Supplementary material A: Participatory Wealth Ranking (PWR)

The first author (MA) and two research assistants facilitated the PWR sessions with key informants (selected with the help of community leaders e.g., assembly members) in the study communities. Research assistants mainly took notes during sessions. Two groups of informants (one each from our study communities i.e., Korania and Pungu-Bawio) comprising a total of 11 people from the study communities participated in the wealth ranking exercise. Informants were people who have lived in the communities for at least 10 years to ensure they had in-depth knowledge about the people and life in the communities. Among the 11 informants, six (4 men; 2 women) were aged 60–76 years whilst five (2 men; 3 women) were aged 22–55 years. Mapping, ranking, and analysis were conducted during two focus group meetings with each of the two groups of informants (Aryeetey et al, 2013). 
In the first meeting, a community map was drawn on the floor and all households with older adults aged 60 and older within the boundaries of the community identified by informants. Next, ranking, which involved informants identifying local indicators of poverty was conducted. Informants were facilitated to answer the question: what differentiates a poor household from a wealthy household? We guided informants to come up with a list of indicators for poor and wealthy households. Informants discussed in detail the indicators and characteristics that closely resembled poor and wealthy households and subsequently a third category: better (see Figure 2). Generally, households who were deemed as wealthy were those who were able to afford three nutritious meals daily; had members who were experiencing peace of mind, good health, and happiness; and were able to solve their problems without external help. The opposite was the case for poor households, whilst better households may only be able to feed twice daily and slipped into poverty during crisis such as crop failure. 
Afterwards, key informants were put in pairs and given coloured notepads (i.e., green, yellow, and red) to represent wealthy, better, and poor respectively. They were then assigned older adult households in the community and asked to independently rank these households and bring their results to the next meeting. At the second meeting, we analysed results of the ranking. Names of households with older adults were mentioned and informants who ranked them lifted their coloured papers. We tallied the number of each colour assigned to a household by informants. The decision on the households’ wealth status was based on a simple majority of the number of same colour paper assigned. Disagreements in assigning wealth status were resolved through discussion among informants. Altogether, 62 households of older adults were ranked (14 wealthy, 19 better, and 29 poor). We then used results of the wealth ranking exercise to recruit older adults for in-depth interviewing. 

Fig 2 Examples of Subjective Indicators of Wealthy, Better, and Poor Households
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