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PREFACE

The Central Statistical Office (CSQ) conducied the second Income, Consumpiion and
Expenditure Survey (ICES) in 1990/91 as part of the Zimhabwe Mational Household Survey
Capability Programme.

The main aim of the ICES was to provide baseline data on income, consumption and
expenditure patterns of houscholds. The other objectives of the survey were to provide data
for estimation of houschold income and consumption and expenditure as defined in the
System of National Accounts, compitation of weights for the Consumer Price Index,
Production  Account of Agriculture in Communal Lands and Socio-demographic
charscteristics. The main results were presented in the report Income, Consumption and
Expenditure Survey Repost [990/91.

This report which presents an analysis of inequality among househalds in Zimbabwe is also
based on data from that susvey. The detailed analysis was undertaken by Ms Carolyn Jenkins
and Ms Erika Prinsloo and the report was reviewed by CS0.

Ms Jenkins is a research officer at the Centre For Study of African Economies, University of
Oxford. She is currently working on macroeconomic issues in Zimbabwe including the
determinanis of investment, issues of macroeconomic stability, and the microeconomic
tmpacts of policies designed to aileviate rural poverty, with a view to drawing lessons for
future policy-making in Southern Africa.

Ms Prinsloo was a lecturer in the Department of Economics at the University of Natal
{Durban) af the lime this work was done. She now works for Old Mutual in Cape Town.

Funding for the analysis was received from the British Overscas Development
Administration, and is acknowledged with gratitude.

C. M. Parirenyatwa
Acting Director of Census and Statistics.
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1. Introduction’

A knowledge of the extent and causes of ineguality is important for policy. If rural incqualitics are
small, then gencralised assistance to rural populations is sufficient in times of economic stress, and
policies to stimulale output are more or less equally accessible to most of the rural population. If,
however. inegualilics are large and permanent, then most palicy interventions fail to reach the
poorest, benefiting those, usuatly better-off, households with the resources needed to respond.
Rapid cconomic growth may reach underendowed  households indirectly, by, for example,
increasing the demand for casual labour, and may, in fact, be the best overall strategy to benefit the
poor, who are difficult to reach directly. In times of economic siress, however, it is essentiai to
target the most deprived groups. and, if some redistributive policy is to be pursned to help the

worst-off, it is important to know which sources of income, if eahanced, are more Jikely to reduce

poverty.

Erom mid-1990 to mid- 1991 the Central Statistical Office (CSO) in Harare undertook an Income,
Consumption and Expenditure Survey (ICES), collecting data from over 14,000 households. In
July 1994 it published its first report, JCES Repart 199091, using summary information distitfed
from the data. This report records average household ?nformation. n fact, only a few houscholds
may co-incide with the ‘typical’ household, which is only a statistical average of rich and poor
households in the sample. I household income andfor expenditure is very uncqually distributed,

then the average may conceal more than it reveals.

This paper uses the 1996/91 ICES data to see what can be concluded about distributional issves; i
is not a general study of incquality in Zimbabwe. 1t examines, as far as the data will allow, the
extent of inequality between rural and urban households in Zimbabwe, und between rural-
nouscholds in diffesent sectors. It also attempts to stratify households according to different
indicators of welfare, and then lo assess what sources of income are associated with an escape from
poverty. Seasonal factors ure cansidered, as are gender and ethnic facters. It concludes by

summarising what can be learned about inequality in Zimbabwe from the 1990/31 1CES.

! We appreciste comments, both corroborative and critical, froem Wil Cavendish, Chacles Harvey and John Knight,
as well as from officials ar the Centrnt Statistical Office. These have substantiaily improved this report.



2. A note about the data’

The €SO distinguishes not only betwecen urban’ and rural households, but also between rural
househalds in different farming arcas. Rural households are calegorised us those in the large-scale
cornmercial farming areas (LSCF). which includes farm owners, managers and fabourers resident in
these areas: those in the small-scale commercial {arming areas (SSCFy; those in the communal fands
(CL); and those who have been resettled under the government's tand redistribution programime.

These [ive land use calegories arce referied to as sectors',

I is necessary to he cantious in drawing conclusions about distribution and wellare from the ICES
data, All information obtained from each household, except expenditures on durables, was jecorded
for one month only (see Appendix A). Since incomes from agricullure are scusonal, and most
household expenditures are irregular (or periedic, like school fees). month-long recall periods do
not allow for an uccurale picture of houschold welfare to be construcled. Nevertheless, some
information may be exuacted from the data, enabling conclusions to be reached about the nawire of

inequality among houscholds. and about the structure of household incomes and expenditures.

Roughly one twelfth of the sumple of houscholds (a different sub-sample each monthi was
cnumerated in each province frorn July 1990 to June 1991, although fewer than average were
actually interviewed in the first two manths, leaving more than uveryge for the last month (see
Appendix Table C1). Knuwing the month of enumeration of vuach houschold doey permit 1nsights to
be gained about seasonal [actors affecting income and expenditure. However, the samples of
houschelds in the resetdement and SSCF areas were small and were surveyed in fewer than 12

months, implying that they were nol surveyed over the course of a whole year |[CSO. 1994:14].

* Dptails abow (he planning, sumpling procedure and field-wark may be found in the CES 19908/} Repor
(CS0,1994), Chapter | and Appendin F. Notes fram the *Guidelines™ lor enumerutors are in Appendiz of this paper.

¥ Urban houscholds comprised about 28 per cenl of the popukanon in 1992 according W the €30 census repoi
119921
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The original data that were collected have been grossed up by €50 to represent the population as a3
whole®. Consequently the weights given (o cach type of income or expenditure in the lotal are
determined by the original household data, while the weights for provincial, sectoral and national
averages are affected by the estimaies of the number of households based on the 1987 Revised
Zimbabwe Master Sample (RZMS). In order to examine distributional issues, it was necessary Lo
get back us closely as possible to the original information by reversing the grossing up done by the
CS0. Data expressed in money lerms were multiplied by the ratio of the actual to the estimated
aumber of households with a particular set of charateristics’. Nonmenetary data, mainly about
people in (or rot in) different types of emplayment, were ‘deflated’ as closely back to the original
information as possible by dividing cach entry by the estimated number of people fiving in a sirilar
household and multiplying by the actual recorded number (thesc deflators varied according (o

province and seclor).

Account nceded to be taken of the effects of inflation on reported values, which over the period of
caumeralion was some 2 percent per month on average. Using July 1990 as the base month, data
expressed in money terms for households enumerated in each of the other months were deflaed by

appropriate indices catoutated from information about the CP1 published by the CSO°.
3. Indicators of welfare and the ranking of households

The discussion that usuatly surrounds the wppropriate definition of income when measyring [ving
wandards is frrelevant for this paper. In this case, income could not be used at all, because the

1 The aumber of households in cach sector was estimated by provinee based on (he RZMS, and then data for each
hasehold 14 the sample was mubtiplicd by the estimated oumber of similar househalds {the weighis being doierminted
by the estimated number of households in the same sector and provinee divided by the actal oumber of houseliolds
enumerated in that sector and province).

* These characteristos include the province and sootor in which the household is located, the educatioaal
altainment, cthnicity and gender af the head of houschotd. whether ar not the household has access to electricity and
running water, eic.. In some cascs the estimated sumber of households identical ta an enumeraled hovsehold had been
entered a5 zery, sa aft inflated values were recorded ax being zero. It was impossible {0 re-instate the original data, 50
these entries were deleted from the [ites, This applied ta only three houscholds in the ClLs, 13 in the LCSF areas, and

53 in the urban arcas.

“ Initiafly, an attempt was made w deflate food expenditures by the food index, clothing expenditures by the
clothing index, ctc. However, the monthly divergences of these indices from the overnil CPI were oo smalt 1o make
miere than a marginal-difference, probably smafler than the margin of error in the original data,



figures relate only to one month, and rural incomes in particular can be significantly seasonal. The
argument that, because roughly equivalent numbers of hovschoids were enumerated every monih,
household information can be averaged for the year does not apply when considering distributional
issues, because averages exclude the very information that is required for analysis. An alternative
indicator needed to be used. What was chosen was expenditure which is relatively unaffected by

seasonal influences, that is, expenditure on basic necessities, 25 the basis for calculating a measure

of welfare.

Two calculations of non-seasonal expenditure’ were made: (i) the value of total food consumption
was calcalated from information on food expenditures, consumption of home-produced food and
income in kind; and (ii} other expenditures which were likely to occur every month were added to
the value of total food consumption (beverages and tobacco; rent and fuel; ‘comymunications’, which
included telephone and commuting costs: and inferest payments. which included mortgages)®.
“These items tend to be consumed in roughly equal amounts {rom month 10 mantl, and they are paid

for more or Jess as they are consumed.

Glewwe argues that total consumption is, in facl. a better indicator of life-cycle welfare than is
income, Tor precisely the reason thar consumplion s smoothed' [1987:41. Fe also prefers total
consumption to food consumption, on the grounds that poorer houscholds usually spend a larger
proportion of their income on food than-do 1hose which are better off. implying that the degree of

incquatity using a food-based measure is undersiated. In the event, il was not possible to use 1otal

7 Mate thit expenditures and vonsumption ar not always the vame (Hoddimil, 1994:50), expemditures referring in
whal is bougit in the market (inciuding consumption ¢f own-produced goonds valued at market prives), and
cansumption referring to what is aclually consumed by the household. The latier excludes gilts, (he provision ol meals
16 visitors and workers, wasle, ei¢. However, the exient of detat! in the TCES guestionnaire means that these diffenences
are very small, aid the lerms are used interchangeably.

¥ For urban househalds, wages and salaries in kKind were addec 1o regular expenditures’, but not to fuod. For this
sector, Uicome in kind appeared to be housing allowances and compuny cars, because (1) the stms were relatively large
and (i) they corretated with Those househatds with higher food expenditeres, Le., apparently wealthier househobds,
Ever so, only 3.0 per cent of urban hauscholds received mcame in kind, For househalds in the LSCF areas, income in
king which was less than Z$500 per month was added o fond expendhitures, other wise it was added only ‘reputar
for the same reasan. 1o the communal farming sector, there was i problem with wages and salanias in
kind, sinee ey were pssociated more often than no with houscholds reporling no members in wage employment.
They were therefore assumed to be irregular and excluded altogether. Only 6.1 per vent of CL. hauseholds would have
been affected. In Uhe 3SCIF arcas, oaly two houschalds in the cntire sample received income in kind, and ooe of these
o small that it did not change the ranking of hoesehalds after it was Inchided,

expenditures’,

SUMS WHS 5



consumption, which includes non-monthly expenditvres, like clothing, school fees, health

expenditures, etc.; the best alternative was regular’ monthly cxpenditure, defined above.,

The valuation of expeaditure also posed difficulties. For example, some argue (hat vaiuiag food by
calorie intake per day is a better measure of feod consu mption than using marke! prices, which may
he distorted or inapplicable. Therc was nio choice on this question, since the ICES incomc and
expenditure data are recorded in terms of market values. Some [ood, especially in rural arcas, may
have heen hought on paralle! (informal) markets. This does not affect recorded expenditures,
because those surveyed will have recalted actual spending at actual prices paid. JU may alfect the
valuation of subsistence consumption, if houscholds would have bought al paraliel rather than
official prices had they not copsamed Lheir own oulptd, but there are no price data on this, and,
cven if there werc, the ICES daia provided were not in lerms of volumes of home production

consumed but in terms of the value at market prices.

The next question was whether (o use the individual or an aduil equivalent as the consumer unit. It
.« well known that hoth income {or cxpenditure} per head and income (or expenditure) per
househald are poor proxies for living standards: if expenditure per head js used, the poor are large
househoids with many children; if expenditure per household is used, the poor are smail
households. However, even an adult equivalent unit (AEU) may be misieading if households are
farge, since there may be some gains from economties of scale. For Lhis reason, some researchery
prefer-using a method pioneered by Deaton [1980], where adult equivalents are multiplied by the
average cost per adull for cach household size in order to adjust for houschold economies of scale,
However, because cconomics of scile probably do not apply to food consumption {or (o
commuting costs or heverage and tobacco consumption), the unit chosen was an adull equivalent,

unadjusted for economies of scale {see Appendix B for details abaut the calculation).

Finally a choice had 16 be made showt whether to use food per AEU or ‘regular’ expenditures per
AEL as the most appropriate indicator for the ranking of households according to their relative
welfare. The coefficients of correlation of these twe series were extremnely high (0.88-0.9935) for all

except Urban houscholds (0.54). reflecting the preduminance of foad in regulm rural househoid



consumption expenditure’. This meant that either indicator could be used for the ranking of rural
nouseholds according to their prosperily. Because the Engel curve relationship is known to hold for
food expenditures, this indicator wus used for ranking purposes'®. Summary caleulations are

presented in Table 1.

Table |
Mean (and median) annual food and ‘regular’ expenditures per AEU by sector, 1990/91 (Z§)

Sector Mean food  Median food Meanreg.  Median reg. Mecan food
JAEU /ABU expfAEU  exp/AEU thhold
Urban 623 508 1372 890 2044
LSCF 643 372 982 589 1601
1.8CEF-2a 453 371 741 584 1283
S8CF 592 536 go9 &77 2129
Reseit 375 301 557 435 1569
CLs 343 274 536 416 1970

l__Source: ICES data
Note (a): LSCF-2 excludes white, Asian and ‘coloured’ houscholds from the xalmpib; amounting to
1.52 percent of the LSCF sector sample

Several points should be noted aboul the above tuble. Average foad consumplicn per AELD 15
similar in the urban areas and the commerciat Larniing areas (both farge- and smuall-scale), and well
abuve (170 percent) that of communal Jarmers. However. extreme inequalitics are observable in the
LSCF arcas. where the median expenditure on food is further below the mean than in other arens.
This arises from averaging the regular consumption cxpenditures of some of Zimbahwe's

® {n their analysis of moalhly consumption smoathing | Chawthur and Paxson (19943 also compare twe mdicaten
of mantkly expenditures: food expemditures; and 1ood plus other pof-durshle comumgtien. They abo find a lngh
cerrelation in the ranking of these gxpenditures among peer rursd households in tndin. The correlation coclficiem fo
regufar noa-ioed expendilures 4. the difference between the twa indicator,} and Wi ‘regular expenditures” {pei
AELY for e urbaa sector in Zimbubwe wis 0.96, copiorming that toad was a smater proportion of a higher ahsolae

level of repular spending in urban arsas,

iy order 1 check whather food consumption per AL wis the mast suitable indicator of howsehold welfare oiher
avaiinnle “quality of life” indicators were correlatod with s tndieator, tor example, whether a househaldd had secess o
runoing water, or access to electricity. or regular income from tormal-eqtor esmployment. The correlation voeflicieniy
were alt very small (some were negstive) el signiticart and completely sandom wivn comparad by seetor, This s ne
pecessarily a congern. A study by Glewwe ! FORS Y iping more sophisticated technigues on datn for Cese U lvnire, toumd
that diftereni *quality of file” imbicator did notcvisisten'ly seleet A same people as heing poor

i



wealthiest households (LSC farmers) and those of some of the poorest (labourers resident on these
farms). If white {13 households), Asian (1} and ‘coloured’ (5) households are excluded from the
sample, the mean expenditures full considerably. although remain higher than in e communal lands
and resetilenient arcas. Inegualay witha ils group appaars (o be lover, with the medians being far
closer to the means. There are three reasons why mean food and other regular expenditures by
black howscholds in the LSCF araas are higher than in most other rural areas: (i) this group still
mcludes some large commercial Tarmers and tarn managers: and (i labourers on these tarms do
have access to regular wage employment and payment in Kind, which includes food. (111 workers

on plantations and estates whose wages are considerably high

The SSC farmers are exclusively frecholders, und they are clearly better off than communal farmers,
both those in the CLs and those resettled on previously commercially farmed fand. Poverty is siill a
very real problem in the communal lands and resettlement communities, with average monthly food
consumption valued at around Z$30 per adult equivalent in July 1990 prices (US$12). From the
limited information contained in the table, urban households appear to be on average considerably
better off than those in rural areas, with higher non-food regular expenditures which increase

substantially the mean overall regular’ expenditures.
4. Sectoral inequality

The issue of sectoral inequality was raised in the previous paragraph, and it would now be
interesting to quantify it. Having arrived at an indicator of living standards, this is possible. It will
cnable answers to be found to the questions of which sector displays greatest inequality, and how

inequality in Zimbabwe compares with that in other African countries.

There are many summary statistics of inequality. The besi known of these is the Gini coefficient,
but this is not decomposable, or, in other words, able to be additively broken down by sector. For
this purpose, one of the best single indicators of the exlent of inequality is the Theil index''.

Delined us the distribution of food expendilures per AEU over houscholds, overall inequality in

T = WYY In (NY /Y)Y, where 1= 1,..N Y/Y is the share of ith AEU in total food expenditure; and N is the
total sanple population,



Zimbabwe as measured by the Theil index ag 0.32. This s similar 1o the measure of 0.35 for Chte
d'lvoire using 1985 household survey data [Glewwe, 1987:30], and is considered to be moderately
high. The index for the rural areas of Zimbabwe alone was found to be almost identical, rounding to
0.32 as well. This compares {avourably with the index of 0.4 for rural Tanzania using 1980 survey
data [Collier et al, 1990:73], which was argued to be a 'fairly high level of rural inequality’, despite
being below Asian levels,

The Theil index was also used o quantify inequality by sector, The results sre recorded in Table 2

below.

Table 2
Inequality of expenditure per AEU decomposed by region, 1996/91
Region Food exp. Theil Reg.exp Theil
Communal [ands 0.33 0.35
Resettlement areas 0.25 0.24
SSCF areas 0.33 .26
LSCF areas .66 1.19
LSCF-2 areas” (.23 0.24
\Urban arcas 0.28 G.45

Source: ICES data

Note (a): LSCF-2 excludes while, Asian and 'coloured' households from the sample; amounting to
1.52 percent of the LSCF sector sample

Evidently greatest inequality is measured in the LSCF areas, with the Theil index excceding unily.
As mentioned before, this is the result of including in onc sector houscholds of such different types,
Excluding white, Asian and 'coloured’ houscholds from the sample reduces the indices significantly,
with these households displaying 3 greater degree of homogereity thian those in almost all other
areas". Of particular inierest is the level of mequality in the communal lands, which is higher than
that in other sectors (except for the non-food component of urban ‘regutar’ expenditures). Grealer

homogeneity  of  households  appears  lo occur in the rescitlement  wreas,

1 “Fhare is other evidence which iflustrales the inequality; non-Black howeholds are anly 1.52 percem of the
sample, but earn & percent of the wage income, own 26 percent of the cars recarded us owned by the houschaolds in the
1 SCF areas. and house 59 percent of ail studenis/seholan recorded for the sector. Bowever, aos-Black huumeholds own
only H.4 [percent af the television aets and radios recorded for ths sector,



which is explained by each household having been aflocated pieces of Jand of similar size. These
households are therefore almost uniformly poor, with few having been able to increase their ineome
substantially above that of the rest of the sample, What is not easy to explain is why food-plus-
other regular expenditures are more equally disiributed amongst households in the SSCF areas than
are food expenditures alone. The reverse situalion for the urhan areas is possible o explain:
houscholds are, on average, better-off, and food expenditures therefore tend to comprise a smaller
perceniage of toral expenditure, increasingly so as wealth increases and food needs arc satisfied.
Furthermore, households all have access io official food markets, reducing whatever disparity

different markeis may play in contributing to rurat inequality.
3. The diversification of income sources and welfare

The next question 1o be addressed is whether particular types of employment activity contribuie to
households being better-off. A growing number of writers® have pointed out that rural households
are pot homogeneous, but highly differentiated, and, furthermore, that a diversity of income sources

is critical both to agricultural production itself and to household welfare more generally.

First, it is pecessary to find out how diversified are houschold income sources. Then, knowing
dlready how to rank households according to their relative prosperity, il can be shown whether
betier-off households are more or less diversified in their access to different sources of income.
What Lhe survey cannat show is how successful diversification is in reducing fliciuations in income,
especially in reducing distress when one source of income fails. The other issue which the survey
cannot address is the interlinkages between houscholds; for example, if some farmers benefit from
ugricultural poticy and do much better, does this have (rickle-down cffects, benefiting other
househalds vin transfers, increased opportunitics for wage employment, increased incenijves to

establish household enterprises' and so on?

M Gpee, tor example, Jackson and Collier (19873, Murray (1957) and Amin und Chipika {1994}

1 {pncholds enterposes Theve we unmcarporied fudrket eoterpases creuted for Hie purpose of producty gosds o senvices for sofe or baner on the
market They can be engoped movoually amy kmd of agpvity - sprieutture; awiag, ianafacturiag, consrucion, retnil distribuition o productes of other
Liils ol ser o They can mnge frens anghe pervons warking a streel (e ar shos eleamis wih virtonHy no vapital ur pressises of Hedr wvn theaugh o
Tt (EanURIL I IR COTNTILCHENE OF S TAALE CRReFprses with minny amployees The delinion for howschaht enterprises 15 e sahe 48 in the System of
Natoaal Accounts for leusehold anmcorprrued wackes caterpmses Howeverin the 195 ES agneubare was shown separately feon househald
witerposes bl m the guestionmure and unadyas Thie househald enlempases under decussion in 1the HKOES and in ths repon are exclusive of apriculiuee



5.1 Household dependence on different sources of income

Ideally, it would be helpful to know what proportion of its total annuial income a household derives
{rom each dilferent source of income, as & MEESUIT of household dependence on that source. It is
not possible 1o know this from the ICES data, which are constructed from monthly recall periads,
which are uniikely 10 be typical of the year as a whole. Most households have agricullural income,
which is seasonal, and may supplement this in non-harvest months with income from other

activities.

However, it is possible Lo say approximately whal propottion of householdy derived income from
cach of the possible sources in 1990/91. This was done by assuming that onty houscholds actoally
engaged in farming, for example, incur farm expenses cven when they are receiving no farm
income. Tf that is the case, then if net income is caleulated for cach category ol scasonal or frregular
income {and gross income used for more regular income, like wage employment), lthen every
household with a non-zero emiry onder each category of income cun he considered as deriving

income {rom ihat sowrce.

In this way, every category of income, irtespeciive of how large or small il was, was identified for
each household. The importance of various geome sources 10 honseholds in Zimbabwe in 1990/91
is recorded in Table 3(a) below.

Tdblﬂ 1[4}.)
Percemage of households receiving each sonrce of ncome (1990/91)

[Income source LSCF SSCF__ CL Reset Urban ]
Farming (2} 749 94.3 93.8 98.1 537

Remitiances 54.8 79.5 823 IN 54.3

Wage employment 82.0 211 129 7.0 16.4

[ncome in kind 7.8 05 82 2.3 59

H/h enterprise 10.3 228 35.1 338 5.4

Transfers (b) 5.4 3.2 8.6 (.0 6.4

Property 0.2 a.0 1.2 60 12.0

No income recorded 5.5 (0.0 1.0 0.0 3.9

Source: ICES dala _ - - - =

Notes : (@) includes subsistence dnd markeled uutpui
{b) includes pensions. sochdd wellare, ctc.
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bt is, of conrse. possible that there are months when houseliolds neither received income from nor
incurred expenses on agriculture or their home industries. Furthermore, some raral activities require
no cash outlay, Iike gold panning, livestock hire, seiling grass, ctc., and the occurrence of these
uctivities may therefore be undercstimated. Nevertheless, in the case of farming in pariienlar, the
coverage was very high, as is evident from Table 3(a). There may be a morc serious problem of
underestimation with casual or seasonal wage employment, and with household enterprise income.

The former is deait with below.

What is very clear from Table 3(a} is that farming (including sub‘sisu:nce) is an income source for
nearly all rural houscholds. Even on the LSC farms, nearly three quarters of households derive
some income from their farming activities, although most families will be labourers on these farms
and their primary source of income will be wage employment. In the urban areas, half of the

households intecviewed derived some income from farming.

Remitiances (in cash and kind) are the second-most pervasive source of income for all households.
In 1990/91 some 80 per cent of households in the Cls, the resettlement areas and the SSCF areas
supplemented their ather sources of income with remitrances from family members who do not
work on the faily farm. Even on the LSC fanns and in the urban areas, over half of households
received remiltance income. Remittances clearly {low in two directions: more than hall of

households in every sector receive remittance income, implying that those that make payments also

receive.

Other imporlant sources of income are wage labour and self-employment (or household
enterprises,). The importance of both may be understated. In rural arcas seasonal wage fabour
maybe an imporiant supplement to houschold income. The recording of income during the month
of enumeration means some seasonal wage employment may have been missed. In the first section,
however, the questionnaire does ask for the ‘main’ activities of people aged 10 years and over
during the previous year. The recorded number of houscholds reporting at least ope member with
“main’ activity during the previous year is substantially higher than the recorded mtmber receiving

income from employment, which was recorded for only the enumeration month (see Table S(b)}"r'.

1 The correlation co-efficients for the two series are 0.4 for the Cls, 0.1 for the SSCFs and 0.3 for the LSCFs.



One explanation for this is that many ‘employed’ members work for only 4 portion of the year, and
yet the income gencrated is sufficiently high for the household _té consider this their main activiry.
Another explanation is that therc are a lot of unpaid family workers. The percentages recorded in
Fabie 3(b) may stilf be too low, especially for the SSCF, communal Jands and resettlement areas;
some family members may have found temporary work and not have reported this, because it was
not  considered to be their 'main' activity during the previous year. [ this case scasonal

employment may still be understated.

Table 3(b)
Percentage of households receiving wage income (1990/91)
‘Inccmc source LSCF SSCF CL Resct. Urbar J
Wage employment® 82.0 22.1 12.9 7.0 76.4
Member employed” 94.9 54.7 28.4 12.5 91.8

I—S'ource: ICES dala
Notes: (a) wages received during the previous month
(b} member employed during the previous year

The last line in Table 3(a) shows the percentage of households reporting that they had no income at
alt. 1t is not possible for a household to survive without income untess the members are living
entirely on savings (of money and food}. This is unlikely in very poor areds, s0 it is probable that

wansfers in kind, including pensions, were underrecorded.

Comparatively few households are dependent on only one source of income, Tables 4 to 8 below
summarise informatien on the activity mix of households by sector in 1990/91: the communal fands

in Table 4, the resettlement areas in Table 5, the SSCF areas in Tuble 6, the LSCF areas in Tuble 7

and the urban areas in Table 8.



Tabie 4
Activity mix of households in the communal lands (1990/91)

P T NO. % Df tOIaI
Households with no chDrdﬂd mccme source 58 1.0
Houscholds engaged in only one actwity (@) 570 9.6

Farming only 440 74
Remitiances only 735 1.3
| Wageempl. only 55 0.9
Hou seholds engaged in two activities (a} 2587 440
Farming + remiltances 2098 350
Farming + wuge cmpl. 87 1.5
Houscholds cngaged in three activities (a) 1922 320
Farming -+ remil. + wage empl. 250 4.2
_Farming + remit. + h/h enterprise 1147 19.0
Houscholdb engaged in four activilies 620 10.4
Households engaged in five aclivities 140 2.4
Households engaged in more activilics 19 0.3
Total number of households 5926 100.0

Source: ICES duta

Noie (u): Only the most l‘rcquenﬂy vbserved activity cluslers are recorded in the table, which
implics that the totals are not cxhausied by the sub-totals.

Table 4 shows that only 10 percent of households in the CLs were dependent on only one source of
income in 1990/91. Three-quarters of these people were farmers, with no supplementary income.
They tended 1o have the Jowest regular consumption expendilures, which means, if this i3 an

indieator of welfare. that they tended to be the poorest (see Table 9).

Remiltances are the most imporiant source of income diversification. Tn the CLs, 43 per cent of
houscholds had two sources of income in 1990/91, of which the vast majority {four-tifths) had
farming supplemented by remittances. OF the total, only 1.5 percent both farmed and had at least
one resident member with wage cmployment. A further 32 percent of the total had three sources of
income, of which more than half were farmers receiving remittances and supplementing this by
some lorm of household non-farm enterprise. Dependence on wage incomie may he undersiated, for

reasons. explained eadier; the proportion of houscholds reporting (hat at least one family



member had been ‘employed’ in the previous year was 28 percent, while only 13 percent are

recorded as having received cash income [rom employment (Tuble by

Table 3
Activity mix of househalds in the resettlement areas (1 800731}
_ No. % of total |

Households with no recordcci income source 0
Households engaged in only one aclivity (@) 73 14.2

Furming only 70 13.6

Remittances only [ 0.2

Wage empl. only 2 0.4
Households engaged in two activities (a} 305 a0.0

Farming + remillances 379 515

Farming + wage emph. G t.2
Households engaged in three activities {a) 108 21.0

Farming + remit. 4 wage empl. 9 1.8

_ Furming + remit. + 1/h enterprise o gl 16.0

rril\Li*:eholdq cngqged in four activitics o _ 22 4.3
rﬁnuxuholdb engaged 1n maore d{:lwmu- _ L 4 05

Tn;l ntmber of households L 1000

-Snufce ICES data - -

|\0t1. ar: Cnly the most frequmtiy abscrved dcnww cluatera are recordcd in the table, which
 implies that the totals 2re not exhausted by the sub-torals.

i+ gm0 T

Lifestvles in the resetilement arcas #rc Jimitar to those on lhe communal lands: almost all

households derive resources [rom farming. If income is derived from only one source, it 1s almost

exclusively farming, although i 1990/91 four-fifths supplemented this with remittances from family

members working away from the home (see louscholds engaged in more (han one activity i Table

3 abovel), Very few households {36 of the 5312 which were interviewed) have gcocess (@ wage

employment; and household enterprises swere the (hird-most important income-generating souree i

1900/91. To some extent, this patlern jms been influenced by resetttement regulations n



existence when many of these families were moved: for example, there were restrictions on families

engaging in off-farm work™®.

Table 6
Activity mix of households in the SSCF areas (1990/91}
_ Na. % of totad
Househalds with no recorded income source 0
Houscholds engaged in only onc activity (a) 39 9.0
Farming only 23 3.3
Remitiances only { 0.2
Wage empl. only y 13 34
Households engaged in two activities (a) 252 380
Farming + remittances 1e8 46,0
Farming -+ wage empl. il 7.0
Households engaged in three activilies (a) 132 30.0
Farming 4 remit. + wage empl, 32 7.0
Farming + remit. + h/h enterprise 78 18.0
Households engaged in lour activities {2 2.8
Households engaged in more activities 0 _
Total number of households 435 100.0
Source: ICES data
Note {a): Only the maost frequently observed activity clusters are recorded in the table, which
implics that the totals ure not exhausted by the sub-totals.

Even 5SC f{armers. who, by definition, market agricultural output, substantially suppiement this
form of income with remittsnces. In fact, a comparison of Tables 4 and 6 reveals 2 very similar mix
of houseliold activities. Almost one-fifth of the sample had access to local ofi-farm wage
employment {derived from Table 6 above), and more than one-fifth operated an enterprise from
home. At least half reporied that the main activily of al least one household member during the

previous year was ‘'employed’, which may mean that hausehold incomes are supplemented by

I8 This affects remittance income as well: the average monthly remittance (in gash and kind} per reseftied
nouschald recorded it the ICES wus 2$26; the median was 758, In the CLs, Lhe average monthly remittancs (in vash
and kind} was Z5100; the median was Z824.



seasonal work by those farmers whose own farming activities do not provide them with sufficient
income. {This also strengthens the argument that the method of reporting used in the survey Misses

a lot of wage income.}

Table 7
Activiry mix of households in the LSCF areas (1990/917)
[ No. % of total
| — R . !
| Households with no recorded income source 141 5.5 g
|H0uat,holds engaged in only one activity (a) 366 140
: Farming only 54 2.1 '
' Remitlances anly 6l 2.4 :
j,' Wage empl. only e 209 8.1 .
; He: umhnids engaged in o acliv ities Y RIeH 344 ;
; Tarming + renuttances 1 4.1
Farming + vwage cmpl 918 20.0
.  Wugeemipl. + wm1_t______ S isl _ ) 7.1
iI*l(mscI'm]ds engaged i three activ ties 1a) 0(3 3500
: Turming + remitl. + wage emp.. 674 6.0
: Tarming + remil. + b/ enterprise 22 (x4
I Farming + wage empl. + Whenterprise 20 _ .2
iHousﬂeholdq engaged in i'our activities o 287 11.0 ;
{Homehoids engaged in nore &anme\ _ 33 1.2
Total number of households 2566 100.0

Source: ICES data
Note {a): Only the most frequently observed activity clusters arc recorded in the table, which
implies that the totuls are not exhausted by the sub-totals.

Although farming is still the most important activity in the LSCF arcas, not surprisingly wage
employment appears to be more important in the economy of these areas. The houscholds
enumerated in this sector would have included farm owners, farm managers, and fabourers. The
first group would have been classified as farmers; the second and third as salaried or waged
employees, many of whom might have farming activities of their own (frequently subsisience).
Historically, unskilled labourers have been poorly paid, although minimum wages introduced in

1980 increased the real wage. Nevertheless, many families clearly need to supplement their



incomes with remittances from family members not living with the rest of the househoid, or by
taking advantage of the offer of seasonal employment. Note that mn the LSCF areas, 93 percent of
houscholds reported at least one member employed, as opposed to 82 perceni reporting wage

‘income (see Table 3(b}).

Table 8
Activity mix of households in the urban areas ([990/97)
No. % of total

| Households wilh no recorded income source 183 30
[Huuscholds engaged in only one activity (a} 1133 240 T-
| Wage empl. only 757 16.0 |
: Remittances only 154 R |
! Farmingonly oo A
lmuxeholds Lngagcd in two activities () 1459 JL0 '
Farming + wage empl 434 g3
' Farming + remittances 236 5.0 i
B Wage empl. + rcrm_lunu 5 A o 42
llnust.h()ld% engaged in three aetivities (o 1157 25.0
: Farming + remit. -+ wage empl, 72} 13.0 !
l"unnin“ + remil. + /b enterprise Y 1.2 l
Wage empl. + remit. -+ h'h ent. 43 1.0 !

\Houaeholdx engaged in four activities . 512 11.0

Households engaged in more activities 244 5.2

Total number of households 4688 100.0

| Source: ICES data
Note (a): Only the most frequently observed activity clusters are recorded in the table, which
implies that the totals are not exhausted by the sub-totals,

The importance of wage employment to urban households is not surprising. It should also be noted
that there is an extent to which some type of farming activity is a source of income for urban
dwellers. The flow of remittances occurs not only from urban to rural areas, or within rural areas,
but also from rural to urban areas. The latter may be mainly farm produce, because the values of

remnittances in cash and in kind have been aggregated for this analysis.



5.2 Diversification and relative prosperity

The problem with poverty is not only that a low income implies a meagre tevel of consumption, but
it also means that any fall in that income can turn hardship into disaster. Diversifying income
sources is one strategy for reducing insecurity. It is clearty also a way of raising the absolute level
ol income available to a household. It is expected that, for the poorest in the population, welfare
should improve as the number of sources of income available to a household increases. At some
point, however, the main economic activity of the household generates sufficienl income to sustain
adequate consumption, and either absorbs alt labour resources of the household, or is sufficiently
high for not all members of the household to have to gencrate income. it 15 therefore also expecicd

{hat, on average, the wealthiest households witl have fewer different sources ol income.

Cerain activitics generale more. and more stable income, than others. Farming otlput is seasonal,
as is the demand for casval lsbour on farms. However, the secondary effects of harvest, which
increases the income available in the rural arcas, means (hat the demand for goods and services
produced by rural home industries may also be scasonal. [t s expecied that (hose with access 1o
jobs in the formal sector of the economy would be betier-olf, with probabty higher and certainly
more stable income. The ICES dala do not alfow a distinction to be made between seasonal and
fonger term wage income. Nevertheless, there is sufficient information available to indicate whether

particular types of employment zctivities conirthule (o households being belier-off.

In order to cxamine the relationship between the diversification of income sources and wellare
arnoagst the ICES households, they were ranked according 1o (ood consumption per AEU as an
indicator of welfare (the reasons for using this indicator are recorded in section 37, Then the
sample was divided into {ifths (quintiles). and the proportions of cach quintile engaged in three (and

more), or twa, or only one aclivily were culeulated'®. The results are summarised in the

' 1t is possible thar the disiribution is distorted by e nth of enureration: rural househoids enumerated in harvaest
month may have consumed more fcod.  However, regressing food expenditure (including the value of own
consumption} on monthly dummies found no evidence of seasonality: all monthiy dummics were insiguificant.

'8 The ICES does not distinguish between different household entesprises, which reduces the information available
regarding diversification. In other words, & houschold may diversify by having seversl different income-seneryling
activities which are aggrepated under “househotd enterprise’ und therefore counted as only one aclivity.



following tables, again presented by scctor: the CLs (Tuble 9), the reseltiement areas (Table 10},

the SSCF areas (Table 11}, the LSCF areas (Table 12) and the urban areas (Table [3).

Table 9a
Income-generating aciivity mixes by quintile in the communal lands (1990/91):
percentage of all households in the quintite

34 achivities 2 activitics 1 activity none recorded

Wealthiest quintile 13 79 7 0
Second quintile 8 88 4 "0

Third quintile 7 33 5 0
Fourth quintile 5 81 13 i
Poorest quintile 3 45 47 4
r'.:;‘—ource: ICES data

Table 9b

Setected activities by quintile in the communal lands ( 1990/91);
percentage of uil households in the quintile

l— wage empl. _remtiances {arm inc.  enforprise incﬂ
Wwealthiest quintite 27.6 H59.8 88.5 29.3
Second yumtie Tid 934 97.6 38.1
Third quintile 8.5 a4 7 97.9 38.1
Frorth guintile 04 ®5 8 05.9 36.8
Prarest quintile 7.3 513.2 891 31.2

ES{')urcc: 1ICES data _ : J

In the cornmunal lands weifare appears to Improve with a diversificution of income saurces (Table

94), particularly if 2 member of the household has direcl access to wage empioyment (Tablc 9b}.

Indirect access to wages Lhrough remittances is also imporiant. In 1990/91 the poorest 20 percent

of househotds were almost equatly divided into those dependent on only one source of incame -

rmainly [arming (Table 4) - and thosc which farmed and received remittances. The importance of

remitlance incomie in suppicmenting subsistence farming s evident as households become betier

olf: altheugh the shift into a third aclivity is positive, it is uxtremely small amongst the middle 60

percent of houscholds, and the meiin difference is that the percentage which recetved remittance

income is much jarger. The hest-off houscholds atil! clearly rely heavily on furmng supplemented
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by remittances, but aiso reduce their vulnerability by diversifymng their sources of income more than

any other group, although they appear Jess likely to establish a home industry. Tt is significant that

the proportion of those receiving some form of wage income increases markedly in the quintiles at

the top of the distribution (Table 9b). Wealthier honseholds with only one activity are likely fo

include those peasant farmers who were able to take advantage of the opportunities created by the

extension of marketing infrastructure to the communai lands by the government afier independence.

Note that those with no recorded income all fall in the poorest groups, implying that these familics

are indeed destitute (and probably cared for by relatives or neighbours), rather than that the

enumeralors administering the questionnaire failed to record any significani income source.

Table 10a
Icome-generating activity mixes by quintile in the resettlement areas (1990/91):
percentage of all households in the quintile

1 3+ aetivilies 2 activities I activily none recorded
Wealthiest quintile 5 86 8 ¢

Second guintile 2 33 16 G

Third guintile 3 93 5 0

Fourth quintile 1 81 ¥7 0

Poorest quintile 7 53 40 g
lSource: ICES data

Table 1Gb

Selecied activities by quintile in the resettiement ureas {1990/91 ).

perceniage af all househalds in the quintile

{ wage empl. remunees farin inc, enfcrprise inc.
Wealthiest quintile 136 85.9 9238 12.7
Second quintile 29 85.0 99.6 322
Third quintite 38 94.7 100.0 32.2
Fourth quintile 2.9 80.1 98.6 205
Paaresl quintile 10.0 59.0 98.6 21.5

Source: JCES data

The pattern in the resettlement arcas {Tabie 10) appears somewhat more random than in the

communal lands. What is clear is that 40 percent of the pooresi quintile arc confined to one
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activity: farming (Table 10a and 10b), and that supplementing this with some other income, either
by remittances or by some type of household enterprise (from Table 5} is associated with an
improvemenl in welfare ranking, Again the top 20 percent of houscholds have the highest
proportion of those in wage employment, although this is significantly smaller than in other sectors.
A markedly tower proportion of those households in the iowest quintile receve remittance income,
but this group also has a comparatively higher share of wage employment. This is Skely to be low-

paid, casual work by those with few resources. Again housebolds in the best-off quintile arc less
likely to operate an enterprise from heme.
Table tia

Income-generating activiry wixes by quintile in the SSCF areas (1 a90/81):
percentage of all households in the quintile

L— 3+ activities 2 activities 1 activity none rccordedj
Wealthiest quintile I 72 17 g
Secand quintile 15 &7 20 0
Third quintile 6 87 5 0
Fourth quintile 7 83 10 0
Poores! quintile 7 78 15 g
Eource: ICES data J

Table 11b
Selected activities by quintile in the SSCF areas (1990/91):
percentage af all households in the quintile

\’ wage empl. remittances farm inc.  enterprise inc. J
Wealthiest quintile 37.9 74.7 83.9 8.1

Sccond quintiie 31.0 759 50.8 16.}

Third guintile 115 874 971.7 34.5

Fourth quintile - 138 33.9 98.8 26.4

Poorest quintile 6.1 75.9 190.0 28.7

Eourcc: ICES data

An interesting patiern emerges in the commercial farming areas. Amongst S58C farmers,

diversifying income SOUrCes beyond two activities does pravide some improveraent in welfare, with

a greater proportion of households in the top 40 percent engaged in three or more mcome-

generating aitivities than in the lower 60 percent in 1990/91 (Table }la). However, if the

2t



percentage of househoids engaged in one activily only were to be plolied on a graph, a U-shuped
curve would result as welfure increased: 13 pereent of the poarest households have only one sousce
of income; this reduces to 5 percent of the middle quintile; and increases to 17-20 percent of the
tap two guintiles. In the SSCF arcas, the increased absclute level of incomic generated from the
single activity {either farming or wage employment) or from diversifying income sources further
appears to reducc the need for remittunce income (Table 11b).

Table [2n

Income-generating activiry mixes by quintile in the LSCF areas (1990/91):
percentage of ull households in the quintife

r 3+ activities 2 activities 1 aglivity  none rccordcd!
Wealthiest quintile 37 44 18 i

Second quintile 42 47 1o {

Third quintile 50 38 g1 2

Fourth quintile 42 39 14 5

Poorest quintile 9 36 25 20

Seurce: ICES data

Table [2b
Selected activities by quintile it the LSCF areas (1990/91);
percentage of afl households in the quintile

wage empl remiftances farm inc. enterprise inc,
Wealthiest quintile 89.3 55.3 73.3 8.8
Second quintile 90.2 55.0 83.4 2.1
Third quintile 01.0 Hh4 834 17.0
Fourth quintile 81.3 394 76.4 G.4
Poorest quintiie 57.7 427 33.6 4.3
Source: ICES dala J

In the LSCF areas it is less clear what is associated with an improvement in welfare ranking {Tuble
12a). A plot of single-activity households would form the same U-shaped curve as suggested for
the SSCF areas. However, a greater proportion of households than in other rural areas engage in
more than two income-generating activitics across all quintiles. What is also appareat in the LSCF
areas is that there is a comparatively large proportion of very poor heuseholds with no recorded
income source living in these areas. These people arc probably dependenl on relatives and

neighbours, and on scasonal or casual wage emplayment,

rJ
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Table 132
Income-generating activity mixes by quintile in the urban areas (1990/91 ):
percentage of all househalds in the qu intile

|: 3+ activitics 2 aclivities 1 activity none rccordedJ
Wealthiest quintile 33 36 29 3

Second guintile 56 25 18 1

Third quintile 44 a2 2z 2

Fourth quintile 37 33 28 2

FPoorest quintife 19 36 33 12
rSaurcc: ICES data

Tabie 13h
Sulected activities by quintile in the urbun areas (1 990/91 ): percentage of all households in the
quintite

r wage empl. remiftances (arm inc. enlerprise ing,
Wealthics quintile 8.2 55.1 44.2 13.7

Second quiniile §%.9 60.9 63.2 (8.1

Third quintile 83.8 539 36.5 i7.1

Fourth quintile g2.1 51.7 50.6 £7.0

Poarest guintile 48.1 47.9 52.1 11.3

Source: {CES data 4|

o the wrban urcas (Table 13), no clear pallern CMEFges, although the U-shaped property agsin
applics 1o quintiles with only one activity. Tncreasing diversification of income source docs appear
1o accompany increasing relative prosperity, except in the wealthiest quintile. Households in the
poorest 20 percent experience a sharp reduciion in access lo wage employment (Table 13b). One
source of income comparatively comnpion i ke urban areas (and virtually non-existent, or
unrecorded, in the rural arcas) is properly mcome. This accounts to some extent for the higher
diversification m all quintiles {Table | 3a), since many households can carn additional cash by letting
ouf a room to peopte cmployed or seeking employment in (e city and whose families remain in the
rural areas. Also in thiy sector. there 18 2 comparativefy high percentage of households with no
recorded source of income. These muy be people who have come to the towns in search of wage
employment, und are surviving on remittances from their refatives in the rural areas, on informal

seclor activities, or on gifls, They are concentrated in Lhe Jnwest quintile.
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6. Seasonal factors

An added consideration to the pattern of incame diversification is that of the seasanal fluctustions
in various income sources. Income {or expenditure) fluctuations which are significant for particular
times of the year may indicate heighiened vulnerability of households, and could explain
corresponding variations in supplementary household income flows. Rural households tend to be

more st risk from the insecuriry caused by fluctuations in income.

That each household was asked questions about only one month’s income and expenditure imposes
a limitation on analysing income variability and coping strategies. In an atlempt to overcome this
difficulty, a proxy for patterns of annual household income and expenditure was created: foar
income sources (gross {arm jncome, wage income, transfers, and household enterprise income), and
two expenditure series (regular’” and ather consumption) were considered, each spanning the entire

sampling period and separated according to sector. Each of the six series was regressed on a set of

monthly dummies.

The regression results showed that none of the monthly dummies were significant in explaining
variations in any of Lhe series, with the exception of gross farming income in the LSCF sector,
which was significantly higher in April, the month after the main harvest begins. This may be al
Jeast partially explained by crop and livestock diversification in other farming areus, which spreads
the ontput over more months of the year. The secondary effects on other opportunitics for income

generation, like casual labour and home industries would consequently also be spread more.

7. Gender and ethnic factors

There is a consensus in the literature that lemale-headed houssholds tend to be poorer on average

and, consequently. more vulnerable to insecurity caused by [uctuations m income. If tis is the

™ This series incfudes food expenditures. the value of owa fond consumiption, beserages and tobaceo, rent, juet,
inlerest payments, twhich includes mariginte paymenis, and cononating and wiephone costs, L, non-seasanal

cxpenditures.



case, then female-headed househalds require particular attention in policies designed to alleviate
rural poverty generally and the effects of adverse shocks like drought more specifically.
Forthermore, issues of ethnicity are also important in Zimbabwe, because of the legacy of
diserimination from the colonial period, which generafed extreme inequalities in the distribution of
income and wealth. One goal of economic policy since independence has been to reduce racial
differentials. For policy reasons, therefore, issues of gender and ethnicity are important, and this

section examines what can be learned about the relationships of gender and race to welfare from the

ICES data,
Table 14
Percentage of male-headed households overall and in each quintile by sector, 1990/91

| CLs Resett LSCF SSCF  Urban |
Overall 50 74 89 54 82

Top 20 percent 38 54 83 47 72

Sccond quintile 4] 61 89 03 81

Third quintile 52 84 93 52 92

Fourth quintile G4 93 a1 43 84

Fifth quintile 36 72 90 64 §2

lgourcc: ICES data

From Tahle !4, it appears thal the wmore prosperous 4 household, the more likely it is 10 be
classified as female-headed, This appears to contradict the comsensus in Lhe literature that
nouscholds with female heads are usually economically mare vulnerable, but it can probably be
accounted for by the way in which the household Is defined (see Appendix A}, Family members
living in town and not normally resident with the houschold are excluded fram the definition of the
household. If the principal breadwinner is & man working in the urban areas, or an 1he commercial
furms, the household will be classified as hcaded by his wife. In this case, the household would

actuntly be expected 1o be betier-off, because of higher remitiance income.

From Table 14, only about half of households in the CLs and the SSCTF areas arc ‘male-headed’,
while, in he urban and LSCF areas, the proportion is signiftcanily higher (82 and 89 percent).
Migrant labour, particularly men, mast often comes from the CLs, where there are insuflicient

employment opportunitics and where the Income from subsistence farming is frequently meagre.



Proportionately fewer men may migrate from the resettlement areas, because of the early
restrictions on off-farm lubour placed on those familics resetiled by the government. If it s
milgraioy wnieh cocouns e e oo than worags percentage of made-headed households i ihe
CLy, then it probably alse aceounts for the Joser then average percentage i the S5CE areus, vhich

is un interesting finding.

It it could he shown that renutances are compuiratively more important tor female-headed than
male-headed houscholds, this would provide sappoit for the explanation of belovw-average maie-
headed households appearing i the top gumnties. Although the imcome datw are not o be relied on
in terms of their absolute size, if the average across houscholds for the whole vear shows onc type
of income to be more important than another, this may he wken as an indication of the relative
importance of different sources of income. Indices of average income for male- and [emale-headed

households are reported in Tables 13a to [5d below.

In Table 13a the base is average income from wages in male-headed houscholds in the communal
lands sector. The average value of remittances to male-headed households is 40 percent of the
average wages carned by members of these households, while average net farm income 1s just under
two-thirds. On average direct wage payments earned by those households headed by women are
much lower than the average paid directly to wage earners in male-headed households (only 22
percent of the value). Remittances are the most valuable source of income to female-headed
households in the communal lands, and are worth twice as much on average as to male-headed
households. Tables 15b to 154 are to be read in the same way as Table 15a. Note that the indices
are not comparable in different sections of the table, because the average wage income in male-

headed households is different in each rural sector.

Table 15a
The refative importance of different income sources by gender of head of houseliold: communal
lands average wage income in male-headed households = 100

E Wage empl.”’ ~_ Romittances Net furm ing.  Net enterprise inc.
Male-headed 100 40 66 i3
Female-headed 22 86 48 7

(n): Wage income is net of income tax, and includes employers' contributions (o social security




Table 150
The relative importance of different income sonrces by gender af head of household: resettlement
areas average wage income in male-headed households = 100

i Wage empl.” Remiliances Net farm inc. Net enterprise inc.J
Male-headed {00 102 483 33
Female-headed g0 225 554 73

|(a): Wage income is net of income tax, and includes employers’ confributions fo social secusity %

Table 15¢
The relative importance of different income sources by gender of head of household: SSCF arcas
average wage income in male-headed households = 106

[ Wage erpl.” Remitiances Net farm inc. Net enterprisc in—c_.]
Male-headed 100 52 138 10
Female-headed 25 68 52 3

I[a): Wage income is net of income tax, and includes cmiployers' contributions to social security |

Table 15d
The relutive importance of different income sources by gender of head of household: LSCF ared-
average wage income in male-headed households = 100

Wage empl.’ Remiltances Met farm inc. Net enterprise inc.]
Mule-headed 100 4 negative &
Female-headed i 2 negative 0

|

(2): Wage income Is net of income lax, and inctudes employers' contributions 1o social security

Source: [CES data

H

L

{n male-headed houscholds in the CLs, the LSCF areas (overwhelmungly so) (and urban areus).
wage labour ts the highest-camning sousce of income™, while farming generates more on Average in

the resetieaent arcas and SSCF ureas. Howaever, comparidively few houscholds in the CLs arc in

I Phe eifect of excluthng non-biach hoauseholds feom the LS s anly to change Me value «f Farm oulpat from
e teinded Pogarinid s Feetmes 1L and that for female-headed households a8 pLI L

negative W positive, e des 16T mad
gate negaiive 231 7 mihon o an aggregdie positive “30.12

i asonsling how nel faren coess chatges fren a7 npgre
million whes nop-Blach iogsehohds ire remoed
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the position where a man has wage employment and is able to five at home. For female-headed
households in alf bul the resettlement areas. remitlance income is the major source of income. As
mentioned before, in the resettiement areas, it is not necessarily the case that farming is very
productive; rather beneliciaries of the resetilement programme were prevented until tatc i the
1980s from engaging i any off-farm income-generating activities. In the CLs, male-headed
households do better out of farming on average than thase headed by women, although, if farming
is the primary income SDurce. and there are no remittances coming in (or smaller remittances ), then

these houscholds are worse-off on average than female-headed houscholds wiih remittance income.

There is atill evidence of inequality in the distribution of welfure by ethniciy in Zimbubwe. Table 16
shows the propertion of each guintile made up of black households in the LSCF and urban arcus of
Zimbabwe, The alher areas are inhabited almost exclusively by bluek famiticy. Non-black
households are mainly white, but Asian and mixed race families are also included. Although biuck
houscholds form the bulk of the sampie in both areas, the fact that they are underrepresented in the
higher quintiles, and particularly in the top one and five pereent of households in (he ranking,
suggests that the best-off families in Zimbabwe arc still non-Tack.

Table 16
Percentage of black households overall and i cach guintile, LSCF and wrban arews, 1990/91

- LSCF Urban ]

Overall 98 92
Top 1 percent 76 79
Top 5 percent 91 83
Tap 20 percent 97 87
Second quintile 49 86
Third guintiie 100 100
Fourth quintile 99 46
_Fifth quintile 8 04
| Source: ICES data ]




8. Summary of the findings

The data confirm the expectation that vrban dwellers, and thase in the commercial farming areas
{both large- and small-scale), are on average better-off than those in the communal lands. Rural
inequality as measured by the Theil index is moderately high. Evidently greatest inequality oceurs in
the LSCF areas, although this is reduced significantly if non-black households are excluded from
the sample. Of greater interest is the level of inequality in the communal lands, which is higher than
that in other sectors. Greater homogeneity of households appears to occur in the resettlement areas,
wiiich is explained by each household having been allocated pieces of land of similar size. These
households are therefore almost uniformly poor, with few having been able to increase their income
substantially above that of the rest of the sample. Not surprisingly, inequality in nea-food

expenditures is high in urban areas.

The next question 1o be addressed was whether particular types of employment activities contribute
to househotds being better-off. First it was necessary to find out how diversified are household
income sources. Farming (including subsistence) is an income source for nearly all rural hougeholds,
even if this is not their primary source of income. Even in the urban areas, half of the households
interviewed derived some income from farming. Remittances (in cash and kind) are the second-
mast pervasive source of income for all households: some 80 per cent of households in the CLs, the
resetulement areas and the SSCF areas supplemented their other sources of income with remittances
from lamily members who do not work on the family farn1. Bven on the LSC farms and in the urban
arcas, over half of households received remittance income. Remittances clearly flow in two
directions: mose than half of houscholds in every sector receive remittance income, implying that
some of those that make puyments also receive them. Other huportant sources of income are wage
tabour and sclf-cmployment (or houschold enterprises); the data may understate the importance of

both.

Welfare generally improves with 2 diversification of income sources, especially if a household bas
direct access (0 wage employment. Remiltance income ig alse very important in supplemnenting
subsistence {arming, improving the position of rural households in the distribution. Even the best-

off fiouscholds in the communal tands still cleurly rety heavily on farming supplemented by

29



remittances, but also reduce their vulnerability by diversifying their sources of income more than
any cther group. Wealthier houscholds with anly ane activity are likely to include those comnnmal
farmers who were able to take advantage of the opporlunilies created by Lhe extension of marketing

infrastructure to the communal kands by the goverament alter independence.

With respect to the divessification of income sources, an interesting feature emerges in the urban
and commercial farming areas: if the percentage of Louseholds engaged in only one income-
generating activity were (o be plotted an a oraph. a U-shaped curve would result as welfarc
increased. At the lower end of the distribution, households have orly one source of incomc;
diversifying income sources hefps reduce insecurity and raises (he ahsolute Jevel of income available
(o a household. At some point, however, the main economic activity of Lhe household generates
sufficient income to sustain adequaie consumplion, und etther absorbs ail labour respurces of the

nousehold, or is sufficiently high for not all members of the household to live to generule income.

The resulls of regressions of four sources of income (wages. transfers, gross farm and gross
enterprise income} and of food and non-food expenditures on explanatory variables meluding
monthly dwnmies showed that none of the monthly dummies were significant in expluining
varialions in any of the series, with the exception of gross farming income in the LSCF scctor.
which was significantly higher in April, the month afier the main harvest begins. This may be at
Jeast partiully explained by crop and livestock diversification in other farming arcas, which spreads
the output over more mmonths of the year. The secondary effects on other opportunities for income

gencration, like casual labour and horne industries would consequentfy also be spread more.

It was found that more prosperous households were more likely to he classified as female-headed.
This appears to contradict the consensts in the lterature that households with female heads ure
usually economically more vulnerable, bul it is probably zccounted for by (he way in which the
houschold is defined: family members living in town and not normally resident with the houschold
are exciuded from the definition of the household. If ibe principal breadwinner is a man working in

the urban areas, or on the commercial Tarms, the bousehold will be classified as headed by s
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wife. In fact, remittance income was found to be the most inportant source of income for female-
headed households in the rural aress (cxcept in the resettiement areas), providing these households
with indirect access to income from wage employmert. In the communal lands, male-headed
houscholds do better out of farming on average than those headed by women, although, if farming
i the primary income sousce, and there are oo remitiances coming in (or smaller remittances), then

these households are worse-off on average than female-headed Liouscholds with remittance income,

9. Policy implications

The main substantive point to emerge from this analysis of Lthe ICES is the importance of access (o
wage employment {(directly or through remifled camings) for ruraf as well as urban households.
Any governmem policies which affect that access will affect poverty. The following points do not
arise as conclusions from the paper. They are raised for consideration in the light of whal has been

found from the cross section of the population in the £990/91 ICES. It seems likely that:

(N Policies which aceelerate the raie of employment creation are more welfare-enhancing i the
long run lhan those which try to redistribute the existing pool of income. In all likelihcod growth
will reach better-off households mare than poor houschalds, if they have the assets to benefit from
higher aggregate demand. Nevertlictess, rupid cconomic growth reachies underendowed households

indircetly, for example hy increasing the demand for casual labour.

2. Palicies which raisc the minimum wage improve the welfare of those in cmployment. If,

however, this is achicved at the cost of reducing Lhe rate of employmeat creation (cven il the ievel

of employment does not Tail). it means that the benefits to the waged are achieved at the expense of

itie unwaged.
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3. Policies on migrant labour, from other countries as well as to olher countries, influence
access to jobs. Discotraging cross-border migrancy reduces the scope for income diversification by

the poorest households.

4, Almost all programmes directed ai rural people, even those allernpling to alleviate poverty
and income inequality, benefit the less poor rather then the most poor. Those who are poorest
usually do not have the means to participate in rural poverty atleviation programimcs. For cxample,
raising producer prices does nolhing for those without lund or Jabour or 2 surplus 1o sell. The
poorest also do not have the socal and politicaj power to capture lhe henelits. One of the fow
exceplions is an employment creation Programme paying wages (oo low o inferest any byt the
poorest. Another is the abolition of school ar clinic fees, which means relatively more (o the

poorest, for whom these are & greater proportion of lolal income,



Appendix A: Notes about the guidelines for ICES enumerators

b2

The following poiots, summarised from the ‘Guidelines’ at the froot of the questionnaire,

may be important in understanding the data used in writing this paper.

The household unit was not defined in writing in the ‘Guidelines' bt in the training mam
and in the ICES Report 1990/91. The household is defined as a group of persons who
normally live and cat logether, whether or nol they are related by blood, marriage or
adoption. A spouse working in town and staying there is not a usual member of the
household. The head of household is thal individual who is involved in the renning and

managing of day-lo-day activities of the household [CSO, 1994:48].

All expenditure was recorded daily for the period of one month in a daily record book. The
tata! for the month was entered on to the questionnaire except for durables which were
aggreguted with expenditures of the previous eleven months. Each expendituore was
recorded as a whole, regardiess of when consumption occurred. So, for example, school
foes for three months were recorded if paid in the recording monti, and nol at alj if paid

before ar after that month.

All income was recordad for the period ‘during the last manth'.

No transactions between household members were recorded,

Care was taken to remind enumeralors to probe for items which are casy (o forget, like
tuke-away meals, food eaten al work, beverages ai bars and cafes, home consumption of
own-produced food, gifts received, [rewood collected, ete.. However, there is no mcnli_on
of eating wilh friends or relations, which is onc of the ways in which destitute familjes
survive,

Duia was collected by a combination of recording and interviewing. Each household was
visiled weekly during the month of enumeration. The recording of expenditures in the datly
record books was done by someone in the househoid, but this was checked and totals were

entered on the questiornaire by the enumerator.

Other details about the organisation of the 1990/51 ICES can be found in Chapter 1 and
Appendices Fand G of the repori [CSO, 1994:46,47].
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Appendix B: Calculating adult equivalent units (AEUs)

The data supplicd did not have detailed information about the ages or gender of all houschold
members. {Gender is relevant, sinee women usoally consime less than men.) What was available to
the authors was the total number of people in each household and the occupation of eacl person
ten years and older. It is thereforc possible (o divide houschold members into those aged 10 and
above, and those under 10.

Each persoa 10 and above was considered a full adult. it was not possible to steatify Turther those
aged under 10 (which is preferable, beczuse children aged 0-2 consume less than those aged 8-9).
However, information from the 1992 census reveals that children aged 0-4 accoun for around hatf
of all children aged 0-9. Consequently, calorific requirements (as & proportion of an adull's needs}
calculated by Latham [recorded in Collier et al, 1990] and Deaten [1980] for children aged 0-2, 3~
4. 5-6, 7-9 were simply averaged, yietding 0.55.

‘The {otal tumber of adult equivalent units (AEUs) per household was then derived by summing Wl
{ull adults and the number of under 10s multiplied by 0.35.

If an adjustment is made to account for economies of scale in consumption, it is pecessary 10
modifying the above caleulation in order (o yield adjusted adult equivalent units (AAEUs} This
requires multiplying AEUs by 2 conversion factor for economies of scale, which is the average cost
per adult for each Louschold size. The conversion factors are recorded in Table B1 below. This
yields the number of AARUs in each houschold. Initially expenditures per AAEUs were calculated
in order to rank houscholds, but the results were distarted, because ceonomies of scale do pot
apply {o consumption of food, beverages and tobacco Lo oF commuting costs.

Tuble B
Househald economies of scale

H/h size (po. of AEUS) Marginal cost AvcmgAel
cost _

i §.0 1.0

2 0.892 0.946

3 0,798 0.897

4 0713 0.851

3 0.632 0.807

6 G.632 0.178

7 0.632 0.757

8 0.632 0.74)

9 0.632 0.729

10+ 0.632 _ (.719

[Source: Collicr et af {1990:72] | ]

Note: The figures presented in the above tablc are inferced from Deaton’s 11980} seale faciors which were applizd 10
aduit-oniy households of up 1@ five members. Implicitly, the change in avernpe costs refleet changing marginal costs
as family size increases, Deaton dirt not cateuiate seate factors for more than five hausehotd members. Collier et al.
in their work on Tanzania, assumned tat the marginal cost of subsequent units was the sume as that af e fifth enit.
in the cakulations for Zimbabwe. the largest household had 13 AEUs, angd the average cosl of euch ABL was
ealcuiated assuming constaet marginal cosls for additional units.



Appendix C: Number of houscholds enumerated in each month by province

Tabla C1
Number of households enumerared in each month by province
Moenth | Prov. | Total
Manic. | MashC | MashE | MashW | MatN | Mal3 Midlds Masv

Jul'sd 196 51 154 H 86 11 101 ) 715
Augs0 | 140 74 222 113 114 435 133 108 | 919
Sep90 | 174 t06 255 147 148 68 161 183 1243
Oc1'o0 ) 178 105 230 138 a3 88 150 180 1162
Mov'90 | 187 106 190 148 97 107 168 171 1174
Dec'd0 | 183 112 189 151 34 102 176 193 1205
Janef | 190 111 212 127 88 77 160 160 1125
Feky'oi | 194 i 12 241 149 ] l.l [15 204 185 131
Mar9l [ 196 111 243 148 106 134 181 174 1293
Aprgl | 180 165 291 110 08 . 92 178 177 1231
May'91 | 194 106 264 153 153 120 179 180 1340
Jun'gy | 195 128 342 169 127 122 184 201 1468
Total | 2112 1227 2883 1644 1306 1081 1945 1997 14195

Source: unpublished information supplied by the CSO

Note:  Harare, the cupital ¢ity, is in Mashanafand East; Bulawayo is in Matabeleland North
The other provinces are Maniealand, Mashonaland Central, Mashonaland West, Matabeleland South,
Midlands and Masvingo.

* The number of househokds analysed in this report is 22 less than those analysed in the ICES 1990/91 Repart. However we do
ot shink the difference will aler any conclusions reached in this report
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