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Summary

How we measure poverty shapes how we understand it. Traditional indicators such as income,
consumption, and asset ownership provide useful benchmarks but often fail to capture the daily
redlifies of deprivation (Sen, 1985; Ravallion, 2016). Afrobarometer’s Lived Poverty Index (LPI)
offers an alternative by shifting the focus to direct experience: how often people lacked access
to five basic necessities (food, clean water, medical care, cooking fuel, and a cash income) in
the prior year (Mattes, 2008). This approach has clear advantages in settings where informal
economies dominate and income is difficult fo measure, as is the case in many African
countries.

Access to clean water is not only a key component of the LPI but also a fundamental driver of
health, dignity, and development. In 2022, just 73% of the global population used safely
managed drinking-water services, with a marked urban-rural divide: 81% of urban residents vs.
only 62% of those living in rural areas. Meanwhile, 2.2 billion people remained without safely
managed water, including 115 million still drinking directly from surface water (UNICEF, 2025).
Across Africa, Afrobarometer data show that citizens rank access to water and sanitatfion
among their highest priorities for government action (Ben Saad & Logan, 2024). Despite
improvements in some countries, substantial gaps in access persist, fuelling citizen demand for
more equitable and reliable service delivery.

This methods note investigates an empirical puzzle: A substantial number of Afrobarometer
survey respondents reporting no lived poverty, meaning they never lacked any of the five life
essentials during the previous year, nevertheless lack access to critical services such as piped
water, electricity, and sanitation. This paradox suggests that subjective measures like the LPI may
be influenced by adaptation strategies (e.g., water storage, long-distance fetching, or
community sharing) that help households manage structural deficits without perceiving acute
shortages. Consequently, while the LPI captures episodic deprivation, it risks overlooking systemic
exclusion from essential infrastructure. The analysis uses Afrobarometer Round 9 data to highlight
the relationship between lived poverty and access to water, a core LPIl component and a
cornerstone of public health and well-being.

The findings reveal a crifical gap: Nearly three-tenths of respondents with no lived poverty lack
access to piped water, and one in five must fetch water from a source outside their compound.
These gaps reflect infrastructural exclusion that persists despite households’ adaptive resilience.
These gaps suggest that while the current LPI measure captures short-term material conditions, it
may underestimate the true extent of structural deficits in Africa and miss deeper and more
persistent forms of exclusion.

By focusing on examining the mismatch between subjective lived experience and objective
infrastructural (in)security in water access, this paper highlights the need for incorporating both
perspectives in order to design effective development policies and to frack progress toward
Sustainable Development Goal 6 — ensuring universal access to safe and affordable drinking
water (United Nations, 2015).

Key findings

" Lived poverty and lack of access to water are strongly linked but not perfectly aligned.

o Clean, piped, and on-compound water access all decrease as lived poverty
increases.
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o However, a notable minority of respondents with no lived poverty do lack access to
clean water (15%) and piped water (27%), and 20% must collect water from outside
their compound.

" Even in countries with the largest proportions of survey respondents experiencing no lived
poverty, significant gaps in water infrastructure persist.

Demographic inequalities also exist within the “non-poor” population.

o Among respondents with no lived poverty, rural residents are more than three fimes
as likely as urban dwellers to lack clean water (29% vs. 9%), piped water (53% vs.
17%), and on-compound water access (43% vs. 11%).

o Among this group, respondents with no formal education face the highest deficits:
30% lack clean water, 57% lack piped water, and 46% must collect water from
outside the compound.

Water insecurity overlaps with other forms of infrastructure deficits: Among those with no
lived poverty, 11% report no access to a toilet, 13% lack grid electricity, and 30% do not
have mobile Internet access. Correlations show divergent patterns, revealing that no
single indicator fully captures living standards.

Data and methods

Afrobarometer is a pan-African, non-partisan survey research network that provides reliable
data on African experiences and evaluations of democracy, governance, and quality of life.
Ten survey rounds in up to 45 countries have been completed since 1999.

Afrobarometer’s national partners conduct face-to-face interviews in the language of the
respondent’s choice with nationally representative samples of adults that yield country-level
results with margins of error of +/-2 to +/-3 percentage points at a 95% confidence level.

This paper presents analysis based on 53,444 interviews conducted across 39 countries in Round
9 (2021/2023). (See Appendix Table A.1 for a list of countries and fieldwork dates.) It focuses on a
set of questions related to the lived experience of poverty and water security. (See Table 1 fora
list of variables and Appendix Table A.2 for a breakdown of access across included variables.)
Reported results are based on unweighted data unless specified.

Afrobarometer collects several indicators related to water access, each capturing a different
aspect of access or deprivation. To inform the Lived Poverty Index (LPI), the survey asks
respondents how often they went “without enough clean water for home use” during the
previous year, relying entirely on each person’s own judgment.

Respondents may therefore differ in how they interpret what constitutes “enough clean water.”
For example, does this refer exclusively to drinking water, or does it include water for cooking,
bathing, or cleaning? Respondents must also assign meaning to response categories such as
“just once or twice,” “several fimes,” or “many times” — interpretations that can vary depending
on local norms, personal expectations, or past experiences. Moreover, respondents’ answers
reflect not only objective conditions but also their individual perceptions of water sufficiency,
reliability, and seasonal fluctuations. Such variation underscores the inherent complexity and
subjectivity of this measure, highlighting how differences in recall and interpretation may
influence reported levels of water deficit.
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The first key variable in this analysis is the LPI, which is described above. Based on their reported
shortages of clean water and the four other basic necessities, respondents’ LPI scores identify
them as experiencing high, moderate, low, or no lived poverty (Table 1).

In addition, Afrobarometer collects data on self-reported access to clean and piped water, as
well as proximity to a water source. These indicators can be considered more objective, as they
pertain to observable aspects of infrastructure and physical access rather than respondents’
subjective perceptions.

Table 1: Variable description

Name Description

Lived poverty categories | Extent of material deprivation based on respondent’s LPI score:!

e “No lived poverty” — no shortages across five necessities

e “Low lived poverty” — one or two shortages across one or more items

e “Moderate lived poverty” — several shortages across one or more items
e “High lived poverty” — many or constant shortages

Access to clean water Binary variable indicating whether a respondent’s household primarily
uses an improved source of water (piped water, borehole, protected well,
bottled water, or purchased water)?

Water proximity Binary variable indicating whether a respondent’s primary water source is
located inside the dwelling or compound
Access to piped water Binary variable indicating whether a respondent’s household primarily

uses water piped into the dwelling or compound

Additional infrastructure variables

Electric grid Binary variable indicating whether a respondent’s household has an
electric connection from the national power grid

Mobile Internet Binary variable indicating whether a respondent personally owns a mobile
phone with internet access

Toilet/Latrine Binary variable indicating whether a respondent has a toilet or latrine in

their home or compound

The second key variable, access to clean water, identifies whether a household’s water supply is
from an improved water source and is likely to meet minimum quality standards. Respondents
who rely on piped water, boreholes, protected wells, bottled water, or purchased water are
classified as having clean water access. Those using unprotected wells or springs, surface water,
or other unimproved sources are categorised as lacking access. Among the respondents
surveyed in 2021/2023, around four in five (83%) are classified as having clean water access,
while 17% do not (Appendix Table A.2).

Third, water proximity serves as an indicator of the physical accessibility of a household’s water
source. Although proximity is less directly tied to water quality, it captures the practical daily

I Lived Poverty Index (LPI) scores reflect average deprivation of five basic necessities on a scale of 0 (no deprivation)
to 4 (constant absence of all basic necessities). Respondents are categorised as experiencing “no” lived poverty (LPI
score of 0.0), “low” (LPI score of 0.2-1.0), “moderate” (LPI score of 1.2-2.0), or “high/severe” (LPI score of 2.2-4.0)
lived poverty. For more on lived poverty, see Mattes & Lekalake (2025).

2 This coding follows the World Health Organization’s (2025) guidelines.
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burden that households bear if their water source is located outside their compound. Across the
39 surveyed countries, more than half (52%) of respondents report that their primary water
source is outside their house or compound, thus requiring them to procure water elsewhere.

Although clean-water access and proximity capture important facets of water security, they
remain partial: Some improved sources still contain faecal contamination, and off-site sources
impose collection burdens (Bain et al., 2014). Piped-water access reflects a household’s direct
connection to centrally managed public infrastructure, signalling long-term investment in service
delivery and providing a more stringent benchmark of development progress than either quality
or proximity alone. Expanding piped-water access therefore provides an objective, holistic
benchmark for water security and is essential for closing service-delivery gaps and advancing
broader development goals (Kullmann et al., 2018).

Across the 39 countries in Round 9, only 38%2 of respondents report having piped water directly
into their dwelling or compound, while the maijority (62%) rely on alternative sources such as
public taps, boreholes, or wells.

These indicators aim to measure similar outcomes (i.e. aspects of water security) but may not
always align. For example, a household may report access to piped water but still experience
frequent shortages of clean water due to limited availability, reliability, or affordability of the
water supply. Conversely, some respondents may report rarely going without water despite
relying on informal or unimproved sources. These differences point to a broader measurement
challenge: Objective indicators capture structural availability, while subjective indicators reflect
personal outcomes. Discrepancies between the two can therefore reveal important gaps in our
understanding of deprivation.

After computing these variables, the analysis proceeds in several steps. First, | examine the
intersection of lived poverty and service access by cross-tabulating LPI categories with each
water-access indicator, thereby quantifying the proportion of individuals who report no lived
poverty yet still lack adequate water services. After summarising the prevalence of each form of
water deficit for the full sample, | examine differences by country, urban/rural residence, gender,
and other demographic characteristics. Lastly, | expand the scope to explore the relationship
between lived poverty and additional measures of access to infrastructure, namely sanitation,
electricity, and mobile Internet.

Water access and lived poverty

Standard poverty metrics often rely on income-based thresholds (e.g. national poverty lines or
the World Bank's $3-per-day4 benchmark) or on self-reported deprivation indices, but each
approach captures only a partial dimension of economic hardship (Ravallion, 2016; Alkire &
Foster, 2011). As noted above, Afrobarometer’s LPl aims to measure poverty through
respondents’ lived experiences. The LPI captured a decade-long decline in material deprivation
between 2005 and 2015, but recent evidence demonstrates a resurgence in lived poverty
across much of the continent (Mattes & Patel, 2022). Both the average level and severity of
deprivation in Africa reached new highs in 2021/2023 (Mattes & Lekalake, 2025).

Individuals who do not report any deprivation on any of the five basic necessities are
categorised as experiencing “no lived poverty.” However, this assumption merits closer scrutiny,

3 This is very close to UNICEF’'s 2022 average of “safely managed drinking water” across sub-Saharan Africa. “Safely
managed drinking water” means drinking water free of contamination that is available at home when needed
(UNICEF & WHO, 2023).

4 The global poverty lines were updated in June 2025 (World Bank, 2025a).
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especially if we conceptualise poverty not just as a momentary lack of goods, but also as the
absence of secure, stable access to essential services — a perspective central to
multidimensional poverty frameworks (Alkire & Foster, 2011).

The following charts examine the relationship between lived poverty and water insecurity, as
measured by the use of improved water sources, the location of the water source, and piped-
water access.

Figure 1 displays the relationship between lived poverty and clean-water access. As expected,
access to clean water declines as lived poverty increases: 73% of respondents with high or
severe lived poverty have access to clean water, compared to 95% of those with no lived
poverty. Given that access to clean water is directly embedded in the LPI, however, we might
expect all respondents in the “no lived poverty” category to have adequate access to clean
water, i.e. to report “never” having gone without enough clean water for household use in the
previous year.

This finding underscores a crifical disconnect between subjective reports of deprivation and
objective measures of infrastructure. Even those who appear “free” from lived poverty may
continue to face significant, ongoing barriers to improved water sources.

Figure 1: Access to clean water | by lived poverty | 39 countries | 2021/2023

100%
80% -
= 73%
60% 05% 88% 82% Access
40% - No access
gl .
Modero’re ngh

Lived poverty category

The figure shows rates of access to improved water sources (piped water, boreholes, protected wells,
bottled water, or purchased water) for each of the four lived-poverty categories.

The second indicator, proximity to a water source, provides another perspective on deprivation.
While clean-water access focuses on quality issues, proximity captures the daily logistical burden
and reliability of water access — an important additional dimension of water and economic
security.

Figure 2 illustrates how the location of a household’s main water source varies by lived-poverty
status. As poverty increases, households are more likely to depend on off-compound sources:
Among those experiencing high or severe lived poverty, 68% must procure water from sources
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outside of the compound. Even among those with no lived poverty, only 80% have on-
compound access. This practical aspect of deprivation — manifested in fime, physical effort, and
reduced reliability — may not be fully captured in the lived-poverty measure.

Building on the previous discussion, Figure 3 focuses on my preferred indicator of water security:
access to piped water in the dwelling or compound. The results show that access to piped
water varies even more sharply by poverty level: Just 23% of those facing high or severe lived
poverty have piped water, compared to 32% of those with moderate poverty, 47% with low
poverty, and 73% with no lived poverty. Yet even in the least-deprived group, more than a
quarter (27%) still lack piped water in their home or compound.

While many alternative sources may provide clean water and be located in a dwelling or
compound, only piped water demonstrates a household’s infegration into formal infrastructure
networks. This underscores how infrastructure deficits persist even among those not classified as
deprived by the lived-poverty metric.

Figure 2: Location of water source | by lived poverty | 39 countries | 2021/2023
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The figure shows rates of access to water sources inside and outside the dwelling or compound for each of
the four lived-poverty categories.
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Figure 3: Access to piped water | by lived poverty | 39 countries | 2021/2023
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The figure shows rates of access to piped water inside the household’s dwelling or compound for each of
the four lived-poverty categories.

Together, these results highlight a consistent pattern: While higher levels of lived poverty are
clearly associated with lower access to water, a substantial share of respondents classified as
having experienced no lived poverty in the prior year still experience water-related deficits. This
includes reliance on potentially unsafe sources, the need to procure water from sources outside
the home, and a lack of piped infrastructure. These findings point fo an important blind spot in
standard poverty measurement, suggesting that using the LPI alone may underestimate
persistent deficits in access and well-being.

Where do the ‘not poor’ live? Country breakdown of water insecurity

As shown above, aggregate numbers reveal that water-related deficits are common even
among those classified as having no lived poverty. However, these challenges are not
distributed evenly across Africa. The likelihood of being both “not poor” as measured by the LPI
and fully secure in water access varies widely by country, with a handful of countries accounting
for a disproportionate share of this population. (Appendix Figure A.1 shows the distribution of “no
lived poverty” individuals by country.) Examining these patterns highlights where gains have
been made and where the largest challenges remain.

This section analyses the country-level prevalence of “no lived poverty” respondents and
documents continuing water insecurity within this group.

Figure 4 presents the share of survey respondents in each country classified as having “no lived
poverty” in 2021/2023. The chart reveals striking variation across the continent. In Seychelles, two-
thirds (65%) of the sample fall into this category, as do 47% of Moroccans and 38% of Mauritians.
These countries stand out for their higher average incomes, stronger infrastructure, and sustained
investment in public services (World Bank, 2025b, 2025c, 2025d).
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At the other end of the spectrum, the share of “no lived poverty” individuals drops below one in
20 in 18 countries, including just 1% in Madagascar and Niger. These results reflect persistent
challenges related to economic development, governance, and access to essential services

(World Bank, 2025e, 2025f).

Figure 4: Share of respondents with no lived poverty | 39 countries | 2021/2023
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The figure shows the share of individuals who experienced no lived poverty by country. Countries with at
least 100 respondents in this category are highlighted in purple.
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As Figure 4 shows, 15 of the 39 surveyed countries had a sufficient number of respondents (at

least 100) in the “no lived poverty” category to allow for further analysis by access to water.
These analyses are presented in figures 5, 6, and 7.

In Kenya (31%), Ethiopia (32%), and Tanzania (35%), more than three in 10 respondents with
adequate access to basic necessities still lack piped water in their homes or compounds (Figure
5). Notably, even countries with the largest shares of “no lived poverty” have non-trivial shares of
respondents lacking access to clean water — Seychelles (2%) and Morocco (4%).

A similar pattern emerges when we examine whether water is available on the household
premises. In five countries — Mali, Kenya, Ghana, Ethiopia, and Tanzania — more than 50% of
those with no lived poverty must fetch water from outside their compound (Figure 6).

Infrastructure disparities become sharper when we focus on piped-water access. In six of the 15
countries, majorities among the “no lived poverty” sample report a lack of access to piped
water in their homes or compounds, including more than three-fourths of Malians (76%) and
Kenyans (78%) (Figure 7). Even Seychelles (5%) and Morocco (15%) —the top two countries for
“no lived poverty” — have significant numbers in this group excluded from piped-water systems.

Figure 5: Lack of clean-water access among respondents with no lived poverty
| 15 countries | 2021/2023
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Bars represent the share of citizens who lack access to improved water sources among individuals who
experienced no lived poverty.

Figure 6: Lack of on-compound water access among respondents with no lived poverty
| 15 countries | 2021/2023
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Figure 7: Lack of piped-water access among respondents with no lived poverty

| 15 countries | 2021/2023
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Together, these analyses show that lived poverty and infrastructure deficits are far from perfectly
aligned. Even in countries that account for large shares of the continent’s “not poor,” substantial
gaps in water infrastructure persist. This disconnect highlights the limitations of Afrobarometer’s
LPIif we think of “not poor” individuals as having access to a dignified standard of living with

access to clean, state-provided, and convenient water.
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Who lacks water access? A demographic breakdown

While country-level patterns reveal where water insecurity is most common among respondents
with no lived poverty, they offer limited insight info which demographic groups experience water
insecurity. Who among the “non-poor” lack access to clean, state-provided, and convenient
water?

Even among the non-poor, we might expect disparities by gender, location, education, and
age to shape water access. For instance, rural residents may be less likely to benefit from
municipal water systems due to geographic remoteness or historical patterns of infrastructure
investment. Education can influence both household income and knowledge about safe water
sources, potentially reducing deficits. Gender and age often determine household roles in water
collection, meaning that women, girls, or elderly household members may face particular
barriers even in well-off households.

To better understand these gaps, we compare water security by gender, location, age, and
education within the “no lived poverty” group.

Figure 8 shows that clean-water access is unequally distributed across geographic and
educational lines, even among the non-poor. Rural residents (13%) and citizens with no formal
education (15%) are roughly seven times as likely to lack access to clean water as urban
respondents (2%) and those with post-secondary education (2%).

Figure 8: Lack of access to clean water among respondents with no lived poverty
| by demographic group | 39 countries | 2021/2023
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A similar story emerges for proximity to water (Figure 9). Despite being classified as non-poor, a
striking 43% of rural respondents must fetch water from outside their compound, compared to
11% in urban areas. Education again plays a major role: Almost half (46%) of those with no formal
schooling lack within-compound water access, compared to only 7% of post-secondary
graduates. These results underscore that, even among the “non-poor,” rural residence and low
educational attainment are consistently associated with higher rates of water insecurity. Age
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seems to play a more limited role: Youth are 11 percentage points more likely than seniors to
lack access to water within the compound (25% vs. 14%).

Figure 9: Lack of access to on-compound water source among respondents with
no lived poverty | by demographic group | 39 countries | 2021/2023

Women
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Bars represent the share of citizens who lack access to on-compound water sources among individuals in
each demographic group who experienced no lived poverty.

Turning to piped water, the patterns are even more pronounced (Figure 10). While men and
women report the same rate of deficits (27%), there is a substantial urban-rural divide. More than
half (53%) of rural residents with no lived poverty lack piped water, compared to just 17% in
urban areas. Piped-water deficits are also significantly higher among younger respondents (33%
of youth) and those with less education (57% of those with no formal education). Even among
non-poor post-secondary graduates, 14% are not connected to piped-water infrastructure,
reflecting broader gaps in investment and service delivery.
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Figure 10: Lack of access to piped water among respondents with no lived poverty
| by demographic group | 39 countries | 2021/2023
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Bars represent the share of citizens who lack access to piped water among individuals in each
demographic group who experienced no lived poverty.

These findings raise important questions: Why do so many individuals who are not considered
poor according to the LPI still lack access to such a fundamental service? And what does this
say about the gaps in infrastructure investment, particularly in rural and less educated
communities?

These demographic divides are not unique to the non-poor but persist across the poverty
spectrum. As Appendix tables A.3, A.4, and A.5 show, although deprivation rates increase with
lived poverty, the same demographic patterns — particularly the rural-urban and education
gaps — remain stable across all groups.

Beyond water security: Electricity, digital connectivity, and sanitation gaps
among the non-poor

The preceding analysis demonstrates that a substantial share of individuals classified as
experiencing no lived poverty face deficits in water access, a finding consistent with recent
reports documenting water and sanitation as major challenges across the continent (Ben Saad,
Kayanja, & Ssevume, 2024). To place the water-security gaps among those with no lived poverty
in broader perspective, | examine three parallel infrastructure measures that are likewise
fundamental to daily living and long-term well-being — electricity, digital connectivity, and
sanitation. By comparing these indicators with water security, we can determine whether the
vulnerabilities observed among those who report no water deprivation extend to other pillars of
basic service delivery.
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The first, access to the electric grid, captures whether a household has a direct connection to
the national grid. Electricity enables lighting, refrigeration, and mechanised appliances,
extending working and study hours, preserving food and medicines, and reducing exposure to
harmful indoor smoke.5 The second variable, mobile Internet, measures whether a respondent
owns a mobile device with Internet capability. Digital connectivity gives households real-time
market information, mobile banking, telemedicine, and educational resources. Lastly, toilet or
latrine access indicates whether respondents have a latrine or toilet within their dwelling or
compound. This sanitation indicator is critical for disease prevention and enhances dignity and
personal security for all household members.

Appendix Table A.2 presents the distribution of overall access to electricity, mobile Internet, and
a toilet or latrine in 2021/2023.

Among respondents with no lived poverty across 39 countries, 13% report lack of access to the
electric grid, 11% report lack of access to a toilet/latrine, and one in three (30%) do not own a
personal phone with Internet capability (Figure 11).

Figure 11: Lack of access to basic infrastructure and services among respondents with
no lived poverty | 39 countries | 2021/2023
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The figure shows the share of respondents classified as having “no lived poverty” who lack access to
selected basic services: clean drinking water, on-compound water sources, piped water, on-compound
toilets or latrines, electricity from the mains, and Internet-capable phones.

Figure 12 reports on the relationships among the LPI and water-security and infrastructure
indicators at the country level. Each cell indicates the strength and direction of each pairing.

> See Msafiri and Adjadeh (2024) for a pan-Africa discussion on access to electricity.

Copyright ©Afrobarometer 2025 15



AFR¢:
BAROMETER

Let the people have a say

Results show that all pairwise associations are positive — as seen by their shading in green and
positive correlation coefficient.¢ For example, countries with higher piped-water coverage also
tend to have greater mobile Internet access. However, the strength of these relationships varies
considerably.

Figure 12: National-level correlations across infrastructure and water-security indicators
| 392 countries | 2021/2023
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The figure shows Pearson’s correlation coefficients among country devel averages of livedpoverty and
infrastructure and water-security indicators. All correlations shown are significant at the p<.05 level.

The country-level correlation matrix underscores clear clustering among core infrastructure
indicators. Piped water and “water in compound” exhibit an almost perfect alignment (r=0.91),
reflecting that where households have direct in-dwelling connections, they almost invariably
report on-site supplies. Mobile Internet similarly moves in tandem with physical service delivery
(piped water, water in compound), suggesting that digital connectivity and basic utilities often
advance together across the 39 countries.

Correlations between service indicators and the LPI are likewise positive but more modest,
indicating that better infrastructure provision accompanies lower material deprivation. Piped
water and water in compound show the strongest ties to lower lived poverty, followed by clean-
water access and sanitation. Notably, toilet/latrine access correlates only moderately with

6 The correlation coefficient (known as “Pearson’s r”) can range from .00 (no relationship) to 1.00 (a perfect
relationship). All results are statistically significant at conventional levels (p < .05).
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piped water, suggesting that sanitation progress does not always keep pace with broader ufility
expansion.

These patterns reveal that each indicator captures a distinct dimension of material deprivation.
The strong clustering of modern utilities suggests that investments in power, piped water, and
mobile Internet frequently advance in concert, thereby potentially magnifying their combined
impact on well-being and poverty reduction. In contrast, sanitation and self-reported water
sufficiency evolve more unevenly, pointing to persistent gaps even in countries where other
services have improved. The moderate correlations between these measures and the LPI further
imply that no single indicator fully represents living standards. A composite approach that
integrates these diverse dimensions is therefore essential to identify hidden deficits and target
intferventions more effectively.

Conclusion

This analysis highlights a critical gap in how poverty is measured. While the LPI captures
meaningful aspects of day-to-day hardship, it can overlook persistent, infrastructure-based
deprivation — especially among those who report no recent shortages. Water access illustrates
this clearly: Many respondents classified as experiencing no lived poverty lack piped water,
clean-water sources, or access to water within their compound. These results suggest that short-
term experiences do not always reflect long-term structural exclusion.

Water is a fundamental component of health, dignity, and development, and its absence often
signals broader deficits in access to goods and services. By centering water in this analysis, this
methods note surfaces infrastructural blind spots that the Afrobarometer LPI may miss.
Furthermore, it finds that the pattern extends beyond water: Many “non-poor” respondents also
lack toilets, electricity, and digital connectivity.

These persistent deficits suggest that the LPI, while valuable, may not fully capture underlying
inequalities in infrastructure and service provision. Many “non-poor” individuals remain
vulnerable to forms of exclusion that fall outside the index. This has important implications for the
measurement and reduction of poverty across Africa. As policy makers and development
partners strive to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals — including universal access to
safe water, sanitation, electricity, and digital connectivity — complementing subjective indicators
with objective measures of access can help ensure that hidden pockets of deprivation are not
overlooked.

As lived poverty rises again in many African countries, a fuller understanding of deprivation is
more urgent than ever. Complementing subjective, experience-based indices with objective
indicators of service access can help reveal who is left behind and strengthen the foundation for
more effective, equitable poverty-reduction efforts.

Do your own analysis of Afrobarometer data — on any question,
for any country and survey round. It’s easy and free at
www.afrobarometer.org/online-data-analysis.
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Table A.1: Afrobarometer Round 9 fieldwork dates and previous survey rounds

Angola
Benin
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Cabo Verde
Cameroon
Congo-Brazzaville
Cote d'lvoire
Eswatini
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia, The
Ghana
Guinea
Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Morocco
Mozambique
Namibia
Niger
Nigeria

Sao Tomé and Principe
Senegal
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Sudan
Tanzania
Togo
Tunisia
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Feb.-March 2022
Jan. 2022
June-July 2022
Sept.-Oct. 2022
July-Aug. 2022
March 2022
June-July 2023
Nov.-Dec. 2021
Oct.-Nov. 2022
May-June 2023
Nov.-Dec. 2021
Aug.-Sept. 2022
April 2022

Aug. 2022
Nov.-Dec. 2021
Feb.-March 2022
Aug.-Sept. 2022
April-May 2022
Feb. 2022

July 2022

Nov. 2022
March 2022
Aug.-Sept. 2022
Oct.-Nov. 2022
Oct.-Nov. 2021
June 2022
March 2022
Dec. 2022
May-June 2022
Dec. 2022
June-July 2022
Nov.-Dec. 2022
Nov.-Dec. 2022
Sept.-Oct. 2022
March 2022
Feb.-March 2022
Jan. 2022
Aug.-Sept. 2022
March-April 2022
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2019

2005, 2008, 2011, 2014, 2017, 2020

1999, 2003, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2019
2008, 2012, 2015, 2017, 2019

2002, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2014, 2017, 2019

2013, 2015, 2018, 2021
NA

2013, 2014, 2017, 2019
2013, 2015, 2018, 2021
2013, 2020

2015, 2017, 2020
2018, 2021

1999, 2002, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2019

2013, 2015, 2017, 2019

2003, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2014, 2016, 2019
2000, 2003, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2020
2008, 2012, 2015, 2018, 2020

2005, 2008, 2013, 2015, 2018

1999, 2003, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2019
2001, 2002, 2005, 2008, 2013, 2014, 2017, 2020

NA
2012, 2014, 2017, 2020
2013, 2015, 2018, 2021

2002, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2015, 2018, 2021
1999, 2003, 2006, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2019

2013, 2015, 2018, 2020

2000, 2003, 2005, 2008, 2013, 2015, 2017, 2020

2015, 2018

2002, 2005, 2008, 2013, 2014, 2017, 2021

NA
2012, 2015, 2018, 2020

2000, 2002, 2006, 2008, 2011, 2015, 2018, 2021

2013, 2015, 2018, 2021

2001, 2003, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2021

2012, 2014, 2017, 2021
2013, 2015, 2018, 2020

2000, 2002, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2015, 2017, 2019
1999, 2003, 2005, 2009, 2013, 2014, 2017, 2020
1999, 2004, 2005, 2009, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2021
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Figure A.1: Distribution of ‘no lived poverty’ individuals | 39 countries | 2021/2023

Seychelles+
Morocco-
Mauritius -

Ghana-
Cabo Verde-
South Africa-

Tunisia-
Tanzania-
Namibia-
Sudan-
Ethiopia-
Gambia-
Botswana-
Mali
Kenya-

Eswatini-

Mozambique -

S@o Tomé and Principe-
Liberia-

Cote d'Ivoire-

Lesotho-

Uganda-

Sierra Leone

Burkina Faso-
Senegal-
Angola-
Gabon-
Guinea-
Zimbabwe -
Malawi-
Nigeria-
Mauritania-
Zambia-
Benin-

Togo-
Cameroon-
Congo-Brazzaville 1
Niger -

Madagascar

. 15%
. %
A
I
. 5%
I

[ A

[ A

B 3%

Bl

Bl 2%

Bl 2

Bl 2%

B 2

Bl 2

B 2%

Bl 2%

B 2%

B 2

Bl %

 REA

B %

B %

B %

B %

B 1%

B 1%

B %

- EREA

B %

B %

[ REA

i 0%

I 0%

I 0%

I 0%

I 0%

1 0%

II 0% T T T T
0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Respondents were asked: Over the past year, how often, if ever, have you or anyone in your family gone
without: Enough food to eat? Enough clean water for home use Medicines or medical freatmenté Enough
fuel to cook your food? A cash income? (The figure shows the distribution of “no lived poverty” individuals

across 39 countries.)
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Table A.2: Percentage access to services | 39 countries | 2021/2023

Variable Has access (%) No access (%)
Clean water 83 17
Piped water 38 62
On-compound water source 48 52
Connection to electric grid 59 41
Mobile Internet 46 54
Toilet/Latrine 71 29

Table A.3: Demographic breakdown of lack of access to clean water by lived poverty
| 39 countries | 2021/2023

T No lived Low lived Moderate lived High lived
poverty (%) poverty (%) poverty (%) poverty (%)
Women 14 30 38 44
Men 15 28 37 46
Urban 9 18 25 29
Rural 29 41 48 55
18-35 years 17 29 38 44
36-45 years 14 29 37 44
46-55 years 12 29 38 46
56 and older 12 27 38 47
No formal education 30 42 45 50
Primary 27 39 45 52
Secondary 13 25 34 40
Post-secondary 7 15 20 29
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Table A.4: Demographic breakdown of lack of access to piped water by lived poverty
| 39 countries | 2021/2023

Category No lived Low lived Moderate lived High lived
poverty (%) poverty (%) poverty (%) poverty (%)
Women 27 54 68 76
Men 27 53 68 78
Urban 17 34 45 56
Rural 52 75 85 90
18-35 years 33 55 69 77
36-45 years 25 54 67 76
46-55 years 21 52 68 77
56 and older 20 48 66 76
No formal education 57 74 80 84
Primary 44 65 76 84
Secondary 26 50 63 71
Post-secondary 14 32 44 56

Table A.5: Demographic breakdown of off-compound water source by lived poverty
| 39 countries | 2021/2023

T No lived Low lived Moderate lived High lived
poverty (%) poverty (%) poverty (%) poverty (%)
Women 20 44 58 67
Men 19 43 59 68
Urban 11 26 38 46
Rural 43 62 75 81
18-35 years 25 44 60 68
36-45 years 18 45 58 68
46-55 years 16 41 57 67
56 and older 14 39 57 67
No formal education 46 64 72 77
Primary 37 57 68 75
Secondary 18 40 53 60
Post-secondary 7 21 32 47
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Afrobarometer is a pan-African, non-partisan survey research network that provides reliable
data on African experiences and evaluations of democracy, governance, and quality of life.
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Gesellschaft fUr Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GlZ) GmbH.

Donations help Afrobarometer give voice to African citizens. Please consider making a donation
to Afrobarometer. To make an online donation, kindly follow this link or this link. To discuss
institutional funding, contact Felix Biga (felixbiga@afrobarometer.org) or Runyararo Munetsi
(runyararo@afrobarometer.org).

For more information, please visit www.afrobarometer.org.

Follow our releases on #VoicesAfrica.
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