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1 Introduction

The response of economic agents to growth opportunities created by market liberalization
depends on initial conditions among which are asset endowments and incomes. Deininger
and Okidi (2003) use panel elements in the series of the Uganda National Household
Survey data and estimate that whereas initial incomes are not a source of future welfare
divergence among households, initial assets are critical for guaranteeing higher growth

paths for household welfare.

Several other studies have explored the Ugandan data to provide information for
monitoring micro-level implications of the various reforms and policies that have been
implemented in Uganda since the early 1990s. Most importantly, Appleton (1999, 2001)
and Appleton and Ssewanyana (2003) analyzed the data to produce the official poverty
statistics of Uganda. Several other analysts have used the data in conjunction with results
from Appleton’s original work to investigate the policy implications of using national
versus regional poverty lines (Appleton, 2003), analyze the determinants of household
welfare growth (Deininger and Okidi, 2003), and perform several stochastic dominance
tests of welfare changes during the 1990s and estimate elasticity of poverty with respect
to growth (Okidi, ef al., 2003). Other studies have drawn on Appleton’s work to shed
light on the extent of chronic poverty in Uganda (Okidi and McKay, 2003), compare
guantitative and qualitative evidence of poverty persistence and transitions (Lawson, ef
al., 2003), and assess the impact of abolition of health user fees on the welfare of

vulnerable groups (Deininger and Mpuga, 2003).

These, and numerous other studies have, however, not exploited the time series of cross-
sectional Ugandan data to provide a disaggregate investigation of the changing patterns
of households’ assets during the 1990s, a period of tremendous economic growth and
poverty reduction. To the best of my knowledge, it is the work by Lawson et al. (2003)
that has attempted to disaggregate households’ assets beyond land and human capital



categories in an effort to isolate the contributions of different assets to changes in

consumption-based welfare levels.

This paper contributes to filling the identified knowledge gap by analyzing the 1992/93
and 1999/00 National Household Survey data in order to shed light on the changes in the
holdings of different types of assets by Ugandan households during the 1990s. At this
stage the paper is limited to descriptive statistics, which are presented and discussed to
illuminate the intertemporal changes in household asset holdings, and the shocks suffered
by households, plus the coping mechanisms used during the 1990s. It is expected that the
results presented in this paper will provide insights into the nature and role of asset
accumulation during the past decade of successful poverty reduction in Uganda, hence
informing policy debates on households’ participation in future growth and poverty

reduction.

2 Data :

As already alluded to, the source of data for this analysis is the Uganda National
Household Survey program. Specifically, the bulk of the study uses data from the
1999/2000 survey. Atfempts to use the earlier survey data series for a trend éna]ysis of
the various asset types did not produce promising comparability of either the values or
quantities of the assets in question. As a result, the study relies on observed and recall
information collected at one interview for each household in 1999/2000. In particular,
households were asked to declare their current (1999/2000) asset situation (including
quantities, values, etc.), which they were then asked to qualitatively compare and rank

against their recollection of the respective asset situation in 1992/93.




3 Changes in household asset holdings during the 1990s

The primary assets considered in this section span the traditional categories of land, labor
and capital. Because of measurement problems that cannot enable distinguishing between
cultivable land and other land, the land referred to here is measured as total land (in
acres) available to the household at the time of the 1999/2000 survey as compared to the
household’s perception of the amount in 1992/93. Labor is measured as the number of
prime age members of the household, where prime age ranges from 20 to 56 years of age.
Capital comprises human and physical assets other than land, with human capital
measured as the total number of years of education of the household head and for the
entire household. Other physical 'assets include livestock, household appliances,

electronics and bicycles.

3.1 Land

Land remains the primary asset for the average Ugandan household in spite of the
estimated decline in its share in total household asset portfolio from 57 to 51 percent
between 1992 and 2000 (Deininger and Okidi, 2003). The declining share might reflect
temporary or permanent conversion of land into other forms of assets, including human
development. This suggestion asset transformation is consistent with the observed rise in
land rental market participation from only 10% of households in 1992 to 24% in 2000
and is also consistent with the reported increase in the incidence of land sales among 30%

of Ugandan communities over the same period (Deininger and Okidi, 2001).

The above-highlighted emerging dynamism in land markets is corroborated by the
descriptive statistics presented in Table 1 and Table 3d, which (due to comparability
problems of the asset sections in the 1992/93 and 1999/2000 surveys) are generated using
retrospective data collected during the 1999/2000 National Household Survey. Table 1
shows that in 1999/2000 nearly 30% of households had zero landholding, a figure higher
than the estimated 21% rural landlessness but lower than the 67% level of landlessness

observed among urban residents. Regionally, the highest incidence of landlessness at the



time of the 1999/2000 survey was reported in Central followed (surprisingly) by
Northern'. By gender, 38% of female-headed households were landless compared to 25%
of male-headed households. Table 2 shows that the average household that had land in
1999/2000 held about 5 acres. Rural/urban disaggregation reveals that urban-based
landholders had more land than rural-based landholders. Regionally, Eastern landholders
reported the smallest per-household average holding. A stark contrast emerges when
female- and male-headed landholding households are compared. Whereas the latter’s

landholding was estimated at 5.8 acres, for the former it was 3.8 acres.

When asked to compare their 1999/2000 landholdings with 1992/93 ones, more than 50%
of the households declared that there had been no change, 24% said they had less land in
1992/93, 17% said they had no land at all in 1992/93 while 9% said they had more land
then than in 1999/2000 (Table 3d). This indicates an evolution of a dynamic system of
land transfer either via sales, rental, inheritance, or fragmentation, a detailed analysis of
which is beyond the scope of the national household survey data that are used in this
study. It is conceivable that the smaller the proportion of households reporting equal
amount of land for the two periods the more dynamic has been the phenomenon of land

- transfer between the periods. On the basis of this proposition, the results in Table 3d
suggest that Western region experienced the highest incidence of land transfer, followed
by Central. In terms of the basic gender disaggregation considered in this paper, the
results suggest that male-headed households (49% of which had the same landholding for
both periods) engaged in more land transfers than their female counterparts, 55% of
which had equal landholdings for the two periods.

3.2 Labor
Most Ugandan households rely on family members to meet their labor requirements. For
example, only 15% of those households with non-agricultural enterprises employ any

labor at all (Deininger and Okidi, 2003). Reliance on family labor in a labor-intensive

! The reported high incidence of landlessness in Northern could be reflecting the fact that most of the land
is held communally; individual households might report zero amount of land simple because they may not
own the land even if they have use rights.




economic system underscores the importance of family size in household economies.

Estimates from the series of Uganda National Household Survey data indicate that

national average household size has increased from 4.7 in 1992/93 to 5.2 in 1999/2000
after which it virtually remained unchanged at 5.1 in 2002/2003.

But household size alone is not sufficient. In Table 4 we present the distribution of the
number of household members who are in the prime age range (defined as 20 to 56 years
of age). In general, the average number of prime age members in a household is 2.3.
Given the average household size of 5.2 this implies a dependency ratio of greater than
one. Ongoing work at the Economic Policy Research Centre finds that dependency ratio
has declined in line with the above-reported slight decline in household size between
1999/2000 and 2002/2003, from 1.35 to 1.30 respectively. This is consistent with the
estimated increase in prime age members reported in Table 4 for the period 1992/93 to
1999/2000. However, in Eastern and Northern regions the size of prime age members
declined during the same period. As expected, the number of prime age members is
higher (2.4) for male-headed households than (1.8) for female-headed households.

3.3 Human and other physical assets

In 2 given economic environment a household needs adequate human and other physical

assets such as those presented in Table 1 to Table 4.

3.3.1 Human capital
The results in Table 4 indicate that household human capital stock has improved over

time. Specifically, the proportion of households reporting primary as the top level of
education declined from 75% in 1992/93 to 67% in 1999/2600. The decline is mirrored in
an increase in the proportion of households with secondary level as the top educational
achievement. A more significant change is the increase in university degree as the top
level of educational, from being the case in less than 1% of households in 1992/93 to
registering a ten-fold increase by 1999/2000. A similar pattern is observed in both rural
and urban areas, but for urban areas, secondary and high school levels gave way in large

proportions to university degree as the top level of education in the household. Precisely,



there was an increase from about 3 to 26 percent of households reporting university
degree as their highest level of education between 1992/93 and 1999/2000.

By region, it is Northern where the proportion of households with primary as the highest
level of education remained unchanged at about 77% in 1992/93 and 1999/2000. The
Northern phenomenon is consistent with the observation that it was the only region in
which the incidence of secondary education as the top level of education declined during
this period. In terms of the gender of the household head, female- and male-headed
households experienced the same pattern of improvement as has been observed at the
national level. However, the improvement in human capital stock for female-headed

households lagged behind that of their male counterpart during the nineties.

When human capital is measured variably as the total years of education of either the
household’s head or for the entire household, a significant pattern of improvements is
observed for all the spatial and demographic categories considered in Table 4. Nationally,
total years of education for household heads increased from about 4 to 6 between 1992/93
and 1999/2000. But rural and female-headed household heads lag behind thé national
average years of schooling. Regionally, Central and Eastern are above the national

average total years of head’s education.

Considering the total years of schooling in the household as a whole, Table 4 shows that
the stock of human capital more than doubled between 1992/93 and 1999/2000.
Comparing this to the increase in years of schooling for household heads, one can deduce
that the other members of the household have contributed to total household human
capital accumulation much more than the proportionate contribution of the heads.
Although Western and Northern were observed to have lower than average years of
heads’ education, in terms of total years of education in the household, Western
experienced the largest increase, from 10.25 to 24.09 between 1992/93 and 1999/2000.
For Northern, the increase in total years of education in the household was from 10.9 to
16.9, indicating that it was the only region that did not experience a doubling of this

measure of human capital during the 1990s.




3.3.2 Other physical assets
What we refer to as other physical assets include livestock, household appliances,

electronics and bicycles. Table 1 shows that although the most commonly available
household assets in Uganda are electronics such as radios, they are, nevertheless, absent
in about 52% of the households. In urban areas, only 23% of the households did not have
electronics of any kind in 1999/2000, but in rural areas the absence of electronics was
reported in about 60% of the households. In rural areas, the most commonly available
assets in this category of physical assets are chickens, followed by bicycles. In the
livestock category, goats are second to chickens as the most available form of assets both
nationally and in rural areas — about 44% of Ugandan households reported owner_ship of
some goats in 1999/2000. ‘

For households that reported positive amounts of the physical assets under consideration,
in 1999/2000, the average household owned one bicycle, seven heads of cattle, two pigs,
and seven chickens. On average, urban-based households owned more cattle, goats and
chickens than their rural counterparts. Households in Central had more cattle, pigs and
chickens than those in other regions. Although female-headed households had fewqr
livestock than male-headed houséholds, the average difference is small.

Of the households that had certain respective assets in 1999/2000, the majority (42%) of
them said there was no quantitative change in their possession of electrical appliances
such as kettles and flat irons compared to the 1992/93 levels. Eleven percent of the
households reported asset depletion in the case of electrical appliances. But incidence of
depletion was proportionally smaller than incidence of new acquisition (27%) than that of
accumulation (20%). A sharp contrast is observed between Western and Eastern.
Whereas the largest proportion (33%) of Western households reported that they had no
electrical appliances in 1992/93 but had something in 1999/2000, in Northern region 22%
of the households reportedly saw their electrical appliances base eroded over time. For
electronics, the majority of Ugandan households (46%) who owned them in 1999/2000
had none in 1992/93. The growth in the ownership of electronics was propelled by the



observed high (47%) incidence of new ownership by 1999/2000. Regionally, it was

Northern that had the largest occurrence of new acquisition of electronics By households.

The analysis of changes in household livestock ownership presented in Table 3a and
Table 3d shows that the vast majority of those who possessed some respective type of
livestock in 1999/2000 actually had none in 1992/93. In particular, 45% and 47% of the
households in this category had no cows and goats respectively in 1992/93. The highest
rate of livestock accumulation occurred among pig farmers, with 72% of those who
owned pigs in 1999/2000 declaring that they had none in 1992/2000. Nationally, a
significant fraction (about 22%) of the households experienced declines in their stock of
cows and goats during the 1990s and only 13% of them reported holding about the same
stock at the start and end of the period. Except for pigs, a larger proportion of urban
residents compared to their rural counterparts enjoyed higher-than-average livestock
accumulation during the 1990s. Inter-regional comparisons reveal that the poorest
(Northern) region far exceeded the rest of the country in start-up rate of pig rearing.
Conversely, it was Northern that reported the smallest proportion (less than 40%) of
households that had neither cows nor goats in 1992/93 but started rearing them thereafter.
Furthermore, more than-34% of Northern-households experienced declines in their stock

of cows and goats during the 1990s compared to less than 17% of Central households.

A popular means of transport in Uganda is bicycle, which was reported in about 40% of
the households (Table 1), each of whom owned no more than one bicycle irrespective of
the subgroup of Ugandans (Table 2). Like most of the assets considered earlier,
households who owned bicycles in 1999/2000 reported that they acquired them after
1992/93. Similarly for jewelries — about 50% of the households that owned some pieces
in 1999/2000 did not have any in 1992/93.

4 Incidence of major shocks affecting households

Household asset bases and production capacities are oftentimes subjected to unforeseen

negative shocks that affect welfare levels in a given period. The 1999/2000 household



survey incorporated a section that enables some analysis of the major shocks that
households reportedly experienced during the 1990s. This section simply describes the
distribution of the reported shocks and any corresponding coping strategies that were

available and deployed in the wake of a particular shock.

Table Sa shows that during the seven years preceding the 1999/2000 survey about 37% of
Ugandan households experienced some kind of shock such as illness, family separation,
job loss and asset loss. The distribution of households who reported occurrence of shocks
was fairly even between rural and urban areas. A similar distribution is observed on a
regional basis, with only four-percentage point difference between Western that reported
the highest shock incidence and Northern that reported the lowest. The most common

sock was illness, reported in about 23% of Ugandan households followed by loss of
assets that was suffered by about 9% of the households.

Confining the analysis to only those households that experienced some shock, we observe
in Table 5b that about 62% of them had at least one incidence of major illness during the
1990s with a rural biased distribution. The second most important shock was loss of

assets, which was reported to have occurred in about 25% of the households.

When shocks occur, available or affordable coping mechanisms are employed. Of interest
to this paper is the use of household assets to cope with shocks. However, Table S5a
indicates that less than 5% of Ugandan households sold assets in order to cope with the
effects of shocks. Focusing on illness as the most common type of shock, we observe in
Table 6 that whenever major illness occurred, most households either received no help at
all (40%) or relied on friends and family (42%). Of the households that suffered illness

shock, only 6% of them borrowed money to deal with the problem, and 11% sold some
form of asset in an attempt to cope.
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S Linking the asset trend analysis to welfare

Each of the tables below presents the distribution of every vaﬁable by welfare ranking
- from the poorest to the richest 20% of households. In terms of asset ownership, 42% of
the richest 20% of the households did not have land at the time of the 1999/2000 survey.
But land accumulation occurred among nearly 52% of the households in this sub-group.
That is, 23% of them did not hold land in 1992/93 but had acquired some by 1999/2000
and 29% of them reported that their 1992/93 landholdings were less than the 1999/2000
amounts. As expected, a much smaller proportion of this sub-group of households had no
electronics or electrical appliances c8mpared to the bottom 20%. Nevertheless, there was
a significant growth in ownership of electronics among the poorest segment of Ugand:;ms
as reflected in the estimated 56% of those who had none in 1992/93 owning some

electronic item in 1999/2000.

With respect to livestock, as already noted, starting up household pig rearing was more
phenomenal among the poorer parts of the country, the rural and Northern parts. A
similar pattern is observed when households are ranked according to their welfare levels
(where welfare is measured by consumption expenditure). Specifically, nearly 80% of the
poorest 20% of households started new pig rearing during the 1990s compared to the
corresponding estirhate of 71% for the richest 20%. Furthermore, whereas 36% of the
poorest households embarked on keeping cows after 1992/93, a large proportion (31%) of
the sub-group reported that their stock of cows declined during the 1990s.

The human capital dimension depicted in Table 4 reveals that whereas there has been a
decline (from 67 to 61 percent) in the proportion of non-poor households in which the top
level of education is primary, the corresponding proportion for the p(;or increased instead
(from 83 to 84 percent). In terms of university education, in 1999/2000, only 3% of the
poor households were headed by university degree holders. It is, however, encouraging to
observe that the total number of years of education in the household does not differ in

large magnitudes between the poor and non-poor (Table 4).
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Regarding shocks, a higher proportion (40%) of the top 20% of the households reportedly
suffered some shock over the seven years preceding the 1999/2000 survey compared to
the 36% reporting rate among the poorest 20%. However, the incidence of illness was
slightly lower among the top 20% than among the bottom 20%. But the top 20% suffered
more separation, job loss and asset loss than the lower quintiles. Distinguishing the: poor
form non-poor, Table 5b shows that on average a poor household is more likely to sell
assets in order to cope with shocks. In addition, the proportion of poor households who

receive no help in the event of illness is higher than that of the non-poor.

6 Policy implications and conclusions

This paper presents a brief set of descriptive statistics to help highlight the distribution
and trend of various household assets using information collected in one survey on the
asset situations in 1999/2000 as compared to retrospectively estimated situations in
1992/93. This approach and the qualitative ranking of asset statuses in two periods using
respondents’ recall were deemed more reliable than a trend analysis that is based on asset
values reported in different survey rounds because of the quality of the survey data on

asset values.

Overall, the asset trend analysis is corroborative of the Uganda poverty trends. But the
analysis is quite limited, largely due to difficulties in assembling good quality time series
of household data on assets. Nevertheless, from the descriptive results highlighted in this
paper, the following summary and concluding remarks can be drawn to enrich the asset

perspective of the poverty policy discussions.

- Other than land, the nature and quantities of the most commonly availaEle assets,
especially in rural areas where the bulk of the population lives, do not augur well
for formal development of credit markets that, by design, are usually dependent

on physical assets as collateral.

12



The average quantities of the main assets of the households are so meager that the
reliance of the country’s agricultural sector on the largely peasant family system
calls into question the extent to which modernization of such farming units can

generate sustainable agro-based national economic buoyancy.

The higher-than-average (42%) incidence of landlessness among the richest 20%
of Ugandan households suggests that land may not be the most common form of
asset holding among the rich who usually have a more diverse array of assets.
Nevertheless, land accumulation was more widespread among this richest sub-
group than among the other welfare groups. With a gradually developing market-
based land transfer system, and in an increasingly commercialized agricultural

environment, this trend might lead to greater inequality in land distribution.

The estimated 30% landlessness among the poorest 20% of households should be
of major policy concern given that previous analyses have established that land is
the key asset of the Ugandan poor, especially with respect to the dependence of

the poor on crop agriculture.

Gender disparity in landholding is still very significant, even when gender is

merely reduced to female- versus male-headed households.

The use of information for empowering the citizens and increasing their role in
monitoring public service delivery is challenged by the absence of electronics
such as radios in over 50% of households, coupled with Uganda’s high illiteracy

rate.

But the observed increase in new ownership of electronics implies that the
situation is improving. This is especially encouraging given the centrality of
information dissemination in the national effort to empower citizens to participate

in improving service delivery.
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Although for both poor and non-poor households the total number of years of
education in the household has doubled, the fact that over 84% of the poor
households are headed by primary school graduates or dropouts might entail the
risk of poverty entrenchment because of the importance of education in moving

out of poverty.

Ugandan households who were observed to have positive amounts of livestock in

1999/2000 registered tremendous accumulation of this asset category during the
1990s.

There were significant intra-sectoral shift for livestock producers as a large

proportion of farmers started pig rearing.

Although there was overall accumulation of property over time, the pattern was

largely driven by greater-than-average progress among urban residents.

Areas of higher poverty incidence such as the rural and Northern parts of the
country recorded lower incidence of accumulation of cows and goats but much
higher incidence of accumulation of pigs, a type of livestock that offers relatively

small usage variety. This suggests a dangerous shift to easier-to-acquire but

inferior productive assets among poorer households.

Because the causes of shocks such as illnesses and asset and job losses are usually
exogenous and broad in geographic coverage, it is unsurprising that the
distribution of shocks to households is observed to be quite even across various

sub-populations.

The role of social capital, in the form of networks of family and friends, is very
important in the event of major shocks to households, an indication of completely
underdeveloped market-based risk management mechanisms. In spite of general

prevalence of social capital as a2 mechanism for warding off the effects of shock,
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poor households are less likely to
assets when hit by a major shock, a
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Table 1: Incidence of zero asset holding by household (%), 1999/00

Tables of results

Appliances Electronics Bicycles Cows Bulls Oxen Pigs Goats Chickens Land
National 79.1 51.6 59.2 79.4 91.6 97.0 88.9 66.4 55.7 28.5
Rural 84.6 56.9 55.5 76.7 90.4 96.5 87.5 61.5 495 21.3
Urban 495 227 79.6 93.9 98.3 99.6 96.7 93.0 89.5 67.4
Central 63.9 31.4 60.5 85.5 95.8 99.8 84.9 83.9 kA 37.2
Eastern 81.1 59.0 53.2 75.5 89.7 947 88.6 65.4 453 25.0
Western 86.5 48.5 60.8 771 92.2 99.4 90.7 565 56.6 14.6
Northern 92.5 78.9 63.6 77.5 86.8 92.5 94.0 50.8 43.6 36.5
Quintile 1 90.8 80.7 69.0 79.7 90.4 94.4 91.9 61.8 50.8 30.5
Quintile 2 86.9 60.9 57.0 79.0 92.1 96.4 86.3 58.9 454 20.6
Quintile 3 84.3 52.4 52.0 78.7 90.9 96.4 86.6 61.1 48.1 20.3
Quintile 4 79.0 457 54.5 77.3 91.5 98.0 87.7 66.5 56.2 244
Quintile 5 62.2 30.4 63.7 81.7 92.8 98.6 91.6 78.6 714 422
Male-headed households 78.3 46.6 51.3 771 90.7 96.9 88.0 64.4 53.1 252
Female-headed households 81.2 64.8 80.5 85.6 94.2 97.2 91.3 71.8 62.9 37.8
Non-poor 821 48.8 54.3 751 90.0 97.2 86.5 62.0 50.1 19.2
Poor 89.7 73.8 64.2 80.1 91.3 95.1 89.5 60.5 48.3 257
Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00
Table 2: Mean quantity of asset holding for those who have, 1999/00

Bicycles Cattle Pigs Goats  Chickens Land

National 1.06 6.54 2.26 411 6.73 5.35
Rural 1.06 6.47 218 4,07 6.61 5.26
Urban 1.04 8.00 3.91 5.01 10.00 6.52
Central 1.07 10.86 2.52 3.15 9.26 6.36
Eastern 1.06 3.60 2.18 3.02 6.11 4.41
Western 1.05 6.76 2.00 3.97 6.20 5.07
Northern 1.06 6.51 1.86 5.85 5.92 5.73
Male-headed households 1.06 6.95 2.29 419 6.87 5.82
Female-headed households 1.04 4.81 2.26 3.80 6.27 3.83

Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00
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Table 3a: Availability of household electrical assets in 1992/93 relative to 1999/00 (%)

Electrical appliances in 1992/93 Electronics in 1992/93

more equal less none more equal less none
National 10.76 41.95 19.81 27.48 11.70 24.69 17.86 45.74
Rural 11.82 47.72 16.94 23.52 12.54 25.33 14.98 47.15
Urban 9.01 32.43 24.54 34.02 9.20 22.77 26.54 41.48
Central 7.48 41.12 21.39 30.00 11.58 27.48 19.50 41.43
Eastern 11.67 54.17 13.52 20.65 10.69 23.81 16.34 49.16
Western 15.97 26.02 25.10 32.90 14.06 22.32 18.59 45.03
Northern 22.20 41.41 17.31 19.08 7.92 © 19.20 10.84 62.05
Quintile 1 17.56 61.41 13.17 7.86 14.67 18.43 11.00 55.90
Quintile 2 12.84 48.23 18.77 20.17 12.76 26.65 13.54 47.04
Quintile 3 12.28 48.68 16.09 22.95 10.40 25.21 16.34 48.05
Quintile 4 10.12 47.52 15.83 26.52 12.33 26.53 13.40 47.75
Quintile 5 ; 9.02 32.72 24.09 34.17 11.01 23.61 24.45 40.92
Male-headed households 9.87 4057 2086 28.70 11.28 2321 18.51 47.00
Female-headed househotds 13.53  46.22 16.55 23.70 13.46 - 30.75 15.22  40.58
Source: Author’s estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00
Table 3b: Availability of other livestock assets in 1992/93 relative to 1999/00 (%)

Pigs in 1992/93 Chickens in 1992/93

more equal less none more equal less none
National 9.12 8.32 10.96 71.61 33.56 14.79 19.49 32.16
Rural 8.74 8.24 10.90 7212 33.86 14.86 19.60 31.68
Urban ~16.95 9.87 12.18 60.99 25.64 12.95 16.59 44 .82
Central 10.40 9.46 11.32 68.82 29.07 15.37 20.34 35.23
Eastern ; 9.91 6.80 13.33 69.96 '36.59 15.46 21.82 26.14
Western 5.55 9.62 11.11 73.72 18.52 17.79 21.86 41.83
Northern 8.61 4.95 2.85 83.59 47.89 10.47 13.32 28.33
Quintile 1 7.56 5.23 8.23 78.97 41.30 15.71 14.37 28.62
Quintile 2 8.70 7.65 10.39 73.26 36.16 13.76 19.06 31.02
Quintile 3 10.86 9.18 12.17 67.80 33.26 15.88 19.36 31.50
Quintile 4 9.34 8.99 11.76 69.91 29.30 14.14 22.76 33.81
Quintile 5 8.25 9.16 10.88 71.71 27.29 14.46 21.82 36.43
Male-headed households 9.27 7.65 11.20 71.89 31.96 14.12 20.40 33.52
Female-headed households 8.59 10.79 10.05 70.57 38.99 17.06 16.40 27.55

Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00
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Table 3c: Availability of bicycles and jewelries in 1992/93 relative to 1999/00 (%)

! Bicycle in 1992/93 Jewelries in 1992/93

more equal less none more equal less none
National 17.09 27.75 10.10 45.06 6.67 23.70 19.97 49.67
Rural 17.42 27.70 10.40 44.48 6.61 24.83 17.42 51.14
Urban 13.23 28.38 6.50 51.89 6.80 21.23 25.55 46.43
Central 19.05 32.31 7.88 40.76 5.51 24.92 22.76 46.81
Eastern 16.46 28.46 11.94 43.14 719 23.78 16.68 52.35
Western 19.41 22.43 13.01 45.14 7.72 21.93 21.04 49.32
Northern 11.51 25.37 6.85 56.28 711 24.07 11.74 57.09
Quintile 1 13.93 31.50 7.99 46.58 11.30 18.15 15.70 54.85
Quintile 2 18.60 27.96 9.13 44.31 8.21 18.39 13.56 59.84
Quintile 3 18.71 27.40 10.45 43.45 6.25 24.52 13.01 56.21
Quintile 4 17.45 28.09 10.67 43.80 6.66 24.82 19.11 49.41
Quintile 5 15.65 25.49 11.12 47.75 6.02 24.61 24.69 4468
Male-headed households 17.09 | 27.52 10.31 45.08 6.55 23.72 20.52 49.21
Female-headed hseholds 17.07 29.33 8.63 44 .97 715 23.60 17.72 51.54

Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00

Table 3d: Availability of livestock and land in 1992/93 relative to 1999/00 (%)

Cows in 1992/93 Goats in 1992/93 : Land in 1992/93

more equal less none more equal less none more equal less none
National 22.51 13.04 19.59 44.86 © 21.03 12.57 19.21 47.19 8.55 50.24 24.14 17.07
Rural 22.82 13.17 19.73 44,28 21.30 12.46 19.14 47.10 8.76 50.94 23.99 16.31
Urban 16.19 . 10.29 16.63 56.89 12.99 15.74 21.19 50.07 5.81 41.16 26.11 26.91
Central 16.71 17.03 16.16 50.10 14.60 1212 15.78 57.49 7.34 47.73 24.86 20.07
Eastern 20.02 9.04 20.52 50.42 20.27 11.86 16.70 51.17 9.49 55.59 17.89 17.03
Western 18.18 14.08 27.02 40.72 13.11 16.60 24.42 45.87 8.22 37.63 40.09 14.06
Northern 38.14 13.50 12.33 36.03 34.08 9.04 17.80 39.08 9.53 66.88 6.34 17.24
Quintile 1 30.76 17.43 15.59 36.23 26.73 13.68 16.81 4278 9.31 57.89 18.86 13.94
Quintile 2 21.77 9.61 14,76 53.86 21.53 10.52 18.05 49.91 8.27 54,26 20.81 16.66
Quintile 3 19.57 14.44 19.39 46.59 2148 14.42 17.71 46.39 982 5119 24.15 14.84
Quintile 4 22.46 12.18 17.59 47.77 19.33 12.28 18.77 49,62 8.06 49.08 26.19 16.67
Quintile 5 19.72 12.28 28.55 39.46 15.35 11.89 26.13 46.63 7.44 40.73 29.21 22.61
Male-headed households 21.35 12.25 20.23 46.17 19.91 12.00 19.90 48.18 7.94 48.80 25.07 18.19
Female-headed hseholds 27.47 16.40 16.84 39.29 24.83 14.48 16.86 43.83 10.51 54.86 21.18 13.47

Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00




Table 4: Distribution of human capital and labor (%)

; of
Top level of education in the household Total years of education... ﬂwmﬂ:u%oﬂm
Primary Secondary High school University degree of the head in the household in prime age W
1992/93 1999/00 1992/93 1999/00 1992/93 1999/00 1992/93 1999/00 1992/93 1999/00 1992/93 1999/00  1992/93 1999/ F

National 7470 67.33 19.74 19.99 4.96 2.69 0.59 9.99 4.23 6.18 11.96 22.81 2.27 2.29
Rural 7941 7282 17.56 18.18 2.80 1.92 0.23 7.08 3.68 5.59 10.75 21.42 2.26 2.28
Urban 46.83 37.74 3268 29.76 17.76- 6.84 2.73 2566 749 933 19.14 30.29 2.30 2.36
Central 69.43 5944 21.06 24.08 8.36 3.54 1.15 1294 5.12 7.27 13.84 2547 2.1 241
Eastern 73.86 6755 21.84 21.95 3.90 2.08 0.40 8.42 412 6.14 12.09 2271 2.36 2.24
Western 80.79 69.95 15.82 16.86 3.00 3.16 0.39 10.03 3.46. 582 10.25 24.09 2.27 2.49
Northern 76.69 76.97 19.79 14.32 3.34 1.53 0.18 717 3.90 4.86 1090 16.88 2.41 2.31

Male-headed households  73.34 65.10 20.91 21.16 505 289 070 1085 479 691 12668 2462 2.42 2.48
Female-headed hseholds  78.63 73.34 16.39 16.84 4.71 216 028 766 263 420 996 1793 1.84 1.80
Non-poor 67.13 6070 2373 2295 805 356 1.09 1279 509 6.88 1341 24.16 2.16 2.25

Poor 82.55 84.06 15.62 12.53 1.77 0.49 0.07 2.93 3.34 4.40 10.47 19.42 N..mm m..a._
Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1992/93 and 1999/00




Table 5a: Incidence of major shocks to households in past seven years (%)

Experienced Incidence of shock experienced by the population Sold ass

some shock lllness Separation Job loss Asset loss Othershock  to cope
National- 37.21 22.93 BI558 2.28 9.42 3.21 3.60
Rural 37.65 24.06 333 146 9.54 3.32 3.90
Urban 34.83 16.85 472 6.1 8.77 264 1.64
Central 36.96 19.72 381 3.70 9.79 3.65 2.52
Eastern 40.30 26.08 481  2.00 9.93 264 4.22
Western 37.47 26.78 277 144 9.36 1.85 4.41
Northern 32.97 19.06 2.31 1.37 8.19 4.98 3.31
Quintile 1 35.93 22.89 257 123 9.14 3.70 3.73
Quintile 2 35.78 23.49 260 1.19 9.72 2.93 3.62
Quintile 3 36.24 23.59 3.66 222 7.76 2.79 3.44
Quintile 4 36.89 23.30 3.19 247 8.17 2.89 3.80
Quintile 5 40.01 21.77 506  3.62 11.67 3.67 3.43
Male-headed households 37.38 22.78 295 2.77 10.00 3.25 3.83
Female-headed hseholds 36.75 23.32 515  0.99 7.87 3.12 2.82
Non-poor 38.01 22.96 3.97 267 9.65 3.04 3.53
Poor 35:17. 22.84 248  1.32 8.85 3.65 3.76

Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00

Table 5b: Incidence of major shocks to households in past seven years (%)

Type of shock suffered for those who experienced some  Sold ass

to cope
liness Separation Job loss Asset loss Other shock

National 61.62 9.53 6.14 25.33 8.63 8.28
Rural 63.89 8.84 3.89 25.35 - 8.81 9.01
Urban 48.38 13.54 19.26 25.17 7.57 3.99
Central 53.37 10.32  10.00 26.48 9.88 5.81
Eastern 64.70 11.92 497 2463 6.55 9.87
Western 71.45 740 385 2497 493 9.85
Northern 57.82 701 416 24.86 15.12 7.95
Quirtile 1 63.72 747 343 2545 10.30 8.60
Quintile 2 65.64 725 334 27.15 8.19 10.25
Quintile 3 65.09 10.09 613 2142 7.70 8.18
Quirtile 4 63.18 865 669 2215 7.83 9.21
Quintile 5 54.40 1264 9.04 29.17 9.16 6.22
Male-headed households 60.95 789 740 . 26.75 8.69 8.93
Female-headed households 63.45 14.01 2.69 21.42 8.48 6.49
Non-poor 60.40 1045  7.01 25.39 7.99 7.77
Poor 64.94 7.04 376 25.15 10.38 9.65
Source: Author's estimation from Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/00
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Table 6: Copying strategies in case of major illness (%)

Friends & Borrowed Sold Received Other coping

family helped money assets nohelp  mechanism
National 41.82 6.12 11.47 39.79 0.79
Rural 40.46 6.46 1240  39.86 0.83
Urban 52.30 3.58 428 39.29 0.55
Central 46.27 3.25 7.93 42.04 0.51
Eastern 50.13 4.29 13.80  30.37 1.42
Westem 27.20 12.83 1216 47.12 0.69
Northem 43.99 2.81 11.90 41.02 0.29
Quintile 1 36.91 343 1268 46.66 0.32
Quintile 2 40.55 726 1433  37.33 0.52
Quintile 3 42.89 6.43 10.58  38.62 1.47
Quintile 4 41.63 5.51 11.89  39.98 1.00
Quintile 5 45.45 7.43 8.83 37.69 0.61
Male-headed households 37.59 720 1323 41.15 0.83
Female-headed households 52.95 3.29 6.83 36.23 0.69
Non-poor 43.00 6.57 10.56  38.90 0.98
Poor 38.85 500 13.76  42.07 0.33

Source: Author's estimation from the Uganda National Household Survey data - 1999/2000

23




ECONOMIC POLICY RESEARCH CENTRE

Research Series

A OR

NUMBER TITLE DATE
i John Matovu & Credit Accessibility to the Rural May 1997
Luke Okumu Poor in Uganda
2 Marios Obwona & Nature and Determinants of August
John Ddumba- Domestic Savings in Uganda 1997
Ssentamu
3 Fred Opio The Impact of Structural September
. Adjustment Programme on Poverty | 1997
and Income Distribution in Uganda
4 Marios Obwona Determinants of Foreign Direct December
Investments and their Impact on 1998
Economic Growth in Uganda
5 Marios Obwona Savings Mobilisation and Credit January
Conduits: Formal and Informal 1998
Financial Sector Linkages
6 Michael Atingi-Ego & The Effectiveness of the Treasury | October
Winnie Rwebeyanga Bill as an Instrument of Monetary | 1998
Policy in Uganda
7 Adam Mugume & Public Sector Deficit and August
Marios Obwona Macroeconomic Performance in 1998
Uganda
8 Francis Nathan Okurut, | Determinants of Regional Poverty | February
Jonathan J.A.0. Odwee | in Uganda 1999
&
Asaf Adebua
9 Marios Obwona Estimating Unreported Income of | March 1999
the Self-Employed and Tax Evasion
in Uganda: An Expenditure-Based
Approach
10 Charles A. Abuka & The Importance of Domesticand | March 1999

David M. Sajjabi

External Factors in the Appreciation
of the Real Exchange Rate in
Uganda

24




11 Fred Kakongoro How Responsive is Tax Revenue to June 1999
Muhumuza Growth in Uganda
12 Klaus Deininger & | Capital Market Access, Factor Demand, | June 1999
John Okidi and Agricultural Development in Rural
Areas of Developing Countries: The
case of Uganda
13 Darlison Kaija Community and Economic Impact of September
Export Diversification: The Cut-Flower | 1999
Industry in Uganda
14 Marilyn Kamanyire | External Financing and Economic September
Performance: The Case of Uganda 1999
15 Marios Obwona Foreign Direct Investment: Leader of September
Follower 1999
16 Gloria Kempaka Exchange Rate Movements and Their | September
Effect on Industrial Production in 1999
Uganda
17 John Alphonse Regional Growth Disparities and September
Okidi Household Economic Performance in 1999
Uganda
18 John Alphonse The Potential for Community-based September
Okidi Management of Forest Resources in 1999
Uganda
19 John Alphonse The Degree of Socially Sub-optimal September
Okidi Individual Behaviour in Collective 1999
Resource Management
20 Peter Mijumbi Estimation of Regional Staple Food September
Demand Elasticities using 1993-4 1999
Uganda National Survey Data
21 Godfrey Bahiigwa | The Impact of Trade and Investment | September
Policies on the Environment: The Case | 1999
of the Fisheries Industry in Uganda
22 Paul Okiira Okwi Poverty in Uganda: A Multivariate October
Analysis 1999
23 Torgny Holmgren, | Aid and Reform in Uganda — Country September
Louis Kasekende Case Study - 1999
Michael Atingi-Ego
&
Daniel Ddamulira
24 Bruno R.M. Ocaya | The Economic Performance of Highly October
Indebted African Countries 1999
25 Godfrey B.A. Household Food Security in Uganda: December
Bahiigwa An Empirical Analysis 1999
26 Charles A. Abuka & | Determinants of Price Level Dynamics | June
Augustine Wandera | in Uganda: Some Stylized Facts and 2001

Empirical Evidence




Marios Obwona &

Credit Accessibility and Investment June 2001
27 Adam Mugume Decisions in Uganda’s Manufacturing
Sector: An empirical investigation
28 Klaus Deininger & | Growth and Poverty reduction in March 2002
John Okidi Uganda, 1992-2000: panel data
evidence
29 Klaus Deininge, Long-term welfare and investment December
Gloria Kempaka, & | impact of AIDS-related changes in 2002
Anja Crommelynck | family composition: Evidence from
Uganda
30 M.D. Saijabi Capital Account Liberalization in July 2003
Uganda: An assessment of the early
waming indicators and policy response .
31 Rosatti Nabbumba | Agricultural Productivity Constraints in | May 2003
& Godfrey Bahiigwa | Uganda: Implications for Investment
32 John A. Okidi & Poverty Dynamics in Uganda: 1992 to | May 2003
Andrew McKay 2000
33 Michael Atingi Ego | Measuring Efficiency of a Market in September
& Rachel Kaggwa | Transition: The Ugandan Foreign 2003
Sebudde Exchange Market
34 David Lawson, Poverty Persistence and Transitionsin | December
Andy McKay & John | Uganda: A Combined Qualitative and 2003
Okidi Quantitative Analysis
35 Godfrey Bahiigwa, | Rural Taxation in Uganda: Implications | January
Frank Ellis, Odd- for Growth, Income Distribution, Local | 2004
Helge Fjeldstad & | Government Revenue and Poverty
Vegard Iversen Reduction
36 Nichodemus Supply Response of Selected Export| October
Rudaheranwa, Commodities in Uganda 2003
Lawrence
Bategeka,
Margaret Banga &
Ashie Mukungu
37 Nichodemus Beneficiaries of water service delivery in | October
Rudaheranwa, Uganda 2003
Lawrence Bategeka
& Margaret Banga

26










