following sections.  The focus has been on collecting data on a 
limited number of socio-economic indicators against which impact and change can be 
measured, rather than compiling a comprehensive description of the current socio-
economic situation.  Attention has been given to ensuring the both the baseline study, 
and subsequently the impact assessment study, are kept on a manageable scale. 
 

                                                 
1 The results of the 2001 Census have not yet been published.  The ……. Only provides data on 
settlement size, and the number of males and females in a settlement. 
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2.2 The Household Survey 

2.2.1 Household Survey Sample Frame 
Data collection has focused on the socio-economic status of households, rather than on 
individual workers.  A household acts as a unit, and an individual contributes socially 
and economically to that unit.  However, the recruitment of workers on both roads was 
done on an individual basis, rather than on a household basis.2 
 
A target of 50 interviews was set for each of the four project villages.  In each project 
community forty (40) individuals that have registered / worked on the labour based 
road construction project were targeted.  The households these workers belong to are 
referred to as LBRCP households.  Ten (10) households that did not register / work on 
the project were also included in the sampling frame.  The latter category of 
households is referred to as non-LBRCP households.   
 
The non-LBRCP households were targeted as a point of comparison for assessing the 
impact of the road construction project in the post-project evaluation phase.  This is in 
addition to the data collection in the control community. 
 
The contractor was briefed to give equal opportunity to females and males, but not 
specifically to female headed households (FHHs) and male headed households 
(MHHs).  However, from the socio-economic perspective in each category of LBRCP 
and non-LBRCP households an equal number of female and male-headed households 
were targeted.  It should be noted, as stated above, that this was not a criterion used in 
the selection of workers, and a higher number of males have been employed. 
 
The lists of workers for the road project were used to select LBRCP respondents.  In 
fact, during the survey work was in progress on the road, and arrangements were made 
to temporarily release workers so that they could be interviewed at their household.  In 
the majority of cases it is another member of the household, and not the household 
head, that has been employed.  Even so, efforts were made to jointly interview both the 
household head and the worker.  In all four of the LBRCP communities there was a 
high rate of household head absenteeism.  People were reportedly at the cattle post, in 
the fields, or out of the village.  
 
Non-LBRCP households were selected at random using wards as a spatial distribution 
determinant, and housing type was used as the measure of economic status.  Given the 
poverty alleviation objective of the road project, the focus was on households that are 
in the lower income brackets.  Households with a modern medium to high cost housing 
structure were not targeted; it was assumed that they will have other sources of income 
and will not be participating in the labour-based project.  
 
The same household selection approach was applied in the control community of 
Maape. 
 

                                                 
2  A description of the recruitment process is given in section 3.2.1.  
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2.2.2 Household Questionnaire 
Data at the household level was collected using a structured questionnaire.  A copy of 
the questionnaire is given in Annex B.  It is divided into 10 sections.  The focus of 
each section is briefly explained below. 

Section A:  Household Identification 
This section provides data that will enable identification of the household 
during the post-project impact assessment study. 

Section B:  Household details  
Section B provides basic demographic data about the respondent and 
household.  It also includes a question (Q6) on daily task allocation in the 
household.  In the post –project impact assessment this information will be used 
to assess whether the project has had any impact on role allocation between 
men and women. 

Section C:  Housing 
This section focuses on the basic need of shelter.  In the context of Botswana, the 
questions in this section provide information on the HH’s current housing status, and 
the adequacy of the shelter.  The end-of-project evaluation will ascertain the extent to 
which the HH has been able to improved on its shelter situation.  The impact study on 
the Dibete – Palla LBRM project showed that shelter was a high priority in terms of 
using the cash earned on the LBRM. 
 
Section D: Household Possessions 
This section focuses on collecting information that can be used to measure whether or 
not the LBR project has impacted on the quality of life.  The ownership / non-
ownership of ‘possessions’ that can be considered as a benchmark of an improved 
quality of life were recorded.  In the post-evaluation these benchmarks will be used to 
determine whether the road project has had any impact on the quality of life.  The 
impact study on the Dibete – Palla LBRM project showed that a number of households 
used income from the project to purchase household furniture, in particular a bed. 
 
Section E: Agricultural Assets 
Section E: Agricultural Assets focuses on ‘investment variables’.  Investment variables 
can be used as indicators to assess whether the project has had an impact on a 
household’s economic resources, and in particular resources that might contribute to a 
household’s longer term social and economic welfare.  The information collected will 
be used in the post-project evaluation to measure whether the LBRCP project has 
impacted on household capacity to strengthen its livelihood strategies.  Section E 
concentrates on agricultural assets on the assumption that for low income households 
agriculture is still an important part of a households income, whether in cash or in kind. 
However, a household may invest in a micro-business activity.  This is another form of 
investment variable and information on this is collected in Section F.  
 
Section F:  Household Income.   
This section focuses on current sources of household cash income (i.e. income prior to 
or in addition to the wages earned on the road project), how that income is utilised, and 
the adequacy of that income for meeting basic needs. 
 
Section G:  Involvement in LBRM 
This section collects data on household involvement in LBRCP, and assesses the socio-
economic impact of that involvement on the HH to-date.  This includes ascertaining 
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how the earnings are utilised, the employment created by the household as a result of 
working on the road project.  In instances where a household member, other than the 
household head is employed, information is collected on household head’s views about 
that situation. 
 
Section H:  Skill Base 
This section focuses on collecting information on the current skill base of a HH and 
how effectively that skill base has been used to find paid work.  The data will be used 
as a point of comparison to assess the extent the skill base of a HH participating in the 
project has been enhanced, and how useful that enhanced skill base has been in helping 
the HH find paid work after the completion of the road project.    
 
Section I:  Education 
Section I focuses on education and the ability of the HH to meet the costs associated 
with this basic need. 
 
Section J:  Project Benefits 
Section J focuses on a household’s expectations in terms of the anticipated benefits the 
project will bring to individual households and the community.  Attention is also given 
to problems that have arisen, and problems that they think might arise as a result of the 
project. 
 

In terms of measuring the socio-economic impact of the project, the baseline study has 
given particular attention to the role of women in the household.  Traditionally women 
are responsible for cooking, and fetching fuel wood and water.  These responsibilities 
are both physically demanding and time consuming.  Any changes that will reduce this 
burden can be said to have had a significant social impact.  Thus, the HH questionnaire 
has also focused on collecting data that describes a households current situation vis a 
vis these responsibilities.  For example, data is collected on: 
 

• The current division of labour in the household vis a vis the tasks of cooking 
and fuel wood and water collection.  (In Section B of the household 
questionnaire). 

 
• Current water source  In most rural communities it is now possible to obtain a 

private connection.  It does, however, require a financial contribution from the HH.  
Nonetheless, a private water connection means that women are relieved of the burden 
of fetching water.  Whether or not a HH has invested in a private connection is a 
significant measure of the socio-economic impact.  (In Section C of the household 
questionnaire). 

 
• Ownership and use of labour saving items.  Data is collected on the type of cooking 

facility a household’s owns, and whether or not it requires the collection of fuel wood.  
Households are also asked about the ownership of wheelbarrow.  Household’s that 
own such an item often use it for fetching water.  (In Section D of the household 
questionnaire). 

 

2.3 Business Survey 
An indirect measure of whether the project has had any impact on households in a 
community is the level of business activity.  Baseline data on the number of formal 
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businesses, their levels of employment, sales turnover, and type of stock are indicators 
that can be used to measure the impact on the business community in terms of: 
 

• The level of business activity 
• Employment created in the business sector. 

 
A questionnaire was designed to collect this baseline information.  This is given in 
Annex B. 
 
The term ‘formal business’ means that the business has a trading licence.  The five 
communities surveyed are characterised by their lack of formal business activities.  
With one exception, activities were restricted to general dealers and bars.   
 

2.4 VDC Focus Group Discussions 
A focus group discussion was held with the Village Development Committee3 (VDC) 
in each of the communities in the study.  Discussions with the VDCs were guided by 
the following discussion guideline: 
 

1 General comments on the project.  Introductory questions, where participants 
briefly state their opinions about the project, including their expectations of the 
project.   

 
2 Start of the project.  How was the project introduced?  What information were 

they given about the VDC’s role?  What issues about the project are unclear? 
 
3 HH Selection Process.  Description of how participating households and 

individuals were selected, and what guidelines were provided.  Attention will be 
given to steps taken to involve women headed households and poorer households 
in the community.    

 
4 Recruitment of workers:  Information on what steps are in place to decide which 

people / HH will actually be employed, and what guidelines are in place to decide 
which workers will be retrenched when there is a reduction in the work load.    

 
5 Allocation of work:  Information on what guidelines the community has put in 

place to decide how work will be allocated between men and women.   
 

6 Alternative employment.  Discussion on the alternative employment 
opportunities in the community. 

 
7 Anticipated Benefits.  Discussion on the anticipated benefits that the project will 

bring to households and the community has a whole.  
 

8 Problems.  Discussion on problems that have arisen since the start of the project, 
steps taken to resolve the problem and problems that the village leadership 
anticipate might arise. 

 

                                                 
3  A Village Development Committee is an elected village committee that is responsible for overseeing 
the development of a community. 
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In the control community, the focus was on the economic changes that have taken 
place over the last two years, the social and economic health of the community, and 
alternative employment opportunities. 
 
Although there was a structured approach to each of the discussions, issues of 
relevance were pursued as they arose. 
 

2.5 Contractor Interview 
Nee Joy contractor has been hired by the Roads Department to organise and supervise 
the construction of the two access roads.  The contractor has no previous assistance in 
managing labour-based road projects.  He is, however, assisted by Norken4, a 
consulting engineering company from East Africa that has experience with labour-
based road construction projects 
 
Interviews with the contractors focused on the interaction with the communities.  The 
discussions were guided by the following interview guideline: 
 

1 Introduction of the project.  What briefing were they given on the community-based 
approach?  What information were they given about the VDCs role?  What issues are 
unclear? 

 
2 HH Selection Process.  What process did they follow to select households?  How was 

the VDC involved?  What difficulties did you encounter as a contractor in this process    
 

3 Recruitment of workers:  On what basis are people / households actually selected for 
employment, and what guidelines are in place to decide which workers will be 
retrenched when there is a reduction in the work load.    

 
4 Skill areas:  What are the main job areas.  What skills are required, and what is done 

to help people learn these skills?  What training is given to men and to women? 
 

5 Allocation of work:  On what basis are the different types of jobs allocated decide 
how work will be allocated between men and women.   

 
6 Replacement of a HH member:  What is the procedure if a household member is 

unable to work.  How is he or she replaced? 
 

7 Anticipated Benefits.  Discussion on the anticipated benefits that the project will 
bring to households and the community has a whole.  

 
8 Problems.  Discussion on problems that have arisen since the start of the project, steps 

taken to resolve the problem, and problems that the contractors anticipate might arise. 
 

2.6 Other Baseline Data 
The impact assessment study on the Dibete - Palla Road LBRM Project showed that 
the project impacted on household’s ability to buy school uniforms and pay pot fees.  
In the baseline study data was collected from the primary schools on the number of 
children not normally wearing a school uniform, and the number of households in 
                                                 
4   Norken is part of the Norconsult group that has an office in Botswana 
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arrears on the payment of pot fees.  However, this type of data is only indicative of the 
socio-economic situation.  Households are assessed in terms of their eligibility for such 
programmes, and the numbers do fluctuate.  It is possible that the drought situation 
has, or will lead to a temporary increse in the number of households registered on these 
programmes. 
 

2.7 Control Community 
Maape was chosen as the control community for comparison purposes.  It is situated 
approximately 10km from Pilikwe and 6km from Mhalapitsa.   
 
The same household and business questionnaires were used in the control community.      
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2 The Baseline Survey 
3.1 The Project Area 
The villages of Pilikwe, Mhalapitsa, Gootau, and Goo-Sekgweng are located in the 
Tswapong Hills to the east of Palapye.  The dominant economic activity of the area is 
arable and pastoral agriculture.  There are some commercial/retail activities in the 
villages, but as will be noted later the business sector is characterised by the paucity of 
activity. 
 
Other economic activities, and therefore employment opportunities, in the area are 
few.  There is a brick works at Makoro, located about 30kms from Pilikwe.  Kgetsi ya 
Tsie (KyT), a non-government organisation, established in 1997, and located at Lerala 
is setting up income generating groups throughout the Tswapong Hills.  The focus is 
on the utilisation of natural resources  Groups have recently been formed at Pilikwe 
(4), Gootau (4), and Goo-Sekgweng (3).  The average group size is about 6 persons.  
KyT calculated that in the month of October 2002 the average monthly earning per 
active group member was about P2005.   
 
Palapye is the nearest urban and administrative centre.  According to community 
leaders it is the focal point for people seeking work.  Business owners also said that 
many people go there to do shopping, buy hardware and building materials, and 
purchase furniture. 
 

2.2 The Road Construction 

3.2.1 Hiring of Workers 
Construction on the Pilikwe – Mhalapitsa Road (Section 9) and Gootao and Goo-
Sekgweng Road (Section 8) started in August 2002.  The first group of workers were 
hired in August 2002 and additional workers were hired in September.  Following the 
Christmas break workers were re-hired in February 2003 and additional workers were 
hired in March 2003. 
 
The local Member of Parliament, at joint meetings of the Gootau and Goo-Sekgweng, 
and the Pilikwe and Mhalapitsa Village Development Committees, first introduced the 
construction of the roads to the communities.  Follow-up meetings were held in the 
villages by the Roads Department, and in mid 2002 by the Roads Department and the 
contractor. 
 
Under the guidance of the Roads Department, selection of workers was done at the 
village kgotlas6.  In each case a ‘Yes / No’ ballot system was used to select individuals 
for employment.  Separate ballots were held for men and for women.  In each ballot 
‘Yes’ slips representing the number of workers required, were mixed with ‘No’ slips.  
Those picking a ‘Yes’ slip were employed.  The same process was followed in 
September 2002, when the number of workers was increased. 

                                                 
5   PEER Consultants, Kgetsi ya Tsie Assessment, Final Report, Department of Women’s Affairs, April 
2002 
6 The kgotla is the traditional meeting place in a village 
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Socio-economic factors did not feature in the ballot system.  Any male and any female 
from the community could participate in the ballot in their community.  Household 
representation was not specifically taken into consideration.  Thus, two or more people 
from one household could participate in the ballot, and potentially two or more people 
from the same household could pick a ‘Yes’ slip and be hired for work, whilst other 
households might not be represented at all.  There are instances of this happening. 
 
In January 2003, workers were re-employed after the Christmas break and additional 
workers were hired.  More workers were recruited in March, and are due to start work 
in April.  Hiring was done at the contractor’s office in the case of the Pilikwe – 
Mhalapitsa road, and at the site in the case of the Gootau – Goo-Sekgweng road.  The 
contractor selected the individuals needed.  It appears that in the case of the Pilikwe – 
Mhalapitsa road the people selected to start work in April 2003 include individuals 
from neighbouring village.  It was not possible to verify this fact. 
 
The contractor’s briefing by the Roads Department placed emphasis on ensuring that 
there is equal representation of male and females in the labour force (pers comm. Mr N 
Jowa).  Whilst the ballot system was designed to ensure that there was both female and 
male participation, there has not been equality in numbers actually employed, as 
shown in Table 1. 
 

Table 1 
Employment Figures for August – November 2002 & February 2003 

 Aug Sept Oct Nov Feb 
Section 9  
Pilikwe 
      Males 11 (61%) 26 (66%) 26 (63%) 16 (73%) 16 (44%) 

     Females 7 (39%) 13 (33%) 15 (37%) 6 (27%) 20 ((56%) 

    Total 18 39 41 22 36 
Mhalapitsa 
      Males 13 (65%) 26 (59%) 24 (57%) 13 (46%)  13 (57%) 

     Females 7 (35%) 18 (41%) 18 (43%) 15 (54%) 10 (43%) 

     Total 20 44 42 28 23 

Section 8  
Goo-
Sekgweng 
      Males 

0 32 (73%) 30 (71%) 15 (63%) 18 (78%) 

     Females 0 12 (23%) 12 (29%) 9 (37%) 5 (22%) 

     Total 0 44 42 24 23 
Gootau 
      Males 28 (85%) 28 (85%) 28 (85%) 16 (70%) 16 (70%) 

     Females 5 (15%) 5 (15%) 5 (15%) 7 (30%) 7 (30%) 

     Total 33 33 33 23 23 
Source:  Nee Joy Contractors 
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Overall more men than women have been hired.  The rationale has been that some jobs 
have been too physically demanding for women.  This appears to be the view of both 
communities and the contractor. 
 

3.2.2 Organisation of Work 
Work on the LBECP is task based.  The main task areas, as defined by the contractor, 
are bush clearing, spreading of soil, including hauling by wheel barrow, excavation, 
loading and off-loading of trucks, screening of the water seal, brick work, and stone 
patching in culverts and drainage channels. 
 
Tasks for each day and for each work gang are marked out and assigned by the site 
engineer.  For example, a work gang might be given a specific area of the road to cover 
with dirt.  A task-based approach appears to be consistently applied on the Pilikwe – 
Mhalapitsa road.  It has enabled work gangs to determine their own starting time.  
Some gangs start at about 6.00 am so that they can finish early and get on with other 
daily activities.   
 
On the Gootau – Goo-Sekgweng road the task-based approach is not consistently 
applied.  One of the checkers explained that on some days workers are simply 
allocated work as required throughout the nine hour day.  There appeared to be no 
dissatisfaction from the workers about this. 
 

3.2.3 Earnings 
All workers, with the exception of support staff (drivers and machine operators) are 
paid the minimum hourly wage of Pula 2.40.  Monthly earnings in Goo-Sekgweng in 
February 2003 ranged from Pula 367.00 to Pula 439.20, depending on the number of 
hours worked.  There was a similar range of earnings in the three other communities. 

 

3.3 Pilikwe – Mhalapitsa Road 

3.3.1 Introduction 
The Pilikwe – Mhalapitsa Road, otherwise referred to as Section 9, starts at the north 
end of Pilikwe village.  It starts at the tarred road, which links Pilikwe to the Martin’s 
Drift Road.  The road stretches 5.2km, and runs north of the hills between the two 
communities, to Mhalapitsa kgotla.  Construction of the road began in August 2002. 
 

3.3.2 Community Participation 
The labour-based approach implies that there will be an interaction between the 
communities and the technical contractors.  In the Botswana context, a VDC is 
generally regarded as the liaison body for village development activities.  VDCs, for 
example, are responsible for overseeing Drought Relief projects. 
 
Discussions with the VDCs in Pilikwe and Mhalapitsa focused on their involvement 
with the project, and their perceptions about the way the project is being organised.  
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Both VDCs expressed concern about their lack of involvement since detailed work on 
the road project began, noting that only general community meetings were held at the 
kgotla and there no specific meetings were held with the VDC.  The concerns of both 
VDCs can be summarised as follows: 
 

• A lack of information about progress on the construction of the road, and 
difficulties that the contractor may be encountering.  This limits any role that 
the village leadership might play in ensuring the community’s harmonious 
participation in the project. 

 
• The VDC’s lack of involvement in the hiring of workers.  The aim of 

alleviating poverty by giving all households the opportunity to participate in the 
project is not achieved through the ballot system used. 

 
Pilikwe VDC stated that they are aware that there as been some labour problems on the 
project, and that there has been dissatisfaction over the rates of pay and the task based 
approach.  They, however, feel unable to assist in resolving these kinds of issues as 
they have never been directly briefed on the work arrangements.   
 
In Mhalapitsa a similar concerns were expressed.  The kgosi feels that it is a problem 
that the VDC is not involved.  He noted that the kgotla was merely used as a venue for 
selecting workers, and he was not expected to give any guidance on the proceedings.  
“There was no real involvement of the village leaders and they are therefore not in a 
position to fulfil their normal function of assisting in resolving any problems that may 
arise.” 
 
Both VDCs expressed some reservations about the ‘Yes/No’ ballot system.  Whilst it 
was felt that the system had an element of fairness, it was also felt that it did not 
necessarily take into consideration the social needs in the community.   “We thought 
the project was meant to help all households but because of the way the selection is 
organised some households benefit more than other, and some do not benefit at all.”  
(Mhalapitsa VDC).  Pilikwe VDC made comparisons with the hiring process on 
drought relief, where opportunity is given to the most needy families.  Whilst it is 
recognised that the road project is different to Drought Relief projects, it was felt that 
some attention could be given to social issues, and in this respect the knowledge of the 
VDC and Social Worker could be drawn on.  It was also noted that communities do 
understand that some households are in need of special support. 
 
The Mhalapitsa VDC also noted that that the decision in January 2003 to move the 
hiring of workers from the kgotla to the contractor’s site office caused some 
dissatisfaction in the community.  The community was not informed of the change of 
venue.   
 
Concern was expressed about other work practices.  They referred to the method of 
using checkers / foremen to publicly select workers for retrenchment, which causes 
tension in the community.  There is, however, some misunderstanding on this.  The 
matter was followed up with the checkers.  They explained that all the checkers and 
the site engineer met as a group and decided who should be retrenched based on a 
person’s physical ability to cope with the work and overall work performance 
(punctuality, willingness to adhere to the task based approach, etc).  The selected 
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individuals were then notified.  It is an example of where the limited communication 
between the contractor and VDCs has led to misunderstanding. 
 
Mhalapitsa VDC felt that that there was very limited capacity building in the project.  
They referred to the checkers /foremen.  For the most part, the checkers are young, 
Form 5 graduates.  They have virtually no work experience but are required to 
supervise older people.7  It was suggested that these individuals should be given some 
basic supervisory skill training.  This was discussed with one of the checkers who felt 
that supervision was not a problem, particularly with the older workers, because the 
work is tasked based.  She did, however, suggest that some training on how to allocate 
tasks would be useful.  At the moment this is done solely by the site engineer.   
 
Community leaders in both villages feel that the project is important.  In the absence of 
other work opportunities, the employment created provides an important source of 
income for households.  “The project will help households improve their lives, and buy 
assets.”  It is also felt that the road once completed will help to strengthen links 
between the two communities.  
 

3.3.3 Pilikwe Baseline Data 
3.3.3.1 Demographic Data 
The population of Pilikwe village is 1.318.  This includes 598 males and 720 females.   
 

3.3.3.2 Household Survey 
Introduction.  As of February 2003, approximately 40 households have worked on the 
road project8.  Average monthly employment figure in the period August 2002 – 
February 2003, is 31 workers.  The highest number of workers employed in any one 
month was 41 in October 2002.  On average females have represented approximately 
39% of those hired up to February 2003.   
 
In the baseline survey, 45 respondents from 45 households were interviewed.  This 
included 35 households that have a member working on the road, i.e. LBRCP 
households.  Twenty (20) of these households are FHH and 15 are MHH.  Two (2) 
female workers are from MHHs, and four (4) male respondents are from FHHs.   
 
A further 10 households that have not worked on the road project were interviewed.  
This includes four (4) FHHs. 
 
In 34% (12) of the LBRCP households the interview was conducted with the HH and 
the worker.  In 66% (23) of the households the HH was not available and the interview 
was conducted with the member of the HH employed on the road project.  In Pilikwe 
only one person per household has been employed on the project. 
 

                                                 
7   Checkers have been selected for their English language ability in order to facilitate communication 
with the site engineers who, in most instances, are hired internationally. 
8   Records kept by the contractor include information on the individual worker hired by gender, but no 
record is kept of workers by household. 
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In eight (53%) of the MHHs and in seven (35%) of the FHHs the household head was 
employed.  Thus, in the majority FHHs another household member had been selected, 
through the ballot or otherwise, to work on the project.   
 
 
Household and Respondent Data 
Table P.1 gives an overview of the age and education status of the respondents 
interviewed in Pilikwe.  The majority of individuals employed on the road project are 
under 45 years.  Forty-six percent (46%) are in the 16 – 30 age range. 
 

Table P.1 
Pilikwe - Respondent / Worker Age and Education Status 

Age Group Education 
16 - 30 31 – 45 46+ None Primary JCSS / SS Post Sec HH 

Status No % No % No % No % No % No  %  
LBRCP HH 
MHH (15) 
Resp = 15 

5 33 5 33 5 33 8 53 3 20 1 7 2 13 

FHH (20) 
Resp = 20 11 55 6 30 3 15 3 15 7 35 6 30 4 20 

Non-LBRCP 
MHH (6)  
Resp = 5 

0 0 1 17 5 83 5 83 1 17 0 0 0 0 

FHH (4) 
Resp = 5 1 25 0 0 3 75 0 0 3 75 1 25 0 0 

 
Table P.2 shows family size by household category.  Households are generally of an 
average family size.  The majority (75%, 12) of households have 2-5 adults normally 
resident, and 1 – 5 children normally resident.  FHHs tend to be larger both in terms of 
number of adults and number of children. 
 

Table P.2 
Pilikwe -Household Size 

Adults Children HH 
Status HH only 2 -5 6+ None 1 - 5 6+ 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (15) 

4 
27% 

10 
66% 

1 
7% 

6 
40% 

8 
53% 

1 
7% 

FHH (20) 2 
10% 

17 
85% 

1 
5% 

5 
25% 

10 
50% 

5 
25% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

1 
17% 

5 
83% 0 4 

66% 
1 

17% 
1 

17% 

FHH (4) 0 4 
100% 0 0 4 

100% 0 

 
The age range and household size of non-LBRCP households is similar to LBRCP 
households.   
 
Households were asked about the division of labour in relation to a number of daily 
tasks that a rural household usually undertakes.  These tasks are cooking, washing 
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(laundry), cleaning (including sweeping the yard), fetching water, collecting fuel 
wood, and care of livestock.  Traditionally these tasks, with the exception of the care 
of livestock, are the responsibility of women.   
 
Chart .P.A shows the division of labour in the MHHs. 
 

 
Tasks in MHH appear to be shared amongst all household members.  For example, an 
equal number (3) of male household heads, female partners, and other household 
members are involved in cooking.  The male household heads have a greater 
responsibility than their female partner for fetching water and collecting firewood.  
The traditional responsibilities of the household heads’ female partner are also shared 
with other household members, other than the household head.  Eight of the LBRCP 
MHHs own cattle.  In these households the task of caring for the cattle is mainly 
divided along traditional lines, with the household head or a herdboy undertaking the 
responsibility.   
 
Chart P.B shows the division of labour in the LBRCP FHHs.  Again, tasks are shared 
with other household members, with the latter having a greater share of responsibility 
than the household head for cooking and collection of firewood.  Household heads 
play an important role in fetching water and cleaning.  Nine FHHs reported that they 
owned cattle.  Seven have their cattle looked after by a herd boy or relative, 
 

Chart P.A  
MHH - Task Division

-2

2

6

10

Cooking Water
Collection

Wood
Collection

Cleaning Laundry Livestock

HH HH partner Other  HH mem Other



 23 

 
Firewood is the main source of fuel for all the LBRCP FHHs.  Three other households 
use gas. 
 
 
Housing 
In the baseline survey information was collected on the HH’s current housing status, 
and the adequacy of the shelter of households in Pilikwe.  ‘Shelter’ in this context 
includes fencing of the yard, access to a private latrine, and access to a private water 
connection. 
 
Chart P.C shows the type of fencing in that households have around their yards.   

 

Chart P.C.1 LBRCP MHH Fencing 

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

Chart P.C.2:   LBRCP FHH 
Fencing

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
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Chart P.B  
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Thirteen (87%, 13) of the LBRCP MHHs have some kind of fencing, compared to 
85% (17) of the LBRCP FHHs.  In the case of MHHs with a fenced yard, 54% (7) 
have a mesh fence with gates.  Many households have a wire fence with wooden 
droppers, and in a few cases the yard has a hedge.   Amongst LBRCP FHHs, only four 
(22%) yards have a mesh fence with gates.  The majority (7, 41%) of the FHHs have a 
wire fence with wooden droppers or a hedge.  Thus, MHHs have a better type of 
fencing than FHHs 
 
Amongst the non-LBRCP MHHs, 17% (1) do not have any type of fence, one 
household has a mesh fence but no gates, and one household has a mesh fence with 
gates.  Two households have a wire only fence, and two households have a wire fence 
with wooden droppers or a hedge.  In the non-LBRCP FHHs, 25% (1) have no fencing, 
but 75% (3) households have a mesh fence with gates.  Thus, amongst the non-LBRCP 
households the FHHs have a better type of fencing.   
 
In most cases the fencing is well maintained.  However, in two (15%) of fenced 
LBRCP MHHs and in four (24%) of the fenced LBRCP FHHs the fencing was judged 
to be in disrepair.  In 75% of the non-LBRCP MHHs the fencing was judged to be in 
disrepair.  In most instances the droppers were falling off, but in some households the 
mesh fencing was torn. 
 
Seventy-seven percent (77%, 27) of the LBRCP households have traditional housing.  
Eight households do not have traditional housing in their yards.  Only in one (4%) of 
the 27 LBRCP households was the traditional housing considered not to be well 
maintained – the roof leaks.  
 
The traditional housing situation of all surveyed households is summarised in Table 
P.3.  In terms of the number of traditional houses in a compound, LBRCP MHHs and 
FHHs, have a similar distribution ratio.  
 

Table P.3 
Pilikwe - Housing Type 

Traditional Housing 
 

No of Trad Houses 
 HH 

Status None Well 
Maintained 

Roof in 
disrepair 

Walls in 
disrepair 

No 
doors 

1 2 3 4+ 

LBRCP 
HH  
MHH (15) 

6 
40% 

9 
60% 0 0 0 6 

40% 0 1  
7% 

2  
13% 

FHH (20) 2 
10% 

17  
85% 

1 
10% 0 0 4 

20% 
8 

40% 
4 

20% 
1  

5% 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

1 
17% 

3 
50% 0 0 0 2 

33% 0 1 
17% 0 

FHH (4) 1 
25% 

3 
75% 0 0 0 2 

50% 0 1 
25% 0 

 
A higher percentage of LBRCP MHHs have modern, brick built houses.  Eighty-seven 
percent (87%, 13) of MHHs, compared to 60% (12) of FHHs have a modern house. 
MHHs also have more modern houses in their yard than FHHs.  For example, 27% (4 
of 13) of MHHs that have a modern house have two brick buildings, and 13% (2) have 
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three buildings.  In comparison 10% (2 of 12) of FHHs have two buildings and another 
10% have three buildings.    
 
Twenty-seven (77%, 27) of all the 35 LBRCP households have a useable pit latrine.  
Seven FHHs and one MHH do not have a latrine.  One FHH has a collapsed latrine.  
Chart P.D gives an overview of the household latrine situation. 
 

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14

Outside latrine Flush toilet Collapsed 
Latrine

None

Chart P.D: Household Latrine Status

LBRCP MHH LBRCP FHH NON-LBRC MHH NON-LBRCP FHH
 

 
Three (20%, 3) all LBRCP MHHs and seven (35%, 7) of LBRCP FHHs have a private 
water connection.  Three of the non-LBRCP households (two MHHs and one FHH) 
have a private water connection.  None of the other households have paid a deposit for 
a connection.   
 
Chart P.E shows the water collection method by household type.  The majority of all 
households are collect water using a wheelbarrow 
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Generally FHHs are almost as well, if not better equipped in terms of transporting 
water.  A slightly lower percentage of FHHs own a wheelbarrow and, therefore, more 
FHHs carry water manually.  However, more FHHs have a private connection.  
 
 
Household Possessions 
Table P.4 gives an overview of possessions owned by LBRCP and non-LBRCP 
households.  The ownership / non-ownership of ‘possessions’ is used as a benchmark of a 
household’s quality of life and will be used to measure whether or not the LBRCP project has 
impacted on the socio-economic situation of households.    
 
With the exception of a bicycle, a high percentage of all households own what might 
be considered to be basic possessions.  The ownership pattern is similar amongst the 
four categories of households. 
 

Table P.4 
Pilikwe – Ownership of Household Possessions 

HH 
Status 

Working Bicycle Bed Radio / music 
player 

Wheel barrow 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (15) 

4 (27%) 12 (80%) 12 (80%) 11 (73%) 

FHH (20) 5 (25%) 17 (85%) 16 (80%) 13 (65%) 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

2 (33%) 5 (83%) 5 (83%) 5 (83%) 

FHH (4) 0 4 (100%) 4 (100%) 3 (75%) 
 
Nearly all MHHs and FHHs use fuel wood for cooking.  One LBRCP MHH, one non-
LBRCP MHH, and one non-LBRCP FHH have a gas cooker. 
 
 
Agricultural Assets 
Table P.5 gives a breakdown of the current status of households’ ownership of 
agricultural assets.  Ownership of agricultural assets rural will be used as a measure to 
assess the socio-economic impact of the road project on households’ ability to 
strengthen their sustainable livelihood strategies.   
 

Table P.5 
Pilikwe- Household Ownership of Agricultural Assets  

HH 
Status 

Chickens Goat / 
sheep 

Cattle Donkeys Working 
plough 

Working 
Donkey 

cart 
LBRCP HH 
MHH (15) 10 (66%) 11 (73%) 6 (40%) 5 (33%) 7 (47%) 5 (33%) 

FHH (20) 15 (75%) 13 (65%) 9 (45%) 8 (40%) 5 (25%) 7 (35%) 
Non-LBRCP 
MHH (6)  5 (83%) 4 (66%) 1 (17%) 3 (50%) 1 (17%) 3 (50%) 

FHH (4) 4 (100%) 3 (75%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 0 0 
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Comparatively, LBRCP FHHs are as well equipped as LBRCP MHHs in terms of 
agricultural assets.  There are variations.  For example, a higher percentage of MHHs 
than FHHs own a plough, but on the other hand a higher percentage of FHHs than 
MHHs own cattle.   
 
When the numbers of livestock (cattle and goats/sheep) owned is examined FHHs are 
as well-off as MHHs.  This is shown in Table P.6.   For example, 20% of LBRCP 
FHHs own 20+ cattle compared to 13% of LBRCP MHHs.   
 

Table P.6 
Pilikwe - Ownership of Livestock by Household Category 

Goats / sheep Cattle Donkeys HH 
Status None <10 10 - 

20 21+ None <10 10 – 
20 21+ None <5 5+ 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (15) 

4 
27% 

8 
53% 

3 
20% 0 7 

47% 
3 

20% 
2 

13% 
3 

20% 
10 

66% 
3 

20% 
2 

13% 

FHH (20) 6 
30% 

7 
35% 

5 
25% 

2 
10% 

11 
55% 

2 
10% 

4 
20% 

3 
15% 

12 
60% 

1 
5% 

7 
35% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

2 
33% 

2 
33% 

2 
33% 0 5 

83% 
1 

17% 0 0 3 
50% 0 3 

50% 

FHH (4) 1 
25% 

1 
25% 

1 
25% 0 3 

75% 
1 

25% 0 0 3 
75% 

1 
25% 0 

Note:  not all households were willing to give information on the numbers of livestock they own. 
 
A higher percentage of LBRCP MHHs (47%) than FHHs (25%) own a working 
plough.  
 
 
Household Cash Income 
Households were asked about their normal or usual main source of cash income, 
excluding wages currently earned on the LBRCP project.  The responses are given in 
Table P.7.  The term ‘normal’ refers to the most usual source of cash income even if it 
is not a regular source. 
 

Table P.7 
Pilikwe - Household’s Normal Main Source of Cash Income 

HH 
Status 

None Pension Govt 
allowances 

Remittances Sale of 
livestock 

Business Employ
ment 

Other 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (15) 

9 
60% 

3 
20% 

1 
7% 0 0 1 

7% 0 2 
13% 

FHH (20) 5 
25% 

2 
10% 0 7 

35% 0 0 1 
5% 

5 
25% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

0 2 
33% 0 1 

17% 
1 

17% 0 2 
33% 0 

FHH (4) 0 1 
25% 0 0 0 0 1 

25%  
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Nine (60%) of LBRCP MHHs claim that they have no significant source of income.  
Given the level of ownership of ‘household possessions’ and ‘agricultural assets’, this 
figure must be treated with caution.  Only four of these households do not own cattle 
or goats. 
 
If the ‘No income’ figure for the LBRCP MHHs is ignored, the data shows that the 
main variation in the cash income sources between LBRCP MHHs and LBRCP FHHs 
are pensions and remittances.  Remittances are more important for FHHs, and pensions 
are more important for MHHs.   
 
Remittances and casual piece work appear to be an important source of cash for FHHs.  
Seven LBRCP FHHs receive remittances.  The frequency of these remittances is 
shown in Chart P.F.  Six of the households receiving remittances do so on a monthly 
basis, and three on an occasional basis. 

 

Chart P.F:   LBRCP FHH Remittances

None Monthly Quarterly Occasionally
 

 
Only one LBRCP MHH reported receiving ‘occasional remittances’, as did two non- 
LBRCP MHHs and two non- LBRCP FHHs.  One non-LBRCP FHH receives a 
monthly remittance, which is sufficient to meet the household's basic needs. 
 
One LBRCP MHH has a business selling chibuku, and the household head report that 
the income earned is sufficient to meet basic needs.  Three LBRCP FHHs are engaged 
in a business activity.  Two are selling chibuku, and one has a tuck shop. Only one of 
these four households reported that the income earned is not sufficient to meet basic 
needs.  None of the non-LBRCP households have a business. 
 
None of the LBRCP MHHs have had any paid employment in the last three months.  
One LBRCP FHH has worked on drought relief. None of the non-LBRCP households 
have any form of employment in the last three months. 
 
Households mainly use their cash income for meeting their basic daily needs.  Twenty-
two (69%) of the 46 households interviewed said that it is ‘mainly used for buying 
food’.  Analysis by type of household shows that: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – Five  ((83%) of the 6 households with a cash income mainly 
use their cash income for food.  As noted, nine households said that they have 
no significant source of cash, but this must be treated with caution. 
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• LBRCP FHHs –All of the 15 households with some form of cash income 
mainly use their cash income for food.  One household said that they also use 
the money to pay school fees, and two households said that they have spent 
money on fencing.9  Five households said that it has no significant source of 
cash. 

 
• Non – LBRCP Households – All the six non-LBRCP MHHs households and 

the four non-LBRCP FHHs households said that they mainly use their cash 
income to buy food. One FHH also uses the cash income to buy wood. 

 
 
Household Involvement in the LBRCP Project 
Households that have or have had a member of the household working on the 
Tswapong Access Road Construction project were asked about their involvement in 
the project since August 2002. 
 
Table P.8 gives an overview of the surveyed households and the household members 
actually employed on the project.  Two MHHs had two people employed on the 
project. 
 

Table P.8 
Pilikwe– HH member working on the Project 

HH 
Status 

HH Other Male  
Member 

Other female 
member 

MHH (15) 
Resp = 15 8 (53%) 7 (47%) 2 (13%) 

FHH (20) 
Resp = 20 7 (35%) 4 (20%) 9 (45%) 

 
None of the 20 households where another member, other than the household head, was 
employed said that this situation caused any kind of tension within the household.  In 
12 households the household head was present during the interviews, and in none of 
these instances was there any negative comment expressed about another household 
member being hired.  The hiring of people from the household was seen as a good 
thing as “it brings money that helps the household buy food”.  
 
Households said that they mainly use the income from the LBRCP project to meet 
their basic daily food needs.  Five of the surveyed households – one MHH and four 
FHHs - had not yet been paid, since they started work in March.  One MHH is also 
using the earnings to buy furniture and one FHH has used the earnings pay school fees.   
 
 
Household Skills 
Households were asked what skills they have that can be used to find paid 
employment, and whether they have found any type of employment (other than on the 

                                                 
9   Whilst every effort was made to differentiate between the use of ‘normal’ cash income and LBRCP 
earnings, households did not necessarily make this distinction.  Investment in such items as fencing may 
be a result of income earned from the road project. 
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LBRCP) in the last six months using these skills.  Particular attention was given to the 
skill areas that are utilised on the road project.   
 
The large majority of households said that they have no skills that they can use to find 
employment: 
 

• LBRCP-MHH – 53% (8) of the households have no skills, 20% (3) gave 
fencing as a skill, 13% (2) listed bricklaying as a skill, and 13% (2) listed 
driving.  Two of the households skilled in fencing and the two households 
skilled in driving have found some form of employment in the last six months.   

 
• LBRCP FHH - 85% (17) of the households have no skills.  One household said 

they have skills in brick making, one household has a person with driving 
skills, and one household has a person able to build traditional houses.  None of 
these households have had paid employment in the last six months. 

 
• Non- LBRCP-MHH - 33% (2) of the households have no skills, one household 

has skills in plumbing, and one household has a person skilled in bricklaying.  
This latter household has had paid employment in the last six months.   

  
• Non- LBRCP-FHH – 25% (1) of the households have no skills.  Two 

households have skills in brickmaking, and one has skills in bricklaying.  None 
of the households have had paid employment in the last six months.   

 
 
Education 
The ability and / or willingness of households to buy school uniform is a potential 
measure of the socio-economic impact of the LBRCP on households.  Households 
were asked if their children usually attended school wearing a uniform and if they are 
up to date on the payment of pot fees.   
 
Their responses are as follows: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – Nine (9) of the 15 households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In 8 (88%, 8) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in one (11%, 1) household they do not usually 
wear a uniform when attending school.   

 
Five (56%, 5) of the households with children attending school said they are in 
arrears on the payment of pot fees.   
 

• LBRCP FHHs – Seventeen (17) of the 20 households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In 9 (53%, 9) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in seven (47%, 7) households they do not 
usually wear a uniform when attending school.   

 
Nine of the households with children attending school said they are in arrears 
on the payment of pot fees.  One of these households is registered on the 
Needy Children Programme.   
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• Non-LBRCP MHHs – Two (2) of the six households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In both of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in both cases the household said they are not in 
arrears on the payment of pot fees.   

 
• Non-LBRCP FHHs – Three (3) of the four households surveyed have children 

attending school.  In two of these households the children usually attend school 
wearing a uniform, and these two households reported that they are not in 
arrears on the payment of pot fees.   

 
The data provided by the local primary school shows that in approximately 31 of all 
the households in the community that have children attending primary school have not 
paid pot fees in 2003, and some are in arrears for 2002.  Six households have children 
who do not usually attend school wearing a school uniform.  The headteacher reported 
that the large majority of these households that are in arrears on pot fees are either 
registered on the destitute programme, or their children are registered on the orphans 
or needy children programmes. 
 
 
Benefits 
All the surveyed households were positive about the construction project.  None of the 
households’ felt that the project had created any problems within their family, or in the 
community, and most households do not anticipated any problems in the future.  One 
household commented that when the project has finished there might be dissatisfaction 
in the community as there will be no other employment opportunities. 
 
Both FHHs (8) and MHHs (5) specifically talked about the earnings from the project 
giving them the opportunity to build and develop their houses.  Two households hope 
that they will be able to use the earnings to start a small business, and two plan to 
connect water to their yards.  All the LBRCP households said that the project gives 
them an opportunity to improve their standard of living. 
 
Households also felt that the project has benefited the community.  Whilst most 
respondents were generally not precise in their statements, people talked of the project 
“giving the community hope because of the employment it has created”, and that 
people are learning skills.   Some households also felt that the construction of the road 
will “bring more developments to the community, including better transport and better 
connections with Mhalapitsa.   
 

3.3.3.3 The Business Community 
Four formal businesses were interviewed in Pilikwe.  Three are small general dealers, 
and one is a brickyard.  None of the general dealers sell any type of hardware or 
furniture.  The general dealers are retailing food and household items. One general 
dealer was also selling second-hand clothing. 
 
Each of the businesses has employees:  
 

• Bobirwa Fresh Produce– 2 shop assistant 
• Bomeko General Dealer – 2 shop assistants, driver, and guard. 
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• Pilikwe Consumer Cooperative – manager, shop assistant and 2 guards 
 
The two general dealers reported an improvement in business since the start of the 
project, as sales have increased.  The cooperative re-opened in February 2003.  
Estimated monthly turnover is: 
 

• Bobirwa Fresh Produce– P6,000 
• Bomeko General Dealer – P15,000 
• Pilikwe Consumer Cooperative – P7,000 

 
Jabula Products, the brickyard, has seven employees.  The owner said that there was no 
change in the level of sales since the project started.  “People do not earn enough".  
Their wages go on food and other essentials”.  Estimated monthly turnover was given 
as P3,000, although this does not reconcile with the number of employees. 

 

3.3.4 Mhalapitsa Baseline Data 

3.3.4.1 Demographic Data 
The population of Mhalapitsa is 828.  This includes 377 males and 451 females.   
 

3.3.4.2 Household Survey 
Introduction.   
As of February 2003, approximately 40 households have worked on the road project.  
Average monthly employment figure in the period August 2002 – February 2003, is 31 
workers.  The highest number of workers employed in any one month was 44 in 
September 2002.  On an average monthly basis, females have represented 
approximately 45% of those hired up to February 2003.   
 
In the baseline survey, 50 respondents from 42 households were interviewed.  This 
included 32 households that have or had at least one member working on the road, i.e. 
LBRCP households.  Sixteen (16) of these households are FHH and 16 are MHH.  
Four (4) female workers are from MHHs, and three male respondents are from FHHs.   
 
A further 10 households that have not worked on the road project were interviewed.  
This includes five (5) FHHs. 
 
In 38% (12) of the LBRCP households the interview was conducted jointly with the 
household head and the worker.  In 62% (20) of the households the household head 
was not available and the interview was conducted with the household member 
employed on the road project.   
 
In four (4) of the LBRCP MHHs two adult members from the same households have 
worked on the project.  In the MHHs one household has had three members, and two 
households have each had two members working on the project.   
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In seven (44%, 7) of the MHHs and in two (13%, 2) of the FHHs the household head 
employed.  Thus, in the majority of both MHHs and FHHs another household member 
had been selected, through the ballot or otherwise, to work on the project.  This 
included five females from MHHs, and three males from FHHs. 
 
 
Household and Respondent Data 
Table M.1 gives an overview of the age and education status of the respondents 
interviewed in Mhalapitsa.  The majority of individuals employed on the road project 
are young.   For example, 62% of the respondents are under 31 years.  In the non-
LBRCP households interviews were mainly with the household head, and they are in 
the older age ranges.   
 

Table M.1 
Mhalapitsa - Respondent / Worker Age and Education Status 

Age Group Education 
16 - 30 31 – 45 46+ None Primary JCSS / SS Post Sec HH 

Status No % No % No % No % No % No  %  
LBRCP HH 
MHH (16) 
Resp = 20 

10 50 5 25 4 20 7 35 1 5 8 40 3 15 

FHH (16) 
Resp = 20 13 65 4 20 1 5 2 10 4 20 7 35 5 25 

Non-LBRCP 
MHH (5)  
Resp = 5 

0 0 2 40 3 60 4 80 1 0 20 0 0 0 

FHH (5) 
Resp = 5 0 0 2 40 3 60 4 80 1 20 0 0 0 0 

Note: For one respondent from a MHH and two respondents from FHHs there was no response on age. 
 
Table M.2 shows family size by household category.  Households are generally of an 
average family size.   
 

Table M.2 
Household Size 

Adults Children HH 
Status HH only 2 -5 6+ None 1 - 5 6+ 

LBRCP HH 
MHH (16) 0 12  75% 4  25% 1  6% 13  81% 2  12% 

FHH (16) 1  6% 12  75% 3  18% 1  6% 11  69% 4  25% 
Non-LBRCP 
MHH (5)  0 4  80% 1  20% 1  20% 3  60% 1  20% 

FHH (5) 2  40% 3  60% 0 1  20% 4  80% 0 
 
The majority (75%, 12) of households have 2-5 adults and 1 – 5 children normally 
resident.  Similarly seven (70%) non-LBRCP households have 2-5 adults and 1 – 5 
children normally resident.   
 
Households were asked about the division of labour in relation to a number of daily 
tasks that a rural household usually undertakes.  These tasks are cooking, washing 
(laundry), cleaning (including sweeping the yard), fetching water, collecting fuel 
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wood, and care of livestock.  Traditionally these tasks, with the exception of the care 
of livestock, are the responsibility of women.   
 
Chart .M.A shows the division of labour in the MHHs. 

 
Tasks in MHH are generally divided along traditional lines.  Male household heads are 
not involved in cooking, fetching water, or laundry.  The traditional responsibilities of 
the household heads’ female partner are shared almost equally with other household 
members, other than the household head.  In four MHH the male household head is 
responsible for firewood collection, although only in one instance does the household 
owns a donkey cart.   
 
Eleven of the MHHs own cattle.  In eight instances the household head tends to the 
cattle, and in the other three instances a herdboy is employed.  Five  (31%) of MHHs 
do not own cattle. 
 
Chart M.B shows the division of labour in the FHHs.  Again tasks are shared with 
other household members, with the latter having a greater share of responsibility than 
the household head.  Household heads play a significantly reduced role in the 
collection of water and firewood.   
 
Nine FHHs reported that they owned cattle.  Four have their cattle looked after by a 
herd boy or relative, 
 

Chart M.A  
MHH - Task Division
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Housing 
In the baseline survey information was collected on the HH’s current housing status, 
and the adequacy of the shelter of households in Mhalapitsa.  ‘Shelter’ in this context 
includes fencing of the yard, access to a private latrine, and access to a private water 
connection. 
 
Chart M.C shows the type of fencing in that households have around their yards.  
Three (3, 19%) of LBRCP MHHs and five (31%) of LBRCP FHHs have no fencing. 

 

Chart M.C.1 LBRCP MHH Fencing 

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

Chart M.C.2:   LBRCP FHH 
Fencing

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

 
 
In 88% (14) of the LBRCP MHHs have some kind of fencing, compared to 69% (11) 
of the FHHs.  In the case of MHHs with a fenced yard, 21% (3) have a mesh fence 
with gates.  Many households have a wire fence with wooden droppers, and in a few 

Chart M.B  
FHH Task Distribution
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cases the yard has a hedge.   Amongst LBRCP FHHs only one (9%) yard has a mesh 
fence with gates.  The majority (7, 64%) of the FHHs have a wire fence with wooden 
droppers or a hedge.    
 
Amongst the non-LBRCP MHHs, 40% (2) do not have any type of fence, one 
household has a wire only fence, and two households has a wire fence with wooden 
droppers or a hedge.  In the non-LBRCP FHHs, 20% (1) have no fencing, three 
households have a mesh fence with gates, and one household has a wire only fence.  
 
In most cases the fencing is well maintained.  In three (21%) of fenced LBRCP MHHs 
and in two (18%) of the FHHs the fencing was judged to be in disrepair.  In most 
instances the droppers were falling off.  In all but one of the non-LBRCP households 
the fencing was judged to be well maintained. 
 
The housing type of all surveyed households is summarised in Table M.3.  All of the 
LBRCP households, except one MHH, have traditional housing.  In five (16%) of the 
32 LBRCP households was the traditional housing considered not to be well 
maintained.  The condition of traditional housing FHHs was of a lower standard than 
that in MHHs. 
 
In terms of the number of traditional houses in a compound, LBRCP MHHs and 
FHHs, have a similar distribution ratio.  
 

Table M.3 
Mhalapitsa - Housing Type 

Traditional Housing 
 

No of Trad Houses 
 HH 

Status None Well 
Maintained 

Roof in 
disrepair 

Walls in 
disrepair 

No 
doors 

1 2 3 4+ 

LBRCP 
HH  
MHH (16) 

1  
6% 

14  
88% 

1  
6% 0 0 5 

33% 
6 

40% 
3 

20% 
1  

7% 

FHH (16) 0 12  
75% 

2 
12% 0 2 

12% 
4 

25% 
7 

44% 
4 

25% 
1  

6% 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (5)  

0 5 
100% 0 0 0 2 

40% 
3 

60% 0 2 
40% 

FHH (5) 0 5 
100% 0 0 0 2 

40% 0 3 
60% 0 

 
A higher percentage of LBRCP MHHs have modern, brick built house.  Eighty-one 
percent (81%, 13) of MHHs, compared to 31% (5) of FHHs have a modern house. 
MHHs also have more modern houses in their yard than FHHs.  For example, 33% (4) 
of MHHs that have a modern house have three brick buildings.  None of the FHHs 
have more than two buildings. 
 
Sixteen (50%, 16) of all the 32 LBRCP households have a useable pit latrine.  Seven 
FHHs and seven MHH do not have a latrine.  One FHH has a collapsed latrine.  Chart 
M.D gives an overview of the household latrine situation. 
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Chart M.D: Household Latrine Status
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None of the LBRCP households have a private water connection.  Three – all FHHs - 
of the non-LBRCP households interviewed has a private water connection.  None of 
the other households have paid a deposit for a connection.   
 
Chart M.E shows the water collection method by household type.   
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Chart M.E  Water Collection Method

LBRCP MHH LBRCP FHH NON-LBRCP MHH NON-LBRCP FHH

 
The households that own a wheelbarrow for the most part use it to collect water.  Of 
the six households that do not own a wheelbarrow, three borrow a neighbour's to 
collect water.  Nine LBRCP FHHs do not own a wheelbarrow and 8 of these carry 
water manually.  In total eight LBRCP MHHs households own a donkey cart, but only 
three uses it for collecting water.   
 
 
Household Possessions 
Table M.4 gives an overview of possessions owned by LBRCP and non-LBRCP 
households.  The ownership / non-ownership of ‘possessions’ is used as a benchmark of a 
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household’s quality of life and will be used to measure whether or not the LBRCP project has 
impacted on the socio-economic situation of households.    
 
With the exception of a bicycle, a high percentage of all households own what might 
be considered to be basic possessions.  However, FHHs are less well-off than MHHs.  
For example, only 38% of LBRCP FHHs compared to 75% of LBRCP MHHs own a 
wheelbarrow.  FHHs are less well equipped with labour saving devices. 
 

Table M.4 
Mhalapitsa - Ownership of Household Possessions 

HH 
Status 

Working 
Bicycle 

Bed Radio / music 
player 

Wheel barrow 

LBRCP HH 
MHH (16) 3 (19%) 13 (81%) 10 (63%) 12 (75%) 

FHH (16) 5 
31% 9 (56%) 7 (44%) 6 (38%) 

Non-LBRCP 
MHH (5)  2 (40%) 5 (100%) 3 (60%) 4 (80%) 

FHH (5) 0 5 (100%) 3 (60%) 4 (80%) 
 
All MHHs and FHHs use fuel wood for cooking.  No household reported or was 
observed to be using any other form of fuel. 
 
 
Agricultural Assets 
Table M.5 gives a breakdown of the current status of households’ ownership of 
agricultural assets.  Ownership of agricultural assets rural will be used as a measure to 
assess the socio-economic impact of the road project on households’ ability to 
strengthen their sustainable livelihood strategies.   
 

Table M.5 
Mhalapitsa- Household Ownership of Agricultural Assets  

HH 
Status 

Chickens Goat / 
sheep 

Cattle Donkeys Working 
plough 

Working 
Donkey 

cart 
LBRCP HH 
MHH (16) 12 (75%) 13 (81%) 12 (75%) 9 (56%) 7 (44%) 8 (50%) 

FHH (16) 6 (38%) 9 (56%) 9 (56%) 8 (50%) 6 (38%) 7 (44%) 
Non-LBRCP 
MHH (5)  4 (80%) 5 (100%) 2 (40%) 4 (80%) 3 (60%) 3 (60%) 

FHH (5) 2 (40%) 4 (80%) 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 3 (60%) 3 (60%) 
 
Comparatively, a lower percentage of FHHs, compared to MHHs, own fewer 
agricultural assets.  FHHs are less well equipped in terms of owning resources that can 
be used to develop sustainable agricultural livelihood strategies. 
 
When the numbers of livestock (cattle and goats/sheep) owned is examined FHHs are 
also worse off.  This is shown in Table M.6.   In general the MHHs owning smallstock 
and /or cattle usually have a larger number of animals.   
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Table M.6 
Mhalapitsa - Ownership of Livestock by Household Category 

Goats / sheep Cattle Donkeys HH 
Status None <10 10 - 

20 21+ None <10 10 - 
20 21+ None <5 5+ 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (16) 

3 
19% 

8 
50% 

4 
25% 

1 
6% 

4 
25% 

6 
38% 

4 
25% 

3 
19% 

6 
38% 

4 
25% 

4 
25% 

FHH (16) 6 
38% 

6 
38% 

1 
6% 

1 
6% 

6 
38% 

5 
31% 

2 
13% 

1 
6% 

7 
44% 

4 
25% 

3 
19% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (5)  

0 2 
40% 

2 
40% - 2 

40% 
2 

40% - 1 
20% 

1 
20% 

2 
40% 

2 
40% 

FHH (5) 1 
20% 

3 
60% 

1 
20% 0 3 

60% 0 2 
40% 0 2 

40% 
2 

40% 
1 

20% 
Note:  not all households were willing to give information on the numbers of livestock they own. 
 
 
Household Cash Income 
Households were asked about their normal or usual main source of cash income, 
excluding wages currently earned on the LBRCP project.  The responses are given in 
Table M.7.  The term ‘normal’ refers to the most usual source of cash income even if it 
is not a regular source. 
 

Table M.7 
Mhalapitsa - Household’s Normal Main Source of Cash Income 

HH 
Status 

None Pension Govt 
allowances 

Remittances Sale of 
livestock 

Business Employ
ment 

Other 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

3 
19% 0 0 4 

25% 
1 

6% 
1 

6% 
3 

19% 
4 

25% 

FHH (16) 1 
6% 

3 
19% 0 4 

25% 
1 

6% 
1 

6% 0 6 
38% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

0 3 
60% 

2 
20% 

2 
20% 

2 
20% 0 0 0 

FHH (6) 0 2 
40% 0 0 1 

20% 0 0 2 
40% 

 
The data shows that there is little variation in the main cash income sources between 
LBRCP MHHs and LBRCP FHHs.  Pensions are more important for FHHs, and paid 
employment more important for MHHs.  Remittances and casual piece work appear to 
be an important source of cash for both MHHs and FHHs.   
 
A higher percentage of MHHs than FHHs said that they have no significant source of 
cash.  However, these households are not overly disadvantaged in terms of owership of 
household and agricultural assets  
 
Two LBRCP MHHs and one LBRCP FHH reported that they have children registered 
on the orphans programme.  They are, therefore, receiving food rations. 
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Three LBRCP FHHs have a regular source of cash income in the form of a pension.  In 
addition, two LBRCP MHHs and one FHH appear to have a regular source of cash 
income from monthly or quarterly remittances.  However, only one of these 
households said that the money they receive is sufficient to meet basic needs.  Chart 
M.F shows the frequency of remittances for LBRCP households. 

 

Chart M.F.1 LBRCP MHH 
Remittances 

None Monthly
Quarterly Occasionally

Chart M.F.2:   LBRCP FHH 
Remittances

None Monthly
Quarterly Occasionally

 
 
One LBRCP FHH has a business selling chibuku, and the household head reported that 
the income earned is sufficient to meet basic needs.  No other LBRCP household is 
engaged in a business activity.  One non-LBRCP FHH also has a business selling 
chibuku, but this household head reported that the income earned is not sufficient to 
meet basic needs.   
 
One LBRCP MHH has a regular job as a builder in Palapye and one MHH is employed 
as a pumper in the village. Two LBRCP FHHs have worked on drought relief project 
in the last three months. 
 
Households mainly use their cash income for meeting their basic daily needs.  Twenty-
two (52%) of the 42 households interviewed said that it is ‘mainly used for buying 
food’.  Analysis by type of household shows: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – Eleven  ((85%) of the 13 households with a cash income 
mainly use their cash income for food.  Two (15%, 2) of household also uses 
the cash to buy building materials.  Three households said that they have no 
significant source of cash. 

 
• LBRCP FHHs –Twelve  (80%) of the 15 households with some form of cash 

income mainly use their cash income for food.  One household said that it has 
no significant source of cash. 

 
• Non – LBRCP Households – Four non-LBRCP MHHs households and four 

non-LBRCP FHHs households said that they mainly use their cash income to 
buy food. One MHH is registered on the destitute programme and receives a 
food ration. 
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Household Involvement in the LBRCP Project 
Households that have or have had a member of the household working on the 
Tswapong Access Road Construction project were asked about their involvement in 
the project since August 2002. 
 
Table M.8 gives an overview of the household members actually employed on the 
project in the surveyed households. 
 

Table M.8 
Mhalapitsa– HH member working on the Project 

HH 
Status 

HH Other Male  
Member 

Other female 
member 

LBRCP HH 
MHH (16) 
Resp = 20 

7 (35%) 10 (50%) 3 (15%) 

FHH (16) 
Resp = 20 2 (10%) 3 (15%) 13 (65%) 

 Note:  Some households had two or more members employed on the project.   
 
In households where another member, other than the household head, was hired there 
were no reports of tension within the household as a result of this situation.  In 21 
instances the household heads was present during the interviews, and in 18 of these 
households there were positive comments about other household members being hired.  
The hiring of people from the household was seen as a good thing as “it brings money 
that helps the household buy food”.  
 
Households mainly use the income for the LBRCP project to meet their basic daily 
food needs.  Eleven of the surveyed households – six MHH and five FHH  - had not 
yet been paid, since they started work in March.  Two MHHs and two FHHs said they 
are also using their earnings to buy building materials.  These two households have 
hired labour to assist with building.  In one case a builder has been fired from outside 
the village. 
 
 
Household Skills 
Households were asked what skills they have that can be used to find paid 
employment, and whether they have found any type of employment (other than on the 
LBRCP) in the last six months using these skills.  Particular attention was given to the 
skill areas that are utilised on the road project.   
 
The large majority of households said that they have no skills that they can use to find 
employment: 
 

• LBRCP-MHH – 75% (12) of the households have no skills, 7% (1) gave 
fencing as a skill, 7% (1) listed driving has a skill, and 13% (2) have ‘Other 
skills’.  The latter skills were carpentry, and security guard.  The household 
with skills in fencing said that they have found employment in the last six 
months. 
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• LBRCP FHH - 69% (11) of the households have no skills.  Four households 
said they have skills in brick making.  One household said it had skills in 
sewing.  Three of the households with skills in brickmaking have had paid 
employment in the last six months. 

 
• Non- LBRCP MHH - 60% (3) of the households have no skills. One household 

has skills in bricklaying, and this household has had paid employment in the 
last six months.  Another household said that it has skills in driving.  The latter 
household has not had employment in the last six months. 

 
• Non- LBRCP-FHH – 60% (3) of the households have no skills.  One household 

has skills in bricklaying, and this household has had paid employment in the 
last six months.  Another household said that it has skills in woodcarving.  The 
latter household has not had employment in the last six months. 

 
 
Education 
The ability and / or willingness of households to buy school uniform is a potential 
measure of the socio-economic impact of the LBRCP on households.  Households 
were asked if their children usually attended school wearing a uniform and if they were 
up to date on the payment of pot fees.   
 
Their responses are as follows: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – Fourteen (14) of the 16 households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In 12 (86%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in 2 (14%) households said they do not usually 
wear a uniform when attending school.   

 
Four of the households with children attending school said they are in arrears 
on the payment of pot fees.  Two of these households are registered on the 
Needy Children Programme.   

 
• LBRCP FHHs – Fourteen (14) of the 16 households surveyed have children 

attending school.  In 11 (79%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in three (21%) households they do not usually 
wear a uniform when attending school.   

 
Eight of the households with children attending school said they are in arrears 
on the payment of pot fees.  One of these households is registered on the 
Needy Children Programme.   

 
• Non-LBRCP MHHs – Four (4) of the 5 households surveyed have children 

attending school.  In all of these households the children usually attend school 
wearing a uniform.  

 
However, all of the four households with children attending school said they 
are in arrears on the payment of pot fees.   

 



 43 

• Non-LBRCP FHHs – Four (4) of the 5 households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In all of these households the children usually attend school 
wearing a uniform.  

 
However, all of the four households with children attending school said they 
are in arrears on the payment of pot fees.   

 
Data on the number of households in arrears with pot fee payments and children not 
usually wearing school uniform was not available from the local primary school. 
 
 
Benefits 
Nearly all households were positive about the construction project.  None of the 
households felt that the project had created any problem in their individual households, 
or in the community, and none of the households anticipated any problems.  Six of the 
FHHs, and five of the MHHs households talked about the earnings from the project 
giving them the opportunity to build and develop their houses.  One MHH hopes that 
the earnings will able him to connect electricity to his yard.   
 
For all households the earnings are important in terms of helping the household to buy 
food and clothing   
 
Some households also felt that the construction of the road will “bring more 
developments to the community”.  Most people talked about how the road has created 
employment, and how that will help to lift them out of poverty. 
 
Four households had negative comments.  These comments were mainly about the 
rates of pay, “hard nature of the work” and concerns “about being marked absent when 
they are present at work” 
 
 

3.3.4.4 The Business Community 
Three formal businesses were identified in Mhalapitsa.  Two are small general dealers, 
and one is a bar.  Interviews were conducted with the general dealers.  Neither of the 
businesses sells any type of hardware or furniture.  The general dealers are retailing 
food and household items.  
 
Each of the businesses has employees:  
 

• Lemme General Dealer– 3 shop assistant 
• Boikago General Dealer – 1 shop assistants 

 
Both businesses reported that their business activity since the start of the project has 
improved.  There has been an increase in sales and Boigaso General Dealer has been 
able to diversify its stock.  Estimated monthly turnover for Boikagso General Dealer is 
P2,000 per month, and for Lemme General Dealer P40,000 per month.   
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3.4 Gootau – Goo-Sekgweng Road 

3.4.1 Introduction 
The Gootau – Goo Sekgweng Road, otherwise referred to as Section 8, starts at Goo-
Sekgweng kgotla and runs 4.2km to the tarred road in Gootau, which begins at the 
primary school.  Construction of the road began in August 2002. 
 

3.4.2 Community Participation 
Goo-Sekgweng VDC said that the community is happy with the road project, as it 
gives people work and a chance to earn an income.  The VDC said that there are 
already changes in the village and, for, example, more children are putting on school 
uniforms 
 
The only alternative form of regular paid employment is on drought relief projects.  
Currently 15 households are employed on drought relief.  When the VDC hires people 
for a drought relief project they give particular attention to ’needy’ households.  They 
noted that this is accepted practice and that resentment only arises from those ‘needy’ 
households that are not engaged in the project.   
 
The VDC commented on the method of employment for the road project.  They felt 
that the ballot system was “somehow unfair” in so far as allowing each household to 
have as many participants as they wanted in the ballot resulted in fewer households 
actually getting work.  According to the VDC this and the need to give attention to 
‘needy’ households was discussed with the contractor.  “We were told that if you are fit 
enough to work you can be hired.  This is not a drought relief project.” 
 
The VDC also commented on the change of hiring venue.  Up to February 2003 
employment had been organised at the kgotla.  In February the contractor changed this 
to the site and there was no formal notification of the community.  According to the 
VDC some people came to the kgotla and missed out on the opportunity to get 
employment.   
 
As can be seen in Table 1, considerably more men than women have been employed in 
Goo-Sekgweng.  In the hiring process preference was given to men because of the very 
physical nature of the work in the early stages, i.e. de-bushing.  This, in fact, was 
confirmed in discussions with the contractor.  There has been an increase in the 
number of women employed since the task of spreading dirt has started. 
 
Goo-Sekgweng VDC reported that there has been some dissatisfaction over 
employment conditions.  There has been some retrenchment and the workers 
approached the VDC on this matter.  They took the issue up with the Labour 
Department, although the latter did not follow-up with the community.  The basic 
problem seems to be one of communication.  There has been no formal contact 
between the VDC and the contractor since the initial briefing and hiring meetings in 
August/September 2002 
 
The lack of overalls and employment cards were raised as issues of concern by the 
VDC.  However, this was not mentioned in the discussions with the workers.  
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According to the VDC the issue of overalls was discussed with the contractor, but no 
action has been taken 
 
Discussions with Gootau VDC raised similar issues, i.e. employment methods, 
overalls, and wage rates..  Issues of communication with the contractor were again 
raised.  The VDC noted, “sometimes retrenched workers come to us but we are not 
able to advice them because we are not aware of the procedures.”  Concern was also 
expressed that hiring of workers is no longer done at the kgotla.  “We were told it 
would always be done at the kgotla.  The villagers want it to be done at the kgotla 
because that is the fairest way.”   
 
It was also noted that there is also a lack of contact with the Roads Department.  
“When they visit they only go to the site, and there is no contact with village leaders.  
It is important that we are briefed on progress and that they hear the views of the 
village leaders.” 
 
This lack of communication between the different stakeholders manifests itself in 
terms of concern over the rate of progress on the road, perceived delays in 
construction, and doubts about the quality of the road being built.  Comparison was 
made with the link road from the Gootau – Goo-Sekgweng junction to the Martin’s 
Drift Road.  “This road was built using machines and labour but it already has 
potholes.  We are happy that people are getting work but if the quality of the road is 
below standard this will not be good.”   
 
Doubts were expressed about the feasibility of the labour-based approach in the rocky 
conditions of the area.  It was also noted that there had been no discussion with the 
community about local environmental conditions.  It was pointed out that one part of 
the road alignment within Gootau village is prone to flooding, and that this does not 
appear to be taken into consideration in the construction. 
 
Reference was made to the borrow pits, both the old pits and the new one that is being 
used.  It was noted that the pits have not been renovated or fenced and that this matter 
has been raised with the Roads Department and Land Board.  Action is still pending, 
and there are concerns that the new borrow pit will be left in the same condition as the 
old one. 
 

3.5.3 Goo-Sekgweng Baseline Data 

3.4.3.1 Demographic Data 
The population of Sekgweng is 585.  This includes 270 males and 315 females.   
 

3.5.3.2 Household Survey 
Introduction.  As of February 2003, approximately 35 - 40 households have worked 
on the road project.  The average monthly employment figure for the period September 
2002 – February 2003, was 33 workers.  On an average monthly basis, females 
represented 30% of those hired in this period.  The highest number of workers 
employed in any one month was 44 in September 2002.   
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In the baseline survey, 52 respondents from 46 households were interviewed.  This 
included 34 households that have, or had, at least one member working on the road, i.e. 
LBRCP households.  Sixteen (16) of these households are FHH and 18 are MHH.  
Four (4) of the female respondents are from MHHs, and four of the male respondents 
are from FHHs.   
 
A further 12 households that have not worked on the road project were interviewed.  
This includes six (6) FHHs. 
 
In 41% (14) of the LBRCP households the interview was conducted with the 
household head and the worker.  In 59% (20) of the households the household head 
was not available and the interview was conducted with the member of the household 
employed on the road project.   
 
In six (6) of the LBRCP households two adult member of the household have worked 
on the project.  This included two FHHs.  Only in six (33%) of the MHHs and  was the 
household head employed.  In the case of FHHs there was a greater tendency for the 
household head to be the worker.  In 7 (44%) of the FHHs the household was 
employed on the road project.   
 
However, in the majority of cases it is ‘another household member’ that has been 
selected, through the ballot or otherwise, to work on the project.   
 
 
Respondent Household Data 
Table S.1 gives an overview of the age and education status of the respondents 
interviewed in Goo-Sekgweng.  The majority of individuals employed on the road 
project are young. Forty-three percent (43%) of the workers are 16 – 30 years.  
 
 

Table S.1 
Goo-Sekgweng -  Respondent / Worker Age and Education Status 

Age Group Education 
16 - 30 31 – 45 46+ None Primary JCSS / SS Post Sec HH 

Status No % No % No % No % No % No  %  
LBRCP HH 
MHH (18) 
Resp = 22 

14 64 2 9 6 27 3 14 6 27 6 27 7 32 

FHH (16) 
Respo = 18 4 22 11 61 5 28 3 17 7 39 4 22 4 22 

Non-LBRCP 
MHH (6)  1 17 3 50 2 33 4 66 1 17 1 17 0 0 

FHH (6) 0 0 2 33 4 66 3 50 1 17 0 0 2 33 

 
 
Table S.2 shows family size by household category.  Households are generally of an 
average family size.   
 



 47 

Table S.2 
Household Size 

Adults Children HH 
Status HH only 2 - 5 6+ None 1 - 5 6+ 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

1 
6% 

17 
94% 0 3 

17% 
12 

66% 
3 

17% 

FHH (16) 3 
17% 

10 
56% 

3 
17% 0 13 

72% 
5 

28% 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

0 6 
100% 0  

33% 
4 

66% 0 

FHH (6) 2 
33% 

4 
66% 0 3 

50% 
2 

33% 
1 

17% 
 
The majority of LBRCP households have 2-5 adults normally resident, and 1 – 5 
children normally resident.  FHHs tend to be larger, with a higher percentage having a 
greater number of adults and a greater number of children. 
 
Households were asked about the division of labour in relation to a number of daily 
tasks that a rural household usually undertakes.  These tasks are cooking, washing 
(laundry), cleaning (including sweeping the yard), fetching water, collecting fuel 
wood, and care of livestock.  Traditionally these tasks, with the exception of the care 
of livestock, are the responsibility of women.  Chart S.A shows the division of labour 
in the MHHs. 

 
Tasks in MHH are generally divided along traditional lines.  The traditional 
responsibilities of the household heads’ female partner are shared with other household 
members, other than the household head.  In some households the MHH is responsible 

Chart S.A  
MHH Task Distribution
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for fetching water and firewood but four of those households possess a donkey cart 
that can be used for this purpose.   
 
Eight of the MHHs own cattle.  In four instances the household head tends to the 
cattle, and in the other four instances a herdboy is employed.  Ten (56%) of the MHHs 
do not own cattle. 
 
Chart S.B shows the division of labour in the FHHs.  Again tasks are shared with other 
household members, with the latter having a greater share of responsibility than the 
household head.  Household heads play a significantly reduced role in the collection of 
firewood.   
 
Only two FHHs reported that they owned cattle.  Each had a herd boy to look after the 
cattle, 
 

 
Firewood is the main source of fuel for all households.  In fact, none of the households 
in the Goo-Sekgweng sample used any other kind of fuel for cooking. 
 
 
Housing 
Housing or shelter is a basic need.  In the baseline survey information was collected on 
the HH’s current housing status, and the adequacy of the shelter of households in 
Pilikwe.  ‘Shelter’ in this context includes fencing of the yard, access to a private 
latrine, and access to a private water connection. 
 
Chart S.C shows the type of fencing in that households have around their yards.   

 

Chart S.B  
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Chart S.C.1 LBRCP MHH Fencing 

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

Chart S.C.2:   LBRCP FHH 
Fencing

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

 
 
In 89% (16) of the LBRCP MHHs have some kind of fencing, compared to 50% (8) of 
the FHHs.  Five (31%) of the MHHs with fencing have a hedge or a wire fence with 
wooden droppers.  Only two MHH have compounds that are fenced with mesh wire 
and have gates.  The majority of MHHs that have a fenced yard have a wire only-type 
fence that is not goat proof.   
 
Fifty percent (50%, 8) of the LBRCP FHHs do not have fenced yards.  Four of the 
LBRCP FHHs with fencing have a ‘Other’ type of fence, which is either a hedge or a 
wire fence with wooden droppers.  Three households have a wire only fence, and one 
household has a mesh fence with gates.  Overall FHHs are less well fenced that MHHs. 
 
The situation is similar in the control households.  Amongst the non-LBRCP MHHs, 
16% (1) do not have any type of fence, and the other five households have either a 
wire only (2) fence or an 'Other'-type (3) of fence.  In the non-LBRCP FHHs, 33% (2) 
have no fencing, and three households have either a wire only (1) fence or an Other-
type (2) of fence.  One non-LBRCP FHH has a mesh fence but no gates. 
 
Thus, a higher percentage of FHHs do not have any type of fencing. However, in the 
majority of cases where a household has a fenced yard, the fencing is well maintained.  
Only in four LBRCP households and one non-LBRCP household, all MHH, was the 
fencing reported to be in disrepair, with the wire falling down and / or the wooden 
droppers falling off. 
 
The actual housing type of all surveyed households is summarised in Table S.4.  All 
households have traditional housing.  Only in two (4%) of the 48 households 
interviewed was the traditional housing considered not to be well maintained.  In terms 
of the number of traditional houses in a compound, LBRCP MHHs and FHHs, have a 
similar distribution ratio, but MHHs tend to have a larger number of traditional houses 
than FHHs.  
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Table S.4 

Go-Sekgweng  - Housing Type 
Traditional Housing No of Trad Houses HH 

Status None Well 
Maintained 

Roof in 
disrepair 

Walls in 
disrepair 

No 
doors 

1 2 3 4+ 

LBRCP 
HH  
MHH (18) 

0 17 (94%) 1 (6%) 0 0 2 
11% 

7 
39% 

5 
28% 

4 
22% 

FHH (16) 0 15 (94%) 1 (6%) 0 0 3 
19% 

5 
31% 

4 
25% 

4 
25% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

0 6 0 0 0 4 
66% 

1 
17% 

1 
17% 0 

FHH (6) 0 6 0 0 0 1 
17% 

1 
17% 

4 
66% 0 

 
On the other hand, a higher percentage of LBRCP FHHs have modern, brick built 
house Fifty-six percent (56%, 9) of FHHs, compared to 39% (7) of MHHs have a 
modern house..  One MHH household is in the process of constructing a modern 
house. 
 
Forty-seven (53%, 18) of all LBRCP households have a useable pit latrine, and 44% 
(15) have no latrine at all.  Chart S.D gives an overview of the household latrine 
situation. 
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Chart S.D: Household Latrine Status
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There is virtually no variation between LBRCP MHHs and FHHs.  56% (10) of MHHs 
and 50% (8) FHHs have a pit useable latrine.   
 
Only one – a LBRCP FHH - of all households interviewed has a private water 
connection, and only one household – again a LBRCP FHH – has paid a deposit for a 
connection.  Chart S.E shows the water collection method by household type.  The 
majority of all households are collecting water manually (hand carrying) 
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Households that own a wheelbarrow for the most part use it to collect water.  On the 
other hand, donkey carts are generally not used for collecting water in the village.  
Seven MHHs and six FHHs do own a working donkey cart but only one of these 
households uses it for collecting water.  Presumably the proximity of standpipes makes 
the effort of hitching donkeys to a cart or loading panniers on a donkey not worth the 
effort.  A wheelbarrow is a much more convenient form of transport. 
 
 
Household Possessions 
Table S.5 gives an overview of possessions owned by LBRCP and non-LBRCP 
households.  The ownership / non-ownership of ‘possessions’ is used as a benchmark 
of a household’s quality of life and will be used to measure whether or not the LBRCP 
project has impacted on the socio-economic situation of households.    
 
With the exception of a bicycle, a high percentage of all households own what might 
be considered to be basic possessions.  More FHHs and more MHHs possess a bed and 
a radio/music player than a wheelbarrow.  Presumably the latter is considered less 
important in terms of the quality of life in a household. 
 

Table S.5 
Goo-Sekgweng  - Ownership of Household Possessions 

HH 
Status 

Working Bicycle Bed Radio / music 
player 

Wheel barrow 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

4 (22%) 13 (72%) 13 (72%) 7 (39%) 

FHH (16) 3 (19%) 14 (88%) 11 (64%) 7 (44%) 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

2 (33%) 6 (100%) 5 (83%) 4 (66%) 

FHH (6) 0 6 (100%) 4 (66%) 4 (66%) 
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All MHHs and FHHs use fuel wood for cooking.  No household reported or was 
observed to be using any other form of fuel. 
 
 
Agricultural Assets 
Table S.6 gives a breakdown of the current status of households’ ownership of such 
assets.  Ownership of agricultural assets rural will be used as a measure to assess the 
socio-economic impact of the road project on households’ ability to strengthen their 
sustainable livelihood strategies.   
 

Table S.6 
Goo-Sekgweng  - Household Ownership of Agricultural Assets  

HH 
Status 

Chickens Goat / 
sheep 

Cattle Donkeys Working 
plough 

Working 
Donkey 

cart 
LBRCP HH 
MHH (18) 13 (72%) 10 (56%) 8 (44%) 7 (39%) 11 (61%) 6 (33%) 

FHH (16) 14 (88%) 13 (31%) 2 (13%) 6 (38%) 10 (63%) 5 (31%) 
Non-LBRCP 
MHH (6)  5 (83%) 6 (100%) 4 (66%) 3 (50%) 6 (100%) 0 

FHH (6) 3 (50%) 3 (50%) 2 (33%) 1 (17%) 3 (50%) 1 (17%) 
 
The percentage of households owning the various assets is, overall, similar for MHHs 
and FHHs, with the exception of small stock and cattle.  Significantly fewer FHHs 
own small stock and cattle.   
 
When the numbers of livestock (cattle and goats/sheep) owned is examined FHHs are 
slightly worse off.  This is shown in Table S.7.   In general the MHHs owning 
smallstock and /or cattle usually have a larger number of animals.   
 

Table S.7 
Goo-Sekgweng - Ownership of Livestock by Household Category 

Goats / sheep Cattle Donkeys HH 
Status None <10 10 - 

20 21+ None <10 10 - 
20 21+ None <5 5+ 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

8 
44% 

6 
33% 

3 
17% 

1 
6% 

10 
56% 

2 
11% 

3 
17% 0 11 

61% 
3 

17% 
4 

22% 

FHH (16) 3 
19% 

10 
63% 

3 
19% 0 14 

88% 
1 

6% 
1 

6% 0 10 
63% 

2 
13% 

1 
6% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

0 2 
33% 

2 
33% 

1 
17% 

2 
33% 

3 
50% 

1 
17% 0 3 

50% 
1 

17% 
1 

17% 

FHH (6) 3 
50% 

1 
17% 

1 
17% 

1 
17% 

4 
66% 0 2 

33% 0 5 
83% 0 1 

17% 
Note:  not all households were willing to give information on the numbers of livestock they own. 
 
Although the percentage of LBRCP MHHs and FHHs owning a working plough is 
very similar, it should be noted that only two FHHs own oxen.  Thus, 80% of the 
FHHs owning a plough are dependent on another household for the cattle to pull the 
plough.  In MHHs, this applies to only 27% of households owning a plough. 
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Household Cash Income 
Households were asked about their normal or usual main source of cash income, 
excluding wages currently earned on the LBRCP project.  The responses are given in 
Table S.8.  The term ‘normal’ refers to the most usual source of cash income even if it 
is not a regular source. 
 

Table S.8 
Goo-Sekgweng  - Household’s Normal Main Source of Cash Income 

HH 
Status 

None Pension Govt 
allowances 

Remittances Sale of 
livestock 

Business Employ
ment 

Other 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

5 
28% 

3 
17% 0 3  

17% 0 0 3  
17% 

4 
22% 

FHH (16) 2 
13% 

3 
19% 

1  
6% 

5  
31% 0 2  

13% 
1  

6% 
2  

13% 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (6)  

1 
17% 

1 
17% 0 0 0 1 

17% 0 3 
50% 

FHH (6) 0 3 
50% 0 0 0 1 

17% 0 2 
33% 

 
The data shows that there are variations in the main cash income sources between 
MHHs and FHHs.  A higher percentage of FHHs receive their cash income through 
remittances and business activities.  Paid employment, including casual piece work 
(‘Other’) is important for both types of households, but  more important for MHHs.  
Pension as a source of cash is important for both MHHs and FHHs.   
 
However, the cash income from these various sources, with the exception of pensions, 
is irregular or occasional.  For example, even though 10 LBRCP households said that 
their main source of cash income is paid employment, including piece work, only four 
(12%) of the LBRCP households have had some form of employment in the last three 
months, and three of these worked on a drought relief project.   
 
Households that receive their cash income through remittances do so, in most cases, on 
an infrequent basis.  Three MHHs receiving remittances said that they do so on a 
quarterly basis, and three of the FHHs also said they receive cash remittances on a 
quarterly basis.  Three other households said that they receive cash remittances 
occasionally.   
 
Only two of the LBRCP FHHs said that the income received through remittances was 
enough to meet their basic needs. 
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Chart S.F.1 LBRCP MHH 
Remittances 

None Monthly
Quarterly Occasionally

Chart S.F.2:   LBRCP FHH 
Remittances

None Monthly
Quarterly Occasionally

 
 
None of the LBRCP MHHs have any type of business activity.  In contrast, 4 (25%) of 
the LBRCP FHHs said they have a business.  Two are selling traditional beer or 
chibuku, one is running a tuck shop, and one is selling fat cakes.  Three non-LBRCP 
households are engaged in a micro-business activity, one MHH is running, a tuck shop, 
one FHH is making baskets, and one FHH is selling chibuku.  
 
Only the two LBRCP FHHs and the one non-LBRCP FHH selling beer/chibuku said 
that they make enough income from their business to meet their basic needs.  For the 
other households, the income earned is a partial contribution to their financial needs. 
 
Households mainly use this income for meeting their basic daily needs.  Thirty-four 
(74%) of the 46 households interviewed said that it is ‘mainly used for buying food’.  
Analysis by type of household shows that: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – 85% (11) of the 13 households with some form of cash 
income mainly use their cash income to buy food.  8% (1) of households use 
the cash to buy wood, and 8% (1) use the cash to pay school fees.  Five 
households said that they had no significant source of cash income. 

 
• LBRCP FHHs -85% (11) of the 13 households with some form of cash income 

mainly use their cash income to buy food.  15% (2) of households use the cash 
to buy wood.  Two households said that they had no significant source of cash 
income, and one household is dependent on rations through the government’s 
orphan of destitute scheme. 

 
• Non – LBRCP Households – all non-LBRCP households said that they mainly 

use their cash income to buy food. 
 
 
Household Involvement in the LBRCP Project 
The 34 households that have or have had a member of the household working on the  
Tswapong Access Road Construction project were asked about their involvement in 
the project since August 2002. 
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Table S.9 gives an overview of the household members in the surveyed households 
that are actually employed on the project. 
 

Table S.9 
Goo-Sekgweng – HH member working on the Project 

HH 
Status HH Other Male  

Member 
Other female 

member 
 
MHH (18) 7 (39%) 12 (67%) 3 (17%) 

FHH (16) 7 (44%) 5 (31%) 6 (38%) 

 Note:  Some households had two or more members employed on the project 
 
In 26 instances ‘another member’, other than the household head, was hired.  Although 
most of the household heads were not present during the interviews, the response from 
those that were available suggests that this situation has not created any problems 
within households.  On the contrary the hiring of younger people was seen as a good 
thing as it “gives them something to do” and “it brings money that helps the household 
buy food”. The two households with negative comments were focusing more on the 
project – wage levels and the physical nature of the work – rather than issues relating 
to relations within the household.  
 
Households have mainly use the income for the LBRCP project to meet their basic 
daily food needs.  Two FHHs said they are using their earnings to buy building 
materials.  Five households – one MHH and four FHHs - had not yet been paid, since 
they started work in March.   
 
 
Household Skills 
Households were asked what skills they have that can be used to find paid 
employment, and whether they have found any type of employment (other than on the 
LBRCP) in the last six months using these skills.  Particular attention was given to the 
skill areas that are utilised on the road project.   
 
The large majority of households said that they have no skills that they can use to find 
employment: 
 

• LBRCP-MHH – 72% (13) households have no skills, 6% (1) gave fencing as a 
skill, and 22% (4) have ‘Other skills’.  The latter includes drawing, carpentry, 
and de-bushing.  Only the households with fencing and de-bushing skills found 
employment. 

 
• LBRCP FHH - 94% (15) households have no skills.  One household said they 

have skills in platting hair, but this household had not had any paid 
employment in the last six months. 

 
• Non- LBRCP-MHH - 66% (4) households have no skills. One household has 

skills in fencing, and one is skilled in bricklaying.  The latter household has had 
employment in the last six months. 
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• Non- LBRCP-FHH – 66% (4) households have no skills.  Two households 
(33%) have skills in fencing, and one household has skills in brickmaking.  One 
household has skills in basket making and sewing.  Three households have had 
employment in the last six months.  This includes one of the households with 
fencing skills, and the household with skills in brick making 

 
 
Education 
The ability and / or willingness of households to buy a school uniform and pay pot fees 
is a potential measure of the socio-economic impact of the LBRCP on households.  
Households were asked  if their children usually attended school wearing a uniform 
and if they were up to date on the payment of pot fees.   
 
On the issue of school uniforms the responses are as follows: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – Fifteen (15) of the 18 households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In 11 (73%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in 3 (27%) they do not usually wear a uniform 
when attending school.   

 
• LBRCP FHHs – Fourteen (14) of the 16 households surveyed have children 

attending school.  In 11 (79%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in 4 (21%) they do not usually wear a uniform 
when attending school.   

 
• Non-LBRCP MHHs – Four (4) of the 6 households surveyed have children 

attending school.  In 2 (50%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in 2 (50%) they do not usually wear a uniform 
when attending school.   

 
• Non-LBRCP FHHs – Three (3) of the 6 households surveyed have children 

attending school.  In 2 (66%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in 1 (33%) they do not usually wear a uniform 
when attending school.   

 
The data provided by the local primary school shows that children from three 
households are attending school with uniforms in poor condition.   
 
On the issue of school pot fees the responses are as follows: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – Four (4, 27%) of the 15 households with children attending 
school are not in arrears on the payment of pot fees.  Eleven (11 73%) 
households are in arrears with their payments.   

 
• LBRCP FHHs – Five (5, 36%) of the 14 households with children attending 

school are not in arrears on the payment of pot fees.  Eight (8 57%) households 
are in arrears with their payments.  There was one ‘no response’ 
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• Non-LBRCP MHHs – Two (2, 50%) of the 4 households with children 
attending school are not in arrears on the payment of pot fees.  Two (2 50%) 
households are in arrears with their payments.   

 
• Non-LBRCP FHHs – One (1, 33%) of the 3 households with children attending 

school are not in arrears on the payment of pot fees.  Two (2 66%) households 
are in arrears with their payments.   

 
Data from the local primary school shows that there are no household in arrears with 
the payment of pot fees.  A few of the LBRCP households said that they have their 
used earnings from the project to pay school fees. 
 
Households were also asked if they were registered on the orphans or the Needy 
Children Programme.  Three LBRCP MHHs and three LBRCP FHHs said they are 
registered on the Needy Children programme.  One FHH has children registered on the 
orphans programme.  Amongst the non-LBRCP households one MHH and one FHH 
have children registered on the Needy Children Programme. 
 
 
Benefits 
Virtually all households were positive about the construction project.  None of the 
households felt that the project had created any problem in their individual households, 
or in the community, and none of the households anticipated any problems.  Rather, 
households talked about how the earnings from the project will give them the 
opportunity to build a house, buy livestock, start a small business (such as a phone 
kiosk), pay for a private water connection, and buy food   Some households stated that 
the earnings “are too little to do anything except buy food”. 
 
They also felt that the construction of the road will “bring more developments to the 
community”, although in most cases there were no specific comments on what these 
developments might be.  However, some people talked about how the road will mean 
better access to public transport 
 

3.4.3.4 The Business Community 
Three formal businesses were identified in Goo-Sekgweng.  All are small general 
dealers..  None of the businesses sell any type of hardware or furniture.  They are 
retailing food and household items. At E.K. General Dealer the owner was not 
available for interview.   
 
The two other businesses – Brickstone General Dealer and Refilwe General Dealer – 
each have one employee.  Both reported that there was no change in the level of their 
business activity since the road construction started. 
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3.4.4 Gootau Baseline Data 

3.4.4.1 Demographic Data 
The population of Gootau is 1,421.  This includes 639 males and 782 females.   
 
 

3.4.4.2 Household Survey 
Introduction.   
As of February 2003, approximately 33 households have worked on the road project.  
Average monthly employment figures n the period August 2002 – February 2003, was 
29 workers.  On an average monthly basis, females have represented approximately 
20% of those hired up to February 2003.  The highest number of workers employed in 
any one month was 33 in the months of August to October 2002.   
 
In the baseline survey, 44 respondents from 39 households were interviewed.  This 
included 29 households that have or had at least one member working on the road, i.e. 
LBRCP households.  Eleven (11) of these households are FHH and 18 are MHH.  
Seven (7) female respondents are from MHHs, and seven (7) male respondents are 
from FHHs.   
 
A further 10 households that have not worked on the road project were interviewed.  
This includes five (5) FHHs. 
 
In 31% (9) of the LBRCP households the interview was conducted with the HH and 
the worker.  In 69% (20) of the households the HH was not available and the interview 
was conducted with the member of the HH employed on the road project.   
 
In three (3) of the LBRCP FHHs households two adult member from the household 
have worked on the project, and in one MHH household three adults have worked on 
the project.   
 
In five (28%) of the MHHs and in three (27%) of the FHHs the household head was 
employed.  Thus, in the majority of both MHHs and FHHs another household member 
had been selected, through the ballot or otherwise, to work on the project.   
 
 
Household and Respondent Data 
Table G.1 gives an overview of the age and education status of the respondents 
interviewed in Gootau.  The majority of individuals employed on the road project are 
young. Sixty-five percent (65%) of the workers are in the 16 – 30 years age range.  
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Table G.1 

Gootau -  Respondent / Worker Age and Education Status 
Age Group Education 

16 - 30 31 – 45 46+ None Primary JCSS / SS Post Sec HH 
Status No % No % No % No % No % No  %  

LBRCP HH 
MHH (18) 
Resp = 22 

15 75 3 15 2 10 4 20 2 10 5 25 1 5 

FHH (11) 
Resp = 18 7 50 6 43 1 7 2 14 3 21 7 50 2 14 

Non-LBRCP 
MHH (5)  0 0 1 20 4 80 5 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FHH (5) 0 0 3 60 2 40 2 40 3 60 0 0 0 0 

 
Table G.2 shows family size by household category.  Households are generally of an 
average family size.   
 

Table G.2 
Gootau - Household Size 

Adults Children HH 
Status HH only 2 - 5 6+ None 1 - 5 6+ 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

3 
17% 

13 
72% 

2 
11% 

5 
28% 

10 
56% 

3 
17% 

FHH (11) 1 
9% 

10 
91% 0 0 10 

91% 
1 

9% 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (5)  

1 
20% 

4 
80% 0 0 4 

80% 
1 

21% 

FHH (5) 2 
33% 

4 
66% 0 1 

20% 
4 

80% 0 

 
 
The majority of LBRCP households have 2-5 adults normally resident, and 1 – 5 
children normally resident.  FHHs tend to be larger, with a higher percentage having a 
greater number of adults and a greater number of children.  Twenty-eight percent 
(28%, 5) LBRCP MHHs do not have any children. 
 
The non-LBRCP households tend to be smaller, with a higher percentage having only 
one adult present.  However, the majority of these households do have 1 – 5 children 
normally resident. 
 
Households were asked about the division of labour in relation to a number of daily 
tasks that a rural household usually undertakes.  These tasks are cooking, washing 
(laundry), cleaning (including sweeping the yard), fetching water, collecting fuel 
wood, and care of livestock.  Traditionally these tasks, with the exception of the care 
of livestock, are the responsibility of women.  Chart G.A shows the division of labour 
in the MHHs. 
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Tasks in MHH are generally divided along traditional lines in so far as the household 
head has limited involvement in domestic tasks..  The traditional responsibilities of the 
household heads’ female partner are shared with other household members, other than 
the household head.  In some households the MHH is responsible for fetching water 
and firewood but four of those households possess a donkey cart.  Eight of the MHHs 
own cattle.  In four instances the household head tends to the cattle, and in the other 
two instances a herdboy is employed.  Ten (56%) of MHHs do not own cattle. 
 
Chart G.B shows the division of labour in the FHHs.   

Chart G.B  
FHH Task Distribution
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Again tasks are shared with other household members, with the latter having a greater 
share of responsibility than the household head.  Household heads play a significantly 
reduced role in the collection of firewood.  Only one FHH reported that they owned 
cattle.  She has a herd boy to look after the cattle.   
 
Firewood is the main source of fuel for all households.  In fact, none of the households 
in the Gootau sample used any other kind of fuel for cooking. 
 
 
Housing 
Housing or shelter is a basic need.  In the baseline survey information was collected on 
a household’s current housing status, and the adequacy of the shelter of households in 
Pilikwe.  ‘Shelter’ in this context includes fencing of the yard, access to a private 
latrine, and access to a private water connection. 
 
Chart G.C shows the type of fencing in that households have around their yards.   

 

Chart G.C.1 LBRCP MHH Fencing 

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

Chart G.C.2:   LBRCP FHH 
Fencing

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

 
 
In 72% (13) of the MHHs have some kind of fencing, compared to 81% (9) of the 
FHHs.  In the case of LBRCP MHHs, five households (28%, 5) do not have a fenced 
yard.  A third of the MHHs households with a fenced yard have a mesh fence with 
gates.  Many households have a wire fence with wooden droppers, and in a few cases 
the yard has a fence.   
 
In the case of LBRCP FHHs, two households (19%, 2) do not have a fenced yard.  The 
situation is similar in FHHs.  Almost one third (27%, 3) of the FHHs households with 
a fenced yard have a mesh fence with gates.  The same number have a wire fence with 
wooden droppers or a hedge.    
 
The situation is similar in the control households.  Amongst the non-LBRCP MHHs, 
20% (1) do not have any type of fence, one household has a mesh with gates, two 
households have a wire only fence, and one household has a wire fence with wooden 
droppers.  In the non-LBRCP FHHs, 20% (1) have no fencing, three households have a 
mesh fence with gates, and one household has a wire only fence.  
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The condition of fencing is variable.  In six (46%) of fenced LBRCP MHHs and in 
three (33%) of the FHHs the fencing was judged to be in disrepair.  In most instances 
the droppers were falling off.   In all the non-LBRCP households the fencing was 
judged to be well maintained. 
 
The actual housing type of all surveyed households is summarised in Table G.3.  All of 
the LBRCP households have traditional housing.  Only in one (3%) of the 29 LBRCP 
households interviewed was the traditional housing considered not to be well 
maintained.  In terms of the number of traditional houses in a compound, LBRCP 
MHHs and FHHs, have a similar distribution ratio, but MHHs tend to have a larger 
number of traditional houses than FHHs.  
 

Table G.3 
Gootau - Housing Type 

Traditional Housing No of Trad Houses HH 
Status None Well 

Maintained 
Roof in 

disrepair 
Walls in 
disrepair 

No 
doors 

1 2 3 4+ 

LBRCP 
HH  
MHH (18) 

3 
17% 

14  
78% 

1  
6% 0 0 3 

20% 
5 

33% 
6 

40% 
1  

7% 

FHH (11) 2 
18% 

8  
73% 0 1 

9% 0 0 5 
83% 

2 
22% 

2 
22% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (5)  

0 5 
100% 0 0 0 0 3 

60% 0 2 
40% 

FHH (5) 0 5 
100% 0 0 0 2 

40% 0 3 
60% 0 

 
A higher percentage of LBRCP MHHs have modern, brick built house Seventy-two 
percent (72%, 13) of MHHs, compared to 64% (7) of FHHs have a modern house. 
Most households – 69% (9) of MHHs and 85% (6) – that have a modern house have 
only one brick building.   
 
Seventy-nine-(79%, 23) of all the 29 LBRCP households have a useable pit latrine.  
Three FHHs and one MHH do not have a latrine.  Two MHHs have a collapsed latrine.  
Chart G.D gives an overview of the household latrine situation. 
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A higher percentage of  LBRCP MHHs than LBRCP FHHs have a latrine.  Eighty-
three (83%, 15) of MHHs and 73% (8) FHHs have a pit useable latrine.   
 
Seven of the surveyed households have a private water connection.  This includes two 
LBRCP MHHs, one LBRCP FHH, one non-LBRCP MHH, and three non-LBRCP 
FHHs.  None of the other households have paid a deposit for a connection.  Chart G.E 
shows the water collection method by household type.  The majority of all households 
are collecting water using w heelbarrow. 
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The households that own a wheelbarrow for the most part use it to collect water.  Of 
the six households that do not own a wheelbarrow, three borrow a neighbour's to 
collect water.  In total nine households own a donkey cart, but only one uses it for 
collecting water.   
 
 
Household Possessions 
As noted in Section 2: Methodology, information on the ownership / non-ownership of 
‘possessions’ can be considered as a benchmark of a household’s quality of life and can be 
used to measure whether or not the LBR project has impacted on the socio-economic situation 
of households.    
 
Table G.4 gives an overview of possessions owned by LBRCP and non-LBRCP 
households.  With the exception of a bicycle, a high percentage of all households own  
what might be considered to be basic possessions.  Households place equal emphasis 
on the possession of a bed, a wheelbarrow and a radio/music player. 
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Table G.4 

Gootau - Ownership of Household Possessions 
HH 

Status 
Working Bicycle Bed Radio / music 

player 
Wheel barrow 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

3 (17%) 14 (78%) 15 (83%) 16 (89%) 

FHH (11) 0  7 (64%) 7 (64%) 7 (64%) 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (5)  

1 (20%) 3 (60%) 1 (20%) 5 (100%) 

FHH (5) 0 4 (80%) 3 (60%) 4 (80%) 
 
All MHHs and FHHs use fuel wood for cooking.  No household reported or was 
observed to be using any other form of fuel. 
 
 
Agricultural Assets 
Table G.5 gives a breakdown of the current status of households’ ownership of 
agricultural assets.  Ownership of agricultural assets rural will be used as a measure to 
assess the socio-economic impact of the road project on households’ ability to 
strengthen their sustainable livelihood strategies.   
 
 

Table G.5 
Gootau- Household Ownership of Agricultural Assets  

HH  
Status 

Chickens Goat / 
sheep 

Cattle Donkeys Working 
plough 

Working 
Donkey 

cart 
LBRCP HH 
MHH (18) 15 (83%) 15 (83%) 8 (44%) 7 (39%) 8 (44%) 8 (44%) 

FHH (11) 8 (73%) 3 (27%) 2 (18%) 3 (27%) 4 (36%) 1 (9%) 
Non-LBRCP 
MHH (5)  4 (80%) 3 (60%) 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 3 (60%) 2 (40%) 

FHH (5) 5 (100%) 3 (60%) 0 2 (40%) 2 (40%) 0 

 
 
A significantly lower percentage of FHHs, compared to MHHs, own livestock 
agricultural assets.   
 
When the numbers of livestock (cattle and goats/sheep) owned is examined FHHs are 
slightly worse off.  This is shown in Table G.6.  In general the MHHs owning 
smallstock and /or cattle usually have a larger number of animals.   
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Table G.6 
Gootau - Ownership of Livestock by Household Category 

Goats / sheep Cattle Donkeys HH 
Status None <10 10 - 

20 21+ None <10 10 - 
20 21+ None <5 5+ 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (16) 

3 
17% 

5 
28% 

8 
44% 

2 
11% 

10 
56% 

1 
6% 

6 
33% 

1 
6% 

11 
61% 

3 
17% 

4 
22% 

FHH (11) 8 
73% 

3 
27% 0 0 8 

73% 
1 

9% 
1 

9% 0 8 
73% 

2 
18% 

1 
9% 

Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (5)  

2 
40% 

1 
20% 

2 
40% 0 3 

60% 0 2 
40%  2 

40% 
2 

40% 
1 

20% 

FHH (5)  
40% 

1 
20% 

1 
20% 0 5 

100% 0 0 0 3 
60% 

2 
40% 0 

Note:  not all households were willing to give information on the numbers of livestock they own. 
 
In terms of livestock FHHs are less well off and have fewer agricultural assets.  
 
The percentage of LBRCP MHHs (44%) and FHHs (36%) owning a working plough is 
very similar.  It should be noted, however, that none of the FHHs with a plough own 
oxen.  Thus, all the LBRCP FHHs owning a plough are dependent on another 
household for the cattle to pull the plough.  This also applies to the two plough owning 
non-LBRCP FHHs. 
 
 
Household Cash Income 
Households were asked about their normal or usual main source of cash income, 
excluding wages currently earned on the LBRCP project.  The responses are given in 
Table G.7.  The term ‘normal’ refers to the most usual source of cash income even if it 
is not a regular source. 
 

Table G.7 
Gootau - Household’s Normal Main Source of Cash Income 

HH 
Status 

None Pension Govt 
allowances 

Remittances Sale of 
livestock 

Business Employ
ment 

Other 

LBRCP 
HH 
MHH (18) 

4 
22% 

4 
22% 0 3 

17% 
1 

6% 0 2 
11% 

4 
22% 

FHH (11) 3 
27% 

4 
36% 0 0 0 1 

9% 
1 

9% 
2 

18% 
Non-
LBRCP 
MHH (5)  

0 4 
80% 0 0 0 0 0 1 

20% 

FHH (5) 0 0 1 
20% 

2 
40% 0 0 1 

20% 
1 

20% 
 
One LBRCP MHH and two LBRCP FHHs reported that they have children registered 
on the orphans programme.  They are, therefore, receiving food rations. 
 
The data shows that there is some variation in the main cash income sources between 
LBRCP MHHs and LBRCP FHHs.  Pensions, aid employment, including casual piece 
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work (‘Other’) is important for both types of households, Remittances appear to be an 
important source of cash for MHHs.  However, a sizeable percentage of both MHHs 
and FHHs said that they have no significant source of cash.  These households also 
tend to own fewer agricultural assets, and also include households that have no modern 
housing 
 
Four LBRCP MHHs and four LBRCP FHHs have a regular source of cash income in 
the form of a pension.  In addition, five LBRCP MHHs said they have a regular source 
of cash income through monthly remittances, and two other MHHs said that they earn 
cash through occasional remittances.  Thus, 19% of all LBRCP households have a 
regular source of cash income.   
 

 

Chart G.F.1 LBRCP MHH Remittances 

None Monthly Quarterly Occasionally

 
 
Few households have earn income from a business activity.  One of the LBRCP MHHs 
has a driving school.  This brings in sufficient earnings to meet the households basic 
needs.  One LBRCP FHH is a member of a Kgetsi ya Tsie income generating group.  
One non-LBRCP FHH has a kiosk.  This does bring in enough income to meet the 
households basic needs.  
 
Households mainly use their cash income for meeting their basic daily needs.  Thirty-
four (74%) of the 46 households interviewed said that it is ‘mainly used for buying 
food’.  Analysed by type of household: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – All of the 14 households with a cash income mainly use their 
cash income for food.  One (7%, 1) of household also uses the cash to pay 
school fees.  Three (17%) households said that they have used their cash 
income to also buy for housing materials.  Four households said that they have 
no significant source of cash. 

 
• LBRCP FHHs –Seven (88%) of the 8 households with some form of cash 

income mainly use their cash income for food.  Three households said that they 
have no significant source of cash. 
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• Non – LBRCP Households – Four non-LBRCP MHHs households said that 
they mainly use their cash income to buy food, and one said the cash is used to 
buy fuel wood.  Four non-LBRCP FHHs households said that they mainly use 
their cash income to buy food.  One FHH is registered on the destitute 
programme and receives a food ration. 

 
 
Household Involvement in the LBRCP Project 
Approximately 33 households have or have had a member of the household working 
on the Tswapong Access Road Construction Project.  The 29 households surveyed 
were asked about their involvement in the project since August 2002. 
 
Table G.8 gives an overview of the surveyed households and the household members 
actually employed on the project. 
 

Table G.8 
Gootau– HH member working on the Project 

HH 
Status 

HH Other Male  
Member 

Other female 
member 

 
MHH (18) 5 (28%) 10 (56%) 5 (28%) 

FHH (11) 3 (27%) 6 (55%) 5 (45%) 

 Note:  Some households had two or more members employed on the project 
 
In 26 instances another member, other than the household head, was hired.  Although 
most of the household heads were not present during the interviews, the response from 
those that were available suggests that this situation has not created any problems 
within households.  The hiring of younger people was seen as a good thing as “it 
brings money that helps the household buy food”.  
 
Households have mainly use the income for the LBRCP project to meet their basic 
daily food needs.  Twelve of the surveyed households – eight MHH and four FHH  - 
had not yet been paid, since they started work in March.  Two MHHs and one FHH 
said they are also using their earnings to pay school fees, and one MHH is using the 
earnings to buy building materials.  This household has hired a person from within the 
village to assist with building. 
 
 
Household Skills 
Households were asked what skills they have that can be used to find paid 
employment, and whether they have found any type of employment (other than on the 
LBRCP) the last six months using these skills.  Particular attention was given to the 
skill areas that are utilised on the road project.   
 
The large majority of households said that they have no skills that they can use to find 
employment: 
 

• LBRCP-MHH – 89% (16) of the households have no skills, 11% (2) gave 
bricklaying as a skill, and 11% (2) have ‘Other skills’.  The latter skills were 
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carpentry, and ploughing.  Three households said that they have found 
employment in the last six months as bricklayers.. 

 
• LBRCP FHH - 81% (9) of the households have no skills.  Two households said 

they have skills in brick making.  , However, none of the household had any 
paid employment in the last six months. 

 
• Non- LBRCP-MHH - 80% (4) of the households have no skills. One household 

has skills in fencing.  The latter household has not had employment in the last 
six months. 

 
• Non- LBRCP-FHH – 80% (4) of the households have no skills.  One household 

has skills in brick making.  The latter household has not had employment in the 
last six months. 

 
 
Education 
The ability and / or willingness of households to buy school uniform is a potential 
measure of the socio-economic impact of the LBRCP on households.  Households 
were asked if their children usually attended school wearing a uniform and if they were 
up to date on the payment of pot fees.   
 
Their responses are as follows: 
 

• LBRCP MHHs – Eleven (11) of the households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In 10 (91%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in 1 (9%) household they do not usually wear a 
uniform when attending school.   

 
None of the eleven households with children attending school said they are in 
arrears on the payment of pot fees.   

 
• LBRCP FHHs – All of the households surveyed have children attending 

school.  In 9 (82%) of these households the children usually attend school 
wearing a uniform, and in two (18%) households they do not usually wear a 
uniform when attending school.   

 
Five of the households with children attending school said they are not in 
arrears on the payment of pot fees.  Six (55%) households are in arrears. 

 
• Non-LBRCP MHHs – Four (4) of the households surveyed have children 

attending school.  In 3 (75%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in one (25%) they do not usually wear a uniform 
when attending school.   

 
Two of the households with children attending school said they are not in 
arrears on the payment of pot fees.  One household is in arrears.  There was 
one ‘no response’. 
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• Non-LBRCP FHHs – Three (3) of the households surveyed have children 
attending school.  In one (33%) of these households the children usually attend 
school wearing a uniform, and in two (66%) households they do not usually 
wear a uniform when attending school.   

 
One of the households with children attending school said they are not in 
arrears on the payment of pot fees.  Two households are in arrears.   

 
Data from the local primary school shows that that 38 children from approximately 28 
households are not attending school in a school uniform.  All of these children are 
either registered on the Needy Children’s Programme or as orphans.  The local 
authority will provide a school uniform.  Seven households are in arrears on payment 
of school fees.  The children from two of these households are registered as orphans.   
 
Surveyed households were also asked if they were registered on the orphans or the 
Needy Children Programme.  One LBRCP MHHs and two LBRCP FHHs said they are 
registered on the orphans programme.  One LBRCP FHH has children registered on 
the Needy Children’s programme.   
 
 
Benefits 
All households were positive about the construction project.  None of the households 
felt that the project had created any problem in their individual households, or in the 
community, and none of the households anticipated any problems.  Rather, households 
talked about the earnings from the project giving them the opportunity to build a 
house. FHHs, particularly, emphasised the hope that they will be able to use the 
earnings from the project to build a modern house.  However, some households stated 
that the earnings “are too little to do anything except buy food”. 
 
Some households also felt that the construction of the road will “bring more 
developments to the community”.  Mention was made of a post office, shops, and the 
opportunity for job creation.  Other people talked about how the road will mean better 
access to public transport 
 

3.4.4.4 The Business Community 
Four formal businesses were identified in Gootau.  Three are small general dealers, and 
one is a bar.  None of the businesses sell any type of hardware or furniture.  The 
general dealers are retailing food and household items. At E.K. General Dealer the 
owner was not available for interview.   
 
Three of the businesses have employees:  
 

• Semphete General Dealer and Butchery– 1 shop assistant 
• Kagiso General Dealer – 2 shop assistants 
• K M Bar – 1 bar assistant 

 
Bokamogo General Dealer is run solely by the owner. 
Kagiso General Dealer and K M Bar reported no change in their business activity since 
the start of the project.  Semphete General Dealer and Butchery reported an increase in 
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sales from the butchery but no change with the general dealer.  Bokamogo General 
Dealer said that the business has got worse, as people now go to Palapye to buy.  This 
was also noted by one of the other general dealers. 
 
Estimated monthly turnover as of February 2003 was: 

• Semphete General Dealer and Butchery– P1200 for the general dealer and 
P4400 for the butchery  

• Kagiso General Dealer – P32,500 
• K M Bar – P5 – 7000 
• Bokamogo General Dealer –P1,500 

 
 

3.5 The Control Community 

3.5.1 Demographic Data 
The population of Maape village is 1.222.  This includes 567 males and 655 females.   
 

3.5.2 The Community Situation 
Maape is a relatively small rural community, whose economy is dominated by 
agricultural activity.  The outbreak of foot and mouth in the northern part of the 
country has, according to the leaders of the community, caused financial hardship.   
 
Employment opportunities in the community are very limited.  Drought relief projects 
offer the only form of ‘regular’ work for households.  The most needy households are 
employed on a monthly rotational basis.  Currently about 16 households are working 
on drought relief projects. 
 
There are 30 individuals registered as permanent destitutes, and 47 registered orphans.  
The households that these individuals reside in receive food rations.   
 
Kgetsi ya Tsie has recently formed 5 – 6 income generating groups.  They are engaged 
in processing morula, making melon jam and producing dicheru. 
 

3.5.3 Household Survey 
Introduction.   
In the baseline survey, 48 respondents from 48 households were interviewed.  This 
included 24 FHHs.  In 43 households the household head was interviewed.  In the 
other instances it was the household head’s partner or another adult. 
 
 
Household Data 
Table MA.1 gives an overview of the age and education status of the respondents 
interviewed in Maape.  The majority of households are in the middle and older age 
categories. 
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Table MA.1 
Maape - Respondent Age and Education Status 

Age Group Education 
16 - 30 31 – 45 46+ None Primary JCSS / SS Post Sec HH 

Status No % No % No % No % No % No  %  
MHH (24) 
 1 4 9 38 14 58 19 79 3 13 0 0 1 4 

FHH (24) 
 1 4 8 33 15 63 20 63 3 13 1 4 0 0 

 
Table MA.2 shows family size by household category.  A significant percentage of 
households are below average family size.  For example, 33% of FHHs have only one 
adult, and 46% of MHHs do not have children.  This reflects the higher percentage of 
respondents in the older age groups. 
 

Table MA.2 
Maape -Household Size 

Adults Children HH 
Status HH only 2 -5 6+ None 1 - 5 6+ 

 
MHH (24) 

2 
6% 

21 
88% 

3 
13% 

11 
46% 

8 
33% 

3 
13% 

FHH (24) 8 
33% 

16 
67% 0 6 

25% 
16 

67% 
2 

6% 
 
Households were asked about the division of labour in relation to a number of daily 
tasks that a rural household usually undertakes.  These tasks are cooking, washing 
(laundry), cleaning (including sweeping the yard), fetching water, collecting fuel 
wood, and care of livestock.  Traditionally these tasks, with the exception of the care 
of livestock, are the responsibility of women.  Chart MA.A shows the division of 
labour in the MHHs. 
 

Chart MA.A  
MHH - Task Division
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Tasks are clearly divided along traditional lines.  The household head’s female partner 
plays a dominant role in all tasks, except the care of cattle.  This division reflects the 
older age range of households and the fact that compared to the households survey in 
the other communities there are generally fewer adults and children present in the 
households surveyed in Maape.   
 
Chart MA.B shows the division of labour in the FHHs.  Tasks are shared with other 
household members, but the female household head has a dominant role in all tasks.  In 
part this reflects the fact that in 33% of FHHs the household head is the only adult 
present.  Six FHHs reported that they owned cattle.  All have their cattle looked after 
by a herd boy or relative, 
 

 
 
Housing 
In the baseline survey information was collected on the HH’s current housing status, 
and the adequacy of the shelter of households in Maape.  ‘Shelter’ in this context 
includes fencing of the yard, access to a private latrine, and access to a private water 
connection. 
 
Chart MA.C shows the type of fencing in that households have around their yards.   

 

Chart MA.B  
FHH Task Distribution
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Chart MA.C.1  MHH Fencing 

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

Chart MA.C.2:    FHH Fencing

None Mesh- no gates
Mesh & gates Wire Only
Other

 
 
A significant percentage of households do not have fenced yards.  This applies to 21% 
(5) of MHHs and 46% (11) of FHHs.  Five (20%, 5 of 19) of the fenced MHHs have a 
mesh fence and four of these households have gates.  Nine 47%, 9 of 19) have wire 
fences with wooden droppers.  However, in five of these households these fences are 
not well maintained.  In the other fenced households (60%, 13 of 19) the fencing is 
well maintained.   
 
In the FHHs three (23%, 30 of 13) of the fenced households have a mesh fence with 
gates.  Nine households have a wire fence with wooden droppers.  In four of these 
households the fence is not well maintained.   In the other fenced households (62%, 8 
of 13) the fencing is well maintained. 
 
Virtually all households have traditional housing.  Only one MHH does not.  The 
traditional housing situation of all surveyed households is summarised in Table MA.3.   
 

Table MA.3 
Maape - Housing Type 

Traditional Housing 
 

No of Trad Houses 
 HH 

Status None Well 
Maintained 

Roof in 
disrepair 

Walls in 
disrepair 

No 
doors 

1 2 3 4+ 

 
MHH (24) 

1 
4% 

17 
71% 

1 
4% 

3 
13% 

2 
6% 

7 
29% 

8 
33% 

8 
33% 0 

FHH (24) 0 19 
79% 

1 
4% 

1 
4% 

3 
13% 

7 
29% 

9 
38% 

7 
29% 

1  
4% 

 
A higher percentage of MHHs have modern, brick built houses.  Fifty-eight percent 
(58%, 14) of MHHs, compared to 38% (9) of FHHs have a modern house.  
 
Sixty-three percent (63%, 15) MHHs and 38% (9) FHHs have a useable pit latrine.  
The other households do not have any type of toilet.  Chart MA.D gives an overview 
of the household latrine situation. 
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Two (6%) MHHs and one (45) FHH have a private water connection.  None of the 
other households without a private water connection have paid a deposit for a 
connection.   
 
Chart MA.E shows the water collection method by household type.  In spite of the fact 
that 11 (46%) MHHs and 5 (21%) FHHs own a wheelbarrow, the majority of these 
households collect water manually.  Only 5 of the 11 MHHs and one of the 5 FHHs 
with a wheelbarrow use it for collecting water.  However, two of the MHHs and one of 
the FHHs with a wheelbarrow have a private water connection. 
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Thus, FHHs are not as well equipped as MHHs in terms of transporting water.  A 
lower percentage of FHHs own a wheelbarrow or a donkey cart.  
 
 
Household Possessions 
Table MA.4 gives an overview of possessions owned by the MHHs and FHHs.   
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With the exception of a wheelbarrow, a high percentage of all households own what 
might be considered to be basic possessions.  The ownership pattern for a bed and 
radio/music player is similar amongst the two categories of households. 
 

Table P.4 
Maape – Ownership of Household Possessions  

HH 
Status 

Working Bicycle Bed Radio / music 
player 

Wheel barrow 

 
MHH (24) 4 (17%) 17 (71%) 13 (54%) 11 (46%) 

FHH (24) 1 (4%) 18 (75%) 12 (50%) 5 (21%) 
 
Nearly all households use fuel wood for cooking.  One MHH has a gas cooker. 
 
 
Agricultural Assets 
Table MA.5 gives a breakdown of the current status of households’ ownership of 
agricultural assets.   
 

Table MA.5 
Maape- Household Ownership of Agricultural Assets  

HH 
Status 

Chickens Goat / 
sheep 

Cattle Donkeys Working 
plough 

Working 
Donkey 

cart 
MHH (24) 16 (67%) 12 (50%) 14 (58%) 18 (75%) 5 (21%) 9 (38%) 

FHH (24) 15 (63%) 9 (38%) 6 (25%) 2 (8%) 8 (33%) 2 (8%) 
 
Comparatively, FHHs are not as well equipped as MHHs in terms of agricultural 
assets.  A significantly lower percentage of FHHs own goats and cattle   
 
When the numbers of livestock (cattle and goats/sheep) owned is examined FHHs are 
again not as well-off as MHHs.  This is shown in Table MA.6.  For example, 4% of 
FHHs own 10 - 20 goats compared to 17% of MHHs.   
 

Table MA.6 
Maape - Ownership of Livestock by Household Category 

Goats / sheep Cattle Donkeys HH 
Status None <10 10 - 

20 21+ None <10 10 – 
20 21+ None <5 5+ 

 
MHH (24) 

12 
50% 

8 
33% 

4 
17% 0 10 

42% 
6 

25% 
5 

21% 
3 

13% 
6 

25% 
12 

50% 
6 

25% 

FHH (24) 15 
63% 

8 
33% 

1 
4% 0 18 

75% 
6 

25% 0 0 22 
92% 

1 
4% 

1 
4% 

 
However, a higher percentage of FHHs (33%) than MHHs (21%) own a working 
plough.  
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Household Cash Income 
Households were asked about their normal or usual main source of cash income.  The 
responses are given in Table MA.7.  The term ‘normal’ refers to the most usual source 
of cash income even if it is not a regular source. 
 

Table MA.7 
Maape – Household’s Normal Main Source of Cash Income 

HH 
Status 

None Pension Govt 
allowances 

Remittances Sale of 
livestock 

Business Employ
ment 

Other 

MHH (24) 0 6 
25% 0 5 

21% 0 1 
4% 

3 
13% 

11 
46% 

FHH (24) 2 
8% 

9 
38% 0 3 

12% 0 4 
17% 

1 
4% 

8 
33% 

 
Remittances, pensions, and casual piece work are important source of cash for both 
MHHs and FHHs.  Pensions mean that 31% of all the surveyed households have a 
regular source of income.  Four MHHs receive remittances on a monthly basis, 
although only one household said that the cash received was sufficient for the 
household needs. 

 
 

Chart MA.F.1  MHH Remittances 

None Monthly
Quarterly Occasionally

Chart MA.F.2:    FHH 
Remittabnces

None Monthly
Quarterly Occasionally

 
 
Three MHHs and three FHHs have a business activity.  Two – one MHH and one FHH 
run a kiosk.  The other households occasionally brew and sell beer.  Only the two 
kiosk owners said that the income they made was sufficient to meet their basic 
household needs.  
 
Two MHH have had any paid employment in the last three months.  The pumper for 
the village lives in one of the surveyed households.  The other household has had 
occasional piecework.  None of the FHHs has had any paid employment.    
 
Households mainly use their cash income for meeting their basic daily needs.  
Households do use their cash income for other purposes.  Five FHHs and two MHHs 
use it to pay school fees.  One household also purchases wood. 
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Education 
Households were asked if their children usually attended school wearing a uniform and 
if they were up to date on the payment of pot fees.   
 
Their responses are as follows: 
 

• MHHs – Ten (10) of the 24 households surveyed have children attending 
school.  In 6 (60%) of these households the children usually attend school 
wearing a uniform, and in 4 (40%) households they do not usually wear a 
uniform when attending school.  Four of the households with children not 
wearing school uniform said they are in arrears on the payment of pot fees.   

 
• FHHs – Fifteen (15) of the 24 households surveyed have children attending 

school.  In 10 (66%) of these households the children usually attend school 
wearing a uniform, and in five (33%) households they do not usually wear a 
uniform when attending school.  Nine of the 15 households are in arrears on the 
payment of pot fees. 
  

Records at the local primary school on the number of children not wearing school 
uniforms and on households’ payment of pot fees is incomplete.     
 
Households were also asked if they were registered on the orphans or the Needy 
Children Programme.  One MHH and three FHHs said they are registered on the 
Needy Children programme.  One FHH has children registered on the orphan’s 
programme.  The headteacher, however, reported that households are being re-assessed 
in terms of their eligibility for such programmes. 
 

3.5.4 The Business Community 
There are two formal businesses were interviewed in Maape – a general dealer and a 
bar.  The general dealer was closed at the time of the survey.  The owner was away 
from the village.  The bar is run solely by the owner.  She reported that there has been 
an improvement in the sales in the last six months, partly as a result of people working 
on drought relief projects and partly as a result of people from Pilikwe and Mhalapitsa 
coming to buy.  The estimated monthly turnover is P1,600.   
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3 Observations 
4.1 Introduction 
Section 3 describes the current socio-economic situation in the communities, and the 
communities perceptions about the project,  In this section pertinent issues and key 
points arising from the study are briefly discussed. 
 

4.2 Community Liaison 
The communities are positive about the road project.  The employment created is 
helping the participating households provide for their daily needs.  In the absence of 
any other employment opportunities in the villages the road project provides a valuable 
source of income. 
 
Households feel that the project has had only a positive impact on their lives and the 
community.  People talked about how the opportunity to work makes them feel god 
“rather than sitting at home doing nothing”, and about their aspirations for the future 
in terms of using their earnings to improving their homes.  Whilst people said the work 
was tiring, the local clinics said that there have been no major accidents.  Initially 
people went to the clinic complaining of muscular pains, but this is now less common. 
 
There are concerns at the community level about the interaction between the contractor 
and the community leaders.  Community leaders recognise that the contractor is 
responsible for managing the construction, and defining conditions of employment.  
However, they do feel that they could be better informed.  They feel unable to answer 
queries within the community about progress on the road, and about employment 
practices.  Of particular concern are the recent changes in hiring practices.  Community 
leaders feel that hiring on site, and not at the kgotla, is not in agreement with the 
arrangements made for hiring people.  There has, in fact, been little interaction since 
the start of the project between the contractor (and the Roads Department) and the 
community leaders.  
 
For the contractor this is the first experience of managing a labour based project.  Little 
attention has been given to issues of community liaison, and it seems not have been 
given emphasis in the training workshops.  A community mobilisation period was not 
built into the contract.  The contractor is, of course, not a community development 
specialist, but on this type of project it is desirable that community leaders be: 
 

• Briefed on employment practices and conditions, so that they can deal with 
complaints. 

 
• Briefed, say on a quarterly basis, on progress on the actual construction. 

 
• Informed, and preferably consulted, about employment procedures. 

 
These issues, which will require minimal time input, should be factored into the 
contractor’s contract and work schedule. 
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In the meantime, it is recommended that the contractor taken steps to brief the kgosi 
and Village Development Committee in each of the villages. 
 

4.3 Hiring of Workers 
As noted above, there are concerns that the hiring of workers is not being undertaken 
at the kgotla.  The community leaders see the kgotla as being the most transparent 
venue, and the least likely to cause friction within the community.  This matter should 
be addressed at the recommended briefing with the community leaders. 
 
Generally, the ballot system employed is perceived to have been fair.  There was, 
however, some concern that not limiting each household to one worker meant that 
some households miss out on employment opportunities.  There was also concern in 
Pilikwe that social issues, and giving attention to the needs of the more impoverished 
households, was not addressed.  These issues need to be given attention at the next 
hiring of workers. 
 
The contractor is aware of the project aim of giving employment opportunities equally 
to men and women.  There has been a gender inbalance, but this has largely connected 
with the type of work people have been required to do.  The heavy work, such as bush 
clearing, is perceived by the contractor and communities alike as being more suited to 
men.  More recently, as the nature of the work as changed, the inbalance has been 
addressed.  A greater number of women have been hired in the post-Christmas period. 
 
The construction work is physically demanding, and clearly best suited to the younger 
age groups.  Whether by design or by coincidence the majority of the workers hired are  
in the 16 –30 age range.  This has not caused any difficulty within the community. 
 

4.4 Household Priorities  and ‘Investment’ Capabilities 
Discussions with households and with workers suggest that the development of their 
properties, and mainly construction of housing, will be given high priority in terms of 
using earnings from the project.  This will be use of ‘excess’ earnings, after households 
have met their basic, daily needs.  A few households reported that they have purchased 
building materials since starting work on the project. 
 
This type of ‘investment’ needs to be a key focus in the post-project evaluation.  
Furthermore, comparison needs to be made between those households that have only 
one person working on the project and those that have two or more.  Given that many 
households and respondents said that the monthly earnings are only sufficient to buy 
food, this comparison might be of significance. 
 
Few of the surveyed households reported that they have any other regular cash income.  
Those that did, depend on a pension, which is currently P151 per month, or 
remittances.  A few have a regular business.  For these households the wages from the 
road project might be construed as an additional cash income, and one that they are 
more likely to use for ‘investment’ purposes.  These households should also be a point 
of comparison in the post-project evaluation. 
 
 



 80 

Annex A 

Terms of reference 
 

 
LABOUR-BASED ROAD CONSTRUCTION DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

BOTSWANA ROADS DEPARTMENT 
 

23 November 2002 
 

BACKGROUND 
In a policy statement contained in the National Development Plan 8, the Government 
of Botswana emphasises poverty alleviation through creation of meaningful 
employment and the application of labour-based methods. The policy further aims at 
increased involvement of the private sector in the building of the economy.  
 
Responding to these policy statements, the Ministry of Works Transport and 
Communications, through Roads Department, requested that a component for 
application of labour-based methods in road works be taken into the Institutional Co-
operation Agreement between Roads Department and the Norwegian Public Roads 
Administration (NPRA). ILO/ASIST has been engaged to carry out technical audits 
and special studies to highlight problems and constraints that need to be resolved for a 
large-scale application of labour-based methods using small-scale citizen contractors. 
 
Since the technology had not been applied in the Department before, it was found 
necessary to start with demonstration projects through which information would be 
collected as a basis for a large-scale application of the method in future. Preparations 
commenced in 1998 with project identification and formulation of implementation 
strategy. Candidate projects were identified for construction of low volume sealed 
access roads and for routine maintenance of the road network.  
 
The Demonstration Projects using small-scale labour-based contractors for Routine 
Maintenance were implemented for one and a half years up to the end of December 
2001.  Preparations for escalation of the approach encompassing maintenance of 
approximately 520 km of sealed primary and secondary roads are well under way. 
 
The Demonstration Project using a small-scale labour-based contractor for 
construction commenced in August 2002.  It is envisaged that the approach will be 
expanded to other parts of the network based on experience from the demonstration 
project. 
 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
The Task Force that guides the implementation of the labour based contractor 
development project has commissioned this study.  One of the reasons of adopting 
labour-based methods in road construction is to contribute to the national objectives of 
employment creation, poverty reduction, economic growth etc.  The demonstration 
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project offers an opportunity to try the labour-based approach and gain experience 
before embarking on a full-scale programme.  The socio-economic baseline study is 
intended to compliment the post project impact study in ascertaining the viability and 
desirability of labour-based construction methods. 
 
The overall objectives of the proposed study are to:- 
♦ establish the pre-project behaviour and the socio-economic situation of the 

population in the project areas; 
♦ -identify problems (if any) that have the potential to hamper a gender balanced 

participation in the labour-based construction works; 
♦ -review the existing selection criteria for roads to be constructed using labour-

based methods; 
♦ suggest how socio-economic benefits can be maximised, based on review of the 

current practice and literature review of the maintenance pilot project impact study. 

SCOPE OF STUDY 
Scope of the socio-economic baseline study shall include, but not limited to the 
following:- 
i) review the labour-based construction works plans of the Roads Department in 
relation to the potential achievement of the development objectives, which include 
employment creation and poverty alleviation. 
ii) Assess the potential socio-economic benefit that could be realised through the 
implementation of the labour-based road construction project as perceived by various 
stakeholders e.g roads department, community, etc. 
iii) Assess the pre-project status of women and men in the community, total workload, 
source and magnitude of earnings, family life, health and welfare, investments and 
expenditure patterns. 
iv) Assess the performance of existing businesses. 

METHODOLOGY 
1. The study should be carried out in a manner that will make it easy to carry out a 

post project socio-economic impact study. 
 
2. The study will assess the key performance indicators of local businesses.  The 

study will also assess the community’s source, magnitude and flow of existing 
earnings.  Questionnaires will need to be developed in a manner that will enable 
tracking of changes in performance of local shops and businesses over time. 

 
3. In order to target the community most likely to be affected it is important to make a 

geographic delimitation of the zone-of-influence on both sides of the road that is to 
be constructed. A reasonable zone is within a 2,5 to 5 km distance from the 
relevant road. This figure should be used as a guideline. Zones of influence may be 
different from one locality to another. 

 
4. The study will establish an appropriate control group with characteristics similar to 

those of the project area. The purpose of this approach is to track non-project 
influences on the socio-economic changes during the project period. 
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TIME FRAME AND INPUTS 
The study is envisaged to be carried out by a sociologist/researcher as team leader with 
input from an engineer with labour-based technology experience and research 
assistants.  The Roads Department will provide engineering input.  The consultant will 
be responsible and accountable for the recruitment and payment of research assistants. 
 
The consultant will submit a proposal that meets the requirements of the client, split 
into technical and financial components.  Work will commence only when the client 
and the consultant reach an agreement.  The consultant is expected to furnish the client 
with a proposed workplan showing milestones and estimated corresponding duration. 
The consultant is also expected to propose a manning schedule with unit rates for all 
the personnel.  Reimbursable costs should also be included in the financial proposal. 
 
The draft final report will be submitted to the client for comments.  The final report 
will be produced after comments have been received from the client within 10 working 
days of receiving such comments. 
 
Mr Gamelihle Sibanda of ILO/ASIST will backstop the study.  The Roads Department 
Labour Based Methods Co-ordinator, will offer engineering input and render logistical 
assistance to facilitate the carrying out of the study.  Such assistance will include 
organising a site visit and identification and soliciting co-operation of stakeholders 
who will be requested to provide information. 

PRESENTATION OF THE REPORT 
The final report will be in both hard copy (5 bound and one unbound master copy) and 
electronic format, in a format consistent with other reports produced within the 
framework of the Institutional Co-operation Agreement (1998-2001) between the 
Roads Department and the Norwegian Public Roads Administration (NPRA).  The 
electronic version will be in MS Office 97 or 2000. 
 
The report should include a list of contacts made, interviews held, and written and 
other sources relied upon in its preparation and for its conclusions.  It may also refer to 
further work, which should be considered in addressing issues uncovered. 
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BASELINE QUESTIONNAIRE  
ON LABOUR BASED TSWAPONG 
ACCESS ROAD CONSTRUCTION 

PROJECT 
 
The Roads Department is conducting a survey to assess the impact and benefits of the 
Labour Based Road Construction project in your village.  The information we collect 
now will be compared with information collected from households at the end of the 
road project to see how individual households and the community as a whole have 
benefited from the project.   
We are interviewing about 50 households in your community.  In each interview we 
are asking questions about the household’s current economic situation.  The 
information we collect from each household will be kept confidential.   
At the end of the project we will come back and ask you a similar set of questions.  In 
this way we will be able to get an understanding of how households in the community 
have benefited.   
 

Community 
(a)   Pilikwe    (b)   Mhalapitse (c)   Goo-Sekgweng (d)   Gootau  (e)   Control    

Section A:  Household identification 
HH Surname HH First Name  
Ward CSO House No.   
Person Interviewed:  (a)   HH (b)   HH female partner (c)   Other HH 
member  

Section B:  Household details 
1 HH sex:            (a)   Female  (b)   Male (a) (b)     

       
2 Age of HH:      (a)   16 – 30 (b)   31 – 45 

 (c)   46+ 
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

3 Education level of HH (highest education level achieved): 
(a)  primary  (b)  Junior secondary   (c)   
Senior Sec 

 (d)   post secondary    (e)  no 
education 

 

(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

(d)       (e) 
       

4 Number of adults residing permanently in the HH (16+ 
years and including HH) 
(a)  1 – HH only      (b)  2 – 5 adults    (c)   
6+ adults 

 

(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

Researchers Questionnaire   
Initials  No 
 
 
HH Type:   MHH      FHH 

 Regist’ed      Non-regist’d 
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5 Number of children residing permanently in the HH (15 
years or less) 
(a)  None       (b)  1 – 5 children          (c)   6+ 
children 

 (a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

6 HH tasks:  Who in the HH is mainly responsible for the 
following daily tasks:                             (a)             (b)               
(c )                  (d) 
                                      HH     HH female partner    other HH mem     
Other or NA 
(a) Cooking                                                                

 
 (b )  Fetching water                                                          

 
(c)  Fetching wood                                                            

 
(d)  Cleaning                                                                     

 
(e)  Washing / laundry                                                      

 
(f) Cattle care                                                                    

 

  
 
(a)   (b)   (c)   
(d) 

           
 
           
 
           
 
           
 
           
 
           
 

 

Section C:  Housing 
7 Yard fencing:  Is the yard fenced?  (Tick as appropriate) 

a)   No [GO TO Q9] 
b)   Yes – with mesh fencing but no gates [GO TO Q8] 
c)   Yes – with mesh fencing and gates [GO TO Q8] 
d)   Yes – wire fencing only  [GO TO Q8] 
e)   Yes – other Describe _______________________ 

[GO TO Q78] 
 

  
 
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

(d)       (e) 
       

8 Condition of fencing:  If the answer to Q6 is YES, is the 
fencing well maintained or in disrepair? 
(a)   Yes, Well maintained   
(b)     No, In disrepair.  Describe 
______________________________ 
 

  
(a) (b)     

       

9 Traditional housing (mud/thatch):  Does the HH have 
traditionally built housing that is used for sleeping / living 
purposes?  
(a)   No[GO TO Q11] 
(b)    Yes.  Number of huts  _____________________  [GO 
TO Q10] 
 

  
(a) (b)     

       

10 Condition of traditional housing:  Generally are these 
traditional huts well maintained?  
(a)   Yes - Well maintained   
(b)   No – roofing in disrepair.  Describe 

_____________________ 
(c)   No – walls in disrepair.  Describe 

  
 
(a) (b)     
(c) 
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______________________ 
(d)    No – doors.   
 

(d)       
       

11 Modern housing:  Does the HH have completed brick built 
housing that is used for sleeping / living purposes?  
(a)  No 
(b)   Yes.  Number of houses  _____________________  
(c)  Housing under construction 
 

  
(a) (b)    
(c) 

      
 

12 Latrine:  Does the HH have useable latrine?  
(a)  Yes – outside latrine 
(b)   Yes – flush toilet 
(c)   No – latrine collapsed 
(d)    No – no latrine at all  
 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

(d)       
       

13 Water collection: How do you normally/mainly collect 
water? Tick one 
a)   Manually  [GO TO Q14] 
b)   Own wheel barrow  [GO TO Q14] 
c)   Borrowed wheel barrow  [GO TO Q14] 
d)   Donkey  [GO TO Q14] 
e)   Donkey cart  [GO TO Q14] 
f)   Private water connection [GO TO Q15] 
g)   Other Explain ____________________________ [GO 

TO Q14] 
 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 
(d)       (e)      

(f) 
              

  
 
(g) 

 
14 Application for Water Connection: Has the HH applied and 

paid for a private water connection?  
                   (a)   Yes (b)   No 

  
(a) (b)     

       
 

Section D:  Household Possessions 
 Does the HH or any other member of the HH own 
  Comment   
15 A working bicycle: 

                   (a)   Yes (b) 
  No 

  (a) (b)     
       

16 A bed:        (a)   Yes (b) 
  No 

  (a) (b)     
       

17 A radio / music player:    
                   (a)   Yes (b) 

  No 

  (a) (b)     
       

18 A wheel barrow 
                   (a)   Yes (b) 

  No 

  (a) (b)     
       

19 Cooking:  What does the HH 
mainly use for cooking? 

   
(a) (b)     
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(a)   Wood fire (b)   Gas 
stove 
(c)   Paraffin cooker  
(d)   Other ______ 
 

(c) 
       
 

(d)       
       

 
 

Section E:  Agricultural Assets 
 Does the HH or any other member of the HH own 
  Comment   
20 Chickens: 

                   (a)   Yes (b) 
  No 

 

Number  
………………. 

 (a) (b)     
       

21 Goats / sheep: 
                   (a)   Yes (b) 

  No 
 

Number  
………………. 

 (a) (b)     
       

22 Cattle:        (a)   Yes (b) 
  No 

Number  
………………. 

 (a) (b)     
       

23 Donkeys:        (a)   Yes (b) 
  No 

Number  
………………. 

 (a) (b)     
       

24 A working plough:    
                   (a)   Yes (b) 

  No 

  (a) (b)     
       

25 A working donkey cart: 
                   (a)   Yes (b) 

  No 

  (a) (b)     
       

 
 
 

Section F:  Household Cash Income 
26 Cash income:  Normally what is the HH main source of cash 

income?  (Not including wages from the road project).     
(Tick one only) 
a)  No significant regular source of cash income [GO TO 

Q28] 
b)  Pension 
c)  Destitute and / or orphans allowance [GO TO Q28] 
d)  Remittances from family members 
e)   Sale of livestock 
f)   Small business activity (incl. KyT group income Gen. 

activity 
g)   Paid employment 
h)   Other Explain 

________________________________________ 
 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 
(d)       (e)       

(f) 
              

 
 
(g) (h)     
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27 Use of income:  What was this money (not including LBRC 

wages) mainly spent on?    (Tick as appropriate) 
a)  Buying food for the HH 
b)  Buying wood for the HH 
c)  Paying school fees 
d)  Building / repairing housing  
e)   Fencing / repairing the fencing of the yard  
f)   Buying HH furniture  Explain 

___________________________ 
g)   On farming Explain 

___________________________________ 
h)   By the individual worker for personal use 
i)   Other Explain 

________________________________________ 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 
(d)       (e)       

(f) 
              

 
 
(h) (h)     

(i) 
              
 

28 Business:  Does the HH have any kind of regular business 
activity? 

(a)  No  [GO TO Q30] 
(b)   Yes  Explain ________________________  [GO 

TO Q29] 
(c)   Yes  KyT income generating group  [GO TO 

Q29] 
 

 (a) (b)     
       

29 Income from business:  Is the income from this business 
normally sufficient to pay for the HH’s basic monthly needs 
(food, toiletry, clothing)?                  (a)   No           (b) 

  Yes   

 (a) (b)     
       

30 Paid employment:  In the last three months has any member of 
the HH who is normally resident in the HH, earn a cash income 
through paid employment?  (Not including wages from the road 
project).        
 (Tick as appropriate) 
a)  No [GO TO Q32] 
b)  Yes, on drought relief or other government projects 
c)  Yes, occasional piece work Explain 

________________________ 
d)   Yes, regular job in a village business / council job 
             Explain:  
____________________________________________ 
e)   Yes, regular job in a nearby town 
             Explain:  
____________________________________________ 
f)   Other Explain 

________________________________________ 
 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 
(d)       (e)       

(f) 
              

 
 
 
 

31 Income from employment:  Is the income from this 
employment normally sufficient to pay for the HH’s basic 
monthly needs (food, toiletry, clothing)?            (a)   No          
 (b)   Yes   

 (a) (b)     
       

32 Remittances:  Does the HH receive regular cash remittances   
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from HH members working elsewhere? 
a)  No  [GO TO Q34] 
b)  Yes, on a monthly basis  [GO TO Q33] 
c)  Yes, quarterly basis  [GO TO Q33] 
d)  Yes, occasionally  [GO TO Q33] 
 

(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 
(d)          

           
 

33 Income from remittances:  Is the income from remittances 
normally sufficient to pay for the HH’s basic monthly needs 
(food, toiletry, clothing)?            (a)   No           (b)   Yes   

 (a) (b)     
       

34 Total cash income:  Is the total cash income from all the 
different sources mentioned above (i.e. business, employment 
& remittances) normally sufficient to meet your HH basic 
needs?  
 (a)   No       (b)   Yes             (c)   N/A  Only one cash 
source) 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 
 

Section G:  HH involvement in the LBRC Project (not applicable in 
control community) 
35 Registration:  Did the HH register to work on the project? 

a)  Yes [GO TO Q36]   
b)   No, did not win in the ballot [GO TO Q37] 
c)   No, did not apply [GO TO Q37] 

                 If (c), why not 
………………………………………………… 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

36 Registered Member:  Which member of the HH was registered 
as a potential worker?   (Tick as appropriate) 
a)   HH 
b)   Male HH female partner 
c)   Other male HH member   
d)   Other female HH member  

  
 
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

(d)       
       

37 Selected as a worker:  Has any member of the HH started work 
on the project?  (Tick as appropriate) 
a)  No [GO TO Q41]   
b)   Yes – HH [GO TO Q39] 
c)   Yes – other male HH member  [GO TO Q38] 
d)   Yes – other female HH member  [GO TO Q38] 

   
 
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

(d)      
       

38 Other worker:  If a HH member other than the HH was 
selected for work what is the opinion of the HH? 

a)  Positive opinion because 
b)  Negative opinion because  
c)  HH not present at interview 

If (a) of (b) Explain: 
_________________________________________  

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 
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39 Use of income:  What has the money that has so far been 
earned on the road project been mainly used for?    (Tick as 
appropriate) 
a)  Not yet paid 
b)  Buying food for the HH 
c)  Buying wood for the HH 
d)  Paying school fees 
e)  Building / repairing housing [GO TO Q40] 
f)   Fencing / repairing the fencing of the yard  [GO TO 

Q40] 
g)   Buying HH furniture  Explain 

___________________________ 
h)   On farming Explain 

___________________________________ 
i)   By the individual worker for personal use 
j)   Other Explain 

________________________________________ 

  
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 
(d)       (e)       

(f) 
              

 
 
(i) (h)     

(i) 
             
   

 
(j) 

 
40 Hired labour:  If the income was used for building of fencing, 

did the HH hire labour to do the work?   
a)   No  
b)   Yes – local labour from within the village 
c)   Yes – labour from outside the village] 

  
 
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 

Section H:  Household Skills 
41 Current skills: Does the HH or any other HH member have 

skills that can be used to find employment? Skills that they had 
before LBRC. Tick as approp 
a)   Fencing 
b)   Brick laying 
c)   Driving 
d)   Brick moulding 
e)   Other Explain 

………………………………………………….. 
f)   No skills 

  
 
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

(d)       (e)      
(f) 
              

 
42 Employment.  In the last six months (before LBRC) has the 

HH or other HH member successfully used these skills to find 
paid work (NOT including LBRC).  If yes, which skills have 
been used?  (Tick as approp) 
a)   Fencing 
b)   Brick laying 
c)   Driving 
d)   Brick moulding 
e)   Other 
f)   Not find employment in any of the above skill areas 
 

  
 
(a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

(d)       (e)      
(f) 
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Section I:  Education 
TO BE CROSS CHECKED WITH DATA FROM THE PRIMARY SCHOOL  
43 School uniform:  Do the children from this HH normally 

attend school wearing the school uniform?            (a)   Yes    
 (b)   No   
 

 (a) (b)  
    

44 Pot fees:  Is this HH up to date in the payment of pot fees? 
           (a)   Yes           (b)   No   

 (a) (b)  
    

45 Needy / Orphans:  Is the HH registered withthe: 
(a)   Needy Chiidren Prog          (b)   Orphans Prog     (c) 

  None 

 (a) (b)     
(c) 

       
 

 

Section J:  Benefits  (not applicable in control community) 
46 HH Benefits:  What is the main benefit that you expect this 

project to bring to your HH? 
 
 
 
 

  

47 Problems:  Since it started, has the road project created any 
problems in your HH?      (a)   No         (b)    Yes  
Explain   
 
 
 
 

  
 
(a) (b)  

    

48 Community Benefits:  What is the main benefit that you 
expect this project to bring to your community? 
 
 
 
 

  

49 Problems:  Since it started, has the road project created any 
problems in the community?      (a)   No         (b)    Yes  
Explain   
 
 
 
 

  
 
(a) (b)  

    

50 Future problems:  Do you think the road project will create 
any problems in your HH or community?    (a)  No      (b) 

 Yes  Explain   
 
 
 

  
 
(a) (b)  
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BASELINE SURVEY 

 
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDELINE 

LABOUR BASED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
 
 
Guideline for use with the VDC  
 
 
 

9 General comments on the project.  Warm-up question where participants 
briefly state their opinions about the project, including their expectations of 
the project..   

 
 

10 Introduction of the project.  How was the project introduced?  What 
information were they given about the VDCs role?  What issues are 
unclear? 

 
 
11 HH Selection Process.  Description of how participating households and 

individuals were selected, and what guidelines were provided.  Attention 
will be given to steps taken to involve women headed households and 
poorer households in the community.    

 
 

12 Recruitment of workers:  Information on what steps are in place to decide 
which people /  HH will actually be employed, and what guidelines are in 
place to decide which workers will be retrenched when there is a reduction 
in the work load.    

 
 

13 Allocation of work:  Information on what guidelines the community has 
put in place to decide how work will be allocated between men and women.   

 
 

14 Alternative employment.  Discussion on the alternative employment 
opportunities in the community 
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BASELINE SURVEY 

 
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDELINE 

LABOUR BASED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
 
 
Guideline for use with the contractors  
 
 
 

9 Introduction of the project.  What briefing were they given on the community 
based approach?  What information were they given about the VDCs role?  
What issues are unclear? 

 
 
10 HH Selection Process.  What process did they follow to select HH?  How was 

the VDC involved?  What difficulties did you encounter as a contractor in this 
process    

 
 

11 Recruitment of workers:  On what basis are peple / HH actually selected for  
employment,  and what guidelines are in place to decide which workers will be 
retrenched when there is a reduction in the work load.    

 
 
12 Skill areas:  What are the main job areas.  What skills are required, and what is 

done to help people learn these skills?  What training is given to men and to 
women? 

 
 

13 Allocation of work:  On what basis are the different types of jobs allocated 
decide how work will be allocated between men and women.   

 
 
14 Replacement of a HH member:  What is the procedure if a HH member is 

unable to work.  How is he or she replaced? 
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BASELINE SURVEY  
LABOUR BASED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

 
BUSINESS ACTIVITIES 

 
Location:   :  

(a)   Pilikwe  (b)   Mhalapitse (c)   Goo-Sekgweng (d)   Gootau   
 
BUSINESS A 
1 Name of Business:  Name ……………………………  Ward 
……………………. 
 
2 Type of Business:  (a)  General dealer (b)  Bar / bottle store   (c)  

Tuck shop  
  (d)  Shebeen    (e)  other 
…………………………………… 

 
3 Person Interviewed:   (a)   Owner  (b)   Manager  

 
4 Number of People Regularly Working in the Business (Not including 
owner) 
 : (a)   None (owner only worker) (b)    No of employees:  ……………… 
 
5 Building supplies / Furniture:  Does the business sell any building supplies or 
furniture 

(a)  Yes   (b)  No 
 
6 Building supplies / Furniture stock:  What are the main  building supplies 

and furniture currently stocked 
a)  Cement 
b)   Window frames 
c)   Doors 
d)   Door frames 
e)   Beds 
f)   Mattresses 
g)   Other 

…………………………………………………………………….. 
 

5 Business Growth, In the last year as the business activity get better, remain the same, 
or got worse during the LBRM period?    
(a)   Better  (b)   Same  (c)   Worse 

 Explain :………………………………… 
…………………………………………………… 

6 Better:  If the business got better, did it  
 :  (a)   Increase its sales  

(b)    Diversify its stock 
(c)    Improve its equipment 
(d)    Expand its buildings 
(e)    Other ……………………………….. 
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7 Turnover:  What was the average monthly sales of your business: 

January 2003  P_______________________ 
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PRIMARY SCHOOL DATA 
 

SCHOOL ___________________________ COMMUNITY 
______________ 
 

A Number and names of children normally NOT 
wearing school uniform 
 
 

Surname of 
Child 

First Name HH Surname 

1    
2    
3    
4    
5    
6    
7    
8    
9    
10    
11    
12    
13    
14    
15    
16    
17    
18    
19    
20    
21    
22    
23    
24    
25    
26    
27    
28    
29    
30    
31    
32    
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33    
34    
35    
36    
37    
SCHOOL _______________________________ COMMUNITY 
______________ 
 
B Number and names of children in arrears on payment of school fees (pot 
fees) 
 
 

Surname of 
Child 

First Name HH Surname 

1    
2    
3    
4    
5    
6    
7    
8    
9    
10    
11    
12    
13    
14    
15    
16    
17    
18    
19    
20    
21    
22    
23    
24    
25    
26    
27    
28    
29    
30    
31    
32    
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33    
34    
35    
36    
37    
38    
39    
40    
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Annex C 

Persons Interviewed 
 
Pilikwe 
Village Development Committee 
 Mr G B Matlhoame, Chairperson 
 Ms B T Koloi, Vice Chairperson 
 Mr K J K Sekokonjane, Treasurer 
 Ms J Modisa, Member 
 Ms K Nthulang, Member 
 Ms D Batsalelwang, Member 
 Mr B M Koodibete, Headman 
 Mr O Bopadile, Vice Headman 
 
Mr Gaosekwe, Headteacher, Pilikwe Primary School 
 
Ms Kgontse, Registered Nurse 
 
Mhalapitsa 
Village Development Committee 
 Mr G S Keitsile, Chairperson 
 Mr K Olebogeng, Vice Chairperson 
 L Gaokgonwe, Secretary 
 G Morgan, Member 
 O Sebetela, Member 
 Mr B Gotshwanetse, Headman 
 
Ms Odumetse Sebetlela, Checker / Foreman 
Ms Theetso Letlhogonolo, Checker / Foreman 
 
Ms M Dintweng, Registered Nurse 
 
Goo-Sekgweng 
Village Development Committee 
 Ms B Mhaladi, Vice Chairperson 
 Mr M G Kedikilwe, Secretary 
 Ms G Phetogo, Vice Secretary 
 Ms A Gabotshwanelwe, Member 
 Ms M Gabatswane, Member 
 Mr O Ramatakana, Headman 
 
Ms M C Modise, Headteacher, Goo-Sekgweng primary School 
 
Mr Cephas Chiwandire, Foreman 
 
Gootau 
Village Development Committee 
 Mr B Gaborone, Chairperson 
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 Ms G Marekwa, Secretary 
 Ms L Baswadi, Member 
 Ms L Radiphala, Member 

Mr M Maele, Headman 
 

Mr Modise, Headteacher, Gootau Primary School 
 
Family Welfare Educator, Gootau Clinic 
 
Ms Lefhoko Rankwe, Checker / Foreman 
 
Maape Village 
Village Development Committee 
 Mr B Mokoloka, Chairman 
 Ms L Motiki, Vice Chairperson 
 Mr G Selelo, Treasurer 
 Mr I Ofaletse, Chairman, Orphans Committee 

Mr G Joroki, Member 
Mr K Ogopotse, Pump Operator 
Mr S Dithobibwe, Headman 

 
Nee Joy Contractor 
 Mr Ndingo Jowa, Director 
 Mr E Lima, Training Engineer, Norken Consulting 
 Mr Johan Mlacha, Site Engineer 
 
Roads Department 
 Mr E Rametse  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


