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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

E XECUTI V E SUMM A RY

I N THE WAKE OF ADVANCES IN TECHNOLOGY AND BUSINESS MODELS, 

an increasing number of poor households are gaining access to financing for physical 

assets ranging from smartphones to solar panels. However, even as poor people increase 

their borrowing for these assets, their impact on people’s livelihoods—and how debt affects 

the benefits of asset ownership—remains poorly understood. CGAP has undertaken a 

comprehensive review of the available evidence to understand (i) how asset ownership can 

lead to improvements in well-being for poor households and (ii) whether obtaining an asset 

through a loan or lease as opposed to a transfer, grant, or outright purchase affects the benefits 

associated with ownership.

The review focuses on recent evidence on physical assets like household appliances, livestock, 

machinery, and mobile phones, but does not include land. It also excludes financial assets 

like savings and intangible assets like social networks. The term “financing” is broadly used to 

include credit and leasing.

Evidence Suggests Impact for Some Asset Types
Evidence suggests that physical assets can improve the well-being of poor households 

through income generation, livelihood diversification, risk mitigation, and creation of access to 

markets and essential services. The authors articulate this impact by mapping the evidence 

onto a theory of change (ToC) for asset ownership. The review is somewhat limited because 

evidence to date focuses squarely on specific assets such as livestock, mobile phones, 

kitchen equipment, and solar home systems. Furthermore, the evidence is largely centered 

on households that received assets through grants, and results may not hold true where 

households finance or pay for assets outright.

Further research is needed to understand the impact of other income-generating assets, such 

as vehicles, and emerging technologies like solar water pumps, among others. The impact 

of assets that do not generate income but enhance quality of life—for example, furniture and 

home appliances—is also not covered by the available literature. Importantly, even when 

evidence is available, it is often limited to certain segments and geographies and often does not 

consider differences in impact across groups such as women, youth, or smallholder farmers. 

Also, there is a lack of research on the impact of services that allow customers to pay for 

temporary use of an asset (e.g., renting), which may offer viable alternatives to asset ownership 

for some segments of the poor.



2

A S S E T S M AT T E R T O P O O R P E O P L E

Evidence on Financing Remains Elusive
Because of a conspicuous lack of research, a question remains on whether asset financing 

is a viable means for poor households to accumulate assets. It is reasonable to assume that 

financing terms (e.g., tenor, interest, fees, and repayment schedules) and asset characteristics 

(e.g., useful life and depreciation) will affect the benefits flowing from asset ownership. However, 

most impact evidence focuses on asset transfers and grants—not on credit—and it does not 

consider how financing may affect the impact of asset ownership. 

A Call to Address Evidence Gaps
The review identifies important gaps in evidence. Further research on the impact of a range 

of assets, including consumer durables, and on the role of financing on expanding asset 

ownership will be crucial to guiding aid organizations, policy makers, funders, and financial 

services providers considering support for asset accumulation in poor households. It will 

improve understanding of the preconditions needed for assets and asset financing to have 

meaningful impact and, in turn, support the design and delivery of asset financial products and 

services tied to assets that target poor households.
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I n T R O D U C T I O n

SECTION 1

INTRODUC TION

P OVERTY TRADITIONALLY HAS BEEN VIEWED THROUGH THE LENS OF 

household income and expenditures. But incomes alone are not a complete indicator 

of household well-being. Among other factors, lack of foundational capabilities such as 

education, health, and social safety nets; lack of access to essential services; and vulnerability 

in the face of catastrophic risks can contribute to household poverty. 

Definitions of poverty increasingly look beyond income, and recent advances in the literature 

have indicated that asset ownership is an important driver of household well-being (Carter and 

Barrett 2006; Brandolini, Magri, and Smeeding 2010). Assets have been defined as a “stock of 

financial, human, natural or social resources that can be acquired, developed, improved and 

transferred across generations” (Ford Foundation 2004) and also as a “stock of productive, 

social, and locational resources used to generate wellbeing” (Siegel 2005, paraphrased from De 

Janvry and Sadoulet 2000; Rakodi 1999; and Carney 1999). 

In economic thinking, household assets are considered drivers of sustainable growth that lead 

to better economic, social, political, psychological, and intergenerational outcomes (Siegel 

2005). Assets promote the economic well-being of households by generating income, creating 

additional stocks of assets (e.g., animal husbandry), smoothing consumption during periods 

of uncertainty and hardship, and building resilience in the face of external shocks. Beyond 

such economic benefits, they provide personal and social benefits, including improvements in 

education, health, future orientation, and political participation.

However, poor households typically are constrained by low quantity and quality of assets, 

as well as adverse contextual factors such as distance from markets and low-quality public 

infrastructure that limit their ability to maximize the benefits of asset ownership. This has 

consequences for their long-term growth and poverty reduction (Valdés and Mistiaen 2001; 

Dorosh et al. 2011). Because these households anticipate economic shocks to their livelihoods 

and face barriers to acquiring financing and other market services that may help them cope 

with such shocks, they tend to invest in low-risk economic activities which, in turn, yield low 

returns. Vulnerable households that are unable to improve their incomes or increase asset 

stocks often get caught in an “asset poverty trap” (Carter and Barrett 2006). Consequently, 

they cope with shocks through adverse strategies such as liquidating productive assets, taking 

children out of school, or reducing consumption of food or essential services. This leads 

to further depletions of their stock of assets and pushes the household into structural and 

permanent poverty (Zimmerman and Carter 2003; Carter and May 1999). 
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Access to assets may help poor people escape the poverty trap and increase their asset 

stock to a viable minimum. There are several ways to facilitate access. Governments, 

nongovernment organizations, and the international development community sometimes use 

grants or asset transfers to promote asset ownership for poor households. However, while 

the impact of asset transfer schemes such as graduation programs is proven, they may be 

difficult to scale due to high costs and reliance on public funding.1

Financial services are an alternative means for promoting asset ownership. Technological 

innovations such as global positioning systems, remote sensing, alternative credit scoring, and 

the internet of things increasingly enable new business models and allow financial services 

providers to reach lower income customers who previously have been excluded from financing. 

These innovations, in turn, allow low-income customers to acquire, for the first time, assets 

ranging from solar home systems and irrigation equipment to mobile phones and motorbikes.

Recognizing the importance of asset ownership to poor households, CGAP set out to better 

understand how assets impact the lives of poor people and the role financial products such as 

loans and leases can play in promoting asset ownership. While the work could have focused 

on a range of asset types, we examined recent evidence on productive assets and quality-of-

life-enhancing assets. Since this literature review is focused on financing for movable, physical 

assets, it excludes land, financial assets, and intangible assets.2 

Further, we also excluded:

• Asset types for which the evidence is highly contextual (e.g., farm equipment and farm tools, 

whose impacts are highly specific to geography, crop type, use of complementary inputs, etc.).

• Evidence on intermediate outcomes not considered in our theory of change (e.g., impact of 

using tractors on use of complementary inputs, distribution of time and labor).

• Evidence on general approaches that does not focus on specific types of assets (e.g., 

impact literature on farm mechanization that does not differentiate between types of tractors 

used, literature that focuses on availability of irrigation water rather than delivery mechanisms 

like pumps, sprinklers, or canals).

1 Pioneered by the Bangladesh-based international development organization BRAC, the graduation model is a 
multifaceted livelihood program targeted to ultra-poor people who earn less than $1.25 per day. The approach is a large-
scale intervention with many components to help ultra-poor households “graduate” from extreme poverty: a productive 
asset to kick-start livelihoods, as well as training, coaching, access to savings, and consumption support. CGAP, in 
partnership with the Ford Foundation, supported 10 pilots in eight countries: Haiti, Pakistan, Ethiopia, Yemen, Peru, 
Honduras, Ghana, and India. The studies found the series of interventions to be extremely successful, with meaningful 
increases in ultra-poor household income and consumption, assets, food security, and health (Banerjee et al. 2015b). For 
more information, see the CGAP-Ford Foundation Graduation Program blog series, https://www.cgap.org/blog/series/
cgap-ford-foundation-graduation-program.

2 Based on how assets improve well-being, they may be classified into productive assets or quality-of-life-enhancing 
assets. Productive assets like land, livestock, and farm equipment are physical and have income-generating potential 
because they can be used as part of a livelihood or lent out for a fee. Quality-of-life-enhancing assets such as lighting, 
toilets, and home appliances (refrigerators, washing machines, stoves, televisions, etc.) may not directly produce income 
for their owners. Nevertheless, they may increase a person’s subjective concept of well-being by reducing time and effort 
spent on routine tasks; free up time for leisure, caregiving, and other productive activities; and increase social standing in 
the community. 

https://www.cgap.org/blog/series/cgap-ford-foundation-graduation-program
https://www.cgap.org/blog/series/cgap-ford-foundation-graduation-program
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I n T R O D U C T I O n

The paper begins by articulating a theory 

of change (ToC) for how asset ownership 

impacts the livelihoods of poor people 

(El-Zoghbi, Holle, and Soursourian 2019). 

The authors then review the evidence to 

determine whether it supports the ToC, 

and ask whether any impact identified 

also holds true when households use 

financing (e.g., a loan or lease) to obtain 

a given asset. The paper concludes by 

identifying evidence gaps and proposing 

opportunities for further research. 

Theory of Change

A theory of change is a structured way of thinking 
about the impact or change envisioned by an 
organization, program, or intervention. It describes 
how and why change happens, showing all the 
different pathways that may lead to impact. It is 
often graphically represented as a diagram or chart, 
and can be used as a tool for both planning and 
evaluating the success of a program or intervention.

A theory of change is built by working backward—
from long-term goals to the most immediate changes 
that need to occur for impact. It begins by defining 
the long-term goal of an intervention, which is the 
change or impact sought within a target population 
of beneficiaries as a result of the intervention. It then 
describes intermediate outcomes, which are the 
short-term changes beneficiaries will experience 
that lead to long-term goals. Further, it outlines 
“preconditions” (also known as assumptions), i.e., 
things that must happen for an intervention to lead to 
desired intermediate outcomes. Some preconditions 
may, in turn, have further preconditions. Eventually, 
all preconditions lead back to the intervention, which 
is defined by a set of activities to be performed using 
a specific mix of inputs. The causal linkages from 
intervention to impact are commonly called “impact 
pathways,” and are used to describe the expected 
trajectories of change as the result of an intervention.a

a  For further reading on theory of change, see Brown (2016); 
Harries, Hodgson, and Noble (2014); and Center for Theory of 
Change, https://www.theoryofchange.org/what-is-theory-of-
change/how-does-theory-of-change-work.

https://www.theoryofchange.org/what-is-theory-of-change/how-does-theory-of-change-work/
https://www.theoryofchange.org/what-is-theory-of-change/how-does-theory-of-change-work/
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SECTION 2

A  THEORY OF  CH A NGE FOR 
ASSE T OW NERSHIP

S EVERAL RECENT STUDIES HAVE TRIED TO ASCERTAIN THE IMPACT 

of financial inclusion on the lives of poor people—with mixed and often contradictory 

results.3 Despite intense debate and decades of evidence gathering, there is no clear 

narrative to explain how access to and use of financial services improves well-being across 

different customer segments and geographies. Recognizing that financial services are only 

a means to achieving outcomes such as increased incomes, greater food security, better 

healthcare, and children’s education, CGAP is developing a ToC that proposes several 

pathways through which the use of financial services can lead to improvements in well-being 

for poor people.4 This paper adapts CGAP’s ToC for financial inclusion and proposes a ToC for 

asset ownership, hypothesizing pathways to improvements in well-being. 

The ToC for asset ownership begins by hypothesizing that the ultimate impact of assets on 

poor people’s lives would be improvements in well-being. It then describes the outcomes 

that poor people strive to achieve through asset ownership, namely increased resilience and 

increased opportunities to improve well-being. Next, it identifies the preconditions necessary for 

achieving these outcomes, including having the ability to prepare for risks, recover from shocks, 

invest, and access markets. Finally, it describes the specific interventions that can create these 

preconditions. The ToC for asset ownership, schematically represented in Figure 1, should 

be read from the top down: from impact (orange box) to outcomes and preconditions (blue 

boxes) to foundational capabilities (green boxes). The yellow box represents direct outcomes of 

interventions, such as asset transfers or asset finance, while the grey box represents macro-

level factors that are outside an individual’s control but can either limit or enhance the impact of 

asset ownership.

3 For literature on the mixed impacts of financial inclusion, see Klapper (2019); Dupas et al. (2018); Duvendack and Mader 
(2019); Banerjee et al. (2015a); Banerjee, Karlan, and Zinman (2015); Banerjee (2013); Roodman and Morduch (2014); 
and Persson and Hernandez (2019).

4 For a detailed description of CGAP’s emerging ToC, see the CGAP.org topic, Reflections on the Impact of Financial 
Services, https://www.cgap.org/topics/collections/reflections-impact-financial-services.

http://CGAP.org
https://www.cgap.org/topics/collections/reflections-impact-financial-services
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FIGURE 1. A Theory of Change for Asset Ownership
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Outcomes
The ToC hypothesizes that when poor people own assets, they improve their well-being by 

building resilience and capturing opportunities. 

Preconditions
Households are resilient when they (i) are prepared against future risks, (ii) can manage 

current risks and respond to shocks, and (iii) can recover from shocks and rebuild their lives. 

Similarly, the preconditions for households capturing opportunities include their ability to make 

investments in welfare-improving opportunities and access to markets. 

Drivers of Impact: Foundational Capabilities
According to the ToC, three types of foundational capabilities create the preconditions for 

resilience and opportunity among poor people: financial resources, human capabilities, and 

physical capabilities. 

Financial resources. The financial portfolio of a household comprises financial resources such 

as cash and assets; financial social safety networks of families, friends, and neighbors; access 

to social protection programs; and access to financial solutions like credit, savings accounts, 

insurance, and payment systems. These resources help poor households to make productive 

investments, while also offering strategies to prevent, cope with, and recover from shocks.

The amount of financial resources at an individual’s disposal depends on their present and 

future mix of assets and liabilities, income, household expenses, and family obligations. These 

are determined by whether the individual generates income through wage employment or 

self-employment. They also depend on education, skills, training, and other human capabilities 

(El-Zoghbi et al. 2019).

Human capabilities. Human capabilities are the skills and abilities individuals can leverage 

to build their resilience and seize opportunities to improve well-being. They are mediated by 

factors such as level of education, training, and access to information; psychological factors 

like self-confidence, self-efficacy,5 and emotional well-being; and external factors such as social 

norms and social networks, among others (El-Zoghbi et al. 2019).6

5 Self-efficacy is the belief in one’s capacity to succeed at tasks. Self-efficacy beliefs determine how people feel, think, 
motivate themselves, and behave. For more on self-efficacy, see Bandura (1978).

6 Social norms refer to the rules and accompanying behaviors that govern social behavior, perceptions, and conduct, 
such as following local traditions and customs; speaking local languages; contributing to and participating in communal 
activities like festivals, holidays, and marriages; etc. Social norms shape how people behave and how they expect others 
to behave. For more on social norms, see Burjorjee, El-Zoghbi, and Meyers (2017).
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Physical capabilities. Health status and autonomy can impact the opportunities available 

to individuals while also enhancing or limiting their resilience in the face of shocks. Access to 

essential services such as energy, water, and sanitation; healthcare; shelter and physical safety; 

food and nutrition; and physical access to markets are some determinants of physical capabilities.

Country Context
Country context comprises factors beyond (and greater than) individual interventions that 

create the preconditions for asset ownership to improve the well-being of poor people. They 

broadly include macroeconomic stability, good governance, institutional norms, existence of 

government social protection programs, and community assets. 
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SECTION 3

ACCESS V S.  OW NERSHIP

I N SOME SITUATIONS, THE ABILITY TO USE AN ASSET WITHOUT OWNING 

it outright (e.g., renting or paying for a service) may produce benefits for a poor household. 

Assets such as tractors, farm equipment, and warehouses are expensive and used only 

seasonally or infrequently. In these cases, returns generated may not be enough to cover the 

costs of owning and operating an asset. Similarly, a customer may not be able to afford the 

down payments and installments associated with financing. In these cases, on-demand access 

to an asset—for example, renting a tractor to plow a field before the rains begin or paying 

a mill operator to grind maize into flour—may make better economic sense. While research 

predominantly focuses on asset ownership, there is a need for further research into the impact of 

pay-for-use models. This study, therefore, focuses exclusively on the impact of asset ownership. 
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SECTION 4

M A PPING ThE  IMPAC T 
E V IDENCE FOR  ASSE T 
OW NERSHIP ONTO ThE 
THEORY OF  CH A NGE

T HIS SECTION DESCRIBES THE PATHWAYS THROUGH WHICH ASSET 

ownership can create foundational capabilities among poor households: financial, 

human, and physical. Next, for each capability, evidence that supports the pathways to 

impact is discussed. 

Assets Create Financial Resources that Poor 
Households Use to Improve Well-being 
In the proposed ToC, assets create financial resources for poor households by (i) increasing 

incomes, (ii) diversifying income sources, (iii) mitigating risks within livelihood activities, and 

(iv) liquidating assets to cope with shocks. We find evidence of impact of assets for livestock, 

mobile phones, irrigation pumps, treadle pumps, and milling machines. Only one study 

evaluated the impact of financing on the acquisition of livestock assets. (See Table 1).

P R O D U C T I V E  A S S E T S  C A N  I N C R E A S E  I N C O M E S 
When poor people invest in a productive asset, it can generate income and spur enterprise 

growth. Income may be used to manage household expenses, increase consumption, or save 

and further invest in new opportunities related to financial, human, and physical capabilities. 

Evidence shows that access to assets affects the livelihoods of very poor people. A 

study in Ethiopia gave some ultra-poor households livestock grants up to $200 (including 

supplementary training and support) and gave others credit up to $350 (proceeds of which 
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were invested in livestock, cattle, and off-farm enterprises such as beekeeping and petty 

trades). After one year, grant recipients had made an average gross return of about $100 on 

their investment while credit recipients had made about $170. The average capital growth rate, 

which measures the extent of asset accumulation and is an indicator of a household’s ability 

to escape poverty, was 42 percent for grant recipients and 47 percent for credit recipients. 

Approximately 30 percent of both cohorts invested proceeds into their businesses, about 20 

percent invested in human capital such as skills training and education, and about 7 percent 

saved for the future (Tadesse and Zewdie 2019). 

After controlling for household characteristics, households receiving grants earned higher 

returns on their investment than those that received credit. Tadesse and Zewdie hypothesized 

that the difference may be explained by the fact that, unlike those borrowing credit, grant 

recipients did not have to repay their grants and therefore were able to generate higher incomes 

and accumulate assets faster. Beyond demonstrating the income- and livelihood-generating 

potential of assets, results suggest we cannot assume that the benefits coming from asset 

transfers or grants will hold true when the same assets are obtained through borrowing.

Further evidence can be found in Bangladesh, where ultra-poor women who received asset 

transfers of livestock shifted their primary occupation from low-wage casual labor to livestock 

rearing.7 Four years after the transfer, the amount of time devoted to livestock rearing increased 

nearly fourfold while hours devoted to agricultural labor and domestic maid services went down 

by 17 and 36 percent, respectively (Bandiera et al. 2017). This study further finds that overall, 

the amount of time worked increased by 25 percent, earnings increased by 37 percent, and 

per capital household expenditure increased by 10 percent. There is strong evidence that the 

increased incomes and savings were not used for consumption alone but were invested in 

productive and quality-of-life-enhancing assets. The value of cows owned by households that 

received livestock transfers increased by 208 percent, and the value of household durables, 

which include jewelry, sarees, radios, televisions, cell phones, bicycles, and furniture, increased 

7 These assets were transferred as part of a graduation program that also included mentoring, coaching, health support, and 
consumption support for the first 40 weeks. The strong impacts observed in this study suggest that for very poor people, 
asset ownership alone may not always improve well-being. Coupling asset ownership with capacity-building interventions like 
training, mentoring, and coaching, as well as providing access to markets, may be a prerequisite to impact in some cases. 

TABLE 1. Summary: Evidence of the Impact of Asset Ownership on Financial Resources

Pathway to Impact
Number 
of Studies Assets Covered Segments Covered

Examines impact  
of finance?

Productive assets can increase 
incomes of poor people

3
Livestock, mobile 
phones, treadle pumps

Ultra-poor, women, 
smallholder farmers

Yes (1)

Productive assets can diversify 
income streams of poor people

2 Livestock Agricultural households No

Productive assets can mitigate 
risks within livelihood activities

1
Irrigation pumps, 
milling machines

Smallholder farmers No

Households can liquidate 
nonproductive assets to cope 
with shocks

- - - -
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by 57 percent. Importantly, these households were 15 percent less likely to fall back into 

extreme poverty (below $1.25 per day), suggesting that productive assets like livestock have 

durable effects that make poor households more resilient. 

A study in the Philippines showed that farmer households from the poorest municipalities that 

adopted mobile phones saw their farm incomes rise as a result of greater access to market 

information, which allowed them to strike better deals with their trading partners. Additional income 

was used to improve overall household welfare, leading to an 11 to 17 percent increase in the 

percentage growth rate of household-level per capita consumption (Labonne and Chase 2009).

Irrigation assets, like treadle pumps,8 have also demonstrated positive and meaningful impacts 

on incomes.9 When farmers in Ghana were surveyed, they reported that adoption of treadle 

pumps improved productivity and saved time compared to traditional irrigation methods like 

ropes and buckets. The difference in income between households that adopted treadle pumps 

and those that did not was $393 per hectare of farmland, and about 10 percent of treadle pump 

adopters graduated to motorized pumping. In the same study, it was also found that about 21 

percent of households that used treadle pumps stopped using them when they broke down—

emphasizing the importance of after-sales servicing (i.e., repair and maintenance) in enabling 

asset ownership (Adeoti et al. 2009). Evaluations of treadle pump adoption have found similar 

increases in average annual incomes elsewhere, e.g., $100 in South Asia (with some farmers 

receiving up to $500) (Shah et al. 2000) and $277 in Mali, which was the equivalent of doubling 

annual cash income (Bishop 2002). In Malawi, treadle-pump-adopting households earned four 

times more than households that did not adopt ($387 versus $88) (Mangisoni 2008).

Anecdotal evidence suggests that other assets can have an impact on livelihoods; however, 

further evaluation and research are required. For example, Tugende, an asset financing 

company in Uganda, helps boda boda (motorcycle taxi) drivers buy their boda using a rent-to-

own approach.10 Although there are over 100,000 boda drivers in Kampala, Uganda, only 20 to 

30 percent own their vehicles. Tugende has financed nearly 17,000 bodas to over 7,000 drivers, 

many of whom were previously considered a credit risk. While lease payments are generally 

higher than the standard rental fees paid by drivers, the company asserts that those who 

complete payments (at around 82 weeks) can double their take-home earnings compared to 

those who rent (Waldron 2016).

8 Treadle pumps are manually powered suction pumps commonly found in parts of Africa, South Asia, and South East Asia. 
They are operated by farmers pedaling on long treadles, which are connected to pumps. Since these pumps involve human 
effort, they can be used for irrigating small plots of land (an acre or less) and for sucking water out of shallow wells (depths 
of 7 meters or less). Since their cost is relatively low (under $100) and they are less expensive to operate, treadle pumps are 
economically attractive to poor smallholder families.

9 There is a large body of literature examining the impacts of irrigation systems on crop yields, productivity, incomes, 
and poverty, among other factors. In general, studies find that irrigation leads to increased output, increased use of 
complementary inputs like fertilizers and high quality seed, decreases in poverty, and improvements in health and nutrition 
outcomes. These studies have mostly focused on large-scale irrigation projects and public assets like canals and reservoirs, 
although recent studies are focusing on smaller, household-level assets like treadle pumps, motor pumps, tube wells, and 
sprinkler systems. For a review of over 500 studies on the impacts of irrigation systems, see Giordano et al. (2019).

10 For more on Tugende, see https://www.gotugende.com.

https://www.gotugende.com/
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Importantly, the evidence cited is mostly limited to asset transfers and grants targeting 

very poor households. It is difficult to extrapolate results onto those who do not live in 

extreme poverty or those who begin with greater asset wealth relative to study participants. 

Furthermore, literature to date mostly covers assets obtained through transfers and grants and 

generally does not look at the impact of borrowing. The one peer-reviewed study that examines 

the impact of financing finds a negative effect when compared to households receiving an 

asset at no cost (Tadesse and Zewdie 2019). While anecdotal evidence does suggest potential 

impact for some assets obtained through financing, further research is required to confirm 

these claims.

P R O D U C T I V E  A S S E T S  C A N  D I V E R S I F Y  I N C O M E  S T R E A M S
Relying on only one income source increases vulnerability to risks from economic shocks such 

as loss of livelihood. When poor people obtain livestock, sewing machines, hand carts, and 

other productive assets, they can engage in new revenue-generating activities and diversify 

income sources. For example, agriculture-dependent households that expand into off-farm 

business activities decrease their exposure to agricultural vulnerabilities such as seasonal 

income, crop disease, drought, flooding, etc. (Asfaw et al. 2017). A diverse portfolio of income 

sources is an important strategy for poor households seeking to improve resilience to shocks. 

In rural Laos, higher socioeconomic status among poor agricultural households (as measured 

by ownership of livestock, cattle, hand tractors, motorbikes, and TVs, among a variety of other 

assets) was linked to increased livelihood diversification. However, it was not only the quantity 

of assets owned, but also the variety, that led to greater income diversification (Martin and 

Lorenzen 2016). This suggests that poor households may need to acquire several kinds of 

assets to diversify their livelihoods. 

An older but nonetheless influential study that surveyed households experiencing frequent and 

devastating famines in Ethiopia found that households owning a greater amount of livestock 

and nonfarm assets were able to diversify their livelihoods and emerge from famines with 

higher-than-average levels of income and consumption, as compared to households with only 

one source of income (Block and Webb 2001).

Still, much of the literature on livelihood diversification is focused on asset ownership at the 

community or village level and looks at assets such as natural resources, education/skills 

training, and access to markets (Alobo Loison 2015; Ansoms and McKay 2010). Further, studies 

do not examine the role of financing in acquiring such assets. More research is needed to 

understand how productive assets lead to diversification of income sources at the household 

level and the impact of financing.

P R O D U C T I V E  A S S E T S  M I T I G AT E  R I S K S  W I T H I N  L I V E L I H O O D  A C T I V I T I E S
People adopt risk mitigation practices within the various income-generating activities they 

pursue. These may include improved agricultural practices (e.g., the use of drought-resistant 

seeds, intercropping, forest conservation), the use of new technologies such as rainwater 

harvesting, or the use of financial solutions such as insurance. Investment in productive assets 

may offer an additional risk mitigation strategy.
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Agriculture is particularly prone to risk, and farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa face threats 

ranging from unpredictable weather to commodity price fluctuations. They often are unable to 

manage these risks because of financial constraints and lack of access to insurance. However, 

evidence suggests that subsidizing the cost of assets through grants can provide risk mitigation 

strategies for agricultural households.

A study in Nigeria found that farmers were willing to invest in productive assets as a risk 

mitigation strategy when offered matching grants that covered half the price of the asset. 

Farmers facing higher rainfall risks were 8.3 to 23.7 percent more likely to invest in irrigation 

pumps when matching grants were available since pumps ensure water supply even under 

erratic weather conditions. Similarly, farmers who face risks from fluctuations in cassava prices 

were 4.8 to 8.2 percent more likely to invest in milling machines when matching grants were 

available. By processing cassava into higher-value flour, they were better able to cope with 

fluctuating prices (Takeshima and Yamauchi 2012). In each case, matching grants reduced the 

cost of acquiring the assets; however, it is not known whether farmers borrowed to pay for their 

half of the costs. While this study provides evidence of assets offering a way to mitigate risk, it 

does not provide evidence on the impact of financing such assets.

N O N - P R O D U C T I V E  A S S E T S  C A N  B E  L I Q U I D AT E D  T O  C O P E  W I T H  S H O C K S
Poor households respond to shocks through the combination of coping strategies at their 

disposal, which may include using savings, selling assets, decreasing consumption of food and 

other essential services, or discontinuing children’s education. Although these strategies have 

implications for future consumption, they help sustain current consumption levels. In the absence 

of financial solutions such as insurance or government solutions such as social safety nets, they 

are often the only available strategies. The ToC proposes that households with productive or 

quality-of-life-enhancing assets can be more resilient during shocks by liquidating the assets. 

However, the hypothesis on the role of assets as a store of value requires more research.

Assets Create the Human Capabilities with which Poor 
Households Improve Their Well-being 
In the proposed ToC, assets create human capabilities by (i) providing access to information 

and knowledge, (ii) connecting households to their social networks, (iii) promoting education 

and training, and (iv) promoting psychological and emotional well-being. We have found 

evidence of the impact of assets such as mobile phones, livestock, farm equipment, kitchen 

equipment, and home appliances. But none of these studies examines the impact of financing 

on acquiring these assets. (See Table 2.)
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A S S E T S  C A N  P R O V I D E  H O U S E H O L D S  W I T H  A C C E S S  
T O  I N F O R M AT I O N  A N D  K N O W L E D G E 
Poor households can leverage information and communication assets, such as radios, mobile 

phones, TVs, and computers, to obtain useful information that is otherwise unavailable or 

expensive. Examples include market prices, agricultural extension services, financial services, 

government assistance, and essential services such as healthcare.

For those who sell goods or services, barriers such as distance, time, and incomplete 

knowledge of market prices can lead to suboptimal trade deals and reduced incomes. Assets 

such as mobile phones circumvent these barriers by enabling access to timely information on 

market prices and increasing trader access to new markets. They may also speed up business 

transactions, decrease transaction costs, and increase revenue—which, in turn, leads to the 

greater financial resources that drive resilience and opportunity.

For example, agricultural traders in Niger traditionally travelled to markets to learn the prices 

of agricultural goods—incurring significant expense and limiting their knowledge of prices to 

only the markets they visit and not of those in surrounding areas. As mobile phones became 

affordable and traders adopted them, they were able to obtain prices more quickly and from 

more markets, decreasing price dispersion by as much as 10 to 16 percent (Aker 2010). 

Similarly, fishermen and wholesale fish traders in the South Indian state of Kerala who adopted 

mobile phones had increased access to markets and better and more timely communication of 

business information—resulting in a 75 percent reduction in price dispersion which increased 

sales revenues (Jensen 2007). When traders face lower price dispersion they can leverage 

real-time prices across various markets and sell their products in markets with higher prices, 

ultimately increasing their incomes.

Mobile phones have increased the speed of price transmission across maize markets in Ghana 

by 6 percent (Egyir, Al-Hassan, and Abakah 2011). Similar trends in Uganda are encouraging 

market participation by farmers in remote areas who produce perishable crops like bananas 

and were previously not connected to markets (Muto and Yamano 2009).

TABLE 2. Summary: Evidence of the Impact of Asset Ownership on Human Capabilities

Pathway to Impact
Number 
of Studies Assets Covered Segments Covered

Examines impact  
of finance?

Assets can provide access to 
information and knowledge 6 Mobile phones

Agricultural traders,  
fish traders, 
smallholder farmers

No

Assets can connect poor 
households with their social 
networks

- - - -

Assets can promote education 
and training

4
Home appliances, 
kitchen equipment, 
mobile phones

Youth, rural adult 
learners, agricultural 
households, poor 
households

No

Assets can promote 
psychological and emotional 
well-being of poor people

1 Livestock
Women, agricultural 
households

No
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In Tanzania, interviews with farmers revealed that they are reaping the benefits of using mobile 

phones throughout the farming lifecycle for activities like collecting weather information and 

investigating seed prices before planting. Once crops were planted, they used their phones to 

coordinate and pool labor; collect and exchange information on rainfall, prices of inputs, and 

availability of extension officers; and locate affordable farming implements. During the harvest 

and post-harvest phase, mobile phones enabled farmers to communicate with each other, 

organize transport to warehouses, collect information about dealers, negotiate prices together, 

and make payments or receive transfers (Furuholt and Matotay 2011). 

In Ghana, the benefits of owning a mobile phone—including shorter transaction times, cheaper 

costs of transactions, and more access to markets—extended to nonfarm enterprises of poor 

households, increasing nonfarm incomes by up to 42 percent. This also led to increases in 

household consumption. On average, poor households that had a mobile phone were 15 

percent less likely to fall below the poverty line compared to other poor households (Danquah 

and Iddrisu 2018). Although mobile phones increased revenues of both rural and urban nonfarm 

enterprises, the effect on well-being and chances of being nonpoor decreased only for rural 

households, which suggests that urban households may be less reliant on access to mobile 

phones for well-being. This highlights the role of context and how the same productive assets 

may have different pathways of impact for different households.

A S S E T S  C A N  C O N N E C T  H O U S E H O L D S  W I T H  T H E I R  S O C I A L  N E T W O R K S
Beyond providing valuable market information, assets can help build and strengthen social 

relationships such as those with business partners, neighbors, friends, and family. Poor 

households may draw on these social networks for assistance during shocks (Mas and Gitau 

2014). This pathway assumes that poor individuals and their households follow prevailing 

community norms and have been accepted by these social networks. 

CGAP’s ToC posits that assets can strengthen social ties in many ways:

• Making frequent physical contact possible (transportation assets).

• Increasing frequency and decreasing costs of communication (mobile phones).

• Bringing neighbors and the community together (assets such as televisions, radios, phones, 

computers).

• Enabling quid pro quo transactions (borrowing or using each other’s farm tools, farm 

equipment, furniture, kitchen equipment, other assets).

This pathway needs to be validated through further research because evidence to date does 

not yet support the hypothesis.
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Q U A L I T Y- O F - L I F E - E N H A N C I N G  A S S E T S  C A N  P R O M O T E  E D U C AT I O N  
A N D  T R A I N I N G ,  B U T  P R O D U C T I V E  A S S E T S  M AY  I N C R E A S E  C H I L D  L A B O R  
I N  P O O R E R  H O U S E H O L D S  W I T H  F E W E R  A D U LT S 
Quality-of-life-enhancing assets such as kitchen equipment, home appliances, and vehicles 

can decrease demand for physical labor at home and free up time—especially for women and 

children. It can lead to improvements in children’s education, childcare, and time available for 

leisure and/or other income-generating activities. 

In Ghana, youth from households that owned at least one of five household items (TV, 

refrigerator, electric iron, electric or gas stove, kerosene stove) scored, on average, one point 

higher on English tests and quizzes throughout the academic year as compared to peers from 

households that did not own any of these items (Chowa and Masa 2013). Although a one-point 

increase may seem negligible, it can mean the difference between failing or passing exams and 

progressing to the next grade. 

Mobile phones have also been found to improve adult educational outcomes by allowing adult 

learners to practice literacy skills outside the classroom through calls, text messaging services, 

and mobile money applications. In Niger, when a mobile phone-based component was added 

to a rural adult education program, writing and math test scores were 0.19 to 0.26 standard 

deviations higher and math scores on standardized tests remained high for seven months after 

classes ended. Further, the study found an increase in student interest and effort, evidenced in 

active use of mobile phones for learning (Aker, Ksoll, and Lybbert 2012).

Still, the impact on human capabilities across asset types widely varies. In Tanzania, household 

durables such as furniture and kitchen equipment decreased the demand for child labor and 

positively influenced the highest school grade completed by children in the family, especially 

for rural families and grain crop farmers (Kafle, Jolliffe, and Winter-Nelson 2018). On average, 

having more household assets was positively associated with modestly high levels of school 

attendance for children (around nine to 10 more days in school than children in households 

with no household durables, assuming a school year of 200 days). In contrast, having more 

agricultural assets like tractors, ploughs, and livestock was associated with slightly lower levels 

of school attendance for children (around two to four fewer days in school than children in 

households with no agricultural assets, assuming a school year of 200 days) (Kafle, Jolliffe, and 

Winter-Nelson 2018).

In a different study in the Philippines, productive assets were found to increase child labor. 

KASAMA, an asset transfer program, targeted poor households with child laborers to 

decrease the demand for child labor by increasing household wealth. Under the program, 

poor households were given a productive asset worth $518, such as livestock, farming tools, 

inventory for vending snacks, or materials for producing home goods (e.g., candles or curtains), 

along with three days of business skills training. The program helped poor households start or 

expand home-based enterprises, increase household economic activity, increase food security, 

and improve child well-being (as measured by indicators such as child life satisfaction, feeling 

of care from parents, and depression, among others). Improvements in child well-being were 

concentrated among children who were already in child labor at the baseline (the beginning 

of the study) (Edmonds and Theoharides 2019). In contrast, the transfer of a productive asset 



19

M A p p I n g  T h E  I M p A C T  E V I D E n C E  F O R  A S S E T  O W n E R S h I p  O n T O  T h E  T h E O R Y  O F  C h A n g E

under the same program encouraged children who were not in child labor at the baseline to 

start working. Specifically, children were 8.3 percentage points more likely to be economically 

active. This effect was pronounced in households that already had an enterprise at the baseline 

but lacked sufficient adult labor. Children were 17 percentage points more likely to enter child 

labor and 22 percentage points more likely to enter hazardous child labor involving adverse 

working conditions such as working with loud noises or chemicals (Edmonds and Theoharides 

2019). Such varied effects emphasize the importance of context and how the same asset may 

have different impacts for the same kind of beneficiaries in different circumstances. 

A S S E T S  C A N  P R O M O T E  P S Y C H O L O G I C A L  A N D  E M O T I O N A L  W E L L- B E I N G
Finally, asset ownership can lead to improvements in people’s psychological and emotional 

well-being. In many communities across the world asset ownership is linked to enhanced social 

status, which can increase positive self-perception and self-confidence. The financial resources 

and physical capabilities that assets bestow can increase the self-efficacy, agency, and 

autonomy of poor people—especially for women. This could increase optimism about the future, 

encouraging people to take risks and make investments that lead to welfare improvements.

In the Indian state of Telangana, women who owned productive assets such as livestock and 

farm equipment were found to have higher agency and a greater say in household decisions on 

children’s education, types of crops to be sown, and purchase of agricultural inputs, as well as 

financial decisions like opening a bank account or applying for a loan. They were also able to 

negotiate improved working conditions for themselves in the casual labor market in the form of 

higher wages and fewer tied obligations such as working exclusively for one employer or on one 

field or having the obligation to finish their husband’s incomplete share of labor (Garikipati 2009).

Most of the literature on the impact of assets on emotional well-being and future orientation 

have focused on home ownership and financial assets such as savings accounts. These 

studies are largely limited to households in developed markets such as Europe and the United 

States (Shobe and Page-Adams 2001). Further research is needed to confirm this hypothesis 

for other assets and for populations in developing countries.

Assets Create the Physical Capabilities  
with which Poor Households Improve Well-being 
In the proposed ToC, assets create physical capabilities for poor households by (i) creating 

physical access to markets, (ii) creating access to basic services, (iii) providing shelter and 

safety, and (iv) promoting nutrition. There is evidence of impact of assets for water, sanitation, 

and hygiene (WASH) and cookstoves, and anecdotal impact narratives for solar home systems. 

There is some evidence that financing (credit) improves ownership of solar home systems, 

WASH assets (toilets), and cookstoves. (See Table 3.)
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A S S E T S  C A N  C R E AT E  P H Y S I C A L  A C C E S S  T O  M A R K E T S 
Transportation assets like two wheelers, tuk tuks (auto rickshaws), and vans expand the 

geography of poor people’s lives, helping them access new markets and travel to towns or 

cities to obtain better health, education, and other basic services. However, the literature on 

access to markets mostly covers community assets and infrastructure such as roads or public 

transport. Additionally, the impact of individual assets on a household’s market access, as 

proposed in the ToC, is yet to be tested. 

A S S E T S  C A N  C R E AT E  A C C E S S  T O  B A S I C  S E R V I C E S  
L I K E  E N E R G Y,  W A S H ,  H E A LT H ,  E T C . 
Quality-of-life-enhancing assets can have transformative impacts on the health, safety, and lives 

of poor people. Off-grid solar home systems provide access to clean and affordable energy, 

expand the number of productive hours in a day, and enhance safety at night. CGAP’s work on 

pay-as-you-go (PAYGo) solar found that poor households value access to electricity and lighting 

and are willing to invest in solar home systems, even if they do not directly impact income.11

While there are few rigorous evaluations of the impact of off-grid solar home systems, in-depth 

interviews with customers reveal that solar home systems delivered clean, reliable overhead 

lighting that was of far better quality than available alternatives such as kerosene (Stojanovski, 

Thurber, and Wolak 2017). Solar home systems eliminated the risk of house fires and children 

burning themselves, produced no smoke or odor, and left no permanent residue on walls and 

roofing (Zollmann et al. 2017). 

In India, households with access to solar home systems were 29 to 36 percentage points 

more likely to be electrified within a year compared to other households. Further, kerosene 

expenditure decreased by about 50 rupees a month ($0.90); no significant changes occurred 

in household-level savings, spending, or time spent working or studying (Aklin et al. 2017). 

Another study in Uganda found that households that purchased PAYGo solar home systems 

saved $1.40 a week, on average, on energy costs compared to households that did not and 

11 For more on CGAP’s work on PAYGo solar home systems, see the CGAP blog series, “Financial Inclusion and Energy,” 
https://www.cgap.org/blog/series/financial-inclusion-and-energy.

TABLE 3. Summary: Evidence of the Impact of Asset Ownership on Physical Capabilities

Pathway to Impact
Number 
of Studies Assets Covered Segments Covered

Examines impact  
of finance?

Assets can create physical 
access to markets

- - - -

Assets can create access to 
basic services

7
Solar home systems, 
toilets, improved 
cookstoves

Rural households Yes (3)

Assets can provide shelter and 
safety

- - - -

Assets can promote nutrition - - - -

https://www.cgap.org/blog/series/financial-inclusion-and-energy
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accrued a savings of $134 on energy expenditures over the five-year lifespan of the home 

system. The study also reported 9 percentage points fewer incidents of coughing at home 

(self-reported by household members) and a near complete elimination of fires and burns from 

lighting sources (Chen et al. 2017). 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that financing has played an instrumental role in the proliferation 

of off-grid solar home systems, but there is an imminent need for further research. The flexibility 

of repayments offered by the PAYGo business model helps low-income households acquire 

solar lighting and home systems by spreading the cost of devices over time.12 The Global 

Off-Grid Lighting Association (GOGLA) reports that in the first six months of 2019 alone, 4.11 

million units of off-grid solar lighting products were sold globally. A quarter of the units—

approximately 1 million—were financed through a PAYGo model (GOGLA 2019). 

WASH outcomes enhance household health through assets like piped water that provides 

clean drinking water and toilets for safe sanitation. While on-site sanitation improvements like 

toilets promote modest toilet use and have mixed impacts on health (Patil et al. 2014; Clasen et 

al. 2014), the combination of sanitation interventions within houses and sewerage interventions 

at the community level have dramatic impacts on health, including a 30 to 50 percent reduction 

in cases of diarrhea (Duflo et al. 2015). 

CGAP found that digital financial services like digital payments, pay-as-you-go service models, 

and digital credit are expanding access to WASH assets for the poor.13 A recent randomized 

control trial found that simply marketing microcredit as linked to specific welfare improvements 

can encourage households to invest in quality-of-life-enhancing assets. Two-and-a-half years 

after a sanitation loan was offered to residents in rural Maharashtra in western India, 18 percent 

of eligible borrowers had taken the loan—an encouraging uptake rate. Further, toilet ownership 

and use had increased by 9 percentage points in these communities—a significant and 

meaningful increase (Augsburg et al. 2019). 

Even simple home appliances like improved cookstoves (solar, electric, gas, biomass-based, 

etc.) provide clean alternatives to conventional cooking fuels such as firewood and kerosene, 

reducing indoor household air pollution and promoting respiratory health, especially for women 

(Thomas et al. 2015; Agrawal 2012). A recent study in India found that people were more willing 

to invest in cookstoves when they were offered financing combined with home delivery and 

user demonstrations, increasing ownership by 28 percentage points (Pattanayak et al. 2019).

A S S E T S  C A N  P R O V I D E  S H E LT E R  A N D  S A F E T Y 
A house or dwelling is one of the most valuable assets households across societies can aspire 

to because it provides them with a place of shelter and a sense of belonging. Research shows 

12 The PAYGo model allows low-income households to acquire assets under a lease-to-own arrangement. The customer 
typically pays 10 to 20 percent of the value of an asset as a down payment and enters into a contract, usually for a year 
or more, to buy “units” of energy service in whatever amount they choose—daily, weekly, or monthly. Like prepaid airtime, 
if units run out, the system automatically shuts off until credit is topped up. Once the user has purchased the contractual 
number of units, the system permanently unlocks and ownership is transferred to the user.

13 For more on CGAP’s work in this area, see the CGAP blog series, “Financial Inclusion and Water,” https://www.cgap.org/
blog/series/financial-inclusion-and-water.

https://www.cgap.org/blog/series/financial-inclusion-and-water
https://www.cgap.org/blog/series/financial-inclusion-and-water
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home investment improves life satisfaction, civic participation in neighborhood affairs, and political 

engagement for low-income households (note that these studies are based on narrow population 

samples in the United States) (Rohe and Basolo 1997; Engelhardt et al. 2010). While home 

ownership is aspirational for many, it remains out of reach for poor people for several reasons, 

including limited access to credit, inability to save for a down payment, and lack of affordability 

(Goodman et al. 2017; King et al. 2017). Whether financing can unlock home ownership for the 

poor and under what conditions, and whether the benefits outweigh the costs relative to renting 

remain areas of debate with mixed views but little rigorous research and evaluation.

A S S E T S  C A N  P R O M O T E  N U T R I T I O N 
Productive assets like tractors, irrigation equipment, and farm tools can mechanize agriculture 

and increase farm yields, leading to more food available for consumption by poor households 

and/or increased farm yields available for sale. This, in turn, can lead to improvements in a 

household’s nutrition and food security status. However, evidence of links between assets 

and food security are inconclusive, and further research is required to validate this hypothesis 

(Silvestri et al. 2015; Guo 2011; Ritzema et al. 2017). 
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SECTION 5

E V IDENCE GA PS  
A nD  DIREC TION FOR  
FUTURE RESE A RCH

T HIS SECTION ADDRESSES EVIDENCE GAPS OBSERVED THROUGHOUT 

this review. For the pathways leading to improvements in financial resources, human 

capabilities, and physical capabilities as hypothesized by the TOC, Table 4 indicates the 

number of peer-reviewed studies available, assets covered by each, and whether the study 

examines the role of financing.

As Table 4 shows, the impact literature on assets is sparse. The few studies that exist are of 

modest or mixed effects—and for some pathways there is no evidence at all. Although evidence 

suggests that some assets matter in the lives of poor people, several hypotheses on how asset 

ownership leads to improvements in well-being are yet to be corroborated. 

Often, research on productive assets narrowly focuses on land (which is excluded from this 

review), livestock, and mobile phones. The impacts of other productive assets like vehicles; 

pumps and irrigation equipment; microenterprise assets like sewing machines, kiosks, and 

handcarts; and transportation assets like boda bodas and tuk tuks, to name a few—remain poorly 

studied or understudied.

Similarly, there is a lack of research on quality-of-life-enhancing assets such as solar home 

systems and home appliances, including refrigerators, TVs, kitchen equipment, computers, 

furniture, etc. The evidence that these assets lead to physical and human capabilities remains 

anecdotal and diffuse. More rigorous research is required.

Evidence on hand derives from studies that cover specific contexts and segments of poor 

households, in some cases featuring small sample sizes. For this reason, it is not clear whether 

the benefits of asset ownership identified in many studies would hold true across geographies 

and segments (e.g., very poor vs. better off households, urban vs. rural households, youth vs. 

adults, subsistence farmers vs. export farmers). Finally, there is a lack of research on the effects 

of access to assets through renting or paying for an asset as a service, which may offer viable 

alternatives to ownership for some segments of the poor.
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TABLE 4. Summary: Evidence and Gaps

Pathway to Impact
Number 
of Studies Assets Covered Segments Covered

Examines impact  
of finance?

A. Financial Resources

Productive assets can increase 
incomes for poor people

3
Livestock, mobile 
phones, treadle pumps

Ultra-poor, women, 
smallholder farmers

Yes (1)

Productive assets can diversify 
income streams of poor people

2 Livestock Agricultural households No

Productive assets can 
encourage adoption of risk 
mitigation practices

1
Irrigation pumps, 
milling machines

Smallholder farmers No

Households can liquidate 
nonproductive assets to cope 
with shocks

- - - -

B. Human Capabilities

Assets can provide access to 
information and knowledge 6 Mobile phones

Agricultural traders, fish 
traders, smallholder 
farmers

No

Assets can connect poor 
households with their social 
networks

- - - -

Assets can promote education 
and training

4
Home appliances, 
kitchen equipment, 
mobile phones

Youth, rural adult 
learners, agricultural 
households, poor 
households

No

Assets can promote 
psychological and emotional 
well-being of poor people

1 Livestock
Women, agricultural 
households

No

C. Physical Capabilities

Assets can create physical 
access to markets

- - - -

Assets can create access to 
basic services 7

Solar home systems, 
toilets, improved 
cookstoves

Rural households Yes (3)

Assets can provide shelter and 
safety

- - - -

Assets can promote nutrition
- - - -
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Most studies do not consider the role financing plays in asset ownership. Whether and how 

obtaining an asset on credit affects the nature of benefits that flow from asset ownership to 

poor households remains inconclusive. When poor people acquire assets through transfers or 

grants that are part of graduation or social protection programs, they do not pay for them. They 

acquire assets with zero or few attached conditions and receive complementary skills training 

or market links to leverage the assets (Banerjee et al. 2016). Evaluations have highlighted the 

success of these methods and their durable effects on consumption, incomes, and asset 

building. Although cost-effective in terms of impact per dollar spent, asset transfer programs 

and grants nevertheless require significant resources and effective targeting, and may face 

obstacles to scale (Banerjee et al. 2015b). Financing, on the other hand, may be a more 

sustainable way to serve low- and middle-income populations at scale. However, differences in 

the impact of each approach remain poorly understood.

Among the studies discussed in this review, four considered the role of financing when 

examining the impact of asset ownership: Tadesse and Zewdie (2019), Chen et al. (2017), 

Augsburg et al. (2019), and Pattanayak et al. (2019). These studies, combined with CGAP’s 

observations on the PAYGo solar sector, suggest that financing may play a positive role in asset 

accumulation for poor people. But results should be cautiously interpreted. The studies cover 

too few assets, have small sample sizes, and involve unique country contexts that may not 

be easily replicable. While loans and leases may allow borrowers to obtain assets they would 

otherwise be unable to afford, debt may lead to trade-offs in cases where households divert 

funds to meet repayment. 

Understanding the role of debt in the impact of asset ownership is particularly important when 

it comes to quality-of-life-enhancing assets, which often do not directly impact household cash 

flows and may carry a greater risk of over-indebtedness for borrowers. Even in the case of a 

productive asset, high interest rates and fees may eat into the revenue generated. The evidence 

from asset transfer programs suggests that grants may be a more powerful mechanism to 

support asset accumulation among ultra-poor households. Unlike loans or leases, grants have 

no repayment obligations and are interest-free. Results also indicate that even grants may 

not be sufficient to drive impact, and efforts to promote asset ownership require important 

complementary capacity-building services like training, mentoring, and providing market links. 

This further underscores the need for more research into how financing affects the benefits of 

asset ownership and whether benefits depend on the inclusion of capacity building.

Implications 
Funders increasingly position financial inclusion as a cross-cutting priority and seek synergies 

in programming to achieve both sustainable development goals and financial inclusion 

outcomes. Given the evidence on the importance of asset ownership in improving outcomes for 

households, asset finance may offer a pathway to impact for financial inclusion. 

Studies to date only focus on a few assets like livestock, mobile phones, toilets, and kitchen 

equipment, and there is need for research on the impact of other productive assets like vehicles 

and newer technologies like solar water pumps. There is also an evidence gap on the impact 
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of assets and asset financing for quality-of-life-enhancing assets like furniture, electricity, and 

home appliances, among others. 

Available research on the role of asset financing does not consider how changes in financing 

terms, such as interest rates, repayment schedules, or loan duration, affect the net benefits of 

asset ownership. Therefore, future studies should attempt to identify the effects of financing on 

the impact of asset ownership. Further, research should be conducted on how financial services 

other than credit, such as savings, may enable asset ownership among poor households.

Addressing these evidence gaps has important implications for aid organizations and policy 

makers, funders, and financial services providers that support asset accumulation in poor 

households as a pathway to well-being. Such work will improve our understanding of the 

preconditions needed for assets and asset financing to improve the well-being of poor people. 

It will also provide insights that support the design and delivery of asset finance, as well as 

related policies around delivery of training, grants, and other public services shown to be 

effective in maximizing impact. 

As innovations and new business models expand access to asset financing for low-income 

borrowers, providers and funders alike need to understand the potential and limitations of these 

models. Despite the rise of asset finance, we still do not fully understand the impact of specific 

assets or the implications of providing assets through various financing approaches. 

CGAP’s theory of change lays out theoretical pathways on which evidence can be mapped 

and gaps identified to better understand the role that assets play in improving the lives of 

poor people. Available studies offer some answers but leave many unresolved questions. To 

complete the story, further research is needed, especially on a variety of productive and quality-

of-life-enhancing assets, the role of credit, and alternative channels of impact. 



27

R E F E R E n C E S

REFERENCES

Adeoti, Adetola, Boubacar Barry, Regassa Namara, and Abdul 
Kamara. 2009. “The Impact of Treadle Pump Irrigation Technology 
Adoption on Poverty in Ghana.” Journal of Agricultural Education 
and Extension 15 (4): 357–369. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
full/10.1080/13892240903309611

Agrawal, Sutapa. 2012. “Effect of Indoor Air Pollution from Biomass 
and Solid Fuel Combustion on Prevalence of Self-reported 
Asthma Among Adult Men and Women in India: Findings from 
a Nationwide Large-Scale Cross-Sectional Survey.” Journal of 
Asthma 49 (4): 355–365. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.
3109/02770903.2012.663030

Aker, Jenny, Christopher Ksoll, and Travis J. Lybbert. 2012. 
“Can Mobile Phones Improve Learning? Evidence from a 
Field Experiment in Niger.” American Economic Journal: 
Applied Economics 4 (4): 94–120. https://www.aeaweb.org/
articles?id=10.1257/app.4.4.94

Aker, Jenny. 2010. “Information from Markets Near and Far: Mobile 
Phones and Agricultural Markets in Niger.” American Economic 
Journal: Applied Economics 2 (3): 46–59. https://www.aeaweb.
org/articles?id=10.1257/app.2.3.46

Aklin, Michaël, Patrick Bayer, S. P. Harish, and Johannes 
Urpelainen. 2017. “Does Basic Energy Access Generate 
Socioeconomic Benefits? A Field Experiment with Off-Grid 
Solar Power in India.” Science Advances 3 (5). https://advances.
sciencemag.org/content/3/5/e1602153

Alobo Loison, Sarah. 2015. “Rural Livelihood Diversification 
in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Literature Review.” The Journal of 
Development Studies 51 (9): 1125–1138. https://www.tandfonline.
com/doi/full/10.1080/00220388.2015.1046445

Ansoms, An, and Andrew McKay. 2010. “A Quantitative Analysis of 
Poverty and Livelihood Profiles: The Case of Rural Rwanda.” Food 
Policy 35 (6): 584–598. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S0306919210000783

Asfaw, Amogne, Belay Simane, Ali Hassen, and Amare Bantider. 
2017. “Determinants of Non-farm Livelihood Diversification: 
Evidence from Rainfed-dependent Smallholder Farmers in 
Northcentral Ethiopia (Woleka Sub-basin).” Development Studies 
Research 4 (1): 22–36. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.10
80/21665095.2017.1413411

Augsburg, Britta, Bet Caeyers, Sara Giunti, Bansi Khimji Malde, 
and Susanna Smets. 2019. “Labelled Loans, Credit Constraints 
and Sanitation Investments.” Policy Research Working Paper. 
Washington, D.C.: World Bank. http://documents.worldbank.
org/curated/en/689371557249458846/Labelled-Loans-Credit-
Constraints-and-Sanitation-Investments

Bandiera, Oriana, Robin Burgess, Narayan Das, Selim Gulesci, 
Imran Rasul, and Munshi Sulaiman. 2017. “Labor Markets and 
Poverty in Village Economies.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 
132 (2): 811–70. https://academic.oup.com/qje/article-abstract/13
2/2/811/3075123?redirectedFrom=fulltext

Bandura, Albert. 1978. “Self-efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory 
of Behavioral Change.” Advances in Behaviour Research and 
Therapy 1 (4): 139–161. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/abs/pii/0146640278900024

Banerjee, Abhijit. 2013. “Microcredit Under the Microscope: 
What Have We Learned in the Past Two Decades, and What Do 
We Need to Know?” Annual Review of Economics 5 (August): 
487–519. https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-
economics-082912-110220

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Rachel Glennerster, and Cynthia 
Kinnan. 2015a. “The Miracle of Microfinance? Evidence from 
a Randomized Evaluation.” American Economic Journal: 
Applied Economics 7 (1): 22–53. https://www.aeaweb.org/
articles?id=10.1257/app.20130533

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Nathanael Goldberg, Dean Karlan, 
Robert Osei, William Parienté, Jeremy Shapiro, Bram Thuysbaert, 
and Christopher Udry. 2015b. “A Multifaceted Program 
Causes Lasting Progress for the Very Poor: Evidence from Six 
Countries.” Science 348 (6236). https://science.sciencemag.org/
content/348/6236/1260799

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Raghabendra Chattopadhyay, 
and Jeremy Shapiro. 2016. “The Long Term Impacts of a 
‘Graduation’ Program: Evidence from West Bengal.” Working 
Paper. Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology. https://
www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Long-term-Impacts-of-a-“-
Graduation-”-Program-%3A-Banerjee-Duflo/18fd1175767b8de37
db202d9482bdbe54b66e748

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13892240903309611
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13892240903309611
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3109/02770903.2012.663030
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3109/02770903.2012.663030
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.4.4.94
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.4.4.94
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.2.3.46
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.2.3.46
https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/3/5/e1602153
https://advances.sciencemag.org/content/3/5/e1602153
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00220388.2015.1046445
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00220388.2015.1046445
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306919210000783
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306919210000783
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/21665095.2017.1413411
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/21665095.2017.1413411
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/689371557249458846/Labelled-Loans-Credit-Constraints-and-Sanitation-Investments
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/689371557249458846/Labelled-Loans-Credit-Constraints-and-Sanitation-Investments
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/689371557249458846/Labelled-Loans-Credit-Constraints-and-Sanitation-Investments
https://academic.oup.com/qje/article-abstract/132/2/811/3075123?redirectedFrom=fulltext
https://academic.oup.com/qje/article-abstract/132/2/811/3075123?redirectedFrom=fulltext
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0146640278900024
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0146640278900024
https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-economics-082912-110220
https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-economics-082912-110220
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.20130533
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.20130533
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/348/6236/1260799
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/348/6236/1260799
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Long-term-Impacts-of-a-%E2%80%9C-Graduation-%E2%80%9D-Program-%3A-Banerjee-Duflo/18fd1175767b8de37db202d9482bdbe54b66e748
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Long-term-Impacts-of-a-%E2%80%9C-Graduation-%E2%80%9D-Program-%3A-Banerjee-Duflo/18fd1175767b8de37db202d9482bdbe54b66e748
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Long-term-Impacts-of-a-%E2%80%9C-Graduation-%E2%80%9D-Program-%3A-Banerjee-Duflo/18fd1175767b8de37db202d9482bdbe54b66e748
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Long-term-Impacts-of-a-%E2%80%9C-Graduation-%E2%80%9D-Program-%3A-Banerjee-Duflo/18fd1175767b8de37db202d9482bdbe54b66e748


28

A S S E T S M AT T E R T O P O O R P E O P L E

Banerjee, Abhijit, Dean Karlan, and Jonathan Zinman. 2015. “Six 
Randomized Evaluations of Microcredit: Introduction and Further 
Steps.” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 7 (1): 
1–21. https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.20140287

Bishop, Catherine P. 2002. “An Assessment of the Social Impacts 
of EnterpriseWorks’ Interventions in Mali.” EnterpriseWorks Report, 
Mali.

Block, Steven, and Patrick Webb. 2001. “The Dynamics of 
Livelihood Diversification in Post-famine Ethiopia.” Food Policy 26 
(4): 333–50. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/
pii/S030691920100015X

Brandolini, Andrea, Silvia Magri, and Timothy M. Smeeding. 
2010. “Asset‐Based Measurement of Poverty.” Journal of Policy 
Analysis and Management 29 (2): 267–284. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/20685183?seq=1

Brown, Ann-Murray. 2016. “What Is This Thing Called ‘Theory of 
Change’?” Blog post. The Hague: AMB Consultancy, 9 March. 
https://www.annmurraybrown.com/single-post/2016/03/09/
What-is-this-thing-called-Theory-of-Change 

Burjorjee, Deena, Mayada El-Zoghbi, and Lis Meyers. 2017. 
“Social Norms Change for Women’s Financial Inclusion.” Brief. 
Washington, D.C.: CGAP. https://www.cgap.org/research/
publication/social-norms-change-womens-financial-inclusion

Carney, Diana. 1999. “Livelihoods Approaches Compared: A Brief 
Comparison of the Livelihoods Approaches of the UK Department 
for International Development (DFID), CARE, Oxfam and the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP).” Technical Report. 
London: Department for International Development. https://www.
eldis.org/document/A28159

Carter, Michael R., and Christopher B. Barrett. 2006. “The 
Economics of Poverty Traps and Persistent Poverty: An 
Asset-Based Approach.” The Journal of Development 
Studies 42 (2), 178–199. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
full/10.1080/00220380500405261

Carter, Michael R., and Julian May. 1999. “Poverty, Livelihood 
and Class in Rural South Africa.” World Development 27 (1), 
1–20. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0305750X98001296

Chen, Amy Z., Jeremy Fischer, Andrew Fraker, Neil Buddy Shah, 
Stuart Shirrell, and Daniel Stein. 2017. “Welfare Impacts of an Entry-
Level Solar Home System in Uganda.” Journal of Development 
Effectiveness 9 (2): 277–94. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
abs/10.1080/19439342.2017.1307248?journalCode=rjde20

Chowa, Gina A. N., and Rainier D. Masa. 2013. “The Impact of 
Household Possessions on Youth’s Academic Achievement in 
the Ghana Youthsave Experiment: A Propensity Score Analysis.” 
Economics of Education Review 33: 69–81. https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0272775712001112

Clasen, Thomas, Sophie Boisson, Parimita Routray, Belen 
Torondel, Melissa Bell, Oliver Cumming, Jeroen Ensink, et al. 2014. 
“Effectiveness of a Rural Sanitation Programme on Diarrhoea, 
Soil-Transmitted Helminth Infection, and Child Malnutrition in 
Odisha, India: A Cluster-Randomised Trial.” The Lancet Global 
Health 2 (11): e645–e653. https://www.thelancet.com/journals/
langlo/article/PIIS2214-109X(14)70307-9/fulltext

Danquah, Michael, and Abdul Malik Iddrisu. 2018. “Access 
to Mobile Phones and the Wellbeing of Non-farm Enterprise 
Households: Evidence from Ghana.” Technology in Society 54: 
1–9. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/
S0160791X17302208

De Janvry, Alain, and Elisabeth Sadoulet. 2000. “Rural Poverty 
in Latin America: Determinants and Exit Paths.” Food Policy: 
389–409. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/
S0306919200000233

Dorosh, Paul, Hyoung Gun Wang, Liangzhi You, and Emily 
Schmidt. 2011. “Road Connectivity, Population, and Crop 
Production in Sub‐Saharan Africa.” Agricultural Economics 43 (1): 
89–103. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230469503_
Road_connectivity_population_and_crop_production_in_
Sub-Saharan_Africa

Duflo, Esther, Michael Greenstone, Raymond Guiteras, and 
Thomas Clasen. 2015. “Toilets Can Work: Short and Medium Run 
Health Impacts of Addressing Complementarities and Externalities 
in Water and Sanitation.” Working Paper No. w21521. Cambridge: 
National Bureau of Economic Research. https://www.nber.org/
papers/w21521

Dupas, Pascaline, Dean Karlan, Jonathan Robinson, and Diego 
Ubfal. 2018. “Banking the Unbanked? Evidence from Three 
Countries.” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 10 
(2): 257–97. https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/
app.20160597

Duvendack, Maren, and Philip Mader. 2019. “Impact of Financial 
Inclusion in Low‐ and Middle‐income Countries: A Systematic 
Review of Reviews.” Oslo: Campbell Collaboration, 23 July. https://
campbellcollaboration.org/better-evidence.html/impact-of-
financial-inclusion-in-low-and-middle-income-countries.html

Edmonds, Eric V., and Caroline B. Theoharides. 2019. “The Short 
Term Impact of a Productive Asset Transfer in Families with Child 
Labor: Experimental Evidence from the Philippines.” Working Paper 
No. w26190. Cambridge: National Bureau of Economic Research. 
https://www.nber.org/papers/w26190

Egyir, Irene S., Ramatu M. Al-Hassan, and James K. Abakah. 
2011. “The Effect of ICT-Based Market Information Services on the 
Performance of Agricultural Markets: Experiences from Ghana.” 
International Journal of ICT Research and Development in Africa 2 
(2): 1–13. https://www.igi-global.com/gateway/article/60387

https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.20140287
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S030691920100015X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S030691920100015X
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20685183?seq=1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20685183?seq=1
https://www.annmurraybrown.com/single-post/2016/03/09/What-is-this-thing-called-Theory-of-Change
https://www.annmurraybrown.com/single-post/2016/03/09/What-is-this-thing-called-Theory-of-Change
https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/social-norms-change-womens-financial-inclusion
https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/social-norms-change-womens-financial-inclusion
https://www.eldis.org/document/A28159
https://www.eldis.org/document/A28159
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00220380500405261
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00220380500405261
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305750X98001296
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305750X98001296
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/19439342.2017.1307248?journalCode=rjde20
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/19439342.2017.1307248?journalCode=rjde20
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0272775712001112
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0272775712001112
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/langlo/article/PIIS2214-109X(14)70307-9/fulltext
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/langlo/article/PIIS2214-109X(14)70307-9/fulltext
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160791X17302208
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160791X17302208
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306919200000233
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0306919200000233
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230469503_Road_connectivity_population_and_crop_production_in_Sub-Saharan_Africa
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230469503_Road_connectivity_population_and_crop_production_in_Sub-Saharan_Africa
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230469503_Road_connectivity_population_and_crop_production_in_Sub-Saharan_Africa
https://www.nber.org/papers/w21521
https://www.nber.org/papers/w21521
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.20160597
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/app.20160597
https://campbellcollaboration.org/better-evidence.html/impact-of-financial-inclusion-in-low-and-middle-income-countries.html
https://campbellcollaboration.org/better-evidence.html/impact-of-financial-inclusion-in-low-and-middle-income-countries.html
https://campbellcollaboration.org/better-evidence.html/impact-of-financial-inclusion-in-low-and-middle-income-countries.html
https://www.nber.org/papers/w26190
https://www.igi-global.com/gateway/article/60387


29

R E F E R E n C E S

El-Zoghbi, Mayada, Emilio Hernandez, Matthew Soursourian, and 
Elisabeth McGuinness. 2019. “Toward a New Impact Narrative 
for Financial Inclusion.” Essay. Washington D.C.: CGAP. October. 
https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/toward-new-impact-
narrative-financial-inclusion

El-Zoghbi, Mayada, Nina Holle, and Matthew Soursourian. 2019. 
“Emerging Evidence on Financial Inclusion: Moving from Black 
and White to Color.” Focus Note. Washington, D.C.: CGAP. https://
www.findevgateway.org/library/emerging-evidence-financial-
inclusion-moving-black-and-white-color

Engelhardt, Gary, Michael Eriksen, William Gale, and Gregory 
Mills. 2010. “What Are the Social Benefits of Homeownership? 
Experimental Evidence for Low-Income Households.” Journal of 
Urban Economics 67 (3): 249–258. https://experts.syr.edu/en/
publications/what-are-the-social-benefits-of-homeownership-
experimental-eviden

Ford Foundation. 2004. “Building Assets to Reduce Poverty and 
Injustice.” Research Report. New York: Ford Foundation. https://
www.fordfoundation.org/work/learning/research-reports/
building-assets-to-reduce-poverty-and-injustice/

Furuholt, Bjorn, and Edmund Matotay. 2011. “The Developmental 
Contribution from Mobile Phones Across the Agricultural Value 
Chain in Rural Africa.” The Electronic Journal of Information 
Systems in Developing Countries 48 (1): 1–16. https://onlinelibrary.
wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/j.1681-4835.2011.tb00343.x

Garikipati, S. 2009. “Landless but Not Assetless: Female 
Agricultural Labour on the Road to Better Status, Evidence from 
India.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 36 (3): 517–45. https://www.
tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/03066150903142774

Giordano, Mark Frank, Regassa Ensermu Namara, and Elisabeth 
Bassini. 2019. “The Impacts of Irrigation: A Review of Published 
Evidence.” Washington, D.C.: World Bank. http://documents.
worldbank.org/curated/en/132251561407498546/The-Impacts-
of-Irrigation-A-Review-of-Published-Evidence

GOGLA (Global Off-Grid Lighting Association). 2019. “Global 
Off-Grid Solar Market Report: Semi-annual Sales and Impact 
Data (Jan-Jun) 2019.” Utrecht: GOGLA. https://www.gogla.org/
resources/global-off-grid-solar-market-report-h1-2019-sales-and-
impact-data

Goodman, Laurie, Alanna McCargo, Edward Golding, Bing 
Bai, Bhargavi Ganesh, and Sarah Strochak. 2017. “Barriers to 
Accessing Homeownership.” Forum. Washington, D.C.: Urban 
Institute, November. https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/
publication/94801/barriers_to_accessing_homeownership.pdf

Guo, Baorong. 2011. “Household Assets and Food Security: 
Evidence from the Survey of Program Dynamics.” Journal of Family 
and Economic Issues 32 (1): 98–110. https://link.springer.com/artic
le/10.1007%2Fs10834-010-9194-3

Harries, Ellen, Lindsay Hodgson, and James Noble. 2014. 
“Creating Your Theory of Change: NPC’s Practical Guide.” 
Resource Guide. London: NPC, 19 November. https://www.
thinknpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Creating-your-theory-
of-change1.pdf

Jensen, Robert. 2007. “The Digital Provide: Information 
(Technology), Market Performance, and Welfare in the South 
Indian Fisheries Sector.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 
122 (3): 879–924. https://academic.oup.com/qje/article-
abstract/122/3/879/1879540

Kafle, Kashi, Dean Jolliffe, and Alex Winter-Nelson. 2018. “Do 
Different Types of Assets Have Differential Effects on Child 
Education? Evidence from Tanzania.” World Development 109: 
14–28. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/
S0305750X18301256

King, Robin, Mariana Orloff, Terra Virsilas, and Tejas Pande. 
2017. “Confronting the Urban Housing Crisis in the Global South: 
Adequate, Secure, and Affordable Housing.” Working Paper. 
Washington, D.C.: World Resources Institute. https://www.wri.org/
wri-citiesforall/publication/confronting-urban-housing-crisis

Klapper, Leora. 2019. “The Global Findex Database Shows We 
Can’t Meet the SDGs without Financial Inclusion.” Blog post. 
NextBillion.net, 11 February. https://nextbillion.net/global-findex-
sdgs-financial-inclusion/

Labonne, Julien, and Robert S. Chase. 2009. “The Power of 
Information: The Impact of Mobile Phones on Farmers’ Welfare 
in the Philippines.” Policy Research Working Paper. Washington, 
D.C.: World Bank. http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/
en/132511468297548935/The-power-of-information-the-impact-
of-mobile-phones-on-farmers-welfare-in-the-Philippines

Mangisoni, Julius H. 2008. “Impact of Treadle Pump Irrigation 
Technology on Smallholder Poverty and Food Security in Malawi: 
A Case Study of Blantyre and Mchinji Districts.” International 
Journal of Agricultural Sustainability 6 (4): 248–266. https://www.
tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3763/ijas.2008.0306

Martin, Sarah M., and K. A. I. Lorenzen. 2016. “Livelihood 
Diversification in Rural Laos.” World Development 83: 231–43. 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/
S0305750X16000164

Mas, Ignacio, and John Gitau. 2014. “Liquidity Farming: How the 
Poor Cultivate Relationships to Create Sources of Future Cash.” 
Blog post. NextBillion.net, May 26. https://nextbillion.net/liquidity-
farming

Muto, Megumi, and Takashi Yamano. 2009. “The Impact of 
Mobile Phone Coverage Expansion on Market Participation: 
Panel Data Evidence from Uganda.” World Development 37 (12), 
1887–1896. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/
pii/S0305750X09000965

https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/toward-new-impact-narrative-financial-inclusion
https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/toward-new-impact-narrative-financial-inclusion
https://www.findevgateway.org/library/emerging-evidence-financial-inclusion-moving-black-and-white-color
https://www.findevgateway.org/library/emerging-evidence-financial-inclusion-moving-black-and-white-color
https://www.findevgateway.org/library/emerging-evidence-financial-inclusion-moving-black-and-white-color
https://experts.syr.edu/en/publications/what-are-the-social-benefits-of-homeownership-experimental-eviden
https://experts.syr.edu/en/publications/what-are-the-social-benefits-of-homeownership-experimental-eviden
https://experts.syr.edu/en/publications/what-are-the-social-benefits-of-homeownership-experimental-eviden
https://www.fordfoundation.org/work/learning/research-reports/building-assets-to-reduce-poverty-and-injustice/
https://www.fordfoundation.org/work/learning/research-reports/building-assets-to-reduce-poverty-and-injustice/
https://www.fordfoundation.org/work/learning/research-reports/building-assets-to-reduce-poverty-and-injustice/
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/j.1681-4835.2011.tb00343.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/j.1681-4835.2011.tb00343.x
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/03066150903142774
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/03066150903142774
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/132251561407498546/The-Impacts-of-Irrigation-A-Review-of-Published-Evidence
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/132251561407498546/The-Impacts-of-Irrigation-A-Review-of-Published-Evidence
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/132251561407498546/The-Impacts-of-Irrigation-A-Review-of-Published-Evidence
https://www.gogla.org/resources/global-off-grid-solar-market-report-h1-2019-sales-and-impact-data
https://www.gogla.org/resources/global-off-grid-solar-market-report-h1-2019-sales-and-impact-data
https://www.gogla.org/resources/global-off-grid-solar-market-report-h1-2019-sales-and-impact-data
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/94801/barriers_to_accessing_homeownership.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/94801/barriers_to_accessing_homeownership.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10834-010-9194-3
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10834-010-9194-3
https://www.thinknpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Creating-your-theory-of-change1.pdf
https://www.thinknpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Creating-your-theory-of-change1.pdf
https://www.thinknpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Creating-your-theory-of-change1.pdf
https://academic.oup.com/qje/article-abstract/122/3/879/1879540
https://academic.oup.com/qje/article-abstract/122/3/879/1879540
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X18301256
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X18301256
https://www.wri.org/wri-citiesforall/publication/confronting-urban-housing-crisis
https://www.wri.org/wri-citiesforall/publication/confronting-urban-housing-crisis
https://nextbillion.net/global-findex-sdgs-financial-inclusion/
https://nextbillion.net/global-findex-sdgs-financial-inclusion/
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/132511468297548935/The-power-of-information-the-impact-of-mobile-phones-on-farmers-welfare-in-the-Philippines
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/132511468297548935/The-power-of-information-the-impact-of-mobile-phones-on-farmers-welfare-in-the-Philippines
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/132511468297548935/The-power-of-information-the-impact-of-mobile-phones-on-farmers-welfare-in-the-Philippines
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3763/ijas.2008.0306
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3763/ijas.2008.0306
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X16000164
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X16000164
https://nextbillion.net/liquidity-farming
https://nextbillion.net/liquidity-farming
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X09000965
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X09000965


30

A S S E T S M AT T E R T O P O O R P E O P L E

Patil, Sumeet, Benjamin F. Arnold, Alicia L. Salvatore, Bertha 
Briceno, Sandipan Ganguly, John M. Colford Jr., and Paul J. 
Gertler. 2014. “The Effect of India’s Total Sanitation Campaign 
on Defecation Behaviors and Child Health in Rural Madhya 
Pradesh: A Cluster Randomized Controlled Trial.” PLOS Medicine 
11 (8): e1001709. https://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/
article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.1001709

Pattanayak, S. K., M. Jeuland, J.J. Lewis, F. Usmani, N. Brooks, V. 
Bhojvaid, A. Kar, et al. 2019. “Experimental Evidence on Promotion 
of Electric and Improved  Biomass Cookstoves.” Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences 116 (27): 13282–13287. https://
www.pnas.org/content/116/27/13282

Persson, Jennie, and Emilio Hernandez. 2019. “Looking Beyond 
the Average Impact of Financial Inclusion.” Blog post. Washington, 
D.C.: CGAP, 18 June. https://www.cgap.org/blog/looking-beyond-
average-impact-financial-inclusion

Rakodi, Carole. 1999. “A Capital Assets Framework for Analysing 
Household Livelihood Strategies: Implications for Policy.” 
Development Policy Review 17 (3): 315–42. https://onlinelibrary.
wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1467-7679.00090

Ritzema, R.S., R. Frelat, S. Douxchamps, S. Silvestri, M.C. Rufino, 
M. Herrero, K.E. Giller, et al. 2017. “Is Production Intensification 
Likely to Make Farm Households Food-Adequate? A Simple Food 
Availability Analysis Across Smallholder Farming Systems from East 
and West Africa.” Food Security 9 (1): 115–131. https://link.springer.
com/article/10.1007%2Fs12571-016-0638-y

Rohe, William M., and Victoria Basolo. 1997. “Long-term 
Effects of Homeownership on the Self-Perceptions and 
Social Interaction of Low-Income Persons.” Environment and 
Behavior 29 (6): 793–819. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/
abs/10.1177/0013916597296004

Roodman, David, and Jonathan Morduch. 2014. “The 
Impact of Microcredit on the Poor in Bangladesh: Revisiting 
the Evidence.” The Journal of Development Studies 50 
(4): 583–604. DOI: 10.1080/00220388.2013.858122

Shah, Tushaar, Mahmudul Alam, M. Dinesh Kumar, Rashmi K. 
Nagar, and Mahendra Singh. 2000. “Pedaling Out of Poverty: 
Social Impact of a Manual Irrigation Technology in South Asia.” 
IWMI 45. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252085742_
Pedaling_out_of_Poverty_Social_Impact_of_a_Manual_Irrigation_
Technology_in_South_Asia

Shobe, M., and D. Page-Adams. 2001. “Assets, Future Orientation, 
and Well-Being: Exploring and Extending Sherraden’s Framework.” 
Journal of Sociology & Social Welfare 28: 109. https://heinonline.
org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/jrlsasw28&i=489

Siegel, Paul. 2005. “Using an Asset-Based Approach to Identify 
Drivers of Sustainable Rural Growth and Poverty Reduction in 
Central America: A Conceptual Framework.” Policy Research 
Working Paper. Washington, D.C.: World Bank. http://documents.
worldbank.org/curated/en/307691468743185566/Using-an-
asset-based-approach-to-identify-drivers-of-sustainable-rural-
growth-and-poverty-reduction-in-Central-America-a-conceptual-
framework

Silvestri, Silvia, Sabine Douxchamps, Patti Kristjanson, Wiebke 
Förch, Maren Radeny, Ianetta Mutie, F. Carlos Quiros, et al. 2015. 
“Households and Food Security: Lessons from Food Secure 
Households in East Africa.” Agriculture & Food Security 4 (1): 23. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40066-015-0042-4

Stojanovski, Ognen, Mark Thurber, and Frank Wolak. 2017. “Rural 
Energy Access through Solar Home Systems: Use Patterns 
and Opportunities for Improvement.” Energy for Sustainable 
Development 37: 33–50. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S0973082616310067

Tadesse, Getaw, and Tadiwos Zewdie. 2019. “Grants vs. Credits for 
Improving the Livelihoods of Ultra-poor: Evidence from Ethiopia.” 
World Development 113: 320–29. https://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X18303334

Takeshima, Hiroyuki, and Futoshi Yamauchi. 2012. “Risks and 
Farmers’ Investment in Productive Assets in Nigeria.” Agricultural 
Economics 43: 143–53. https://ideas.repec.org/a/bla/agecon/
v43y2012i2p143-153.html

Thomas, Emma, Kremlin Wickramasinghe, and Charlie Foster. 
2015. “Improved Stove Interventions to Reduce Household Air 
Pollution in Low and Middle Income Countries: A Descriptive 
Systematic Review.” BMC Public Health 15 (1): 650. https://
bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-
015-2024-7

Valdés, A., and J.A. Mistiaen. 2001. “Rural Poverty in Latin America: 
Recent Trends and New Challenges.” Food, Agriculture, and Rural 
Development. Current and Emerging Issues for Economic Analysis 
and Policy Research, 87. 

Waldron, Daniel. 2016. “Tugende: Analog Credit on Digital Wheels.” 
Blog post. Washington, D.C.: CGAP, 20 June. https://www.cgap.
org/blog/tugende-analog-credit-digital-wheels

Zimmerman, Frederick J., and Michael R. Carter. 2003. “Asset 
Smoothing, Consumption Smoothing and the Reproduction of 
Inequality Under Risk and Subsistence Constraints.” Journal 
of Development Economics 71 (2), 233–260. https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0304387803000282

Zollmann, Julie, Daniel Waldron, Alexander Sotiriou, and Anne 
Gachoka. 2017. “Escaping Darkness: Understanding Consumer 
Value in PAYGo Solar.” Forum. Washington, D.C.: CGAP, 
December. https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/escaping-
darkness-understanding-consumer-value-paygo-solar

https://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.1001709
https://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.1001709
https://www.pnas.org/content/116/27/13282
https://www.pnas.org/content/116/27/13282
https://www.cgap.org/blog/looking-beyond-average-impact-financial-inclusion
https://www.cgap.org/blog/looking-beyond-average-impact-financial-inclusion
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1467-7679.00090
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/1467-7679.00090
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs12571-016-0638-y
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs12571-016-0638-y
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0013916597296004
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0013916597296004
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2013.858122
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252085742_Pedaling_out_of_Poverty_Social_Impact_of_a_Manual_Irrigation_Technology_in_South_Asia
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252085742_Pedaling_out_of_Poverty_Social_Impact_of_a_Manual_Irrigation_Technology_in_South_Asia
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252085742_Pedaling_out_of_Poverty_Social_Impact_of_a_Manual_Irrigation_Technology_in_South_Asia
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/jrlsasw28&i=489
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/jrlsasw28&i=489
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/307691468743185566/Using-an-asset-based-approach-to-identify-drivers-of-sustainable-rural-growth-and-poverty-reduction-in-Central-America-a-conceptual-framework
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/307691468743185566/Using-an-asset-based-approach-to-identify-drivers-of-sustainable-rural-growth-and-poverty-reduction-in-Central-America-a-conceptual-framework
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/307691468743185566/Using-an-asset-based-approach-to-identify-drivers-of-sustainable-rural-growth-and-poverty-reduction-in-Central-America-a-conceptual-framework
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/307691468743185566/Using-an-asset-based-approach-to-identify-drivers-of-sustainable-rural-growth-and-poverty-reduction-in-Central-America-a-conceptual-framework
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/307691468743185566/Using-an-asset-based-approach-to-identify-drivers-of-sustainable-rural-growth-and-poverty-reduction-in-Central-America-a-conceptual-framework
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40066-015-0042-4
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0973082616310067
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0973082616310067
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X18303334
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X18303334
https://ideas.repec.org/a/bla/agecon/v43y2012i2p143-153.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/bla/agecon/v43y2012i2p143-153.html
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-015-2024-7
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-015-2024-7
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-015-2024-7
https://www.cgap.org/blog/tugende-analog-credit-digital-wheels
https://www.cgap.org/blog/tugende-analog-credit-digital-wheels
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0304387803000282
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0304387803000282
https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/escaping-darkness-understanding-consumer-value-paygo-solar
https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/escaping-darkness-understanding-consumer-value-paygo-solar




22

BE Y O N D K Y C U T IL I T IE S 

cgap.org

http://cgap.org

