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CHAPTER THREE
PHASE TWO
METHODS AND 
FINDINGS

THE RICH INFORMATION FROM THE FIRST 
PHASE OF RESEARCH HELPED TO BEGIN 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF A CONCEPTION 
THAT SHOULD UNDERLIE A NEW MEASURE 
OF POVERTY—THAT IT SHOULD BE 
MULTIDIMENSIONAL, THAT IT SHOULD BE 
SCALAR, THAT IT SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF 
REVEALING GENDER DISPARITIES AT THE 
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL, AND THAT, IN SO FAR 
AS POSSIBLE, IT SHOULD BE SENSITIVE 
TO DIFFERENTIAL NEEDS AND UNIQUE 
CONTEXTS OF DEPRIVATION. 

The first phase of research also generated a long 
list of candidate dimensions that could collectively 
define the bounds of what should be included 
in this new measure—counting permissively, 30 
or 40 dimensions would be under consideration. 
But there is a great risk to including all possible 
dimensions within an individual measure. The 
conception can become too expansive. The more 
dimensions that are included in an understanding of 
multidimensional poverty, the less weight that will 
be assigned to each. The conception can become 
too far removed from common understandings 
of poverty and/or deprivation, and thus unlikely 
to be taken up in anti-poverty work or have 
political salience in guiding the allocation of scarce 
resources. And it can become more expensive and 
difficult to gather reliable information in a multi-
topic survey as the list of included dimensions 
expands. Furthermore, individuals and institutions in 
anti-poverty work may have difficulty attending to 
such a wide array of dimensions.  

Purpose 
The second phase of research was thus designed 
to help select  from the candidate dimensions 
generated by Phase 1 those dimensions that should 
be included in the final measure and to give some 

sense of the relative priority those dimensions should 
have in a composite multidimensional measure of poverty. 
We planned the second phase to be quantitative, to 
supplement the qualitative information from the first 
phase and to provide further guidance on what should be 
included in and excluded from the measure.

Structure 
In the second phase, the same research teams returned to 
the same sites across all six countries involved in the first 
phase and conducted individual surveys with participants.  
There were roughly 100 participants per site, 300 per 
country, and 1800 across the six countries. In some sites 
the participants were the same as in the first phase, 
and in other sites they were not. As in the first phase, 
participants were informed of the nature of the research 
and the methods involved, and formally consented to 
participate.

The second phase survey involved three parts. The 
first part of the survey collected information about the 
respondents: their age and ethnic status, the composition 
of their household and the nature of their work as 
well as their position in several dimensions, including 
education, nutrition, and access to water and sanitation. 
This first section of the survey was designed to allow us 
to determine whether participant preferences and views 
varied with respect to their individual achievements or 
personal characteristics.  

The second part of the survey asked participants to 
evaluate whether a dimension was essential, very 
important, not very important, or not at all important 
to determining whether a life was free from poverty 
or hardship. Before the dimension was evaluated, 
the interviewer provided a brief description of each 
dimension, reproduced in the table below. There were 
two reasons for providing dimension descriptions. First, 
doing so allowed for standardisation across contexts 
of the definition that participants would have in 
mind when evaluating any given dimension. Second, 
it allowed for a definition of the possible scale of 
achievement within a dimension and of the range of 
circumstances encompassed by a dimension, given that 
some participants may have had limited exposure to 
others’ experiences in particular dimensions of life. Two 
participants considering food, for example, might have 
in mind very different deprivations—one considering 
almost never having a square meal in a day, the other 
imagining missing one or two meals a week. Therefore, all 
dimension descriptions include both a sense of what life is 
like for those who are very deprived in a given dimension 
and for those who are not deprived in the dimension. 
The dimensions were described as in the chart below. 
Then, the researcher asked the participant to decide 
whether the dimension was essential, very important, not 
very important, or not at all important to a life free from 
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poverty and hardship. The candidate list of 25 dimensions 
was distilled from the first phase reports and the joint 
analysis workshop, which began the work of drawing out 
common themes across sites. To be included in the second 
phase, a dimension had to be considered important by a 
non-negligible portion of the first round participants, be 
a plausible candidate for inclusion in a multidimensional 
measure of deprivation and avoid extensive overlap with 
other dimensions under consideration. 

On the next two pages is the list of the 25 candidate 
dimensions and their accompanying descriptions.
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TABLE 5: CANDIDATE LIST OF 25 DIMENSIONS
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In the third part of the survey, participants were asked 
to rank the 15 dimensions most relevant for determining 
whether an individual’s life is free from poverty and 
hardship. The interviewer presented the participants with 
visual representations of each of the dimensions (for 
example, a picture of a classroom for education, a picture 
of a health clinic for health care, a picture of a community 
discussion for participation in the community, and so 
on). With these 25 pictures in front of the participants, 
participants identified the first most important dimension, 
then the second most important dimension, then the 
third, until 15 dimensions had been ranked. After ranking 
15 dimensions, participants were asked if they wanted 
to rearrange any of the pictures to adjust their stated 
rankings. Finally, participants were asked whether any 
additional dimension not included in the pre-selected set 
of 25 candidate dimensions should be included in the 
top 15 and to state where this dimension (had it been 
included) would fall in the top 15. 

Here we show the pictures used by the research team in 
Mozambique:
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Summary dimension rankings: 
overall and by gender
Summary rankings of the dimensions are provided 
below.30  For the purposes of this table, dimensions 
that were not ranked by participants were counted as 
being ranked 20th. This builds in a ‘penalty’ for those 
dimensions that were not ranked by a given participant.31 
Clearly, adjusting the size of the penalty, or eliminating 
it altogether, modifies the overall performance of the 
dimension.

TABLE 6: SUMMARY RANKINGS BY DIMENSION

30.  Data is available to enable more detailed analysis, for example, by country, 
age, gender and rural/urban location.

31.  To avoid this problem, we could have asked participants to rank all 25 
dimensions. However, it became clear through pre-testing that participants did 
not have strong preferences on the relative priority of dimensions near the end of 
the list. This is an entirely sensible view. While one might have strong thoughts 
on whether food or water should top the list of relevant dimensions, it is more 
difficult to come up with reasons as to whether entertainment or freedom from 
disruptive behaviour should be ranked last since neither is considered to be of great 
importance. 
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32.  The research team put considerable energy into attempting to devise a 
ranking exercise that would ask participants to compare particular increments 
of achievement within a given dimension, as opposed to comparing entire 
dimensions.  In the end given the large number of candidate increments and the 
challenges of doing fieldwork, practical and cognitive constraints prevented such 
an exercise from going forward.

A few initial remarks are in order regarding the ranking of 
dimensions by participants before explaining in the next 
chapter the selection of dimensions that will constitute 
our recommended measure of deprivation.  

There are two important limitations to the ranking 
exercise that are worth noting here. When an individual 
provides an ordinal ranking of dimensions (1st, 2nd 3rd 
etc.), this provides no information on how much more 
important one dimension is compared to another. We 
know that participants tended to rank food higher than 
water, but we do not know how much more important 
food was than water. Furthermore, when participants 
are asked to rank dimensions they had in mind, through 
a description provided by the researcher, we gained a 
sense of the very low end and rather high end of the 
dimension. But because we did not ask the participants 
to rank particular increments within each dimension, such 
as ranking the increment between the first and second 
meal of the day as compared to the difference between 
a private flushing and public flushing toilet, we do not 
know whether participant rankings might change if they 
considered particular increments as opposed to the whole 
dimension. Freedom from violence, for example, might 
have scored much higher if participants were considering 
an increment at the low end of the spectrum, where very 
badly off people are subject to regular, severe physical 
and sexual violence. We will discuss the issue of increment 
weighting in more detail in the final chapter.32

There was considerable consistency across sites and 
participants in the ranking of dimensions. Familiar 
dimensions of deprivation, including food, water, shelter, 
and sanitation, all scored relatively highly across sites and 
participants. While some dimensions were more highly 
ranked in some sites or by some participants, there was 
no radical variation in rankings in most sites for most 
participants.

There were fewer gendered differences in ranked 
dimensions than we might have expected. Although there 
are statistically significant differences in the ranking of 9 
of the 25 candidate dimensions, these differences were 
still modest. No dimension exceeded more than a one 
position difference between men and women. Of course, 
as noted above, a ranking exercise does not provide 
information on the cardinal significance participants might 
attach to a particular dimension. This fact may mask 
where greater differences between men and women do 
occur.  

Those dimensions which registered statistically significant 
differences between men and women do not necessarily 
track common perceptions about what would be 
important to women and men. Men gave higher rankings 
than women to property rights, participation in the 
community, the location of services, the environment, 
and clothing. Women gave higher rankings to personal 
care, cooking fuel, education, and shelter. We do not 
have information from participants about why they 
ranked the dimensions as they did. One might speculate 

that men, generally as heads of households and more 
likely to have socially prescribed responsibilities for 
home and land ownership, market participation and 
community governance, would prioritise property rights, 
participation in the community and the location of 
services. Alternatively, women, with socially prescribed 
responsibilities for caring for the family and meeting 
certain social standards in public appearance, might 
prioritise education, cooking fuel, shelter and personal 
care. However, such speculation cannot account for why 
men had ranked slightly higher the environment and 
clothing, while women had ranked higher shelter.

In the next chapter, we explain how we moved from the 
information generated in the first and second phases to 
our construction of a multidimensional measure of poverty 
that would be piloted in the third phase. 




