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LSCF
MLAWCRR
MPSLSW
NER
PDL
PGER
PICES
PNER
PPS

RA

RDC
SDA

SER
SGER
SNER
SSCF
TCPL
UNDP
UNFPA
UNICEF
uSD
WHO
ZDHS
ZIM ASSET
ZIMSTAT

Uni ted

: Gross Enrolment Ratio

: Human Immuno Virus

. Intercensal Demographic Survey
. International Labor Organization
. Infant Mortality Rate

. Interim Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper for Zimbabwe
: Large Scale Commercial Farm
: Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Water, Climate and RuRasettlement
: Ministry of Public Service, Labour and Social Welfare
: Net Enrolment Ratio

: Poverty Datum Line

: Primary Gross Enrolment Ratio
: Poverty Income Consumption and Expenditure Survey
: Primary Net Enrolment Ratio

: Probability Proportional to Size

: Resettlement Areas

: Rural District Council

: School Development Associations
: School Entrance Ratios

: Secondary Gross Enrolment Ratio
: Secondary Net Ennglent Ratio

: Small Scale Commercial Farms

: Total Consumption Poverty Line (the upper line)
: United Nations Development Programme
: United Nations Population Fund

Nati ons

: United States Dollar

: World Health Organization
: Zimbabwe Demographic and Health Survey

: Zimbabwe Agenda for Sustainable SeEiconomicTransformation
: Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency
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Glossary of Terms
Demogaphy Definitions

Dependency Ratis defined as the sum of all persons less than 15 years of age and over 64
years of age divided by the number of persons agdat LBultiplied by 100.

Infant Mortality Rate (IMR)s the number deaths of infants undee gear old per 1000 live
births.

Child Mortality Rate (CMR)s the probability of dying between exact age 1 and the fifth
birthday expressed as deaths per 1,000 children surviving to the first birthday.

Nutritional Statusis the condition of health cd person that is influenced by the intake and
utilisation of nutrientsNormal nutritional statuss managed by balance food consumption and
normal utilization of nutrientd?eopleneed a nutritious diet for welleing and good health.

Malnutrition or Under-Nutrition is the condition of health of a person that results due to the
lack of one or more nutrients.

OverNutrition, Overweightor Obesityoccurswhen there is an excess intake of nutrients
Education Definitions

Gross Enrolment Ratio (GER$ an indicator of the overall participation in education by
children who are within the official schegbing age limits. This ratio is computed as the
proportion of all children in school to the number of children of selyoolg age. GERsi
influenced by thee factors: SchoolrifranceRates (SER), droput rates, and complete non
enrolment of some children.

School Entrance Rates (SERJlefined as the proportion of children in the lower scigoahg

age limit (6 and 13 years in Zimbabwe for primary antbedary school, respectively) who

are enrolled in school compared to their total population in the age group. If there are significant
numbers of overage and underage students at a given level of schooling, the GER can exceed
100 percent.

Net Enrolment R#&o (NER) computed as the proportion of children of schgmihg age in
school to the total number of children of that age group in and out of school.

Poverty Definitions

MoneyMetric Approachesllow quantification (in monetary terms) of the depth aederity

of poverty and allow consistent comparisons to be made across subgroups of households and
over time. For example, specific information can be generated about the size of the transfer to
the poor necessary to eliminate poverty (the poverty gapernatively, the level of income

growth necessary to reduce poverty may be measured. Moeti approaches also can be

used to quantify the degree of inequality among household groups.

NonMoney Metricis ameans of examining povertyhich include he use of asset indices to
assess relative welleing, measures of access to socialises, qualitative assessmeatsd
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participatory assessments. Namoneymetric approaches can provide rich detail about the
poor, the conditions they face and some-financial dimensions of poverty.

Prevalence (ofncidence) oPoverty(also known as theeadcount indéxrepresents the total
population (either people or households) whose consumption expenditures fall below the
poverty line as a proportion of the tbpmpulation.

PovertyGap Indexis a measure of the intensity of poverty. It is defined as the avenagéall

in expenditures below the poverty liae a proportion of the poverty line. The poverty gap
index is an improvement over the poverty headtomdexwhich simply counts all the people
below a poverty line, in a given population, and considers them equally poor. Poverty gap index
estimates the depth of poverty by considering how far, on average, the poor are from that
poverty line. The greatéhe gapthe deepethepoverty or the more severe the poverty is.

Poverty Severity Indexsometimes referred to as tBguaredPoverty Gap Index takes into
account not only the distance separating the poor from the poverty line (the poverty gap), but
also the inequality among the poor. That is, a higher weight is placed on those households who
are further away from the poverty line. In other words, the poverty severity index is a weighted
sum of poverty gaps as a proportion of the poverty line. Thisdentrast to the poverty gap
index where the poverty gaps are weighted equally.

The Gini Coefficientis a measure of inequality. provides an indication of thequality of
distribution ofwelfare (measured througtcomeor consumptionacross gopuktion. AGini
coefficient of 1 is an indication of complete income inequality with one person having all the
income, while &ini coefficient of O is indicative of complete equality with everybody earning
an equal income.

The Lorenz Curveprovides a compte summary of information about the distribution of
wellbeing. It is graphed as the cumulative percentage of consumption expendituresxibe Y
controlled by the cumulative percentage of population (HaxiX).

Computation of th&overty Lines
Povert is generally defined as the inability to attain a level of dwelhg constituting a realistic
minimum as defined by society.

A Poverty Lingepresents the cost of a given level of livetgndardvhich must be attained if
a person is deemed not to feor.

Food Poverty Line (FPLyepresents the minimum consumption expenditure necessary to
ensure that each household member can (if all expenditures were devoted to food) consume a
minimum food basket representing 2100 caloriesod Poverty LindFPL) is computed by

valuing the products in the minimum needs basket by the average prices across all the provinces
of Zimbabwellt is assumed that an individual whose total per capita consumption expenditure
do not exceed the FPL is very pobhe FPL is somaties referred to as the lower line.

Total Consumption Poverty Line (TCPRk)derived by computing the nedood consumption

expenditures of households whose total expenditures per capita just equal the value of the FPL.
The TCPL is sometimes referred toths upper line.
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Poverty Prevalencerefers to theproportionof households or people in households whose
consumption expenditures per capita are below the upper poverty line (the TCPL).

ExtremePovertyrepresenthiouseholds whose per capita consumpgigmenditures fabbelow
theFPL or thelower poverty line

Dependencyratios(in poverty)refer to the mean dependency ratio (i.e. numbdepéndents
divided by the total number of household members) for households in a particular poverty
group or catgory. This is somewhat different from the way demographers traditionally
compute these ratios.

De-Facto FemaleHeadshipmeans that the woman is head of the household because her
husband is temporarily absent.

Dejure Female Hhuseholdheads are the usula¢ads of the household normally identified by
marital status such as divor¢separatedr widowed.

A material that ishomogeneouds uniform in composition or character; one that is
heterogeneouss distinctly noruniform in one of these qualities.

Classification of concepts

Government workernsicludeCentral and Locabovernmenemployees

Parastatals workergclude cooperative employees

Formal Sectorworkersmeanworkers inregistered establishments

Informal Sectorworkersmeanworkers inunrggisteredand unlicensedstablishments.

FoodSharesis total (market and nomnarket) value of food consumption divided by total value
of consumption

MaizeShareis value of maize consumption divided by total value of food consumption

Share ofOwn-Produceof Maizeis value of maize own consumption divided by total value of
food consumption

NonMarketFood consisting of owrproduce, gifts and transfers, and payments in, kinithe
value of noAmarket food divided by total value of food consuimipt

A MeansTestis a determination of whether an individual or famdeligible for help from the
Government, based upon whether the individual or family possesses the means to do without
that help.

Access tdafe Waterefersto piped water insiderad outside house, communal tap, protected
well/borehole.

UnsafeWaterrefers to water obtained from places such as unprotected wells or boreholes,
streams, dams and rivers
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International Labour Organizatiddefinitions of Unemployment
UnemployedPersongBroad Definition)

These are persons aged 15 years and above who, during the referenc@enwdbout work
and currently available for work. These will be referred to as broadly unemployed persons.

Unemployment &e
-Is the percentage of unemgkd persons in the economically active population. The rate can
be strict or broad depending on the definition of unemployment used.

Unemployed Brsons (Strict [2finition)

These are persons aged 15 years and above who, during the reference period (e.gr&: days)
1 without work @renot in paid employment or seéimployment),
1 currently available for work;
1 and actively seeking employment, itevetaken specifi steps (registered or checked
at any employment agency, applied to employers, responded or placed advertisements,
enquired at farms or worksites or asked friends or relatives about work) in a specified
recent period to seek paid employmense@f-employnent

Tied Accommodation

A person living in tied accommodation occupies it by virtue of his/her job. The
accommodation belongs to the employer and is made available as part of terms of employment.
If the person leaves the job, s/he is required to mavefathe dwelling unit.

Examples ofied Accommodatiomclude

plantation and commercial farm compounds;

industrial and factory compounds;

domestic workersd quarters;
railways and other industrial accommodation;

staff houses provided in schoals healh institutions

X X X X X
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Foreword

The Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (ZIMSTAT) conducted2bi&7 Poverty Income
Consumption and Expenditure Survey (PICES) fitanuaryto December 2017This report
fizimbabwePoverty Repor01® i s based o rdromthiedlCAR0L7survdye r i ved
results.

The objectives of the Zimbabwe Poverty Report 2017 are enshrined in the PICES 2017
objectives as follows:
1 Estimate private consumption expenditure and disposable incohmuséhold, and
assestsheir distribution aarss the populatign
1 Calculate the poverty linghe povertyrate and other poverty indicataaed compare
these across geographical areas and population groups
Provide a profile oftte poor
Estimate the contribution of the informal sector to GDP in Zimabw
Calculate weights for the Consumer Price Index (CPI)
Compile the production account of the agricultural sector

= =4 =4 -4

Detailed nformation on survey desigran be foundn the RCES Survey Report 2017The
anonymized micralata of the PICES 2017 survey wik lmade available to researchers for
further analysis.

This report covers information ane overview of the country, poverty profile for Zimbabwe
and sectoral profile of poverty in Zimbabwihe survey was guided blye PICES Technical
Committee chairedby ZIMSTAT and comprised members from the World Bank, United
Nations Chil dr e nWnged Raliongl Deyelopghent Bregramme (UNDP),
United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), African Development Bank (AfDB), Ministry of
Finance and Economic DevelopneMlinistry of Public ServicelL.abour and SocidlVelfare
Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Water, Climate and Rural Resettlement (MLAWC&RI)
ZIMSTAT.

The Agency is grateful for the financial and technical support provided bydrkl Bank,
UNICEF, UNDP, and AfDB We arealso grateful to UNFPA for providing vehicles to the
PICES 2017. The Government of Zimbabwe facilitated the funding process and provided the
human resources for the survey.

| wish to express my profound gratitude to the DeveloprRantners and the Government of
Zimbabwe for their syport throughout the survey. Thsurvey owes its success to the
collaborative and concerted efforts of these two parties. | also thank the respondents who
provided the information and many others who wevelved in making this exercise a success.
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Furthermore, my sincere gratitude also goesti® members of the PICES Technical
Committee for successfully implementing the PICER&7project proficiently Finally | wish
to thank the ZIMSTAT fieldstaff, supervisors and data capture operators for a job well done.

Taizivei Mungate \

Acting Director-General, Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency
Harare, May, 2019
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Executive Summary

Chapter 1 provides a background to many issakated tahewell-being social and economic
conditions in Zimbabwe. The developments in the economy with respect to the land issue,
agriculture, education and health are highlightedcently, he Zimbabwan economy is
characterized by macroeconommelialances such as high budget deficit, balance of payment
deficits,inflation andlow economic growth. Inflation is rising sharply. The country is currently
facing foreign curency shortages, cash shortages amd shortagesThe Government of
Zimbabwe itroduced lhe Transitional Stabilisation ProgrararflT SP) inOctober 201&o deal

with the above challenges. The TSP widcaws itgpolicy thrust from Visior2030is expected

to end inDecember 2020rhe TSP replaces the ZIM ASSET policy framework whichalbeg

in 2013 and ended in 201Bhe ZimbabwePoverty Repor2017and data can be useful for the
preparation of the new development plan.

Chapter 2discusses the measures of weding and welfareThe per capita consumption
expenditure approach is adoptedneasuring poverty in Zimbabwe. Comparison of veeling

mainly use the per capita consumption expenditure indices combined with other measures of
well-being such as household characteristics, asset ownership and access to social services.
The analysisaveals that povertyasworse in rural areas than in urban areas of Zimbabwe.

Thevalue of themean food poverty linevasUS$31.2 per person per montinile the Total
Consumption Poverty Line (upper line) for Zimbabwas US$70.36per person per month.
The national mean consumption per person per meagtyS$85.2compared to that of urban
areas 0fJS$133.4 andural areas oS$59.2

Povertywasmuch higheiin rural than in urban areas of Zimbabwe. Wile6 percent of all
Zimbabwean householdsad per capita consumption expenditures below the upper poverty
line (the TCPL),76.9percenif ruraland30.4percenbof urbanhouseholdsvere deemed poor
(Table2.4). As according to the PICES 2017 datze majority ofZ i mb a thewsebadds
(69.2 percentlived in rural areasPrevalence, deptland severity of rural poverty we much
higherthan those of urban poverty.

Since poor households tertlto have more people than the rooor, therural individual
poverty prevalencwvashigher 86.0percen} than theh o u s e Ipavértg rdatscompared to
37.0percentamong the urban populatidéxtreme povertyvasalso much highan rural areas
as40.9percent otthe rural populationwasextremely poor compared to 4.4 percent in urban
areas

The proportion of tke population that wapoor dropped to 70.5 percent in 2017 from 72.3
percent in 2011/12. Howeveuyral individual poverty increased from 84.3 percent in 2011/12
to 86.0 percent in 201 Extremepoverty among the population increased from 22.5 percent in
2011/12 to 29.3 percent in 201This increase in extreme povemyas entirely driven by
worsening conditions in rural areasere individual poverty rosedm 30.4 to 40.Percent
between 201/12 and 201While extremepoverty rateamong the urban popuian are low

and continud to drop: from5.6 percent to 4.4 percei@ee RbleS1
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TableS2 Individual Measurd Prevalence of Poverty, for Selectéelars

' Measured prevalence of | Poverty Indices

ReS|dence Poverty Extreme Poverty gap Poverty
poverty index severity
~ Index

'PICES 2017 |

Rural 86.0 40.9 43.5 25.4
Urban 37.0 4.4 11.3 4.8
All Zimbabwe 70.5 29.3 33.3 18.9
PICES 2011/12

Rural 84.3 30.4 42.8 25.4
Urban 46.5 5.6 15.5 7.2
All Zimbabwe 72.3 22.5 34.1 19.6
ICES 2001

Rural 82.4 52.4 43.4 27.0
Urban 42.3 14.5 15.5 7.6
All Zimbabwe 70.9 41.5 35.4 21.4
ICES 1995

Rural 86.4 62.8 47.1 29.6
Urban 53.4 15.0 20.2 10.0
All Zimbabwe 75.6 47.2 38.3 23.2

Source:PICES 2017PICES 2011, ICES 2001 and ICES 198te comparison was domaly in percentages.
The poverty lies were not recalibrated to 20prices

Inequality in Zimbabwe, as measured bg Gini coefficienthasbeendecliningsubstantially

over timebut has risen again sig 2011/12: from 0.42 to 0.44 in 2Q1he national Gini
coefficientwas much higher thamhe one forrural and urban areagparatelywhich wasan
indication of the large gap in median consumption expenditures between rural and urban areas

Extreme povertamong the populatiomashighest in Mashonaland @&al Province with 49.5
percent of the populan below the food poverty linéollowed by Matabeleland North
Province with 45.1 percenwhile the lowestvasfound in BulawaydProvince(1 percent) and
Harare Province (5.2 percenilanicalandProvince hadhe highest proption of the poor
(16.4 percent)followed by MasvingoProvince (13.3 percent). About 10 percent of
Zi mbabwe6s p weefourd o the redjoocities,sHarare and Bulawayo,

Of all provinces inZimbabwe, Mashonaland CentraloRince hadthe highest proportion of
poor households, (16.1 percefafjowed by Mashonaland EaBtovincewith 14.0 gercentand
Matabeleland North ®vince at 12.5 percent. On top of containing the highest proportion of
Zi mbabwe 6 s Mashionatahd Cprdl 8rovjnce hadhe highest prevalence of rural
poverty; 84.7 percent of rural households in the pravinere poor. Matabeleland South
Province hadthe lowest rural poverty prevalence of 68.5 percent, extreme poverty of 20.7
percent, poverty gap index 88.7 percent and poverty severity index of 14.9 percent.

Poor households in Zimbabweere characterised biargefamilies, high dependency ratios,
and, on average, older heads of househokleassociated with higher poverty than younger
heads of housels. Households deemed poer Zimbabwe had dependencyratio of 47.7
percent, whiclwas17 percentage pointaghe thannonpoor householdRural areas had
higher dependency ratio compared to urban areas.
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Male-headedhouseholdsvere somewhat pooraghanfemaleheaded householdslowever,
divorcedor widowedmaleheaded householdgere muchless poor thamivorcedwidowed
female- headed households

Households headed by communal and resettlement farmerseddiféen the greatest poverty
prevalence,82.9 percentcompared to other employment typesoudeholds whose head
receivedhis/her main source of earnings from salaries and wagesdess likely to be poor in
Zimbabwe compared to those dependent on other main sources of iktmmeholds withta
least one member working in the formal seeteremuch less poreras 20 percent were poor
than those working in the informal sector (63 percent). Wais the samér both rural and
urban areas.

At the national level, poor households spent 42.5 pemietheir money on food while nen

poor households spent 28.4 percent of their budget on food. The contribution of food shares to
total household consumption expenditures in poor househoddspersistently above 42
percent in most months of the year.

Chapter 3 dealwith differential access to productive assets, attainment of education, access to
public services such as schooling services and health care which distinguish the poor from
others. Rural povertywasmost prevalent in communal lands (CLP(Z percent), followed

by resettlement areas (RA) with 76.4 percent. Extreme powadynost prevalent in CLs with

34.0 percentvhencompared with 29.9 percent for RAs.

In rural areas, communal and resettlement farmers condi@1té percent of the enomically
active population. Moreover, households headed gnanwinal/resettlement farmer htue
highest prevalence axtremepoverty40.0 percent compared to other heads of households
across land use sectors.

About 15 percent of the nguoor househlds in rural areas reported having a member with an
illness in the past month compared to 9.5 percent in urban areas. The percentagénofdsouse
reporting illness declinedith poverty status as 12.2 percent of the poor and 10.6 percent of
the extremelyoor reported illness. About 57 percent of poor peoplewdraill used public

health facilities for treatment, while 48.0 percent of the-poorwentto such facilities. The
percentage of households reporting illndsslinedwith poverty status as 18tpercent of the

poor, 12.2 percent of the poor and 10.6 percent of the extremely poor reported illness during
the last 30 daysllhessesvere more common in rural areas than urban areas. In urban areas
therewaslittle difference between the poor and tiwpoor. Fifty one percent of the extremely
urban poor residents did not receive treatment because they could not afford it, while this was
30.9 percent for the urban ngoor and 36.1 percent for the poor urban.

Sanitationwas clearly better in urbanraas compared to rural area®\lmost all urban
households haflush toilets (91.5 percent), while 36.8 percent of households in rurallaedas
no toilet at all. About 30 percent of rural households rely on water suppliesdreinsafe.
About 2 percenbf urban householdssel unsafe waterwhich camefrom unprotected wells,
riversanddams

A strong negative associatiavas observed between educational attainment of the head of
household and household yeoty. Incidene of poverty declineds the houosh ol d headd.
educational attainment rises. Thevasa substantial increase household poverty when its

head hadess than secondary school education. ldbakls headed by someone who had
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least some seoadary educatiorwas 15.6 percentage points lelisely to be poor and 13.1
percentess likely to be extremely poor conmpd to households whose head baty primary
school education. In addition, the primary school gross enrolment ratio for extremely poor
childrenwas98.1 percent compared to 10p&rcent for nospoor children.

Furthermore itwasnoted that returns to primary educatigrefairly low in rural areas as
difference in poverty prevalence between those with no education and only primary education
wassmall. In urban areasiowever, he returns to primary educatiovas substantial as the
poverty rate among those with primary edumativas much lower than those with no
education. Moreover wasshown that returns to secondary educatveremost evident when
looking at extreme povertgspecially in urban areas as those with secondary edutettbn

only half the extreme poverty rate than those with only primary education.

It wasalso shown that the poverty reducing impact of educatiamhigher among female
headed households than amongle headed households. The analysis of education presents a
mixed message about the education system in Zimbabwe. Whilst the poor and the extremely
poor childrerwasonly at a slight disadvantage compared to children frorrpomm households

at primarylevel, the gapsvasmuch larger at the secondary level.

Chapter 4 deals with the recommendations made to policy makers about the poverty situation
in Zimbabwe.
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1. Zimbabwe in Context

1.1. Introduction
This chapter providea backgound to many issues related ttee well-being social and
economic conditions in Zimbabwe. The developments in the economy with resphet to
overview of the country, state of the economy in the last three yleatand issue, agriculture,
education ad healthwerehighlighted.The objectives of the Zimbabwe Poverty Report 2017
are enshrined in the PICES 2017 objectives as follows:

1 Estimate private consumption expenditure and disposable incommuséhold, and

assess their distribution across the pafon,

1 Calculate the poverty linghe poverty rate and other poverty indicators assgess
welfare trends
Comparepoverty larelsacross geographical areas and population groups
Provide a profile of the popr
Assessaccess of the po@nd the nospoorto public services and facilities
Estimate the contribution of the informal sector to GDP in Zimbabwe
Calculate weights for the Consumer Price Index (@Rd)
Compile the production account of the agricultural sector
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1.2. Overview of the Country

Zimbahwe is situated in the southern part of Africa. It borders with Mozambique, South Africa,
Botswana and Zambia to the east, south, west and north, respectively. The country is land
locked with a total area of approximat&l90 757 squareilometers It hasa population of

13 572560 persons according to the 2017 Intercensal Demographic S{i6@e$). The2017

ICDS further indicates that themre6 514829 males and7 057731 females. The average
household size in Zimbabwe according to20&7 ICDSis 4.2 persons per household.

Zimbabwe is divided into 10 provinces of which two, Harare (the capital city) and Bulawayo,
are essentially urban provinces whilst the rest of the provinces are mixed. There are four main
rural land use sectors and five ecabad regions. The main land use sectors are large scale
commercial farms, small scale commercial farms, resettlement areas and communal lands.
Resettlement areas consist of old resettlement areas, Al farms and AZTaenosher land

use sectors are natial parks, state land, forest land, urban aedas

Agriculture is the backbone of the Zimbabwean economy. Most of the agriculture in Zimbabwe
is dependent on rainfall and the economy is susceptible to weather or climate variations that
include drougts and floods.The PICES 20174vas conductedwhen Zimbabweanswere
enjoying a bumper harvest from t8@16/2017 agricultural season as a resudthaive normal
rainfall. The production of maizevas boosted by the Governméntpopular Command
Agriculture. Tdbacco is the largest foreign currency earner while cotton is the second major
cash crop. The main staple food is maize and is widely grown by both commercial and
communal farmers. The mining and manufacturing industries play a major role in foreign
trade.

Zi mbabwebs for mal education system is divide

There are several types of primary and secondary schools which differ according to ownership
of the schools. There are slightly ove®80 primary and secondasghools in Zimbabwe.
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District council schools constitute the largest proportion of 72.3 percent of both primary and
secondary schools. The rest of the schaodslassified into municipal council schools, town
board, central government, church or missiohools and other private schools which inctude
farm, mine, private company, and trust schools. These schools help to promote high literacy
levels in Zimbabwe.

The health sector consists of primary level care provided by clinics, secondary care provided
by district hospitals, tertiary services provided by provincial and general or referral hospitals.
Finally the quaternary level is catered for by six central hospitals in Chitungwiza, Bulawayo,
Mutare and Harare. Government, church missions, local goestis and private players
(predominantly in urban areas) are also involved in the provision of health services.

1.3. State of the Economy and Current Economic Policy

Recently, he Zimbabwan economyhas beercharacterized by macroeconomic imbalances
such as igh budget defici, balance of payment deficiigflation andlow economic growth.
Low inflation wasreported in 2017 the year of the PICES surbay started to rise sharply
from August 2017sed~igure 1.1Prices of goods and serviogsre low in 2017asthecountry
remained in a deflationary situatiofihe introduction of the bond note led to the three tier
pricing systemghat iscash, electronic transfer (swipe) and mobile money trafigiercountry
hasstarted to facéoreign currency shortages@nash shortages.

Figure 1.1: Annual Inflation Rate in Zimbabwe Yean Year from Jamary 2017 to
December 201
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Source: ZIMSTAT 2018

Statisticsfrom ZIMSTAT indicates thatite Real Gross Domestic Proctu GDP) growth rate
at market pricesras4.7 percenin 2017 compared to 0.8 percent in 2016. R&HaP per capita
growth in 2017was 2.4 percent compared toinus 1.5 percenin the prior yearPer capita
GDP growthwasdepressed for three consecutiverggarior to 201%eeFigure 1.2.
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Figure 1.2: GDP Growth Rate at Constant Prices and Real Per Capita Growth 2014 to 2017
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In response to the challengegntified above the Goverment of Zimbabwe introducethé
Transitional Stabilisation ProgranenfTSP)in October 2018The TSRPwhichdraws itspolicy
thrust from Vision203(Q is expectedo end inDecember 2020The TSP replaces the ZIM
ASSET policy framework which began in 2013laended in 2018.

The five strategic clusters fdfision 2030are
Governance.

Macro-economic stability anderengagement.
Inclusive gowth.

Infrastructure andtilities.

Social eevelopment.
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The objectives of th&ransitional Stabilisation Programnaee
9 Stabilising the macreconomy and the financial sector.

1 Introducing necessary policy and institutional reforms, to transform to a private
sector led economy.

1 Addressing infrastructure gaps.
1 Launching quickwins to stimulate growth.
Policies dealing wittmacreeconomic imbalances include:
1 Restoration of th&lacro-Economic Environment.
1 Restoration of Fiscal Balance.
1 Mobilising Domestic Savings.
1 Competitiveness of Exporters.
The targets relate tgrowing per capita income, througlcomomtc growth ates aimd at
growing employment creaticemd poverty reduction.
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1.4. Poverty Analysis in Zimbabwe

The ZIMSTAT analysis uses consumption expenditures to rank individuals and households
along the welfare distributioand analysesn greater detailsome of the deteninants of
poverty. The poverty reports which have been compiled are listed as follows:

1 Povertyin Zimbabwe 1998 basedtbrIncome Consumption an&xpenditureSurvey
(ICES)1995/96
Poverty in Zimbabwe 2007 based on the ICES 280d/ey

Poverty and Paarty Datum Line Analysis in Zimbabwe 2013 based on PICES 2011/12
Survey.

T
T

The poverty reports provide an insight into important questions suchHas: is poverty
distributed throughout the countand which areas suffer from the worst poverty?

What are tkb characteristics of the podt#®dw good is the access of the poor to public services
and facilities?

1.5. Poverty Alleviation in Zimbabwe

Eradicating poverty is a top priorityifetGov er nment 6 s overall policy
from the copumetnrty 6ksl udee veerliont , the 6Zi mbabwe .
Economic Transf or mat i o nOecefbén 2018. Asverty eradicatidDc t o b ¢
strategies and interventions have been embedded in all economic progthe@Gmgernment

has been implementy over the yearsThe development ahe Interim Poverty Reduction

Strategy Paper for Zimbabwe (IPRSP): 2204 8 is anothgslanning document fanitigating

poverty, consistent with Zim Assdthe Sustainable Developmenb&@s(SDGs)agreed at the

globallevel are alsan important framework fqroverty reduction in ZimbabweéeBox1.1)
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Box 11: The Sustainable Development Goals

Goal 1 : End poverty in all its forms everywhere

Goal 2 : End hunger, achieve food security and improved naoitriind promote
sustainable agriculture

Goal 3 : Ensure healthy lives and promote wiedling for all at all ages

Goal 4 : Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong leat
opportunities fo all.

Goal 5 : Achieve gender equality and empower all women and. girls

Goal 6 : Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation f

Goal 7 : Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for

Goal 8 : Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and
productive employment and decent work for all

Goal 9 : Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive asutainable
industrialization and foster innovation

Goal 10: Reduce inequality within and among countries

Goal 11: Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainal

Goal 12: Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns

Goal 13: Take urgengaction to combat climate change and its impacts

Goal 14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources fo
sustainable development

Goal 15: Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems,
sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse |
degradation and halt biodiversity loss

Goal 16: Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, pr
access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive
institutions at all levels

Goal 17: Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the global partners
for sustainable development

Source: Uhited Nations

1.6. The Agricultural Sector
Agricultureremains the mainstay of t@@émbabweareconomyAgriculture in Zimbabwe is
divided into four major land use sectasfollows

1.6.1Large Scale Commercial Farming Areas

LargeScaleCommercialfarmsare thoséocated in areas that weggmerlyoccupied by white
commercial farmers. These farms include the portion occupied by the original farmer if the
farm is subdivided.The largescale commercial farming sector is generally well financed,
capitalisel and produces crops and livestpricluding horticulture on a large scale. The
number and area of largeale commercial farms has been decreasing during the past-twenty

two years mainly due to the Government's land reform programme.

The Government irplemented the accelerated land reform programme in 2000 where by
acquired land from Large Scale Commercial Farming avaadistributed to resettle farmers
from communalandsand urban areas into two accelerated resettlement models namely Al

and A2 Farms
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a) Al Farms This modeincludes thosghere an individual family farm is atdset six
hectares (depending oataral regions) plus a common grazing land for livestock.
The homesteads are in villages and farmers have fields at a designated area. This
secbr includes seltontained Al farms. Under this mogdirmer offer letters are
issued to farmers.
b) A2 Farms This is the commercial model of the accelerated land reform programme
where farmersvere resettled such that an individual has a farm where arap
livestock production is carried out within the fa(no common grazing landJhe
farm sizesn the A2 schemdepend on naturalregionsut ar e | arger t ha
Under this model farmers are given offer letters and 99 years lease agreénfeets.
l®se recogni zes gemede rohasy biott hc asnp obues eiss s u
women in their own right.

1.6.2Small Scale Commercial Farming Areas

There are approximately®5 Small Scale Commercial farms in Zimbabwe with an average
size of 148 bctares. SmaicaleCommercialFarmstypically existed beforendependence and
occupy 4 percendf all arable landFarmers in this sector have title deedsaderm of
ownership or lease with option to purchadeed of grant.

1.6.30Ild Resettlement Seimes

This farmtypec ame i nt o exi stence due to the Govern
from 1982 to 1998&]uring whichthe Government bought land from Large Scale Commercial
Farming areas on willing buyer willing seller basis and resettled farmeenscommunal lands
ontothese lands The farmers were resettled on an individual family basis or-ape@tives.

Five models, A to Ehave beemised inthese schemes

1.6.4Communal Lands

In these areasafmers live in villages and have areas for pipgand commorgrazing lands.
Agricultural production is mainly for subsistence with the surplus being sold to the market.

The population in the communi&ndss ect or makes wup about 51 p
population. The sector occupies 42 peroafntiotal arableland area.

1.7. Area Planted, Crop ReappdrHectare by Kind of Crop
Between 2010 and 2016eas planted andmouns harvesteddropped for all crops except
tobacco andoya beans However, in 2017production of all crops excegbya beanswas

highe than in any of th@revious seven yea(see Bble 11). This suggests the 20017
agricultural season was an exceptionally good season.
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Tablel.1: Area Planted, Crop Reaped Per Hectarekyd of Crop, 2012017

Crop 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2017
Maize Area (h) 1362563 1538577 1385161| 1260893 1048268 984 698 988 062
Prod. () 1192399 1010473| 1095954 846 233 974 956| 555439| 1 346 255
Sorghum Area (h) 272 679 222988 216 796 226 843 226 127| 146 363 176 213
Prod. () 73 675 50 549 44 346 69 540 103 768 35 303 54 765
Pearl Millet Area (h) 189471 183 536 184 222 177 638 152 251| 126 855 114 526
Prod. () 38 888 28 544 28 596 30 298 45 062 14 544 50 256
Finge Millet Area (h) 48 811 29 509 24 237 22 081 19 895 15412 23 216
Prod. (t) 12 234 6 999 7 882 6 784 8 618 3389 11 439
Groundnuts | Area (h) 319 608 329 803 214 266 164 319 137 350| 152290 199 078
Prod. () 136 719 97 504 72 194 67 855 56 666 52 0% 98 398
Edible dry Area (h) 79 189 53 786 52 123 66 155 32 220 35461 26 258
beans
Prod. (t) 31248 16 028 20 935 29 083 14 702 14 700 15 262
Paprika Area (h) 1140 1742 1181 1156 388 315 0
Prod. () 685 771 814 542 178 161 0
Cotton Area (h) 198 824 246 559 358 410 195 072 130690 112 066 76 495
Prod. (t) 149 907 140 267 247 752 141 478 74 693 42 823 73 260
Tobacco Area (h) 94 175 117 287 92 705 125717 128 668| 132 126 118 967
Prod. (t) 109 737 125 056 139179 147 068 184 003| 171083 240 367
Soyabeans Area (h) 42 288 44 672 50 408 50 785 60 616| 44 155 23515
Prod. (t) 57 328 53 849 77 124 66 740 71 328 41 768 36 478
Sunflower Area (h) 28 945 26 164 19 628 18 216 15 399 16 635 8 269
Prod. (t) 11836 8 237 7 349 7 047 6 799 6 398 5222

Source: ZIMSTAT dyiculture LivestockSurvey(ALS)
NB. Peal Millet is Mhunga, Finger Milleis Rapoko

1.8. The Command Agriculture Prograne

TheCommand Agriculturés a Zimbabwean agricultural scheme aimed at ensuring foed self
sufficiency thatwasintroduced at the start of the 262617 farming seasomollowing the
drought of the previous seaso@ommand Agriculturds a voluntary programme where
interested farmersanget agricultural input packages the form of a loajto produce specific
crops. The loan is repaid in the form of harvested output of those specifiodrepsfarmers
receive prices above the market prieach participating farmewas required to commit 5
tonnes per hectare towards repayment of advanced loans in the forigaioin equipment,
seeds, fertilisersghemicals, mechanized equipment, electricity and water charges. Farmers
would retain a surplus product produced in excess db tbanes.In the 2016/17 agricultaf
season, the targeted crops under the commanclifigreweremaize and wheat.

1.9. The Natural Regions of Zimbabwe

Agriculture in Zimbabwe has two broad distinguishing dast natural regions (seeB1.2)
and land ussectors, already described
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Box 1.2: The Natural Regions of Zimbabwe

Zimbabwe has five natural regions, distinguished by annual rainfall and agricu
productive potential of the soils. Intensity of farming activities varies across these 1
regions.

Region ne (specialized and diversified intensive farminghe region reages more thar
1 000 mm of rainfall per annum. The main agricultural activities include forestry,
production and intensive livestock rearing. It covers 7 009(less than 2% of totadrable
area).

Region o (intensive farming)The region eceives between 78D000 mm of rainfall pe
annum. It specializes in crop farming and intensive livestock breeding and covers 58%6
(15% of totalarablearea).

Region Three(semiintensive farming)lt receives between 65800 mm of rainfall per anuim
and specializes in livestock breeding, fodder and cash crops. It has ah@rgiduction of
maize, tobacco ancbtton and covers 72 900 kn19% of totalarablearea).

Region Bur (extensive farming)This region receives 456860 mm of rainfall per arum. It
specializes in extensive livestock breeding and dretegistant crops. It covers 147 800%
(38% of totalarablearea).

Region Fve (semiextensive farming)The region receives too low and erratic rains for €
droughtresistant crops. It spalizes in extensive cattle and game ranching and cover
400 knt (27 % of totalarablearea).

1.10. HumanCapitaland Social Services in Zimbabwe

This section on human resources and social services in Zimbabwe deals with social indicators
such aglepandency ratiosinfant mortaliy rates, child mortality rates and ountritional status

of children populationand education.

1.11. Population and Bmographics

The population pyramid for Zimbabwe is broad based and narabihe top as age increases

(Figure 13). The broad base of the pyramid indicates that Zimbé&bp@pulation is young, a
scenario typical of countries with high fertility rates.
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Figure 1.3: Population(000s)by Age Group: Pyramid faZimbabwe PICES 2017
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1.12. Trends inDependency Rtios

Theage dependency ratis defined as the sum of all persons under 15 years of age and over
64 years of agéhe dependentgjivided by the number of persons aged6f5the potential
working populaton), multiplied by 100 When this dependency ratio is high there is a high
dependency burden for that particular populatitile age dependency ratio according to the
ICDS 2017 is 83 dependents per 100 persons in the age gret yigarsup from 74
depenénts per 100 persons in the age growt4yeardn 2012 A high dependency ratiis
associated with more poverty since it implies that there are relatively more depeeal@gives

to the working population.

It should be noted that this dependency rdies not capture other facs like unemployment,
diseases, severe disabilégd the fact that some of the people who are above 16 years may still
be full time students. Many people in these groups afade dependent on assistance from
their families

1.13. Health

The government has focused on primary and preventive health care, notably maternal and child
health, nutrition and family planning

TheCentral @vernmenper capita health expenditurdsclinedirom US$®1.8per person per
persm in 2013 tdJS$16.6per person in 2014 and then rose sharply to 8B3per person in

2017. (See Figure 14) The per capita health servicese derived from the total Central
Government Expendituren Health divided by the deflator to change health expenditures to
constant 2012 Prices. The constant prices figure is then divided by the population of Zimbabwe
each year. This yields health expenditures per person per year.
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Figure 1.4: Central Governmenper Capita Expendure on Health Services Constant 2012
Pricesin US$ 2013 to 2017
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Source: ZIMSTAT 2018

The ChildMortality Ratereached a peak of 102 deaths p€QD live births in 199@nd slowed
down to 69 deaths in 201%he infant mortality ratalso reached peak of 65 per D00 live

births in 1999 and declinedo 50 deathger 1 000 live birthsn 2015 The lowest infant
mortality rate of 49 deathger 1 000 live birthsvas reported in 1988See kgure 15).

Figure 1.5: Trends in Mortality Ratesl9882015
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Note: Infant Mortality Rat€IMR) is the number of children dying before they attain one year oud6dlborn
alive. The Child Mortality Rate (CMR) is the number of children dying betwhezinfirst and ther fifth birthday
expressed per Q00 children surviving to the first birthdayhe above figure shows IMR and CMR from 1988 to
2015 in ZimbabweSource:Zimbabwe Demographic and Health Sur¢gipHS) 2015.
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1.14. Malnutrition

Malnutrition in Zimbabve droppedetween 2005/6 and 20IEhe prevalence of children who
werestunted, underweight, and wastetreaseduring this periodFigure 16 shows trends

in nutritional status of childrenvhich includes stunting, underweight, wasting and overweight
The prevalence of children whaere stunted declined from 35 percent to 27 percent.
Additionally, the prevalence of children wiereunderweight declined from 13 percent to 8
percentThe prevalence of children wherewasting also declined from 7 pertén 3 percent

in the same periodFigure 1.6)

Figure 1.6: Percent Trends in Nutritional Status of Children Under Age 5 from-BB0®
2015
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Source: Zimbabwe Demographic and Health Survey (ZDHS) 2015

1.15. The AIDS Epidemic

Zimbabwe faces challenges in areas of communicable infections, parasitic, respiratory,
maternal and pemnatal conditionsThe HIV and AIDS pandemibave taken a heavy toll on
morbidity and mortality. To preserve the gains in healthcauessince Independence
Zimbabwe require continuous aggressive anddaching campaigns against the pandemics.
The total HIV prevalence declidéfrom a high 18 percent between 2005 and 2006 to 13.8
percent in 2015. (Figure 7). The prevalence among wmen &l from 21.1 percent to 16.7
percent, andhe prevalence among meteclinal from 14.5 percent to 10.5 percent during the
same period.
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Figure 1.7: HIV Prevalence for Femalesged15-49 Yearsand MalesAged15-54 Yearsin
Zimbabwe 200®6 to 2015
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1.16. Education

There were slightly more thar6 470 District Councilprimary and secondary schools in
Zimbabwe. Themajority of schools72.3 percentvere providedby District Councils. Chutt
or Mission schools constitude3.3 percent of schoqglsee Bble 1.2

Tablel1.2: Distribution of Schools by Type of School

Number of Schools

Percentage of Total

Type of School Primary Secondary Total

Church/Mission 413 330 743 6.8 11.7 8.3
City Council 126 16 142 2.1 0.6 1.6
District Council 4627 1847| 6474 75.6 65.3 72.3
Farm 82 11 93 1.3 0.4 1.0
Government 435 251 686 7.1 8.9 7.7
Mine 37 6 43 0.6 0.2 0.5
Other 68 136 204 1.1 4.8 2.3
Other Government

Ministries 53 17 70 0.9 0.6 0.8
Private Company 196 164 360 3.2 5.8 4.0
Town Board 19 10 29 0.3 0.4 0.3
Trust 67 42 109 1.1 1.5 1.2
Grand Total 6123 2830| 8953 100.0 100.0/ 100.0

Source: Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education 2017
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1.17. Summary

This chapter hadealt withthe background to many issues related to weling social and
economic conditions in Zimbabwe. The developments in the economy with resghet to
overviewof the country, state of the econonlgndreform agriculture, education and health
were highlighted. Recently, he Zimbabwan economyhas been characterized by
macroeconomic imbalances suclaasgh budget deficit, balance of payment defiditflation
andlow economic growth. Inflation is rising sharply. The country is currently facing foreign
currency shortages, cash shortagesl fuel shortagesThe Government of Zimbabwe
introduced e Transitional Stabilisation PrograrariTSP) inOctober 20180 deal with the
above challenges. The TSP whabtaws itspolicy thrust from Visior2030is expectedo end

in December 2020The ZimbabwePovertyReport2017, among other reportprovidea solid
evidence base fdhe preparationof the new development pla
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2. Poverty Fofile for Zimbabwe for2017
2.1 Poverty Concepts and Measurement
Measures of welbeing and welfare

Poverty studies attempt to assess or measureoeielyy and establish a level of measured-well
being at whth a person can be considered to be poor. Comparisons dfewvail can be made
across subgroups of the population. Poverty is generally defined as the inability to attain a
level of wellbeing constituting a realistic minimum as defined by society. Stuaees utilise
moneymetric measures of welleing while others use non monreetric approaches. When
moneymetric measures are used, household incaweel asconsumption expenditureged

to be adjusted ér regional price differentiales well ashousehold sizeto enable valid
comparisons acrosmuseholds.

Money-metric approaches allow quantification of the depth and severity of poverty and allow
consistent comparisons to be made across subgroups of households and over time. For
example, specificnformation can be generated about the size of the transfer to the poor
necessary to eliminate poverty. Alternatively, the level of income growth necessary to reduce
poverty may be measured. Or, for specific groupings of households, measures of thisize of
shortfall of welfare below the poverty line can be obtained. Manelyic approaches cafso

be used to quantify the degree of inequality among household groups.

Non moneymetric means of examining poverty also exist. They include the useaif ass
indices to assess relative wbking, measures of access to social services, qualitative
assessments and participatory assessments. Non +m&tey approaches can provide rich
detail about the poor, the conditions they face and somdimamcial dimesions of poverty.

They recognize that poverty is a social state that cannot often be defined in terms of dollars
alone. Many of the qualitative studies of this kind allow the poor to explain why they are poor.

The report ds pr ibemngis hpuseheldpsreapita camfumptian kexipenditures.
These expenditures will be used to identify relative levels of householdbere.
Comparisons will be made between relatively vedfland less welbff households. Household
characteristics, asset aership, access to social servigesd other factors will alsbeused in
conjunction with the capita consumption expenditure in assessing poverty levels in Zimbabwe.

The choice of the best indicator may also depend on other constraints such astsiotieg s

and timing, but there is little doubt that consumption expenditures are preferred when compared
to other alternatives as a measure of welfare. In addition to the consumption expenditures, data
for poverty analysis should include information on $ehold structure and demographics, and
access to social services can also help complement the poverty profileovdrgy,Income
Consumption and Expenditure SurvdIGES) 2017 conducted by the Zimbabwe National
Statistics Agency, is a data set thatteams much of the necessary information and i we
suited for poverty analysis and ttiata set is being utilized in this report.

2.2 Overview of the PICES 201Survey
The PICES was conductedrom January 201throughDecember 2017 Household data on
incomes, receipts, and consumption expenditwere collected on a weekly and monthly

basis. Each selected househwlikmonitored for a complete month during which household
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food consumption expendituregererecorded in a daily record book. Weekly visitsthe
householdsvereused to transcribe the daily records into the questionnaire and to check for
recording consistency.

The sampling frame for the PICES 20&&sbased on the compleset of Enumeration Areas
(EASs) drawnfrom the 2012 Zimbabwe Populat CensusDue toincreasng response burden
on householdghe Zimbabwe Master Sampl@s not used for the PICES 20%@mple Instead
the Population Census Framasused Thesurveyis based on a sample of 286 households,
representative at Provin@nd District Levels.The populationwas stratified into laneuse
groupings, namelycommunal lands, largecale commercial farming areas, shwable
commercial farming areaandresettiement area$t wasalso stratified forurban and semi
urban areasThe sample design entailed two stages: selection of enumeration areas (EAS) as
the first stage and selection of households in theseaBAlse second stage. In totB@ EAsS
wereselected with Probability Proportional to Size (PPS), thesmmeaf size baig the number
of households enumerated in the 2012 Population Ce@suisof a total of 3256 ampled
households a total of 3195 households successfully completed interviellds gave a
response rate of 96.7 percent of the sampled households. Inlgkaesaholds in rural areas
hadhigher response rates compared to households in urban areas.

Although itwasnot designed specifically for measurement of poverty, the PICES is well suited
for such measurement because it can be used to constamh@mdensive measure of
household consumption. In addition to market purchases of goods, the survegdalbct
detail on ownaconsumption, payment in kind, and gifts and transfers of all goods. Additional
information in the PICEQ017includedinformation onhealth,disability, education, housing,
migration and remittances within the country and from abroad which is useful in determining
poverty levels in Zimbabwe. Furthermore, ownership of assets can be used to impute
consumption flowgquser valuesfrom these asd¢s and information on housing values and
characteristics can be used to construct an imputed flow of consumptiorneroccupied
housing (See Anexes AC for the details on the use of the PICES for poverty analysis and on
data processing). THRICES data is combined with Consumer Price Survey (CPS) data to
create a poverty datum line used to distinguishr pod norpoor households (seenAex D).

2.3 The Poverty Datum Line

A poverty line réectsthe cost ofagiven level of livingstandardvhich must be attained if a
person is deemed not to be poor. The idea is not simply to produce a figure defining the poor
at a point in time but instead, to enable consistent congparigcross subgroups of society
such as sectors, regions aoder time. Thisstudyuses two poverty lineshe Food Poverty

Line (FPL) or lower line and the Total Consumption Poverty Line (TCPL) or the upper line.

The FPL represents the minimum consumption expenditure necessary to ensure that each
household member can (if all gandituresare devoted to food) consume a minimum food
basket representing 0 calories. When consumption expenditures are measured on a per
capita basis, households or people below the FPL are said to be very poor or extremely poor
Table 2.1 shows thealue of the food poverty line (lower line) by province doydrural and

urban areasSee Anex D for details of how the FRE computed.The mearFPL line was

US$312 per person per month across all provinces.
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Usually the ost of living is higher in urdn areas, mainly due to housing co3tse highest
mean difference between urban and rural areas was noted for Matabeleland North, 4 percent.
In 2017 the prices of basic goods were depressed due to lack of demand.

Table2.1:Annual Mean FPL byrovince US Dollarg

Province Urban Rural Total

Mean FPL Mean FPL Mean FPL
Manicaland 30.5 30.6 30.6
Mashonaland Central 31.2 29.5 30.4
Mashonaland East 30.9 29.3 30.1
Mashonaland West 31.9 32.3 32.1
Mataleleland North 34.0 30.0 32.0
Matabeleland South 32.0 32.5 32.2
Midlands 31.6 29.9 30.8
Masvingo 31.0 30.2 30.6
Bulawayo 32.1 - 32.1
Harare 31.8 - 31.8
All Zimbabwe 31.7 30.5 31.2

Source: PICES 20 Notes: Variation in FPL is caused by spaténd seasonal variations in prices and by
variations in the food shares by place of residence (rural/urban) and province.

The value of the dtal Consumption Povertyibhe (upper line¥or ZimbabwewasUS$70.36

per person per month §ble 2.2) The TCPLincludes an allowance for ngonod minimum

need requirements such asubimg, clothing, transportation amealth care, etc. The TCPL
naturally exceeds the FPL, and households or people whose per capita consumption
expenditure is below the TCPL are deenetbe poor. Each of these poverty lines varies by
region and month of the survey to reflect regional and temporal differences in phees.
average noffiood consumptionexpenditurefor the householdsvhose percapita food was
aroundthe food poverty lingvascomputed to give the TCPBEee Anex D for details on how

the povertydatum lines used in this studyereconstructed.

Table2.2: Total Consumption Poverty Line (TCPL) US Dollars

Zimbabwe Average Valle TCPL=FPL + Non Food
Consumption Expenditure

Food Poverty Line US$31.27
Non Food Consumption US$39.09

Source:PICES 2017: One TCPIS computed for Zimbabw&@PDL is measured in US$ per pen per month.
Thenonfoodconsumption expendire forhouseholds whose per capita food is aro¢hd-PL) the food poverty
line is computedThe average nafood for these households is computed to give the TCPL

US$ 70.36
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2.4 PovertyMeasures

In order to make poverty comparisons across population subgroupsiotime, data on
individual or household consumption expenditures and the levels of such consumption relative
to the poverty lines must be aggregated over people or households in the subgroups. The
prevalenceof poverty is one example of such an aggtiega The prevalence (also known as

the headcount indexrepresents thehare ofpopulation (either people or households) whose
consumption expenditures fall below the poverty line as a proportion of the total population
For example, the prevalence advyerty in a region is the number of people (or households)
below the poverty line divided by the total population (individual or households) in the.region
The prevalence of poverty is especially useful for targeting regions and subgroups; a basic
principle of targeting is to target groups or regions whose poverty prevalence is highest.

The prevalence of poverty does not, however, provide complete information about the degree
of poverty felt by different subgroupdt does notinform about thedepth of pvertyor the
mean shortfaldl o f the poor 6s consumigsti on
information is provided by thpoverty gap indexvhich isthe average poverty gap in the
population as a proportion of the poverty line.

The poverty severit indexsometimes referred to as thguared poverty gap indeakes into
account not only the distance separating the poor frorpdterty line (the poverty gaput
also the inequality among the poor. That is, a higher weight is placed on those Hasusgiool
are further away from the poverty lira.other words, the poverty severity index is a weighted
sum of poverty gaps as a proportion of the poverty Tiiés is in contrast to the poverty gap
index where the poverty gaps are weighted equally.

Each of these measures belong to a class of poverty indices known as the Foster, Greer,
Thorbecke (FGT) indices.

The following analysis will be conducted on a household basis. Since the ultimate interest of
the policy maker is reduction of poverty amopgople, results will also be presented for
individual poverty

2.5 Averageand Median Consumption

Levels of wellbeing, as measured by consumption expenditure per person, are very low
Zimbabwe It should be noted that household consumption expenditaledes purchases of
goods and services, own consumption and in kind consumption asMmelnational mean
consumption per person per month (based on the value of the dollar in June2813}85.2

and median consumptiomasUS$65.7(SeeFigure 2.1) In urban areas, the mean and median
per capita consumption expenditures per margtreUS$133.4and US$8.7, respectively. As
expectedrural peoplehadlower mean and mediamonthly consumption expenditurgser
capita compared to urban ared$$69.2andUS$1.5,respectivelyThe June 2017 mean and
median figuresveretaken as they represent stable period in the middle d?HDESsurvey
year June 2017 prices weused as the base for deflating nominal data.
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Figure 2.1: Mean and MediaMonthly per Capita Consumption Expenditures in US Dollars for
Rural and Urban Areas
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In order to measure whether wbking is equally or unequally distributed @mi coefficient

was used A Gini coefficient of 1 is an indication of complete income inequality witie o
person having all the inconwvehile a Gini coefficient of 0 is indicative of complete equality
with everybody earning an equal incomelLorenz curveplots the cumulative percentages of
total income received against the cumulative number of recipients, starting with the poorest
individual or household.

The Gini coefficient of Zimbabwe according to PICES 20&@s 0.435 up from0.423" in

2011/12 See Rble 2.3. This suggests growiwglfareinequality in Zimbabwe over the recent
yearsand an increase ithe gap between the rich and the pdoiThe Gini coefficientsin
Zimbabwe decliad substantially between 1995/96 and 201b@fdre increasing somwhat

in 2017as shown by d@ble 2.3However, it can be noted that the rural gini coefficient has been

on a continuous downward trend since 1995/96 whereas that of urban areas took a rise from
2011/12 to 2017.

! This Ginicoefficientis constructed using real consumption per person as the weitasure and using the
PICES 201 population weights to reach nationally representative estimates.
2The source of Zimbabwe data is ICES95,ICES 2001, PICES 2011and PICES 2017
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Table2.3: Comparison oflte GiniCoefficientin Zimbabwe oveBelectedrears

National gini Rural gini Urban gini

coefficient coefficient coefficient
2017 0.435 0.361 0.398
2011/12 0.423 0.370 0.390
2001 0.489 0.434 0.452
1995/96 0.626 0.597 0.575

Saurce: ZIMSTAT PICES Surveys

Inequality varies by place of residence awakslightly higherin urban areagthe Gini was
0.398 compared taural areas@.361), See Table2.3. Part of this inequalityvasdriven by
disparities between rural and urban ar@&e nationalGini coefficientwasmuch higher than
whenrural and urban areagereconsidered separatehlyhich is an indication of the large gap
in median consumption expenditures between rural and urban &esa8nnexD.

Individual wellbeing is skwed and unequal as indicated by the Lorenz cur¥gure 2.2.

The Lorenz curve provides a complete summary of information about the distribution-of well
being. It is graphed as the cumulative percentage of consumption expendituresagtise Y
controlled by the cumulative percentage of population (thex}). If wellbeing is evenly
distributed, the Lorenz curve would be the first diagonal.Gine coefficientsandthe Lorenz
Curve showminor differences ininequality between rural and urban areasthe lower
segments of the population but widens after 40 percent as shown in the graph.

Figure 2.2: Lorenz Curve for Zimbabwe Rural and Urban Areas

Cummulative share of defated per capita

0 A 2 3 4 = 6 7 8 9 1
Cummulative share of population
Rural Urban
Mational Line of perfect equality

Source: ZIMSTAT, PICES 201

41



Poverty was much higherin rural than in urban areas of Zimbabwaespatial patterns of
individual and household poverty follow those of mean levels of consumption. @hée

percent of all Zimbabwean householusd per capita consumption expenditures below the
upper poverty hie (the TCPL)76.9percenbf ruraland30.4percenpf urbanhouseholdsvere

deemed poor @ble2.4). According tothe PICES 2017data,the majority ofZi mbab we 0 s
householdg69.2 percent)ived in rural areasThe indices of poverty show that prevalenc

depth, and severity of rural povessere muchhigherthan those of urban poverty.

Since poor households tend to have more people than th@ooopheruralindividual poverty
prevalence wag6.0 percent,compared td7.0 percentamong the urban pafation (Table
2.4). Extreme povertywas also much highern rural areas a40.9 percent ofthe rural
populationwasextremely poocompared to 4.4 percent in urban ar@able 2.4).

Table2.4: Poverty Irdices by Place of Residence

Prevalence (%) of Poverty indices

Extreme | Poverty gap Poverty severity index
Residence Povert overt index

Households

Rural 76.9 31.9 36.6 20.6
Urban 30.4 3.3 9.0 3.7
All Zimbabwe 60.6 21.9 26.9 14.7
Population

Rural 86.0 40.9 435 25.4
Urban 37.0 4.4 11.3 4.8
All Zimbabwe 70.5 29.3 33.3 18.9

Source: PICES 201 Poverty refers to the prevalence of households or people in households whose consumption
expenditures per capita are below the upper povimgy (the TCPL). Extreme poverty represents a shortfall
below the lower poverty line (FPL). The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thorbecke
a=1 and a=2 measures, respectively (see Ravallion, 1992 for details). These iagicesmputed using the

upper poverty line.

2.6 Comparison of Poverty Prevalence over Time

Thenationatlevelhousehold pvertyrateof 60.6percenfor 2017wasslightly lowerthan62.6
percent in 2011/12. The poverty gap has also sligigtreaseétom 277 percent in 2011/12
to 26.9percent in 20LHowever extremehouseholgovertyincreased to 21.9 percent in 2017
up from 16.2 percent in 2011/13ece Table 2.5. This increase iglriven by worsening
conditions in rural area@ural household poverty ineased from 22.9 to 31@rcentwhile
urban extreme poverty dropped from 4 to 3.3 percent
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Table2.5: Household Measured Prevalence of Poverty, for Selected Years

Measured prevalence of Poverty indices
Residence Poverty Extreme Poverty gap Poverty

poverty index severity
index

PICES 2017
Rural 76.9 31.9 36.6 20.6
Urban 30.4 3.3 9.0 3.7
All Zimbabwe 60.6 21.9 26.9 14.7
PICES 2011/12
Rural 76.0 22.9 36.1 20.6
Urban 38.2 4.0 12.3 5.6
All Zimb abwe 62.6 16.2 27.7 15.2
ICES 2001
Rural 73.0 42.3 36.1 21.6
Urban 33.8 10.5 11.7 5.5
All Zimbabwe 60.6 32.2 28.3 16.5
ICES 1995
Rural 76.2 50.4 50.6 30.5
Urban 41.1 10.2 35.4 16.9
All Zimbabwe 63.3 35.7 47.0 27.3

Source:PICES 2017PICES2011, ICES 2001 and ICES 1995 reports. Note: comparison was based only on
percentage differences. The poverty lines for 1995 and @@60d not recalibrated to 2013rices.

The individualnationalpoverty rate dropped t@0.5 percent in 2017 from 72.3 mamt in
2011/12.The poverty gap also decreased slightly from 34.1 percent in 2011/12 to 33.3 percent
in 2017.However, ural individual poverty increased from 84.3 percent in 2011/136d
percent in 2017=xtreme povertyamong the populationcreasedrom 22.5 percent in 2011/12

to 29.3percent in 2017. See dble 2.6 Urban areas appestto bewitnessinglower poverty

over time and the national pattafincreasing extreme povemyasbeing driven by worsening
conditions in rural aredeadng to higher levels opoverty prevalence rates in rural areas

43



Table2.6: Individual Measured Prevalence of Poverty, for Selected Years

Measured prevalence of Poverty Indices

Residence Poverty Extreme Poverty gap Poverty
poverty index severity
index
PICES 2017
Rural 86.0 40.9 43.5 25.4
Urban 37.0 4.4 11.3 4.8
All Zimbabwe 70.5 29.3 33.3 18.9
PICES 2011/12
Rural 84.3 30.4 42.8 25.4
Urban 46.5 5.6 15.5 7.2
All Zimbabwe 72.3 22.5 34.1 19.6
ICES 2001
Rural 82.4 52.4 43.4 27.0
Urban 42.3 14.5 15.5 7.6
All Zimbabwe 70.9 41.5 354 21.4
ICES 1995
Rural 86.4 62.8 47.1 29.6
Urban 53.4 15.0 20.2 10.0
All Zimbabwe 75.6 47.2 38.3 23.2

Source:PICES 2017PICES 2011, ICES 2001 driCES 1995Note comparison was done only in percentages.
The poverty lies were not recalibrated to 20prices.

2.7 GeographicaPicture of Poverty

Poverty among households varies significantly across and within provingeslmibwe . The
prevalenceof household poverty rangefilom 22.3 percent in Bulawayd’rovinceto 81.6
percent inMashonaland Centrérovince Thehigh poverty prevalencamonghouseholds in
rural Mashonaland Centr&trovincehas lifted the overall poverty prevalence of the province
According to allpoverty indices, Matabeleland North, Manicaland and Mashonaland West
provinces havapoverty prevalence levets 70 percenand abovégTable 27)3. Mashonaland
Centralis the poorest provingevorse off according to each poverty index, ngvan extreme
poverty index o#t1.2percent, a poverty gap index4#.2percent and a severity poverty index
of 25.1percent.lt should be noted that therovinces with a high prevalence of povengre
also those with the deepest and most severe powéotyseholds in Bulawayo and Harare
reported low levels of extreme povert).9 percent and.8 percent respectively andtheir
poverty gap indicesvere the lowestbeing 5.3 percentand 9.7, respectively. The poverty
severity indexwaslowest inBulawayowith 1.8 percent while the poverty severity index of
Hararewas4.1 percent.

Onlyl0percento f Zi mbabweds pre@found irhtleeursjer lties, tararevard
Bulawayo.Manicaland Povincehadthe highest proportion of poor households (16 peroent

3 For the purposes of targeting poverty alleviation programmes, it is preferred to target based on a higher
prevalence or incidence of poverty. The reas-on for
poor households in higprevalere subgroups. However, some policymakers wish to know the subgroups
containing the largest percentages or numbers or poor, and for this purpose we report the distribution of poor by
province.
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all poor households live hgravhile Bulawayd(2.1 percentand Matabaleland SouBrovince
(5.6 percent) and Matabeleland NoRfovince(6 percenthave the lowest proportiasf poor
household¢SeeTable 2.7)

Table2.7: Household Poverty Indices by Province

Prevalence of (%)
Percent Poor Extremel
poor househo Yy poor
households Ids | househol

Poverty Indices
Poverty Poverty
gap severity

Province

Manicaland 16.5 71.0 27.9 33.0 18.3
Mashonaland Central 12.5 81.6 41.2 42.2 25.1
Mashonaland East 12.6 65.6 22.2 28.8 15.5
Mashonaland West 12.8 71.1 31.6 34.3 20.0
Matabeleland North 6.1 74.3 33.3 36.0 20.6
Matabeleland South 5.3 62.8 17.8 25.6 13.1
Midlands 11.4 63.0 21.8 27.8 15.0
Masvingo 12.8 64.8 20.7 27.6 14.5
Bulawayo 2.1 22.3 0.9 5.3 1.8
HarareProvince 7.9 31.1 3.8 9.7 4.1
All Zimbabwe 100.0 60.6 21.9 26.9 14.7

Source: PICES 201 The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thodseckad

a=2 measues, respectively (see Ravallion, 1992 for details). These indices are computed using the upper poverty
line (the TCPL). Prevalence of poverty refers to the percentage of households whose consumption expenditures
per capita fall below the upper poveripé (the TCPL). Extreme poverty refers to households below the lower

line (the FPL).

Looking at individual povertyTable 2.8 we note that Manicaland@rovincehad the highest
propotion of the poor (16.4 percenfpllowed by MasvingoProvince (13.3 pecent).

MashonalandCentral Provincehadthe higlestindividual poverty rateof 87.9 percent The

lowest individualpoverty prevalencevasin BulawayoProvince 29.9 percent, followed by
HarareProvincewith 37.3 percent.Extreme individual povertyashighestin Mashonaland
Central Provincevith 49.5percentof the population below the food poverty lifeélowed by

Matabeleland North province with5.1 percentwhile the lowestwas found in Bulawayo
Province(1 percent) and Harare Province (5.2 percdmtgindividual poverty gapvashighest
in Mashonaland Centra&trovince(47.9 percen} followed by Matabeleland Northrévince

with (44.6perceny.
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Table2.8: Prevalence of Poor and Severely Poor People arsiribution of Poor People by

Province

Prevalence (%) of Poverty indices

Percent Poor Very poor Poverty gap Poverty

Province poor people people index severity
people index

Manicaland 16.4 80.7 36.9 40.0 23.0
Mashonaland Centra 12.0 87.9 49.5 47.9 294
Mashonaland East 12.2 75.8 29.9 35.5 19.9
Mashonaland West 12.6 78.7 38.7 39.9 23.9
Matabeleland North 6.5 85.3 45.1 44.6 26.6
Matabeleland South 5.7 76.9 27.3 34.3 18.5
Midlands 11.8 73.8 30.2 34.9 19.7
Masvingo 13.3 75.0 27.9 34.0 18.5
Bulawayo 2.2 29.9 1.3 7.1 2.4
HarareProvince 7.3 37.3 5.2 12.2 53
All Zimbabwe 100.0 70.5 29.3 33.3 18.9

Source: PICES 201 The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thoeseickad a=2
measures, respectively (see Ravallion, 1992&ails). These indicemre calculated using the upper poverty
line.

Povertywasmuch highein rural areashan in urban areasd the overall level of poveriyas
positively related to the proportion of the provincial population living in ruralsarea

The major cities hatbwer povertylevelsthan the other provinceshich werepredominantly
rural and the patterns of poverty across the large onier® similar. HarareProvincehad
however, a large percentage of househaldese monthly consumiph fell between the two
povety lines (the TCPL and the FPIlsince the measured prevalence of poverty pkedp
dramatically when the lower lin@as used irsteadof the upper line. This drop indicates a
bunching of household consumption expendityustlelow the upper poverty liruggesting
high vulnerability to income shocks

A simulation exercisa&vasconducted to observe the changes in poverty prevalence following
a 10 percent increase in per capita consumption expenditures in each housékealdsilts

of the simulation indicas that the poverty prevalence in Zimbabwe would drop $y
percentage points 6.5 percent from60.6 percent currentlypeing reported (& Table 2.9.

If the above scenario occurs, all provinces would register a declpwvefty prevalence by a
magnitude ranging fron8.1 percenage pointsin Mashonaland Central révince to 5.2
percendge pointsin Harare [ovince. Mashonaland CentralProvince consumption
expendituresvereso low that thd0%incrementin consumptiordoeslittle to reduce poverty.
(Table 2.9)
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Table2.9: Simulation Results: Prevalence of Household Poverty and Poverty indices by
Province Following a 10 Percent Increase in Per Capita Consumption Expenditures in
Households

Prevalence of (%)

Percent Percent Poverty Poverty Percent

poor poor before after | change in

Province households households simulation simulation poverty
before after 1) (2) | prevalence

simulation | simulation (2-1)
1 2 I
Manicaland 165 16.8 71.0 67.2 -3.8
Mashonaland Centra 12.5 12.9 81.6 78.5 -3.1
Mashonaland East 12.6 12.7 65.6 61.2 -4.4
Mashonaland West 12.8 12.9 71.1 66.7 -4.4
Matabeleland North 6.1 6.2 74.3 70.7 -3.6
Matabeleland South 5.3 5.2 62.8 57.6 -5.2
Midlands 114 11.5 63.0 59.1 -4.0
Masvingo 12.8 12.7 64.8 59.9 -4.9
Bulawayo 2.1 1.8 22.3 17.8 -4.5
Harare 7.9 7.4 31.1 27.3 -3.9
All Zimbabwe 100.0 100.0 60.6 56.5 -4.1

Source: PICES2017. The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Tkedselcand

a=2 measures, respectively (see Ravallion, 1992 for details). These indices are computed using the upper poverty
line (the TCPL). Prevalence of poverty refers to the percentage of households whose consumption expenditures
per capita fall belowthe upper poverty line (the TCPL). Extreme poverty refers to households below the lower
line (the FPL).

2.8 Poverty in Rural Areas

Of all provinces in Zimbabwe, Mashonaland CenBlvince hadthe highest proportion of

poor households16.1percentfollowed byMashonaland Eagtrovincewith 14.0percentand
Matabeleland North#®vinceat 12.5percent. The poor iManicalandandMasvingoProvinces
constitute12.2 percent andlL1.9 percent respectively of the total ruralpoor Zimbabwen
households (&eTable2.10. On t op of <containing the highest
poor, Mashonaland Central Province hthé higlest prevalence of rural pover84.7percent

of rural household# the provincewere poor. Thisis followed by Mashonaland Wesard
Manicalandprovinces withrural household poverty prevalerscef 82.7 and 78.7 percent
respectively.
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Table2.10: Household Poverty in Percentages by Province in Rural Zimbabwe

Household prevalence of (%)

Perce P00 eme Pove Pove

Pro e DOO DOO gap eve
O ENoiG O[S (e

Manicalarl 12.2| 78.7 32.7 37.7 21.2
Mashonaland Central 16.1| 84.7 43.5 44.2 26.4
Mashonaland East 14.0, 71.3 25.7 32.3 17.7
Mashonaland West 10.5| 82.7 41.3 42.2 25.2
Matabeleland North 12.5| 78.6 36.9 39.0 22.5
Matabeleland South 11.0| 68.5 20.7 28.7 14.9
Midlands 11.7| 77.6 30.3 36.3 20.1
Masvingo 11.9| 715 23.6 30.9 16.4
Total 100.0| 76.9 31.9 36.6 20.6

Source: 20T PICES

When urban areas are consideredrare Province hathe highestcontribution to urban
poverty:44.7 percentof the urban poonouséoldslived therefollowed byurbanManicaland
Province which contributedl1.7 percent(Table2.11). Urban household poverty rategre
highest inMatabeleland SoutRrovincewhere40.2percenbof the urban householdgerepoor
followed by Mashonaland VgeProvinceat 39.0 percenExtreme urban poverty rategere
highest in MashonalandEag Province and Mashonaland WesProvince although still
relatively low (5.7 to 5.8 percentJéble 2.1).

Table2.11: Household Poverty Prevalence by Provinmt®&rban Areas

Percent Prevalence Prevalence Poverty Poverty

Province poor of poverty of extreme gapindex  severity

households poverty index
Manicaland 11.7 22.3 0.9 5.3 1.8
Mashonaland Centra 8.5 36.0 5.8 11.6 5.2
Mashonaland East 1.5 30.6 2.5 8.9 3.4
Mashonaland West 7.5 39.0 5.7 12.3 5.2
Matabeleland North 9.8 37.4 3.4 11.1 4.6
Matabeleland South 2.1 40.2 4.8 12.6 54
Midlands 2.0 29.0 0.9 6.9 2.3
Masvingo 9.4 29.9 2.4 8.3 3.3
Bulawayo 2.7 19.0 1.2 4.8 1.9
Harare 44.7 31.1 3.8 9.7 4.1
Total 100.0 30.4 3.3 9.0 3.7

Source: PICES 2017The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thoebekckad
a=2 measures, respectively (see Ravallion, 1992 for details). These indices arkatedl using the upper
poverty line.
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2.9 Characteristics of Poor Households

Poor households Zimbabwehadthe following characteriscs: they havénigh dependency
ratios, while heads of household®end to be olde(Table 212). Poor louseholds hac
dependency ratio o#7.7 percentwhich was 17 percentage pointsigher thannon-poor
households. In rural areas, poor househdldd a dependency ratio 619.2 percentper
household whiclwasslightly higherthan the dependency ratio in urban poor housetaflds
43.0 percentper household. The dependency ratias highest in extremely poor rural
households bein§4.7 percenttompared to the dependency ratio for households in urban areas
whichwas50.4percent

Poor households in Zimbabwerealso larger inige than nofpoor households. Poor families
hada mean size of 2.memberscompared to 2 for the nompoor while extremely poor
households haen average size &.7 membersThe nmean household size for the rupsdor
was 4.5 members whilerural nonpoa households had mean size oR.7 members.The
extremely poohouseholds in rural areas hawl averag®.7 members compared to extremely
poor households in urban areas viith members.

In rural areasheadsof poor household&ereolderthan heds ofnon-poor household$ut the
heads of extreme poor householdsre younger than the rural averade urban areas both
poor andextreme poohouseholcheadsvereyounger than the averagaiggesting that many
of the urban poor and extreme poor nragfude young families

Table2.12: Dependency &ios and Age of Household Helhd Poverty Status

Poverty status Dependency Mean Children under Mean age of

ratio household the age of 6 household head

(percent) size

National 42.4 4.2 0.7 45.6
Non-poor 30.6 3.2 0.4 44.5
Poor a47.7 4.5 0.8 46.4
Extremely poor 54.5 5.7 1.1 46.4
Rural 47.1 4.4 0.8 47.4
Non-poor 32.4 2.7 0.3 46.7
Poor 49.2 4.5 0.8 48.3
Extremely poor 54.7 5.7 1.1 46.7
Urban 33.9 3.8 0.6 42.4
Non-poor 29.5 3.4 0.5 43.2
Poor 43.0 4.6 0.9 40.4
Extremely poor 50.4 5.1 1.2 41.7

Source: PICER017 Poor households are those below the upper poverty line (the TCPL), and poorest have
consumption expenditures below the lower povertg (the FPL). Dependence ratios here are the mean
dependency ratio for households in the particular poverty group. So dependency ratios here refer to the mean
dependency ratio (i.e. number of dependents divided by the total number of household mentimisgholds

in a particular poverty group. For example, the rural poor dependence ratio is the sum of household dependency
ratios (for poor households) divided by the number of poor households. This is somewhat different from the way
demographers traditinally compute these ratios.
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2.10 Sex of Household Head

According to the PICE017survey,maleheaded households constidi&?2.1percent of all
households in Zimbabwe whil@8.0 percent of householdsere femaleheadedSee Table
2.13). Femaleheaded haseholdswere more common among smaller househaddsalmost
half of households of 2 to 3 membengere femaleheaded.Largerfamilies had a larger
proportion of maleheaded households.

Table2.13: PercentDistribution of Households of Different Sizes by Sex of Head of
Household

Sex of headZimbabwe

Size of household Male Female
% % %

1 58.7 41.3 100.0
2 50.4 49.6 100.0
3 54.1 45.9 100.0
4 62.1 37.9 100.0
5 66.8 33.2 100.0
6 70.2 29.8 100.0
7 69.3 30.7 100.0
8 68.6 31.4 100.0
9+ 70.5 29.5 100.0
Total 62.1 38.0 100.0

Source: PICES 2017

Female household heads can be classifielse or defactbieadsDe-factofemale headship

means that the woman is head of the household becauseadi@nt is temporarily absent

Dejure female household heads are the usual heads of the household normally identified by
marital status such as divorced/separated or widowdds distinction has implications on
prevalence of poverty. Households that azaded byde-factofemales may be better off than
dejure female heads of household because they might receive remittances from absent spouses
while the femalale-jure headsmayhave to stand on their own.

Male-headedhouseholdsvere somewhat pooref61.6 percentis poo) thanfemaleheaded
householdq58.9 percen}. Extreme povertywas also slightly higher for thede-facto male
headed householdgth 25.2percenttompared tahe prevalence of extreme poverty in tee
facto, femaleheaded householdgith 21.2 percent Divorced maleheaded householdgere
less poor thamwvidowedfemaleheaded householdat the same time, households headed by
male widowswereless poor than families with a female widas a head @ble 2.48). Sex of

the household headayinfluence the ability to access wage jobs, or land, for exammghebe
important to secure income and these can be more difficult to access for waméor men.
Male-headed householdsat hadnever marriedveremuchless pooithan other households,
theywerealso less poor than femateaded households thednever married

While maleheaded householdgeresomewhatvorse off on average, blarger household of
maleheaded households may play a role here as our welfare meesiexpenditure per
copita, leading to lower welfare and higher poverty when houselvedus larger. Higher

poverty amongfemaleheadedhouseholdghat were widowed, divorced or never married
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headedhan theirmaleheaded equivalent suggest thany femaleneaded householdscial
substantial disadvantage®ut there was substantial diversity among fenaleheaded
householdsnd targeting any programme based on household headship aloneadslitio be
met with cautior(Table 214).

Table2.14: Household Poverty by Household HeadshlpZimbabwe

Prevalence (%) of Poverty indices
Poverty  Extreme Poverty Poverty severity
Headship poverty ap index index
Male-headed 61.6 23.1 27.8 15.3
Defacto
-Married 65.4 25.2 29.9 16.6
Dejure
-Divorced 41.2 8.2 14.9 7.1
-Widowed 49.8 12.7 19.6 9.9
Never Married 19.5 2.9 6.2 2.7
Female headed 58.9 19.8 25.4 13.6
Defacto
-Married 62.3 21.2 27.1 14.5
Dejure
-Divorced 46.6 14.3 19.2 10.2
-Widowed 64.4 22.5 28.1 15.2
Never Married 29.3 5.8 10.1 4.9

Source: PICES 2017. The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thstbaokie=2 measures,
respectively. These indices were computed ubiagipper poverty line. Defacto female headship means that the woman is
head of the household because her husband is temporarily absgunte female household heads are the usual heads of the
household normally identified by marital status such asrdad/separated or widowed.

In rural areas, thiemale headed households tharewidowedor divorcedweremuchpoorer
than thé maleheaded equivalentsut the differencavasmuchsmalkerin urban areas. This
would suggesthatrural widows and divoeswerevulnerable

2.11 Employment and Income Sources

The type ofemploymenif the household head is closely associated with household poverty
status. In rural and urban areas, households headed bgooaunt workersveremost likely

to be affected byigh poverty. Casual or temporary employees similarly sedfféom high
poverty. Households headed by a permanentgrajaoyee or by an employer htmk lowest
likelihood of being poor.Households headed by commuaat resettlemeriairmers suffezd

from the greatest poverty prevalen82,9 percent, while households headed by an employer
hada poverty prevalence aD.0percent, (&ble 215). Household headed by an unemployed
head had a poverty prevalenceé&@f7percent in rural areas comparedto/ percent in urban
areas.
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Table2.15: Prevalence of Household Poverty by Main Activity of Household ldedd
Rural/Urban

Place of residency

Main activity Rural Urban All

Zimbabwe
Paid employe@ermanent 40.8 15.8 25.7
Paid employee casual 64.9 39.7 49.2
Employer 36.5 6.1 10.0
Communal andesettlement farmer 83.7 37.4 82.9
Own account worker (other) 66.5 40.2 47.4
Unpaid family worker 53.7 76.5 65.4
Unemployed 67.7 45.7 48.3

Source: PICER017. Prevalence refers to the percentage of households whose consumption expenditures per
capita fall below the upper poverty line.

Households headed byozernment workerBadthe lowest povertyboth inin urbanand rural
areas(Table 216). Thesewere followed byparastatal workerand norfarm own account
workers. The poverty and extrem@overty prevalencevas highestfor communal farmers
followed by resettlement farmefFable 216). Households headed by a private sector worker
werepoorer tharaverageButhouseholdéieaded by someone winasemployed in the formal
sectowerelesslikely to be poor thathose in thenformal sector in both rural and urban areas.

Table2.16. Prevalence of Household Penty by Sector of Employment of the Household
Headand Rural/Urban

Rural Urban

Poor  Extremely Poor Extremely
Employment type poor poor
Communal farmer 85.1 38.1 - -
Resettlement farmer 81.0 31.8 - -
Own account worker other 66.5 21.4 47.4 9.2
Govenment worker 23.4 2.7 17.0 1.4
Parastatal worker 37.8 6.4 15.5 1.7
Private sector 79.9 33.4 68.1 25.6
Formal sector 70.9 27.5 50.1 15.8
Informal sector 78.2 32.9 63.6 23.6

Source: PICER017. Government workers include Central and Local governmeriexs; parastatals include
cooperative employees; formal sector includes registered establishments; informal sector includes unregistered
establishments.

The impact of povertyomousehol d access to empl oyment
Householdnembers working in the formal sector corsikif those woking in establishments
such as Central and Locab@rnment, quasiorporations, parastatals, or private companies,
and registered cooperativdsousehold members working in the informal sectere those

who were working in household enterprises which were neither registered nor licensed.

Given these definitionst wasobserved thatouseholds with at least one member working in
the formal sectoweremuch less poordR0 percent is poor) thahdse working in the informal
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sector (63 percent).his was truefor both rural and urban areahese results show that the
Government strategy to promofermal employment isvery relevant fopoverty reduction
(Table 217).

Table2.17: Household Poverty I ndices by Househol c

Prevalence (%) of Poverty indices

Employment Extreme Poverty gap Poverty severity
status Poverty poverty index index
At least one household member with formal eloyment

Rural areas 54.7 14.1 21.0 10.4
Urban areas 18.4 1.8 4.6 1.8
All Zimbabwe 29.4 5.6 9.6 4.4
No member with formal employment

Rural areas 77.8 32.7 37.2 21.0
Urban areas 32.8 3.5 9.8 4.1
All Zimbabwe 63.4 23.3 28.4 15.6

Source: PICER017. The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thodseclkad
a=2 measures, respectively. These indices were computed using the Upper poverty line. Formal sector means
that household has at least one member with Governmeristpsal, or formal sector employment.

Consistent with the above findings, households whusad receivetlis/her main source of
earnings from salaries and wagesreless likely to be poor in Zimbabwe comparedhose
dependent omther sources of incomé\s expected, households that eatmost of their
money from communal farmingerethe poorest, andadthe deepest and most severe poverty.
The incidence of povertipr households engagéud communal farmingvas85.0 percent with
extreme poverty levelsf 39.0percent and a poverty gap index4@.0percent. Households
whose headvasan owner of businedsadthe lowest extrempovertyrate but their poverty
rate (using the upper poverty lingasslightly above thoseelying onsalaries and wageSee
Table 2.18.

Table2.18: Household Poverty |NabohSareeof Hoysehbld us e h ol ¢
Income Zimbabwe

Prevalence (%) of  Poverty Indices

Poverty Poverty
Extreme  gapindex severity index

Main source of income Poverty  poverty
Salary and wages 37.0 8.0 13.0 7.0
Gifts and transfers 72.0 24.0 32.0 17.0
Own business 46.0 7.0 16.0 7.0
Communalarming 85.0 39.0 42.0 24.0
Other 81.0 32.0 38.0 21.0

Source: PICE®017 The poverty gap and thevegity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thorbeekd and
a=2 measures, respectively. These indices were computed using the upper poverty line.

In rural areas, povertyas highest fohouseholds that depesdimainly on commundiarming
(85.0 percent)followed byhouseholds that depesdion gifts and transfer& 7.0 percen} as
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shown in &ble 219. The lowestpoverty ratewasfound among thosehose main source of
incomewassalaries and wag€54.0perceny.

Table2.19: Household Poverty Prevalence by Main Source of Household Income, Rural
Areas

Rural areas

Prevalence (%) of
Main source of income Poverty | Extreme Poverty Poverty
poverty | gap index severity
Index
Salary and wages 54.0 17.0 22.0 12.0
Gifts and transfers 77.0 26.0 34.0 18.0
Own business 64.0 18.0 27.0 14.0
Communal farming 85.0 40.0 43.0 25.0
Other 82.0 33.0 38.0 21.0

Source: PICER017 Poor refers to households whose-papita consumption expenditures are below the upper
povery line (the TCPL). Very poor households are below the lower line (the FPL).

In urban areas, poventyashighestamong households that depeddhostly onown business
This reflecs the high degree of informalitgnd low productivity of these businessés.
reportedabove povertywasrelatively low, 26.0 percent anongurban households wkee main
source of incomevassalaries and wageSeeTable 2.20.

Table2.20: Household Poverty Prevalence by Main Sowtelousehold Income, Urban
Areas

Urban areas
| Prevalence (%) of

Main Source of Income Poverty Extreme Poverty Poverty
poverty gap severity

index Index

Salary and wages 26.0 2.0 7.0 3.0
Gifts and transfers 33.0 8.0 12.0 5.0
Own business 40.0 4.0 12.0 5.0
Communal farming 32.0 7.0 11.0 5.0
Other 18.0 - 4.0 1.0

Source: PICER017. Poor refers to households whose{oapita consumption expenditures are below the upper
poverty line (the TCPL). Very poor households are below the lower line (the FPL).

In general, povertyvas high (72.8 percent)jamonghouseholds withut salaried workes as
compared to thoswith a salaried worker38.5 percent), $e Table 221. Poverty among
household heads thdb not have a&alary or wagevas as expectednuchhighe in ruralthan
in urbanareas(Table 221).

54



Table2.21: Prevalence of Household Poverty and Extreme Poverty by Whether any
Household Member Avails Salaries and Wages

Area of residence | Salaried/wage worler

Poverty Extreme Poverty Poverty severity

poverty gap index Index

Rural 55.5 17.6 23.2 12.2
Urban 26.6 2.3 7.3 2.9
Zimbabwe 38.5 8.5 13.8 6.7
Area of residence No salaried/wage worker
Poverty Extreme Poverty Poverty severity

poverty gap index Ind ex

Rural 83.1 36.1 40.4 23.0
Urban 36.1 4.7 11.5 4.9
Zimbabwe 72.8 29.2 34.1 19.1

Source: PICER017 Cells contain prevalence of household poverty depending on whether any member of the
household has salaries or wages as a main source of income.

2.12 Food Security

Poor households spedR.5percent of theiconsumption expendituen food whilethis figure

was 28.4 percent amongonpoor households €@ Table 222). The proportion of the total
consumption budget allocated to food by a household detesrwhat it allocates to other non

food consumption items. The larger the share of budget a household allocates to food, the less
budget spacé has to accommodate other rfmod expenditures sucts dealth, education,
transport andlothing, etc. Itwasnoted that higher food sharesreassociated wh higher
prevalence of povertyhilst lower food sharesvere associated with lower prevalence of
poverty. Borrowing and other coping strategiesere used by households temootten
consumption expenditures.

Of the total expenditures on food, the shartal expenditurespent orownmaize the staple

food in Zimbabwe, rangetfom 7.3 percent for nospoor households in urban areaslth0

percent for poor households living in rural ategdsor householddlacated bigger shares to

maize than nooor households. Thisasprobably because neggoor householdsouldafford

other starch alternatives such as rice, potatoes and pasta. These alternatives, however, cost more
than maize.

Own-produed maize and réance on normarket purchased foodgas markedly higher for
the poor households compared to the-poar householdsAbout 14.0percent obwn produce
maizewas consumed by rural poor househoksd 55.6percent oftheir food consumption
expenditurewas not from the market Much of the foodhat the poomte camefrom food
produced foown consumption.
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Table2.22: Food Shares and OwRroduction by Poverty StatuRural and Urban Areas

Rural Urban All Zimbabwe
are 0 P00 ota 0 P00 ota 0 P00 ota
PDOO PDOO PDOO
Food shares 36.4| 45.0| 43.0] 23.5| 30.9| 25.8| 28.4| 425 36.9
Maize shares 19.4| 27.4| 25.7| 11.7| 17.2| 13.4| 14.7| 25.7 21.6
Own-prodn/maize| 9.9| 14.0| 13.3| 7.3| 11.7| 9.1 9.6| 13.9 131
Norrmarket food | 43.1| 55.6| 52.9| 15.9| 18.5| 16.7| 31.1| 52.2 45.7

Source: PICES 201 Food sharesre total (market and nemarket) value of food consumption divided by total
value ofconsumptionmaize shards value ofmaize consumptiodivided bytotal value offood consumptiagn
share ofown-produce of maizes value ofmaizeown consumptiordivided bytotal value offood consumption;
non-market food(consistingof ownproduce, gifts and transfers, and payments in Biisthe value of nomrmarket
fooddivided by totalvalue offood consumption).

The differences in the share of maize in total food consumptared between 16 and 31
percentdepending on the seasdrhe maize shares of the pomere higherthanof the non
poor. Theyvaried during the yar andwere largely driven by the share of own maize
consumption which stariscreasing after the harvest month of Apsishighestin September
and lowest in March, just before the harv@s$te maize shares of the pomeresubstantially
higher than te nonrpoorespecially during JulDctober.

The rural poor we2 more vulnerable to maize price increases during the earlier mornkies of
year (January through Mawhen their own food stocks are depleted and they rely on
markets for purchase of food.

Figure2.3: Percent Maiz&ConsumptiorSharesof Householdén Rural Areasby Survey
SampleMonth by Poverty Category

=== NoON-poor Maize Shares Non-poor Own Prod/Maize
e P0oor Maize Shares Poor Own Prod/Maize
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Month and Shares
Source: PICES 201 Maize sharesare the share of maize consumption in total food consampown-
productionis the share of maize consumption in total food consumption

The contribution of food shares to total household consumption expenditures in poor
householdsvaspersistently abovepercent in most months of the year and ranged frdm 4
percent in January 2017 t@ Hpercent in March 2017S¢e Kgure 2.4). The high food shares
also reflect a high poverty prevalence. However, the monthly food shares hyooion
households véed among months, ranging fron2 percent in January 2017 t@ percent in
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March 2017. This shows dh the norpoor households speat smaller proportion of their
budget on food compared to the poor households.

Figure 2.4: Percentof Rural Food Shares by Month aRdvertyCategory
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Source: PICEQ017
2.13 Asset Ownership and Poverty

Non-poor households are more likely to own key assets than the poor and very poor
households. Abow81.1 percent of all Zimbabwean households repdrdwning a radievhile
37.2percent owrd a televisionand 14.5 percent owed a bicycle.About 7.6 percent owed

an automobile (@ble 223).

Bicycle and radicownershipwasnot closelyassociated with poverty stataspoor households
wereslightly more likely to owreach type of asset comparedhe nonpoor and very poor.
A relatively high proportion of poor households in Zimbabwe edatelevision(28.8perceny
while only 9.7 of the extremely poor owone

Table2.23: Percentage of Haseholds Owing Selected Assely Poverty Status; Zimbabwe

Poverty status of thehousehold

Extremely All Zimbabwe
Percent owning Non-poor | Poor poor
Radio 29.0 33.2 31.4 31.1
Television 60.8 28.8 9.7 37.2
Refrigerator 46.1 11.9 1.0 23.0
Stove 58.6 19.4 2.7 31.2
Heater 6.0 0.9 0.0 2.7
Bicycle 13.4 16.5 12.9 14.5
Automobile 16.8 2.4 0.3 7.6

Source: PICER017 Poor households have consumption expenditures below the upper poverty line (TCPL),
while the extremely poor are below the lower poverty line (FPL)

Asset ownership more clearly distinguishes poor andpoam households in rurareas
compared to urban areasafile 224). This is related tahe higher preMance of poverty in
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rural areagndlower levels ofrural electrification. Falower percenages of rural households
owned assets such as televisions and refrigeratmisthe rural pooonly hada few of these
assets. The rural ngroorwere4 times as likely as the poor to own a refrigerator 4atiches

as likely to own an automobile as the poAbout 3.1 percent of the poor households in urban
areas owadan automobileompared to 2.2 percent of the poor households in rural. areas

In urban areas, ownership of refrigerators, heaters and apilesimost clearly distinguished

poor from norpoor households. The urban rpoor householdaere? times more likely to

own a motor vehicle than the urban poor households. Roughly equal percentages of poor and
nonpoor households ovedl bicycles in both rural and urban areas.

Table2.24: Percentage Household Ownership of Assets by Poverty Status, Rural and Urban
Areas

~ Rural Urban

Non- Poor | Extremely Non- Poor Extremely
oor ~ Poor oor Poor

| Radio | 33.4 35.9 31.9 26.3 24.7 21.7
Television 28.4 16.5 8.0 80.7 66.7 41.0
Refrigerator 14.9 3.6 0.7 65.3 37.4 7.7
Stove 19.0 4.3 1.0 82.9 65.5 33.6
Heater 1.9 0.3 0.0 8.5 2.8 0.6
Bicycle 19.1 18.4 13.3 10.0 10.5 4.5
Automobile 8.7 2.2 0.3 21.7 3.1 0.0

Source: PICES 2017. Poor households havegapita coxsumption expenditures that are below the upper
poverty line (the TCPL). Very poor households are below the lower line.

Thereweremajor differences in use of energy by poor and-poor hougholds in Zimbabwe
(Table 225) and these differencegereparty due to the higher prevalence of poverty in rural
areas compared to urban areas. Nationa8y9percent of nofpoor householdsadaccess to
electricity, while51.6 percent of pooand 34 percent of the extremely pdmusehold$ad
access to electity. The poor and extremely poor househaldgl morewood or coalas
cooking fuelthan the nofpoor householdNinety sevemercent of the extremely poor ase
woodor coalas the main sourga energy for cooking (able 225).
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Table2.25: Energy Sources by Household Poverty Status for All Zimbabwe (Percent
Households with Access to Source).

All Zimbabwe
Energy sources Non-poor Poor Extremely Poor
Access to electricity 78.9 51.6 34.0
Cooking fuel
Wood or coal 37.8 82.1 96.8
Electricity or gas 58.1 15.2 1.6
Other 4.1 2.7 1.6

Source: PICER017 Poor households have peapita consumption expenditures below the upper poverty line
(the TCPL).Extremely poor households have per cagibnsumption expenditures that fall below the lower line.

In urban areas, the difference between poor andpoon households iterms ofaccesgo
electricitywas however, much smaller. Abou® percent of urban poor households claein
to have acceds electricity whilst94 2 percent of the urban nggoor householdsadit (Table
2.26). In contrast, in rural areas4.4 percent of nofpoor and42.9percent of the poor have
access to electricity. Inrural areas, almost all the poor househottfsraseod to cook, while
82.1percent of the nepoor cookusel wood fuel.

The extensive use of firewood for cooking places pressurthenatural resource basend

couldlead to substantial environmental degradatideforestatiorsoil erosion and siltadn of
rivers and dams.

Table2.26: Energy Sources by Household Poverty Status for Rural and Udraibabwe

Percent Households with Access to Source

Rural Urban
Extremely Non- Extremely
Energy sources Poor
poor poor poor
Access to electricityy  54.4 42.9 32.9 94.2| 78.6 54.4
Cooking fuel
Wood or coal 82.1 97.3 99.1 10.1| 35.2 55.9
Electricity or gas 16.1 1.9 0.4 84.3| 56.3 22.6
Other 1.8 0.9 0.5 5.6 8.5 21.4

Source: PICER017. Poorhouseholds have peapita consumption expenditures below the upper poverty line
(the TCPL).Extremely poor households have per capita consumption expenditures that fall below the lower line.

2.14 Housing

In rural areas37.7 percent of thpoor householdssidel in their own dwelling units. In urban
areasabout26 percent of poor households ogdtheirdwelling unitswhile lodgers constituted
53.9 percent of the urban po¢fable 227).
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Table2.27: Distribution of Household Tenure Stathg Urban/Rural and Poverty Status

Percerdige of Households in Each Class

Rural areas Urban areas All Zimbabwe
Tenure gatus Non- Poor Non- Poor
poor poor

Owner/purchaser 62.6| 87.7 36.6 26.2 46.5 76.9
Tenant or lodger 4.4 2.0 42.4 53.9 28.0 11.2
Tied accommodation 30.3 7.9 8.9 6.8 17.0 7.7
Other 2.7 2.3 12.1 13.1 8.5 4.2
Total 100.0{ 100.0/ 100.0f 100.0f 100.0 100.0

Source: PICER017 Poor households have peapita consumption expenditures below tipper poverty line

(the TCPL. A person living intied accommodatioroccupies it by virtue of his/her job. The accommodation
belongs to the employer and is made available as part of terms of employment. If the person leaves the job, s/he
is required tomove out of the dwelling unit.

In rural areasmost of the poor andonpoorlive in a mixed dwellingla mixture of modern
and traditional dwelling unitsyhile in urban areashe majority of poor and nofpoor live in
a detached hous¢see Table 228).

Table2.28: Type of Dwelling by Household Poverty Status in Percentages for Rural and
Urban Areas

Rural Urban

Dwelling Extremely Extremely

Poor poor Poor poor
Traditional 12.4 22.6 338 0.1 0.3 -
Mixed dwellings 46.0{ 60.5 55.0 0.7 1.2 1.8
Detachedouse 29.9 12.7 8.7 75.8 70.8 70.4
Semidetached 9.2 3.0 2.0 17.0 21.7 17.4
Flat or townhouse 1.5 0.6 0.4 5.0 4.2 6.6
Other 1.1 0.6 0.3 1.3 1.9 3.7
Total 100.0/ 100.0 100.0 100.0f 100.0 100.0

Source: PICER017 Poor households have peapita consumption expenditures below the upper poverty line

(the TCPL) Extremely poor households have per capita consumption expenditures that fall below the lower line.

Mixed dwellings is an old stylamily settlements where one or more of the buildings in a cluster are built of
materials more modern than pole and dagga/bricks and thatch. If, for example, one of the buildings is of brick

with a corrugated iron roof and the rest are of pole and daggh,e t ype of dwelling is con

2.15 Summary of Findings

This chapter hagresented andiscusseghoverty trends and the characteristics of the poor and
extremely poorThe analysis revealdtiat povertywasworse in rural areas than in urbanase
of Zimbabwe.

Thevalue of themean food poverty linevasUS$31.2 per person per moniihile the Total
Consumption Poverty Line (upper line) for Zimbabwas US$70.36 per person per month.
The national mean consumption per person per meastuS$85.2compared to that of urban
areas 0fJS$133.4 andural areas 0S$59.2
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Povertywasmuch higheiin rural than in urban areas of Zimbabwe. WBile6percent of all
Zimbabwean householdsad per capita consumption expenditures below the upper poverty
line (the TCPL),76.9percenbf ruraland30.4percenof urbanhouseholdsveredeemed poor.
Theindices of poverty show that prevalence, depth, and severity of rural pexengynuch
higherthan those of urban poverty.

Since poor households tend to hawaepeople than the nguoor, theruralindividual poverty
prevalencavas86.0 percentcompared t@7.0percentamong the urban populatioBxtreme
poverty was also much highem rural areas ag0.9 percent ofthe rural populationwas
extremely poor compad to 4.4 percent in urban areas

The proportion of the population thatas poor dropped to 70.5 percent in 2017 from 72.3
percent in 2011/12. Howevewgral individual poverty increased from 84.3 percent in 2011/12
to 86.0 percent in 201 Extremepovety among the population increased from 22.5 percent in
2011/12 to 29.3 percent in 2017. This increase in extreme powegyntirely driven by
worsening conditions in rural areas where individual poverty rase 80.4 to 40.9 percent
between 2011/12 an2017 whilepoverty rates among the urban populatwere low and
continuel to dropfrom 5.6 percent to 4.4 percent.

Inequality in Zimbabwe, as measured bg Gini coefficienthasbeendecliningsubstantially

over timebut has risen again since 2011/¥om 0.42 to 0.44 in 2017. Theational Gini
coefficientwasmuch higher thamhe one forural and urban areaeparatelywhich wasan
indication of the large gap in median consumption expenditures between rural and urban areas

Extreme poverty among tip®pulationwashighest in Mashonaland Central Province with 49.5
percent of the populan below the food poverty linéollowed by Matabeleland North
Provincewith 45.1 percent while the lowest wisind in Bulawayo (1 percent) and Harare
Province (5.2 peent). ManicalandProvince hadhe highest proption of the poor (16.4
percent)followed by MasvingoProvince(13.3 percent).Ab o u t 10 percent of
poor household&erefound in the major cities, Harare and Bulawayo

Poor households in Zimbalewvere characterised blarge families high dependency ratios,
andon average, older heads of househdRixor louseholds had dependency ratio of 47.7
percentwhich is 17 percentage pointégher thannonpoor householdsRural areas had
higher depeneincy ratio compared to urban areas.

Male-headedhouseholdsvere somewhat poorer thaiemaleheaded householdslowever,
divorcedor widowed maléheaded householageremuch less poor than divorced oidawed
femaleheaded households

At the national leel, poor households spent 42.5 percent of their money on food whie non
poor households spent 28.4 percent of their budget on food. The contribution of food shares to
total household consumption expenditures in poor househoddspersistently above 42
percent in most months of the year
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3. Sectoral Profile of verty in Zimbabwe

3.1. Introduction

In order to formulate an effective poverty reduction strategy, it is necessary to understand the
relationships between poverty status and household locatiom,hmthgehold characteristics,

access to assets and services, degree of dependence on different livelihood strategies and other
key correlates of poverty. This section of the report examines some of these relationships.

3.2. Poverty and Agriculturen Rural Aras of Zimbabwe

The differences in household poverty prevaldnceralareass influenced by rainfall patterns
and soil types which determine the types of crops producedulidereasvith higher poverty
prevalence also teedto have some sectioms their land being semarid and characterized
by low productivity.Poverty prevalence&rasanalysed by land use sectors in rural Zimbabwe.

The prevalence of poverty across different land use sediffesed as shown in @ble 31.

Rural povertywas most prevalent incommunal lands (Cd) (79.2 percent) followed by
resettlement areas (RAwith 76.4 percent. Extreme povertyasmost prevalent in CLs with

34.0 percentand the poverty gawas also the highest her&he differences in poverty
prevalencavasnegligible between Ckand RAs. The prevalence of poverty {DLs might be
attributed to the lack of financial and material resources needed to engage in meaningful
productive agricultural activities.

Table3.1: Rural Poverty Head Courfor Household$y Land Use Sector

Prevalence (%) of Prevalence (%) of
E Poverty Poverty
xtreme : :
Land use area Powverty gap index severity
poverty index
Communal lands 79.2 34.0 38.3 21.8
Small scale commercial farms 67.0 27.3 30.8 17.2
Large scale commercial farms 63.9 21.9 27.9 15.0
Resettlement areas 76.4 29.9 35.2 19.5

Source: PICER017 NB. Resettlement refers to Old resettlement farms, A1 Farms and A2 Farms
established after independence. Small Scale Commercial Farms are the pdriradse
before independence.

3.3. Household Size and Poverty in Rural Areas

The average household size rural areaswas 4.4 persons with communal lands and
resettlement areas having average household siZzespdrsonsand 4.6 persongespectively.
Large commercial farmreashadan average household size3of personsvhile in small scée
commerciafarm areas this waé.1 personsThe household sizef 4 to 5 memberaccounts
for the greatest share of rural housebadross land use sectors, Sabl& 32.
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Table3.2: Distribution of Households b$ize and Rural Land Use Sector

Household Communa =l SC‘?"e Large SC‘?"e Resettleme
: commercial commercial

size | lands NEICES

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
1 8.5 10.7 20.0 8.5 9.6
2-3 25.1 31.8 30.1 24.2 25.6
4-5 36.9 35.3 320 37.6 36.6
6-7 20.2 16.1 13.0 20.2 19.4
8+ 9.2 6.2 4.8 9.5 8.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mean size 4.5 4.1 3.7 4.6 4.4

Source: PICER017. Household size is a count of reported number of members.

Larger householdwere more likely to be poor and more likely to be found in resettlement
areas and communal lands. The prevalence of poverty among housghoidse than 8
persons in small scale commercial farms and laogde commercial farmsas95.5percent
and82.3percentrespectively. Similarly, households of si8 and above in communal lands
and resettlement aredmmd a mean poverty prevalence 0870 percent and5.5 percent
respectivelyAlmost all rural households withrBembersveredeemed poofTable 33).

Table3.3: PovertyHead Count for Householdy Size and Rural Land Use Sector

Household prevalence of poverty (%)

Household Communal Small SC‘?"e Large SC?"e Resettlement
) commercial commercial
Size lands areas
farms farms
1 21.1 17.4 18.9 17.1
2-3 67.9 54.2 59.0 62.3
4-5 87.6 82.4 85.4 85.6
6-7 94.2 80.2 85.0 91.8
8+ 97.0 95.5 82.3 95.5
Total 79.2 67.0 63.9 76.4

Source: PICER017 Poverty refers to the proportion of households whose per capita consumption expenditure
values fall below the upper poverty line.

Rural poor householdserecharacterised by much higher dependency ratogpared to non
poor householdand dependencyashighest for thgpoorest households §ble 34). There
werealso notable differences in patterns of household dependency across land useaggeas. L
scale commercial farms halde lowest dependency ragiin all poverty categories compared
to other land use sectors. The low dependency ritidarge scale commercial farmers help
explain lower rates of poverty in these are&tremely poor households hadn average,
more dependents than the roooracross all land use sectors.
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Table3.4:Dependency Ratio by Poverty Status in Rural Areas

Land usearea Non-poor Poor Extremely poo

Communal lands 36.2 51.2 55.6
Small scale commercial farms 28.9 41.2 50.7
Large scale commercial farms 19.6 39.4 49.4
Resettlement areas 30.5 47.2 53.2
All rural areas 32.4 49.2 54.7

Source: PICER017. Poor household per capita values fall below the upper poverty line and above the lower
line. Extremely poor households have per capita values that fall below the lower line. Dependency ratios here
are the mean dependency ratio (rhenof dependents divided by the total number of household members) for

households in the particular poverty graup

3.4. Employment, Incomes, and Wealth

The majority of rural workersverecommunal and resettlement farmers. In rural atbay,
constitutel 80.6 percent of the ecomaically active population, Seadure 3.1 Ownaccount
workers andbthers constitutel 3.8 percent of the rural areas economically active population
while the unemployed constituté.3 percent.

Figure 3.1: Percent of Economically Active Persons Aged 15 Years and Above by Economic
Activity in Rural Areas in the Last 7 Days

Communal, Resettlement Farmdill GGG 50.6
Employer 0.0
Own Account Worker (Other)lll 3.8
Paid Employee Casualilill 6.1

Paid Employee-Permanenilll 6.5

Economic Activity

Unemployed I 1.3
Unpaid Family Worker I 1.7

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0
Percent of Economically Active Persons

Source: PICES 2017

As observegreviously the poverty status of rural householdssclosely associated viitthe

main source of employment of the head of hoakEhA household whose head rehmmunal

or resettlement farming as a main activitgsmuch more likely to be poor or extremely poor

than a household headed by a pament or even casual employealfE 35). Households

headed by a commuriasettlementarmer hadhe highest prevalence of pove&y.1percent
compared to other heads of households across land use sectors. Households headed by a
permanent paid employ&eereless likely to be poor compat¢o households thatereheaded

by casual or temporary employees.
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Table3.5: PovertyHead Counby Main Activity of the Household Head, Rural Zimbabwe

Land use sector
Small scale Large scale

Communal

commercial

commercial

Resettle

ment

Main activity lands farms farms areas
Permanent paid employee 27.6 46.1 54.8 49.2
Casual/temporary employee 61.3 74.1 63.4 69.7
Communal/resettlement farmer 85.1 74.9 72.4 81.0
Other own accounworker 66.9 49.1 59.5 72.0

Source: PICEQ017. Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall belpyweahe u
poverty line.

3.5. Asset Ownership in Rural Areas

Cattle ownershiglid not vary much by land usectorbut poultry ownershiplid. Theaverage

number oflivestock owned was calculated onlyfor householdgshat owred at least one.
Households residing itarge scale commercial farrareasowned on average3.7 cattle per
household compared to 2 for households living in communal ldhalsseholds residing in

small scale commercial farms oeahon average 12.8 sheep compared to 5.8 in large scale
commercial fams. Ownership of goatsvas not much different among all land use sectors
Furthermore, the average number of pigs owned by large scale commercial farms was 12.1 per
householdSeeTable 36.

Table3.6: Livestock Ownership by Land Use SeetdverageNumberOwned for
Household®wning theLivestock(Excluding Zeros)

Mean household ownership (number of heads)

Resettlement

Small scale Large scale
. Communal ) ;

Livestock commercial| commercial
lands areas

farms farms
Cattle 2.3 3.3 3.7 2.9
Poultry 10.6 14.9 11.6 12.6
Pigs 3.8 5.6 12.1 3.4
Sheep 5.3 12.8 5.8 5.8
Goats 54 6.4 6.3 5.6

Source: PICER017.

Ownership of cattle is an indicator that a household is less likely to be poor in all aszaall In
sale commercial farmarea, poor householdsadmean holdings of cattle @8 per household
compared to 8.per household in nepoor households. Iresettlement areapoor and non
poor householdswned2.2and2.7 cattleper householdespectively. ltvasnoted that poultry
ownership variedignificantly between poor and nqoor households in all land usectors
Poultry ownership rangkfrom 10.2 per household in poor households living in communal
lands tol8.8per household for the ngroor househds living insmallscale commercial farms
(Table 37).
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Table3.7: Livestock Ownership by Land Use Sector and Household Poverty Status

Number of Heads

Livestock Type CL SSCF LSCF RA
Non- Poor Non- Poor Non- Poor Non- Poor
poor poor poor poor
Cattle 2.7 2.2 4.3 2.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 2.7
Chickens 13.2] 10.2 18.8 13.8 13.8 11.1) 15.7) 11.9
Pigs 5.0 3.6 7.8 5.4 23.3 4.7 3.8 3.2
Sheep 5.9 5.2 13.1 12.5 5.3 6.4 7.6 5.0
Goats 7.0 51 9.8 5.3 7.6 6.0 6.9 53

Source PICES2017. Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the upper
poverty line. N.B. SSCF=Small Scale Commercial Farms; LSCF=Large Scale Commercial Farms; RA=
Resettlement Areas. Note that Resettlement Areas iscdddEarms and A2 Farms.

Productive asset ownershipas highest in resettlement are@Bable 38). This counts for
ploughs, scotch carts and wheel barrowise highest ownership of tractors of 3.0 pereess
foundin small scale commercial farms.

Tale 3.8: Percentage of Households Owning Productive Assets in Rural Areas by Land Use
Sector

Asset CL SSCF LSCF RA
Plough 39.2 31.5 10.3 44.0
Tractor 0.2 3.1 0.3 0.8
Scotchcart 15.3 19.6 22.6 21.3
Wheelbarow 19.0 21.1 5.7 28.2
Grinding mill 25.4 20.7 9.1 23.8
Cultivator 0.7 1.2 0.5 1.4

Source: PICER017.N.B. CL=Communal Lands; SSCF=Small Scale Commercial Farms; LSCF=Large Scale
Commercial Farms; RA= Resettlement Areas. Note that Resettlementifdledes A1 Farms and A2 Farms.

Many assetsvereaccumulated by rural households over a long period of time, yet ownership
of productive assets does not automatically assure that a houseisalot poor. In particular,

in resettlement arepd4.7 percenof poor households ove a plough compared to the non
poor with41.6percent, se&able 39. The same pattern of plough ownershgsnotedfor the

poor and nofpoor households living in communal lands andrmallscale commercial farms.
This may be exjpined by the fact that thereerefew households whictvereabove the total
poverty line.If plough ownershipvasan indication of specialization, then poor households
may be more completely specialized in agriculture thanpoor households. Ownership
scotchcarts and wheelbarrows in communal lawdss however, associated with lower
likelihoods of poverty.
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Table3.9: Productive Asset Ownership by Poverty Status and Land Use, Rural Zimbabwe

% owning asset

CL SSCF LSCF RA

Non- Poor Non- | Poor Non- Poor Non- Poor

poor poor poor poor
Plough 35.2| 40.2 27.0| 33.8 10.6| 10.1 41.6 44.7
Tractor 0.6, 0.1 23| 34 0.9 0.0 1.8 0.5
Scotchcart 20.3| 18.6 21.8| 20.8 57 57 28.7 28.0
Wheelbarrow| 33.3| 233 27.1| 175 11.2 8.0 29.5 22.0
Grinding mill 1.1| 0.6 1.3] 11 0.4 0.6 2.0 1.2
Cultivator 84, 5.0 149 9.8 3.5 2.0 12.1 9.2

Source: PICER2017 Poor households have per capita values that fall below the upper povertNIiRe
CL=Communal Lands; SSCFa%&ll Scale Commercial Farms; LSCF=Large Scale Commercial Farms; RA=
Resettlement Areas. Note that Resettlement Areas includes A1 Farms and A2 Farms.

3.6. Health and Poverty

In order to formulate effective arpoverty strategies within the heallbctor it is necessary

to understand how health status and access to health care infrastructure is related to household
poverty. In this section of the report, we examine the relationship between household poverty
and: (i) health status, (ii) access to healtlte deeatment, and (iii) barriers to treatment. We

also investigate access to sanitation and potable water by poverty category and place of
residence.

Self-reporting of illnesses varies by location in Zimbabwe and by household poverty status.
The percerdge of households reporting illness dedimgth poverty status ak4.6 percent of
thenonpoor,12.2 percent of the poor and 10.6 percent of the extremely poor reported illness
during the last 30 day#lnessesveremore common in rural areas than urlaaeasin urban

areas therevaslittle difference between the poor and the 1paor. See hble 3.10.

Table3.10: Percent of Households Reporting lliness by Poverty Status, Zimbabwe

Poverty Status All Zimbabwe
Non Poor 14.6 9.5 11.1
Poor 12.2 9.6 11.5
Extremely Bor 10.6 9.5 10.6

Source: PICE&017. Poor households have per capita values that fall below the upper poverty line and above
the lower line. Extremely poor households have per capita values that fall below the lower line.

When ill, the poor and poorest peofheZimbabwewereslightly more ikely to seek treatment
in a public health facility thawere the nofpoor (Table 311). About57 percent of poor people
who wereill usal public health facilities for treatmenthile 48 percent of the nepoorwent
to such facilities. Aboul6 percent 6 non-poor people whavereill sought help in a private
clinic, while 7.9 percent of the poor arsl7 percent of the extremely podo that Extremely
poor peopleseemingly cannot affordisiting private clinics.t should be noted that private
clinic includes church or mission hospitaistound one third of paple in all wealth categories
did not seek treatment when thegreill.

67



Table3.11: Method of Treatment of Iliness by Poverty Status, for Those Repart lliness,

Zimbabwe
Public health Traditional @ Private
Poverty Status . .
facility healer clinic
Non-poor 48.0 0.7 16.2 35.1 100.0
Poor 56.6 0.9 7.9 34.6 100.0
Extremely poor 59.4 1.1 5.7 33.7 100.0
Total 55.5 0.9 9.1 34.4 100.0

Source: PICER017 Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the
upper povey line and above the lower line. Extremely poor households have index values that fall below the
lower line.

Thepoor andextremelypoor households irural areasweremorelikely to attend public health
facilities when illthan the nospoor (Table 312). Approximately57 percent of all rural
residents who reported being gloughttreatment in a public health facilitpee Rble 3.13
Access to public health facilities is important for all segments of the society in rural areas. The
rural poor andhe ruralextremepoorwereabout halfaslikely to seek treatment in a private
clinic when theywereill than the nofpoor. Private clinics in rural areas mosHgrvefew
households12.6percent) who are nepoor (Table 313).

Table3.12. Method of Treatment of lliness Rural Zimbabweby Poverty Status, for Those
Reporting an lliness

Pub ea aditiona Private ota
Dove 5 3 aale ne
Non-poor 51.2 0.8 12.6 35.4 100.0
Poor 57.0 0.9 7.7 34.3 100.0
Extremely poor 59.8 1.1 5.7 33.4 100.0
Total 57.1 1.0 7.8 34.1 100.0

Souce: PICES2017 Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the
upper poverty line and above the lower line. Extremely poor households have index values that fall below the
lower line.

In urban areas}2.8percent ofthe norpoor households whareill, wentto public facilities
while 52.7 percent of the poor and9.8 percent of extremely poor, respectivegought
treatment in a public facility @ble 314). Treatment rates in urban areas suggest that the
poorest ofthe poorwere not seeking healtbare assistance in public health facilities
receiving care at alRelatively high proportions50.5percent) of thextremely poor in urban
areas dichot seek treatment for their illnesses.

In all areas, the poor befitedrelativdy more than the nepoor from Gvernmenspending
on public health servicess they usé more public health facilities In urban areas, the non
poor substitute publicfacilities for private clinicout few poor and extremely poor houseisol
weretreated irnthose(Table 313).

Although the reintroduction of fees in hospitals and clinic hedito boost funds in the health

sector the high percentage people whowereill but did not visithospital facilities could be
aconsequencef financial barriers to usbese
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Table3.13: Method of Treatn of lllness in Urban Zimbabwey Poverty Status, farhose
Reporting an lliness

Public Private \[e]g[=] Total
health Traditional clinic
Poverty status facility healer
Non-poor 42.8 0.5 22.0 34.7 100.0
Poor 52.7 0.6 10.1 36.6 100.0
Extremely poor 39.8 1.0 8.7 505 100.0
Total 45.7 0.6 17.6 36.1 100.0

Source: PICER017 Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the
upper poverty line and above the lower line. Extremely poor households have index values that fallebelow th
lower line.

An importantbarrier preventing people from seeking treatment for their illnesscost.
Natiorwide, this figure was29.7 percentfor the extremely poor, compared28.8percent of
the poor an@5.9percent of the nepoor, SeeTable 314. Distance appeardd be a relatively
unimportant barrier for not seeking treatment compared to Cody 8.2 percent of the poor
and9.2 percent of extremely po@mompared t®.6 percent of the nofpoor householdblame
distance as the reason for notlgag treatmentseeTable 314. In 2011/12 more extremely
poor people 41.9 reported that they could not afford treatment compa28drtpercent for
2017.More extremely poor househo|d33.3 percenthad home treatment in 2017 compared
to 28.4 percenin 2011/12

Table3.14: Reason for Not Seeking Medical Treatment for People Who Were Ill But Did Not
Treat Their lliness, Zimbabwe

2017

Percentage

Too far

Cannot

Home Religion

Not

Lack of Other

Total

afford treatment necessary Medicines
Non-poor 6.6 25.9 42.9 15 12.2 0.5| 10.5|100.0
Poor 8.2 28.8 37.1 6.8 10.3 0.5 8.3| 100.0
Extremely poor 9.2 29.7 33.3 7.3 9.9 1.3 9.3| 100.0
2011/12

Percentage

Too far

Cannot

Home Religion

Not

Lack of Other

Total

afford treatment necessary Medicines
Non-poor 2.9 26.2 47.5 3.1 17.9 - 2.5| 100.0
Poor 3.9 37.0 34.4 4.1 18.6 - 2.0| 100.0
Extremely poor 4.3 41.9 28.4 7.8 15.8 - 1.9] 100.0

Source: PICER017and 2011/12 Poor households have per capita consumption experdialues that fall
below the upper poverty line and above the lower line. Extremely poor households have index values that fall

below the lower ling

In rural areasof Zimbabwe, distance to health service provideasa more important barrier

to healh care compared to urban aree@mmparelrables 315and 316. About2 percent of the
non-poor people in urban areas who did not seek treatment claimed that distance to the facility
prevented them from doing sehile 9.2 percent of the rural nepoor identiied distance as a
problem.
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About 29 percent of the extremely rural poor did not receive treatmesause they could not
afford itwhencompared t@2.9percent for nofpoor and28.0percent for poor rural residents
(Table 315). In both rural and urlvaareas, home treatmemtisthe most common avenue to
deal with ilinesses instead of seeking outside treatment.

Table3.15: Reason for Not Seeking Medical Treatment for People Who Were Ill But Did Not
Treat Their lliness, Rural Zimbabwe

Percentage Too Cannot Home | Religion Not Lack Other Total
far afford treatment necessary of
Medi
cines
Non-poor 9.2 22.9 43.1 1.7 11.9 0.7| 10.5| 100.0
Poor 8.9 28.0 36.7 7.2 10.5 0.5 8.3| 100.0
Extremely poor, 9.5 29.1 33.5 7.3 9.9 1.4 9.4 100.0

Source: PICER017. Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the upper
poverty line and above the lower line. Extremely poor households have per capita values that fall below the lower
line.

Fifty-onepercent of the extremely urban poor residents did not receive treatecanisk they
could not afford itwhile this was30.9percentfor the urbannonpoor and36.1percentfor the

poor urbanseeTable 316. In generglpeoplefrequentlysufferedfrom minor ailments but the
nonpoorweremore likely to buy their own medication from shops and pharmacies compared
to the poor. Affordabity of public health care appearealbe a more important problem for
the poor households irbanZimbabwe(Table 316).

Table3.16: Reason for Not Seeking Medical Treatment for People Who Were Ill But Did Not
Treat Their Iliness, Urban Zimbabwe

Percentage 00 a 0 OMme Rellglo 0 a 0 Othe ota
3 A\ifelfe ea ecessa ed

Non-poor 2.2 30.9| 42.6 1.1 12.7 0.2 10.4| 100.0

Poor 2.9 36.1| 40.7 2.9 8.7 0.4 8.3| 100.0

Extremely poor | 0.0 51.0f 255 7.8 9.8 0.0 5.9| 100.0

Source: PICER017 Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure valueslithatdav the upper
poverty line and above the lower line. Extremely poor households have per capita values that fall below the lower
line.

3.7. Housing and &nitation

Sanitation is clearly better in urban areas compared to rural aMeassurban householdsad

flush toilets 91.5percent)while 36.8 percent ® households in rural areas had toilet at all
(Table 317). About72 percent 6households in urban areas haatess to piped water inside

or outside the house, compared to o8l percent of rurahouseholds.The percentage of
households without toilet facilities in Zimbabwe declined from 26.2 percent in 2011/12 to 23.7
percent in 2017. Similarly in rural areas the proportion of households without toilet facilities
dropped from 40.1 percent in 2012 to 36.8 percent in 201About 30 percent of rural
households reliedn water supplies thatereunsafe Unsafe waterncludesunprotected wells
riversand damsAbout 2 percent of urban householddy onunsafe water.
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Table3.17: Percent Access to Sanitation by Urban and Rural Areas

Place of Residence

Sanitation and Water Zimbabwe | Rural

2017

Type of Facility % Households| % Households % Households
Flush Toilet 35.6 4.0 91.5
Blair Toilet 23.4 34.7 3.3
Pit Toilet 171 243 4.4
None 23.7 36.8 0.6
Other 0.2 0.2 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Water Source

Piped Water Inside House 14.9 1.5 38.6
Piped Water Outside 14.9 4.5 33.3
Communal Tap 3.8 4.5 2.7
Borehole/ Protected Well 46.1 59.1 23.2
Well-Unprotected 14.3 21.5 1.4
River/Stream/ Dam 5.2 8.1 0.1
Other 0.7 0.7 0.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Safe Water 79.7 69.6 97.8
2011/12 Place of residence

Type of facility

All Zimbabwe

Rural areas

Urban areas

% Households| % Households % Households
Toilet
Flush 34.3 3.2 90.7
Blair toilet 21.6 31.1 4.4
Pit latrine 16.7 24.3 2.9
None 26.2 40.1 0.9
Other 1.2 1.3 1.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Water source
Piped inside house 12.8 1.5 33.4
Piped outside house 18.8 4.0 45.7
Commural tap 4.3 4.7 3.7
Protected well/borehole 40.7 55.0 15.0
Unprotected well 15.9 23.7 1.8
River/stream/dam 6.9 10.7 0.1
Other 0.4 0.5 0.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: PICE2017 and2011/12

Householdsin communal lands and resettlement areese least likely to have quality
sanitation and water. The worst living conditiomsrein communal lands anesettlement
areas witl88-39 percent of households reporting having no toilet facilities w83 percent
receivel their water from unproteatiewells or a surface water supply such asmy streams
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or dams (&ble 318). In contrasthouseholds ifarge scale commercial farming areas seg¢m
to havereasonablyuality water supplies and sanitation.

Access to safe water in large scale comméfarmareasvas77.8percentwhichis far better

than the rural average 69.6percent Households living in small scale commercial faaraas

also hadetter access to quality sanitation services compared to households in communal lands
or resettlemet areasSixty-severpercent of households in small scadenercial farms relied

on Blair and pit latrines compared 5.2percent for households in communal lands Bnd

percent for households living in resettlement areas. Howeser,of protected wells and
boreholeswas highestin communal land964.1 percent)compared t029.2 percent of
households itarge scaleommercial farmareas and56.8 percent imesettlement areas.

Table3.18: Percent Acces®tSafe Water and Sanitation by Land Use, Rural Households,
Zimbabwe

Land use sector

Total

Sanitation and Water Rural CL SSCF LSCF RA
Toilet Facility

Flush Toilet 4.0 2.1 7.2 19.4 2.8
Blair Toilet 34.7| 35.3 37.2 36.1 31.5
Pit Toilet 243 239 29.8 21.8 26.2
None 36.8] 38.4 25.9 22.7 39.2
Other 0.2 0.2 - - 0.3
Total 100.0/ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Water Source

Piped Water Inside House 1.5 0.7 1.9 8.3 1.1
Piped Water Outside 4.5 3.1 5.4 16.2 3.8
Communal Tap 4.5 1.1 15.7 24.1 5.6
Boreholé Protected Well 59.1 64.1 48.0 29.2 56.8
Well-Unprotected 21.5| 21.7 23.0 13.2 24.6
River/Stream/ Dam 8.1 8.7 5.9 5.8 7.6
Other 0.7 04 0.2 3.1 0.6
Total 100.0/ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Safe Water 69.6 69.0 71.0 77.8 67.3

Source: PICER017. Note:access to safe water consists of piped water inside and outside house, communal tap,
protected well/boreholé\.B. CL=Communal Lands; SSCF=Small Scale Commercial Farms; LSCF=Large Scale
Commercial Farms; RA= Resettlement Areas. Note that Resettlementifaledes$ A1 Farms and A2 Farms.

The rural pooweremuch less likely than the negpoor to have access to safe watgpplies
Almost everyone in urban areas lsafie water, with podnousehold®eing only slightly less
likely to source water fronunsafesaurcesthan the nospoor. The proportion ofrural poor
households using water from sources such as unprotected wells, rivers, streams amaisdams
32.4percent compared ®0.4percent for the nepoor households(Table 319)

Similarly, in rural areashe pooweremuch less likely than the ngeoor to have either a flush
toilet or a Blar toilet (Table 319). Butin urban areas, the poaerea little less likely to have
safe water or sanitation than the smwor. The proportion of poor householdshaitt toilet
facilities in rural areasvas high 43.3 percent) compared to ngoor households2@.2
percent).
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Table3.19: Percent Distribution of Households with Assdo Safe Water and Sanitatioy

Rural and Urban and Poverty Status

Type of facility

Rural areas

Non-

Urban areas

All Zimbabwe

Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor
poor

% % % % % %
Toilet
Flush toilet 9.1 1.6 94.2 84.3 42.9 8.6
Blair toilet 50.7 32.1 3.4 6.5 31.9 30.0
Pit toilet 16.9 22.7 1.7 6.3 10.9 21.4
None 23.2 43.3 0.4 2.6 14.2 39.9
Other 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2
Total 100.0/ 100.0 100.0/ 100.0 100.0 100.0
Water source
Piped water inside hous 4.2 0.5 49.4 28.2 22.2 2.8
Piped water outside 8.8 2.9 35.4 41.1 19.3 6.1
Communal tap 6.0 3.5 2.9 8.9 4.8 3.9
Borehole/ protected wel 60.6 60.7 11.1 17.8 40.9 57.1
Well unprotected 13.3 21.6 0.5 1.8 8.2 20.0
River/Stream/ Dam 6.3 10.3 0.0 0.6 3.8 9.4
Other 0.8 0.5 0.7 1.7 0.8 0.6
Total 100.0/ 100.0 100.0/ 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sak Water 79.6 67.6 98.8 96.0 87.2 69.9

Source: PICER017 Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the upper
poverty line (TCPL). Extremely poor households have index values that fall below the lower line.

3.8. Educaton and Poverty

In this section of the report, we examine the link between education and poverty. We begin by
examining how household poverty is associated with the educational attainment of the
household head. We then investigate differential acceshutmational services by poverty and
socioeconomic status of households. We conclude by discussing some of the implications of
our findings on the educational policy.

A strongnegativeassociatiorwas observed between educational attainment of the head o
household and household povertyafle 320). Incidence of poverty decline the household
headods educat i on alwasatstubatantemmemdse im theslikeihood dflae r e
household being po@nd other poverty measumgben its head hadss than secondary school
education. This associati on begdrdessefiwhetherad 6 s
poverty wasneasured among households or people.

The association between head6s educ batedason
of Zimbabwe. Thereappearedo b e strong Areturnso to
However, causality cannot be concluded because thestsrasgdest a strong correlatioot
that more education will necessarily lower poverty.

and
educat
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Table 3.20: Household Poverty by Education of the Household Head; Zimbabwe

Prevalence (%) of

Education of the household heac  Poor Extremely Poverty Poverty
poor gap severity

index index

No education 82.2 359 40.1 23.1
Primary education 74.6 31.5 35.4 20.1
Secondary education 59.0 18.4 24.8 13.1
Postsecondary education 20.7 3.7 6.8 3.2

Source: PICES2017. Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the upper
poverty ine. Extremely poor households have index values that fall below the lower line

Returns toprimary educationwere fairly low in rural areas ashe difference in poverty
prevalencebetween those with no education and only primary educatessmall (Tade
3.23) In urban areaBowever, the returns to primary educatweresubstantial as the poverty
rate among tbse with primary educatiowas much lower than tbse with no eduation.
Returns to secondary educatiwaremost evident when looking at extreipavertyespecially
in urban areaas those with secondary educati@donly half the extreme poverty rate than
those with only primary educatiom tural areas thewereonly one fifth lower (36 vs 29
percent). Returns to piesecondary educatiomerevery high especiallyn urbanareas where
poverty among those with no educatiwasfour times higher34.7 percent) than thosettwv
postsecondary education (Z3percent)In rural areas thigs only2.3times See Rbles X1
and 322,

Table3.21: Household Poverty by Education of the Household H&aolal Areas

Prevalence (%) of
Education of the household heac  Poor  Extremely Poverty

Poverty

poor

gap

index

severity
index

No education 84.8 38.8 42.3 24.6
Primary education 81.8 36.3 39.8 22.8
Secondary education 76.5 29.4 35.4 19.6
Postsecondary education 36.7 10.6 14.8 7.7

Source: PICER017 Poor households have per capita consumption expenditure values that fall below the upper
poverty line. Ettemely poor households have index values that fall below the lower line

There appears to be poverty reduction benefits associated with education, regardless of place

of residence. It should be noted that correlations rather than causatlmeing show in the
association of education and place of residence.
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Table3.22: Household Poverty by Education of the Household Heedan Areas

Prevalence (%) of
Education of the household head Poor Extremely Poverty Poverty

poor gap index severity

index

No education 54.7 4.9 17.3 7.0
Primary education 36.4 6.2 11.9 5.3
Secondary education 35.7 3.7 10.6 4.3
Postsecondary education 13.2 0.5 3.0 1.1

Source: PICER017. Poor households have per capitansumption expenditurales that fall below the upper
poverty line. Extremely poor households have index values that fall below the lower line

The poverty reductiommpact of educatiomwashigheramong female headed households than
among maleheadedhouseholdsFor female heads, the prevalence of powsdgdramatically

lower for those household heads with secondary education compared to household heads with
no education. Prevalence of poverty for rAaéaded householdsoppedby 22.1percentage

points while the prevalence of poverty for femakaded households dgmgd by 30.3
percentage points when the househwlis headed by a person with secondary education
compared to a head with no education at(@lble 323)

Table3.23: Poverty Indices for Households by Sex and Education of the Household Head

Education of Prevalence (%) of Poverty indices
household Head Poor Very Poverty gap  Poverty severity
poor index index
Male-headed
None 84.5 396 42.7 25.0
Primary school 76.8 35.0 37.8 21.9
Secondary school 62.4 20.8 26.9 14.4
Postsecondary school 22.4 3.8 7.3 3.4
Femaleheaded
None 81.1 34.1 38.9 22.1
Primary school 71.9 27.1 32.4 17.8
Secondary school 50.8 12.6 19.7 9.8
Postseconary school 17.0 3.7 5.6 2.8

Source: PICES 2017The poverty gap and the severity indices are the Foster, Greer and Thodsdckad
a=2 measures, respectively (see Ravallion, 1992 for details). These irdéeceslculated using the upper
poverty line

3.9. Participation in Education by Poverty Status

School enrolment rates ditbt differ much among wealth categories. Neverthekbesnet
enrolment ratewas lower among poorer households especially in secondary education.
Entrance ratewerelowest amonghildren in extremely poor householost evenchildren in

poor householdsveredoing relatively wellin terms of education participatidfigure 3.2).

The primary school gross enrolment ratesearound100 percent foall wealthcategories,
indicatingvery good access to education &k primary schoolaged children in Zimbabwe.
(SeeBox 3.1for definitions of SER, NER and GER).
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Box 3.1:Definition of Education Enrolment Indicators

Enrolment ratios are a good indicator of the participation of thewspoverty groups i
formal education. The gross enrolment ratio (GER) is an indicator of the o
participation in education by children who are within the official sclyoohg age limit
This ratio is computed as the proportion of all childresahool to the number of childre
of schoolgoing ageGER is influenced by three factors: school entrance rates (SER),
out rates, and complete non enrolment of some childfere. SER is defined as t
proportion of children in the lower schegbingage limit (6 and 13 years in Zimbaby
for primary and secondary school, respectively) who are enrolled in school compge
their total population in the age grouff.there are significant numbers of overage i
underage students at a given level of stihg, the GER can exceed 100 percent.

The school net enrolment ratio (NER), computed as the proportion of children of-s
going age in school to the total number of children of that age group in and out of s
NER is a function of SER, dropoutteaand early enrolment in primary school. f
example, children who enroll at the age of five complete primary school early ar
results in a lower NERA GER greater than the net enrolment rate implies that e
children overstay in school, or, aenrolled late.This difference translates to high ag
grade mismatch. By definition the NER cannot exceed 100 percent.

Further abbreviations are as follows:

PGER is Primary Gross Enrolment Ratio;
PNER is Primary Net Enrolment Ratio;

SER is School Btrance Rate

SGER is Secondary Gross Enrolment Ratio;
SNER is Secondary Net Enrolment Ratio;

The primary school gross enrolment raB&GER) for extremely poor childremas98.1percent
compared td 01.2percent for nospoor children. Primary schoehtrance rateshowed that
children from norpoor and poor households teato enter the school system earlier than
those fom extremely poor householdsegeSFigure 3.2. Children from extremely poor
households might enroll in school late due to resoemmestraints. Most extremely poor
householdsnay hesitate to enroll their children in schools because thayfind difficulties

in mobilizing financial resources to pay father school costs like uniforms afelies, etc.
Thiswasdemonstrated by the loweentrance rate @9.2percent for extremely poor children
compared to &8.5percent entrance rate for npoor children.As noted inFigure 3.2, the
differences in primary school entraneges between children from extremely poor and-non
poor househalswererelatively high, representint®.3percentage points in favour of the ron
poor children.

41n Zimbabwe, the official schog@oing age is 6 19 years
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Figure 3.2: Primary School Enrolment Ratios by Household Poverty Category (Percent)

EPGER PNER SER
110.0 1011 100.5 98.1

89.0
90.0 85.5 805
70.0
48.5
50.0 41.1
29.2

30.0

10.0

-10.0 Non Poor Poor Extremely Poor
Poverty Category

Primary School Enrolment (Percent)

Source: PICES 2017oor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty line. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.
PGER =Primary Gross Enrolment Ratios; PNER= Primary Netdinent RatiosSER =SchoolEntrance Rate

The relationship between poverty and enrolnveagmore pronounced in secondary education
whereSGERswere67.7percent for the nopoor as compared to orBy .6percent for children

from the poorest householdsidure 3.3). Secondary school entrance rates for the extremely
poorwerel2.4percentwhencompared t@8.7percent for the nepoor. The secondary school
NER was61.0 percent for the nopoor compared t&5.5 percent for the extremely poor
children. Itappears that a large proportion of poor children drop out of school upon completion
of primary education

This analysis presents a mixed message about the education system in Zimbabwe. Whilst the
poor and the extremely poor childrerereonly at a slighdisadvantage compared to children
from nonpoor households at primary level, the geygsemuch larger at the secondary level.

Figure 3.3: Secondary School Enrolment Ratios by Household Poverty Cat@gngent)
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Source: PICES 20%. Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty line. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.
SGER =Secondary Gross Ealment Ratios; SNER= Secondaxgt Enrolment RatioSSER =SchooEntrance
Rate
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The main factor determining school enrolmeates of childremvasdropout ratesfollowed by
never having been to schodlhese two indicators increassly slightly as povest increasd
(Figure 3.4). These two factors, compounded with the dotool entrance ratesuse both
SNER andSGER to be lower for the poor. School dropout satere highest for the extreme
poor (15.1 percent) but the differenbetween theoor (12.1 pecent) andhon-poor children
(11.4 percentyvasnot high The proportion of children that hagever been to school for the
extremely poor children constitutiry6 percentwas 1.3 percentage points higher than those
for the nonpoor andl.2 percentage pota higher for the poor children

Figure 3.4: Proportion of Children of School Going Age Who are Not in School, by
Household Poverty Category
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Source: PICES 2017 Poor are children from households whose gagrita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty linéxtremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.

3.10. Poverty and rural/urban school enrolments

The relationship between household poverty status amdnegntwasfar stronger in urban
areaghan rural areafNotably, children from extremely poarbanhouseholdsverestrongly
disadvantaged as the entrance ratesevery low, only 12 percentompared tb0 percent
amongthe nonpoor. In urban areaghe school entrance rasmongextremely poor children

was 26 percent whichwashigher than in urban areas but much lowemamongnonpoor
children @8percent) TheSchool Entrance RateSER ) is defined as the proportion of children

in the lower schoefoing age limit (6 and 13 years in Zimbabwe for primary and secondary
school, respectively) who are enrolled in school compared to their total population in the age

group.

The primary school gross enrolment ratio for rural angas relatively high and réécts
reasonably good access by extremely poor children to rural primary school education. There
weredifferences in primary school gross and net enrolment ratios in urbarf@réaes urban

poor children and the urban extremely poor child@hnildren flom poor urban households

who exceed the age of six without enrolling in school eventually enter school. In rural areas,
children from norpoor households hagreater chance of receiving an education than those
from poor households but differences in edret attendance by poverty statusrenot as
pronounced in rural areas as thvegrein urban areas.
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Figure 3.5: Primary School Enrolment Ratios by Household Poverty Category in Rural and
Urban Areas
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Saurce: PICES 2017 Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty line. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.
PGER =Primary Gross Enrolment RatiosNER=Primary Net Enrolment Ratio®ER =Primary Entrance Rate

3.11. Poverty and School Enrolments 8gx

The relationship between poverty and school enrolnvasalmost the same for boys and girls

at primary school levelFigure 3.§. In the nonpoor povertycategory, the PGERs for boys
wereslightly lower than those of girls while in the poor and extremely poor poverty categories
boyswere somewhaffavoured.In cases of extreme poverty, the GER for the boy chidd
slightly higher than that of the girl chilbya 1.2 percentage point§his impliedthata few

girls seem to drop awf school as poverty increaséithe primary school GER &B.0percent
and98.2percenirespectivelyfor boys and girlsverenoted in the extremely poor households.

Figure 3.6: Primary School GER b$exand Household Poverty Category
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Source: PICES 20%. Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food powelihe. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.
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In all wealth categories, the primary school NERsslightly higher for girls than for boys
(Figure 3.7). Primary school NER for both girls and boys dectire little with increasiig
poverty and in cases of extreme poverty the NER82.4 percent for girls and8.6 percent
for boys. The decline in primary school NERhasiseholgoverty increased indicatechigher
drop-out rate of older poor girls and boys from primary school eiplith lower entrance
rates and high rates of gradspetition.

Figure 3.7: Primary School NER by Sex and Household Poveatggory
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Source: PICES 2@7. Poor are children from households whose perteapbnsumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty line. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.

Although secondary school enrolment ratesre lower for the poor, thergvere marginal
disparities in erolment indicators between girls and boyacrossall household poverty
categoriesThe gap in secondary school enrolment ratios between the extremely poor-and non
poor children should be a cause for concern for policy makers. The secondary school enrolment
ratios of38.3 percent for the extremely poor girls represerd disparity of27.5percentage
pointswith non-poor households. A similar pattenasobserved for enrolment ratios for non

poor boys and extremely poor boygth a 33 percentage points difégrce in favour of non

poor boys This impliedthat GERs for secondary schouwlsresensitive tchouseholgoverty

and that the poor childremerelesslikely to attend secondary schools compared to the non
poor children.
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Figure 3.8: Secondary School GER by Sex and Household Poverty Category
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Source: PICES 2017 Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line (TCPL) but above the food poveirig| Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty
line. SGER= Secondary School Gross Enrolment Ratios

Although secondary school NERs also tedid be lower for children from poor and extremely
households, theneereonly minordisparities letween girls and boys in net enrolments across
all poverty categorieand girls even appeaaito be slightly better offFigure 3.9). The fall in

the secondary school NER for childrenhasiseholdooverty increases indicatedhigh drop

out rate of older gor children from primary school and low secondary school entrance rates.
The slight disparities between GER and NER across poverty categories imply hieat eit
children overstay in school, wereenrolled late. This translates to a high-ggede mismatt.

The gap between the NER for the Amwor children compared to extremely poor children
should be causef concernto the policy makers. The NER for the npoor boywas 61.2
percent compared ®4.4percent for the extremely poor boy. A similar patteasnoted for

the girl child.

Figure 3.9: Secondary School NER by Sex and Household Poverty Category
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Primary school gross enrolment ratios for +pwor rural boys 0109 percentwerehigherthan
those of norpoor girls102percen{Figure 3.10. In urban areas theveeredisparities between
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GER for boys and girls from ngmoorhouseholds while the disparities for the pboys and

girls in GERweresmaller The urban aresgprimary school GER for ex¢mely poor boysind

girls was 77 percentand 71 percentespectivelylt wasalso noted that children from poor
householdsveremore likely to dropout of school after completing primary school education
compared to children from ngeoor households. Thagher GERs shown for the rural areas

in all poverty categories could be explained by the fact that primary school children residing in
rural areas enradlate compared to primary school children residing in urban areas.

Figure 3.10: Primary School GER Vs Poverty Category by Rural and Urban Areas
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While primary school NERsvere lower than primary school GERs, therere marginal
disparities in NER between boys and girls in both rural and unteas ase€&igure3.11 The
highest primary school net enrolment ratid6fpercentwasfor the nonpoorurban and rural
girls while the lowest NER 065 percentwasrecorded for extremely poarbangirls. The
NERs hardly drop at all by poverty statltswas noted that for extremely poor households
living in urban areas, girleadlower net enrolment ratef65 percent) compared to bog8
percent.The difference in NER for extremely poor rural ginas7 percentage points lower
compared to the NER for ¢hnonrpoor rural girls of 90 percenit wasalso noted that there
waslikely to be a higher rate of school dropouts for the extremely poor boys in urban areas,
more likelihood of late entry into school or relatively more repeated grades. In rural areas th
was particularly no visible pattern as females across poverty catedoagsigher net
enrolment ratiosThere washowever a big drop in enrolment ratios when poverty categories
between urban and rural areesrecompared.
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Figure 3.11: Primary School NER and Poverty Category by Rural and Urban Areas
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Saurce: PICES 2017 Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food powelihe. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.

The Governmenbf Zimbabwe(See Bx 3.2 wasthe largest provider of educational services
to children from all poverty categories, enroll®®.7percent of extremely poor studer@s,6
percentof poor students anél1.8 percent of nofpoor studentsvho werein school(Figure
3.12). About 16percent of nospoor studentsvereenrolled in private schools whi@6 percent
and5.9 percentrespectively of the children from poor and ex@mely poor householdsere
enrolled in private schoalé\ small proportion of students across the poverty categoges
enrol | ed i nools BErpdmemn ef chiddsen ia@drnment schoolwashighest for
children from extremely poor householdsilshenrolment in private schoolgashighest for
children from norpoor households.

Figure 3.12 Proportion of Children in Each Poverty Category Enrolled in School Versus
Category of Education Provider
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Box 3.2: Education providers in Ziminae

Three major providers of education are found in Zimbablecal and Centra
Government, churcheand other private organizations. Other private organizal
consist of employers who pr oviThie ussally
occurs n mining areas, commercial farnrgsettlement farmand other private schoo
or colleges

Local authority providersf primary schoolgsonsist of municipalities and Rural Distri
Councils (RDC)About75.6percenpf rural primary schoolsareowned byrural district
councils, 2.1 percent by municipalitiés0 percent byCentralGovernmentf.8 percent
by churches(.6 percent by minesl.3 percenby farmers 0.3 percent by locatown
boards, 4.®ercent owned by other private organizatiand otherl.1 percent

Rural dstrict councils alsglay a pivotal role in providing seodlary school educatio
servicesandconstitute$5.3percent of the totathile Central @vernment provide8.9
percent of the secondary schqoad¢her Government Line Minisés 0.6 percenand
Town Boards 0.4 percenthe NonrGovernmeniSecondaryschoos$ also contribute tg
the number of secondary school as follo@surchefVlissionprovidel1.7 percent of
the secondary schoglsline 0.2 percent, Private Company 5.8 patc Farm schoolg
0.4 percentDther Private schools 4.8 percent and Trust secondary schools 1.5 p
All'in all Government Secondary Schools contribute 75.7 perfesgcondary schoo
while NonGovernment secondary schools contribute the remaining 24cBrg.

Source: Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education 2017

Rural schools face challenges in delivering educational services to poor stGasmisiment
in this table refers to Central and Locabv&rnment school#\bout 43.6 percent of children
who werelearning in rural government schoolgere extremely poomwhile 3.0 percent of
children learning in @vernment schools in urban areaere extremely poor (@ble 324).
Urban private schools didhowever, serve poor students3ds6 percent of stuents in urban
private schoolsverepoor while3.6 percent of the studentgere extremely poor. livasalso
noted thaB9.9percent of children wheentto aGovernment school in rural areagrepoor
while 37.5percent of the children in urband@ernment shoolswerepoor.

Table3.24: Prevalence of Household Poverty by Type of School in Which Children are
Enrolled and Rural/Urban

Rural prevalence (%) of Urban prevalence (%) of
Type of school \ Poverty \ Extreme poverty Poverty  Extreme poverty
Government* 89.9 43.6 37.2 3.0
Employer 84.0 32.7 52.8 7.7
Private 80.7 30.8 31.6 3.6

Source: 201PICES. Poor households have per capita expenditure values that fall below the upper poverty line
and above theolwer line. Extremely poor households have index values that fall below the lower line.
N.B*Government refers to Central anddal government
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3.12. Local and Central Government Schools

Rural Central @vernment and Rural Districtdincil schoolsenrolled large proportions of
children from poor and very poor households compared to urban schools. In ruradldu@as,
percent of children ilCentral Government schosland43.6 percent of the children ihocal
Governmentschoolswereextremely poor Table 325). Similarly in urban area<.6 percent
of the children attending scheoh CentralGovernment and.6 percent of children attending
school inLocal Governmenschoolsveredeemed extremely poor.\asalso noted tha9.4
percent an@6.5percentrespeadvely, of children attending school in rural and urlzemtral
Government schoolserepoor.

Table3.25: Prevalence of Household Poverty in Local and Central Government Schools by
Rural and Urban Areas

Type of Rural Prevalence % of Urban prevalence % of
Government school

Poverty Extreme poverty Poverty | Extreme poverty
Central Governmen| 89.4 43.6 36.5 2.6

Local Government 90.1 43.6 39.5 4.6

Source: 201PICES. Poor households have per capita egjiare values that fall below the upper poverty line
and above the lower line. Extremely poor households have index values that fall below the lower line.

Many children enrolled in éntralGovernment and rural district council primary schowése

from poor and extremely poor households. However, poverty rates among children in
secondary schoolere lower compared to the poverty rates in primary school. Algut
percent of the children attendin@antralGovernment primary school in rural areesrefrom
extremely poor households whiB3 percent of the children attendir@entral Government
primary school in urban areagreextremely poor. The lower participation of children from
the extremely poohousehdls in secondary school indicatétht a signiicant proportion of

rural poor children drgpedout of school at the primary level or Centrab@rnment schools

in rural areaslid a better job in retaining poor and extremely poor students. In urban areas,
fewer children from thextremelypoor householsl participatd in Central Gvernment and
Local Governmensecondary schogslcompared to the rural areagle 326).

Table3.26: Prevalence of Household Poverty in Local and Central Government Primary and
Secondary Schools by Rural and Urban Areas

Rural prevalence (%)
of | Urban prevalence (%) of

Type of government school SUEE S
Poverty poverty Poverty poverty

Primary CentralGovernment 91.6 47.0 44 .4 3.3
Local Government 91.2 46.6 41.9 4.7

Secondary CentralGovernment 84.6 33.2 27.8 2.0
Local Government 86.2 32.4 29.1 3.9

Source: 20T PICES. Poor households have per capita values that fall below the upper poverty line and above
the lower line. Extremely poor households have index véhagegall below the lower line.

Participation in Central @ernment primary and secondary schaowds lower for por and
extremely poor childrecompared to the nepoor. Participation in schools administered by
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municipal schoolvashigher for the poor ahextremelypoor compared to the ngoor (Fgure
3.13). Primary school enrolment ratioslLincal Governmentschoolswere higher for poorer
households compared to npoor households. About 52 percent of the -poor children
attenebd school inLocal Govemmentprimary schoolhile 48 percent atterd school in a
Central Government school. About 71 percent of the extremely poor children le&ocal
Governmenprimary school while 29 percent leain a CentralGovernment school.

Figure 3.13: Distribution of Children Enrolled in.ocal and Central GovernmeRtimary
Schools, All Grades
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Source: PICES 2Q7. Poor are childrerfrom households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty linebut above the food poverty line. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line

The proportion obecondary schoahildren going to Central @&ernment schoolwaslower
for poor and extremely poor children compared to-poar children(Figure 314). Children
from poor and extremely pobiouseholdgarticipatel more inLocal Governmentsecondary
schools compared to ngroor children. In the nepoor category58.4percent of the children
attenakdschool in &CentralGovernment secondaschool while41.6percent atteretd school

in a municipal school. In contragt7.8 percent ofchildren fromextremely poothouseholds
atteneéd secondary school inlaocal Governmenschool compared t82.2percent inCentral
Government secondary school.eBefindingswere due to two main factortstly, almost all
Central @vernment schoolwerein urban areas where theneremore nonpoor than poor
householdsTherewere very few municipal secondary schodience Central G/ernment
dominates in the pxasion of secondary education. As highlighted in thevjorgs section, the
non-poor hadsuperior secondary school entrance, gross and net enrolment rates. Secondly, the
large poor population in rural areasdedto enroll in rural district council schaothatwere
relatively affordableAdditionally, parentscould notafford to send their children to boarding
schools because of high costs.
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Figure 3.14: Distribution of Children Enrolled in Local andddtral Government Secondary
Schools by Poverty Category
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Source: PICES 2Q7. Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty line. Extremely poor are from householdsteefoad poverty line

3.13. Employer Schools

Employers in large scale commercial farming areas and mining towns frequently grovide
education facilities for the children of their employees. Since settlements in these two areas
werenormally located far fronother settlements, children (regardle$sousehold poverty
status) dichot have much choice besides enrolling at their local school. Hence, each of these
employes provided schooland enrollecdbnly about two percent of children across all poverty
categoies.

3.14. Mission Schools and Private Schools

The aim of this analysis is to show thistdbution of children enrolled in mission andher
private primary schools by household povestegory Central and Local @/ernment schools

were excluded from thanalysis.Missionor church and other private schools eredémall
proportions of the school going population because thene expensive by Zimbabwean
standards. However, these schools appedito be doing a relatively good job attigating

these casconstraintsas relatively high proportions of children in each poverty gnaepe
enrolled in mission and church schools particularly the poor and extremely poor children
(Figure 3.1%. About57.4percent of the nepoor children attereblprimary schooin a mission

or church school whil&l2.6 percent of them attered school in othemprivate schools(See
Figure 3.19. See Box 3.3or more information on private schools. addition among the

5 Enrolments by these two categories of schools are higher than shown in this Report because children in
boarding schools were not captured by the PICES as they were not part ofuheltausehold. Almost all
mission schools and a large proportion ofiigh-fee private schools are boarding scho®lsosecaptured as
attending these schools were mostly probably enrolled as day scholars in these schools, or, they were on
vacation from school during the time of the survey.
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poor children attending school in Mission and Other Privateas 73 percentwent to
Mission Schools while 27.0 percent atteddchool in other private schools. The same applies
with children in the extremely poor poverty category.

Figure 3.15: Distribution of Chidren Enrolled in MissiofChurchand Other Private
Primary Schools by Household Poverty Category
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Source: PICES 2017Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty linextrEmely poor are from households below the food poverty line.
N.B. This analysis is for Mission and Other private primary schiaclading employer schootmly and excludes
Central and Local Government Primary Schools

Box 3.3 Private Shools

Zimbabwe has a welestablished system of mission schools run by churches and
private schools run by boards of trustees/goverdrs.distribution of primary schoois
administered as follows8.8 percent by mission or churchek3 percent by farms).6
percent by mines and.3! percent administered by other private organizations.
distribution of secondary schoois administered as followsl1.7 percent by missior
schools0.4 percent by farmd).2 by mines and.3 percent administered by other pray
organizations. Among the private schools, a considerable proportion arfe@igbhools
that only attract children from ngpoor households who can either pay the fees from
own earnings, or get school fee assistance from their employers aseabiimefit.

Source: Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education 2017

After removing Central Government anddal government secondary schools it is noted that
47 percent of the nepoor children atteretl secondary school in mission or church schools
while 53 percent attened secondary school in oth@rivate schools,(See Figure 3.16§. Of

those children attending secondary school in Mission and Other private secondary, schools
high proportion of extremely poor childr@2.9percent attenetd secondarygchool in mission
schools while27 percent of the extremely poor children attedidecondary school in other
privatesecondary schools. Enrolment rates in mission or church secondary schoolsdncrease
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with increasing poverty and this scengpiovidedpoorand extremely poor children with an
opportunity to come out of poverty through being educated.

Figure 3.16: Distribution of Children Enrolled in Mission/Church and Other Private
Secondary Schools by Pove@ategory
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Source: PICES 2017. Poor are children from households whose per capita consumption is lower than the upper
poverty line but above the food poverty line. Extremely poor are from households below the food poverty line.
N.B. This analysis is foMission and Other Private Secondary schools only and excludes Central and Local
Government Secondary Schools

3.15. Children wholLeft Schoo| Highest Education Completed and Poverty Status

Table 327 shows the percent distribution of children wie& schoolaged between 6 to 20
years by highest level of education completed and poverty statnuas Ehown that for all
Zimbabwe, children whteft school andhadnot completedsrade Awerepoor(90.4perceny,
while 52.4 percentwere extremely poor. Children whleft school having completeldorm 4,
were less likely to be poo(61.2 percentcompared to children wheeft school without
completng Form4. Therewerealso not many differences in poverty prevalence for male and
female children whdeft school acros all categaes. Prevalence of poverty droppstiarply

for both male and female childrerho left schoolafter Form 5and above
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Table3.27: Poverty Status (for children-BO years old) by Sex drSchooling Attainment

Sex and highest level completed Prevalence of %

Males \ Poor Extreme poverty
Not reached grade 7 88.8 50.3
Completed grade 7 86.8 41.4
Not reached form 4 83.2 36.9
Completed form 4 61.6 18.8
Form 5 and above 42.0 11.1
Females

Not reached grade 7 92.9 55.5
Completed grade 7 87.4 48.5
Not reached form 4 79.0 38.8
Completed form 4 60.9 20.2
Form 5 and above 39.0 13.5
Total Poor Extreme poverty
Not reached grade 7 90.4 52.4
Completed grade 7 87.1 44.7
Not reached form 4 80.8 38.0
Completed form 4 61.2 19.6
Form 5 and above 40.5 12.3

In urban areas, children wheft school between the age rang@® yearswereless likely to

be poor compared to children whedt school in rural areas the same age group range, see
Table 328. In rural area®92.5percent of the children wHeft school at Gade Aweredeemed

to bepoor compared t@3.9percent for urban areas. In urban areas childrenlefhschoolat
Form 5 and abovevereless likely to be poa23.2percent compared children whdeft school
after Form 5and aboveén rural areasr2.7percent.

Table3.28: Poverty Prevalencef Children(Aged6-20 Years) Who Left Schoddy Highest
Level of Education Completed

Area/highest education level Prevalence of poverty %
Urban areas | Poor Extreme poverty

Not reached grade 7 73.9 27.2
Completed grade 7 71.2 19.6
Not reached form 4 50.1 9.8
Completed form 4 35.7 3.5
Form 5 and above 23.2 0.4
Rural areas

Not reached grazl7 92.5 55.6
Completed grade 7 88.7 47.3
Not reached form 4 87.7 44.3
Completed form 4 81.1 32.2
Form 5 and above 72.7 34.6
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3.16. Implications on Educational Policy

An extra dollar ploughed into the development of RDC schi®lgely to benefit childen

and people from the poorest households. Municipalities should also give particular attention
to the construction of merprimary and secondary schoatstheir share in the whole sector is

still very small.

The proportion ofpoor householddecline & educational attainment of the household head
increases, so investments in education are likely to yield returns in terms of poverty reduction.
Government should, thereformvest in education, particularly in rural areas where school
enrolment ratesvere low and poverty wamost widespread amorguseholds witlschool

going children. Most households in rural are@sepoor andwvereless likely to invest in their

chil drenbés educati on d utleus ha®a sgrfisant.role to@leyn t r a | (
supporting rural education and society as a whole will benefit because social returns will
exceed rural returns (because of migration).

Government has done a lot in reducing urban poverty by investing in the children of urban
households. It could nowe time to direct resources to rural educational development.
Government should consider investing in improvement and rehabilitation of educational
infrastructure in rural areas.

Government has achieved significant progress in formulating policiegetdiratmproving
access to education. For policy implementationentives need to be designed to discourage
parents from keeping their children out of school. Effective policing mechanisms should be put
in place to ensure that children are not sent a@wnaay sclool for financerelated reasonand

that parents do not unnecessarily keep their children out of school.

3.17. Summary

This chaptehasdealt with differential access to productive assets, attainment of education,
access to public services such dsosting services and health care which distinguish the poor
from others. Rural povertywas most prevalent icommunal lands (CL) (79.Rercent)
followed byresettlement areas (RAvith 76.4percent. Extreme povertyasmost prevalent in

CLs with 34.0percentwhencompared with 29.9ercent for RAs.

Rural poor householdserecharacterised by much higher dependency ratospared to
nonpoor householdand dependenayashighest for thgoorest householdBependency
ratios increasgas poverty increasian all land use sectors.

In rural areas, communal and resettlement farmers condi@tépercent of the economically
active populationMoreover, louseholds headed by a commuresettlementarmerhadthe
highest prevalence of povergs.1percentcompared to other heads of households across land
use sectors.

In communal lands, 58.3 percent of the households own cattle while 73.1 percent own chickens.
Households in small scale commercial fargnarea own more poultry on averabg9poultry
perhouseholdhanhouseholds ilmther land ussectorsHouseholds in resettlement arease

fairly well-endowed with productive assetsch as ploughs, scotch carts and wheel barrows.
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About 15 percent of the ngpoor households in rural areas reportediga member with an
illness in the past month compared to 9.5 peredtiiin urban areas. The percentage of
housdolds reporting illness declinedth poverty status as 12.2 percent of the poor and 10.6
percent of the extremely poor reported illnesisout 57 percent of poor people whwereill

usal public health facilities for treatmenwhile 48.0 percent of the nepoor wentto such
facilities.

Sanitationwasclearly better in urban areas compared to rural arblsst urban households
hadflush toilets @1.5percentwhile 36.8percent of households inral areas hado toilet at
all. About 30 percent of rural households relied water suppliesshichwereunsafe About 2
percent of urban householdadaccess to unsafe water.

Incidence of povertgeclinedas t he househol d he a@adedlberewad uc at i C
a substantial increasa householdpoverty when its head hatkss than secondary school
education. Households headgdsomeone who haat least some secondary educatiane a

povety rate thatwas15.6 percentage pointswer compared tdouseholds whose head had

only primary school educatiorThis differencevas13.4 percent among the extreme paor.

addition, he primary school gross enrolment ratio for extremely poor childes88.1percent

compared td01.2percent for nospoor children.
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4. Summary and Conclusions

The2016/17 agricultural seastiadgood rains all over the country, although in the south part
of the country there were flood$he main finding in this report is that poverty fell by 2
percentage points since 2011/12 while extreme poverty went up by almost a third

Household sizes of poor householdse far greater than those of apnor households. The
poor teneédto have morehildren and elderly dependents. Poor households in Zimbabyee
charactesed by high dependency ratios aod average, older heads of househaldse
associated with higher prevalence of poverty than younger heads of houskhaltt$ition,
household ige of the urban paaand extremely poor householdsrelarger than those dhe
nonpoor and this indicatea perpetuation of poverty through generations. As a resuitiren

in poor urban familiesveresimilarly less likely to attend school and makely to drop oubf
school These characteristics, in turn, perpetuate poverty over time, leading to a vicious cycle
of intergenerational misery. Children in such househuideeless likely to attend school and
more likely to drop out earlier. There wagarticular problem with access to and participation
in secondargchoolfor poor rural household3he higher dependency ratalluded to earlier
reduces productivity growth. A growth in the neproductive population will diminish
productive capacity ahcould lead to a lower loagin trend rate of economic growth.

In terms of healthit wasshown thathie extremely pooweremore likely than people in other
poverty categories to claim that inability to afford treatmeas the main reason for not
seekng treatment for an illness. Home treatmevrds the second reason for not seeking
treatment when ill for the extremely ill but for the Rpoor, however, home treatmewasthe
main reason for not seekiegternaltreatment whenill.

Urban poor househaddtenadto be dependent on irregular or informal incomarses and

the formal sector haabt created the growth in employment required to absorb the large number
of people entering the job market. Slow employment creation in urban areasdreduce
remittan@s to rural areas and contributiedrural poverty. Informal sources of income usually
did not provide benefits such as medical aid or retirement.

The sectdrwise profile of poverty illuminates several areas that deserve attention by policy
makers:

4.1. Agriculture

Poverty is worse among households thatemore dependent on agriculture, particularly in
communal lands and resettlement areas. The poor in resettlement aredmoveassets than
poor households in other rural areas, indicating potentialpfverty reduction through
productivity improvement in these areas.

The poor who, in rural areas, teratio be dependent on agriculture, need low cost technologies
that improve the productivity of their land, given their resource and knowledge base. Thes
attributes need to be factored into decisions on funding of agricultural research. Techniques for
better water management, harnessing of rainfall water, increased access to water for
agricultural production and land conservation should also be giverphfity in the rural

land use sectorsThis isparticularlyneededn the semiarid regionsThere is also need to
invest in infrastructure such as roads so as to enable farmers to deliver agricultural output to
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the markets. Additionally, agriculturalarkets should also be established nearer to the farmers
in order to reduce transport costs.

4.2. Health

Public expenditure on health does not appear to be well targeted towards the poor. The policy
of exemption of fees for primary health care in rural aneasenefited the rural poor and non

poor in approximately equal percentages. Most rural poor peopladighwt seek medical
carewereconstrained byhe high cost of such servicard also byhedistance to the service
facilities. This indicates that bi&h care benefits should be expanded in rural areas in order to
reduce distances to the health facilities. Mobile climieseanotheralternative that might be
explored. In urban areas, the main constraint to treatment of illness faced byrtlappeard

to berelated tocost. Public health facilitiesvereused moe frequently by the urban pobut

a substantial percentage of poor households in urban aregsrivege health care providers.

In urbanareassanitation and water supplieereavailabkto the majority of householdsven
to the poor In rural areaghere is need to improve both. For example, sanitation factittes
not exist in mosof the homes of the rural poand a high prcentage of the rural poor relied
on unsafe water supps.

4.3. Education

Education spending should also benefit from improved targefintpildren who are not able
to access education because of povdttor children in both rural and urban are&seless
likely to attend school and more likely to drop dudrwere other children. These patterns
wereparticularly pramounced for secondary educatiwhere payoffs to educatiomerehigher.

Access to secondary education remsaiimited for many Zimbabwearisit the poor suffer
from lowest enrolment rates of all/hilst the country has made large investments in secondary
school infrastructure and teacher trainiagnajority of the childrenri need of secondary
education didnot benefit from this investment, especially the poor as secondary school
enrolments deadtied as poverty increased\ programme to expand access to secondary
education by the poor shoultierefore, be considered. In rural areas, access to eduaaison
worse than in urban areasd some of the implicit subsidies in the education system flow
disproportionately to urban areas. Althowgbdents irrural primary schoolsvereexempted

from paying tuition fees, childrewereconstrained by other factors, as they &hi enroll

late and drop out of school early.

Economic returns to educatiaverelower in rural areaghan theywerein urban areas. The
poorest households may be aware of these limited returns and thus tend to invest less in the
education of their children. Government might have to increase its investment in education in
rural areasso as to increase participation by the rural poor. Alternatively, programmes to
generate employment opportunities in rural areas will increase rural returns to education and
provide increased incentives for educational investments by the rural people iShaéso

need to prioritize economic diversification and employment generation in both urban and rural
areas and provide support to the informal sector.

Zimbabwe is benefiting from the brain drain that occurred in the last decade as out migrants
now sem remittances home.
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5. Annexes

5.1. Annex A:Measures of Welfare: Incomes, Wealth and Consumption

To measure and compare poverty among subgroups, a means of ordering and quantifying
household welbeing is needed. There are several memeyric options forsuch
measurement including household income, wealth, expenditures, and consumption. These
operational measures are often selected for convenience, ease of collection, or availability in a
given survey. The critical issue, however, is how closely the measuresponds to the
concept of welbeing.

Most poverty analysts prefer current consumption expenditures to income or wealth as an
indicator of wellbeing. Wealth and income form the basis over which an individual or
household commands resources. Thessources are transformed, either through market
transactions, or household production, into commodities that are consumed. This consumption,
then, determines webleing, so that the value of consumption is most closely aligned with the
moneymetric concepof well-being.

It is generally recognized that wealth and income are more difficult to measure than
expenditures or consumption, especially in a developing country context. Wealth is difficult to
measure because measurement requires valuation ofiaskedsng real property, household
assets, and livestock but few surveys provide such details. Even if the survey covered all assets
owned by the household, it would be difficult to value the assets without detailed information
on their attributes. Marketfor many assets are thin or niagxistent and imperfect markets
compound the problem of asset valuation.

Income, especially when large proportions are derived from the informal sector or through
sporadic activities, can be difficult to measure. Reaalblems, either due to the irregularity

of earnings or strategic responses on the part of respondents, can increase the difficulty of
measurement. Measurement of income from household enterprises requires careful distinction
between net incomes and chanigethe asset value of the enterprise. Few informal enterprises

in developing countries possess the accounting skills necessary to determine net enterprise
income.

Finally, income tends to fluctuate both seasonally and annually due to the vagaries of the
production cycle. Seasonal and annual fluctuations in income are normatedaigriculture

which particularly dominates Zi mbabweds rur
consumption through savings, storage; insurance schemes etc., so thaptioms{and weH

being) will fluctuate less than incomes. Ravallion (1994) states that: a) current consumption is
almost certainly better than current income as an indicator of current standard of living; and,

b) current consumption may also be a good micof longterm standard of living.

The 2017PICES is the major source of data for the poverty profile. There is need to ensure

that the use of data in the best possible manner to create measures that have a close
correspondence to the concept of wedfand poverty.

The basic guiding principle for use of the o
of interest. For the purpose of this analysis, these variables are taken to be household income
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and household consumption expenditbiresNo sirgle measure can fully capture the
multidimensional aspects of welfare or poverty. However, it can be argued that since
consumption expenditures or income reflect 8
which much welfare does depend on, they reprtes®re comprehensive indicators of welfare

than other measures. Information is also needed on household composition to ensure
consistency. Many of the other variables in the PICES (such as employment, schooling, health)
also affect welbeing and may riobe adequately reflected in consumption expenditures.
Consumption of public goods and many benefits that do not flow through markets can be
difficult to measure and value thus they are also not included in the measure of consumption
used in this study.

It is important that the measure (consumption or income) corresponds closely to the concept in
guestion. Both of these are Afl owd concepts
there is need to measure the flow of goods, money, etc. thathemecensumed, or accrued as

income. It is also important to avoid double counting. Double counting occurs when goods

are purchased and then used to produce something else that is either consumed or used to create
income.

Income is a net concept; tiguld be computed as the difference between revenues (actual and
imputed) earned by the household and costs (such as the purchase of inputs). Expenditures on
inputs into, for example, farm production are an obvious area where double counting needs to
be awided, as these expenditures do not fit into the concept of consumption. Purchases of
flour used to produce bread are counted in the-conrsumption portion of the questionnaire

and should not be included in the final expenditure measure.

Standard ecammi ¢ concepts should be used to help d
household income and expenditure can help sort things out. In this scenario, household
Aexpenditureso on consumption should equal h
position including savings. Everything entering the consumption portion of the balance should

have a corresponding entry on the income or asset side.

Householdncome/Consumption Balance

The basic balance equation for household income, asset valuesrasdnption is

Gt Yi-Ai,

where Grepresents consumption (in dollars) by théousehold (the identity could also use a
subscript for time), Yis the income and iAis the net change in the asset position of the i

household. This identity must lddfor every household for every period of time.

Aggregate income balance:
Nationally, the following must hold,

6 Consumption expenditure is uséd this study because a large part of welfare ultimately depends on the
consumption of goods and services. Typically, expenditure surveys measure purchases of goods and expenditures
are used as a proxy for consumption. The comprehensive nature o€&#® &low us to construct a measure of
household consumption that includes consumption of hmmmeduced goods, consumption from durable assets,
implied consumption from ownearccupied housing, etc.
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