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ABSTRACT : Worldwide activities at government and non-government level are being conducted to improve the quality of life 

and well-being of people. These activities need to be evaluated/ assessed to observe the impact on society. Thus, the present 

study attempted to asses such activity in the province of Sindh, Pakistan. This study was carried out using survey method. The 

targeted population of this study was the small farmers of three districts who participated in a crop maximization project 

(CMP-II). The sample size was 455 at significance level of 5%. The multistage sampling method was employed and responses 

were recorded on a six-point Likert scale questionnaire. This study assessed the level of well-being among small farmers of 

Sindh province. The level of well-being was divided into four sections namely; material conditions, quality of life, human 

solidarity and sustainability. The present study revealed that, there is an overall moderate level (M = 212.18; SD = 46.43) of 

well-being among the beneficiaries. It is, therefore, concluded that projects like crop maximization improves the quality of life 

of the people and eventually contribute to the well-being of the people. 
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INTRODUCTION  
Every society of the world is trying to improve and enhance 

the quality of life and well-being of its citizens. Likewise, the 

Pakistan government and its development agencies are also 

working day and night for the better quality of life and well-

being of the people of the country. Basically, Pakistan is a 

small farm country having 93% farm holding, the vast scope 

exists for the development of agriculture sector by addressing 

the issues relating to the small farmers [1, 2]. Realizing the 

gravity of issues regarding the well-being of small farmers, 

the government of Pakistan and provincial government of 

Sindh have launched various programs (i,e. micro-finance 

schemes, food security programs, poverty alleviation 

programs, farmers’ field school, crop-maximization projects, 

etc.). Well-being have been discussed and described in 

literature by various researchers in their own perspectives but 

there is no universally accepted definition [3]. According to 

[4] well-being means good or satisfactory conditions of 

living; a state of living characterized by good health, 

happiness, and prosperity. [5] said that the concept of healthy 

communities emerged in the 19
th

 century and the idea of 

measurement of a community’s well-being was developed in 

a more holistic way. They also stated three dimensions of 

well-being which are: social, environmental and economic. 

[6] generalized the definition of subjective well-being (SWB) 

in that it is how people feel and experience life on the basis of 

their own experiences. Furthermore, human well-being is 

associated with well-living, welfare, quality of life, living 

standards, needs fulfilment, utility, prosperity, satisfaction, 

capability, expansion, empowerment, development, human 

development and happiness [7, 8, 9, 10].  

In light of the above definitions, efforts have been made to 

determine the level of well-being of small farmers of Sindh in 

subjective as well as objective well-being combined. This is 

because there is a need of time to generate social meaning of 

well-being that contains or combines both subjective as well 

as objective dimensions of well-being [11]. Besides this, the 

researcher is of the opinion that for the understanding 

wellbeing, one should understand the basic four core values 

which are; material conditions, quality of life, human 

solidarity and ecological sensibility. Similarly, [7, 12, 13] 

discussed the same necessary core values that are important 

for subjective as well as objective well-being. In Pakistan, a 

few studies regarding well-being were conducted in different 

provinces. An example of this is [14] in which they 

conducted a study about the farmer field schools and their 

impact on social well-being of the farming community of 

Khyber Pakhtunkhawa province of Pakistan. Six districts of 

the province were selected for data collection. A total of 240 

farmer field school (FFS) farmers and 60 extension workers 

were selected randomly. The researchers found that there is a 

significant impact of FFS on social well-being of farmers’ 

community as a result of project activity. The active 

participation of the local people in community development 

project helps to improve their quality of life [15, 16]. 

Likewise, [17] conducted a research on rural micro credit   in 

the Punjab; Pakistan revealed that the   scheme   improves the 

income and well-being of the borrowers. However, there is 

hardly any study conducted in Sindh province of Pakistan 

that assesses or evaluates the level of well-being of small 

farmers. In order to realize the importance of the level of 

well-being, the researcher attempted to determine the level of 

well-being by examining both subjective as well as objective 

well-being among small farmers who participated in a crop 

maximization project. The crop maximization project was 

launched by the agricultural department of the government of 

Sindh and the federal government of Pakistan. The main 

features of the project included organizing and empowering 

farmers’ community, intensifying agriculture extension 

services at village level, extensive training of farmers, 

ensuring easy access to soft agricultural loan, capacity 

building for improving crop productivity, establishment of 

small enterprises for income enhancement and building 

linkages of farmer groups with main marketing chains. 
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METHODOLOGY - MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Research site / location / area 

The research site for the present study was the three districts 

of the Sindh province of Pakistan. There were a total of six 

districts where a crop maximization project was launched by 

the government and out of the six, three districts were 

selected namely; Khairpure, Nawabshah and Mirpurkhas.  

Research design 

The study was quantitatively approached and a survey design 

had been used. The survey design was preferred in this study 

because it is practically convenience to cover a wide study 

area, inexpensiveness, good statistical significance, little 

observer subjectivity and precise results [18]. The 

questionnaires were administered by the researcher with the 

help of two trained research assistants. The interviews were 

conducted individually; the respondents were requested for a 

time and place for the interview prior to filling in the 

questionnaire. 

Sample size and sampling technique 

The targeted population of this study was the small farmers of 

Sindh province who participated in the crop maximization 

project (CMP-II). The total number of beneficiaries was 

1440. The sample size was computed as 455 using [19] 

formula [20]. Data was collected from three different selected 

districts.  

The detail is as below: 

The total size of sample is 455.  

Districts sample size calculations  

 

 

 
Check= 155+151+149= 455 

The sampling method applied for this study was the 

multistage sampling technique. A multistage cluster sampling 

technique is suitable in a large scale sampled survey because 

of its advantage of clustering collection system [21].  

Instrument / questionnaire development 

The questionnaire is the tool for data collection in this study. 

Questionnaire was redesigned and adopted, and some items 

of questionnaire were modified based on literature review 

while keeping in mind of the objectives of the study, 

background of the respondents, and local culture. Thus, the 

different sections of the instrument were taken from the 

different types of well-being (subjective or objective well-

being) and a careful consideration was given during the 

redesigning and adopting of the instrument items in order to 

generate a relevant literature and concept, useful and 

comprehensive information. Furthermore, the questionnaire 

was divided into four sections; material condition, quality of 

life, human solidarity and sustainability. The items for 

instruments were taken from the works / studies of [22, 23, 

24, 25, 26, 27]. Furthermore, the responses to the questions 

were collected using a six-point Likert scale (1=Strongly 

Agree to 6=Strongly Disagree) because the validity of the 

Likert scale is justified in a perception-based research [28]. 

Validity and reliability of the questionnaire 

The questionnaire was validated by an experts’ committee 

that included experts from Universiti Putra Malaysia and 

Sindh Agriculture University, Tandojam, Pakistan. The 

widely accepted value of the Cronbach's alpha for 

questionnaire to be reliable is ≥ 0.7 [29, 20].  The results 

presented in Table 1 shows that the questionnaire was reliable 

in measuring well-being level, with the alpha value being 

greater than 0.7. The level of well-being of small farmers was 

divided into four sections namely; material condition, quality 

of life, human solidarity and sustainability.  

 

 
Table 1. Reliability Coefficients for Pilot and Final Test 

Latent  Variable Construct Variables 

Pilot Test (n=50) Final Test 

 (n=455) 

Items Alpha 

(α) 

Items Alpha (α) 

      

Well-Being 

Material condition 16 .984 16 .964 

Quality of life 16 .872 16 .973 

Human solidarity 15 .998 15 .981 

 Sustainability 11 .998 11 .971 

 

     

     

Measurement of level of well-being 

The different dimensions of the well-being were measured 

categorically as low, moderate and high; ranked 1, 2, and 3, 

respectively. Thus, the calculation was done the following 

way: 

A) Solved Example for Table 2-5 

Class Interval (CI) Width = HSV – LSV/K 

Where: 

HSV  = Highest Scale Value. 

LSV  = Lowest Scale Value 

K = Number of Categories 

CI = (6-1) / 3 = 1.6,  

= 1+1.6=2.6 

Range for low = 1 - 2.6 

= 2.7+1.6= 4.3  

Range for moderate = 2.7 – 4.3 

=4.4+1.6=6 

Range for High = 4.4-6  

Check 
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1 (Low: 1-2.6 = 1.6) 2 (moderate: 2.7-4.3 = 1.6) 3 (High: 4.4-

6 = 1.6) 

B)  Solved Example for Tables 2-5 and 6 

Class Interval (CI) Width = HSV – LSV/K 

Where: 

HSV  = Highest Scale Value. 

LSV  = Lowest Scale Value 

K = Number of Categories 

HSV = Total item x response scale maximum value 

HSV = 16 x 6 = 96 

LSV = Total item x response scale maximum value 

LSV = 16 x 1 = 16 

CI = (96 – 16) /3= 26.66 

1) Low: 16 – 42.66 = 26.66, 2) Moderate: 42.67 – 

69.33 =26.66, 3) High: 69.34 – 96 = 26.66 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
Level of material conditions in well-being 

Table 2 showed that the item analysis measuring the material 

conditions of well-being. In the material conditions section of 

well-being, the respondents were asked different statements 

regarding income, assets and available resources of small 

farmers. All those items are material conditions of the people 

which encompass people’s command over commodities, 

income, assets and consumption, and how available resources 

are distributed among different people or groups [30]. 

The analysis showed that there are a majority of items that 

fall under the category of moderate level of material 

conditions in well-being. The results in table 2 are presented 

from highest mean score of the items to lowest mean score of 

the items. Thus, the respondents of the study were satisfied 

that they were able to earn a living (M=4.24, SD=1.069), 

have fertile land (M=4.16, SD=1.181) and satisfied that they 

had stored grain to last throughout the year (M = 4.13, SD = 

1.282). 

On the contrary, there were a few items that fall under the 

category of low level of material conditions. The respondents 

perceived that they were satisfied that they have their own 

electronic and electrical appliances (M=2.38, SD=0.809), 

have their own agricultural appliances (M=2.37, SD=0.835) 

and have their own tractors for crop cultivation (M=2.24, 

SD=1.041). Generally, the mean score for material conditions 

is 3.22 (SD = 0.99), which indicates a moderate level of well-

being as perceived by the respondents.  

Overall average mean = 3.22, SD = 0.99; N=455 

1 (Low: 1-2.6), 2 (moderate: 2.7-4.3), 3 (High: 4.4-6) 

Level of quality of life in well-being 

Table 3 depicts the results item of analysis measuring quality 

of life among small farmers. The respondents were inquired 

about the health, education, security and etc, which 

encompass the multifaceted concept of quality of life (QOL) 

that has been in a variety of disciplines [31]. However, this 

term has been interchangeably used with happiness and well-

being [15]. 

The results showed a moderate level of quality of life in well-

being. The respondents of the study were satisfied that they 

have food security (M=4.25, SD=1.063), that they have art 

and cultural activities in their community (M=4.2, SD=0.986) 

and that they feel safe in their community (M=4.16, 

SD=1.101). However, the results of three items showed a low 

level of quality of life in well-being. The results of those 

items showed that the respondents were satisfied; that they 

were living a good life (M=2.6, SD=1.15), that they have 

health services in their community (M=2.52, SD=0.99) and 

that they and their families have the required food calories 

(M=2.45, SD=0.911). The overall result for quality of life is 

indicated by the mean score (M = 3.47; SD= 1.06), which 

portrays a moderate level of well-being as perceived by the 

respondents”. 

 

Table 2. Level of material conditions in well-being 

S.NO Statement M SD Level Rank 

1 I am satisfied what I am earning  
4.24 1.069 Moderate 2 

2 I am satisfied that I have fertile land  
4.16 1.181 Moderate 2 

3 I am satisfied that I have stored grain for throughout the year 
4.13 1.282 Moderate 2 

4 I am satisfied that I can afford to buy/ purchase for my family  
4.06 1.234 Moderate 2 

5 I am satisfied that I have livestock  
4.04 1.427 Moderate 2 

6 I am satisfied that I have my own means of cultivation of crop 
4.04 1.088 Moderate 2 

7 I am satisfied with physical conditions of my house 
3.53 0.914 Moderate 2 

8 I am satisfied that I can afford my cultivation expenses of farm 
3.51 0.782 Moderate 2 

9 I am satisfied about my consumption 
2.92 0.664 Moderate 2 

10 I am satisfied that I have my own means of transportation 
2.66 1.119 Low 1 

11 I am satisfied that I have saving for emergency 
2.48 0.844 Low 1 

12 
I am satisfied that I can purchase Agricultural inputs(seed, 

pesticide, fertilizer) without taking loan 2.45 0.896 Low 1 

13 I am satisfied with what material resources I have 
2.45 0.749 Low 1 

14 
I am satisfied that I have electronic, electrical appliances 

(TV,Radio,Tape recorder,Washing machine) my own 2.38 0.809 Low 1 

15 I am satisfied that I have my own agricultural appliances/  
2.37 0.835 Low 1 
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16 I am satisfied that I have my own tractor for cultivation of crop 
2.24 1.041 Low 1 

 
 

Table 3. Level of quality of life in well-being 

S.NO Statement M SD Level Rank 

1 I am satisfied that I have food security 4.25 1.063 Moderate 2 

2 
I am satisfied that I have art and cultural activities in my 

community 
4.2 0.986 Moderate 2 

3 I am satisfied that I feel safe in my community 4.16 1.101 Moderate 2 

4 I am satisfied that my children have access to school 4.15 1.074 Moderate 2 

5 
I am satisfied with sport and recreational facilities in my 

community 
4.14 1.12 Moderate 2 

6 
I am satisfied that me and my family is safe and secure in 

this community 
4.11 1.126 Moderate 2 

7 I am satisfied that I am living happy life 4.11 1.136 Moderate 2 

8 I am satisfied that my family have access to hospital 3.81 0.968 Moderate 2 

9 I am satisfied that there is no conflict in my community 3.45 0.881 Moderate 2 

10 
I am satisfied with public transport facilities in my 

community 
3.17 1.091 Moderate 2 

11 I am satisfied with educational facilities in my community 2.85 1.306 Moderate 2 

12 I am satisfied that I have good health 2.81 0.952 Moderate 2 

13 
I am satisfied that my family have access to recreational 

place 
2.81 1.145 Moderate 2 

14 I am satisfied that I am living a good life 2.6 1.15 Low 1 

15 I am satisfied with health services in my community 2.52 0.999 Low 1 

16 
I am satisfied that me and my family have required food 

calories  
2.45 0.911 Low 1 

Table 4. Level of human solidarity in well-being 

S.NO Statement M SD Level Rank 

1 I am satisfied that I am free to sale my product 4.09 1.102 Moderate 2 

2 
I am satisfied that I am free to select the variety of crop to 

cultivate 
4.08 1.133 Moderate 2 

3 I am satisfied that I am free to speak my own language  3.93 1.282 Moderate 2 

4 
I am satisfied that I can practice the religion of my own 

choice 
3.85 1.325 Moderate 2 

5 
There is no language, sect or religion barrier in our 

community 
3.84 1.298 Moderate 2 

6 
I am satisfied that members of my community have built 

network with neighbouring communities 
3.79 1.507 Moderate 2 

7 
I am satisfied that I am living in a socially inclusive 

environment 
3.78 1.38 Moderate 2 

8 
I am satisfied that the community members prefer to share 

their problems with the community 
3.77 1.423 Moderate 2 

9 I am satisfied that there is unity in my community 3.7 1.522 Moderate 2 

10 
I satisfied that the most of the members participate in group 

work and do good work 
3.7 1.512 Moderate 2 

11 
I am satisfied that the farmers of my community help each 

other in farming activities 
3.67 1.532 Moderate 2 

12 I am satisfied that I have a good network of my friends 3.66 1.488 Moderate 2 

13 
I am satisfied that my family has good relations with other 

families of community 
3.65 1.517 Moderate 2 

14 I am satisfied that I am free where to sale my crop 3.46 0.914 Moderate 2 

15 
I am satisfied that my community is eager to involve in 

agricultural activities 
3.29 1.179 Moderate 2 

Overall average mean = 3.47, SD = 1.06; N=455 

1 (Low: 1-2.6), 2 (moderate: 2.7-4.3), 3 (High: 4.4-6) 
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Table 5. Level of sustainability in well-being 

S.NO Statement M SD Level Rank  

1 I am satisfied that I am aware about sustainable agriculture 3.18 0.982 Moderate 2 

2 
I am satisfied that I know how to provide a liveable built 

environment for future 
3.18 1.055 Moderate 2 

3 
I am satisfied that my children will have a better life than I 

have 
3.14 0.98 Moderate 2 

4 
I am satisfied that the farmers of my community prefer to 

use environment friendly pesticide and methods 
2.66 0.966 Low 1 

5 
I am satisfied that I have cultivated environment friendly 

crop on my farm  
2.63 0.934 Low 1 

6 
I am satisfied that my community has capacity to handle 

environmental issues/problems 
2.37 0.917 Low 1 

7 
I am aware that how to make possible judicious use of 

natural resources  
2.36 0.753 Low 1 

8 
I am satisfied that farmers of my community properly 

dispose of the pesticide material after using it 
2.3 0.704 Low 1 

9 

I am aware that the available natural resources are not only 

property of present generation  but also belongs to coming 

generations 

2.29 0.706 Low 1 

10 
I am satisfied that I am living an environmentally 

sustainable lifestyle 
2.23 0.682 Low 1 

11 
I am satisfied that I know how to protect and conserve the 

natural resources and environment 
2.22 0.632 Low 1 

Overall average mean = 2.59, SD = 0.84; N=455 

1 (Low: 1-2.6), 2 (moderate: 2.7-4.3), 3 (High: 4.4-6) 

Overall average mean = 3.75, SD = 1.34; N=455 

1 (Low: 1-2.6), 2 (moderate: 2.7-4.3), 3 (High: 4.4-6) 

 

Level of human solidarity in well-being 

The results with items that were used to measure the level of 

human solidarity in well-being among small farmers is 

presented in Table 4. In the human solidarity section of well-

being, the statements asked were regarding connectivity and 

social relationships because the members of society should 

have a right to live, build relations and choose her/his own 

destiny [32].The results showed a moderate level of human 

solidarity in well-being. The respondents were satisfied that 

they were free to sell their produce (M=4.09, SD=1.102), 

were free to select a variety of crops to cultivate (M=4.08, 

SD=1.133) and were free to speak their own language 

(M=3.93, SD=1.282). Similarly, they were satisfied that their 

families have good relations with other families in the 

community (M=3.65, SD=1.517), were free to sell wherever 

they chose (M=3.46, SD=0.914) and that their community 

was eager to be involved in agricultural activities (M=3.29, 

SD=1.179). In summary, the mean score for human solidarity 

is 3.75 (SD= 1.34), which indicates a moderate level of well-

being as perceived by the respondents.  

Level of sustainability in well-being  

The analysis of items that were used to measure the level of 

sustainability in well-being among small farmers is tabulated 

in Table 5. In the sustainability section, the respondents were 

asked questions regarding environment and ecological 

sensibility because sustainable development means a better 

quality of life not only for the present generation but also for 

the future generations as well [31]. 

The analysis revealed that only three items in the 

sustainability section of well-being fall under the category of 

moderate, whereas the majority of the items fall under the 

category of low level of sustainability in well-being. Thus, 

the results showed that the respondents were satisfied with 

sustainable agriculture (M=3.18, SD=0.982), that they know 

how to provide liveable built environment for the future 

(M=3.18, SD=1.055) and that their children have better lives 

than them (M=3.14, SD=0.98. On the contrary, the results of 

all items of table 5 showed a low level of sustainability. 

Furthermore, the results of the last three items showed that 

the respondents were satisfied that the available natural 

resources were not only the property of the present generation 

but also belonged to the future generations (M=2.29, 

SD=0.706), that they were living environmentally sustainable 

lifestyles (2.23, SD=0.682) and that they knew how to protect 

and conserve natural resources and the environment (M=2.22, 

SD=0.632). The overall result for sustainability as depicts by 

the mean score is 2.5 (SD = 0.84), which indicates a moderate 

level of well-being.  

Level of well-being 

Table 6 presents a summation of the individual level of well-

being sections and also a summation of all four sections as 

the total well-being level. 

Table 6 demonstrated that the level of material conditions in 

well-being was in the moderate category based on the 

summated mean score of 51.66 and a standard deviation of 

13.334, which is in line with the analysis results on the 

previous Table 2. This means that the small farmers of Sindh 

province of Pakistan have a moderate level of material 

conditions in well-being; even though they have participated 

in the crop maximization project and got empowered, they 

could not get a satisfactory level of material conditions. 

Furthermore, the level of quality of life section in well-being 

also showed a moderate category based on the aggregated 

mean score of 55.59 and standard deviation of 17.009, 

reflecting to the analysis on the previous Table 3. This 

indicated that the small farmers were moderately satisfied 

regarding their quality of life and good health. Besides this, 
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the respondents were moderately living a happy life after the 

participation in the crop maximization project.  

Similarly, the analysis results of the level of human solidarity 

section of well-being were also found to be in the moderate 

category based on the combined mean score of 56.26 and 

standard deviation of 20.114, which is in line with the 

previous Table 4. This proved that the respondents have no 

barriers to speak their own language, practice their own 

religion and have good relations with community members. 

 

 

Table 6. Summary and conclusion of level of well-being 

S.NO Section M SD Level Rank 

1 Level in material condition 51.66 13.334 Moderate 2 

2 Level in quality of life 55.59 17.009 Moderate 2 

3 Level in human solidarity 56.26 20.114 Moderate 2 

4 Level in sustainability 28.56 9.311 Low 1 

5 Total well-being level(1, 2, 3 & 4) 212.184 46.434 Moderate 2 

N=455 

1 (Low: 16 – 42.66), 2 (Moderate: 42.67 – 69.33), 3 (High: 69.34 – 96) 

2 (Low: 16 – 42.66), 2 (Moderate: 42.67 – 69.33), 3 (High: 69.34 – 96) 

3 (Low: 15 – 40), 2 (Moderate: 40.1 – 65.1), 3 (High: 65.2 – 90.2) 

4 (Low: 11 – 29.33), 2 (Moderate: 29.34 – 47.67), 3 (High: 47.68 – 66.01) 

5 (Low: 58 –154.65), 2 (Moderate: 154.78 – 251.43), 3 (High: 251.56 – 348.21) 

 

On the contrary, the analysis results of the level of 

sustainability section of well-being was found under low 

category based on the summated mean score of 28.56 and 

standard deviation of 9.311, reflecting to the analysis on the 

previous Table 5. This means that in the sustainability 

section, the result was not satisfactory and the small farmers 

of the study area do not have capacities and capabilities to 

handle matters regarding environment and sustainability.    

Finally, the present study revealed that there is an overall 

moderate level of well-being among the beneficiaries of crop 

maximization project of Sindh province, based on the 

summated mean score of 212.184 and standard deviation of 

46.434 for four dimensions of well-being (material 

conditions, quality of life, human solidarity and 

sustainability). 

 
DISCUSSION  
Like other developing countries, the government of Pakistan 

and its provincial government departments launched various 

agricultural and rural development programs and activities 

such as micro-finance schemes, farmers’ field school and 

crop-maximization projects for the empowerment and well-

being of small farmers. These activities need to be evaluated/ 

assessed to observe its impact on society. Thus, the present 

study attempted to asses such activities in the province of 

Sindh, Pakistan. The well-being level of the small farmers of 

Sindh province of Pakistan was determined in this study and 

found that there is an overall moderate level of well-being 

among them. The well-being level of small farmers was 

assessed through their material conditions, quality of life, 

human solidarity and sustainability. The level of well-being 

was determined in light of available definitions by [4, 5, 7, 

13, 32, 33],  and other literatures on well-being. Furthermore, 

the adopted items for the questionnaire of this study are in 

line with the work of [22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 34, 35, 36, 37].  

Furthermore, the results of the present study are in line with 

the study of Muhammad et al. [14], regarding the positive 

impact of (FFS) on social well-being of farmers’ community 

in Khyberpakhtunkha province of Pakistan. Similarly, the 

results of this study are somehow in line with the study of 

[17], in which the impact of micro credit on the well-being of 

borrowers has been seen. 

The previous studies about FFS and micro finance schemes 

were conducted in Khyberpakhtunkhawa and Punjab 

province of Pakistan respectively. In both studies, the impact 

of projects towards the well-being of farmers was assessed 

but these studies did not provide a detailed level of well-

being. On the contrary, the results of the present study 

provided a detailed level on different sections, such as 

material conditions, quality of life, human solidarity and 

sustainability, in well-being. Furthermore, based on the 

overall mean score of level of well-being, the crop 

maximization project has an impact on small farmers’ 

community of Sindh such as the FFS project and micro 

finance projects of other provinces of Pakistan.     

 

CONCLUSION  
Based on the results of the study, it is concluded that the 

small farmers of Sindh province of Pakistan have achieved a 

moderate level of well-being through the crop maximization 

project sponsored by the government. In addition, the project 

has yielded satisfactory results in terms of material 

conditions, quality of life, and human solidarity whereas the 

result of the sustainability section of well-being was under 

the category of low. However, the overall results of well-

being fall under the category of moderate. This means that 

projects such as crop maximization not only empower the 

beneficiaries but also lead them towards their well-being.   
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