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ambia, which until two decades ago
was one of the most prosperous coun-
tries in Sub-Saharan Africa, now

ranks as one of the Least Developed Coun-
tries. Per capita GDP has shown a down-
ward decline over the years since indepen-
dence, which had the most telling effect on
poverty in the country (PRSP 2002). Be-
cause poverty is concentrated in rural ar-
eas and land is abundant, agriculture is
the main priority for future growth. Higher
productivity mining and manufacturing

sectors are critical for urban poverty re-
duction. HIV/AIDS prevalence among
adults (aged 15 to 49) is over 20 percent,
undermining economic development poten-
tials. Life expectancy is 38 years.
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Between 1991 and 1998, poverty in Zam-
bia increased from 69.7 percent to 72.9
percent of the population (Central Statis-
tics Office: Living Conditions in Zambia
1998). As rural poverty declined from a very
high level of 88 percent to 83 percent, ur-
ban poverty went up from 49 percent to 56

percent. In order to halve poverty by 2015,
this bulletin estimates that the Zambian
economy needs to grow by 8.2 percent an-
nually over the intervening period.* But
even at the slightly lower rate of 7 percent,
as envisioned by the PRSP, poverty could
be substantially decreased to 43 percent
of the population. On the other hand, these
long-term growth rates seem highly ambi-
tious, given current projections of 4.3 per-
cent annual GDP growth in 2002 and 4 per-
cent in 2003 and 2004, not to mention the
negative growth during much of the 1990s.
As pointed out by the PRSP, higher growth
rates are possible only after significant in-
stitutional and structural reforms.

* Mathematically, future poverty is based on two main fac-
tors: the level of growth and the distribution of the growth.
To predict poverty we took household expenditures com-
puted from Zambia 1998 Living Conditions Monitoring Sur-
vey (LCMS II) as the baseline income distribution. Using this
distribution, we then gave each household a percentage
growth that is the same as the future GDP per capita growth
rate, commonly known as �distributional neutral growth.�
This poverty prediction is based on the assumption that
future growth will be distributed proportionally to each
household, thus the current income distribution will be con-
stant for the coming years.
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� The average household size in Zam-
bia is 5.4 persons, with very little
difference between rural and urban
households. Poor households have
more dependents per working age
adult than richer ones, across all
forms of headship (male/female
headed). Families in rural areas
have more dependents than those
in the cities.

� Age dependency ratios are particu-
larly high in poor, de facto female
headed households: 1.3 dependents
per working age adult are counted
in such families, compared with
only 0.7 in wealthier de facto female
headed households.

� Households in Zambia are pre-
dominantly monogamous and
male headed (70 percent). Poor
households are more likely to be
headed by females, 29 percent
compared with 21 percent among
the richest 20 percent. In most
single, female-headed households
the head has never been married,
or is divorced, separated, or wid-
owed. In contrast, single male-
headed families are clustered in
the richest households, making up
11 percent of this category in ru-
ral areas and 17 percent in urban
centers.

� Education levels for household
heads vary by income group and
region. Forty-nine percent of heads
in the poorest group have not com-
pleted their primary education, in

contrast to 18 percent in the
wealthiest group. Households
where the head had some form of
secondary or tertiary education
are mostly found in the richest
urban quintile (85 percent), com-
pared with 48 percent in the poor-
est urban quintile. In rural areas
the gap of educational achieve-
ment of the household head by
income group is also substantial,
with 40 percent of the non-poor
versus 20 percent of the poor hav-
ing obtained some form of second-
ary education.
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� Average per-capita monthly ex-
penditures of about 47,000
Kwacha vary by a factor of almost
19 between the poorest and the
richest 20 percent of households.
Expenses, which were not deflated
for regional differences in the cost

of living, are more than twice as
high in urban than in rural areas.
All households with the exception
of the urban rich spend more than
66 percent of their income on food,
with little difference between the
poor and the better off in rural ar-
eas (76 versus 70 percent). Food
outlays also dominate the con-
sumption basket of the urban poor

(67 percent). Food prices are likely
to have a major impact on people�s
food access and food security.

� While the overall amount spent on
health and education is relatively
small for all households (a propor-
tion of 1.4 and 2.4 percent of total
expenditures respectively), some
patterns emerge. Wealthier house-
holds spend a slightly higher
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amount and percentage of their
income on health services than
poorer ones (1.6 versus 1.1 per-
cent). In contrast, poor households
spend around 2.8 percent of their
total income on education com-
pared with only 2.4 percent in the
better off households.

� Owner occupancy rates decrease
with higher incomes, both in ru-
ral and urban areas (on average
from 93 percent in the poorest to
54 percent in the wealthiest
quintiles).
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� On average, 54 percent of the
population are of working age,
which is defined as adults aged 15
to 64 years. Lower figures in rural
areas (52 percent vs. 56 percent
in urban) reflect higher depen-
dency ratios.

� Of those of working age 60 percent
are actually employed or self-em-
ployed. The rest are unemployed,
homemakers, retirees, students,
or other dependents. Rural areas
show a significantly higher share
of employment (72 percent) than
urban areas (42 percent), mainly
as a result of the absorptive ca-
pacity of the agricultural sector for
labor and high urban unemploy-
ment. Employment varies little
between the poorest and richest
expenditure quintiles in rural ar-
eas, but is significantly lower for
the poorest in urban areas com-
pared with the better-off (35 vs. 50
percent respectively).

� Females make up slightly more
than half of the employed in rural
Zambia (51 percent), but only 37
percent in urban centers. Interest-
ingly, in poorer families females
are more likely to work. There they
represent 54 percent among those
employed, compared with only 42
percent among the most wealthy
households.

� About 12 percent of the labor force
(those employed and unemployed,
aged 15�64) are unemployed. This
figure reaches 26 percent in ur-
ban areas compared to only 5 per-
cent in rural areas. At 38 percent
unemployment, the urban poor are
particularly affected by insuffi-
cient job opportunities.

� Of those employed, 19 percent
work in the formal, and 81 percent
in the informal sector (the latter
includes agriculture). Formal em-
ployment is particularly important
in urban areas where more than
half of those employed rely on for-
mal sector work (53 percent). Sixty-
four percent of the wealthiest ur-
ban households are formally em-
ployed, compared to only 35 per-
cent of the poor. This indicates the
importance of formal employment
for higher incomes.

� Among formal employment, the
public sector provides slightly
more than half the jobs (51 per-
cent). Public employment is more
important for the better-off house-
holds than the poor, supplying 56
percent of all formal sector jobs for
this category, compared with only
33 percent for the poor.

� In contrast, informal employment
is very important for the poor, pro-
viding 96 percent of all jobs. Infor-
mal employment is particularly
extensive in rural areas where it
provides 94 percent of all employ-
ment opportunities, compared with
45 percent in urban areas. More
than two-third of all those work-
ing in the informal sector are self-
employed. The rest is either em-
ployed or works as unpaid family
labor.

� The poorest 20 percent of the
population relies mainly on agri-
culture for their incomes (90 per-
cent), compared with only 40 per-
cent among the wealthiest 20 per-
cent. Not surprisingly, agriculture
is the predominant source of em-
ployment in rural areas, for poorer
and wealthier households alike (93
and 83 percent respectively). But

even the poor in urban areas de-
pend at least partly on farming;
27 percent report being employed
in agriculture related jobs.
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� About two-thirds of children be-
tween the age of 7 and 13 are en-
rolled in primary school, but only
about one in four (23 percent)
aged 14�18 are enrolled in second-
ary school. With the exception of
the rural poor there is little differ-
ence in enrollment between boys
and girls in primary school. On the
other hand, girls are clearly dis-
advantaged in attending second-
ary school, both in poorer and bet-
ter-off households.

� Altogether, there are marked dif-
ferences in primary and second-
ary enrollment between the poor
and the rich, and rural and ur-
ban areas. Primary enrollment in
rural areas is 59 percent while it
is 77 percent in urban areas.

� Children from poor households
need to be encouraged to enroll in
primary schools because their
number currently is only 49 per-
cent compared to 80 percent for
children from non-poor house-
holds. Net secondary enrollment
rates in wealthier households are
almost triple of those in poor house-
holds (31 versus 11 percent).
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� About one in ten persons (11 per-
cent) reported having been sick in
the previous two weeks. Not only
do wealthier respondents report a
higher incidence of sickness than
poorer ones (13 and 10 percent re-
spectively), but they are also more
likely to seek treatment when sick
(45 versus 30 percent). A closer
analysis reveals that the majority
of patients sought their treatment
from clinics/dispensaries. Com-
pared to the poor, a higher per-
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Household. Defined as a person or
group of people living in the same
compound (fenced or unfenced), an-
swerable to the same head, and
sharing a common source of food
and/or income. In polygamous
unions, if each household makes its
own decisions, they are then consid-
ered different households.

Expenditure quintiles are derived by
ranking weighted sample individu-
als according to annual deflated per
capita expenditure. Individuals are
used as the basis for estimating
quintiles. Quintiles are constructed
such that the first quintile repre-
sents the poorest 20 percent, the
second quintile the next poorest 20
percent (less poor), and so on; the
fifth quintile represents the richest
20 percent.

Price deflators are used to adjust
expenditures for regional price dif-
ferences.

Demographic indicators

Number of households in each quintile

varies due to differences in house-
hold size, although the total num-
ber of individuals in each quintile is
the same.

centage of wealthier persons go to
hospitals rather than health cen-
ters. This may be related to the
costs of treatment or to the dis-
tance from health care providers.

� The rural population is more likely
to report illness than the urban
population (13 vs. 10 percent), but
they are less likely to seek treat-
ment (33 vs. 46 percent).

� Access to sanitation, which
means flush toilets or pit latrines,
is almost universal in urban cen-
ters (between 98 percent for the
poor and 100 percent for the rich).
But it is only available for roughly
70 percent of the rural population
(for 57 percent of the poor and 74
percent of the non-poor). Better
propagation and support for build-
ing-appropriate sanitation facili-
ties in rural areas might reduce
the spread of communicable dis-
eases.

� Better access to safe drinking
water in rural areas�which cur-
rently is only available for 37 per-
cent of the rural households com-
pared with 89 percent of the ur-
ban households�may reduce wa-
ter borne diseases that result from
widespread use of surface water.
Again, the poor are more likely to
use unsafe surface water than the
better-off (62 versus 26 percent).
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� Many children aged 12�23 months
do not have full immunization cov-
erage. Over 40 percent do not en-
joy full protection against major
childhood diseases, with a higher
proportion in poor than in non-
poor households (48 percent and
35 percent respectively). The dif-
ference in immunization by in-
come group is particularly marked
in rural areas, where only 46 per-
cent of the children from poor
households are fully covered, as
opposed to 67 percent of those

from non-poor households. The
income gap is narrower in urban
areas. Urban areas in general
have higher immunization rates
than rural ones (64 vs. 56 percent).

� At 89 percent, immunization
against measles is widespread
among 12�23 month old kids.
While children in urban areas,
both poor and non-poor are almost
fully covered (more than 95 per-
cent for both groups), the cover-
age of children from poor house-
holds in rural areas reaches only
79 percent, compared with those
from better-off families with 92
percent.

� A very high rate of stunting for
children aged 6�59 months in Zam-
bia points to chronic, long-term
nutritional deficiencies. On aver-
age 62 percent of all children are
stunted (height-for-age lower than
minus two z-scores of mean). All
areas and income groups are af-
fected, but children from poor
backgrounds and from rural areas
suffer more than those from
wealthier families and urban up-
bringings.

� Relatively few Zambian children
between 6 and 59 months suffer
from wasting (low weight-for -
height), which indicates acute
nutritional problems. Wasting af-
fects 6 percent of all children, 7
percent in poor and 5 percent in
better-off households. There is
very little difference by location.

� Overall, 27 percent of children are
underweight for their age (weight-
for-age), which means they exhibit
signs of short- and long-term nu-
tritional problems. Children from
poor families are likely to be sig-
nificantly more underweight (35
percent) than those from better-off
households (20 percent). Kids from
rural areas are worse off than
those from urban centers (30 vs.
23 percent).
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Rural populations and the poor
account for a large share of firewood
and charcoal use for cooking, which
may be particularly damaging to the
environment. In rural areas, 99 per-
cent of the population report wood-
based sources of energy, while 60
percent in urban centers do so. Rich
households in urban areas rely
mostly on electricity (63 percent
compared with 14 percent among
the poor). In rural areas rich house-
holds more often use charcoal than
poor households. Kerosene and gas
play only a minor role for cooking in
Zambia.
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The indicators shown in this bul-
letin are presented by consump-
tion (expenditure plus own pro-
duced consumption) quintiles.
First, the survey data are used to
calculate household consumption
(consumption is used in favor of
income because it is considered
easier to measure).

This household consumption
variable is then adjusted using re-
gional price deflators so that the
expenditure levels of urban
households (who face different
prices from rural households) can
be compared with those of the
rural households.

The adjusted household expen-
diture variable is then used to
rank the households from poor-
est to richest, and split into five
equal sized quintiles. (The table
only shows figures for the top and
bottom quintiles.)

For the purpose of this report,
the poor are defined as the
households in the lowest
quintile (i.e., those households
that contain the bottom 20 per-
cent of the population). The non-
poor are taken to be those in the
top quintile. This �relative� con-
cept of poverty should not be
confused with an absolute con-
cept based on the percentage of
the population living below an
absolute poverty line (such as a
dollar a day). In addition to
showing national quintiles, the
table also shows urban and ru-
ral quintiles. In order to calcu-
late these, the population is first
divided into urban and rural
households; each group is then
ranked and split into quintiles
as described above.

Total population. Sampled popula-
tion weighted by the cluster weighs
to give the actual estimated popula-
tion size.

Age dependency ratio. Ratio of
people below 15 years and above 64
years old over people between 15
and 64 years old.

Education indicators (enrollments
rates based on UNESCO definitions)

Net primary enrollment rate. The to-
tal number of children of primary
school age (7 to 13 years) enrolled
as a proportion of the total number
of children of primary school age.

Net secondary enrollment rate. The
total number of children of second-
ary school age (14�18 years) enrolled
as a proportion of the total number
of children of secondary school age.

Literacy indicators

Literacy (adult). The percentage of
people aged 15 and above who can
read and write a short, simple state-
ment on everyday life. The survey
did not actually do any testing to
confirm respondent�s ability to read
and write.

Literacy (youth). The percentage of
people aged 15�24 who can read and
write a short, simple statement on
everyday life. The survey did not ac-
tually do any testing to confirm
respondent�s ability to read and
write.

Head of household indicators

Monogamous male-headed. Male-
headed household having no more
than one spouse.

Polygamous male-headed. Male-
headed household with more than
one spouse. However, differences
exist in the way in polygamous
households are defined. Wives do not
have to live under the same roof.

Single male-headed. Male-headed
household where the head is either
divorced or has never been married.

De facto female-headed household

� without a resident male-head or
where the husband is not present

and the wife is the head by default
and the main decision-maker in
his absence;

� may include a household where
the resident male head has lost
most of his functions as the eco-
nomic provider due to infirmity,
inability to work, etc.

De jure female-headed single fe-
male-headed household, where the
head has never been married, or is
divorced or separated or widowed.

Household expenditure indicators

These indicators provide informa-
tion on per capita expenditure in
local currency (including the value
of own-produced food consumed in
the household) and the share of food
in household expenditures.

Mean per capita expenditure, in lo-
cal currency, is estimated as the
weighted average per capita house-

hold expenditure. It includes both
food (value of own-produced food and
purchased) and non-food consumed
in the household.

Food share in total expenditure. A
weighted estimate of total per capita
household expenditure allocated to
food, including a valuation of own-
produced food consumed by the
household.

Household amenities indicators

Type of fuel for cooking includes fire-
wood, gas and kerosene, charcoal,
and electricity.

Access to safe sanitation refers to
households equipped with a flush toi-
let or simple but protected pit latrine.

Access to improved safe water indi-
cates the percentage of households
with access to safe sources of safe
drinking water.
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Child survival indicators

Births assisted by trained staff in-
clude doctors, nurses, midwives and
trained traditional birth attendants
(TTBA). A trained traditional birth
attendant (TTBA) is one who has
undergone a course conducted by
the modern healthcare sector.

One-year-olds immunization refers
to children aged 12�23 months.

Anthropometrics indicators

Stunting refers to children 6�59
months of age who have height-for-
age Z-scores below minus two stan-
dard deviations from the median of
the reference population.

Wasting refers to children 6�59
months of age who have weight-for-
height Z-scores below minus two

standard deviations from the median
of the reference population.

Underweight refers to children 6�
59 months of age who have weight-
for-age Z-scores below minus two
standard deviations from the median
of the reference population.

Employment indicators

Employment ratio includes only per-
sons who are employed and the un-
employed in the age categories 15�
64. Excludes homemakers, retired,
dependent, student and other.

Formal/informal sector

Formal private sector includes busi-
ness units that are well organized,
structured, and legally registered.

Employed by informal sector is any-
one employed in a semi-organized
unit; can be legally registered or not.
Informal sector employment in-
cludes all a) own-account workers,
b) unpaid family workers who work
for 7+ hours per day, and c) employ-
ers and employees in small estab-
lishments (< 5 workers).
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