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CHAPTER 5 (,% ¢ \)

MULTIDIVENSIONAL. CRITERIA (Er:r:j*/

M mdeﬁ, to be useFl as the cnéena fO{ interpreting the
%b*llt?/ and willingness values . estimated, and for arriving,at a
e hn te conclusion™on a.commumtxs.state of greparedness to “finance
onchocerciasis control with vermectin 1S needed.

The in?l_ex will comBriie of vario%s values. of aPiIit an

willtj,n ness to finance. The application of the criteria Is tllustrate
In figre 5.1.

HGRE 5.1 Ilustration of the multi-dimensional criteria

Design a criteria Design a criteria for
for Quantitative seml quantitative model
Model T

I ! :

Classify into Design criterial| |[Design criteria
LPC, MPC & HPC for H.H for C.L

.

Combine both to get
final criteria for
semi quantitaive
model

v

Use criteria to;

* confirm comm. type

* Decide on the type
of C.F. scheme

Note: HH. = household heads; C.L. = community leaders; comm, type =
community type; and C.F. = community financing.
5.1 Criteria for the Quantitative model

_ It will be based on the WIF and ATF values from the households
in a community.
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5.1.1 Range of values for ATF and WIF
The range is between 5.00 to 20.00.

Va PS 00 tn Q QQ : lov ATF/WTF (T.AIT. *
(i e 140 4 <R
5.1.2 Range of values for percentage ATF and WIF (%ATHWIR
Va’ues %)ess than 50 %= LAIW

Values between 50 to 74.99% = MAMW
Values from M% ané above = 2 HAHN

5.1.3 The Criteria

I+ i e N

4. MA+ W= LON PERK QOVMNTY

8. MA + MV= MLDLE_PERK( Y
. M+ HA = HGH PEREGRVANCE TY
[ HA+ W= MDDLE PERFCRVIANCE COMVINITY
8. HA+ MV= HGH PEK QVMNTY
9. A+ HV HGEH PERH QOMMNTY

5.1.4 Rationale for choosing this criteria
Rational 1 Reasons for choosing the values

Values below 5% are definitely below the pass or half
mark, and are thus classme?l as P yts als notP eé that |n W
scale of m$aerement the values for fhe variaples whose we|g hts arg
below 5(P/o(i elr exP%cted maximum values are those of Delow accepte
average values or wort

Valuei bety ee(rJ 50 t0.79, ?9% thoug} pass, marks are not o t|mu
an(a are thus classified as micddle. From the scale of measurement
\r/gnugees with average or just above average values or worth are in th|s

alues . above 7500% and above are optimum, and are thus
cIassmeX %gah : P

Ratlonal 2 Reasons for classifying the communities

L%Nab|l|t communities automatmally become Iow performan(
communltuﬁ Th|s IS hecause o matterf level of wil nﬁss %y
rfress eir b getar constraints will ensure that they not
able to satisfy théir perceived need.
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2. Middle ability combined with low wHIhngn.ess in a commtﬁnty

ushes such a community” to low performance, This is  because %uc a
om maitmn ke? s the community in the borderline and It 1S safer to
assume low performance.

3. Middle abi#it)( antd middle wiIIingness implies midﬁle
erformance. because 0 h% act that such a communi ?,eneray
E%&?%Fne above average. It therefore may sustain a community financing

4, Middle abilit hi il Is high perf .
This is becaHlse em? dlleI )éba”(iitglgps W?}wolﬂ net%s ce&ﬁ?osrt?}?w psetgs%rinnantﬁe
r%]ramme. Thus when 1t 1S combined with a hlg Wi |eqness In the
ommunity, one expects high performance from such a place.

5. High abI|I_I|Y_ with  low wHAmgness, n(@ |mpI¥ m,déile
performance. T% low_wi mgnes%, may be due to inadéquate knowledge
and some beliefs. One IS “confident that If seml-g ntitative
\%U%H}]atlil?] studies are uq]dertaken to. unravel the problems, coup

p rlggramer%et education, such a community can support and sustain the

6. High ability and middle willi , and high_abilit
%g(%eghoip)r/] wli_\lﬁngarhelssI yaraen vrenrly (e)bv\\//ilodagnei%s t?]ne ﬁ%a% bgerfoarmlah%

5.2, Criteria for the Semi-Quantitative Model

It will be derived from the ATF and WIF values elucidated from
household theads and community Ieagers respe\c/\tlp\:/ely.

5.2.1  Criteria for household heads
The same basic criterja that was used.jn the quantitative model
will also be appl?edS %ere w{th aq?tt e mogiwcaplonq

- Asimp#,e ma'orit)( %f the household heads indic_ating a hiﬂh
W|II|nl?n_es,s to finance will be taken as a confirmafory evidence of. the
community’s choice Tecommuqlty must also have middle or hhgh anilit
to %n e, Therefore, ah_mmpe ma ontya housenolds witm hi

coupled. with middle or high 'ATF méans @ high performance com umtx.
Otherwise 1t 1s a low pe ormﬁnce community. High Per_ormance means
It\peartmléct?ﬁswes to go ahead with financing onchocerclasis control with

. Slm;tale majority votbn(% IS tge criterion usq(all
communlt){ voting exercises betore decisjons ar tﬁ eH. (Hver,
on V|\{a ana and Manopimoke, (1991) useq /0% of the ous?. olds as th?
ower 1jmit of accep mg that a’ rura comrgunlg can ance r.ur?
ealth miurance. In"thi$ case, there was no division Into low, mlﬂde
or high. It was a matter of either willingness or no willingness. Thelr

ya o\ﬁted in many
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reason for using 70% was not stated in their paper.

5.2.2  Criteria for community leaders

A index of ATF and WrF values will e used, - since. thjs

eXercise |s ust for confirmatory. .pur results will h
expressed as é her negative or pogltlel IOAQﬁéa and

A SRV Valies {5 S0 e = v

t it implies | tha combination of osmve values for
ATF and HstP |%rrlve at, More |t| comp rd% that acommunl
as seen from the [eaders point of View can mance the 1Sease conr

Iu g IS onlz/ such double positive comblnatlons of . ATF and
WIF will classify . the commynities as being positive or qualitied 't
have a community fmancmg Scheme.

5.2.3  Final Criteria for Semi-Quantitative Modgl

riterig_is for arriving at.a definite conclusion, about t
level of erFC and \‘7\7“E fo ﬁe Co umt her t(he interviews wdﬁ
household heads and communl leaders.

a0 WIF ElLEi0AtEd o ROUGOROI Peacs A sy leaders. Tha.

1. If the househdlds have high performance but t he communi

dders have ner%atlve ger ormance, educate the community leaders an
ertake the programm

2. It household  heads have o erform nce. whil de commumtx
Ie%derg h]aérlr\{ﬁn os%!dv%rgerforrﬂance ongss 0Iu OIu\h\lgertake the a“rtdersamwnhe
Pherea?ter the programme sh Wfd %ep der Xk Prog

A household heads have 1o ?Srf rmance and cBmmunHX
Leggr%ﬁmrgegatlve performance, then one should abandon plans about t

Ieaﬂers %efltlve perfdgmgﬁggehthledn qﬁ%d%rogﬁa/r%mteIgshoBFdeean%Femaenndtedc

ay

ommunity
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5.3 t()rlggcr)ba for deciding on tile type of community financing scheme

> 50 are nw to contribute, then community financing is
be ‘successtul with a pre-payment scheme.
>

f > 5% are willin ay, then .the community fi anm
to he successful wﬂﬂ a feg-%/or -Service schemes Me rug

0
ikely '

Iike%y |
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