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Methodological Tools for Making Decisions in 
Natural Resource Management 

1. Participatory method for 
identifying 
and classifying local indicators of 
$0;1 quality at the micTowatershed 
level 

2. Photo-topographical analysis 
(PTA) of land use trends in hillside 
areas 

3. Participatory mapping, analysis, 
aM monitoring of natural resources 
in a microlNBtershed 

4. Methodology for analyzing the 
stakeholders involved in collective 
land management at the 
mlcrowatershed level 

5. ldentifying leve/s of welJ..being to 
construct local profiles of rural 
poverty 

6. Atlas of Yorito and Su/aco, 
Department of Yoro, Honduras 

7. Identifying and assessing market 
opportunities for 5mall rural 
producers 

8. Use of simulatlon models foT 
ex ante evaluation 

9.Deve/opment of local 
organizational pTOCesses for 
col/ective management of natural 
resources 



The figure represents the set of tools for use in decision making in natural resource 
management. The tools represented by the green sections of the figure (Participatory 
method for ioontifying and classifying local indicators of soil quality at the mícrowatershed 
level, Photo-topographícal analysís (PTA) of land use trends in híllsioo areas, and 
Participatory mapping, analysís, and monitoring ofnatural resources in a microwatershed) 
help identify, analyze, and prioritize biophysical components, such as natural resources al 
the farm, microwatershed, or sub-basin levels. 

Those tools in blue (Methodology for analyzing the stakeholders invotved in col/ectíve land 
management at the mícrowatershed level and IcJentifying leve/s of well-beíng to eonstruct 
local profiles of rural poverty) help idenlify relationships between Ihe differenl users of natural 
resources. By identifying standards of living, the socio-economic components can be 
classified atthe rural community, village, and regionallevels. 

The tool in yellow (Atlas of Yorito and Sulaeo, Department of Yoro, Honduras) helps 
standardize integration, analysis, and presentation by mapping data generated by !he lools 
in green and blue. 

The lools in orange (/dentifying and assessíng market opportuníties for smal/ rural producers 
and Use of simulatíon models for ex anle evaluatíon) help facilitate the design of alternative 
scenarios to plan production at the farm and microwatershed levels. 

Encompassing these eight decision-making tools, the purple tool (Development of local 
organizational processes for col/active management o, natural resources) helps (a) define 
the collective use of the other tools, and (b) disseminates results obtained from their 
application. This tool is useful for organizing communities to improve their decision-making 
processes during collective management of natural resources al !he watershed level. 
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Introduction 

Allevlatíng poverty is an importanl objeetíve of many develepment programs, projects, and 
peliejes. Traditíonal methodsfor measuring poverty or levels ofwell-beíng have usually taken 
ínto account the ínformallon of a single indícatorthe per capíta íncome or expenditure rate of a 
person or household. The main elemen! 01 the methodology proposad in this Guide is the 
identification of different levels of well-being within a rural populatíon. This is based en local 
perceptions and takes into account a series of indíeators reflectíng the causes or conditions 
that orígínale and maintain a determinad level. 

This Guíde was adapted from an earlier manual (Ravnborg 1997), which explained the 
methodology. Helle Ravnborg was a CIAT researeh assoeiate at Ihat time. The melhodology 
was firsl applied in three watersheds and one departmenl in Colombia then at the level of a 
small watershed in Honduras and Nicaragua. The process of ranking levels of well-beíng 
involved 89 communities and 316 ínformants in Honduras, and sÍ)( eommunities with 19 
informants in Nicaragua. In Honduras 1268 households were surveyed and in Nicaragua, 
302. 

The experienee acquired in Central America provided the base for adding new elemenls to 
the original manual, making it easíer for users in rural eommunities to understand and apply 
and thus a useful support 1001 for analyses and local resouree management. The Guide is 
direeted mainly at local authorities, representatives of institutions, programs, and projeets 
working in rural areas that are interested in applying the methodology. The applicatíon of this 
methodology will hopefully faeilítate deeisions about the oríentatíon of strategies that aím to 
alleviate povertyal the study sites. 

Users of the Guides 

This Guide was translated from ene of a Spanish-Ianguage series of nine Guides on 
"Informed Deeision Makíng for Sustainable Natural Resource Managemenf'. They are 
directed towards three speeifíe types of users. The first ineludes professionals and 
technieians working in agencies and institutions of the publie and prívate seetors, dedicated 
to researeh, development, and training in the management of renewable natural resources. 
This level of users can use the Guides for planning, executíng, monitoring, and evaluatíng 
their own iníliatives in these three fields of action. But most importantly, this group, once 
trained in the applícation of these melhodologíes, will hopefully exert a multiplier effect on 
hundreds of professionals, teehníeians, volunteers. and produeers. These in tum will 
promote, analyze, and adapt these methodologies to decision making in natural resource 
management atthe local, regional, and nationallevels. 

RaVooorg H. 1997. Evaluación de pobreza rural: Un método práctico para extrapolar y cuantificar 
percepciones locales. ClAT Publication No, 291. CIAr, ClIII, Colombia. 
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The second group of users comprises inhabitants of the watersheds of tropical America, the 
ultímate legítimate heírs of the proposals of natural resource management generated by 
research and presented in these Guides. Through training, consultation, and support from 
diverse nongovernment organizations and state agencies, these people can use the 
methods and strategies described here to actively participate in the management and 
conservatlon of natural resources. 

Lastly, this material is especially directed towards the teaching staft of colleges and university 
faculties of agricultural scíences, environmental sciences, and natural resources. These 
train professionals and technicians, who will collaborate with agricultural communities in the 
arduous task of maintaining or recovering natural resources, placed under their custody, for 
future generations. 
The Leaming Model 

Information 

• Technologies 
• Strategies 
• Tools tor 

decision 
making in 
natural 
resource 
management 

e Practice ~ 

, 
• Abilities 
• Skills 
• Decision­

making 
attitudes 

Feedback 

• Clarification 
• In-depth 

knowfedge 
• Reinforcement 

The series of Teaching Guides on Methodologícal Tools for Makíng Decisions in Natural 
Resource Management is based on a 'Ieaming by doing' teaching model, shown aboye. This 
model presents trainers and multipliersthe immediate users of these Guideswith a training 
scheme whereby they leam to use the information resulting from field research as input for 
developing the abílities, skills, and altitudes needed by end users lo make appropriate 
decisions on natural resource management. 

Users will find that the methodological components of this Guide differ from those of other 
materíals on the dissemination of technologies. Each of the sections díviding the Guides 
contains design elements that help the trainer in facilitating !he leaming process. 

A se! of objectives oríents the Guides and helps both the instructor and the participant direct 
the leaming activities. Exercises are carried out in the field or other realislic scenarios ín 
whích analysis and decisíon making are practiced. They include outings, símulations, 
dramatízations, and application of different lools for collecting an<! analyzing information. 

Introduc!Jon 



Another methodological component comprises feedback sessions in which trainees and 
instructors have tha opportunity to revise the practicals carried out and further examine those 
aspaets that needstrengthening. Feedback is the last activity of each saetion and próvides 
the necessary opportunity for the instructor and participants to synthesize conceptually and 
methodologically each aspect studied. 

In summary, the model consists ofthree elements: 

1. Tachnical and strategic information, generated by research and constituting the 
technological content required for decision making; 

2. Practicals in Ihe form of exercises at the training sites and field activities directed 
lowards developing abilities, skills, and attitudes for decision makíng; and 

3. Feedback, which is a type offormative evaluation that strengthens the laarning process 
and the adequate applicatíon of the fundamental theoretical principies involved. 

The practicals are the core of the leaming process. They simulate realíty for those who use 
the decisíon-making tools presented in each Guíde. Through the exercisas, trainees 
experímenl wíth the use of too tools, face the difficultíes arising from their application at local 
lavel, and perceive the advantages and opportunities of introducing thase tools into differen! 
decision-making environments al the local or regionallevel in whatever country. 

The exercises included in the Guides were drawn from the aulhors' local research 
experience in watersheds of Honduras, Nicaragua, and Colombia. However, instructors 
from other countries and regions can draw excellenl examples and cases from their own 
research projaets and field work with which practicals can be remodeled and tailored to the 
local context. Each instructor has available Guides that are flexible working lools and that 
can be adapted lo the needs of assorted audiences in different scenarios. 

Uses and Adaptations ofthe Model 

Users (instructors, multipliers) of these Guides must be familiar with its dídactic slructure to 
use it advantageously to the benefit of end users. They ara tha ones who will make the 
decision to introduce thase tools into the local development process. 

Flow charls are for the instructors' use whan presenting the dífferent saetíons. Tha Guiding 
Questions help instructors establish a dialogue and motivate the participants before going 
deeper into theory. Originals ror Transparencies can be adapted to different needs by 
adjusting their presentation. The Appendices cited in the taxi give further information on 
those aspects treated briefly wíthín each saetíon. As already mentionad, the suggestad 
exercises and practices can be adapted or replaced by practices on site-specific problems. 
Feedback sassions can also inelude local, regional, or national data to halp iaentify more 
relevant tapies. The didactic appendices (Final Evaluation, Evaluating the Training Session, 
the Instructors Performance, the Training Materíals, etc.) help complament the training 
activities. 
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Final/y, the central idea of the Guides' trainíng model stresses tha! if practice is the base tor 
leaming, then !he training time should be sufficient to give Ihe trainees the opportunity to 
develop abilities, skills, and altitudes Ihat reflect Ihe learning objectives. Only Ihus wiU 
traíníng have the expecled impact on decisíon makers ínvolved in natural resource 
management. 

The Guide's General Structure 

~--- --,- '--~--"""-

R;"'king levels of' l 
"well-ó8íng" 

1 

\ 

~,... . .. ¿ 
~. Defini~g ;~-Extrapolating > 

categones / indicators-
-~~ --

Explanation 

The main objectíve of thís Guíde is to describe a methodology tor construcling poverty 
profiles by íden!ífying well-being levels for a given study areavillage, municipality, 
watershedbased on local perceptions. 

The scheme presented aboye describes the sequentialleaming of methodological steps that 
will ultímately lead to the fulfillment of the main objective. 

As shown in the figure, a profile of levels of well-being can be construcled in six steps: 

1. Sefecting communítíes involves the defínition of study areas, according to cartaln 
crileria, in which key informants wíU rank levels of well-beíng lo describe the different 
groups. 

2. Rankíng leveJs of well-being is Ihe process by which key ínformants from a selected 
community (or site) group households, according to the criteria established for each leve! 
ofwell-being. 

3. Deliníng categoríes is based on !he percentage distribution of households wíthin a 
community according lo Iheir level ofwel/-beíng, as described by a key informant. 
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Extrapolatíng indicafors is Ihe next step. Informants' descriptions of well-Qeing are 
translated into different well-being indicators and their use in different communíties and al 
different levels is analyzed, Whether these indicators can be extrapolated to a larger 
study area (several communities or a municipality) is accordingly assessed. 

Quantifying indícators and making an index involves verífyíng, through a questionnaire, 
the quantitative meaning of each indicator by formulating questions around each 
indicator. With this process, a well-being index can be calculated for each household Ihal 
results from averaging the indicalors used. 

Validatíng the índex calculated tor each household compares the index wilh Ihe ranking 
assigned by informants in Step 3 for the same households. F or Ihis reason il is important 
lo work with the same households ranked in Step 2, who were also included in the survey. 
Too final dislribution of Ihe households is obtained, and a local poverty prefile or profile of 
level of well-being of the study site is defined. 

The bibJiography given al the end of Section 1 also applies lo all olher sections of the Guide. 
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Self-Evaluation 

Instructor's Guidelines 

The following questions are a tool for exploring the general knowledge of participants about 
poverty or levels of well-being. This is no! a test to assess knowledge. Each question has a 
possible reply Ihat will be discussed in group sessions once all participants haya answered 
Ihe questions. 

Questions 

1. lJVhy analyzethe different levels ofwell-being in a population? 

2. Name methods of identifying well-being levels or poverty indexes. 

3. What do you think of the method of measuring poverty by the income or expenditures 
of a household or individual? 

4. Are there olher elements tha! should be taken into account when deciding on a 
household's or community's well-being level? 

5. Could Ihese elements be used to analyze all sorts ofcommunities or populations? 

Feedbackon Self-Evaluation 
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Instructora Guidelines 

The instructor shares with !he particípanls the answers to the prevíous questíons tor 
comparíson with those given by partícipanls. They are also given the opportunity lo bríefly 
discuss each answer. 

Answers to questions 

1 . By identífying Ihe differences in levels of well-being wilhin a populalion, beller 
strategies can be designed to allevíale poverty becausa the factors Ihat origínate er 
mainlaín a determined level are known. 

2. Other methods exisl, fer example the Human Development Index, developed by the 
United Nations Developmenl Program (UNDP), whích combines data on life 
expectancy al birth, adult litaracy rate, and par capita income. The Haad-Count Ratio, 
developed by the VVortd Bank, is also usad. 

3. The mathod that measuras poverty in terms of income er expenditure rate does not 
indicate the source of that income in the different groups of well-being nor the way in 
which that income is spen!. Neither does it reveal differences in income within a target 
area. 

4. With this methodology, indicalors based on local perceptions can be obtained Ihat 
describe the characteristícs of the different levels of well-being. Based on these 
characleristics, the factors thal originate and maintain a determined level of well-being 
can be inferred. 

5. Elements or indicators are determined basad on Ihe real situatian of aach community. 
The melhodology facifitalas their verificalíon so Ihey can be applied lo othar sludy 
areas, wilhout overtooking the specificalions of each com munity. 
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Objectives 

General 

'" To construct local poverty prefiles by identifying levels ofwell-being in rural communitíes 
based on local perceptions. 

Specific 

.' To ídentify the advantages of usíng local perceptions to construct a poverty profile with 
different indicators, as compared lo other methods traditionally used . 

.' To identify those factors influencing the perceptíon of the level of well-being of households 
within a rural comm unity. 

.... To apply the maximum variation offactors ídentified to select communities. 

.... To classify households of a community accordíng to Iheir level of well-being based on 
local perceptions of key informants. 

,¡ To formulate different numerical distributíons to achíeve the final dístribution of 
households ¡nto categoríes of well-being. 

,¡ To evaluate the applicability of indicators lo the entire study area, based on those 
previously obtained when ranking communilies. 

,¡ To quantify well-being indicalors through use of a questionnaire . 

.' To prepare a well-beíng índex tor a given study area . 

.' To confirm the validily of Ihe index by relating il to informants' rankings in the sampled 
communities . 

.' To preparewell-being categoríes based en theweU-beíng indexo 

'" To createa poverty profileforthe study area. 

8 Introductlon 



Originals for Transparencies 
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SECTION STRUCTURE 

,,"-

Deflning a Proflle of Wen-Being Levels 
for a Rural Community 

/-----7 
~ 

Selectlng 
communitles 

~ .. ~ .... 
Validatlng the- ¡ . ' mdex . __ ..... .----'- ... 

----~-- ----'--" 

Ranking levels of '1 

"well.being" ./ 

uantifying Indlcators 
and coostructlng ao . 

index / ..... -

~ .... ~'-. -. .. ' -/? 
~/ Defini"'!g ~/E~trapolating. -.... ) 

categorl8s // Indlcators _/ . 
. - . 

Povprof. 1 - 1 





GENERAL OBJECTIVE 

To construct local poverty profiles 
by identifying well-being levels in 
rural communities, based on local 
perceptions. 

Povprof. 1 - 2 





SELF-EVALUATION 
1. Why analyze the different levels of well-being 

in a population? 

2. Name methods of identifying well-being levels or 
poverty indexes. 

3. What do you think about the method that measures 
poverty by the income or expenditures of a given 
household or idividual? 

4. Are there other elements that should be taken ¡nto 
account when deciding on a household's or 
community's well-being level? 

5. Could these elements be used to analyse all 
sorts or communities or populatians? Povprof.1 - 3 
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Section 1. Selecting the Communities for Ranking 
Well-Being Levels 
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Section Structure 

Selecting the Communities to Rank 
Well-Being Levels 

Determining factors that 
• Access 

l. Services 
influence local • Physical conditions 

perceptions of well-being • Others (ethnic group, 
levels "POPulation density,et~ 

{ Selecting communities J Sampling strategy of 
maximum variatíon 

Objectives 

~ To identify factors tha! determine which eommunities are seleeted for ranking 
well-being levels, 

~ To seleet communities aecording to variations between factors. 

Guiding Questions 

1, Why selee! communities to rank well-being levels? 

2, What factors might influence the selection? 

3, Why should the eommuníties selected be different? 

4. What ís a samplíng strategy of maximum varíation? 
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Introduction 

Institutions or programs analyzinglevels of well-being or povarty indexes usually work in 
large areas. This prevents them from inquiring inlo local perceptions of levels of well-being 
and thus defining local poverty indicalors. 

In Ihis section, wa explain how to salacl communitias or sites lo rank well-being levels by 
usíng a strategy called maximum variation of sampling faetors. 

Once local percaptions of levels of well-being have been identífied in selecled communities, 
we can determine whather lhase perceptions, which later become indicators, are applícable 
to Ihe antire study area. 

The melhodology attempts lo ídentify as many different perceptions of well-being levels as 
possible, avoidíng an average perception because this could not Ihen be extrapolated lo the 
res! of the area. This is why we work wilh the sampling stralegy of maximum variation. 

Sampling for Maximum Variation 

To identify different local perceptions of well-being levels within the communities, sampling 
factors must differ among them. For example, when selecling a community, combinalions are 
found such as: difficult aecess, middle altitude, good services, etc. In another community, 
thase same faclors are combined bu! described differently, for example, easy access, middle 
altitude, and poor services. In this way we can evaluate the effect of these factors on 
individuals' opinions on theirwell-being level. 

Experience shows the convenience of identifying local perceptions of well-being in 
communities with a population of less than 100 households and greaterlhan 40. 

1.1. Sampling Factors forSelecting Communities 

To determine which and how many sites lo choose, you must first make assumptions about 
the faclors that can account tor different perceptions of well-being, thal is, those factors that 
explain the differences or varialions within communities or study areas. 

In studies carried out in Central America (Honduras and Nicaragua), Ihe following seven 
factors that could influence the existence of different perceptions of well-being were usad: 

• Land ownership 
• Agroecological conditions 
• Institutional presence 
• Status of public services or their accessibility 
• Ethnic composition 
• Physical conditions oftha site (altitude, access) 
• Populalion density, which indícates the pressure on natural resources 

Seclecting the Communltles for Ranking Well-Belng Level$, 1 - 3 



IdentJfying Levé af WeII-Being 10 Omstruct L.Dca1 PrafIfes af Rural Powrty 

Agroecological eonditions, ease of physical aceess, and population densíty indicate the 
general conditíons for produetion and thus are basic to reaching a certain level of well-being. 
The exístenee of various ethnic groups within the population may show different rangas in 
local perceptions, aecording to eaeh level ofwell-being. 

Your choice of sampling factors must be adjusted aceording to the availabilíty of data. 

1.2. Selecting Communities Based on Differences between Factors 

Once the factors affeeting different local perceptions of well-being have been identified, you 
can then se lec! the communities. Your deeision should consider a combination of several 
factors, notjust one single factor, for a given site. 

The following examples of site selaction in Central Ameriea illustrate this approach more 
clearly (Table 1.1.). 

Table 1.1. Selecting communities in the Calico River watershed, Matagalpa, and 
sampling factors used forthe selection (Nicaragua, 1997). 

¡NO. Communitya 

, 1 EIZapote 

2 El Zarzal 

I 3 El Corozo' 

4 El Carñzal 

! 5 Susul[ , 

i 6 La Cuchilla 

I 7 Wibuse* 

! 8 Piedras Largas' 

I 9 i Monte Verde 

i 10 Ocote Arriba 

I 11 OcoteAbajo 
¡ 

12 El C6bano' 
i 

13 Los Umones' 
, 

14 ; El Jlcaro' 

15 El Junquillo 

16 El Chile 

17 La Callada _ .. 

a .• = Se/ected communit;es. 
b. Sampling factors: 

I 

, 

Samplinll factors • 
Altitude Land Access 

ownefShip 

1 1 1 

1 2 1 , 

1 2 1 i 

1 1 2 

1 1 1 

1 2 I 1 

1 1 1 

3 1 1 

1 1 
, 

2 

1 1 1 

2 1 2 

2 1 1 i 

3 2 2 I 

2 1 1 ! 

1 1 1 i 

1 1 1 

1 1 2 ! 
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I 

Services Ethnic I , , 
groups , 

1 1 I 
i 1 : 
1 1 I 
1 1 I 
1 3 I 
1 1 ! 

2 2 
, 
, 

1 1 
, 

2 2 

2 2 I 
1 1 I 

1 1 

1 2 I 
2 3 

1 1 

1 2 

2 1 i 
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Sampling Factors 

! AIt!t!!de ImI i~~;:;"';i;-~ ·~-r ~~~ r-~~c-·~~nic grouP!! 

1 :: " 750 1 :: Sharecrop~cooperalíves I 1" Good I 1:: Good 1 :: Mestizos 
""'-_· .. · .. ···_·· .. ,,-"--·'T·'~---_·_- ----".--.---,"'",,- _.-- - ··t .. -·· .. ·-··· .. ---- --r-- ----------.------.;,---~---------~.- --- --- ..... _ .... 

2 :: 500-750 ' 2 = Large-scale producers 2:: Poor ! 2:: Poor 2 :: Indigenous population 

_. __ 3_~ < ~~ __ .. !. . .. ~___~~.~.mp. .. ..mL ~ ... ~l~~mnm~~L.~.:.~~sllZosIindigenOUS population 

People who knew Ihe sites assigned !he values of factors (1 , 2, 3). Selectíon was made laking into account the 
vanalion oflhese factors attempting lo obtain dlfferent local perceptíons ofwell-being. 

Exercise 1.1. Selecting Communitles according to Sampling Factors 

Objective 

"" To select sample communities. using as roteríon!he maximum vanability ofidentffied factors. 

Instructor's Guidelines 

To carry out this exercise, you wíll need key informants or people who know the sites and can 
provide the informatíon required. 

1. Divide parlicípants into groups offive or six, depending on the number presen!. 

2. Hand out the work sheet of objectives and instructions for the exercise (page no. 1-10) 
and read over it with the partícipants. 

3. Hand each participant the work sheet that lists the possible communities tor selection 
(page no. 1-11). 

4. Ask participants to wríte their results down on paper (one per group). The results will be 
presented duríng a plenary session using a flip charl. 

Resources needed 

• Work sheets 
• Markers 
• Adhesive tape (masking tape) 
• Flipchart 
• Paperforftip chart 

Estimated time required: 30 minutes. 
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Exercise 1.1. Selecting Communities according to Sampling Factors 

Objective 

<' To select sample communities, using as criterion !he maximum varíability of identified 
factors. 

Instructions for the Participants 

Join a group of four or five members and name a coordinator, who will be responsible tor 
presenting the group's results in the plenary session. Please read the instructions before 
beginning!he exercise. The instructorwill gladly answer any questions you may have, 

1. On the work sheet, rank each community on the lis! regarding each sampling factor 
based on !he information provided by informants. 

2. Compare the factors among communities to find differences (strategy of maximum 
variation) and select those communities that you consider adequate for ranking levels of 
well-being. 

3. Lis! the selected communities on the flíp chart and ask a member of your group to 
present!he results. 
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Exercise 1.1. Work Sheet for Selecting Communities according to 
Sampling Factors 

I No. 

, 
Cornmunity Sampling facIors • I 

I 
Altitude Land 

I 
Access Services Elhnic 1 

ownership groups 

i 1 El Zapote I 

2 El Zarzal I 
I 

3 El Corozo 

I 4 El Carrizal 

r 5 Susull 

I 6 La Cuchilla , 
I 7 Wibuse 

8 Piedras Largas 
I 

9 Monte Verde 
I 

10 Ocote Arriba i 

11 OcoteAbajo , 

¡ , 12 EICóbano 

13 Los Limones I 

14 El Jícaro i 
15 El Junquillo 

I 16 El Chile 

17 La Cañada 

a. Sampling factors: 

-------~----------~--------·-·---------r- ---------. -------r--------

Land ownership , ~cc~ess~, •• '=Se~ry!ces;~t=Efth~n~i2:g~rou~D!!~;'";.,.,," ••.• 1 = Sharecropperslcooperatives 1 = Good 1 = Good 1 = 
- - -------------------------- ----".-_._ .. _."---------

= 500-750 ' 2 = Large-scale producers 2 = Poor 2 = Poor = 
.. -_ .. _ .... ---.--.. ---- . "'_--...... -.. --S--;:-MestiioSlTndigenous popu.aÜ,)"n---

1=> 

=<500 
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Exercise 1.1. Feedback on Selecting Communities aCCOrding to 
Sampling Factors 

• Following the strategy of maximum variation, numerous combinations may exis! between 
communities. 

• Selee!ion should respee! the rule of contrast when comparing factors, in other words, 
salee! communities that differ among themselves. 

• The work capacity and resources of the entíty responsible for the survey should also be 
taken intoaccount. 
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SECTION STRUCTURE 

"" Selecting the Communities to Rank 
Well-Being Levels 

\. ./ 

• Access '\ 
Determining factors that • Services 

influence local • Physical conditions 
perceptions of well-beíng • Others (ethnic group, 

levels / population densíty.e~ 

r 
Selecting communities Sampling strategy of 

maximum variation 
~ / 
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SECTION OBJECTIVES 

V' To identify factors that determine which 
communities are selected for ranking 

well-being levels. 

V' To select communities according to variations 
between factors. 
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ORIENTING QUESTIONS 

1. Why should you select communities to rank 
well-being levels? 

2. What factors should you consider when selecting 
communities? 

3. Why should you select communities that 
differ among themselves? 

4. What is a "maximum variation sampling 
strategy? 
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SELECTING SITES 

As many different perceptions of 
well-being levels as possible 
should be indentified to avoid 

creating an 11 average" perception, 
especially if these perceptions are 

to be applied to the entire area. 
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FACTORS AFFECTING THE DIFFERENT 
PERCEPTIONS OF WELL-BEING 

LEVELS 

• Land distribution 

• Agroecological conditions 

• Institutional presence 

• Status of public services or their accessibility 

• Ethnic composition 

• Physical conditions (altitude, access) 

• Population density, which indicates the 
pressure on natural resources 
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SAMPLING FACTORS FOR 
SITE SELECTION 

. ·Physical a~~~ss I ",. -- .. 

•. Altitude (m.a.s.l.) 

1. Easy 

2. Regular 

3.Difficult 

1. High (>1000) 

2. Mlddle (500-1000) 

3. Low «500) 

Basic services I Ethnic groupsl 

1. Acceptable 1.lndlgenous populatlon 

2. Regular 2. Mestizos 

3. Poor 3. Others 

Land ownership I 
1. Sharecroppers/cooperatlves 

2. Large-scale producers 
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Section 2. Ranking Levels of Well-Being within 
Selected Cornmunities 
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Section Structure 

Ranking Well-8eing Levels 
within a Selected Community 

, r 
Intervlewing key 

informants 

~ 

Ranking well-befng 

~( 
levels 

Recordlng the rankings 

J , r 
Describlng each level of V well-belng 

Objective 

y' To rank the households of a community according to their well-being levels based on 
local perceptions obtained from key informants. 

Guiding Questions 

1. \l\lhat do you understand by "ranking households"? 

2. \l\lhy should families be ranked? 

3. \l\lho can rank households withín a community? 

4. \l\lhat criteria should be used to rank different groups of households? 

5. How do you record the information gathered? 
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Introduction 

Ranking levels of well-being is a technique for understanding socioeconomic differences 
within a community, as are the indicators that local people use to describe different levels of 
well-being. The households within a community are ranked to establish groups and 
characterize the population according to their resources and needs. Various authors have 
suggested different ways of conducting well-being rankings. Two frequently used methods 
are: 

1. Card sorting by individual s orcommunity members. 
2. Group discussions on criteria of well-being. In this case, community groups, with the 
help of a facilitator, select households according to specific characteristics (e. g., whether 
they own land, a house, or cattle). 

The two methods can be combined. 

2.1. Ranking Method with Key Informants 

Here we describe card sorting by community members. This method is simple and demands 
less from the researcher in terms of skills in group discussion facilitation. Data are easier to 
analyze and the information given by informanls is likely lo be more reliable. 

Information on well-being is bound to be sensitive, and group pressures are much more likely 
to influence the way individual informants provide information. 

The ranking of households according to their level ofwell-being ineludes the following steps. 

2.1.1. Defining the community 

Make sure that the community you select for ranking is small enough for people to know 
about one another's level of well-being, but large enough to encompass differences in levels 
ofwell-being within the community. 

In most rural settings, such a community would have between 40 and 100 family units (or 
households). 

2.1.2. Defining the units to be ranked 

In most cases, you will probably want to rank households. However, you can choose other 
units of analysis, depending on your study's objective, such as individuals, adult women, or 
entire neighborhoods. V1Jhatever the selected unit, you should carefully define it. For 
instance, make clear whether two families living in the same house are ranked as two 
separate households ortogether as one household . 
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2.1.3. Usting all households within the community 

List all the households within the communíty in a nolebook placing !he name of the 
communily al the top of the paga and then the name or names of each family head or 
household head. Assign a number lo each household. Wrile Ihe name of each household 
head on a separate card so Ihat Ihere is one card for each household. V\h'ite in large letters. 
Number each card for ease of reference (Figure 2.1.). 

Llst of Household Heads 
Jalapa, Vorlto, Yoro 

! l' 
~-J. Household head 

1. Juan Pérez 'El Chele" 

2. i Rosalío Castro ·Chalío" 

3. i Guillermo SolOfZano 

4. I Luis Martinez 
L i 
1 5. : Pedro Rosales 

6. : Danilo Baquedano 

7. i Victor Bonilla 
I i 

~ l' Javier Gonzáles. I 

i 9. Juvenlíno Ramírez : 
;_. . . .--.. ----1 

I 10. I Calíxto MEmcia ~'_ ... '~._ ._~ __ 1 

Figure 2.1.An example of a notebook page and cards. 

2.1.4. Finding reliable (or key) informants 

Cards 

1. Juan Pérez 
"El Che le" 

2. Rosalío Castro 
"Chalío" 

The most practical way of finding key informants is to ask a member of the communíty, 
usually the president or coordinator of a local organization, lo identify three lo five informants 
who would be willing lo participate in the ranking exercise. The críteria for selecting the 
informants are Ihat: 

1. They have been living in the community for sufficient time to know Ihe level of well­
being of other households; and 
2. They represent, as far as possible, a wide cross-section of the communily in such 
characlerislics as gender, ethnicity, and level ofwell-being. 

The second crilerion is highly important because people tend lo be more knowledgeable and 
make finer discriminatíons of aspects such as the ranking scale and gender among 
households who are closer to Iheir own position. Choosing different informants will Iherefore 
help delect the possible variations in perceptions of levels of well-being within the 
community. Normally, you will find thal three lo fíve rankings of well-being are enough 
because individual informanls tend lo agree on how !hey rank households and on the Iype of 
indicators they use to describe different well-being categories. However, if informants differ 
widely, then you will need lo conducl more rankings and, consequently, find more informanls. 
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2.1,5. Sortingcards 

Make sure Iha! card sorting lakes place in a place where Ihe informanl will nol feel pressured 
to rank specific households in specificways (Figure 2.2.). 

Figure 2.2.Farmer ranking households of his communily according to severallevels 01 
well-being based on his perception of lile community's well-being. 

The purpose ofwell-being ranking should be explaíned lo Ihe informant. Describe il briefly. If 
you use !he household as the uni! of analysis, make sure Ihal the informant will consider and 
rank Ihe household as such, ralherthan just Ihe persons whose names appear on Ihe cards. 

Let the informant read each card or, if necessary, read aloud the names on each cardo Ask 
him or her to make al leas! Ihree groups or piles, each one representing those households 
whose level of well-being is mos! similar. You should also remind Ihe informan! from time to 
time of the categories already chosen by reading aloud some of Ihe cards Ihal are already 
ranked. Also, ask Ihe informanl lo take a card Ihal he or she considers representative of Ihe 
level ofwell-being ofhis or herown household and lo place il in Ihe corresponding pile. 

If you see Ihe informant hesitaling to rank a particular household, encourage him or her lo sel 
Ihal card aside. This way no false rankings will be made, 

2.1.6. Describing thegroupsor"píles" 

Now ask Ihe informant lo describe how Ihe households, represenlad by a given group or pile, 
resemble one anolher and how Ihey differ from Ihe households represenled by Ihe olher 
groups. Encourage Ihe informant lo check Ihrough all Ihe cards wílhin Ihe group being 
described lo ensure Ihal Ihe description does nol apply jusI lo Ihal card (Le., to Ihe 
household) on lop of Ihe pile, bul lo all Ihe households in Ihal pile. 

Carefully write down the informan!'s descriptions, as lilerally as possible, because they 
constitule primary informalion and should nol lead lo misinlerprelalions or omissions. This 
¡nformalion should be as faithful as possible to Ihe Ihoughts of informanls because Ihe 
suecess of Ihe ranking depends lo a great extent on this information. 
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Table 2.1. contains the desCfÍptíons gíven by three different informants from a community 
of Honduras. Figure 2.3. iIIustrates how a researcher líteraUy writes down the descriptions 
of each group as given by the key informant. 

Table 2.1. Example of how to record infonnants' descriptions whlle ranking 
households of a community in Honduras. 

Villag. of La AlbardUIa, Municipality of SUlaco, Yoro Department 
Code:180904 

Data: 9 Apri11997 
InálrvieweÍ'/sl: Rosa 

Informant 1 : Informant 2 Ilnformant 3 
I I 

Name: Martha Edilia Hemandez Name: Dagoberto Orellana Name: Ana Leticia Murillo 
$ex: Female Sex: Male $ex: Female 
Age: 33 Age: 21 Age: 26 
Occupation:HousewUe Occupation: Farmer Occupation:HousewWe 
Ethnic group: - Ethnic group: - i Ethnic group: -

Well-Being Leve11: We/I-Being level1: Well-Being level 1: 

They have a house and animals. They have more than do They have land. They at leasl 
They haya a place lo work and others, more lo show; they have the!r own house. They do 
can support themselves. They graw maize, beans. They 2111 nol work for others and, if they 
have /iyestock, pigs, hens, nol too have land, ca!t1e; they plan! do, il is as a favor and no! out 
many, bul they help. Some have and harves! more than the of need. They have the!r own 
planted callee, and haye draft rest. They are able to seU and sourees of work; they do nol 
animals. They are fighlers; they trade. They haye good quality have cash, but they haye food 
hervesl more t han others do. houses, beasls of burden, security. They gíve wo rk to 
Some lease land and hou5es. hens, and enough healthy others who do nol have a 
OIhers do nol own land; they ren! cows. means of IMng. They are 
land, but Ihe harveslS are gond, people who do no! suffer 
thal is, they do well; they haye duñng erises because they are 
surpius produce !o seU and able lo store their gra!n for 
money for household expenses. limes of shortage. They 

harvest a li!t1e more than do 
others. They are nol rieh; they 
are people who haya enough 
lO support the;r familias and 
haye a li!t1e more than others. 
They can pul up a fighl v.hiIe 
others go down under 
adversity. 
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Village of La 'ÁI/lardilla, Municipality of Sulaeo, Voro Deparlment 
Code: 180904 

WeIl-8eing Level 2: 

They are poor, but manage for 
foad. They are hard workers; 1hey 
seek ways of eaming money from 
using animals, eilher seHing or 
consumlng Ihem. Sometimes 
1hey work as day laborers, takíng 
whatever work 1hey can gel 
(contract work). T he women ralse 
5mall animals and many make a 
Uving from Ihem. The people 
belonging to Ihis group have 1hair 
own land lo work; Ihay manage 10 
sel! some of Iheir produce, but 
laave mos! for home 
consumplion. 

Well-Being Level 3: 

They haye nei1her a house nor 
land 10 work. They suffer jll 
health. IIVomen who live alone 
belong 10 Ihis group; Ihey do nOI 
always haye food for Iheir 1hree 
meal times. They are fighters. 
(They Uve off day work. Sorne are 
long-suffering eiderly people who 
live on communlty charity. During 
times of crisis Ihey are Ihe mos! 
affecled because Ihey do nol 
have reserves. The women who 
live alone make and sell bread or 
pork tamales, or perform 
household chores in cities like 
Tegucigalpa and San Pedro Sula. 
Those wh o plant crops haye 10 
rent land or ask for it on loan.) 

pate: 9 April1H7 
Interviewei(s\: Rosa 

vVe,,'~ Leve! 2: 
,:.~. 

They live well; 1hey havel ess 
1han do 1hose of group 1. Thay 
have 1hek own house and 
land. Thev work 1heir own land 
and ~onally work as day 
labo(I'r-; 1hey are able lo give 
worII.,!CU\1hers. They grow 
maiá and beans for home 
consumption. They seU very 
litt!e. 

WeU-Being Level 3: 

They Uve in poor conditions 
because Ihey do nol have 
animals; they only have a 
house. They work as day 
laborers; 1hey cultivate Isnd 
1hat they lease or have on 
loan. On Ihis la nd Ihey grow 
beans and maize. They work 
and sacrlfice themselves a 101 
but, even so, Ihey do nol have 
enough 00 which lo live. No 
one In lhe community is ríeh; 
Ihey ooly half -satisfy their 
oeeda, a litIIe more Ihan do 
olhers. 

WeIl·Being Leve 12: 

Their needa are sIightIy greater 
Ihan are Ihose of group 1. 
AIthough 1hey are day 
laborers, 1hey manage lo 
support 1heír families. They 
grow a Iitlle maíze aod besns. 
(Thase famUles have many 
chHdren, al léast five. They 
have aboutenough food lo 
ea!. In .June they sulfer a little 
from 100(1 ftlortages; Ihey 
cannot alWáys ·make enda 
meet during the year. They 
have Iheir own houses and a 
Iitlle land tIlal gives Ihem the 
opportunity lo cultivate.) 

WeIl-8eing Level 3: 

Tlley hay e few resources and 
do nolown land. Tha other 
groups do nol inelude women 
who live alone; this group 
does. Some only have Iheir 
house, o1hers not even 1hal 
and have lo pay rent or are 
lucky because someone lends 
Ihem a house. OIhers work as 
caretakers of olher properties. 
(Tlley work as day laborers lo 
subsist; they pick coftee. They 
have no meaos of sloring food 
and Iherefore sulfer in times of 
crisis. They look Ior jabs in 
olher communities such as la 
Montaña. Wages are low; 
sometimes they seU maize 
when il is stil! immature 
because Ihey need lo buy 
something. Women who live 
alone go elsewhere to work as 
cleaners or al whalever job 
they can find. This group 
¡neludes many malnourished 
chUdren.) 

Observattons on intervtewslcommunitv fe.a., auality of info nnant fsl, sampling factorsl. 
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Figure 2.3.A researcher wríting down the literal descriptions of each group of 
caros as preparad by lhe key ¡nfonnanl. 

2.1.7. Recording the rankings given to groups of cards by key informants 

Once each group of cards has been descríbed, then evaluate Ihe level of agreement of each 
household's well-being level. Wite in your notebook the rank given lo each household. Wíte 
the rank down in front of the informant. In this way informants can be sura about what data are 
baing taken 'out ofthe community". 

Number the groups or piles from 1 to N, where N is the total number of groups or piles formed 
by the informan!. Groups should be organized in descending order of levels of well-being so 
that group 1 represents the households Ihat Uve at the highesl level of well-being and group N 
those that live at the lowest level. Wríte in your notebook the number of the group lo which 
each household was assigned (Table 2.2.). 
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Table 2.2. Example of how three informants ranked households, Los Limones 
Community. Matagalpa, Nicaragua, 1997. 

Household head 
, 

Informant 1 
.. 

! Ricardo lópez 2 

I Wilberto Jarquin 2 
: 

2 

t=:~ ~~:~:~m 2 
... -_" 

¡Lucio Mairena 4 
, m 

I Romelia~~r~ez ___ ~-I-__ _ 

¡Miguel Jarqu in 

3 

3 

: Isidro Hemández 3 

! Emilio López 2 

I César A. lópez 3 

I Maria González 3 
m 

i Ma. Elena Solelo 2 

r Eva Gonzá lez 
I 

2 
....... 

! 

Infomlants/groups 

Informant 2 Informant 3 ! 

1 2 

1 2 
: , 

1 : 2 
._- ~ ..... 

I 1 2 
m _.--+---- .. ...J 

2 
, 

3 
m 

3 3 

2 2 

2 3 
___ o 

1 ~ 1 
: 
: 

1 2 

1 2 

1 , 1 

1 : 2 
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Exercise 2.1. Ranking Householdsaccording to their Level of 
Well.Being in a Rural Community 

Objeetive 

" To simulate a ranking of households within a community or study area, using cards and 
key infonnanls. 

Instruetor's Guidelines 

Forthis exercise, you must carry out several activities before the workshop. 

1. First, identify a community with a population ranging between 40 and 60 households 
within the work area ofworkshop participants. 

2. Make a list of household heads within the community and transcribe the names lo Ihree 
or tour seIs of cards, depending on the number of groups of participants planned for the 
exercise. 

3. Identify three or four key infonnants within the community to help you with the rankings 
duríng the workshop. 

Al Ihe slart ofthe exercise: 

1. Divide the participants into groups offive or síx members. 

2. Give each participant a copy of Ihe exercise (page no. 2-17) and each work sheet 
(pages2-18and 2-19). 

3. Assign a key infonnant to each group and hand out a sel of cards with the names of the 
household heads of the targeted community Hand out work sheets the size of paper tor 
tlip charts, pencils, and markers. Provide a worktable tor the group. 

4. Once all participants have a copy of the exercise and their materíals, carefully read 
aloud all instructions, making sure thatall partícipants understand tham. 

5. Askeach group lo complete theexercíse. Infonn them that they have40 minutes to do 
so. 

6. Once all groups have finished thairwork, !he results obtained are presented. 

7. Make observations and comments about the rankings made by each group. 
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Resources needad 

• Cards 8 cm long x 4 cm wide' 
• Work sheets 
• Markers 
• Flip chart with paper 
• Lists offamilies or households living in the community that were seleded for ranking 
• Three to tour infonnants who Uve in the selectad community 
• Worktable for each working group 
Estimatedtime requíred: 45minutes 

Exercise2.1. Ranking Households according to their Levels of Well-
Being in a Rural Community 

Instructions for the Participants 

1, With the other members of your group, choose a person to interview the key infonnant 
You should also name a coordinator who will present your group' s interview results to the 
othergroups, 

2, On each of the work sheets, write the name, age, occupation, and sex of the key 
informant 

3, From the set of cards at hand, take out the card that corresponds to the household head 
represented by the key informant 

4. Each group will ask the key infonnant to rank the households of the selected 
community according to his or her own perception of Ihe level of well-being of each 
household, At least Ihree groups or piles should be mada. 

5. Once you have grouped the households into several pilas, depending on the 
infonnant's criterion, ask him or her lo describa tha characteristícs of each group. \Mita 
thesa dascriptions on Work Sheet No. 1. It is importan! that you writa down everything that 
the key informant says, just as he or she says ít. If you have any questions, ask tha 
infonnant after he or she has finishad giving tha dascriptions. 

6. After completing the descriptions, organize the piles or groups of cards in descending 
order of levels of well-being. Then number lhe pilas: assign 1 to tha pila reprasenting the 
highest level of well-being, 2 to the one that follows in well- being, and so on, until each 
group has been assigned a number. 

7. Write down the number corresponding to each housahold on Work Sheet No. 2. 

8. When your group has finished ranking the households, the group coordinalor will 
present, during a plenary session, tha well-being levels ídentified by lhe key infonnant 
and the descriptions usad for lhe households assígned to each level. 
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Exercise 2.1. Work Sheet No. 1 tor Ranking Households according to 
their Level of Well-Being in a Rural Community 

GroupNo._ 

Description of Different Well-Being Levels 

Informant: ________________________ _ 

Sex:F M Age: ___ _ 

Occupaoon: _____________________________________ _ 

LEVELI I . , 

I 
i 

LEVEL 11 

! 

LEVEL 111 

i 

LEVEL IV 
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Exercise 2.1. Work Sheet No. 2 for Ranking Households according to 
their level of Well-Being in a Rural Community 

Group No., __ 

List of Household Heads and their Respective Scores 

Informant: ______________________ _ 

Sex:F M Age: ___ _ 

Occupation: _____________________ _ 

, Househokl head Infonnant1 Infonnant2 Informant3 Infonnant4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

, 

a 
7 
8 
9 

, 

10 
11 
12 
13 i 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 i 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 -" 26 
27 ! 

28 
29 
30 
31 

",-

32 
33 i 

34 I 
35 I 
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Exercise 2.1. Feedback onRanking Households according to Levels 
of Well.Being in a Rural Community 

After each group has made its presentation, the instructor should comment on the results 
obtained. 

The instructor should emphasize the considerable símilarities that are sure lo be tound in 
the ways that informants ranked households and in the criteria usad to rank each one. 

Description of Different Levels of Well-Being in Los Limones Cornmunity, 
Matagalpa, Nicaragua 

Informant: Ricardo López 
Age: 33 

Sex: Male 
Occupation: Farmer 

lEVELI 
They have enough to liva on; they hava cows, draft animals. They have something lo 
eal ,,' 
They own land, from 50 to 80 manzanas'. 
They produce everything thay nead. 
Thay have thair own housa. 

LEVEL 11 
They live more or less well. 
They have a bíg backyard, a smalllot 
They only have one beast of burdan, one cow. Their neads ara not satisfied; they face 
difficult situations; they need things. 
They somelimes work for a salary. 

They have only a big backyard. 
LEVEL 111 

They have lo lease land lo work. 
They do no! have livaslock, perhaps small animals, a hen. 
They are salaried workers. 
They find il difficult to subsíst 
They always have to buy theír tood. 

LEVEL IV 
They líve poorly. 
They do not have a placa lo live; theyare unsettled, 
They do nol always have tood 10 eat. 

a.1 manzana = 0.7 ha (80 nf), 
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Household head 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 I 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 , 
31 i 
32 
33 
34 í 
35 

List of Household Heads and their Respective Scores 
Los Limones Community, Matagalpa, Nicaragua 

Infonnant 1/ Infonnant 2J Infonnant 31 
Group Group Group 

2 1 2 
2 1 2 
2 1 2 
2 1 2 
4 2 3 
3 3 3 
3 2 2 
3 2 3 
2 1 1 
3 1 2 
3 1 2 
2 1 1 
2 1 2 
3 1 2 
2 1 2 
2 1 2 
2 2 2 
2 1 1 
4 2 3 
3 2 2 
1 1 1 
3 1 2 
1 1 1 
4 2 3 
3 2 2 
3 2 2 
3 2 2 
4 2 3 
4 2 3 
3 2 2 
4 2 3 
4 2 3 
1 1 -
1 1 1 
2 1 2 

Informant 4/ 
Group 

• The descriptians were written dawn exactly as given by the infarmants. Clarifícation or 
amplificatian was requested on useful points to obtain well-being indicators. 

• Overan, the assigning of the households to the different groups did not differ substantially 
between informants. That is why en index or average of three or four scores was 
obtained, as previously explained in this section. 

! 

i 
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SECTION STRUCTURE 

Ranking Well-Being Levels 
within a Selected Community 

., , 
Intervlewlng key 

Informants 

~ r 
Ranking well-being 

~ levels 

Recordlng the rankings 
., , 

Deserlblng eaeh level of V well-belng 
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SECTION OBJECTIVE 

To rank the households of a community 
according to their well-being levels, based on local 
perceptions obtained from key informants 
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ORIENTING QUESTIONS 

1. What do you understand by "ranking households" ? 

2. Why should households be ranked? 

3. Who is capable of ranking households within 
a community? 

4. What criteria should be used to rank different 
groups of households? 

5. How do you record the information gathered? 
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STEPS TO RANKING LEVELS OF WELL-BEING 

• Define the community 

• Define the units to be ranked 

• List all the units (households) within the community 

• Find reliable (or key) informants 
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EXAMPLE OF THE NOTEBOOK ANO 
CAROS USED TO RANKED HOUSEHOLD 

List of Household Heads 
Jalapa, Vorito, Voro 

N° iHousehold head 
. -~_._._-- - -i 

1 ¡Juan Pérez "El Chele" 
-

2 Rosalio Castro "Chalio" 
3 Guillermo Solorzano 

-~_ ... _---

4 Luis Martínez 
5 Pedro Rosales 
, ... - .... ,., , ".,". 

6 Danilo ªé1q~e~al1o 
7 Victor Bonilla 
._.". . .. ,.~ 

8 Javier Gonzáles 
9 Juventino Ramírez 
10 Calixto Mencia 

~ 

\ 

.. 1. Juan Pérez 
--....... '\ "El Chele" 

l .... " ., '." ," , .,11 • 'li'j¡ll'!W"í" 

2. Rosallo Castro\ 
"Chalio" 

~'%"' 
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Recording the Rankings of 
Well-Being Levels 

Community: Los Limones. Matagalta. Nicaragua 

L __ 

Household head 

Ricardo López 

Wilberto Jarquln 

Pedro P. Jarquln 

Anselmo Jarquln 

Lucio Malrena 

Romelia Pérez 
¡...-

Miguel Jarquln 

Isidro Hemández 

Emilio López 

César A. López 

Maria González 

Ma. Elena Sotelo 

Eva González 

InformantslGroups 

loforma"11 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 

2 

~._"._._' -----, 

1

.lnformanU .' Int'ormanl3 

1 2 

1 

1 

1 

2 
1 _ .. ___ .. 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.+-~-

2 

Al 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

1 

2 
.. _-_.~ 

2 

1 

2 
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Section 3. Grouping Households into Average Well~ 
Being Categories 
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Section Structure 

Distrlbution of ' 
Average Well-Belng Categories 

Significant agreement between informants 

1 I Average score per Scale of score 
household 

s 

+ r Average numerieal 
dístributíon Distributíon, 2 real % 

" • Frequen CleS 

• Average 
Levelofagreernentbe~n 

Averageofs informants 3 cores 

+ 

I Final distribution into Pvalue 

categories J %hou 

4 

seholds 

Objective 

,¡ To determine well-being categoríes based on the percentage distribution of households 
carried out by key ínformants. 

Guiding Questions 

1. Vllhat conditíons should be taken into account when grouping households into different 
well-beíng levels? 

2. How can you ¡nelude the criteria used by several informants to rank a single 
household? 
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I ntroduction 

The grouping othouseholds into different levels ofweU-being, base<! on local perceptions, is done underthe 
basic assumptiol1 that the level of agreement between r¡¡nkíngs is significant In other words, the individual 
informant's rankings of a household mu51 be lranslated lo an average well-being score or range. Instead of 
working wtth three or more individual ranking s tor each communtty, you can construct ao average ranking per 
community. 

The firsl step is to calcula!e an average well-being score foreach household, based on individual rankings. As 
propased in Section 2, informants usually rank households ioto Ihree groups, bu! some may rank them into four 
or five groups. This mean s, tor in5lance, Ihat households ranked by all informants as having the lowest well­
being level may have received the rank of3 from one informant but 4 or 5 from other informants. 

3.1. Computing the Average Well.Being Score per Household 

The ranks assigned to each household correspond lo Ihe group where the informant placad 
it Therefore you will need to equalize the dífferent rank numbers to a common scale. Place 
the different groups made by the informant on a scale and assign them a number for 
differentialion, as shown below: 

1 2 3 4 

o 33 67 100 

The scores (03367100) are arbitrary and are only used to establish key differences among 
the differenl levels. 

The above are groups of households ranked by one informant 

1 2 3 

o 50 100 

These are groups of the same families as ranked by another inform ant 

The lefI-hand end of the scale (O points) is chosen lo represent Ihe highesl level of well-being 
and the right-hand (1 00 points), the lowest level of well-beíng. 

The scales of the two informants show Ihal one differentiated tour levels of well-being (1, 2, 3. 
4 on the scale) and the other jusI three. . 
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These levels are represented on the scales as 1 = O points; 2 = 50 points, and 3 = 100 points. 
By placing the rankings on a single well-being scale, we achieve a scoring system whereby 
households ranked as having the highest level of well-being will always receive a score of O 
points and households ranked as having the lowest level of well-being receive a score of 100 
points. From now on, we will work with these scores to obtain a household's average well­
beinglevel. 

To calculate this score, "S", the following formula is used: 

5= (p -1/P-1) x 100 

Where: 

p = the number ofthe pile or group to which the household was assigned, 

P = the total number of piles or groups made by the informant. 

You multiply the result by 100 simply to avoid working with decimals. 

Example: With the scale given by the second informant, you would apply the equation as 
follows: 

Numberofpilesorgroups = 2 -1 = 1 
Total number of piles or groups = 3 . 1 = 2 

s = 1/2=0.50x 100 = 50 

This household was therefore ranked as belonging to Group 2 by this informant and will have 
a score of 50 on the well-being scale. 

Once you have calculated the well-being score for each household in a given community, you 
can calculate the average well-being score for each household. You do this by averaging the 
well-being scores obtained in the individual rankings. 

Example: Continuing with the case above, for this informant the household has a score of 
33; for another informant it may have a score of 50 and for another, also 50. The total average 
well-being score for the household would be equal to: 

33 + 50 + 50 = 133/3 =44 (averagewell-being scoreforthe household) 

These data are summarized in a scoring table per household, illustrated in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1. Well-being scores per household according to their ranking 
by key informants. 

. ...... -.. ~~--- .............. __ .... ~~--:------: 
i_c:<l.u_"..!ry:_ ..... _.!:'iE.~.~~u~ . S-lNF1: Score given by intormant 1 
I Oepartment: MatagalPa i s::lN~~·:~·c·~~ªj~!~~.YT"f()rfr1a~(~ . 
f·Munlcipal;ty:sanDiOniSio ...... • S-INF3: Score given by informant 3 

i Community: Los Umones.l);A.~r..~Q.e..~~.().':I! .. 
:lllteñilewers;-··f5"fME············· 
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Table 3.1. Continuad 

GroupNo. 
COOE 

32 4 2 3 100 50 100 83 
33 1 1 o o o 
34 1 1 1 o o o o 
35 2 1 2 33 o 50 28 
36 1 o o 
37 3 1 1 67 o O 22 
38 4 2 3 100 50 100 83 
39 4 2 2 100 50 50 67 
40 3 2 2 67 50 50 56 
41 1 1 1 o o o o 
42 3 2 3 67 50 100 72 
43 3 1 2 67 o 50 39 
44 1 1 2 O O 50 17 
45 2 2 2 33 50 50 44 
46 2 1 2 33 o 50 28 
47 2 1 2 33 o 50 28 
48 2 1 2 33 o 50 28 
49 4 1 2 100 O 50 50 
50 3 1 2 67 o 50 39 
51 3 2 3 67 50 100 72 
52 1 1 1 O O O O 
53 3 1 2 67 o 50 39 
54 3 2 3 61 50 100 72 
55 2 1 2 33 o 50 28 
56 4 1 2 100 o 50 50 
57 1 1 1 o O O O 

58 4 2 3 100 50 100 83 
59 3 2 3 67 50 100 72 
60 1 1 2 O o 50 17 
61 1 1 2 O O 50 17 

62 1 1 1 o O o o 
63 4 1 2 100 O 50 50 
64 1 1 1 O o o o 
65 1 1 2 O O 50 17 
66 4 1 2 100 O 50 50 
67 1 1 2 O O 50 17 
68 1 1 2 o O 50 17 
69 1 1 1 o o o o 
70 3 2 67 50 58 
71 3 1 2 67 O 50 39 

3 2 2 67 50 50 _llI$ __ 
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Table 3.1. Continued. 

Group No. 
CODE 

73 3 1 2 67 O 50 39 
74 4 1 100 O 50 
75 3 2 2 67 50 50 56 
76 1 1 1 O O O O 
77 3 2 2 67 50 50 56 
78 1 1 2 O O 50 17 
79 2 2 33 50 42 
80 4 2 2 100 50 50 67 
81 2 1 2 33 O 50 28 
82 2 1 2 33 O 50 28 
83 4 3 100 100 100 
84 4 3 100 100 100 
85 3 2 67 50 58 
86 4 2 3 100 50 100 83 
87 3 2 2 67 50 50 56 
88 4 3 3 100 100 100 100 
89 4 2 3 100 50 100 83 
90 3 2 67 50 58 
91 3 2 67 50 58 
92 3 2 2 67 50 50 56 
93 3 2 2 67 50 50 56 
94 3 2 2 67 50 50 56 
95 2 3 50 100 75 
96 4 2 100 50 75 
97 1 1 2 O O 50 17 
98 3 2 3 67 50 100 72 
99 3 2 3 67 50 100 72 

100 3 2 3 67 50 100 72 
101 100 50 75 

Now the question is: What should we do with the first informant's rankings of households 
(four groups or piles) on the scale? 

Our experience with the methodology has shown that ranking into three well-being 
categories is sufficient and adequate to fulfill our objective. We can accordingly presume that 
the informant who ranked households into four groups possibly assigned the households 
with the lowest level ofwell-being to the last two groups (3 and 4). 

To verify this assumption, we m ust revise the descriptions of these last two groups and decide 
whether they can be joined together into one group, the one corresponding to the lowest level 
ofwell-being. 
In brief, when the informant ranks the households into more than three groups, revise the 
description ofthe groups to determine which groups are similar and can be joined together so 
that you finally have three well-being categories. 
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We will clearly iIIustrate this situation below. 

3.2. Constructing of Average Well-Being Categories 

The number of average well-being categories should correspond lo Ihe average number of 
groups or piles made by !he informants when ranking the households. It should no! be more 
than this number because !ha! would convey a false impress¡on of precision. Once you have 
decíded on the number of categoríes to be made, you next need to determine how to define 
the well-being categoríes, lhat ¡s, how to delimit them. 

Follow the rule of makíng the categoríes correspond as closely as possible to !he informants' 
information with respee! to: 

1. The numerical distríbution of households in each well-being group or pile (Le., the 
percentage of households in each group); and 
2. The level of agreem ent between informants on the rankings of individual households. 

3.2.1. Average numerical distribution 

Numerical distribution provides an average of the ranking s of households for eaeh level of 
well-being. We basically apply a frequency table thal shows the number of households 
ranked in a single level of well-being. This frequeney is applied to lhe scoríng table (Table 
3.1.), which can be designed using Excel software or manually (column S). 

Example: Three informants were interviewed in los limones Community, which has 101 
households. One informan! ranked the households into four levels of well-being and two 
informants ranked them into three leve/s. The following distribution was obtained based on 
frequencies and seores: 

Infonnant1 
.-----, ... --~~-----.... -~~. ---~~--·-'i 

Range F requency : Valid 

_ .. _~._ .. _ .•..•. ,. "'-C-'- (No: ofhOU~.I>lds) __ L. _., .~_,_ .. ___ , 
o 20 i 19.8 I 

·····-50---.. - .. ., ...... 20----¡---- 19.8 i 
~····---·100-- 1'-~-- ·59----····· +--_. 58.4l 

! 99 I 100 o I __ .. _ ........ ____ -'-- .... _____ .. __ ' .. __ .. __ .. :. _____ ..J 

Informant 2 

Range Frequency Valid 
of households) (%) 

¡ o 51 50.5 

! 50 43 42.6 

i 100 3 3.0 ¡ 
¡ 97 96.1 
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Informant3 

Range 
"-'---'r"~ -~_._-

Frequency . Valid 

l' O 

(No. of households) ._---.---' 
14 

(%) 
---~ 

13.9 

~.--- --1::':~-~-----':""'.~: ~::-l 
~-~- -----------~.----~----- -- ----~----.. -_r-----~---~.--~------~- .. -----~---.-' --.. __ .--, .. --~ .. --~ 

: 92 i 91.2 . 

Informant 3 did not rank nine households. 

As explained in Section 2, if the informants do no! know a given household or family well, 
encourage them not to rank tha! household to avoid incurring false rankings. 

This is the first real distribution that shows the way informants ranked the households. 

Summarizing these data, the distribution of households in percentages is as foUows: 

--, ___ .. L_~~~~ 
L 1 '" 20 

S2 S3 I 

50 14 I 
L2 = 20 

L3 = 59 
~~-

_4_: __ .. __ ~~,J 
(S1, 52, 53 = scores) 

In this case, and after revising Informant 1'5 descriptions of the groups, we decided to 
combine groups 3 and 4 (37 + 23), because the differences were no! significant, and form a 
new group 3, corresponding to the lowest level of well-being. For statistical analysis, we 
recommend working with three levels ofwell-being. 

The average numerical distribution is thus obtained and pro vides the first percentage scoring 
ofhouseholds within this communi!y: 

L1=20+50+14=84/3 =28% 
L2 =20+43+54= 117/3= 39% 
L3=59+3+23= 85/3 =28% 

However, the acores assigned by informants must be taken into account in this distribution of 
categories, so a new distribution mus! be done. 
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3.2.2. Checking the level of agreement between informants 

To check the level of agreement between ínformants, use the scores assigned to the different 
levelsofwell-being: inthis case, o or33forlevel1; 50or67for level2; and 100forlevel3. 

Fírst, define a category containing Ihose households who, according to all informants, enjoy 
the highest level ofwell-being (i. e., those with the lowest average score = O). 

Then define another category that contains those households who, according lo all 
informants, had the lowest level of well-being (í.e., the highest possible average score '" 1 00). 
Once you have calculated thasa averages, use the frequency table of these scores (Table 
3.2.) and write the score "O" in the column "Class" and the corresponding percentage, in this 
case 12% (rounded). Remember groups 3 and 4 of Informant 1 were combined in such a 
way thal the average score fer this categery is: 
67 + 100 + 100/3'" 89. Households with sceres between 89 and 100 fa 11 in the lewest well­
beíng category, accounting in thís case for 4% of the community accordíng to informants. 

Last, define a third and middle category consísting of those households whose rankings did 
not fal! wilhín these sceresín Ihís example, between 1 and 88. 

Table 3.2. Frequency of scores (5) per household, Los Limones Community, 
Matagalpa, Nicaragua. 

r Class Frequency % Accumulated 

o 12 11.9 , L1 

12 3 i 3.0 , 

17 8 7.9 
, 
! 

¡ 23 ! 1 1.0 I 
! 

26 14 13.9 ! 

39 9 6.9 

i 42 ! 1 1.0 

45 2 2.0 ! 
51 I 5 5.0 l2 

! 
57 ! 14 13.9 

¡ 59 4 4.0 
67 2 2.0 

! 

! 73 8 7.9 

76 3 
, 

3.0 ! 

84 11 10.9 , 
i 

89 1 1.0 

¡ 100 3 3.0 I 
_.----~_. 

and greater ... o 0.0 , l3 
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Therefore, the distríbution according to level of agreement between informants is: 

L1 = 12% 
L2=84% 
L3= 4% 

The results of numerical dístributions are averaged and, by common agreement, these 
scores are placed in the S frequency table to delimit the well-being categoríes and determine 
the percentage of households belonging to each category. Forthis example, the results are: 

Average numencal dístribution accordíng lo level of agreement: 

L1 =20 
L2=62 
L3=16 

The ranges are again written in the "Class" column of Table 3.2. and corresponding 
percentages tor each are calculated. 

Final distribution into categoríes: 

L 1 =23% 
L2=59% 
L3= 18% 

The results indicate that most of the households of this community were ranked as enjoying a 
middle level ofwell-being. 
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Exereise 3.1. Calculating the Pereentage of Households per Category 

Objective 

.( To define well-beíng categoríes based on the percentage dístríbution of households 
effected by key informants. 

InstNctor's Guídelines 

1. Organize the partícipants into three or four groups, depending on the total number of 
particípants. Give each participant a copy of the exercise (page 3-18). Gíve each group a 
copy of the frequency table of the target communíty that will be used as the basis for 
calculating numerical dístribulion, distríbution according to level of agreement, and final 
distributíon (Transparencies LPRP 3-8 and 3-9). 

2. Use an overhead projector to present the work sheet s and explaín how to use the 
frequencíes, based on what they have read about the topie. 

3. Hand out a work sheet eontaining score frequeneies used to effaet tha distríbution 
according to level of agreement and final distributíon in categoríes (page 3-19). 

4. After all groups complete the exercise, ask one member of each group to present the 
group's results uSlng the flip ehart. Make the necessary observations and present a final 
tabla with all the distributions. 

5. In brief, show how the households of a community are divided according to their level of 
well-being based on the pereeptions of key informants. 

Resources needad 

• Four caleulators 
• Frequeney table of the larget eommunlty (one per group) 
• Blackboard and flip chart 
• Acetates for overhead projector, markers, and spacíal markers for blaekboards 

Estimated time required: 45 mínutes 
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Exercise 3.1. Calculating the Percentage of Households per 
Category 

Instructions tor the Participants 

To participate actively in this exercise, you mus! carry out thefollowing !asks: 

1 . Make a real distribution of households on the frequency table lha! the instructor gave 
you. Place thefrequency of cases for each well-beíng level on this sheet. 

2. Calculate the numerical distribution by averaging the scores tor each level obtaíned in 
the real distribution. 

3. Calculate the distríbution according to level of agreement, using the S frequency table 
that the instructorgave you. Average the two previous distributíons 

4. Locate the final percentage distribulion in each category. Use a calculator to work out 
the distributions. 

5. Name a representative of your group lo present the group's results in a plenary 
session. This person should use a flip chart for the presentation. 
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Exerelse 3.1.Work Sheet for Calculating the Percentage of Households per Category 

elass 

o 
50 

100 

and greater ... 

Class 

O 

50 

100 

and gleater... 

Dlstrlbutlon Frequency of Households according to Key Informants 
Los Limones Communíty, San Dionisio, Matagalpa, Nicaragua 

Pl (P a total no. 01 piles or groups made by !he informant) . __ ..... .. .. ¡ ._.- .. 
Frequency % valid 

......¡..------+--.. -1 

. 

20 

20 

59 

O 

P2 

Frequency 

51 

43 

:1 

O 

... 

19.8 

19.8 

58.4 

00 

% valid 

50.5 

42.5 

3.0 

0.0 

-- - ----
Class 

O 

12 
f--

17 
--------

23 

28 

39 

42 

45 

51 

57 

59 

. ... ~ - -~ 

Frequency 

12 

3 

8 

1 

14 

9 

1 

2 

5 

14 

4 
-

57 2 

P3 73 B 

Class Frequency % valid 76 3 
f-.... 

O 14 13.9 84 11 

50 55 54.5 69 1 

100 23 22.8 100 3 

and greeter... O 0.0 and gleater... O 

.-

." 
11.9 

3,0 

7,9 

1.0 

13.9 

8.9 
-------

1.0 

2.0 

5.0 

13,9 

4,0 

2,0 

7.9 

3.0 

10,9 

1.0 

3.0 

0.0 
I 

1 
ca 

i 
SI. 
I ; 
'&' 
8 
g .. 
~ 
~ 
¡ 
!!. 
¡ 
~ 
&l 
SI. 
:tl 
§ 
~ 

! 



ldentifying Levels of Well-Being /O Ccnstruct Local Proflla of Rural Poverty 

Exercise 3.1. Feedback on Calculating the Percentage of 
Households per Category 

Distribution in Well.Being Categories 
Data of Los Limones Community, Matagalpa, Nicaragua 

1. Average numeneal distribution (based on frequeneies of informants) 

Level 

2 

3 

_ ..... _---_._-
Seo ... 1 $co ... 2 

20 50 

20 43 

59' 3 

. _ ....... _--_._---- ... _,,_ .. _ .. ~-_ . 
$cOA! 3 Average 

14 28 

54 39 

23 28 

a. This seore resulted fmm eombining groups 2 and 3 tha! have similar charactelistícs. 

Dislribulion aecording lo level of agreement between informants (average of scores 
0,33,67, and 100 tor eaeh well-being leveL Place the result in S frequency table, 
Work Sheet No. 3.1.) 

Range 
O = 12% 

13· 84= 84% 
89 ·100= 4% 

Final average distribulion between numerieal distribution and that according to level 
of agreement 

Level1 ::: 12 + 28/2 = 20 
Level 2 = 39 + 84 I 2 ::: 62 
Level 3 ::: 28 + 4 I 2 = 16 

Final distribution (place these results in the S frequency table, Work Sheet 3.1.) 

O • 17::: 23% 
18 - 75 = 59% 
76 - 100 = 18% 
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Conclusions 

The first distribution is made by takíng into account the number of households that informants 
assigned lo each level ofwell-being, tha! ís, the numerical frequency. 

However, when definíng categoríes you should take into account the previous agreemen! 
between all informants, a condition that, as you will remember, is essenlíal tor establishing 
categoríes. Therefore, you should use the scores assigned to each well-being level and their 
averages, Forexample: 

High level =0 +0 +0/3 
Lowlevel = 67 + 100 + 100/3 

In this case. a score of 67 was obtained because groups 2 and 3 of Informant 1 were 
combined. Results are then placed in the S frequency table. The inlermedíate level 
corresponds to all cases that do no! belong lo the high and low levels ofwell-beíng. 

Finally, the averages of these two distributions are calculated lo obtain a final distribu!ion of 
well-being categoríes, 

The main conclusion of this exercíse, according lo the level of agreemenl between 
informants and !he críteria Ihey used lo rank households of this communily, is !hal mos! of Ihe 
population (59%) enjoys an intermediate level ofwell-being, ils total score ranging between 
18and75, 
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SECTION OBJECTIVE 

To construct well-being categories, 
based on the porcentaje 
distribution of households carried 
out by key informants 

Povprot 3 - 2 





ORIENTING QUESTIONS 

1. What conditions should you take ¡nto account 
when grouping households into different 
weel-being levels? 

2. How can you include the criteria used by several 
informants to rank a single household? 
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CONTRUCTING "AVERAGE WELL-BEING 
CATEGORIES" 

The categories should correspond as closely as 
posible to the informants' information with respect 
to: 

• The numerical distribution of households in 
each well-being group or pile (that ¡s, the 
percentage of households in each group) 

• The level of agreement between informants 
of the rankings of individual households 
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CONTRUCTING "AVERAGE WELL-BEING 
CATEGORIES" 

The level of agreement between infromants 
rankíngs should be significant as a 
prerequisite to grouping households into 
different well-being categoríes 
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CONTRUCTING "AVERAGE WELL-BEING 
CATEGORIES" 

• The number of categories should correspond 
to the average number of groups or piles 
made by the informants 

• These numbers should not differ because 
that would vonvey a false impression of . . 
preclslon 
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DISTRIBUTION FREQUENCY 
OF HOUSEHOLDS 

COMMUNITY LOS LIMONES 
P1 

50 19.8 

100 ,59 58.4 
"------,-~,,~------, -"--~-----' ,---" "_ .... ,, .. _,,, .. ,,"-+----._._---..... _--

and greater... O 0.0 
-"",-,----." 

P2 

, 
-------.-- - ------- . j 

1::T" 4~J "",-,-,-·,··~t: 
andgreater.:.··-·O , .. ,., I"""-""'--"Ó~Ó-

'._-_ ... _~--- ,_ .... _- --
P3 

54.5 

100 
... --,- - - .... ---.-" .. ". 
and greater ... 
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LOS LIMONES 

12 3 3.0 
-~--_.- ._---- .. __ .~--""_ .. _~-'~ .. -~-_ .. -_ .. _~_ .. _-"'-_., 

17 8 7.9 
.'-'--- -----_ .. _~-_.--+_.- ._-_. __ . 

23 1 
_.-.- -------.-f-.-.-.--... ---.- -~.--.-._' 

, , 

28 14 

39 

42 

45 

51 

57 

59 

67 

73 

76 

84 

.. _--_. --
1.0 

13.9 

8.9 

1.0 

2.0 

5.0 

13.9 

4.0 

2.0 

7.9 

3.0 

10.9 
.------------ -_ .. -----c-_._-.--.-.-~'-'----+---------'_-'-

89 
- -- .. _-----.----••.• ____ o_o. ¡ ... __ _ 

100 , 

and greater ... 

1.0 

3.0 

0.0 
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Section Structure 

, Extrapolating Indicators to the Entire Study Area 
L_ ... __ .. _. __ -_ ... - -- -.-----r------" 

! 

Objective 

~J--.-. 
Describing each 
_II-be1ng Ievel 

T ranslatlng descrtptlons to 
Indicators 

Frequency of use ~~\ 
community 

.. To evaluate the applicability of indicators for a study area based on the indicators 
obtained from sampled communitias. 

Guidíng Questions 

1 . Vllhere can you obtain the indicators usad for ranking well-being levels? 

2. Vllhat conditions should you take into accountwhen selecting an indicator? 

3. What fac!ors should you evaluate lo decide whelher an indicator could be extrapolated 
lo an anUre study area? 
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Introduction 

So tar we have díscussed the descriptions of well-beíng levels and the dístribution of 
households according to each level, but with respee! to only one community. Most 
researchers, technicians, and rural development workers, however, are interested in 
extrapolating such descriptions to larger areas, for example the municipality. 
In thís sectíon, we will show you how to assess the extent to which well-being descriptíons of 
sample communíties can be applied to an entire study area. Instead of comparing entire 
descriptions, you may find it more practical to Utranslate" or "reduce" the descriptions of the 
different well--being levels into sets of indicators, and then compare these sets. 

4.1. Translating the Descriptions to Indicators ofWell-Being 

To reduce the descriptions of the different well-being levels for each community where lhey 
were ranked, you should first check how many there are. You will find it easier to work with a 
fixed number of levels tor all the selected communities. This number should be lhe same as 
for the average well-being categoríes, based on rankings that you constructed in Section 3. 
For example, three levels ofwell-being were identified in the studies conducted in Honduras 
and Nicaragua. 

Once you have identified the well-being levels, you can reduce the informants' descriptions to 
indicators. We recommend that you do this reduction with the help ot another person to 
ensure greater reliabilíty of the reductíon or translation. 

Table 4.1. presents the descriptions tor each level of well--baíng given by three informants in 
La Albardilla Community, Sulaco, Yoro in Honduras, and Tabla 4.2. ~hows several indicators 
obtained from thase descríptions. 
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Table 4.1.Well-being rankings. Abardilla Community. Sulaco, Voro Department. 

Code: 180 904 
Date: 9 Apri11997 

Inlerviewelfsl: Rosa Escolan 

Informant 1 Infonnant2 Informant 3 

Name: Martha Edilía Hemande¡ Name: Dagoberlo Orellana Neme: Ana Leticía Murillo 
Sex: Female Sex: MaIe Sex: Female 
Ase: 33 Age: 21 ' Age:26 
Occupation:Housew"e Occupation: Farmer Occupation: HousewWe 
Etbnic group: • Etbnic group: • Etbnic group: • 

Well-Being Level1: Well-Being Level1: Well-Being Level1: 

They have a hause and animals. They have more lhan do Thay have land. They al least 
They have a p lace lo work and olhers, more lo show; lhey nave Iheír own ncuse. They do 
can support lhemselves. They grow maíze, beans. They aU nOI work for oIhers and, íf /hey 
have liveslock, pígs, hens, nol loo have land, eattle; Ihey planl do, il ís as a favor and not out 
many, bu! lhey help. Sorne have and harvest more lhan lh e of naed. Thay have their own 
planted colfee, and have draft rest. They are able lo seU and sourcas of work; Ihey do nol 
animals. They are fighters; lhey trada, They have good quality have cash, bul Ihey have food 
harvest more than olhers do. houses, beasts 01 burden, securily They gíve work to 
Sorne lease land and houses. hens, and enough healthy olhers who do nol have a 
Others do no! own land ; lhey ren! cows. means of living. Theyare 
land, bul the harvests are good, people who do nol suft er 
lha! ¡s, they do well; lhey have duríng erises because Ihey are 
surplus produce lo sell and able to slore /heir graín for 
money for household expenses. limes of shortage. They 

harvesl a li/tla more Ihan do 
others. Theyare not rich; Ihey 
are people who have enough 
to support Iheir families and 
have a líttIe more Ihan others 
They can pul up a fíghl while 
others go down under 
adversity. 
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WelI-Being Level 2: 

They are poor, bu! manage for 
food. They are hard workers; tIley 
seek waya of eaming money from 
using animals, eilher selling or 
consumíng tIlem. $ometimes 
tIley work as dey laborers, taking 
lMIatever work tIley can get 
(contrae! work). The women raise 
sma" animals and many rnake a 
ijving from tIlem. The peopl e 
belonging 10 tIlis group have tIleir 
own land to work; tIley manage lo 
sell sorne oftlleir produce, but 
leave masl ror home 
consumption. 

WelI-Being Level 3: 

They haye neither a house nor 
land 10 work. They suffer iII 
heallh. VVomen who ti ve alone 
belong to tIlis group; Ihey do not 
alwaya have rood for tIleir Ihree 
meal times. They are fighters. 
(They Uve off day work. Some are 
long-suffering eldeny people who 
Uve on eommuníty charity. Ouring 
times of crisis Ihey are Ihe most 
affected beca use tIley do nOl 
have reserves. The women who 
live aíone make and sel! bread or 
po,k tamales, o, perform 
household chores in cilies like 
Tegucigalpa and San Pedro Sula. 
Those lMIO planl crops have lo 
ren! land o, ask fur it en loan.) 

IdentifyIng Levels of Wall-Being lo ConstnICt Local Proflles of Rural Pollerty 

Code: 180904 
Date: 9 Aprll1997 

IntervieweÍtsl: Rosa 

WelI-Being Leve! 2: 

They live well; tIley haye less 
tIlan do tIlose of group 1. They 
have tIleir own hoose and 
land. They w ork tIleir own land 
and occasionally work as dey 
laborers; tIley are able lo gíve 
work to otllers. They grow 
maíze and beans for home 
consumption. They seU very 
little. 

VVaIl-Being Level 3: 

They Uve in poor conditions 
because tIley do nol have 
animafs; tIley only have a 
house. They work as day 
laborers; tIley cultivate land 
tIlat tIley lease or have on 
loan. On tIlis land tIley grow 
beaos and maize. They work 
and sacrifice Ihemselves a lot 
but, aven so, tIley do not have 
enough on lMIich lo live. No 
one in Ihe community is rich; 
Ihey only hall -saJisfy tIleir 
needs, a Iittle mo'e Ihan do 
olhers. 

VVaIl-Being Level 2: 

Their needs are slíghtJy greater 
tIlan are tIlose of group 1. 
Althou gh tIley are day 
laborers, tIley manage lo 
support tIlelr families. They 
growa little maíze and beaos. 
(These families have many 
chUmen, al least 1ive. They 
have about enough road 10 
ea!. In June tIley suffer a Iittle 
from food shortages; tIley 
cannol always make ends 
meet during Ihe year. They 
have tIlei, own houses and a 
Iittle land tIlal gíves Ihem tIle I 
opportuníty lo cultivale.) i 

VVaII-Being Level 3: 

They have few resourees and 
do nol own land. The otller 
groups do nol inelude women 
who live alone; tIlis group 
does. Sorne only have tIleir 
house, otllers nol even tIlal 
and have to pay renl or a,e 
lucky because someone lends 
tIlem a house. Others work as 
caretakers of otller propertíes. 
(They work as dey labor ers lo 
subsist; Ihey pick coffee. They 
have no means of sloring food 
and Ihererore suffer in times 01 
crisis. They look ror jobs in 
otIler communitíes such as La 
Montaña. Wages are low; 
sometimes Ihey sell maize 
lMIeo it is stíll immature 
because tIley need t o buy 
sometlling. Women who líve 
alone go efsewhere lo work as 
cleaners o, al lMIataver job 
tIlay can find, This g'oup 
ineludes many rnalnourished 
children.l 

I 

Observations en interviewslcommunitv (e.g., QuaJitv of infonnant ts samDlina factorsl. 
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Table 4.2. Well"being indicators accordlng to Informant 1, La Albardilla, 
Sulaco, Yoro, in Honduras. 

Level of Well-Being 

High Middle Low 

• Lease land. o SeU animals • 00 no! own house 

• OWnanimals • Sometimes have grain • Have ¡I! health 

• Ownfewhens surpluses • Have problems 

• 0Wn few cattle • 00 not have problems getting enough food 

• 0Wn fewpigs 
getting food • 00 no! own land 

• Have theír own land !. Sorne are women • Plant coffee 

• Some rent housing 
! • Have draft animals/horses 

• Are figh!ers 

• Have harvest surpluses 

• Are a source af work 

• Have their own house I ! 

Once you have reducad the descriptions to well-being indicators, then you can assess the 
degree to whích these indicators, already identifíed in the sampled communities, can be 
extrapolated to neighboring communíties. Remember that the communities were selected 
using a maximum variation sampling strategy. That is, they were selected with respect lo 
factors thal were assumed to cause differences in local perceptions of well-being within the 
communities. 

One of the following siluations may occur: 

1. The índícators obtained for the different well-being levels show major similarities 
across communítíes, despíte these communitíes beíng selected through a maximum 
varíation sampling strategy. You can then assume that lhese indicators are valid forand 
can be extrapolated tothe enUre set of communitíes from which the sampled communitíes 
wereselected. 

2. The indicators show major differences among groups of communities, bu! are similar 
wílhín these groups. For example, índícators are lhe same among communities lhal are 
easily accessible, bul different to those among communities that are difficult lo reach. In 
this case, indicators defíned for one group of communities can be extrapolated to other 
communities only if they have similar charac!eristics lo !hose of the group (for example, 
similaraccess). 

3. Some indicators can be generally usad across the selected communities, whereas 
others are specific to only certain types of communíties. In this case, you will have to 
define a se! of altemative indicators that vary between groups of communities, but have 
the same significance. 
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The set of indicators can then be extrapolated. Hypothetical examples of alternative 
indicators are "having cattle" and "having capital, vehicles, et cetera". 80th indicators 
signify aecess to resourees, although in different material forms. 

The well-being indicators identified in the sampled communities are altogether different. 
In this case, you cannot extrapolate, and you may have to revise your choice of sampling 
factors selected in Sectior'l 1. 

4.2. Frequency of Use of Indicators per Community and Level of Well­
Being 

To make it easier to compare the indícators used for different communities, count the number 
of times an indicator is used in different communities lo describe Ihe different well-being 
levels. 

A matrix similar to thal illustrated in Table 4.3. can be used. You can make ilon an Excel or 
Lotus spreadsheet, or you can do il manually. Indicators are placed in the sequence in which 
they appear in the descriptions. Counting is done in the eolumns, which differentiate 
informan!, community, and level of well-being described by the indicator. 

Table4.4. indicates the numberoftimes an indicator is repeated per community studied in the 
Calico River watershed, Matagalpa, Nicaragua. The significance of the indicators was 
determined by informants atlhe study sites and their use perwell- being level is dífferentiated 
by their quantification, as shown in Table 4.5. Table 4.6. shows the use of indicators by 
community. 
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,-'" 

Table 4.3.Matrix for calculating the frequency of indicators in Jalapa 
(Community No. 1), Yorito, Yoro. 

Informan! No. 1 1 1 
,'/; 

2 2 2 ',. 3 3 3 Total . 
Community 1 1 1 1 1 1 "'. 1 1 1 

Level 01 weQ-being 1 2 3 :::: 1 2 3 1 2 3 

INDICATORS W: 
, 

Sorne lease land 1 1 

Sorne have little land ;.i 1 ,i· .. 1 

¡ Rentland 1 j" i(F 1 

Cultiva!e tIle land ,;<' 1 , .. ' 1 

Sorne do no! own land 1\ : . 1 1 

Sorne own a house i" , 1 1 

Do no! own a house 1 ( 
, 

1 

Have good quality houses 1, 1 ¡ 
.::; 1 

, Do no! have animals ! 1 ¡' 1 

Have animals 1 , , e 1 

Have a lo! of cattle / 1 r,;, 1 

Have hens / 1 1 
Have cattle ti 1 

:-, - i 
1 ,"\' i 

: Have few hens 1 .. :' ;.! 1 

Own few cattle 1 . "": .. ! 1 

Have few pigs 1 O"~ 1 

Can mee t obligalíons ( ". 1 1 

Have iII health 1 ¡" 
;, 1 

No! day laborers k 1 1 

Raise eatlle i', 1 . 1 

Ale day laborers ,',: l.···. 1 1 

Plan! coffee 1 ;. '. 1 

Plantbeans 1 :. 1 

Plant maize 1 ',;'.'; .. ' 1 

Have problems gettlng enough toad 1 < 1 

Have various ways 01 making money oo: 1 
" 

1 

Buy and sel! beans ,\ 1 .':'; 1 

Buy and seU maize 1 • 1 

Seu animals 1 
., 

1 

Sorne work on Ihelr own land 1 
.... ,.,. 

1 

Cannot mee! obligations 1 '. 1 

Can mee! oblgations ?;'. 1 1 
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Tabla 4.3. Continuad. 

loforman! No. 1 1 I 2 2 2 "c 3 3 3 Tolal i 

Communíly 1 1 1 1 1 1 1;;", 1 I 1 

Levef of wefl-beíng 1 2 3 ';1 1 2 3 .'G 1 2 3 

INDlCATORS 

Lack resources 1 1 

i Are unsetlled/stay with others ij 1 1 

Do 001 own land 1 ?' "ji 1 2 

Sorne renl housíng 1 :: 1 2 
, 

Own draft animalslhorses 1 t' 1 i /, 2 

Some are women 1 ', .. '. ;:.,. 1 2 
Are fighters 1 1 

, 
2 , 

Someti mes have surpluses 1 1 
/.1 

, 

2 

Have surpluses 1 1 
, 

2 

: Sometimes wor k as day laborers 1 
" 

1 1,.,' 
, 2 

, Are day laborers (or wage eamers) rol'! 1 ¡': 1 2 
, Plant some beans r,i 1 k' 1 2 

Plan! some maize : 1 kii 1 2 

, Do nol have problems 1 V : , 
f.:: 1 2 

Contrae! day laborers , ).( 1 . 1 
': , 1 2 

, Source of work 1 
. 

! 1, • 1 2 

Ownland 1 Ó, 1 r, 1 3 

Own house 1 ! r 1 ,,' 1 3 
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Table 4.4.Use of indicators by level of well-being, Calleo River watershed, 
Matagalpa, in Nicaragua. 

Indicators Level1 i Level2 Level3 Total 

Own enough land (> 3 mz) • , 18 8 o 26 

Own a house : 9 10 3 22 

Own cattle andlor horses 17 2 O 19 
Ñe day laborers bUl have problems getting work O 5 13 18 

Do nol own a 101 01 land « 3 m;¡;) O 10 7 17 
Do no! own land O 1 12 13 

Haye lo renl land O 2 11 13 

Haya few animals O 11 1 12 

Some have no house or it is provisional, exposed O O 8 8 

Plant coffee 5 2 O 7 
Do nol own cattle O 3 4 1 

Have money and economic resources 5 1 O El 

Only haye small animals, poultry, and plgs O 2 4 6 

Some live with others or renl housing O O 5 5 

Have a wooden house O 3 2 5 

SeU part 01 !he harves! 2 2 O 4 

Do nol haye animals O 1 3 4 , 

Haye money lo pay workers 3 1 O 4 

Have a more balaneed diel 2 1 O 3 
Concrele houses, galvani;zed iron roofing, wi!h 2 1 O 3 i 

electrieity 

Haye a car 3 O O 3 

Haye a lot 01 animals 3 O O 3 

Work as earetakers O O 3 3 

Ñe catHe -raisers and Uve off Hvestock 3 O O 3 

Haye Iitlle money lo buy Ihings 1 1 O 2 I 
Sulfer from ill heaith O O 2 2 

Do nol haye land outside !he community 1 1 O 2 

Have littIe money 1 1 O 2 

Some have a paddock 1 1 I O 2 

Have land in anolher community 2 O O 2 

Cultivate par! oftheir land O 2 O 2 

Planl some eolfee O 1 1 2 

Own a farm or large estate 1 1 O 2 

No aecess lo credil O 1 1 i 2 

Have products ter sale (milk, chickens, produce) 2 O O 2 
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Table 4.4. Continued. 

Indic:ators Lavel1 Level2 
. 

Leye/3 Total i 

'Have no resources, are helpe!! by chi!dren or family O O 2 2 I 
¡Plant only to eat O 1 1 2 

• Do not have to get work outsíde O ¡ 1 1 2 

I Have to resor! to credit O O ! 1 1 

• Sometimes do no! harvest O O 1 1 

Are self -suffícien! 1 O O 1 

,Haveto beg O O 1 1 ! 

Do no! have money O O 1 1 , 
Haye a brick and wood house 1 O O 1 ! 
Are women Uving alone O O 1 1 , 

Are nol in need 1 O O 1 ! 

Do not have a car O 1 O 1 

,Haye machinery 1 O O 1 

Know how to ¡nvest, do no! squander 1 O O 1 

,Do no! drink mucl1 alcohol 1 O O 1 

Are more knowledgeable, have o!her ideas, and luck 1 O O 1 

Do no! rent land lo anybody O 1 O 1 

,Are orphans O O 1 1 

,Are nol very intelligen! O ! O 1 1 

Have money!o buy!hings O 1 O 1 

Canno! buy cows O 1 O 1 i 

Have lo work more lo buy medicines O 1 O 1 i 

Do nol loan or sell on credit O 1 O 1 i 

Rent !heir land to others O 1 O 1 i 
,Uve with employers O O O O 

a. 1 mz = 0.7 ha (80 m'). 
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Table 4.5.Quantifying indicators according to level of well-being, CaUco 
River watershed, Matagalpa, Nicaragua (1997). 

Indicator Level1 (33) Level2 (67) Level 3 (100) 
~ .. 

Ownland >3mz' . 1-3 mz <: 1 mz 

Own animals > 5 CQWS and 2 horses .tr .. oows,1-.:::2 hors~ Only small anlmals ~ 
~--_.~- .~ 

. Good quallty: made of concrete, J Medium: timber, lile Ownhouse Poor: wood and ! 
(quaijty ofhouse) I wood, galvanlzed Iron roofing straw; only straw 

I ' -------~._---~.~---~-------~.- ------_._~.~~. 

i 
Food Self-sufficient In produclion : Suy part, produces Almos! always buys 

L I part 
---~-_ .. -" -----_.-,-~--- _ .. 

Planlcrops Coffee, maize, beans Malze and beans, Only malze or only ~ 

/Ea; wageslday labor . 

more Ihan 1 mz beans, 1 mz or less 
. . 

Never Sometimes Always • 
! 

.. __ .. ~ 
Contrae! servants . ANJays . Sometimes . Do nol contrae! 

Table 4.6. Use of indicators per community, Calico River watershed, 
Matagalpa, Nicaragua. 

~--"-~--~-'-"-~--"~-"~~"--'--~~~~"-~---C'~ -~"~~ .. _':=--T-"-'-'r-'~ 
Indicator I Jaro ! Wibus& : Piedras! . Los ¡ Ciobano - Corozo: Total ' 

r-L-=~·wn~~_~:-:tIl-o~-g-:-;-n·71~-~:-~:-'~.:---!=-::-a)~~~~·-~~r!-!~rr~T~1~-:- f-i~~~I'~! 
: Day labor/have problems getting work í 2 3 I 3 i 3 3 1:2 16 
: Own a house .. _~.. 2 3 I 3 2 I 2 3 15 

~~~=:~~O;Ofl,,~~L~~ ___ .~. }J-H-~-~ •. _ .. t-~--~+T+--f-~~ 
!Havetorentland .~_! 1 : 3 ! :2 I :2 . 3 . 2 I 13 
• Have fewanimals I O . 2 1:2 3' 3 I 1 I 11 

~medonOlhaveahOuS~;'isiíl.t"~!. __ i __ 3_,-----0 O 1 J_L!....--l_~+8. 

':E:;:9¡~;~E~~r~Ouic~s=T ~~~ --t T~l~~~= ~ j~~~i~~~+~~1 
~~~ ... =++ . -( +~~~=F+=~~~~~~~I ~l~=H 
[
i SeUpart 0t.-'he h"rveS! __ ~~ __ ~+---~O_i~ ---"- __ ~~ O . 1 3 O .. 

Only halle s'"IIUanimals, po~i1Jy, and pigs I 0_. i 1 : O 1 - ~ -.- . Zl 
r~~-"~lT1a~_~.-~.. I ~ __ 1_: --1--~ ~ ~+-- ~ O - 3 I 

i Have a 101 of animals O :2 O O O 3 
i Work as caretakers O O 1 O 1 1 3 
! Have money to pay servants O O 2 O 3 
i Raise catlle and ¡Ive off Iíveslock O O 3 

'.1 mz. 0.7 ha (80 m'). 
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Exercise 4.1. Validating Rankings for an Entire Study Area 

Objactiva 

v' To verify whether the rankings conducted in several communities can be extrapolated to 
an entire study area. 

Instructor's Guidelines 

1, Organize participants into groups of four orfive members, depending on the number of 
participants, 

2, Hand out the instructions and the five work sheets of the exercise (pagas 4-14 to 4-19 
inclusive) to each participant. 

3, Explain in detail what the participants are to do with each work sheet. If possible, use an 
overhead projectorto demonstrate and explain the material. 

4, Ask a member of each group to present the indicators most used per community and 
perwell-being level inthe sampled area, 

5, Share with the participants the feedback on the exercise, 

Rasources nsedad 

• Work sheels in matrix form lo calculate frequencies of indicators in the sampled 
community 

• Information from other communities ofthe study area (Appendices 7,3, 7.4, 7,5) 
• Work sheet to obtain frequency of indicators per community 
• Work sheet to ob!ain frequency of indicators per level ofwell-being 
• Work sheet to selec! indicators most frequently used in all communities 
• Flíp chart and markers 

Estimated tima required: 1 hour 
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Exercise 4.1. Validating Rankings for the Entire Study Area 

Objective 

.' To verify whether the rankings conducted in several communitíes can be extrapolated to 
the entire 5tudyarea. 

Instructions forthe Participants 

Read the following ínstructions carefullyto complete the.exercise. 

1. On Work Sheet No. 1, write down the indicators that you can obtain from the description 
work sheet (Village of Jalapa, Yoro, Honduras), Appendix 7.3. 

2. On Work Sheet No. 2, wnte down the frequency of the indicators obtaíned in the 
previous step. Employ indicators used by the three informants, without repeating them. 
This work sheet aims to determine the frequency per well-being level. 

3. Wrth the data contained ín Work Sheet No. 2, in addítion to the ínformation appearing in 
Appendíces 7.4 and 7.5, fill out Work Sheet No. 3 to obtain the frequency of índicators per 
community. 

4. Based on the data collected in Work Sheet No. 2, in addition to the ínformation 
contained in Appendices 7.4 and 7.5, fill out Work Sheet No. 4 to obtain Ihe frequency of 
the índicators per each leve I ofwell-being forlhe entire study area. 

5. On Work Sheet No. 5, write down the índícators most commonly used for all 
communíties and indicate lhe level of well-being, 

6. Choose a member of your group to present, during the plenary session, the indicators 
most used (frequency) in the study area analyzed in the exercise, using the flip charl. 
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Exercise 4.1. Work Sheet No. 1 for Validatlng Rankings for the Entire 

GroupNo,_ 

Study Area 

Reducing Well-Being Descriptions to Indicators 
Jalapa, Vorito, Voro (Honduras) 

, 
--_.~._-------
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Exercise 4.1. Work Sheet No. 2 for Validating Rankings for the Entire 

Group No. __ 

Study Area 

Matrix for Calculating tha Frequency of Indicators in 
Community No. 1, Jalapa, Yorito, Yoro (Honduras) 

2 2 r 3 3 
1 1 . ;' 1 1 

2 3 : 1 2 

I I 

:" . 

,' .. 
" 

•• . 

; . 
.... 

". : . 

•• 

i 
i 

;. 

\ 

! 
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Exercise 4.1. Work Sheet No. 3 tor Validating Rankings tor the Entire 
Study Area 

Frequency with whlch Indicators are Used per Community­
Tascalapa Watershed 

GroupNo._ 

Indicators Level of well -being/community 
I Jalapa La AlbardiUa ValleciJlos 

!>ve day laborers 

Plan! a lo! 01 maize 

Have a lot of land 

Raise cattie 

Do not own land 

Poor-quality house, or do not 
own one 

Own litl1e land 

Plan! a lot of beans 

Plan! colfee 

Have problems getting food 

Own a good quality house 

I I 
I 

.~ 

Total 

Extrapolatíng Indícators to lhe Entire Study Area 4 - 18 



ldentifylng úweIs of WeIJ-Being te Construct LoctIl ProfUw of Rural Povwt:y 

Exercise 4.1. Work Sheet No. 4 for Validating Rankings for the Entire 
Study Area 

Frequency with which Indicators are Used per level of Well-Being, 
TascaJapa watershed, Honduras 

GroupNo._ 

Indieators Levels of WelI -Being 

High Mlddle Low 
-"" Are day laborers 

Plan! a lo! 01 maize 

Own a lo! 01 land 

Raise cattle 

Do no! own land 

Poor-quality house or do no! own a 
house 

Own Iittle land 

Plan! a lo! of beans 

Plan! coffee 

Have problems getting lood 

Have a good quality house 
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Exercise 4.1. Work Sheet No. 5 for Valldating Rankings for the Entire 
Study Area 

Most Frequently Used Indicators per Level of Well-Being 
in Tascalapa Watershed (Honduras) 

GroupNo. __ 

Indicalors Level of Well ·Being 

No. High Middle Low ., 

¡ 

! 
, 
I 

¡ I 
¡ i 

I , 

! I 
I 

í 
I , 

! 
! 

I 

i 
I 

¡ , 
! 

, 
I 

¡ 

I I 

! 

I 

I 
I 
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Exercise 4.1. Validating Rankings for the Entire Study Area 

Feedback on Work Sheet No. 1 

Reducing Descriptions of Levels of Well-Being to Indicators 
Jalapa, Vorito, Voro, Honduras 

GroupNo._ 

Levels of Well -Being 
-High.----... -. ~~- --'¡iddle 

Have good quality houses 

Have a 101 olland 

Own cattle 

Have smaU animals (pigs, 
hen.) 

Some have coffee farms 

: Have animals 

Sorne ren! land lo olhers 

SeU animals 

Have harves! surpluses lo sell 

• Give work lo olher people 

I No problems wilh mad security 

: Sometimes work as masans 
I 

, he prolessionals 
~--, ~~-

Have li\tle land lo work 

Have Iheir own house 

Sell some of Iheir harves! 

Planl maize and beans 

Sometimes work as day 
laborers 

Sometimes renl land 

he capable 01 giving work lo 
olhers 

Have animals 
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Low 
Do no! own land 

Some have a ama" plo! 

Poor-quality house. or do no! 
have one 

Do no! have animals 

8uy mos! 01 Ihe graíns Ihey 
consume 

Are day laborers 

Rem or borrow land lo plan! 
crops 

Work as caretakers 01 olher 
farms 

Women who Uve alone 
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Feedback on Work Sheet No. 2 

GroupNo. __ 

Matrix to Calculate the Frequency of Indicators 
Jalapa, Yorito, Yoro (Honduras) 

Indicators Level of Well -Being Total ! 

... ---... ~'-r------r"'"'-------;-;;'----¡ 
Hlgh i 1 Middle' Low 

Are day laborers O f'i 2 .h 4 6 
I-Ha-v-e-a:..l-ot-o-f-la-nd-----+---4----l¡ ! O O 4 
r-----------+------1

' 
••. t------~¡;"".¡,.__----_f----j 

Have a 9000 quality house 3' . O O 3 
L··----H!------j---¡ 

rOwn ___ c_a_w_e __________ -+ _____ 42 ____ ~,i ··.~I· ----21----+'~,----OO-----+--4-5!--1:! 
Plant coffee . ". 

i ~:~:) small animals (pigs, 1 I ' 2 '. .••• O 3 i 

I POOf·quality house, or do no! 
. have 0116 o o 3 3 

! .• 
! Work as masons l." o o 1 

• Have a IiWe piot of land !o é!': 2 5 work O 3 •••. 
Do no! own land ¡O: ---1---+k4;---2----l~-3--j¡ 

i Ren! or borrow land O 1 •••..•.••.. 2 3 ! 

Sel! part of their harves! 3', .' 2 O 5 ,1 

1--------.-- -j--_._- -1" '------++-------1------' 
Give work !o other people 3 O .,.. O 3 i 

: Are professionals 

! Women who live alona 

• Plant a lo! of maize 

Have problems with tood 
sacurity 

1 1 .•... ; . O 2 

O 0.2 2 2 

4 ." 1 O i. O 4 

O o 1 
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Feedback 00 Work Sheet No. 3 

Frequeney with whieh Indieators are Used per Cornmunity 
Tasealapa Watershed (Honduras) 

GroupNo._ 

i 

Indleators Communlties 

Jalapa La Albardilla Vallecillos 

: Are day laborers 6 3 4 

! Plant a lot of maize 4 3 4 

Own a lot of land 3 2 3 

Raise caWe 5 2 3 

Have 5mall animals 3 - -
, 

Do nol own land 3 3 3 

Poo'-quality house. o, do nol have 3 4 3 
i one 

Own Iittle land 5 :2 3 

Plant coffee 4 :2 2 

, Have problems with tood security , O :2 : 2 

: Have a gcod qualíty house 3 2 2 
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Feedback on Work Sheet No. 4 

Frequency with which Indicators are Used per Level of Well-Being 
Tascalapa Watershed (Honduras) 

GroupNo._ 

Indicators Level of Well -Being 

High Middle Low 

Total 

13 Pve day laborers o 3 1 o 
~.,-----~-- -._,~-._-"'---+.-"'----"'-------"'-.+--"'~ --''-+----1 
P1anl a 101 of maize : 10 i 1 7 14 

----,--,-
Own a lotofland ! S O O 8 
f--------~-----.--'- - "-"'-' ---1 

Raíse caltle 9 1 O i 10 

Donolownland O 1 8'! 9 
--"--c~~,,,-----,,--·L -"'----~---... -

Poor -quality house, or do nol have O i 1 ¡ 9 '10' 
one 

i 

i Own Iiltle land : O 8 2 10 
~-----------------+,----------~--
¡Plan! coffee 6 2 O 8 

f-:_~:_~_;_I:_:_:_~e_:_~m=~wíth=a-Is=~~fOO_ •• _d.=_=s~e~c=u~n-·_ty==~=.=-~=í=·~_---~-=_~-_-:_:-=-~=_=,~==~==~~~-'.~--=2-0=~_--~_-._-:~~~~. :-"'--L-:-"'-J 
r------------------+---------,--------~~ ---~"'--__+ , Have a good quality house 7 O O 
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Feedback on Work Sheet No. 5 

GroupNo. __ 

Most Frequently Used Indicators 
per Community and per Level of Well-Being 

Tasealapa Watershed (Honduras) 

Indicators No. 
, 
~ 

level of Well -Being 

High Middle Low 
Planl a 10101 maize i 14 x 

I 

13 i X : Are day laboreffl 

Own livestock ~ 10 x 
....... _-----_.--!---._._--~ 

Do nol own land 

Own a 101 of land 

i Own titlfe land 
---,-,,'--.- -

9 

8 

10 

¡ 

¡ 
i 

.... _ ... - . ' .......... _-~-~--~-, 

~antcoffee 8 
............ •••••••••••• 0 • 

: Have a good quality house 7 _ .. 
Rentland 4 j 

Have problems with food security 5 : 
i Have a poor -quality house or do nol 10 

ownone ¡ 

i Have smaN animals 3 I 

X 

X 

4 - 25 Extrapolllting Indicafors fo the Entire Study 

I 

- t --, 
I 

~ ---------i 
I X I 

X 

X 
,-



ldenfifying Leve/s of WelI-Being 10 Construct Local Proflles of Rural PoveIty 

Conclusions 

Too main objectives of Exercise 4.1 are lo: 

.¿ Obtain reliable indicalors of levels of well-being, based on descriptions given by 
key infonnants in sampled communities, and 

Assess whelher they can be extrapolated lo a larger area than the community (for 
example, to a small or large watershed) by using the frequency of use of these 
indicators. 

Work Sheets No. 1 and 2 served to extraet the indicators from the descriptions made of a 
village of Honduras (Appendix 7.3) and record the number of times they were used by 
infonnants to describe the three levels ofwell-being (frequency). 

Work Sheet No. 3 used this infonnation and that contained in Appendices 7.4 and 7.5, which 
are the indicators of olher villages of the Tascalapa watershed in Honduras, lo delennine 
whelOOr they are rapeated in more than one eommunity of Ihe area. Thus whether they can 
be applied to identify levels of well-being in the entire study area can be assessed. 

Work Sheets No. 4 and 5 summarize the indicators most frequently used per community and 
per level of well-being, supporting the decision that they can be extrapolated to a larger area 
than a community or village. 
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Originals for Transparencies 
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SECTION STRUCTURE 

Extrapolating Indicators to the Entlre Study Area 

Describing each 
well-being level 

, 

.. ~ 

Translating descriptions to 
indlcators 

- --

- -

Communlties 

Frequency of use per 
communlty 
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SECTION OBJECTIVE 

../ To evaluate the applicability of indicators 
for a study area based on the indicators 
obtained from sampled communities. 

Povprof.4 - 2 





ORIENTING QUESTIONS 

1. Where can you obtain the indicators used for 
ranking well-being levels? 

2. What conditions should you take into account 
when selecting an indicator? 

3. What factors should you evaluate to decide 
whether an indicator can be extrapolated to 
an entire study area? 
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INDICATORS OF WELL-BEING LEVELS 
INFORMANT N°. 1 

LA ALBARDILLA, SULACO, YORO, HONDURAS 

Lease land to others Sell animals Don't haye a house _ .. _.-...... ",._-_._-----------_ .. ,------_._._._._ ..... ",_.-""-". __ .,." , ........ -- -.. -......... . 
Haye animals SClrneti.':'!~!I_~on't haye .~.r.~ yery~i.~~.p~()p~~ .. 
Own few chickans surpl':l~.!s ots;lrain Haya ~~olllel11!1~~~lng 
OwnfawcaWe Don't haye problems tood 

gatting food Doñ'fown laiiéf 
........ __ ..... - ....... __ ... '--.... . 

Own fawpigs 
.... ,. __ ... .,,,., .... ,"'.-.,,." 

Plant coffee Own land Some are women 
1 

I 
Soma rant houslng 

.............. " .. 
Haya animals/horses , 

Are hard-worklng 
----.- ... -..... . 

! 

I ... 
Harvest a lot ._._ .. 

:::~c:u~~;:~o~~z:'!ction I .~-_ ... _--
.. _- ..... -_.. ...... - ¡--_. .. __ ..... --_ ... . 
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QUANTIFYING INDICATORS ACCORDING TO 
WELL-BEING LEVEL 

CALICO RIVER SUB-WATERSHED, 
MATAGALPA, NICARAGUA (1997) 

Own land 

Have animals 

Own a house 
(condition of house) .. _H... . .......... _ .... _._ .. 

Food 

Plant crops 

vvage earnerl 
laborer 

Contract workers 

.. ,. __ ~ "'" .... 1_ 1ft", . __ ~h 

• > 3 mz* 

,> 5cows and 
2 horses 

• 
Good: concrete, 
wood, zinc 

· Self-sufficient 

'Coftee, maize, 
beans 

Never 

Always 

1-4 cows, 
1-2 horses 

Regular: wood, 
tile 

Buys half, 
: produces half 
1-' -- - -., . .. 

I 
Maize and beans, 
> 1 mz 

t·· . 

ISometimes 

Sometimes 

. Ony small animals 

Poor: wood and 
~ straw, only straw 

Almost always buys 

Maize alone or beans 
. alone, 1 mz or less 

Always 

Never 
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Seetion 5. Quantifying Indieators of "Well-Being" and 
Construeting an Index for the Entire Study 
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Section Structure 

Quantifying 
Well-Being Indicators 

Verlfying !he value of indlcators by 
administering a quutionnaire 

Constructing a Well-Being Index for a 
Given Study Ares 

Objectives 

-- ---------- -- - - -------------- ---------- ------ ----" 

Averaglng the value of indicators per 
household and per community or zone 

,/ To quantify well-being indicators by admínistering a questionnaire. 

,/ To ccnstruct a well-being índex for a given study area. 

Orienting Questions 

1. What do you understand by 'quantífying' a well-being indícator? 

2. How do you se lee! the sample population for admínísteríng a questionnaíre? 

3. What is a "well-being índex'? 

5 - 2 Quantifying Indicators o, "Well-Seing" and Constructing 
an Index for the Entire Study Area 
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Introduction 

Sections 1 Ihrough 4 indicated how lo identify local perceptions af well-being through 
rankings. These perceptíons were translated ¡nta seis of well-being índícators to determine 
the exlent lo which these sets of indícators can be applíed or extrapolated to the enlire study 
area. 

As a result, you now have a se! (or various sets) of indicators tha! will help you characterize 
the entire population according to its well-being level. 

Now, you m ust find a way to apply this set (or sets) of indicators to the entire study area so that 
you can make an overall profile of well-being or poverty. 

5.1. Designing and Administering Questionnaires 

Probably the most practical way of applying indicators and verifying whether thay are valíd for 
the enUre area ís to design and administer a questionnaire to a representative sample af the 
population in your study area. 

The questionnaire should be structured around the indicators. Questions should be 
formulated in such a way that their answers will give you only those details !hat you need lo 
quantifythe indicalor (Table 5.1). 

The questionnaire may also include other poverty-related aspects, for example the use of 
natural resources. If this is the case, include specific questions on these aspects in !he 
questionnaire. 

In the case of Honduras and Nicaragua, one of !he objectives of the questionnaire was lo 
understand the relationship belween poverty and natural resource management. Therefore, 
in addition to questions on well-being, specific questions on the use of natural resources were 
included, as indicated in Table 5.2. 

Quantifying Indicatars af "Well-Being" and Canstructing 5 - 3 
. an Index for the Entire 5tudy AFea 
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Table5.1. Sample questionnaire to quantify indicators of "well-being" within a 
community. 

Ifyou 
frequency? 

aflirmalively, wilh what 

'1 mz (manzana): 0.7 ha (80 m). 

Table 5.2. Sample questions on the use of natural resources (Honduras, 1998). 

i 

6.1. In general, what do you Ihínk abou1 Ihe 5011 jn Does nol produce wilhoul fertillzers 
Ihjs plOI? How fertile ís it? Does not need fertilizers 

6.2. lNhat happens wilh Ihe water jf il ra íns and ! 
Puddles are formed 

i Ihe plot is uncovered? Some puddles are formed 

: No puddles are formed 

6.3. I Has anylhlng been done to prevent Ihe soil : Contour levels 
from erodíng? Uve barrjers . 

Dead barríers 

Mulching lo protect Ihe soil 
No 

6.4. How deep la !he soil? Less !han 2 Inches 
Setween 2 and 5 ínches 

8etween 5 and 10 Inches 
More !han 10 ínches 

5 • 4 Quantifylng Indicators of "We/I-Being" and Constructlng 
an Index for the Entire Study Ares 
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5.2. Developing a "Well-Being Index" 

A "well-being index' is a single measure !hat combines a sel of previously quantitied 
indicators thal express the level of well-being of a given household. However, you must be 
careful to preserve the sanse in whích the informants used the índícators to describe !he 
different well-being levels. 

You need to remember !hat índícators are not striet eriteria, defined beforehand. instead, Ihey 
are the result of the perceptionsof each key informant during the ranking of households within 
!heir respective communities. 

Also, the different levels of well-beíng were basad on phrases as 'most households in !his 
group own livestock' and 'some households of !his group are professionals'. As a result, no 
indicator by itself would be sufficient to indicate a household's well-being level 

Some indicators describe only one level of well-being, while others distínguish varíous levels 
of well-being. Finally, for some indicators, what is important is the existenee of certaín 
threshold values related to a qualítatíve meaning and notjust their quantitative meaning. 

'Land ownership" illustrates this eoncept in studies conducted not only in Colombia but also in 
Nicaragua and Honduras. 

The informants used Ihís indicator to explain not only the amount of land owned by a 
householdthe concrete or quantitative meaningbut also lo differentiate between households 
whose only source of income was to day labor and those households who, in addition to its 
wOrk, have access to sufficient land and therefore the opportunity of using labor for !he ir own 
benefit, regardless of olher people. This is the qualítatíve meaning of land ownership. 

A scoring system can then be developed for "well-being" indicators. The system assigns a 
score to each household, for each individual indicator. The well-being index is Ihus defined as 
the average of scores a household obtains for the índicators used to measure its well-being 
Jevel. 

The index has the advantage Ihat different eombinations of scores for individual indicators or 
variables may result in the same well-being index value. 

The scoring syslem developed for bo!h Honduras and Nicaragua operates with three levels of 
scoring, corresponding ta the three levels ofwell-being: 33,67, and 100 (see Section 3). Bu! 
the actual values of Ihese scores are arbitrary; what ís importanl is tha! the number of levels af 
seoring corresponds lo the number of levels ofwell-being included in the analysis andthat the 
intervals belween scores is uniform. 
Thus, instead of choosing 33, 67, and 100, we could have chosen something like 100, 200, 

and 300; or 10, 20, and 30; or 20,40, and 60. 

Quantifying Indicators of "Well-Being" and Constructing 5 - 5 
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In tha studias of Honduras and Nicaragua, a lIalua was assigned for aaeh wall-being lellel. A 
lIalua of 33 was assigned lo the high level of well-being, 67 to the intermediate level of well­
being, and 100 to the low level ofwell-being. 

Table 5.3 shows how lIalues were assigned lo each indicatorforming the well-being index for 
Honduras. Also, the table ineludes sorne indicators for which a lIalue could nol be assigned 
tor all households. Therefore, a lIalue of 999 was assigned if the indicator was not applied or 
888, if data was lost. For example, tor the milk produclion indicator, nol all households had 
cattle and theretore only those with caUle were includad in this indícator. 

Table 5.3, Quantifiable well-being indicators and theirscores (Honduras, 1998). 

(Italici:zed text refl!!l'S to 5p<mísh names of indicators) 

Indicalor Score 

Housing (ownership and quality) ( PCASA) 

• If lhe household OW!1S lhe house and !he house is of good qualily 33 

• If lhe household o W!1S Ihe house but Ihia house Is in regular conditíons 67 

.' II Ihe household does nol own Ihe house Of it is 01 poor -qualily 100 

• Land ownership ( PTlERRA) 

o II lhe household OWl1S 4 mz' or more ofland and also has land under paslure 33 

• II Ihe household owns between 1 and <1 mz olland 67 

• 1I Ihe household doesn1 own lana or only owns less lhan 1 mz 100 

Crops (PCULTIVO) 

• If lhe household plants colfee, cacao, or pastures andlor planta more lhan <1 mz 01 33 
maize andlor beans 

:. II Ihe household aoes nol plant colfee or cacao or pastures, bu! plants between 1 67 
and 4 mz 01 malze andlor beans 

• II Ihe household does nol plant CfOps or plants less lhan 1 rnz 01 maize andlor 100 
beans 

Oay labors on other fanns ( PJORNAL) 

• No member oflhe household works as a day laborer 33 

: o Household member occasionally works as a day laborer (Iess lhan 3 monlhs a 67 
year) 

• Household member wom as a day laborer as main occupation (more lhan 3 100 
monlhslyear) 

Production, us e, and purchase of buic grains ( PPRODUCC) 

o II lhe household sells mas! or all of its proauclion and does nol buy basic grains 

• II lhe household sells up lo hall of its production and does nol buy baslc grains 

l 
•.... 1I produclion is mainl y for consumption, but lhe household also has to huy basic 
· grains 

5 • 6 Quantifying Indicators of "Well-Being" and Constructing 
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I Health conditions and problem -solving ( PSALUD) 

:, If Ihe household has access lo health services when a member is 111 

, If househofd members usually do nol have access lo heatth services and cesort lo 
traádional medicine 

Sources of income besldes fanning ( PlNGRESO) 

\

', If household rnembers are professionals andlor businessmen 

It household members are no! professionals andlor businessmen. bul are 
eraftsmen 

" Nobody in Ihe household is a professional. a businessman, or a craftsman. but 
pertorm domestic Wl>rk 

Animal ownership ( PANlMAL ) 

, If Ihe household owns poultry and olher animals 

, If Ihe household only owns poultry 

.' II Ihe household does no! own any animals 

! Cattle-raising (PGANADO) 

¡' If Ihe household has cattle 

:. If Ihe household does no! have esttle 

! Food security ( PAUldENT) 

" If Ihe household does no! haya problems in getting enough food oro if it 
experiences shortages, it is only tor a short lime 

• If lhe household has problems in getling enough tood for long periods of time 

Employrnen! of day tabol'li!rs ( PUSOJORN) 

• 1I !he household contracts day laborers on ils farm 

'. II Ihe household does no! contrae! day laborers on ils farm 

.• The inmeator does nol apply 

Capacity to save money and lo lend money lo neighbors ( PDlNERO) 

• If!he household has savings in sorne institutíon andlor makes smafi loans lo 
neighbors 

I 
l' If !he household does nol have savings nor does it make loans lo neighbors 

• 1 mz =().7 ha (80 m 'l. 

The well-being index ís calculated by adding !he average of each indicator, as foIlows: 
INDICEBE = PCASA + PTIERRA + PCULTIVO + PJORNAL + PPRODUCC + PSALUD + 

PINGRESO + PANIMAL + PGANADO + PALIMENT + PUSOJORN + PDINERO 

67 

100 

33 

67 

100 

33 

67 

100 

33 

67 

67 

100 

33 

67 

999 

33 

67 

The well-being index is constructed by adding the averages of each indicator and not by 
adding each indicator beca use this excludes the effect of the 999 and 888 values. Table 5.4 
indicates how the well-being index is constructed for several households of La Albardilla 
Community in Sulace, Yero. 
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Table 5.4Calculatlng the well-belng Index of several households of La Albardilla Cornrnunity in 
Sulaco, Yoro (1998). 

No. o, Indlcators 
household 

Land Crop Doy I"come Use o, CatUe Anlmal$ Houslng Maney Food Hulth Productlon Index 
laborar laborera 

1 33 33 33 100 33 33 33 33 67 100 100 100 58 

2 67 100 33 33 67 33 33 100 67 100 100 100 88 

3 67 100 100 100 67 67 33 100 33 100 100 67 .7 

4 67 na 100 33 na 67 67 67 67 100 67 na 71 

5 67 100 33 33 33 67 67 100 67 100 67 100 70 

6 33 67 33 100 33 33 33 33 67 67 100 67 58 

7 33 67 33 100 33 33 33 100 67 100 67 100 84 

8 100 na 33 67 na 67 33 67 67 100 67 na 87 

e 67 100 100 67 33 67 33 100 33 100 67 100 72 

10 67 100 100 33 67 67 67 100 67 100 100 100 81 

11 67 100 67 100 33 67 67 100 67 100 100 67 78 

12 67 67 100 100 33 67 33 100 67 100 67 100 75 

13 67 33 33 100 33 67 67 100 33 100 100 100 •• 
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Exercise 5.1. 

Objective 

ldentifying Levels of We/l-Being to Construct Local Proff/éS of Rural Poverty 

Constructing a ''Well-Being Index" for a Given 
Community 

., Partlcipants should be able to construct a well-being index for households and for !he 
community, using the averages of indicators provided in the work sheet. 

Instructor's guidelines 

1. Organize participants into groups. 

2. Hand out the instructions and Work Sheet no. 1 that contains the values of indicators for 
16 families of Los Limones Community, Nicaragua. 

3. Ask a member of each group lo present the results in the plenary session, using a flip 
chart 

Resources needed 

• Calculator 
• Flipchart 
• Magíc markers 

Time required: 20 minutes 

Exercise 5.1. 
Community 

Objective 

Constructing a "Well-Being Index" for a Given 

., The participants should be able lo construct a well-being index tor households and for 
the community, using the averages of indicators províded in the work sheet. 

Instructions tor the participants 

1. Use Worksheet no. 1 to add up the indicators per household to oblain the household's 
indexo Then do the same lo oblain Ihe community's well-being indexo 

2. Select a member of the group lo present and explaín the group's results using the flip 
charl. To explain the result with the indexes, remember the scoring scale defined for each 
well-being level (O, 33,67, 100). 

Quantlfylng Indicators of "Well-Being" and Constructing 5 - 9 
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Exerclse 5.1Work Sheet No. 1 tor Constructlng a "Well-Belng Index" for a Glven Communlty 

Calculatlng the well-belng Index per household and per communlty 
(Data of Los Limones Communlty, Matagalpa, Nicaragua, 1997) 

--- ,-,.,- --- .. _-" , ~_ .. _, -. _._M. ___ - - - ---- .. _-" ' ... --- --- _. ---,-_. -._--._-

I ... .. 
i 
1\ 

I 
i Household Indicaron; Index ~-

codeno. Houslng Land Crops Anlmals Income 
- --r-- ----- -- -- ----- --

B. gralO1I Oey Use of day Food Healíh - a 
--- --- ------

laborer laborers i 4013 100 67 67 100 67 67 33 67 67 67 

4016 100 100 67 100 100 100 67 100 67 67 i 
4020 100 100 67 100 100 100 67 67 100 67 !i 
4023 100 33 100 67 67 33 67 67 100 

¡ 
--

J 4029 100 33 67 100 100 100 67 100 100 67 

4030 100 67 67 100 100 100 67 67 67 
$. 

4036 100 100 33 100 67 33 67 67 67 ~ 
4045 67 67 67 100 100 67 67 67 67 67 l 
4054 67 100 67 100 100 100 67 67 67 i 
4066 67 67 67 33 67 67 33 67 67 67 :t 

4072 100 67 67 100 100 67 33 67 67 67 

4078 100 100 67 67 100 67 67 67 61 67 

4083 100 33 67 100 100 100 67 100 100 100 
-------

4094 100 33 67 67 100 67 33 100 100 67 

4097 100 67 67 100 100 67 67 67 67 67 

4101 100 100 67 100 100 100 67 67 100 100 
-----~- -

Communíty's well-beíng index 



o 
5i 
:::¡ 

~ 
s' 

CQ 

:;­
Q. 
(i' 

~ 
iI1 

GI o 
:::¡ .... 
S' :: ¡t¡ 
><:¡:: 
(3'tl:I 
... t. 
SeS 
CD ~ 
rnGl :::¡:::¡ ;¡Q. 

&> 
(/)= 

Household 
codena, 

4013 

4016 

4020 

4023 

4029 

4030 

4036 

4045 

4054 

4066 

4072 

4078 

4083 

4094 

4097 

4101 

Exercise 5.1. Feedback on Constructlng a "Well·Belng Index" for a Given Community 

._ .. 

Hauslng 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

67 

67 

67 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Calculatlng the well-belng Indax per household and par communlty 
(Data of 1.os 1.lmones Communlty, Matagalpa, Nicaragua, 1997) 

-,_. - .- . - -----~--- - ---- -- ... _,, ----------.' ... _-
Indicatol'$ 

.... ...... ...----
Land C",ps Animals Incame B. glllins O.y Use of day Faod 

laborar laborers 

67 67 100 67 67 33 67 67 

100 67 100 100 100 67 100 67 

100 67 100 100 100 67 67 100 

33 100 67 67 33 67 67 

33 67 100 100 100 67 100 100 

87 87 100 100 100 67 67 

100 33 100 67 33 67 67 

67 67 100 100 67 67 67 61 

100 67 100 100 100 67 67 

67 67 33 67 67 33 67 67 

67 67 100 100 67 33 67 67 

100 67 67 100 67 67 67 87 
..... 

33 67 100 100 100 67 100 100 

33 67 67 100 67 33 100 100 

67 67 100 100 67 67 67 67 

100 67 100 100 100 67 67 100 

_ ... 

.. -----,,;--
Health 

67 

67 

67 

100 

67 

67 

67 

67 

67 

67 

67 

67 

100 

67 

67 

100 C!'OI 

! i Community's well -being index r 78J 
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Conclusion 

The well-being index par household represents the contribution of each defined indicator, in 
the precise formulation of the profile for each household in a community, in this case, Los 
Limones. 

Please remember that a scale was defined lo obtain a score per household (O, 33, 67, 100) 
and represents the well-being level of that household and the community to which il belongs. 
(See index, Exercise 5.1). For example: The first household obtainad an index of 70%, and 
therefore tends lo be located al an intermediale level of well-being (67 -100), according to lhe 
score assígned lo Ihís leve l. The seme occurs wilh lhe well-being index for the entíre 
communíty (78%). 

In thís study, Los Limones Communily, whích is locatad in a sub-walershed in Nicaragua, was 
ranked with an intermediate well-being level. 
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Originals for Transparencies 
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SECTION STRUCTURE 

Quantlfying 
WeJl-Being Indicators 

Verifylng the value of indicators by 
admlnlstering a questionnaire 

Constructing a Well-Being Index for a 
Glven Study Area 

Averaging the value of indlcators per 
household and per community or zone 
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ORIENTING QUESTIONS 

1. What do you understand by "quantifying" a 
well-being indicator? 

2. How do you select tha sample population for 
administering a questionnaire? 

3. What is a "well-being index" ? 

Povprof. 5 - 3 





WELL-BEING INDEX 

• It is a single measure that combines a 
set of quantified well-being indicators 
that are used to indicate a household's 
well-being level 

• It is obtained by adding up the average 
of the scores a household obtains for 
the indicators used to measure its 
well-being level 

Povprof. 5 - 4 





EXAMPLE OF A QUESTIONNAIRE TO 
QUANTIFY WELL-BEING INDICATORS 

WITHIN A COMMUNITY 

1.2 If you own land, how much do 
you have? 

2.2 What 18 the condltlon of the 
house? 

3.1 

Onlya backyard __ 
Nothing,_--:c­

Le$$ than 1 mz·_ 
From 1 to 4 mz. __ 

Morethan 4 

~-----,+-----_.- -----" 

.. n, I -.---------.-----... -------.. -.--.---._-.-.. -----... -."--_.. -~_. __ ._". _._._-"-_ ..... ---.---.. -N"'~t·--·_------------
3.2 ! l' you an8wered yel, how 

• frequer:'tI~_? 

• 1 mz = 0.7 ha (80 m). 2 
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Section Structure 

Validating the Well-Being Index and Creating a Local Profile 

Correlating the index with 
rankings 

Objectives 

Defining well-being 
categorJes 

Selecting households that have 
been ranked and surveyed 

ldentlfying 'natural jumps' in 
index values 

,¡ Te cenfirm the validity of the well-being index by relating it to the rankíngs made by the 
infermants in sampled communities, 

.¡ Te define well-being categoríes according to the respective index, 

,¡ To create a poverty profile for a given study area, 

Orienting Questions 

1, How does the index relate to the ranking made by the informants in sampled 
communities? 

2, What happens ifthis relationship is not significant? 

3. Basad on what criteria are the well-being categoríes defined? 

6 - 2 ValidatJng the WeIf..Being Index and Creating a Local Proflle 
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Introduction 

The way of assigning a score lo each household within a community was discussed in 
Section 3. These scores are based on Ihe rankings made by informants. In olher words, Ihe 
well-being index ot each household, according to informants, ís reflected in a score or indexo 

A well-belng index per household and per community, based on indicators, was also obtained 
in Section 5. 

This step involves correlating or comparing this well-being index with the score (8) given by 
informants to households in lhe sampled communities. II seeks to verify the validity of lhe 
well-being index obtained by indicators. This correlation should be significan! to confírm Ihat 
Ihe indicators used were valid tor Ihe study area and, accordingly, Iha! the well-being index is 
alsovalid. 

6.1 Correlating the Index with the Infonnants' Rankings 

Use Ihe scoring sheet tha! corresponds to lhe communities ranked by the informants. Go lo 
column 'P' of Ihe scoring sheet. This column indicales Ihe average of all scores given by 
informants to a household. Then, indicale Ihe well-being index Iha! Ihesa same households 
obtained in Ihe survey data by averaging Ihe indicalors. The process is detailad below. 

6.1.1. Selecting households that have been ranked and surveyed 

Carry out the following sleps to perform the correlation. 

First, identify the communities Ihat were surveyed in addition lo having been ranked by key 
informants regarding Iheirwell-being levels. 

Second, once Ihe data is in the computer (in an Excel spreadsheet), select Ihose households 
tha! meet both conditions: ranked and also surveyed. Use Ihe code assigned to each family . 

. Once the families have been selected and included in the same file, the simplest way to find 
the correlation is lo use an Excel spreadsheet and apply a correlation coefficient to each 
community tha! has been ranked and surveyad. This coefficient measures the relationship 
between two seis of data, and is used to determine whether these seis vary simultaneously, 
whether the high andlor low values of one set are associated with those of the other set, or 
whether these values are unrelated (negative correlation). Excel uses several formulas to 
yield the correlation coeffícient. We recommand that you use the simplest coefficient (r") that 
corre lates similarly to Spearman's Rho. To verify the sígnificance of the coefficient, you can 
use the Student t-table (Appendix G.6). Thls method establishes a confidence ínterval of 
0.05% to evaluate sígnificance. 

ValidatJng the Well-Selng Index and CreatJng a Local Profile 6 - 3 
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In case you do not have appropriate computar software, another method you can use lo find 
the correlation is to calculate rusing a calculator with square root functions. 

The data necessary for calculations are shown in the table that provides feedback on lhe 
exercises, included at lhe end of this saetion. In this table, variables X and Y represent the 
sets of dala to correlate: X are data on well-being indexes and Y the scores given by key 
informants during ranking. 

Afier makíng the calculations wilh lhe variables, the formulas are applied to determine lhe 
coefficient of correlation and Student t is usad to assess the significance of this coefficient. 
The formulas are: 

D<y 
r= 

~ (ú2) (Ly2) 

r ..J N-2 
t= 

..J 1 - ~ 

The significance of the coefficient is evaluated by comparing the tcalculated wilh the tvalue in 
the table. If lhe firsl is greater than the t value in the table. then the relationship between lhe 
index and the scores (X and Y) is significan!. If the t value in Ihe table is greater lhan lhe 
calculated t, then Ihe relationship is not significant. 

If Ihe correlation is not significant, !he following situations may occur: 

- The index ís nol well prepared, and should be reviewed lo verjfy that the selected 
indicators were Ihe most appropriate, in olher words !hat they truly describe a given well­
being level. 

- The ranking in communities was not well oriented by the informants or, Ihe community's 
real composilion tends toward a single well-being level (most are very peor, or 
inlermediale or high level) and the established criteria did not detect differences. In this 
case, the companson of scores is hindered. 

In Honduras, Ihe correlation was significant in four of five communities (Table 6.1). In 
Nicaragua, it was significant in four of six communities (Table 6.2). The positive correlation 
mean s lhat the index truly reflaets !he informants' descriptions of each well-being level and, 
therefore, the indicators identified are suitable, 

6 - 4 Va/idating ths WeJl-Being Index and Creating a Local Protlle 



Table 6.1. Level of correspondence between the well-being index and 
the scores based on rankings carried out in five Honduran 
Communities. 

• -
ns 

i Community , 

I Araull, Danll, El Paral so 

• San Francisco de Saco, Arizona, Atlántída 

• Jalapa, Yorito, Yoro 

I Vallecillos, Yolito, Yora 

I La Albardilla, Sulaco, Yoro 

Significan! al 0.01 level. 
Significan! al 0.001 level. 
Nol significan!. 

Spearman's Rho 

0.5449 ** 

0.7604 ** 

0.7214 ** 

0.5831 • 

0.4862 ns 

Table 6.2. Correlation between the well-being index and the rankings 
made by informants in six ranked communities of the Calleo 
River sub-watershed, Matagalpa, Nicaragua (1997). 

Community 
._-"---_ .. '--:----_ .................................................... ", 

Speannan's No. of cases Signlficance* 
coefficient 

....................... w .. ·" •• ___ 

El Jícaro 0.5106 

Wibuse 0.7663 

Piedras Largas 0.1253 

Los Limones 0.6841 

El Cóbano 0-.642 

El Corozo 0.4769 

• Tlle relationship is significan! a! < 0.05 leve!. 

19 

14 

12 

16 

7 

23 

0.026 

0.001 

0.698 

0.003 

0.891 

0.021 

'lalidating the Well-Being Index and Creating a Local Profile 6 - 5 
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6.2. Defining "Well-Being" Categories 

After verífyíng the correlatíon between the weli-being index and the scores assigned by 
ínformants, you need to define categoríes of weli-being based on the indexo These must 
correspond, as mueh as possible, to the ranking-based categoríes, in other words, those 
done in Seetíon 3. 

To define weli-being categories, you must first examine the well-being index obtained for all 
households in the study and those resultíng for each índicator, and then locate the limits or 
'natural jumps' in scores as in the case of Nicaragua (Table 6.3). 

6 - 6 validating the We/I-Being Index and Creating a Local Profi/e _~¡¡) 
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6.3. Creating a Poverty Profile tor the 5tudy Area 

You have now reached Ihe slage where Ihe final product of Ihe study is generaled: a poverty 
profile tor Ihe study area. This profile índícales Ihe compositíon of a population in a given area 
regarding itswell-being levels. 

For example, the analysis of Calíco River sub-watershed in Matagalpa, Nicaragua, yielded 
the following profile: 

Of Ihe populalion inhabitíng Ihe watershed, 50.3% belong to the pooresl or lowesl level of 
well-being, 33.4% to Ihe middle or nol-so-peor level, and 16.2% lo Ihe highest level of well­
being. 

The prefile gíves us nol only an idea of the geographical dislribution of poverty (Le., how many 
poor and less-poor households exis! and where), bul also important informatíon about poor 
and not-so-poor households. Figure 6.1 shows Ihe different well-being levels of Ihe Calico 
River sub-watershed in Nicaragua with raspect to Ihe indicalors used lo construct Ihe well­
being indexo 

When Ihe indícators are combined with the well-being descriptions originally mada by Ihe 
informants, they provida importan! information for designing and evaluating programs or 
activitíes intended to alleviale poverty. For example, in Ihe sludíes of Nicaragua and 
Honduras, Ihe factor !hal maintains poverty at given level was ídentified. It is no! always Ihe 
same from one sile lo another. 

When natural resource managemenl was related lo Ihe poor and less-poor well-being groups 
offarmers, no substanlíal differences were found in Honduras and Nicaragua. 

Therefore, Ihe application of this melhodology can provide useful informalion for 
policymakers and programs aiming lo alleviate poverty. 

;;r:,I;_ Valldating the Well-Being Index and Creating a Local PlOfi/e 6 - 9 
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Exercise 6.1 Correlating the "Well-Being" Index with the Scores 
Assigned by Key Informants 

Objective 

>/ Using a coefficient of correlalion, the participants should be able lo verify the 
correlation between Ihe index obtained by averaging the indicators tor each household 
and Ihe score assigned by key informants. 

Instructor's guidelines 

Thís exercise is designed to calculate the coefficient of correlation using only a calculator with 
square root functions. The method includes calculatíng a linear regression (r). The coefficient 
can also be obtained with a software program such as Excel. The results can be verified both 
ways. 

1. Organize the participants into small groups so all members can participate in Ihe exercise. 

2. Hand out Ihe instructions wilh the following materials: Work Sheet No. 1 containing data 
about the communities and which the participants should complete; Work Sheet No. 2 wíth 
the formulas lo find (r) and the level of significance (t); and Annex G.6 (Student t table) lo 
verify Ihe significance of each coefficient. 

3. Ask a member of each group lo present the coefficienl and its significance in the plenary 
sessíon, using a f1ip chart. 

4. Provide feedback by showing the corrected data sheet 

Resources needed 

• Work sheels for each participant 
• Calculatorwith square rool functions (1 per group) 
• Flip chart and paper 
• Magic markers 

Time required: 60 minutes 

~,~I_ Validating the Well-Being Index and Creating a Local Profile 6 - 11 
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Exercise 6.1 Correlating the "Well-Being" Index with the Scores 
Assigned by Key Infonnants 

Objective 

.f Applyíng a coeffícient of correlation, the participants should be able verify the 
correlatíon between the index obtained by averaging lhe indicators for each 
household and the score assigned by key informants, 

Instructions forthe participants 

1, Complete the data missing in Work Sheet No, 1; make the calculations for the last five 
columns for Los Limones and Piedras Largas communities, 

2, Use the X and Y data completed in Work Sheet No, 1 to fínd the coefficient of correlation 
(r), and the Student t-test lo determine the level of significance, Apply the formulas 
províded in Work Sheet No, 2, 

3, Compare Ihe results of Ihe tcalculated with the tvalue in the table (Appendix G,6), Use the 
dfcolumn (degrees offreedom) to lacate Los Limones, which is aqual lo 14, and Piedras 
Largas, which ís equal to 10, Locate the t value in the first row, The intersection cel! of bolh 
values is the tvalue, 

4, Explain the results, If Ihe t calculated is greater than the t value in the table, Ihen the 
correlation is significan!. If it is less, then the correlation is nol significant. 

5, Appoint a member of the group to explain the results of the coefficient of correlation 
and the level of significance for both communities in the plenary session, using a flip chart, 

6 - 12 Va/ldating the Well-Being Index and Creating a Local Profi/e _l~;, 
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Exereíse 6.1. Work Sheet No. 1 for Correlatíng the "Well-Being" Index 
with the Scores Assigned by Informants 

N 

1 
2 
3 

1 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

N=16 : 

Data on the Level of Well·being and Scores Assigned by Infonnants 
Los Limones Community, Matagalpa, Nicaragua 

x y x = x-x MEAN Y = x·y MEAN X2 Y2 

70 28 • -18.1 59.1 328. 
87 28 -18.1 86.7 328. 
87 56 9.9 86.7 97. 
70 - -41 5i 21 

8: 31. 
51 

-46.1 21;,; 
74 -3. -2.1 13. 4.5 
82 4. 25.9 18 669. 
60 3.9 31:<.1 
74 56 13.1 9 
n 17 241 
87 100 
73 56 
n 17 
90 75 

1243 738 

xv 

-11 

3! 
1! 

7.8 
111.6 
-E 5 

501.7 

MEAN X I MEAN Y I x = Household's well-being indexo 

n.7. 46.1. y = Score assigned by key informants. 

Data on the Well-Being Index and Scores Assigned by Informants 
Piedras Largas Community, Matagalpa, Nicaragua 

y j";x -x MEAN I y = x -y MEAN 
...... __ .. __ . __ .. 

N X X2 Y2 

1 73 15 -10.7 ·21.2 113.8 448.0 
2 87 40 3.3 3.8 11.1 14.7 
3 87 26 3.3 -10.2 11.1 103.4 
4 90 21 6.3 -15.2 40.1 230.0 
5 83 54 4).7 17.8 0.4 318.0 
6 87 41 3.3 4.8 11.1 23.4 
7 83 37 0.8 0.1 0.7 
8 87 29 9.6 0.0. 
9 n 38 0.0 

10 80 42 15.0 
11 80 35 97.5 
12 90 56 248.3 

N=12 1004 434 

MEAN X I MEAN Y I 
83.7. 36.2. 

x = Household's weU-being indexo 
y = Score assigned by key informants. 

xv 
225.8 

12.8 
-33.9 
-96.1 
-11.9 
16.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

-68.5 
-36.4 
20.0 

501.7 

Validating the WelI-Being Index and Creatíng a Local Profile 6 - 13 
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Exercise 6.1 Work Sheet No. 2 for Correlating the "Well-Being" Index 
with the Scores Assigned by Key Informants 

Fonnulas to Obtain the Correlation Coefficient (1') and the 
Level of Significance with the Student t value 

Correlation coefficieot (r): 

r= 

r "" N-2 
t= 

\/IIhere, 

xy = Sum of the square of the remainder of X, multíplíed by the square of the sum of the 
remainder of Y 

Xl = Square of the dífference after subtracting the average of X from the X value, 

i ::: Square of Ihe difference after subtracting the average of Y from the Y value, 

f ::: Square of Ihe value of r. 

t = Once the value has been calculated with the formula, go lo the firsl column (N) of 
the Studenl t -table (Work Sheet 6,3), number 14 (N-2) for Los Limones and 10 
(N-2) for Piedras Largas and, in the first row, place the value 0,975, whích al the 
0,05% level of significance. 

The correlation is significant when the t calculated is greater Ihan Ihe t value in the table, 
II is not significant if the t calculated is less than Ihe t value in the tabla, 
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Exercise 6.1 Feedback on Correlating the 'Well-Being" Index with 
the Score Assigned by Key Informants 

Worksheet No. 1 

Data on the Well-being Index and Scores Assigned by Key Infonnants 
Los Limones Community, Matagalpa. Nicaragua 

N X Y X=x-xMEAN Y=x-yMEAN X2 Y2 xv 
1 70 28 -7.7 I -18.1 59.1 328.5 139.3 
2 87 28 9.3 -18.1 86.7 328.5 -168.8 
3 87 56 9.3 9.9 86.7 97.5 92.0 
4 70 o -7.7 -46.1 59.1 2127.5 354.6 
5 83 83 5,3 36.9 28.2 1359.8 195.9 
6 82 56: 4.3 9.9 18,6 97.5 42.6 
7 70 I o -7.7 -46.1 59.1 2127.5 354.6 
8 74 44 -3.7 -2.1 13.6 4,5 7.8 
9 82 72 4,3 25,9 18,6 669,5 111,6 

10 60 50 -17.7 3,9 312.8 15.0 -68,5 
11 : 74 I 56 -37 9.9 13.6 97,5 -36,4 
12 77 

1!t= 
-07 -29.1 0.5 848.3 20,0 

13 87 9.3 53,9 86.7 2902,5 501.7 
14 73 56 -4.7 9,9 22.0 97.5 -46.3 
15 77 17 -0.7 -29,1 0.5 848.3 20.0 
16 90 75 12,3 28.9 151.6 833.8 355.5 

N=16 1243 738 1017.4 12783.8 1875.6 

MEAN X I MEAN Y I 
77.7, 45.1. 

x = Household's well-being indexo 
y = Score assigned by key informants. 
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Data on the WelI-Being Index and Scores Assigned by Key Informants 
Piedras Largas Community, Matagalpa, Nicaragua 

N X Y x .. x-x MEAN Y.x-yMEAN X2 Y2 xv 
1 73 15 -10.7 -21.2 113.8 448.0 225.8 

I 2 87 40 3.3 3.8 11.1 • 14.7. 12.8 

3 87 26 3.3 -10.2 11.1 103.4 I -33.9 

4 90 
• 

21 6.3 -15.2 i 40.1 230.0 -96~ 

5 83 54 -0.7 17.8 0.4 318.0 -11.9 

6 87 41 3.3 4.8 11.1 23.4 16.1 
._~---~-- '1-----

7 83 . 37 -0.7 0.8 0.4 0.7 -0.6 
8 87 29 . 3.3 -7.2 11.1 51.4 -23.9 . 

9 77 i 38 -6.7 1.8 44.4 3.4 -12.2 

10 80 42 -3.7 5.8 13.4 34.0 -21.4 

11 80 35 -3.7 -1.2 13.4 1.4 4.3 

12 90 56 6.3 19.8 40.1 393.4 125.6 

N:012 1004 434 310.7 1621.7 ' 184.7 

L MEAN X MEAN Y 

I 83.7 36.2 

x " Household's weli-being index 
y " Score assigned by key mforman! •. 
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Worksheet No. 2 

Result of Correlating Data from 
Los Limones and Piedras Largas communities in Nicaragua 

Los ümones (correlation coefficient) 

1875.6 
r= _______ = 0.52007 

1017.4 *12783.8 

r= 0.27047 

t calculated: 

0.52007 16-2 
t= _______ ::: 2.27 (t calculated) 

1 - 0.27047 

The tvalue in the table::: 2.14; therefore, the tcalculated is greater than the tvalue in the lable. 

Conclusion 

The relatíonship between the well-being index and the scores assigned by informants in Los 
Limones Community is significant 
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Piedras Largas (correlation coefficient) 

184,7 
r = ______ = 0,25965 

310,7 * 1621,7 

f= 0,0674 

t calculated : 

t = 0.25965 12-2 
________ = 0,85 (t calculated) 

1·0,0674 

The tvalue in the table = 2,23; therefore the tcalculated is less than the tvalue in lhe table, 

Conclusion 

The relationship between ¡he welt-being index and Ihe scores assigned by informants in the 
Piedras Largas Community is nol significan!. 
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Originals for Transparencies 
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SECTION STRUCTURE 

VaUdatlng the Well-Belng Index and Creatlng a Local Proflle 

Correlating the Index wlth 
rankings 

Deflning weJl-belng 
categorles 

Selecting households that have 
been ranked and surveyed 

Identlfylng 'natural jumps' In 
index values 

Deflnlng the local proflle 
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SECTION OBJECTIVES 

v' To confirm the validity of the well-being index 
by relating it to the rankings made by the 
informants in sampled communities. 

v' To define well-being categories according to 
the respective indexo 

v' To create a poverty profile for a given study 
area. 
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ORIENTING QUESTIONS 

1. How does the index relate to the ranking made 
by the informants in sampled communities? 

2. What happens if this relationship is not 
significant? 

3. Based on what criteria are the well-being 
categories defined? 
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STEPS FOR CORRELATING THE INDEX ANO 
THE RANKINGS MADE BY INFORMANTS 

• Identify families and communities that 
have been ranked and surveyed 

• Select and combine survey data with 
rankings in the same file 

• Apply the correlation coefficient 
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DELIMITING "WELL-BEING CATEGORIES" 

The well-being index obtained tor all 
households included in the survey 
should be examined and "natural jumps" 
in scores located 
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eORRELATION BETWEEN THE WELL-BEING 

INOEX ANO WELL-BEING seo RES 
(BASEO ON RANKINGs) IN 

FIVE HONOURAN eOMMUNITIEs 

Araulf, Danli, El Pararso 0.5449** 
. ,,----

San Francisco de Saco, Arlzona, 0.7604** 
Atléntico~. '" _ .. _ , ' .. 

Jalapa, Yorito, Yoro 0.7214** 
-- ----- .. _._~ -....;....-

Valleeillos, Yorito, Yoro 0.5831** 

. La Arbadllla, Sulaeo, Yoro 
¡ 

0.4862ns 
, 

* Signlfieant at <6'.01 level 

** Signifieant at < .. 001 level 
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CORRELATION BETWEEN THE WELL-BEING 
INOEX ANO THE RANKINGS MAOE BY 

INFORMANTS IN SIX COMMUNITIES OF THE 
CALICO RIVER SUB-WATERSHED, MATAGALPA, 

NICARAGUA, 1997 

El Jícaro 0.5106 

Wlbuse ; 0.7663 
........ .._ .. - '-"_"_'fi _... . ........................ . 

Piedras Largas 0.1253 

Los Limones 

EIC6bano 

. El Corozo 
L .. __ 

...! . 
0.6841 

-0.642 

0.4769 

19 0.026 

14 0.001 

12 0.698 

16 0.003 

7 0.891 

23 0.021 
..... - .. _. __ .. _.~ .... 
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