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Executive Summary  

INTRODUCTION 

Catholic Relief Services (CRS), with Microfinance Opportunities (MFO), conducted a comparative 
exercise to test whether the Progress out of Poverty Index® (PPI®) was sensitive enough as a measure of 
relative poverty for the objectives and purposes of the Expanding Financial Inclusion in Africa Project 
(EFI).  In Northern Zambia, many respondents to the PPI® surveys carried out under the EFI project had 
the same high poverty likelihood scores, yet the Financial Diaries data for the same households 
suggested real differences in their poverty levels.   
 
Developing a third source of data on the socio-economic situation of the Financial Diaries’ households in 
the form of a wealth ranking exercise allowed a triangulation of PPI® data, Financial Diaries income data, 
and wealth ranking categories. The wealth ranking exercise also allowed an assessment of the extent to 
which there was an overlap between the indicators mentioned by the Financial Diaries’ enumerators 
during the wealth ranking exercise and those indicators used in the PPI® questionnaire in case 
discrepancies pointed to PPI® question criteria that were not relevant in this context.   

BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 

A main objective of CRS’ EFI project has been to improve the poverty outreach of the Savings and 
Internal Lending Communities (SILC) that it promotes.   EFI has rethought and restructured the SILC 
model to make it more pro-poor and a key way in which the EFI project has measured poverty outreach 
has been through the poverty measurement tool called the PPI®, a ten-question survey instrument 
developed from national living conditions survey data.  The PPI® is necessarily a compromised tool since 
it is low cost and quick to administer compared to large scale household surveys; the results measure a 
probability of poverty for households and groups of households.  The results from the PPI® survey for EFI 
in Zambia suggested strong poverty outreach. 

Figure 1:  Zambian poverty outreach EFI project – as measured by the PPI® (2015 Annual Report) 

Key Findings on Poverty Outreach – PPI® results for EFI Zambia 
 

• The median household had an 87.4% likelihood of living on less than $1.25 per day 
 

• More than three quarters of the respondents had at least an 88.9% likelihood of living on less than 
$1.25 per day  

 

However, doubts about the PPI®’s accuracy arose from a 2015 mid-term review of EFI that criticized the 
PPI® as insensitive and recommended wealth ranking exercises instead.  The EFI project was fortunate to 
have, for 2551 households in Northern Zambia, not only PPI® data but also a further - and highly detailed 
– data set collected for a Financial Diaries study2.  The results of the Diaries and PPI® data could, 
therefore, be compared. 

                                                       

1 There were 270 households in the Financial Diaries Study but reliable PPI® surveys exist for only 255 households 

2 The Financial Diaries study ran from October 2014 to September 2016 to investigate financial tool use and resilience.  
Enumerators collected weekly household level data on cash, barter, in-kind, and financial transactions. 
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Finally, to provide a third source of data for comparison, the EFI researchers undertook a wealth ranking 
exercise with the 14 Financial Diaries enumerators who had lived in the Diaries’ villages and recorded 
data from a fixed set of 20-25 households over the 24-month diary period3.  These enumerators had a 
unique in-depth understanding of the households’ socio-economic situation.  Comparing the SILC group 
members with the wider community, the enumerators were asked to put the households they knew into 
one of four categories: Well-Off, Managing, Poor, and Very-Poor.    

MAIN FINDINGS4 

The wealth ranking produced four clear socio-economic groupings 
The enumerators grouped 15.6% of households into the Well-Off category, 41.6% into the Managing 
and 29.8% into the Poor category, with only 12.9% into the Very Poor category.   The descriptions the 
enumerators provided and the Financial Diaries data show that, although the majority of these 
households are living below the International Poverty Line, there are notable differences in livelihoods, 
assets, and overall quality of life 

Figure 2: Proportion of Households in Wealth Ranking Categories 

 

PPI® data approximately matched the wealth ranking 

When we compared the PPI® and wealth ranking results, we found that the PPI® data followed the same 
trend as the four wealth groups: the Well-Off households had the lowest poverty likelihood with 76.2%5, 
the Managing had a likelihood of 83.5% and the Poor and Very Poor households had the highest (90.3% 
and 90.6% respectively).6        
 
 

                                                       
3 The Financial Diaries FOs had each spent two years living in the villages where research was performed, interviewing between 
20-25 households every week.  Through their two-years of data collection, observation and integration into their respective 
communities, they developed deep familiarity with the situation of the households and of the villages.  The approach had the 
advantage of being relatively cost and time effective as each FO could provide unique ‘expert’ advice on ‘their’ households and 
villages.   

4 For the sake of brevity, the wealth ranking labels are used as shorthand in this report: so, ‘Very Poor’ stands for ‘those 

households categorized as very poor in the wealth ranking exercise’, ‘Well-Off’ stands for ‘those households categorized as 
well-off in the wealth ranking exercise’ and so on.  

 

5 The Progress out of Poverty Index is a poverty measurement tool that uses the answers to 10 questions about a household’s 
characteristics and asset ownership to compute the likelihood that the household is living below different national and 
international poverty lines. 

6 In October 2015 the World Bank updated its international poverty line to $1.90 (PPP) based on 2011 prices. We use the older 
$1.25 line because the PPI® poverty likelihood conversion tables use this line. 
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Table 1 Wealth categories and Average PPI® likelihood 

Wealth 
Category 

Percent of 
Households 

Average PPI® 
Likelihood 

Well-Off 15.6% 76.2% (1.93)* 

Managing 41.6% 83.5% (1.71)* 

Poor 29.8% 90.3% (1.20)* 

Very Poor 12.9% 90.6% (1.04)* 

Total 100% 85.3 (1.61)* 

*Numbers in brackets are standard errors 

 

Gap between PPI® scores and the socio-economic situations described in the wealth ranking 

Even though the PPI® conflates the categories, the wealth ranking groupings generated 
descriptions of quite different socio-economic situations in terms of diversity of livelihood 
strategies, incomes, assets and other poverty differentiating criteria between the Well-
Off/Managing households on one side and the Poor/Very Poor on the other.   In Table 2 below, 
the row describing income captures the differences, from ‘multiple and reliable income 
sources’ to ‘earn very little income’ as the columns move left to right from Well-Off to Very 
Poor.   

Table 2 Wealth Ranking – Description of the four socio economic categories of households 

                                                       

7 ‘Piecework’ refers to short term and casual labor, often seasonal and agricultural in nature.  Terms and conditions vary by the 
level of skill or strength required and payment may be measured by output (e.g. bricks made or rows of maize weeded or 
harvested, or a field prepared in ridges) or by the time spent carrying out the work.  Rates often vary for men, women and 
children according to the task.  Payment may be in cash or, sometimes, in kind.  

CRITERIA WELL-OFF 

15% 

MANAGING   

42% 

POOR 

30% 

VERY POOR 

13% 

Income Multiple and reliable 

income sources 

Fairly consistent but 

can run out of money 

on occasion 

Income is inconsistent. 

No stable flow of 

income.  More likely to 

barter 

Earn very little 

income 

Livelihoods Well capitalized and 

diversified businesses, 

salaried jobs; High 

investment and 

consequently very 

productive farming 

Like the Well Off in 

many respects but with 

less capital and 

livelihood diversity; 

more skilled 

piecework; can afford 

inputs and crop 

diversity 

Lack capital and 

business skills; rely on 

piecework; small scale 

and fragile businesses; 

struggle to buy farming 

inputs; farm smaller 

areas 

No capital, do 

piecework7  or tiny 

and erratic 

businesses; very 

limited and input-

poor agriculture 

Assets Many and varied, some 

are productive; own 

more land 

Good asset base but 

less than well off and 

fewer high end assets; 

some own land, others 

Few assets or 

belongings; some own 

land and many rent 

land for farming 

Almost no assets or 

belongings; some 

rent homes and 

some own homes; 
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The Financial Diaries income data matched the wealth categories from the Wealth Ranking 

The next step was to compare the wealth ranking categories, the PPI® likelihood scores, and the average 
income per person per day data from the Financial Diaries.  These data suggest a general alignment of 
all three data sources: all three data sources show the Well-Off better off than the Managing, and those 
two categories better off than the Poor and Very Poor. Furthermore, the data suggest an alignment 
between the Diaries data and the PPI® data regarding the Managing, Poor and Very Poor categories: 
both data sources show very similar likelihoods of being poor for each category.   
 
For example, according to the PPI®, households in the Managing category had an 83.5 percent likelihood 
of being poor while the results from the Diaries suggest that 86.8 percent of households in that category 
were actually poor given their per capita and per day spending.8  The PPI® actually under predicted the 
poverty likelihoods for the Poor and Very Poor; both of these categories had roughly 6% more 
households living on less than $1.25 per day than were predicted.  However, the same PPI® over 
predicted the poverty likelihood for the Well-Off - only 60% of the Well-Off households lived on less 
than $1.25 per day, 16% less than the predicted 76.2%.  
 
These data, and a closer look at the data in Table 12, highlights the issue that initially led the team to 
look at the PPI® more closely, namely the lack of sensitivity of the PPI® to differences across households 
that are, generally, highly likely to be poor. This is most apparent in the per capita/per day expenditure 
gap between the Managing and Poor households. The Managing category spent, on average, 1.6 times 
what the Poor households spent, but the difference in the PPI® scores did not reflect this large spending 
gap—the two categories’ scores were only seven percentage points apart.  
 
Table 3: Poverty Likelihoods, Earned Income, and Households Living on Less than $1.25  

Wealth Category Percent of 

Households 

Average PPI® 

Likelihood 

Average Net 

Expenditure Per 

Person Per Day 

% Living on Less 

than $1.25 

                                                       

8 There were very few households in the very poor category and this means that a few households not living on less than $1.25 
per day skewed the results.    

rent land for 

cultivation 

some rent land and 

some own land for 

farming 

Housing Good quality, large. Well built, somewhat 

smaller than WO or 

works in progress 

Small, traditional and ill 

repaired houses 

Small, traditional 

and ill repaired 

houses 

SILC Make good use of 

savings, loans and 

invest share-out in 

productive activities. 

Use the most financial 

tools 

Make good use of the 

financial tools, invest in 

businesses.  Do 

piecework as a strategy 

only to start saving 

Struggle to save, miss 

meetings, take fewer 

loans and are more 

likely to default or be 

late in repayment. Use 

share outs for 

consumption (food and 

small assets) 

Erratic and low 

savings, take none 

or small loans, 

some cannot repay 

loans, joined in the 

hope of a hand out 
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Well-Off 15.6% 76.2% $1.18 60% 

Managing 41.6% 83.5% $.72 86.8% 

Poor 29.8% 90.3% $.45 96.4% 

Very Poor 12.9% 90.6% $.47 97% 

Total 100% 85.3 $.68 87% 

 
This does not necessarily reflect a technical problem with the PPI®, but, rather, a problem with its 
usefulness in programs that are concerned with the depth of poverty outreach in situations where 
almost everyone is poor. The PPI® cannot easily distinguish between groups of people who are, on 
average, living at or below 40 percent of the poverty line (the Poor and the Very Poor in the Zambia 
Diaries data) and those, on average, living at or below 60 percent of the poverty line (the Managing 
group). This does not seem to be due to a problem with the scoring—the PPI® scores of the participants 
in the Diaries study had a fair amount of variation and were not uniformly low. Rather it seems to be a 
problem related to the fact that $1.25 PPP per capita per day is still a lot of money for the poor and 
people survive on much less. As a result, people with a variety of scores still had a high likelihood of 
falling below poverty.  
 
The graph below maps the relationship, showing for each mark the number of households in each 
poverty likelihood category and the poverty likelihood percentage. Generally, the graph slopes from left 
to right, which is what one would expect—as the poverty likelihood decreases so per capita expenditure 
increases. But the devil is in the details—the line zig-zags down from left to right showing a number of 
situations where those in a lower poverty likelihood category had a lower per capita expenditure. In 
particular, even though there is a dramatic increase in per capita expenditures for the 39 households 
having a 94.8 percent poverty likelihood in comparison to the 11 having a 97.9 percent likelihood, there 
is a drop in per capita expenditures from those households with a 94.8 percent likelihood to the 36 
households with an 80.1 percent likelihood. 
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Finally, the data regarding the Well-Off category suggest a discrepancy between the PPI® poverty 
likelihood and the Diaries data. According to the PPI®, that group had a 76 percent likelihood of being 
poor, while the Diaries data suggest that only 60 percent of them were, in fact, poor. One reason for this 
is that this group tended to spend, on average, more than they earned—their net per capita income per 
day was 77 cents, and on the basis of this income measure, 80 percent of the households in the Well-Off 
category were earning below $1.25 PPP per capita per day.  
 
The Well-Off category’s income was about 40 cents per capita per day less than their expenditures. They 
were able to make up the difference between income and expenditures with cash transfers from family 
and friends.  This highlights a point of caution—the PPI® score may not always serve as a good proxy for 
expenditure-based poverty because the household may have access to resources that somehow are not 
reflected in the variables that the PPI® uses. For example, a household that relies on cash transfers may 
not have the assets that a household that earns more money has, because the former have less control 
over the money they have than the latter—the former get external cash transfers when they need them 
and otherwise scrape by, which does not give them much opportunity to accumulate assets. More 

research needs to be done on this issue. 
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Discussion and Conclusions 

Overall, the PPI® tracked broad trends in poverty in the Financial Diaries population.  While 
acknowledging the tradeoffs necessary to develop a low cost and simple poverty measurement tool, the 
PPI® appears to struggle to differentiate among households that are almost all living below the poverty 
line. This insensitivity may be because the PPI® aims to cover all regions of Zambia, including urban 
areas, even though there are considerable differences in how urban and rural people live. 
 
This insensitivity to differences in poverty has two major programmatic consequences. First, it suggests 
that the PPI® should not be used for targeting when the goal of targeting is to extend the depth of 
outreach among the poor, not simply to reach the poor. This suggests that the PPI® should be 
complemented with other tools in future, which tools would depend on the objectives and the budget.9  
Second, the data presented in this report suggest that the PPI® should not be used to measure progress 
from one level of poverty to another—it should not be used to measure progress within poverty, but 
only more general progress out of poverty—because the PPI® is not precise enough to determine 
whether a group of households’ poverty had really changed over time. 
 
There are efforts underway to retool the PPI® to take into account the issues raised in this report. 
Specifically, these efforts are focusing on making the PPI® more context-sensitive and doing away with 
the false precision of overly narrow poverty likelihood categories at the very lowest levels of poverty. 
These are welcome, because the PPI® remains a useful tool that, if used in the right way, can help 
organizations target the poor and measure progress out of poverty. 

 
 
 

                                                       

9 The PPI® guidance advises that greater sensitivity can be achieved by combining tools but does not advise against only using 
the PPI®  for targeting 
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Background 

Expanding Financial Inclusion in Africa 

In 2014, Catholic Relief Services (CRS) – with funding from the Mastercard Foundation – launched the 
Expanding Financial Inclusion in Africa (EFI) project.  The goal of EFI is to expand financial inclusion to 
vulnerable households to improve their resilience through the promotion of Savings and Internal 
Lending Communities (SILC).   
 
The SILC methodology is such that the groups are user-owned, self-selected, and self-managed.  They 
provide members with opportunities to access loans on a frequent, convenient, and transparent terms 
with low-interest.  The methodology helps members build useful lump sums through savings and loans, 
usually distributed at a pre-determined time.  The EFI project aimed to create 19,200 new SILC groups 
with 502,320 members in four countries in Africa - Burkina Faso, Senegal, Uganda, and Zambia.  The EFI 
project surpassed its goal of both groups formed and members reached – the project formed more than 
20,000 SILC groups and reached more than 543,000 households. 
 
As part of the EFI program, CRS created a monitoring and evaluation plan that is targeted at learning 
about three components: poverty outreach, operations, and financial behavior.  The methodologies 
employed include a Financial Diaries study in Zambia, a series of PPI® surveys, the regular collection of 
group savings data through the MIS, and the testing of four different Pro-Poor Package delivery 
modalities in a controlled manner.  The focus of this paper is on the first component, poverty outreach, 
and uses data from Financial Diaries, PPI® surveys, and a wealth ranking exercise.10   

Rationale for research  

During the progress of the EFI project, some uncertainty arose as to the sensitivity of the PPI® as a 
measure of relative poverty in all contexts.  In Northern Zambia, many respondents to the PPI® surveys 
carried out under the EFI project had the same high poverty likelihood scores, yet the Financial Diaries 
data for the same households suggested real differences in their poverty levels.   

 
The PPI® is a favorite tool for poverty measurement in the microfinance community because it is 
inexpensive and quick to administer whilst providing a short, simple, statistically valid way to measure 
the likelihood of poverty for groups that is also country specific. The PPI® questionnaire is drawn from 
national living conditions survey instruments and tested for efficacy against survey data.  The PPI® is 
designed to report changes in poverty rate over time so indicators are selected that are more sensitive 
to change.  The PPI® predicts the likelihood of poverty: the score for each individual household is 
transformed into a percentage that indicates how likely the household is to be below previously 
identified poverty lines. The PPI® is recommended for a range of purposes including measurement and 
tracking changes in poverty as the explanation below (Figure 2) from the Progress out of Poverty 
website illustrates.  

                                                       
10 CRS is using the Progress out of Poverty Index (PPI®) to measure the depth of poverty outreach for the program.  To do this, 

CRS hired consultants to administer PPI® s to a random selection of households in communities where SILC groups would be 
formed.  Supervisors in each of the country programs then administered the same PPI® survey to all the households who had at 
least one member in a SILC group in those same villages.   
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Figure 2 The PPI®  

The Progress out of Poverty Index® (PPI® ) is a poverty measurement tool for organizations 
and businesses with a mission to serve the poor.  The PPI® is statistically-sound, yet simple to 
use: the answers to 10 questions about a household’s characteristics and asset ownership are 
scored to compute the likelihood that the household is living below the poverty line – or 
above by only a narrow margin.  With the PPI® ®, organizations can identify the clients, 
customers, or employees who are most likely to be poor or vulnerable to poverty, integrating 
objective poverty data into their assessments and strategic decision making. 
 
Organizations that collect poverty data from all or a statistically significant sample of 
households they reach are able to:  

• Measure poverty outreach (i.e. the portion of customers, clients, or employees who live below the 
poverty line or are vulnerable to becoming poor) 

• Assess the performance of the intervention among the poor and poorest 

• Track poverty levels over time 

 
With these data, management staff can make informed strategic decisions and can provide 
stakeholders with objective evidence that the organization is reaching the poor and those 
vulnerable to poverty. 

http://www.progressoutofpoverty.org/about-us 

 

 
The PPI® in Zambia 

In the Zambian case, where national poverty levels are high, the PPI® results suggested that there was 
strong poverty outreach by the project. Focusing on Financial Diaries respondents, to whom we also 
administered the PPI® survey, 75% of respondents had around a 90% likelihood of living on less than 

$1.25 a day as measured by the PPI® 11.   

Table 4  Zambian poverty outreach EFI project – as measured by the PPI® (2017 PPI Report) 

Key Findings on Poverty Outreach – PPI® in EFI Zambia 
• The median household had an 87% likelihood of living on less than $1.25 per day 

• SILC group members had a higher likelihood of being poor than the reference households.  There was a 
6% difference between the mean SILC group poverty likelihood and the mean reference poverty 
likelihood.12 

• More than three quarters of the respondents have at least an 88.9% likelihood of living on less than 
$1.25 per day 

 

                                                       

11 For this report, we are only using PPI® data from Diary respondents because we have not finalized our assessment of the 
validity of the other PPI® data we have collected.  

12 This difference was not statistically significant.  When looking at the same data through the partner lens, 2 of the 3 partners 
had SILC members with higher poverty likelihoods and these differences were significant. 

http://www.progressoutofpoverty.org/about-us
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However, findings from the Financial Diaries project and the PPI® Plus13 questionnaire administered 
alongside the PPI® suggested that at least some of the SILC members categorized as poor or extremely 
poor were, in fact, relatively well-off.  If the PPI® tool were insufficiently sensitive, this would undermine 
conclusions regarding the poverty outreach of the EFI project which is the project’s main objective. 
 
Given the existence of the financial diaries data in Zambia and the potential of the FOs as a source of 
information, it was decided that a triangulation exercise would be undertaken to explore how well the 
PPI® scoring reflects poverty on the ground in the Kasama area.   The objectives, methodology, context 
and findings of the research are described below.  This approach had the advantage of being relatively 
cost and time effective as each FO could provide ‘expert’ advice on approximately 20-25 households 
without having to travel to the different communities.  After the wealth ranking data had been collected 
and analyzed, it was put alongside the PPI® data and income data from the Financial Diaries.14   

Objectives 

1. To test if the simple ranking of most well-off to least well-off given to households in their diary 
group by the FOs is the same, in relative terms, for groups, as that provided by the PPI® 
likelihoods. 
  

2. Understand local perceptions of wealth and poverty and generate groupings of different 
economic categories by: 
  

a. Recording the characteristics of wealth and poverty in the villages as described by the 
FOs for the villages where they worked and the households they interviewed and 
understand why they selected these characteristics.  
 

b. Ordering the households into four ‘buckets’ of relatively well-off, managing, poor and 
very poor households to compare further this categorization with the PPI® ranking. 
 

3. To rank households according to a) asset base b) ways of making a living, whether there are 
certain livelihood activities that are associated with wealth or poverty c) resilience and whether 
this ranking is related to certain asset holdings, to particular ways of making a living, or to the 
range of income sources d) wellbeing 
 

4. To assess the extent to which there is an overlap between the criteria used by the FOs to assess 
relative wealth and poverty and those criteria used in the PPI® questionnaire.   

 

                                                       

13 The additional “Plus” questions in the survey included indicators in food security, education, and financial inclusion. 

14 The data used was earned income – the sum of the household’s income excluding transactions that CRS and MFO coded as 
financial, such as cash loans or gifts, were coded as “Financial.”  This data was then divided by the number of household 
members as reported by the enrollment data, to calculate per capita income.   



TESTING THE PROGRESS OUT OF POVERTY INDEX |   AUGUST 2017            13 

Methodology  
The researchers performed an adapted wealth ranking exercise using the SILC Financial Diaries Field 
Officers (FOs) as key informants. 15 The approach allowed the researchers to take advantage of the in-
depth knowledge the SILC Financial Diaries FOs had developed through their two-years of data 
collection, observation and integration into their respective communities.  As the SILC members are only 
a subset of the local community, the FOs were requested to compare the SILC group members with the 
wider community rather than to compare only within the group.  This means that a well-off group 
member should be equivalent to a well-off community member. 
 
The FOs were asked to divide the households they knew into four categories: Well-Off, Managing, Poor, 
and Very Poor. However, the researchers stressed that if the households did not fit these categories, the 
FOs were free to use fewer or to suggest other categories. Only one FO did not use the Very Poor 
category in her site; arguing that for her, ‘very poor’ meant completely destitute, and there was no one 
in that category.   The other FOs appeared comfortable with the categorizations, and the descriptions 
and analysis they gave in their justifications suggested that these categories fitted with local frameworks 
of wealth and poverty.   

Location, location, location 
There were some important differences between the seven villages which were expected to influence 
relative understanding of wealth or poverty. The most important difference between the sites was 
whether or not they were peri-urban or rural and, if rural, what level of services and infrastructure were 
close by. Natural resource endowments also played an important role, for example, whether land was in 
plentiful or short supply for farming or if permanent sources of irrigation were available for horticulture.  

Table 5 Key Characteristics of the Financial Diary Villages 

Village 

name 

Distance 

from 

Kasama 

(km) 

Classification Key characteristics 

Chiba 3  Peri-Urban Site with plenty of job opportunities, yet high concentrations of 

poverty. Challenges in access to land – both for agriculture and housing 

– intensify the issue. 

Henry 

Kapata 

8  Peri-Urban More diverse income streams than other Financial Diaries households.  

Unlike Chiba they have access to cheap land (few people rent), their 

agricultural fields are close to their homes, and they have opportunities 

to work in town or at government institutions. 

Ngoli 50 Rural Rural site with adequate access to land but limited access to 

cash/capital; market on site expands income generating opportunities; 

Coffee company nearby also provides seasonal employment.  There is a 

secondary school and a government run rural health post. 

                                                       

15 Versus the traditional Participatory Wealth Ranking which depends on village participation in defining and identifying poverty 
segments amongst the community members. This adapted approach was to leverage the existing knowledge of FOs. 
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Nkole-

mfumu 

50 Rural Rural site that is rich in natural assets but lacks financial capital and 

access to other income sources.  Some infrastructure through Federal 

Reserve Agency (FRA) storage shed; 16 open market with 20+shops and 

a secondary school.  Some government workers who provide 

employment. 

Nseluka  38 Small rural 

town 

Though distant from Kasama, most developed Financial Diaries site: 

households have access to natural, physical, and economic capital.  

Nseluka’s market is built right off of a highly traveled highway and 

another road has recently been built from Nseluka which reaches the 

border of Tanzania more than 200km away. 

Ngulula 24 Rural High horticultural potential as water is available year-round for a 

majority of the village.  Most rural site. Poor road and market 

infrastructure has left agriculture undeveloped and no other income 

generating activities have prospered. Bicycles essential. 

Lwabwe 27 Rural A rural site, rain fed agriculture, rich in natural assets but lacking 

financial capital and access to other income sources. Secondary school 

at 12km. Charcoal and beer brewing.  FRA also has a shed on sight. 

 

Main findings 
 

1. Local perceptions of wealth and poverty 
This section reviews the local characteristics of wealth and poverty as described by the FOs for the 
villages where they worked.  The village scores are given below but the discussion in this report focuses 
on the summaries across the 7 villages for greater robustness, despite differences in access to 
infrastructure, natural resources and services.   

Table 6:  Income Categories for the Financial Diaries Sites 

Category Chiba Henry 
Kapata 

Lwabwe Ngoli Ngulula Nkole- 
Mfumu 

Nseluka Grand 
Total 

Well-Off 2 13 5 8 4 1 7 40 

Managing 18 14 11 15 15 17 16 106 

Poor 8 5 16 16 10 14 7 76 

Very Poor 7 7 1 6 0 5 7 33 

Grand Total 35 39 33 45 29 37 37 255 

 
  

                                                       

16 The Federal Reserve Agency is a government program which purchases maize from farmers at a price which the government 
determines. 
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Less than half of households were ‘poor’ 

The wealth ranking did not produce the relatively homogenous group of poor and very poor households 
predicted by the PPI® probabilities, instead, the FOs only 
considered half of the households poor.  There were 15.6% 
in the well-off category, 41.6% in the managing category, 
29.8% in the poor category, with 12.9% in the very poor 
category (Table 7). 17  This categorization, although dealing 
with relative poverty (i.e. as perceived in local terms) rather 
than absolute poverty, does suggest a different situation to 
that portrayed by the PPI®.  The PPI® had predicted that 
three quarters of the population had a probability of 88.9% 

of living on less than $1.25 per day, and that the median households had a probability of 87.4% of living 

on less than $1.25 per day.   

Table 7: Wealth categories in the Financial Diary Households 

Wealth Category Count of Households Percent of Households 

Well-Off 40 15.6% 

Managing 106 41.6% 

Poor 76 29.8% 

Very Poor 33 12.9% 

Total 255 100% 

 
Well-off households 

Well-off households were about 16% of the total and were described as having multiple sources of 
relatively consistent or predictable income from a diversified range of enterprises, including high quality 
agriculture, salaried employment or thriving and well capitalized businesses.  Both husband and wife 
worked and supported each other when necessary; in short, these households had more money and 
they had greater ability and capacity to invest productively.   
 
These households had strong social networks which provided assistance when necessary and in 
emergencies, they could make use of their high-quality asset holdings.  Additionally, higher education 
levels across the generations meant more help from within the family.   
 
The Well-off made good use of the financial tools offered by SILC: they had higher and consistent rates 
of savings and loans with SILC and repaid loans on time.  For the field officers, the evidence of the 
successful use of SILC was the fact that the Well-off households invested their SILC share-outs in 
businesses.  SILC was also said to be an important source of support when times were hard.18 The FOs 
told us that they could see improvements in the Well-off households’ economies over the 2 years of the 
diaries. 

  

                                                       

17 Households within each category were not uniform, of course, so there was a graduation which was further influenced by the 
relative wealth and poverty of the village of origin.    

18 The broader financial diaries report (see the efiafrica.org website) also finds evidence that SILC increases resilience  

For the sake of brevity, the wealth 
ranking labels are used as shorthand in 
this report: so, ‘Very Poor’ stands for 
‘those households categorized as very 
poor in the wealth ranking exercise’, 
‘Well-Off’ stands for ‘those households 
categorized as well-off in the wealth 
ranking exercise’ and so on.  
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Table 8 Wealth Ranking – description of Well-off households 

   
  

 
 WELL-OFF 

Livelihoods Have diversified into a range of livelihood activities.   Businesses inflows are consistent and 

experience less fluctuation, business are better capitalized and often cross-capitalized 

through other activities, households have stronger business management skills.  Rarely 

undertake piecework unless skilled labor. Livelihoods include: salaries, pensions, rentals, 

shops, solar charger, miller, bricklayer, PSP, hairdressing, beer brewing, charcoal making, 

businesses in Kasama, working with FRA, selling fresh and dried foodstuffs, tobacco, 

households goods and at a larger scale (shops and markets), bicycle repairs and rentals, 

phone charging, selling prepared food, talk time.  

Land ownership Own their own agricultural land, often large areas 

Agriculture High quality farming, bulk sell maize, invests in agriculture, hire labor, good natural 

resources, cooperative members, access to water for irrigation for horticulture, irrigating all 

year round, have specific customers for horticulture, own tools required (hoes, sprayer 

pumps) 

Food Security Self-sufficient in food or have enough income to purchase high quality food, eat 3 times a 

day, eat meat more often, use more cooking oil. 

Income Multiple income sources. Experience fewer seasonal fluctuations and have a steadier 

income and savings, earn lump sums regularly. Have regular jobs including some that have 

salaried employment through the government or private institutions. 

Assets Many: electricity, invertor, solar panels, charging machine for phones, refrigerator, dish TV, 

TV, radio cassettes, radios, hair trimmers, beds, dining tables, chairs 

plenty of mattresses, sofa and table, bicycles, chickens, pigs, ducks, wheelbarrow, spray 

pumps, phones, buying assets, purchase goods for their children every month. 

Housing Do not pay rent, larger homes, bigger plots, have iron sheets, concrete floors, plastered 

walls, decent toilets 

Dependence Not dependent 

Gifts Receive and give support.  Adult children, often well educated, with good jobs send 

remittances 

Labour capacity Hard working people, Husband and wife both economically active 

Family size Smaller household size 

Education Are better educated. Can afford costs and fees for primary, secondary and even tertiary. 

SILC Higher and consistent rates of savings and loans with SILC; could repay loans on time.  

Shareout used to invest in businesses, SILC is an important source of support when times 

are hard, can see improvements over the 2 years 
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Managing households 

Managing households were the largest group, with just under 42% of households; these households 
were similar to, but poorer than, the well-off.  They also had diversified income sources, reasonable 
levels of assets, ate regularly and well, could afford primary education and had some access to 
secondary education for their children.   
 
Managing household also benefited from SILC membership as they could save more, and invest in 
businesses with their loans or share-out. Being members of SILC helps these households to manage 
unexpected costs or shortages of income.  These people only undertook piecework as a strategy to build 
some savings.  However, despite this, the FOs did not see much improvement in the economic situation 
of these households over the two years.  There were more female headed households in this and 
subsequent categories so less labor and income available to the household. 

Table 9 Wealth Ranking – description of Managing households 

 MANAGING  

Livelihoods Several income earning activities or enterprises similar to the well-off, but less capital; more 

skilled piecework with formal companies than the poor or very poor.  Livelihoods include: 

bricklaying, rentals, security guard, tailoring, making door mats, beer brewing, charcoal, fruit 

trees; some piecework (village dependent) but higher quality e.g. agricultural research center. 

Land ownership Some own land, other rent land for cultivation 

Agriculture Site dependent – engage in both rain-fed and irrigated agriculture, most households can 

afford inputs; crop diversity define agriculture, some sale in bulk to FRA; more likely to be a 

cooperative member than the poor or very poor; some hire labor; able to grow enough crops 

to sell some although some sell out of necessity. 

Food Security Eat regularly, meat on occasion. Some self-sufficient, others forced to sell up to 75% of 

product and then buy when hungry. 

Income More consistent than poor but can run out of money on occasion. Some pensions  

Assets Some electricity, some own TV, solar panels, DVD; tables, more than one mattress, bed or 

two, bicycle, iron sheets, radio, phone, irons; ducks and chickens; sewing machine; no spray 

pumps 

Housing Iron sheets, well built houses, maybe incomplete, iron sheets, some cement floors, some own 

their own houses, smaller houses 

Dependence Occasionally seek help, also give help 

Gifts Some cash gifts – often in strong networks who help each other 

Labor capacity Hardworking.  Husband and wife both economically active. Female headed households 

Family size Not mentioned – just that there were more female headed households 

Education Primary children not chased out of school; and have all required school materials 

Struggle to manage secondary school fees but some get scholarships or child earns own fees. 

Some still pay school fees in kind, not cash 
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Poor households 

This third of households generally led much more fragile existences than the two better off groups with 
undercapitalized agriculture and businesses.  They owned few assets, had limited access to land and 
other natural resources (though this access varied notably by village) and were described as not eating 
enough or regularly, suffering most during the lean season (roughly November to February but 
extending as far as October to April for some).   
 
Poor households were described as in need of assistance from others but their status as poor indicates 
that this assistance was not sufficient. While some of these households suffered labor capacity 
constraints through age or disability, others were fit enough to engage in physical labor to support 
themselves and their households.  The experience of the poor with SILC was a much more mixed picture 
than with the other two groups: there were benefits to be gained but regular attendance, savings and 
loan repayment were a struggle with loans being used to buy household necessities as well as 
investment. 

 
Table 10 Wealth Ranking – Description of poor households 

SILC Saving more with SILC. Invest in businesses with loans or share-out. SILC helps them to 

manage unexpected costs or shortages of income. Piecework is a strategy only when start 

saving.  Not much improvement over the two years. 

 POOR 

Livelihoods Much of income comes from piecework (seasonal, domestic, agricultural), these households 

struggle to find work in dry season, either have no businesses or fragile small scale businesses 

which are mostly dependent on exploiting natural resources.  Livelihoods include digging pit 

latrines, charcoal buying and selling vegetables; businesses regularly fail, they have little or no 

capital, and lack business skills 

Land ownership Some have their own land, some rent land for farming 

Agriculture Struggle to buy inputs (fertilizer, seeds) so grow crops that do not need inputs, Smaller 

amounts of land, grow crops for home consumption 

Food Security Do not get enough to eat and go hungry at times; Finish what they have grown by the middle 

of the year, eat 2 meals a day maximum.  Some had to buy food for each meal 

Income Income is inconsistent. No stable flow of income.  More likely to barter 

Assets Few: a homemade stool or chair or two, maybe one mattress or traditional sleeping mat, old 

cell phones, some bicycles, radios, and little clothing 

Housing Small house, some iron sheets, thatched houses, mud houses, houses are in a state of 

disrepair or are not well built, sometimes rent houses 

Dependence Often go to bed hungry if do not receive gifts, rely on hand-outs,   

Gifts Receive gifts from relatives – but (implicitly) not enough 

Labor capacity Some are old, more female headed households but hardworking 

Family size Large families to feed with many children 
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Very poor 

The very poor, around 13% of the total, were highly dependent on others and appear to lack viable ways 
of making a living.  Some were living with disabilities while others were elderly with little support.  The 
material condition of the very poor appeared dire, with almost no assets, and their housing in disrepair.  
The very poor found the demands of SILC membership onerous, especially regular saving (or any saving 
at all) and loan repayment, but most seem to have persisted in being members19.   

Table 11: Wealth Ranking – Description of very poor households 

                                                       

19 Evidence from the Financial Diaries report suggests that poorer households gained a greater marginal benefit in terms of 
access to lump sums through loans and the shareout than better off households.  This report is available via the efiafrica.org 
website. 

Education Some children are going to primary school but often sent home from school for non payment 

of dues; parents do piecework for School fees or pay in kind. Some children have dropped out 

but a few have children in junior secondary.  

SILC More likely to miss savings or deposits to social fund, F 
find it hard to accumulate savings; inconsistent in attending SILC, take fewer loans; some can 

pay SILC loan on time but some fail, use share-outs for food consumption and to purchase 

essential small assets (pots, plates, clothes), loans can fill the gap between business sales 

 VERY POOR 

Livelihoods Dependent on piecework (domestic or seasonal) or other people.  Either no businesses or 

tiny, occasional and erratic 

Land ownership Some rent homes, some own land 

Agriculture Very limited and input poor 

Food Security Go hungry a great deal and do not eat regularly 

Income Earn very little income 

Assets Empty houses and little furniture, sleep on traditional mat or cloth, only own pots and pans, 

no electrical appliances 

Housing Traditional house in a bad state of repair, low quality (only 1 iron sheet roof), Poor quality, 

leaking roofs 

Dependence Highly dependent for survival 

Gifts Get some help from others but limited 

Labour capacity Elderly, disabled, blind, not hard working 

Family size Not mentioned 

Education Are uneducated; struggle to keep children in school 

SILC Use savings for own consumption, take only small loans, some cannot repay loans, erratic 

savings, some do not manage to save, SILC cannot help them very much 
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2. Testing Wealth Ranking Categories against the PPI® likelihoods and 

Financial Diary Income data 

All three approaches to measuring poverty were in alignment 
The next step was to compare the wealth ranking categories, the PPI® likelihood scores, and the average 
expenditure per person per day data from the Financial Diaries (Table 12Error! Reference source not f
ound.).  These data suggest a general alignment of all three data sources with all three showing the 
Well-Off better off than the Managing, and the Well-off and the Managing together as better off than 
the Poor and Very Poor.20   
 
Furthermore, the data suggest an alignment between the Diaries expenditure data and the PPI® data 
regarding the Managing, Poor and Very Poor categories: both data sources show very similar likelihoods 
of being poor for each category; for example according to the PPI® , households in the Managing 
category had an 83.5 percent likelihood of being poor while the results from the Diaries suggest that 
86.8 percent of households in that category were actually poor given their per capita and per day 
spending.  We know from research into the incomes of the poor, confirmed by the Financial Diaries 
data, that this income is also highly erratic which makes financial management more challenging.21   

 
A closer look at the data in Table 12 highlights the issue that initially led the team to look at the PPI® 
more closely, namely the lack of sensitivity of the PPI® to differences across households that are, 
generally, highly likely to be poor. This is most apparent in the per capita/per day expenditure gap 
between the Managing and Poor households. The Managing category spent, on average, 1.6 times what 
the Poor households spent, but the difference in the PPI® scores did not reflect this large spending 
gap—the two categories’ scores were only 7 percentage points apart.  Much the same situation holds 
between the Well-off and the Managing.  Similarly, the Well-off group is 2.6 times better off in 
expenditure terms than the poor but the two groups are only 14 percentages points apart.  These 
results suggest the PPI® likelihoods are not sensitive to quite large differences in degrees of poverty.   

  

                                                       

20 There were very few households in the very poor category and this means that a few households not living on less than $1.25 
per day skewed the results.    

21 The average coefficient of variation (COV) for the entire sample was about 1.7. In practice, this means that a household with 
an average level of variation could see its earnings fluctuate down to zero kwacha and up to a value that was equal to the mean 
plus an additional increase of 170 percent most weeks. 
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Table 12: Poverty Likelihoods, Earned Income, and Households Living on Less than $1.25  

Wealth Category Percent of 
Households 

Average PPI® 
Likelihood 

Average Net 
Expenditure Per 
Person Per Day 

% Living on Less 
than $1.25 

Well-Off 15.6% 76.2% $1.18 60% 

Managing 41.6% 83.5% $.72 86.8% 

Poor 29.8% 90.3% $.45 96.4% 

Very Poor 12.9% 90.6% $.47 97% 

Total 100% 85.3 $.68 87% 

 
This does not necessarily reflect a technical problem with the PPI®, but, rather, a problem with its 
usefulness in programs that are concerned with the depth of poverty outreach in situations where 
almost everyone is poor. The PPI® cannot easily distinguish between groups of people who are, on 
average, living at or below 40 percent of the poverty line (the Poor and the Very Poor in the Zambia 
Diaries data) and those, on average, living at or below 60 percent of the poverty line (the Managing 
group). This does not seem to be due to a problem with the scoring—the PPI® scores of the participants 
in the Diaries study had a fair amount of variation and were not uniformly low.  
 
A closer look at the data suggest there may be a more fundamental problem with the PPI®. The 
likelihood score is not a continuous variable. Rather, the look-up tables organize households into 
categories with associated poverty likelihoods related to the raw score on the 10-question PPI® 
questionnaire. One would expect that, on average, households falling in the higher likelihood categories 
would have lower per capita expenditures, and, generally, the relationship would be linear—the higher 
the poverty likelihood according to the PPI®, the lower the per capita expenditure.  
 
The graph below maps the relationship, showing for each mark the number of households in each 
poverty likelihood category and the poverty likelihood percentage. Generally, the graph slopes from left 
to right, which is what one would expect—as the poverty likelihood decreases so per capita expenditure 
increases. But the devil is in the details—the line zig-zags down from left to right showing a number of 
situations where those in a lower poverty likelihood category had a lower per capita expenditure. In 
particular, even though there is a dramatic increase in per capita expenditures for the 39 households 
having a 94.8 percent poverty likelihood in comparison to the 11 having a 97.9 percent likelihood, there 
is a drop in per capita expenditures from those households with a 94.8 percent likelihood to the 36 
households with an 80.1 percent likelihood. 
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Finally, the data regarding the Well-Off category suggest a discrepancy between the PPI® poverty 
likelihood and the Diaries data. According to the PPI®, that group had a 76 percent likelihood of being 
poor, while the Diaries data suggest that only 60 percent of them were, in fact, poor. One reason for this 
is that this group tended to spend, on average, more than they earned—their net per capita income per 
day was 77 cents, and on the basis of this income measure, 80 percent of the households in the Well-Off 
category were earning below $1.25 PPP per capita per day.  
 
The Well-Off category’s income was about 40 cents per capita per day less than their expenditures. They 
were able to make up the difference between income and expenditures with cash transfers from family 
and friends.  This highlights a point of caution—the PPI® score may not always serve as a good proxy for 
expenditure-based poverty because the household may have access to resources that somehow are not 
reflected in the variables that the PPI® uses. For example, a household that relies on cash transfers may 
not have the assets that a household that earns more money has, because the former have less control 
over the money they have than the latter—the former get external cash transfers when they need them 
and otherwise scrape by, which does not give them much opportunity to accumulate assets. More 
research needs to be done on this issue. 
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3. Seeking different perspectives on wealth ranking 

The researchers asked the FOs to do three further ranking exercises.  This exercise required the 
field officers to rank the households by categories of a) assets b) livelihoods, and c) resilience.  
The aim of these further rankings was to try and find out if there was one factor or set of 
factors more than any other which determined a household’s place in the wealth ranking. If 
there were, this would provide a more nuanced understanding of wealth and poverty and 
possibly generate further insights into the PPI® criteria.   
 
Assets were chosen to see if the assets mentioned by the FOs were included in the PPI® 
questionnaire as, had the field officers focused on fundamentally different assets, this might 
suggest that the PPI® had the wrong criteria for assets which would contribute to the suspected 
insensitivity. Livelihoods were chosen in case these were key differentiating factors in wealth.  
Resilience was selected because a high level goal of the EFI program was for vulnerable 
households to improve resilience. 22 ‘Resilience’ was a difficult concept to transmit and was 
often communicated as the ability to recover from problems.    
 
For the most part, there was a strong relationship between being ranked in a particular 
category and income-levels, livelihoods, assets holdings and resilience.  Having an income that 
could support enterprises and the purchase of assets for home and business contributed to 
resilience. 

Table 7: Household Resilience 

Resilience Category Count of Households Percent of Households 

Well-Off 43 27.8% 

Managing 105 41.2% 

Poor 71 14.1% 

Very Poor 36 16.9% 

Total 255 100 

 
The very poor: cannot support selves in a crisis 

The very poor were described as not resilient because they struggled to earn a living, were often hungry, 
received little outside support, small social networks; and almost no assets. Some examples mentioned 
were of a household that never recovered from its house burning down in 2007, a single mother with a 
young child; households that depended on domestic labor from teachers who would not pay until they 
received their own salary and of households where there were alcohol addiction problems.  

  

                                                       

22 During the two-year study period the FOs captured more than 1100 ‘events’ in the diaries, with approximately half of these 
being considered negative shocks.  The statements the FOs made around resilience will offer further insights into coding and 
analyzing the diaries data together with the events, and more generally to understand shocks and resilience in these 
communities.   
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The poor: living day to day and highly vulnerable 

This idea, that the poor had no strategy or had to ‘play every day as it comes’, reoccurred several times.  
Households with poor resilience had only one or two ways to make a living which were unreliable, 
seasonal and insufficient and held few assets and not enough help from others.   In terms of managing 
shocks and stresses these households could lose significant ground when things went wrong.  FOs 
commented that most members of poor households had the personal strength and determination to 
start again even though this would mean relying on their own farming or labor.  In some sites, the 
households in this category were female headed and lacked labor and other forms of support in the 
absence of men.  

The managing: able to bounce back over time 

Households that were managing in terms of resilience were described as able to bounce back with some 
time; they could therefore withstand most shocks, in the view of the FOs, but would have a lower 
income for some time.  Managing households had several ways of earning a living, savings assets, and 
could call on family and friends for help.  

The well-off: strategies for resilience 

In discussing resilience, it was clear that the Well-off for resilience households could cope with a range 
of problems: the diversity of their ways of making a living, asset endowments and social capital meant 
that they could ride out most crises.  One example given was of a household where the previous year 
their house had burned down but, a year later, they had recovered to their previous economic position.  

Table 13 Categorizing Resilience  

 

WELL-OFF  MANAGING POOR  VERY POOR 

-Tend to have a strategy 
-Multiple sources of income 
-Some salaries or jobs high 
level cultivation.  
-Farm and store harvest so 
do not buy food (maize) 
-Businesses can stand the 
pressure of crises 
-Have assets to sell at times 
of crisis.    
-Manage money well with 
different savings 
mechanisms 
-Cooperative membership 
helps through training; 
more experimentally 
minded.   
-Work well with the 
managing group. 
-Have relatives who make 
gifts of resources Use SILC 
well 
 

-More than one source of 
income; more secure 
jobs, some salaries or 
regular pay; businesses; 
useful skills.  
-Some assets to sell 
-Can exploit natural 
resources 
-Employment means 
support or advance in 
crisis.  
-Help from friends and 
family when needed. 
-Good marriages-mutual 
financial support to 
businesses.  
-Can bounce back but it 
takes longer 
Use SILC well 
 

-Depend on seasonal 
and domestic 
piece work from 
managing households. 
-Rely on small 
harvests. 
-Very small and erratic 
businesses fail 
regularly 
-Lack assets to sell  
-Mixed social capital 
-Need more help than 
they receive 
-Do not know what is 
coming next in their 
lives 
-Cannot meet basic 
needs 
-Often have to barter 
-Are easily pushed 
back to their starting 
point but have the 
strength to start again 

-Only one or two 
sources of income 
-Lack assets 
-Rarely have 
enterprises, very 
small scale if they do. 
-No network, adult 
children are also 
poor  
-Cannot support 
selves in a crisis 
-Joined SILC in the 
hope of a handout 
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SILC and comparison households: different outcomes for resilience 

The percent of SILC households considered well-off in terms of resilience was nearly double that of the 
comparison group.  The FOs frequently mentioned that the well-off and the managing households made 
better of SILC through regular and high levels of savings and investment of loans and SILC dividend in 
their enterprises; unfortunately, their evidence cannot be taken as unbiased as they were highly 
conscious that the CRS project was focused on establishing and promoting SILC.   A counter indication of 
bias is that FOs also discussed in some depth the struggles that poor and very poor households faced in 
being SILC members, despite the fact that they knew that the CRS project aimed to be pro-poor. 

 A further confounding variable is that it is likely that individuals with better social capital may be more 
likely to join SILC.  Then, to the extent that social capital is a key driver of resilience, this variable 
confounds SILC membership and resilience.   

However, we do have some evidence from the Financial Diaries data (Error! Reference source not f
ound.) which suggests that the SILC membership contributed to the resilience of its members more 
generally.  The Financial Diaries data shows that in zero income weeks, SILC households held their 
household expenditures constant, unlike comparison households, and that they did this partly by 
drawing in SILC loans.   

 

  

Figure 3  Evidence from the Financial Diaries Report: SILC Services Made Households More Resilient 

The financial diaries data show that households used loans to help them manage their cash flow, which 

helped to improve household resiliency.  

For example, when households that did not have access to SILC groups experienced a week in which they 

earned no income, they had to significantly scale back their spending. They reduced their business spending 

to almost nothing and reduced their household spending by more than 40 percent. SILC households, on 

the other hand, did not have to cut back to that degree. They still reduced their business spending (by 

about 79 percent), but they were able to hold their household expenditures constant.  

Even though SILC households had more robust financial networks than comparison households to begin 

with, the SILC services had a notable effect. On average, households pulled in 67 percent more money from 

SILC loans in these zero income weeks compared to typical weeks, and on an absolute value basis, the sum 

of cash was larger than that brought in from informal loans or cash transfers, trailing only households’ 

home savings in importance.  

The data suggest SILC loans were used in a variety of other scenarios as well, such as to smooth over short-

term cash flow fluctuations and to help maximize the usefulness of an income windfall.  
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4. To assess the extent to which there is an overlap between the criteria used by the Field 

Officers to assess relative wealth and poverty and those criteria used in the PPI® 

questionnaire. 

The final objective of the triangulation activity was to see if the criteria mentioned in the wealth ranking 
exercise overlapped with the PPI® criteria, that is, if they were relevant at the local level.  We found an 
overlap with 8 out of 10 of the characteristics with least mentioned being owning an clothes iron and 
the highest educational level of the female head of the household.  This overlap suggests that the PPI® 
was using commonly noted indicators of wealth or poverty but that these were insufficient to 
distinguish between different degrees of poverty. 

Table 14 Comparing PPI®  and wealth ranking criteria 

Indicator Strongest  
indicator of poverty 

Mentioned in 
wealth ranking 

Number of household members High number of 
household members 

Yes 

Are all household members ages 7-16 currently 
attending school? 

Out of school Yes 

What is the highest grade that the female head/spouse 
has attained? 

Low grade or none Yes 

What kind of building material is the floor of this 
dwelling made of? 

Mud  Yes 

What kind of building material is the roof of this 
dwelling made of? 

Grass or thatch  Yes 

What is the main type of energy that your household 
uses for cooking? 

Firewood Occasionally 

Does your household own any televisions, DVDs/VCRs 
or home theatres, or satellite dish/decoders or other 
pay- TV arrangements 

No TV  Yes 

Does your household own any non-electric or electric 
irons? 

None Occasionally 

Does your household own any cellular phones? None Occasionally 

How many beds and mattresses does your household 
own? 

None Yes 

 
Comparing EFI PPI® data to wealth ranking categories 

Going back to the PPI® data that EFI collected for each household, the researchers returned to this data 
to run cross-tabulations for each asset based PPI® question and the category in which the Field Officer 
placed them to understand the overlap in more detail.  The relationships here were not very strong. The 
Well-off and Managing in assets were more likely to have concrete floors, though the numbers were 
relatively low for all categories.  The data show that the Well-off was the only category with a significant 
number of households that had iron sheets.  The highest for the other three categories (the Managing) 
was only 30%. The difference in the type of iron used seemed to be the weakest indicator, as few 
households had an electric iron.  The data also shows that, across the categories, cell phone saturation is 
high, suggesting that this is no longer a good discriminator between poor and rich.   
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Table 15 Using  PPI® data to see frequency of occurrence of assets by wealth ranked households  

Asset  Wealth ranking category 

PPI®: Floor  Well-Off Managing Poor Very Poor 

Concrete 23 40.4% 25 27.2% 7 9.6% 5 15.2% 

Mud 34 59.6% 67 72.8% 66 90.4% 28 84.8% 

Total 57 100% 92 100% 73 100% 33 100% 

PPI®: Roof     

Iron Sheets 37 64.9% 28 30.4% 13 17.8% 8 24.2% 

Grass 20 35.1% 64 69.6% 60 82.2% 25 75.8% 

Total 57 100% 92 100% 73 100% 33 100% 

PPI®: Television     

TV and something else 11 19.3% 10 10.9% 1 1.3% 0 0% 

TV, but nothing else 10 17.5% 11 12% 10 13.7% 4 12.1% 

No TVs 36 63.2% 71 77.1% 62 85% 29 87.9% 

Total 57 100% 92 100% 73 100% 33 100% 

PPI®: Iron     

Electric, or both non-electric 
and electric 

6 10.5% 4 4.4% 0 0% 1 3% 

Only non-electric 26 45.6% 31 33.7% 25 34.3% 6 18.2% 

None 25 43.7% 57 61% 48 65.7% 26 78.8% 

Total 57 100% 92 100% 73 100% 33 100% 

PPI®: Phone     

Yes 50 87.2% 66 71.7% 51 69.9% 25 75.7% 

No 7 12.3% 26 10.2% 22 30.1% 8 24.3% 

Total 57 22.4% 92 36.1% 73 28.6% 33 12.9% 

 
Degrees of self-sufficiency in food production   

Although not a focus of the PPI®, reliance on own produced crops and food security questions were 
important discriminators in the wealth ranking.  The Field Officers stressed that there are important 
differences in quality and quantity of food between the different categories: the very poor ate 
irregularly and, by implication, eating a smaller range of food groups.  The well-off and managing were 
described as eating regularly and to consumer meat and cooking oil regularly, both of which are 
expensive food items locally.  The Field Officers also stressed that better off households were more self-
sufficient in food production. The PPI® Plus questionnaire - administered by the EFI team in addition to 
the PPI® - asked a question about home produced versus bought food but, when added into the wealth 
ranking groupings, the results were uniform across the various categories as Table 16 shows which 
suggests that self-sufficiency did not make a difference to wealth ranking. 
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Table 16: Food Production and Wealth Ranking Categories 

 
It is possible that a focus on maize production, an issue that was frequently mentioned as a key 
difference by the FOs, or a more nuanced examination of food security in terms of meals per day, 
number of food groups and seasonality would have given us more conclusive results.  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The wealth ranking exercise proved useful because it aligned well with the income and expenditure data 
of the financial diaries and at the same time revealed important differences between households below 
the $1.25 per person per day poverty line in terms of resilience, livelihoods, asset ownership, social 
relations and the experience of SILC membership.  These insights into the multidimensional nature of 
poverty at different depths below the poverty line reveal that, even below the $1.25 per person per day 
line, some households are perceived as well-off or managing.  These relative differences in poverty and 
the factors that contribute to such difference were not available from either the PPI® data or the 
financial diaries data. The wealth ranking exercise also brought to light the extreme asset poverty of the 
poor and very poor as well as the difficulties they face in trying to run micro businesses.  This 
information provides critical context to the expenditure patterns examined more broadly in the financial 
diaries reporting. 
 
Overall, the PPI® tracked broad trends in poverty in the Financial Diaries population.  While 
acknowledging the tradeoffs necessary to develop a low cost and simple poverty measurement tool, the 
PPI® appears to struggle to differentiate among households that are almost all living below the poverty 
line. This insensitivity may be because the PPI® aims to cover all regions of Zambia, including urban 
areas, even though there are considerable differences in how urban and rural people live.  One simple 
solution to this problem is for the PPI® lookup tables to include a table that relates the PPI® scores to 
the likelihood of falling below certain percentages of the international poverty line. This is especially 
important given that that poverty line was raised in 2016 to $1.90 PPP—our Diaries data suggest that 
the lookup tables should include both a 50 percent and a 25 percent of the poverty line table. 

 
It may be the case that the PPI® is giving the impression of more precision than it is capable of—it can 
generally rank people at levels of poverty likelihood, but the idea that it can accurately measure 
whether a household is 97.9 percent or 94.8 percent likely to be poor is not supported by the Diaries 
data. This suggests that, along with including look-up tables for 25 and 50 percent of the poverty line, 
the look-up tables should have much larger likelihood categories than it does now (maybe 100 to 90 
percent, 89.9 percent to 80 percent, etc.) to ensure that users do not place too much confidence in the 
precision of the index. 

Wealth Category Well-Off Managing Poor Very Poor Total 

 Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count  Percent Count Percent 

All Food is Produce on 
Farm by Household 

12 30% 34 32.1% 23 30.3% 8 24.2% 77 30.2% 

Partly produced by 
household and partly 
bought 

25 62.5% 65 61.3% 51 67.1% 20 60.6% 161 63.1% 

All is bought 3 7.5% 6 5.6%% 2 2.6% 4 12.1% 15 5.8% 

Household Members 
Work for Food 

0 0% 1 0% 0 0% 1 3% 2 .8% 

Total 40 100% 106 100% 76 100% 33 100% 255 100% 
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Resilience follows a similar ranking to income but the SILC households were placed higher than the 
comparison households; our learning from the financial diaries backs up the field officers’ opinion that 
SILC membership provides access to financial tools for that support more resilient livelihoods. 
 
From the perspective of the EFI project, the evidence on the differential experience of SILC membership 
was reassuring because it tells us that the changes made to the SILC/PSP model to attract and retain 
ever poorer households are relevant.  These adaptations to the model to make it more pro-poor 
stressed flexibility and included target savings rather than compulsory amount, fewer monetary 
penalties and ensuring that there was no pressure to take loans if the household feels it cannot afford 
the repayments.  Even with these modifications, the poor are struggling with regular meetings, regular 
savings and loan repayments according to the Field Officers. 
 
The insensitivity of the PPI® to differences in poverty has two major programmatic consequences. First, 
it suggests that the PPI® should not be used for targeting when the goal of targeting is to extend the 
depth of outreach among the poor, not simply to reach the poor. This suggests that the PPI® should be 
complemented with other tools in future, which tools would depend on the objectives and the budget.23  
Second, the data presented in this report suggest that the PPI® should not be used to measure progress 
from one level of poverty to another—it should not be used to measure progress within poverty, but 
only more general progress out of poverty—because the PPI® is not precise enough to determine 
whether a group of households’ poverty had really changed over time. 
 
There are efforts underway to retool the PPI® to take into account the issues raised in this report. 
Specifically, these efforts are focusing on making the PPI® more context-sensitive and doing away with 
the false precision of overly narrow poverty likelihood categories at the very lowest levels of poverty. 
These are welcome, because the PPI® remains a useful tool that, if used in the right way, can help 
organizations target the poor and measure progress out of poverty. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                       

23 The PPI® guidance advises that greater sensitivity can be achieved by combining tools but does not advise against only using 
the PPI® for targeting 
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Annex 1: Comparing SILC and non-SILC Households Using PPI® and Wealth Ranking Data 
For both groups, the level of education was low – the majority completed some or all of primary school 
while few attended or complete secondary school. But the SILC participants were more likely to have 
completed primary school than the comparison group—the distributions of the two groups across the 
educational categories were significantly different from each other (p<0.01) using Pearson’s Chi-square 
test. The data were inconclusive regarding the relationship between education level and poverty 
likelihood. 

Table 17: Education Levels for SILC and Comparison Households 

 Count Percent 
PPI® 

Likelihood Count Percent PPI® Likelihood 

Education Level SILC Comparison 

Some training college 1 0.8% 54.3% 0 0% N/A 

Secondary completed 6 4.7% 66.4% 1 0.8% 35.1% 

Some secondary school 35 27.6% 88.0% 21 16.4% 81.8% 

Primary complete 39 30.7% 80.5% 22 17.2% 82.3% 

Some primary school 36 28.4% 88% 68 53.1% 89.4% 

No schooling 10 7.9% 91.9% 14 10.9% 86.5% 

Literary training in 
national language 

0 0 N/A 2 1.6% 74.5% 

Grand Total 127 100% 84.7% 128 100% 85.9% 

 
The number of households which the FOs put into the different categories varied little based on three of 
the four different themes: income, asset, and livelihood. The theme with the biggest difference is 
Resilience, where the percent of SILC households considered Well-Off in resilience was nearly double 
that of the comparison group. The overall distributions of SILC and Comparison households were 
significantly different from each other (p<0.01) using Pearson’s Chi-square test. 
 
One of the themes coming from the discussion with the FOs was the role that the SILC group and the 
SILC Social played in resilience.  Households had access to large lump sums of money (depending on how 
much they saved) that they could access in time of need.  If there was an emergency, they could take 
out a loan and, if serious enough, also receive a cash gift from the group.  Those in the comparison 
group are forced to rely on their informal network of family friends who, based on the diaries data and 
In-Depth Interviews, are unable to provide as large of loans. 

Table 18: Wealth Categories for SILC and Comparison Households 

Classification SILC Comparison 

Income Count Percent Count Percent 

Well-Off 24 18.9% 16 12.5% 

Managing 49 38.6% 57 44.5% 

Poor 36 28.4% 40 31.3% 

Very Poor 18 14.2% 15 11.7% 

Total 127 100% 128 100% 

Asset  Count Percent Count Percent 

Well-Off 30 23.6% 27 21.1% 

Managing 41 32.3% 51 39.8% 
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Poor 36 28.4% 37 28.9% 

Very Poor 20 15.8% 13 10.2% 

Total 127 100% 128 100% 

Livelihood SILC Comparison 

Well-Off 30 23.6% 22 17.2% 

Managing 43 33.8% 55 42.9% 

Poor 39 30.7% 42 32.8% 

Very Poor 15 11.8% 9 7.0% 

Total 127 100% 128 100% 

Resilience  SILC Comparison 

Well-Off 28 22.1% 15 11.7% 

Managing 41 32.3% 64 50% 

Poor 35 27.6% 36 28.1% 

Very Poor 23 18.1% 13 10.2% 

Total 127 100% 128 100% 

 
Annex 2: Village Descriptions 

Chiba 

Chiba, the closest study site to Kasama, is approximately three kilometers from the town center and less 
than one kilometer from the provincial capitals largest market.  The road from the provincial capital to 
Chiba is not paved and has many pot holes.  Participating households in Chiba depend on casual labor 
and petty trade as their main sources of income.  Each morning there is a large migration of people 
walking and cycling to town for their various activities who return in the evening.  For those that are 
better off or have goods they want to transport, private taxis are available to hire at a relatively low 
cost.  Public taxis depart and return to the market which is close to many households.    
 
Living in close proximity to the provincial capital, the residents of Chiba had plenty of job opportunities, 
either through formal and informal employment as well as self-employment.  Many of the female 
respondents traded food stuffs at the local market, washed clothes, fetched water, and cleaned the 
surroundings for the better off.  The male respondents work in construction and agriculture.  Those with 
building skills were in high demand as Chiba was experiencing rapid growth after being recently 
electrified. A number of households supplement two income streams through subsistence and cash crop 
farming. Those that farm have to travel long distances to get to their fields.   
 
There are a number of government facilities in and around Chiba including a primary school, second 
school, and clinic.  Most households washed their clothes in the river and used either taps or wells for 
bathing, cooking, and drinking water.  The streets were regularly full of both adults and children and 
open-air shops, stalls, and tables lined the street with produce for sale.  More recently, these shops have 
included MTN, Airtel, and Zoona mobile money agents. 
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Lwabwe 

Lwabwe is a rural site, approximately 27 kilometers from the provincial capital.  Households have settled 
in close proximity to the road, lining either side as one approaches the turn-off to the village center, 
about one kilometer from the roadside.  At the turn-off, there is an open-aired grass thatched market 
where people sell fresh produce and non-perishable foods.  There is also a block of three to four 
cemented shops that act as a general store; these shops sold a variety of food, household, medical and 
clothing items.    
 
Households in Lwabwe had few economic opportunities. Most households depended on rain-fed 
agriculture as their main source of income.  The community adapted to this and there are a number of 
agriculture related cooperatives, an agro-input store and a shed where the Federal Reserve Agency 
(FRA) bought and stored maize from community members.  The main food crops in Lwabwe were maize, 
groundnuts, beans, and soya beans.  Other common livelihoods for men were charcoal burning, while 
female respondents often brewed beer.   There were also a few, poorly stocked, shops in the village and 
some households sold food and non-food items from their home. 
 
Lwabwe had a primary school that serves grade one through grade seven.  If/when children were 
accepted into secondary school they had to travel 12 kilometers to a neighboring village to attend.  The 
village had a rural health post, which has fewer medical resources to offer than a clinic.  The nearest 
clinic is in the same village as the secondary school.    Public transportation to and from Kasama is 
regularly available. 
 
Nkolemfumu 

Nkolemfumu was similar to Lwabwe, where households have located close to the road near to the turn 
off, but the village center was more developed and located further from the paved road and farther 
from Kasama, about 5 kilometers away.  Nkolemfumu is rich in natural assets with large areas of 
government protected forest, fertile soils, and a large wetland area that provides water for year-round 
irrigation.  There is also a large river providing seasonal employment through fishing as well as the 
businesses focused on buying and re-selling fish.   
 
Although there was a large area for irrigated agriculture, few households had the capital to purchase the 
desired inputs for gardening.  Instead, most households earned their income from rain fed agriculture; 
their main source of income is through the sale of maize and beans.  The village center had a shed 
where the FRA buys and stores maize before transporting it to a larger facility, there is a large market 
area where 20+ cemented shops sell food and household items, and in the center is an open-aired iron 
sheeted market with pre-made cement tables where perishable and non-dry food stuffs are sold. 
The local primary school was recently upgraded to a secondary school, three more classrooms were 
developed, and new homes were built for the teachers.  There is also a government clinic in 
Nkolemfumu.  None of the households in Nkolemfumu nor the market were electrified.  However, the 
government workers’ homes and the government facilities themselves were electrified.  At times, these 
facilities, and their workers, provided residents with casual labor opportunities. 
 
Henry Kapata 

Henry Kapata is neither peri-urban nor is it rural; it is located about eight kilometers from the center of 
the provincial capital, is densely populated, and has government facilities like a primary and second 
school, a large clinic, and a market area.  Many public workers, such as teachers or clinic workers, have 
settled in the area.   Henry Kapata’s proximity to Kasama, the roadside, and its cheap land prices has 
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caused the area around the road to be densely populated.  Most households drew an income from 
multiple sources – the most common income streams were agriculture (both rain-fed and irrigated), 
petty trade (buying and re-selling food, household items, and beer brewing), and formal and informal 
employment. 
 
The public schools, clinics, and the prison offered informal working opportunities.  There is also a 
government agriculture research institute near Henry Kapata that employed people seasonally.  
Households that earned an income from farming had to travel between two to five kilometers to get to 
their fields, though the irrigated land is further away.  A government partnership with an international 
NGO had led to a recent surge of fish farming.  Residents who earned an income from trading food stuffs 
often went to more remote villages that could be accessed via various dirt road networks that started in 
Henry Kapata.  Households that brewed beer either grew or bought maize, the main ingredient for their 
alcohol blend, and sold it from their homes. 
 
Although there are no banks or microfinance institutions in Henry Kapata, MTN Mobile Money had 
recently penetrated into the area and a disproportionate number of the households who had bank 
accounts came from Henry Kapata.  This may be a result of their previous work with government 
institutions, or the fact that transportation is relatively cheap to, and many households worked in, 
Kasama. 
 
Ngulula 

One of the more remote villages where Henry Kapata residents bought and resold food was Ngulula, 
another Financial Diaries site.   Ngulula is about 24 kilometers from Kasama – 10 kilometers on a paved 
road and another 14km down a dirt road.  Most residents in Ngulula earned their income from 
agriculture and horticulture activities.  Multiple rivers and streams passed through the village, allowing 
farmers to irrigate their crops year-round.  The government was carrying out a project to improve 
irrigation in Ngulula by cementing the largest man-made stream in the village.   
 
The dirt road to Ngulula is poorly paved with no public transportation.  If a resident wanted to hire a 
private taxi, this was extremely expensive.  Few households had enough money to do this and resorted 
to transporting small amounts of their total harvest by bicycle to town each morning.  On their daily, or 
weekly trips, many residents purchased food and other household necessities in town at a cheaper 
price.  This resulted in no shops in the village, though some residents inconsistently sold a handful of 
items from their home.   
 
There is a primary school in Ngulula and a rural health post had recently been built, though it was not 
staffed or functioning at the time of writing.  School children who qualified for secondary school had to 
travel 14 kilometers to Henry Kapata.  If someone in the household was sick, or a woman wanted to give 
birth, they had to travel the same distance to the nearest clinic. 
 
Nseluka 

Approximately 38km North of Kasama town on Mbala road is Nseluka, perhaps the most developed 
Financial Diaries research site.  Nseluka had an open-sheltered market with a variety of produce, grain, 
and fish available.  They also had multiple rows of shops, most of which were general stores, selling a 
variety of goods, but there were also large shops specializing in agricultural inputs and construction 
supplies.   
In addition, this there were a number of pre-cooked traditional foods sold at the roadside, such as 
roasted cassava, groundnuts, maize (seasonally), and fruits including bananas and oranges.  There were 
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also restaurants where people could buy pre-cooked food.  Households in Nseluka were 
disproportionately involved in trade compared to the rest of the research sites.  The main business 
activities were buying and re-selling food and brewing beer.  However, the number of households that 
traveled to the Tanzanian border to purchase dry fish and clothing materials for re-sale was growing.  
The Zambia government had recently started a construction project that will link Nseluka to the border 
town, decreasing the time and money spent on transportation. 
 
Nseluka had a clinic, a primary school, and a secondary school.  The area had recently been electrified 
and was experiencing rapid growth – plot sizes were decreasing and land once used for agriculture was 
being sold to construct homes, creating a number of informal employment opportunities in 
construction.  In addition, a number of residents in Nseluka were formally employed by OLAM, a coffee 
growing corporation in the Northern Province.  The organization had recently transitioned from paying 
employees with checks to registering workers with MTN Mobile Money and depositing money directly in 
their account.  There was also a Zanaco Bank ATM at one of the shops.   

Ngoli 

Ngoli lies 50 kilometers to the north. Residents in Ngoli lived in close proximity to one another and 
farmed in fields behind their homes.  Access to land was not an issue for these households, but access to 
capital was a problem.  The majority of households in Ngoli were farmers, though many were also 
involved in other income generating activities.  The main foods grown for sale were maize, beans, 
groundnuts, and cassava.  Households often used the maize and cassava they grew to brew a local beer 
which they sold from their homes.   
 
Similar to some of the other sites, Ngoli’s primary school had recently been upgraded to a secondary 
school and the community had a small, government clinic just off the main road.  Ngoli had 50+ 
cemented stores selling a variety of goods, though some of them focused specifically on agricultural 
inputs and construction supplies.  There was also a large, open-aired, and iron-sheeted market where 
farmers were able to sell their produce.  The poorer men and women in Ngoli often engaged in 
agriculture labor for the better off households.  Aside from this, informal labor was available seasonally 
through construction and informal employment was also available through OLAM, the coffee company 
mentioned above, which also operated in the Ngoli area. 
 
None of the households in Ngoli nor the market were electrified.  However, the government workers’ 
homes and the government facilities themselves were electrified.  At times, these facilities, and their 
workers, provided residents with casual labor opportunities. 
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Simple Poverty Scorecard for Zambia  
Entity Name ID Date  (DD/MM/YY) 

Participant:                                           Date joined:     
Field agent:                                          Date scored:      
Service point:                                       # HH members: 

Indicator Response Points 

1. How many members does 

the household have? 

A. Eight or more 

B. Seven 

C. Six 

D. Five 

E. Four 

F. Three 

G. One or two 

0 

7 

9 

11 

15 

21 

29 

2. Are all household members 

ages 7 to 16 currently 

attending school? 

A. No 

B. Yes 

C. No one 7 to 16 

0 

3 

6 

3. What is the highest grade that 

the female head/spouse has 

attained? 

 

A. None, or first to fifth grade 

B. Sixth Grade 

C. Seventh to ninth grade 

D. No female head/spouse 

E. Tenth grade or higher 

0 

2 

4 

5 

9 

4. What kind of building 

material is the floor of 

this dwelling made of? 

A. Mud, wood only, or other 

B. Concrete, or covered concrete 

0 

2 

5. What kind of building material 

is the roof of this dwelling 

made of? 

 

A. Grass/straw/thatch, or other 

B. Iron sheets, or other non-asbestos tiles 

C. Concrete, asbestos sheets, or asbestos tiles 

0 

3 

5 

6. What is the main type of 

energy that your household 

uses for cooking? 

 

A. Firewood, coal, crop/livestock residues, or other 

B. Charcoal 

C. Gas, electricity, solar, or kerosene/paraffin 

0 

4 

15 

7. Does your household own any 

televisions, DVDs/VCRs or 

home theatres, or satellite 

dish/decoders (free to air, or 

DSTV) or other pay-TV 

arrangements? 

A. No TVs (regardless of others) 

B. TV, but nothing else 

C. TV, and something else (DVD, dish, etc.) 

0 

6 

10 

8. Does your household own 

any non- electric or 

electric irons? 

A. None 

B. Only non-electric 

C. Electric, or both electric and non-electric 

0 

4 

11 

9. Does your household own any 

cellular phones? 

A. No 

B. Yes 

0 

6 

10. How many beds and 

mattresses does your 

household own? 

 

A. None 

B. One or more beds, but no mattresses 

C. One mattress (regardless of beds) 

D. Two or more mattresses (regardless of beds) 

0 

2 

4 

7 

          Score: 

Annex 3: PPI® Tool in Zambia 


