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Executive Summary

1. Somalia is emerging from 25 years of political instability and economic difficulty but hard data is
lacking for evidencebased planningThe civil war and ongoing conflict that started in 1991 fragmented
the country, undermined political institutions, areteated widespread vulnerability. The conflict has
eroded the statistical infrastructure and capacity, leaving policy makers and donors to operate in a
statistical vacuum due to the lack of reliable ddtathe absence of representative household surveyts

much was known about povert¥he lack of information poses a threat to the design and implementation
of policies and programs needed to support econoregilience andlevelopmentas well agssistance in

the event of shocks.

2. The region is currentlydcing a severe and prolonged drought, leaving about half of the population

at acute risk, mostly in rural areas and IDP settlemersod security in the region has been deteriorating

due to poor rainfalbetween October, 2016, and March, 20MWith expeced rain levelsstayingbelow

average irthe April to June 2017 seaspmore than 6 million people will remain acutely food insecure
Geographically, the drought is most severely affecting the southerwaraegions of Bay and Bakool, as

well as rangelanih the North East, leading to crop loss and livestock de&llmput is expected to decline

08 Mndc LISNOSyd Ay uwunanmtd® Ly O2YO0AYlFlA2y gAGK KAIK
is compromisedMore than a quarter of a million people hawalready been internally displaced a
consequence of the drought

Figure0.1: Coverage oSomalihousehold surveyiscluding consumption modules
SLHS, 2013 SHFS, Wave 1 (2018) SHFS, Wave 2 (2017)

Ay
/w’?
H\

Note: The boundaries on the map show approximaieders of Somali prear regions and do not necessarily reflect official
borders, nor imply the expression of any opinion on the part of the World Bank concerning the status of any territory or tt
delimitation of its boundarieg. 2 dzNJX S Y calcufafiok 2 NE Q

3.¢KS 22NIR .lFyl1Qa {2YFfA | A3K CNXBIdzSyoOe { dz2NBSe L
resilience programs to avoid human disaster in future expected drougls2013, a household budget

survey was implemented by the World Bank batering only the Somali population in the North West.

To overcome the lack of datahde World Bankthen implemented the first wave of the Somali High
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Frequency Survey in Sprir016 The survey is representative of 4.9 million Somalis, aadot cover
nomadic people and Somalis living in inaccessible cosffietted areasThis report provides the first
poverty-centered profile of the Somali population based on this datgs&tg beyond but comparing with

the results from North West in 2018 charaterizes the poor and their livelihoods, with a focus on social
protection and remittances, before the onset of the current crisis. 3éwond wave of the Somali High
Frequency Survey is planned for summer, 2@ith expanded coveragacluding nomadslt will offer a
second shapshot capturing the impact of the crisis on livelihoods and inform resilience programs for the
future.

Somalia is one of the least developed countries in Sub Saharan Africa.

4. The Somali population lags behind most lemcome African countries iravailability and access to

basic infrastructure Access to basic infrastructure such as water, sanitation systems, electricity lines and
roads would substantially increase the leveldavelopmentin all Somali regions, particularly in rural
areas Only 58 percent and 10 percent of Somalis have access to an improved source of water and
improved sanitation respectively, compared to an average 69 and 25 percent-indome SulSaharan
countries. mprovements in access to water and sanitation are key for economic and social development.
Water and sanitation aressential for the individual's health, as well for their productive activities, such
as agriculture Inadequate water and sanitath services increas® KA f RNBy Q& SELJ] & dzNB
diseases. In addition, low accessibility to such sendgffeststhe time children need to employ to satisfy

their basiowvater and sanitation needs. By affecting children's health and time allocéiorguality water

and sanitation services negatively influences their educational attainment.

Figure0.2: Poverty incidence in Somali regions (% of population)

[] Not covered by SHFS 2016

Note: The poverty incidenoéeach regionincludedDP settlementsThe boundaries on the map show approximate border
Somali prewar regions and do not necessarily reflect official basdeor imply the expression of any opinion on the pan
the World Bank concerning the status of any tersi or the delimitation of its boundarieg.2 dzZNOSY ! dzii K2 N&

5. Poverty is widespread with every second Somali living in poveity 2016 before the onset of the
current shock Poverty defined as having a total consumption expenditure lower than the international
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poverty line of US$1.90 at 2011 PRRp varies considerably across the Somali population, ranging from
26 to 70 percentRegional differences in poverty between the NortlstH§a7 percent) and the North West

(50 percent) arenuchlarger than urlar/rural variation (45/52 percent)ln urban areas, poverty ranges
from 26 (North East) to 57 percent (Mogadishu). In rural areas, poverty ranges from 34 percent (North
East) to 61 parent (North West). &verty incidence ifighestin IDP settlements where seven out of ten
people arepoor, while more than 1.1 million Somalis, roughly 9 percent of the population, considered
internally displaced

6. Inequality is lower than in lowincome SubkSaharan countriesThe Gini indexmeasuring inequality

as thedispersion in consumption expenditure among the population, is 37, compared to an average value
of 42 in lowincome SukSaharan countries. Inequality in lemcome SukSaharan countries rangé®m

33 (Mali) to 56 (Central African Republic), with 16 of 26 countries having an inequality index between 35
and 49. Within the Somali population, inequality is more pronounced for urban than rural households.
When taking into account urban and rurateas separately, poverty and inequality are positively
correlated: TheNorth Eastregion, where poverty incidence is lowest, has knaest level of inequality,
followed by North West and Mogadishu, and poverty and inequalitpihsettlementare higherthan in

any other subgrop (Figure0.3).

7. Poor households are more likely to be deprived beyond monetary poverand less likely to
participate in the labor market The poor are more likely to be illiterate, to have lower levels of
educational attainment, and to live in dwellings of lower quality, including lack of access to improved
water and sanitation facilities. This relationship between monetayepty and noamonetary indicators

of deprivation holds both within and across regions. Poor households further have poor labor market
outcomes with low labor force participation and high unemployment.

Figure0.3: Inequality and poverty within Somali regions
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8. Improving active labor market participationin particular among womenwill be important to
achieve sustained economic developmen¥ith poverty strongly correlaté with unwanted labor market
outcomes thedifferent reasons for inactivity need to be addressed by a comprehensive approach. Better
access to healthcare can reduce inactivity caused by illness and sicktéds,are among thgrime

cause for inactivity anong Somali merdmproved political stabilitgan address the threat of insecurity,
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another major reason for inactivityAmong womenhousehold work is the main barrier to bett&bor
force participation and employmemutcomes

Poverty in the North Westll between 2013 and 2016 despite a reduction
in remittances but poor rural households are at risk of being left behind.

9. The Somali North Westegion records moderate welfare gains between 2013 and 2016, with
poverty incidence declininground 5 percenage points in urban and rural areas, but a majority remains
poor. Trends in poverty can only be studied fbe North Westregion,home to just over a quarter of
Somaliswherea survey measuring povenyas conducted i2013.Poverty incidence decreasearfboth

urban and rural householddyut remains more widespread in rural aredaa urban areas, poverty
incidence was 52 percent in 2016, down from 57 percent in 2013, compared to rural areas with 64 percent
in 2016, down from 69 percent in 2013. Rural selolds are not only poorer but their average shortfall
from the poverty linds alsolargerat 24 percent than in urban areas at 19 percent in 2016, leaving them
further away from overcoming poverty. Yet, average rural shortfall decreased from 29 panczoi3,

more than in urban areas whose shortfall in 2013 was 20 percent, implying that reduction in monetary
poverty was somewhat larger in rural areas.

Figure0.4: Evolution of poverty in the North Westgion
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10. Thedecrease irrural poverty is unlikely to be associated with remittances, while in urban areas
poverty increasecamongrecipients.Between 2013 and 2016, poverty incidence increased 8 percentage
points amongurban households that received remittances, and decreased 9 percentage points among
urban nonreceivers.In rural areas, poverty incidence decreased largely (23 percentage points) for
receivers of remittances and moderately for noeteivers (4 percentagpoints). The share of poor
households receiving remittances was similar in 2013 and BOtthe average amount received declined.
The urban increase in povergmong recipientsnight be explained by a mixing effect with some urban
receivers graduating fra poverty not requiring remittances anymore and other urban poor households
starting to receive remittances. The reduction in rural poverty is unlikely to be associated with remittances
as a similar number of households received remittances, which on geevare smallerFurthermore,
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the urbanrural gap in terms of share of households receiving remittances decreased for poor and non
poor households between 2013 and 2016

11.The rural poor are increasingly left behind in terms of education relative to fmyor and urban
populationsbetween 2013 and 2016Literacyincreased by 10 percentage points among the urban poor
(from 48 percent to 58 percent) and 6 percentage points for the urbanpwor (from 56 percent to 62
percent) between 2013 and 2016. The irase in the literacy rate in urban areas is likely to be associated
with higher levels of educatiomsthe share of people with no education in urban areas decreased from
44 percent to 41 percent during the same period. In rural areas;pmam householdsnaintained a similar
literacy rate (around 47 percent), yet poor households experienced a decragaltedacyof 6 percentage
points (from 41 percent to 35 percent). A larger share of the rural poor does not have any education in
2016 (65 percent) compad to 2013 (54 percentChanges in the levels of education could be associated
with a different composition of the population in urban and rural ar&dw rural pooin the North West
seem to bancreasingly excludeish terms ofeducationwhichcomplicates their path out of poverty.

Figure0.5: Population without educatian Figure0.6: School attendance
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12.1n order to reduce inequality and poverty, accets, and availability of, key services particularly
education,must be improved for poor household$Vorse educational levelsmongthe rural poor are
probably caused by loweschoolattendance. Between 2013 and 2016, school attendance increased in
urban areas, remagd relatively constant for the rural nepoor population, while it decreased around 8
percentage points (from 52 percent to 44 percent) among the rural poor. Rngvatcess and means to
reap the benefits from education, among other basic services, is crucial to achieve positivenaket
outcomes and to ultimately lift these households out of povehy2016, nearly half of the scheaged
Somali populaon did not attend school due to illnesses, absent teachers, the lack of resources, and
having to help at homeAttendance is more likely for boys than girls, and similar between households
headed by a men and a womarhe emphasis should be on poor and vulnesdibuseholds, since their
educational achievements are lowemnd lowachievementends to be transmitted across generations.
Sustained differences in terms of education between poor andpmor households, together with higher
unemploymentin rural areasmay continue tancreasethe gap. Thus, these challenges must be addressed
soon with programsargeted at the rural poothat provide access and incentives to improve educational
outcomesandcreate employment opportunities
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Remittancesare important and improve soesxonomic outcomes but
often do not reach the ones most in need.

13. Remittances make impdant contributions to welfare, with 1 in 5 Somali households receiving
remittancesand many recipients relying heavilgn these transfes. Remittances are a critical source of
income for one fifth of Somali household who receive them, being the main source of income for more
than half of recipient households. With an average annual value of US$233 per capita among recipients,
these transfes make up around 37 percent of household expenditure on average. This suggests that
recipients rely heavily on remittances and, consequently, are vulnerable to losing this source of income.
Without remittances, many of those households would fall intogroy. In fact, households that receive

less remittances than in the previous year are more likely to be poor, suggesting households struggle to
adjust to such income shocks. A qualitative study supports the notion that remittances income is critical
to households. Many recipient households rely on a single sender and would not know how to afford basic
consumption and services without this source of income. Thus, while remittances boost the welfare of
households fortunate enough to receive them, the lackthier means for generating income puts them

at risk of falling into poverty in case of losing their remittances income.

Figure0.7: Characteristics of recipient households Figure0.8: Value and incidence of remittances
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14. Recipient households are typically urban, wealthier, headed by women, and better educabeit!

their labor market behaviordoes not differ much from that of norrecipients 26 percent of households
headed by women receive remittances, compared to 17 percent of households headed by men. Wealthier
and urban households are more likely to receive remittances and they receive higizeints. Recipient
households are more likely to enroll their children in school and spend more on education, especially
poorer recipient households. Through remittances, poor recipients can offset much of their educational
disadvantage compared to ngpoor householdsThe effect of receiving remittances on labor market
behavior depends on whether household members use these funds to top up income from work or to
substitute work activities, if they can rely on income from remittances. The latter usentftaaces
income implies lower labor force participation (full substitution) and fewer hours on the job (partial
substitution). Despite the fact that remittances are the main source of income for many recipients, there
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is no significant difference in labdorce participation and hours worked between recipients and-non
recipients. Thus, households mainly use remittances as-apdpr their income from work.

15.The Somali labor market does not provide many opportunities to substitute for the receipt of
remittances. The fact that so many households rely on remittances as their main source of income is
testament to a lack of opportunities in the Somali labor market. It further suggests that households cannot
simply take up work or work more hours to offset acoEase in remittances, providing additional evidence

for their vulnerability. While remittances are a critical source of income for recipients, poor access to
decent work opportunities affects many Somali households, recipients or not. Measures to improve
access are key to achieve sustainable welfare in the long term.

16. With recipients less vulnerable to poverty and hunger, remittances serve as a resilience mechanism

Poverty incidence is 18 percentage points lower in recipient households (recipients: &hparon

recipients: 55 percentRecipients have higher consumption levelgerienced hunger in the past month

half as oftenas nonrecipients, and are less likely to lack money to buy fdemittances are providing

families with the resources to cuisim poverty and hunger. This may become critical in adverse situations
fA1S GKS 2y32Ay3 RNRdAdAKGIEZ SKSNB K2dzaSK2f RAQ LIJzNOK

17. Remittances are neither very prevalent nor effective in reducing poverty among the most vulnerable
households that are located in IDP settlementsWhile IDP households are among the poorest
households, only around 7 percerdceive remittancesMany of the recipient IDP households further
sufferedfrom a reduction in thevalueof the remittancegelative to theprevious yeg which can be hard

to compensate. The amounts received are not effective in reducing poverty for recipient IDP households
because they are too small relative to the poverty gap: the average daily per capita value of remittances
for poor IDP buseholds is only 13 percent of their consumption shortfall relative to the poverty line.

Figure0.9: Poverty and hunger among recipients and 1meaipients
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18. Remittances showcase how cash transfers provide an effective means of resilience to adverse
shocks,but they remain largely unavailable to the most vulnerable populations, making the case for
social protection programs to build resilience more broadyhe total value of remittances received
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should be interpreted with cautianThe reported valués lower thanstated by other sources, possipl

due to underreporting but still reveals general pattern®kecipients are better protected from both
monetary and normonetary forms ofdeprivation, leaving them less at risk in the face of shocks like the
ongoing drought. This evidence of beneficial welfare outcomes and resilience derived from remittances
receipt shows that they are an apt means for households to déalivk & dzOK I RASNBR S aKz2 0] :
high reliance on remittances leaves these households vulnerable to the volatility of diaspora incomes and
the uncertainties around sending money to the region. Policies directed at facilitating aridkiey
remittances transfers can reduce this kind of vulnerability but cannot reach far enough. With 15 percent

of the poor and only 7 percent of IDP households receiving remittances, access to such assistance excludes
many people who most need it. This general lackesflience mechanisms can be addressed through
more formal and predictable forms of cash transfers to mitigate the most urgent shortfalls in basic needs,

in particular in the current crisis.

Every second Somali child does not go to school. Especiettijdian in
poor households, this can create a lifetime poverty spell.

19.Like in many parts of the world, Somali children are particularly likely to be pds8. percent of
children (614 years) and 46 percent of youth (28 years) live in households withtal consumption
expenditure below the poverty line. In line with the general finding of better welfare conditions in the
North East region, the lowest child and youth poverty incidence are found in that area. Child and youth
poverty is substantially lowen small households, households with an educated household head, and
households that receive remittances.

Figure0.10: Child poverty by region Figure0.11: Youth poverty by region
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20. Almost 4 out of 5 children are deprived in at least one dimensiai® percent of children and 85
percent of youth are deprived in at least one dimension, while 47 and 54 peacendeprivedin two
dimensionsor more, respectively. Deprivation is concentrated in rural areas of North West and IDP
populations. For childrergonsumption deprivation is the most common type of deprivation in urban
areas and IDP camps, while the lack of access to improved water source is most prevalent in rural areas.
Along with the lack of access to information, consumption deprivation is meleyant for youths in
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Mogadishu and urban areas of North Wedsack of ecess to an improved water source is the second most
common deprivation in rural areas of North West and North EastatidP settlements.

21 Nearly half of Somali children and youttio not currently attend school, and school attendance is

less likely in poor householdsEducation is a powerful tool to improve the wellbeing of future
generations. However, 47 percent of the children and 45 percent of youth do not attend school, with
attendance lower in IDP settlements. Moreover, poor children are less likely to attend school (46 percent)
compared to children living in nemoor households (63 percent). Thus, children from poor households
face bigger obstacles to overcome poverty in trault life. Children and youth that live in households
that receive remittances have a higher school attendance by 13 and 17 percentage points, respectively,
and recipient households spend more on education than-remipients, particularly among the poare
households. School attendance is further 30 percent less likely for children and youth when the head of
their household has no education. The most common reasons for not attending school are illnesses,
absent teachers, lack of resources, and, among tath; having to help at home. Efforts aimed at
increasing educational outcomes should be aimed at these constraints to attendance.

Figure0.12: Child school attendance Figure0.13: Youth school attendance
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22.Poor children and children in IDP settlementsften grow upin an environment of poor sanitary
conditions,with adverse consequences foneir health andfuture productivity. Less than half of children
and youth drink water from a piped sourcghildren and youth living in rural areas are much less likely to
treat the water they usdrom anunprotectedwater source Most children and youtlin IDP camps and
rural parts ofthe North West rely on other water sources. Water agahitation conditions can havarge
impact on health andfuture productivity, and thus, on future poverty status. Regional disparities and
dire conditions especiallyin IDP settlements anth rural areas inNorth West make itmore difficultto

lift households out of poverty.

23. Breaking the intergenerationapoverty cyclerequires improving conditions for children and youth
especially with respect to educatiarin the current environment, children are disadvantagediative to

older generations, with children from poor households facing a particularly severe disadvantage to
overcoming poverty and deprivatioithis disadvantage will likely translate into poverty in thdult lives.

In light of the overwhelmingly young Somali population, this will become an extraordinary development
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challengeBarriers to educational opportunities and basic servivest be addressed now with dedicated
and specific programs to create drang environments and opportunities for disadvantaged children and
youth. Priority should be given to programs which aim to break the intergenerational transmission of
poverty by addressinipw levels of educationpoor health and poor housing conditions

A social protection program couklchthe ones most in need, and help
break out poverty over generations, but would comelegfty cost.

24.The absence of effective, resiliendmiilding social protection programs exacerbates the effect of
shocks on livelihoods, putting millions of Somalis at risk in the current severe droudhte data
collected in 2016 shows that a large number of vulnerableseholds lack access to effective mechanisms

for coping with shocks. The result of this has manifested in the many people at risk in early 2017 following
several severe droughts. Recurrent natural shocks like these droughts caused fiy \EilINiontirue to

test the resilience of the Somali population in the future. In the aftermath of the current shock, designing
a welktargeted and effective social protection program that can work in the local context will be one of
the overarching objectives to avoidpeated famines and, more generally, to open up a sustainable path

to poverty reduction and shared prosperity.

25. Remittances can help to smooth shocks and improve welfare conditions, yet they have a limited
impact on the most vulnerableRemittances are d-centralized and not targeted to the most vulnerable
householdsOften they are distributed within clan networks, excluding exactly those that have lost their
social support networkStill, nearly 43 percent of the Somali population is poor and doesateive any
remittances. Furthermore, remittances are volatile and, thus, do not necessarily scale with needs. For
example, the change in regulations for international bank transfers to Somalia created uncertainty around
remittances at the time of the emeingg drought.

26. A transparent social protection program like airdct cash transfercan help to reach the most
vulnerable population While donor support for the Somali population is considerable, local capacity to
efficiently absorb the investment and dediv services are limited. In addition, political economy
challenges can weaken the effectiveness of programs or delay their implementation. Therefore, a
transparentsocial protectionprogram can be a good alternative to reach the most vulnerable. While
direct cash transfers have limitations, especially where services are unavailable rather than just
inaccessible, simulating the cost and impact of such programs serves as a benchmark helping to better
understand fundamental tradeffs that will also apply toleernative social protectionprograms.Cash
transfers are only one alternative, and further analysis is needed given the complexity of designing and
implemening a social protection program.

27. A largetargeted social protection progranto reduce povertyby 19 percentage pointsfrom 51 to

32 percent, would comeat a high cost of US$T. billion. Given widespread and deep poverty, a social
protection program with considerable impact on poverty would require substantial figndusing
observable household charteristics to target poor households, a uniform annual transfer of US§&67
capitato all eligible households would reduce povertyI®percentage points. Poverty among the most
vulnerable households in rural areas and HeRlements would decline b6 and 2 percentage points,
respectively. As for any targeted programs, there would be some leak@ger@ent of poor households
would be excluded while3percent of nonpoor households would be included into the prografhe
costs of such a program,3$ 17 billion, representing around2percent of GDPis high but of similar
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magnitude as net official development assistance anq@as$ 1.3 billion in 20)5Thisbenchmark gives
an idea about the effort and resources needed to have substantial ingwapbverty.

Figure0.14: Impact of SSNs on poverty incidence Figure0.15: Cost of SSNs in all the Somali regions
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28. A smaller transfer amount is less costly but cannot lift the very poor out of poveRgducing the
transfer amount to US$ 80er capitawill half the overall costs for poverty reduction t&5$871 million.
However, such aransfer amount will only reduce poverty from 51 percent to 44 percéBipercent of
thosethat would be lifted out of poverty with a uniform annual transfer of US$ ®sald remain poor
Furthermore, the poverty line is an approximate co$living stané@rd and should be treated as such.
Thus, the exact amount for a transfer should be derived from a contextual analysis of needs and their
costs. Also, the targeting approach needs to emerge from a discussion of the objective of a social
protection program.Targeting only the very poor with a larger transfer can be more suitable depending
on the obijective.

29. Protecting the poor in times ba shock like a drought isnore expensive than just lifting poor
households out of povertyBuilding resilience is important to protect protective assets from being sold

in times of a shock. A 10 percent consumption shock across all households would increzssdied a

social protection program to reduce povettythe same level of Bpercent from US$ 1.7 billion to around

US$ 2.Million. It is worth noting that the 10 percent shock increases the cost of a comparable social
protection program by 17 percent. This large elasticity is due to a large number of households that were
almost poor i 2016 but are likely to be pushed into poverty by a shock like the current drought.

A more irdepth analysis wilbrovide evidence fanore specific policy
recommendationtowards poverty reduction

30. A Somali Poverty Assessment is planned to provide mordépth analysis to better inform policies

and programs This poverty profile focuses on descriptive statistics to provide a snapshot of poverty and
other socieeconomic indicators. The analysis #&d to make general recommendations with respect to
poverty reduction programs. A more-RSLIG K 'yl feaAra |ft2y3 GKS tAySa
messages is planned, taking advantage of the second wave of the Somali High Frequency Survey that is
implemented in summer, 2017.
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Introduction

1. Somalia is emerging from more than two decades of political instabila&gter independence in 1960,
Somalia transitioned towards an autocratic regime that finally collapsed in 1991. The following civil war
wiped outthe central state and created a power vacuum that was quickly filled by local warring factions.
Between 1995 and 2000 Somalia witnessed the emergence of regional administrations. Somaldand self
declared independence in 1991, followed by Puntland in tletheast declaring itself a regional
administration in 1998. In this period, security improved and economic development accelerated slightly,
while internal displacement increased. The first significant central state institution, the Transitional
Federal @vernment (TFG), was formed in 2004 but political instability and violence continued especially
in the southern regions. After several setbacks and the expiration of the transitionary mandate of the TFG,
the Federal Government of Somalia (FGS) was ficralited in 2012 followed by a relatively more stable
period. After peaceful elections in 2016, a new Government was formed in 2017 committed to embark on
a development trajectory.

2. The prolonged period of instability created a highly vulnerable populatioh X2 million people.
According to the 2012 UNFPA Population Estimation Survey (PESS), 42 percent of Somalis live in urban
areas, 23 percent live in rural areas, 26 percent are nhomadic, and 9 pegjeesitabove 1 milliog

internally displaced. Outside ofhan areas, three typeof livelihood zones make up the vast majority of

the landmass: pastoral and agpastoral livelihood zones inland, and fisherzesmieson the coast. In the

South, the Juba and Shabelle rivers provide irrigation for more sustaimetlage.

3. Avibrant but largely informaprivate sectoris the result of the longabsence of a functioning state.
During the period of civil conflict and in the absence of a central government, the Somali economy
continued to grow at a moderate paéd.hs performance can be explained by statelessness following the
collapse of the previous predatory regith&he lifting of state constraints on private enterprise led not
only to improved economic performance but also to private sector provision of semviciesr would
otherwise be provided by the public sector. Several economic activities including telecommunications,
money transfer businesses, livestock exports, and localized electricity services grew well during this
period. The disintegrationof the stae did not result in a complete economic collajisgart due tothe

large scale oummigration of skilled Somalis who sent back part of their earngogsated in much more
productive foreign environmentsas remittances. Remittances grew from a negligéteount in 1990 to
about 24 percent of GDP in 2G1nformal institutions based on clan networks provided the functions of
secure property rights and contract enforcement.

4. {2YIFf Al Q4 3INEP A4 a eshrRaGaiUsSH6 bilidkih Ra#@dquivaleritto US$503 per

capita? In current per capita dollar terms, among SBhharan, lowh y 02 YS 02 dzy i NA Saz {2 Yl
is larger than The Gambia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Niger, Central
African Republic, and Burundiaking it the 9 poorest country of theegion Figure0.10 ® { 2pek f A | Qa

! Estimatesindicate that theSomali nominal GDP in 204/AsUS$5.9 billion. In 1990, GDP was estimated at US$1.03

billion. These estimates imply an average annual growth rate in excess of 4 percent duringetoep@siod.

2¢KS LIaAlABS AYLI OGO 2F wadaliStSaaySaaqQ 2y GKS SoOz2yz2vye
J of Comp. Econ. 2007; Powell, Benjamin et al. J of Econ. Behav. and Org. 2008.

3 http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/somalia/overview.

41dem.
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capita income is on average 20 to 40 percent higher than GDP per capaegeisflows of remittances

allow households to top up owgenerated income as measured by GDPgaguita.According to thanost

recentWorld Banlestimates,{ 2 YI t Af  YRQ& D5t ¢l & | { bmdcPudantd f A2y A
put its GDP at US$1.3 billion in 2G10.

Figure0.1: GDP per capité&ubSaharan low income countries
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and foreign direct investmerft Remittances are estimated at between US$1.2 and US$2 billion today,
equivalent to 23 to 38 percent of GDP. Remittances as a source of income have been important in
cushioning household economies, creating a buffer against shocks (drought, trade bans)aimte

warfare). Remittances fund direct consumption, including education and health, and some investment,

mostly in residential construction, and allow Somalia to sustain its high consumption rates and to finance

a large trade deficit.

6. The region is cuently facing a severe and prolonged drought, leaving about half of the population

at acute risk of famine, mostly in rural areas and IDP settlemeritsod security in the region has been
deteriorating due to poor rainfall in the Octob&ecember 2016 seasolLow levels of rainfall are forecast

for the April to June 2017 season. According to the World Food Programme, in January 2017 around 3
million people were not consuming the minimum food requirements, while 3.3 million more were in need

of assistance tavoid the crisis. According to the Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWS NET) and
Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit (FSNAU), famine (IPC Phase 5) is likely if the rain levels are below
the average in the April to June 2017 season. Geogrdphitiae drought is most severely affecting the
southern prewar regions of Bay and Bakool, as well as rangeland in the North East, leading to crop loss
and livestock deaths, and output is expected to decline by 10.6 percent in 2017 according to World Bank
AYGSNYFt SadAaAYFdiSaoe Ly O2Y0AYlFGA2y AGK KAITK LINA
compromised.In addition 257,000 people have been internally displaced as a consequence of the
drought”’

5 Somalia Economic Outlook.
8 FAO (2013).
" http:/ireliefweb.int/report/somalia/somaliadroughtresponsesituationreport-no-1-24-march2017.
18
Document of the World Bank



7. In the absence of representative household sess not much was known about povertyThe

Somalia Socioeconomic Survey 2002 was the last Sewidkarepresentative Survey. Existing data
sources are mostly limiteto food and nutrition survey conducted by FSNAU and FAO, and a range of
other smaller surgys implemented by organizations operating in Somalia. In 2012, the first nationwide
Population Estimation Survey (PESS) was implemented preparing for a census. Somaliland carried out a
household budget surve{SLHS) 2013, which generated muateeded imicators, including poverty
estimates, but the sample is not representative and did not cover nomads and Internally Displaced
Persons (IDPgJigure0.2). The lack of datémpedesthe design and implementation of policies and
programs needed to support economic development and assistance in the event of severe shocks.

Figure0.2: Coverage of household surveys in Somali regions

LHS, 201 HFS, Wave 2 (2017
SLHS, 2013 SHFS, Wave 1 (2018) SHFS, Wave 2 (2017)

Blasmme ettt o [t el
Note: The boundaries on the map show approximate borders of Somaligpreegions and do not necessarily reflect official
borders, nor imply the expression of awpinion on the part of the World Bank concerning the status of any territory or the
delimitation of its boundaries.
{2dz2NOSY ! dziK2NBEQ O £ Odzf | GA2Y

8. The World Bank implemented the first wave of the Somali High Frequency Survey in 20%6.
survey was administered to 4,117 households distributed among rural and urban areas, and IDP
settlements.The geographical coverage has bamproved compared to the SLHS in 2qERjure0.2).
However, the sample still is not fully representative of the Somali population as it exclodesdic
households and households in insecure aréagpendiy.® Therefore, the presented data should be
interpreted with respect to the urban and rural as well as IDP population covered by the survey.
Extrapolations towards the overall Somali population should only be made cautiously given that the
nomadic population is likely to be different from the urban, auand IDP population with similar
reservations for the population living in insecure and, thus, not covered areas. Even for the safer areas,
new solutions had to bdeveloped to overcome challengeseated by the fragile context and weak data
infrastructure including the absence of a sample fra@®x 1).The success of this edtlished survey
infrastructure offers an opportunity to implement additional waves of the survey with expanded
coverage. Wave 2 will include for the first time the Somali nomaditiationas well as additional urban

8 Nomadic householdpresentabout one third of the Somali population.
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and rural areasThe survey, funded by the Somali Multi Partner Trust Fund, ectsgbto be administered
in the summer of 2017.

9. Somali regions have been aggregated into distinct geographical areas: North West, North East,
Mogadishu and IDP Settlement$\North West includes the prevar regions of Awdal, Sanaag, Sool,
Togdheer, and Woqooyi Galbeed. North East includes the regionsugdlNBari, and Mudug. IDP
settlements include all settlements internally displaced persorscated in Mogadishu, North West and
North East. Finally, Mogadishu includes all the households located in the capital with the exception of IDP
settlements® In addition to geographical regions, the Somali population has been further divided into
three livelihood types urban, rural, and internally displaced settlements (IDPs). The Somali High
Frequency Survey is representative of 4.9 million Somaktis.nomadicpeople and Somalis living in
inaccessibleonflict-affected areammount to a population 06.5 million that wasnot surveyed byVave

1 ofthe SHF@Figure0.3).1°

Box1: INNOVATIONS TO OVEREM®ATA COLLECTIGMIAENGES

Data collection is the Somali regions is challenging due to insecurity in someFaste.-face time
is limited to about 60 minutes while a full consumption questionnageallytakes 90 to 120 minutes.
Alsq limited field access makemonitoring of data quality difficulThese challenge/ere overcome
by a newly developed methodology to collect consumption data in 60 minates withthe design
of a remote reaktime data monitoring system

The survey was implemented using tabletsas/ey devices (CAPI). Interviews were conducted us
SurveyCTO Collect on the tablet with data transmitted to a secure server in a cloud com|
environment.GPS tracker helped to track devices using a web interfacBarcode Scanner allowe:
to usebarcodes for the identification of enumeratq@nd a parental control application provided
safe contained working environment for enumerators.

The new solutions were tested in a pilot survey in MogadiBhplementing these innovations in the
Somali Hih Frequency Survey ensured high data quality despite limitations for field monijtasn
the infrastructure offers a modern data collection system that can be used to fill the most impol
data gaps. This seip enabled remote data quality managemeaty-the-fly processing and analytics
The newly developed Rapid Consumption methodology was applied to estimate poverty bas
short 63minute interviewsThe success of this established survey infrastructure offers an opportt
to implement additionalvaves of the survey with expanded coverage

9Wave | of the SHFS covered the followingvpae regions: Awdal, Banadir, Bari, Mudug, Nugaal, Sanaag, Sool,
Togdheer, and Woqgooyi Galbeed.

0 The prewar regions not included in this study are: Bakool, Bay, Galgaduud, Gedo, Hiraan, Lower Juba, Lower
Shalelle, Middle Juba and Middle Shabeli¢hile the survey also did not include all Somali IDPs, the surveys IDP
population was deemed representative of all IDPs.
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10. The poverty profile presents thefirst Somaliwide assessment of welfare conditionghe poverty
profile is structured in the following way: Part | explores the monetary andmonetary dimensions of
poverty in Somali regions, as well as the evolution of welfare conditions in the North West region between
2013 and 2016. Part éinalyzes in detail setted topics: the role and dynamic of remittances, child and
youth poverty and social protection measures to increase resilience and reduce poverty.

Figure0.3: Coverage of the SHFS
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Partl: Overview of poverty
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1. Monetary Poverty

KEY MESSAGES

Poverty is widespread with every second Somali living in povertyand almost 1 in 3 facing
conditions of extreme poverty Povertyvaries considerably across different segments of the ¢
populationrandgngfrom 26 to 70 percenwith regional disparities exceeding differences between
and rural areas. Widespread poverty and a moderate poverty gap of 22 percent irGoiealinang
far from overcoming poverty.

Somalis living in IDP settlements face most widespread and deepest povertyut of 10 internally
displaced live in poverty and 1 in 2 live in extreme poverty, placing them among the poorest p
in SubSahean lowincome countries.

Inequality is lower than in most lowincome African countries but many nonpoor are at risk of
falling into poverty in case of an adverse shock to consumptiowith a Gini index 087 percent
inequality is considerably below the 42 percent average. Low inequality is owed to homoger
of consumption, leaving even saoor Somalis not very far from the poverty line. As a result,
percent adverse shock to consumption would raipevery rate by 6 percentage points.

A more comprehensive analysis will be included in the Somali Poverty Assessmehying on
data fromWave 1 and Wave 2 of the SHFBhe analysiwill consider adult equivaleneasures of
monetary poverty considerinighin household economies of scale. The analysis will also expan
profile of the vulnerable populatiand the impact of the drought on livelihoods. This will help to
a more robust and comprehensive picture of poverty.

11.1 in 2 Somali people are poor, with almost one third facing conditions of extreme poveBY.
percent of the Somali population lives in conditions of povéRigurel.5), as defined by having a total

daily per capita consumption expenditure lower than the international poverty line of US$1.90 at 2011
PPP, which equals 34,341 Somali Shillirgsdpy per persn in 2016 (Box)2! Further, 31 percent of
Somalis have a total daily per capita consumption expenditure of less than US$1.25, expressed at 2011
PPP, leaving them in conditions of extreme poverty. At 31 percent of the total Somali population, the
share ofthe extreme poor makes up a full 60 percent of the poor population. Hence, while a large share
of the Somali population is poor, a majority of the poor face extreme poverty, having to overcome a
formidable consumption shortfall if they are to escape payéFigurel.8).

12. Widespread poverty, combined with a moderate poverty gap, leaves many Somalis far from
overcoming povertyThe overall poverty gap for the Somali poor is 22 percent of the poverty line or 7,383
Somali Shillings a day, where the poverty gap index measures the average gap between total consumption

I we compute the value of the international poverty line in 2016 Sh. using the 2011 So.Shf8eP®dmali
Consumer Price Index increase between 2011 and 2016, and the 2016 nominal exchange rate between the Somali
Shilling and the US Dollar.
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expenditure of the poor and the poverty line, as a percentagéefgoverty line. The poverty gap of 22
percent suggests that many of the poor are far from the poverty line and need a significant increase in
their consumption to move out of poverty, reflective of the fact that many Somalis live in extreme poverty.
The ®verity of poverty, estimated at 11.4 percent, is further testament to disparities in consumption
among the poor populatiof? As a theoreital benchmark for addressing this situatigithe poor could

be perfectly targeted, an annual subsidy of around LJ$®illion would be necessary to lift all the Somali
poor out of poverty (see Chapter Sociaprotection).

Figurel.l: Crosscountry comparison ofqyvertyincidence Figurel.2: Crosscountry comparisof poverty and GDP
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13. At 51 percent, the poverty rate is in line with the regional average of liweome countries across
SubSaharan AfricaThe unweighted average poverty headcount rate of-loaome countries in Sub
Saharan Africa, based on the latest available estimates from World Bank Open Data, is 51 percent, equal
to the Somali overall poverty headcount ratgdurel.1). This relationship also holds when controlling for

12The poverty severity index is defined as the average squared poverty gap.

24
Document of the World Bank



O2dzy G NA SaQ Bigutel. 2 35Nwewkk, thirdiis corsiderable variation in poverty underlying
the SubSaharan lowincome country average. In monetary terms, Somalis are considerably better off
than the poorest countries in the sample, Burundi and Malafviwhose population 78 percent live in
poverty. In contrast, the Somali poverty rate is 17 percentage points higher than that of neighboring
Ethiopia (34 percent), and 30 percentage points higher than that of Zimbabwe (21 percent). In a similar
fashion, the Somali poverty gap index at 22 percent is in keeping with theSablaran lowncome
average of 20 percent, where once again there are large differences underlying the regional average
(Figurel.3 andFigurel.4).

14.Poverty varies considerably across the Somali population, ranging from 26 to 70 percent, with
regional disparities exceeding those between urban and rural ardam 2 people in North West and 57
percent in Mogadishu are below the poverty line, making it about twice as likely to be poor therathan
North Eastat 26 percem(Figurel.5). This relationship also holds for the povertypodrigurel.6). Indeed,
poverty in North East is more similar to povertyngighboring Ethiopia (34 percent) than to other Somali
regions.With a poverty rate of 52 percent and a poverty gap index of 20 percentutia¢populationis
poorerthan theurbanpopulation, at 45 percent and 17 percent, respectively. Howethés difference is
less pronounced than the differensacrossregions

Figurel.5: Poverty incidence Figurel.6: Poverty gap
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15. Poverty is most widespread and deepest in IDP settlememténost3 in 4peopleare poorin IDP
settlements and 1 in 2 are extremely poor, which is equivalent to two thirds of poor people, and reflected
in an average povertgap of 36 percenfFigurel.5, Figurel.6 and Figurel.8). Consequently, inequality

is higher among the displacgmbpulationthan among the other groups of the Somali populat{éigure

1.10). IDP household members are thus among the poorest populations, compared to oth@rdome

B The countries used for regidneomparison are all the African lémcome countries as defined by the World Bank:

Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea,
Ethiopia, Gambia, Guinea, Guifigiasau, Liberia, Madagasddalawi, Mali, Mozambique, Niger, Rwanda, Senegal,

Sierra Leone, South Sudan, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, and Zimbabwe. For each country, we include the most recent
available year for each indicator.
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SubSaharan African countrieFigurel.1 and Figurel.3), andthey are at a particularly highsk befae
the onset of the current shock and likely in need of urgent assistance

BoX2: THE INTERNATIONAL ERYY LINE

The international poverty line was introduced in the 1990 World Development Report, with
purpose of measuring absolute poverty in a consistent way across different couttsieg) data on
33 national poverty lines for the 1970s and 1980s (for both developed and developing econo
Ravallion, Datt, and van d&®alle proposed a line of US$ 0.76 a day at 1985 HirR value representec
the predicted poverty line for thpoorest country in the sample.

Subsequently, the proposed a higher line of US$ 1.02 a day, which found more internati
consensus since it was more representative of the poverty lines kinlosmne countries and it became
the US$1 a dalne. Throughouthe years, the poverty line has been revised three times, as new
of PPPs have become availalffiest from US$ 1 to US$ 1.08 at 1993 PPPs, then to US$ 1.25 at
PPPs, and finally to its current value, US$ 1.90 at 2011 PPPs. The US$ 1.25 lirggnakyg defined
as the unweighted average of the national poverty lines for the fifteen poorest countries (see Ray
et al. 2009). The computation of the current international poverty line was obtained in a similar fa:
by: 1) Taking those nationgboverty linesconsidering inflatiorto 2011, 2) Converting the national
poverty linego real US$ using the 2011 PPPs; and@yputing the simple average of the 15 nation
poverty lines, resulting in a value of US$ 1.88 per person per day, roundedigsta.90.

The increase in the value of the international poverty line, from US$ 1.25 to US$ 1.90, can be
attributed to the lower U.S. dollar purchasing power relative to the purchasing power of the curre
of poorest ountries.This is equivale to saying that US$ 1.90 in 2011 real terms buys approxima
the same basket of goods that could be bought by US$ 1.25 in 2005.

For the Somali population, poverty is estimated usingdtemdardinternational poverty line. As the
poverty line is defing at US$ 2011 PPPs, it must be converted to the currency used to me;
consumption in the survey. First, US$ 2011 are converted into Somali Shilling in 2011 usi
regressiorbased PPP estimate for Somalia. Second, the change in purchasing powenpkiShilling
is considered by estimang inflation from 2011 to 2016Third, the poverty line is converted back i
US$. The resulting poverty line is 1.47 US$ (2016) per day per person.

16. Large disparities in poverty emerge when comparing different Somali regions. These disparities
exceed differences between urban and rural areg#dmost3 in 4peoplelive in poverty in IDRamgs,

with an average poverty gap of 36 percent. Poverty in N@vést and Mogadishu is about twice as high
and twice as deep as poverty in North E@Sgurel.5 and Figurel.6 ). Lower poverty incidence in the
North East region is supported by other welfare indicators (see Chapkéulfidimensional @privation

and Appendix BLower poverty incidence ithe North East regiofor a detailed discussionfPoverty in

rural areas is both mor@idespread and deeper than in urban areas, but this difference is less pronounced
than the difference between regions.
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Figurel.7: Poverty severity Figurel.8: Extreme poverty
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Inequality and vulnerability to shocks

17.With a sizeable share of the nepoor just above the poverty line, many are vulnerable to fall into
poverty in case of adverse shock&.sizeable part of the Somali population consumes just enough to be
currently considered nopoor: The total daily consuption expenditure of around 10 percent of the non

poor is within 10 percent of the poverty line, while that of 19 percent is within 20 percent of the poverty
line, implying poverty is highly elastitBeing just above the poverty line and thus barely dupaverty,
GKSaS asS3ayvySyida 2F GKS LRLMAFTGA2Y NS RSTFAYSR |a
case of an unexpected decrease in consumptibigure 1.9). Consequently, a 10 percent shock to
consumption leads to an increase in poverty of 6 percentage points (57 percent), and a 20 percent shock
implies an additional 4 percentage points increase (61 percent). This findingagiofilar significance in

the current crisis, where several seasons of insufficient rains and widening droughts are affecting the
purchasing power and food security of large parts of the population, making these scenarios indeed
realistic’®

18. Inequalityis lower than in most lowincome African countries, as Somalis generally sharelatively
homogenous level of consumptionnequalityamong the Somali populatioras measured by the Gini
index, is 37 percenf{gurel.10andFigurel.11). Of note, this is significantly lower than the most unequal
low-income countries in SuBaharan Africa, like Rwanda (50 percent) or the Central African Republic (56
percent). On the contrary, inequality levels are similar to least unequal countries in the comparison
sample, such as neighboring Ethiopia (33 percdRé)atively low levels of inequality are owed to rather
homogenous levels of consumption across the Somali population, with many poor and most of the non
poor having moderate expenditure levels.fact, the vast majority of the Somali population, arout®d

Yy AYONBFasS 2F mn LISNOSyid Ay GKS LR2GSNIe tAyS Aa Sljdag
while a 20 percent increase in the poverty line is equivalent to a 17 percent decrease in their consumption. The
consumption elasticitysiequal to approximately 0.5, meaning that pePcentincrease in the value of the poverty

line results, on average, in gé&rcentincrease in the poverty headcount.

15 According to internal World Bank estimates, the current drought is estimasftetb Somaliotal production by

10.6 percent.
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percent, lives on less than US$0 2011 PPP per da@f course, one of the implications of moderate
inequality owed to homogenously low levels of consumption is significant parts of the population are just
above the poverty line and thus correspondshie high vulnerability to shocks discussed earlier.

Figurel.9: Impact of a consumption shock on poverty
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Tablel.1: Totalaverage real consumption (per capita, per day in 2016.US$)

Q5 (Top  Top/bottom

Region QL (_Bqttom Q2 Q3 Q4 quintile)  quintile ratio
quintile)
Mogadishu 0.54 0.92 1.20 1.84 3.58 6.6
North East 0.92 1.58 2.09 2.79 4.90 5.3
North West 0.61 1.01 1.43 2.07 3.65 6.0
Urban 0.62 1.09 1.58 2.29 4.09 6.6
Rural 0.65 0.97 1.38 1.93 3.31 5.1
IDP Settlements 0.33 0.62 0.91 1.35 2.53 7.6
Overall average 0.52 0.94 1.38 2.05 3.76 7.2

SourceAdzii K2 NR& .OF t Odzf F GA2Y

19. Poverty and inequality are positively relatedA clear trend emerges when comparing inequality
across regions and livelihoods: poorer areas are also more unequal. Poverty is least widespread in the
North East, where inequality is also lowest with a Gidexof 32 percent. Here, households in Q5 (the
top 20 percent in terms of consumption expenditure) consume around 5 times more than households in
Q1 (the bottom 20 percent). In stark contraibP settlementsre poorest and at the same tinmaost
unequal where the Gini index is 38 percent and Q5 households have more than 7 times higher
consumption than Q1 householdBigurel.11 and Table1.1). This relationship between poverty and
inequality notably hinges on the consumption levels of the poorest: in regions where poverty is
widespread, inequalitys high because the poorest consume so little that they are much worse off than
wealthier householdsTablel.1). However, while certain some Somalgi@ens are demonstrably more
unequal than others, these variations are within a rather small range, especially when compared to the
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variation in inequality in the sample of lemvcome SukSaharan African countries. As such, even the high
inequality found inDP settlements is still below the average of this comparison group.

Figurel.10: Poverty and inequality between regions Figurel.11: Consumptiondistribution
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20. Inequality in urban areas is higher than in rural areas, driven by wealthy urban individuAfkile

rural areas are overall poorer than urban areas (povbeegdcount rural: 52 percent, urban: 45 percent),

their consumption levels are more homogeneous and hence inequality is lower (Gini rural: 33 percent,
urban: 36 percent This disparity is driven by the wealthier individuals. While Q1 household members
(the bottom 20 percent in terms of consumption expenditure) have almost identical consumption
expenditure in urban and rural areas (rural: US$0.65, urban: US$0.62), members of Q5 households (the
top 20 percent) in urban areas consume 24 percent more than ral areas (rural: US$3.31, urban:
US$4.09Tablel.1). Ofnote, overall trend of a positive correlation between poverty and inequality also
holds for urban areas and rural areas individually.

The characteristics of poor households

21.Poor households have more household members than fmwor householdsIn manyeconomies
poverty increases with household size, as an increasing household size is usually indicative of a higher
number of dependent household members. Tdeerage Somali household has 5.3 mensb@ablel.2).

The difference in household size between poor and-poar households is statistically significant both
acrosgegions and between rural and urban arehsysehold size poor: 6.2, ngpoor: 4.7; TableA.1in

the Appendi¥. In IDP settlements the difference in household size between the poor and thpown
(household size poor: 5.7, nggoor: 5.1) is much smaller than elsewhere and not dfiatidly significant.

In part, this may be due to limited statistical power, given that most IDP households are poor. Further,
this is plausibly a reflection of disrupted household structure marking IDP settlenfRods households
alsohave a higher numbeof dependentsthan nonpoor householdsTablel.3). The age dependency
ratio, defined as the ratio of children and old age dependents to workingpagalation, is1.7in poor
households compared to 1.1 for nguoor householdsOn average, a poor household has twasemany
children (aged €14)asa nonpoor household, while poor households in IDP settlements have three times
as many childremsnon-poor IDPhouseholdsThis implies that children are disproportionately affected

by poverty, an issue which ChapterGhild and youth pverty will explore in depth.
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Figurel.12: Poverty measures by gender of the household head
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Tablel.2: Household demographic attributes: size and dgpendency ratio

Region Household size Age dependency ratio
All Poor Non All Poor Non

Poor Poor
North East 5.1 6.5 4 .8*** 1.5 2.3 1.4
Urban 5.0 6.5 4. T*** 1.5 2.4 1.3
Rural 5.3 6.5 5.0* 2.0 1.8 2.0
North West 5.7 7.1 4 .8*** 1.3 1.7 1.1
Urban 5.81 7.4 4 .8*** 1.3 1.7 1.0
Rural 5.16 6.0 4.3%%% 15 1.7 1.2
Mogadishu 4.8 55 4 Q*** 1.4 1.9 0.9
Urban 5.3 6.5 4.6*%* 1.4 1.9 1.1
Rural 5.2 6.1 46%+ 16 1.7 1.6
IDP Settlements 55 57 5.1 1.3 1.6 0.7
Overall average 5.3 6.2 4.7+ 1.4 1.7 1.1

* ** ++*indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively
{2dz2NOSY ! dziK2NQDR& O £ Odzt | GA2Y

22.Households headed by a woman are lgzsor. Just under half of Somali households are headed by a
woman, and those households are 5 percentage points less likely to be poor overall (poverty incidence
female household head: 49 percent, male household head: 54 peréégire1.12). One plausible
explanation for this finding is that households headed by women are more likely to receive financial
remittances, arguably because workiage men may haveft to work elsewhere, a theme which Chapter

4. Remittanceswill further explore. In addition, disaggregation of the overall average reveals coalsider
heterogeneity across regions and along the runddanIDP divide. Households headed by women are
considerably less poor in rural areas and in the North East. In contrast, they are poorer in urban areas and
poorer than households headed by men in E2fRlements. Households in IDP settlements are also much
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less likely to be headed by a woman in the first place: 6 in 10 households are headed by a woman in rural
areas, compared to 5 in 10 in urban areas and 3 in 10 in IDP settlements.

Tablel.3: Real corsumption (per capita, per day #016US$.

Share of households Total average real consumption
Region headed by a woman Household Household Difference
(percent) head: men  head: woman (percentage
points)
North East 61.0 24 2.5 4
Urban 59.6 25 25 1
Rural 69.2 15 2.3 Blxx*
North West 56.2 1.76 1.75 0
Urban 56.0 1.84 1.79 -2
Rural 57.2 1.35 1.52 13**
Mogadishu 36.0 1.6 1.6 -4
Urban 51.0 1.9 2.0 4
Rural 60.9 1.4 1.8 31w
IDP Settlements 314 1.2 1.0 =21 xxx
Overall average 47.7 1.7 1.8 9

*, ** % indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively
{ 2dzNOSY ! dziK2NQR& OF tf Odzt I GA2Z2Yy

23. Monetary poverty is correlated with worse outcomes along other dimensions of welfare, while it is
lower and less deep for recipients of remittanceBhe Somali poor have worse access to services, poorer
educational outcomes, and are less successful in [#®r market. Chapter 2Multidimensional
deprivation explores noAmonetary dimensions of poverty in detail. In contrasie poverty headcount
rate of recipients of@mittances isl8 percentage points lower than that of noacipient. Similarly, the
poverty gap index for recipients is half of that of A@tipients, implying that poor recipients are closer
to overcoming poverty. Chapter Remittancegurther explores the link between remittances, monetary
and nonmonetary poverty, and resilience.
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2. Multidimensional dprivation

KEY MESSAGES

Poverty strongly correlates with labor market outcomes, level of education, and access
improved quality of dwellings and infrastructurePeople living in North East, where poverty is

widespread and debpyehighest levels eimployment, educational attainment, and access to img
water and sanitation systems. People living in IDP settlements, where pov&rsgveirmpaneost

deprived in all dimensions

Increasing active participationin the labor market is key to impove welfare and decrease
inequality. The most serious obstacles affecting labor force participation areretatfittinsecurity
and disability, each of these constraints warranting specific intervention through social |
measures.

Investments in basic infrastructure, such as water and sanitation systems, aaducation, are
strongly needed in all Somali regions, particularly in rural areaBhe Somali population lags behi
most lowincome African countries iaccess to improved water and samitatand educations
attainment.

The planned Poverty Assessment will provide a more-agepth analysis including a focus on the
gender dimension of poverty and a detailed education analysis including the identified educatic
- health nexus.The gender analg will include nemonetary aspects of poverty and estimate
gender impact on poverty by controlling for observables like education. The gender analys
investigate in more detail the role of women in the economy given their contribtli®mnsfanmal

sector and subsistence farming that are not well reflected in the labor market statistics. The
analysis will analyze constraints to education as well as estimate returns to education to bette
potential entry points to prove educational outcomes with a focus on the identified linkages k
education and health.

24. Monetary and nonmonetary poverty are strongly relateavith poor households often deprived in
multiple dimensions For the Somali population, lack of access to information is the most common type
of deprivation (71 percent of households have no access to information). Monetary poverty is the second
most common deprivation, affecting 45 percent of Somali houseRbltsck of access to an improved
source of water and to education affect 41 and 36 percent of Somali households, respeFEiyetgd.1).

For rural houskolds though, lack of access to an improved source of water is the most common
deprivation, with more than 9 in 10 rural households deprived in this dimension. 9 in 10 Somali households
are deprived in at least one dimension, while 2 in 3 are deprivedanrore dimensionsHigure2.2).
Poverty is a strong indicator of nemonetary deprivation. Households living in rural areas and IDP

1sBecause household size is larger in poor households, the poverty headcount ratio is 51 percent when counting the
single individuals, and 45 percent when considering the single households.
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settlements are B0 much more likely to be more deprived than households living in North East, North
West, and Mogadishur@bleA.3 in the Appendix).

Literacy and Edation

25.The level of literacy and educational attainments of the Somali people is slightly lower than those
of African lowsincome countries, after taking into account differences in GIE3 percent of Somali
people can read and write, compared to an averagile of 56 percent for loincome SubSaharan
countries. 16 percent of Somali people have completed primary school compared to 34 percent in low
income SubSaharan countries, while 7 percent of the population has obtained a secondary education
degree corpared to 19 percent in lovincome SubSaharan countrig(Figure2.3, Figure2.4 and Figure

2.5). Y The literacy rates presented in the analysis have some limitations, since they afenubional

and were selreported by interviewed households.

Figure2.1: Multidimensional deprivation by category
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Figure2.2: Multidimensional deprivations
100 _ — — —
w 80 [ ] ] ]
k=)
o
<
2 60
>
2
= 40
o
X
20
0

NE Urban NE Rural NW Urban NW RuralMogadishu Urban Rural IDP Camps Overall

DAt least 1 DAt least 2 WAt least 3 mAIl 4
Source! dzi K2 NBR Q. OF £t Odzf F GA2Y

26.Poor Somalis have a lower level of literacy and education ththa non-poor population, and the
educational gap between regions and between urban and rural areas is even highes, it is mostly

17 Among lowincome SukSaharan countries, Zimbabwe has the highest literacy rate (87 percent), level of primary
education (81 percent) and secondary education (61 percent), while Niger, Burkina Faso, and Chad have the lowest
level of literacy (19 percent), primary educatiopébcent) and secondary education (6 percent), respectively.
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driven by a geographical lack of accest percent of the poor can read and write, compared to 62
percent of the norpoor (Figure2.7). 13percent among poor Somalis have completed primary education,
compared to 18 percent among the ngoor (Figure2.8 and FigureA.1 in the Appendix). Only 5 and 3
percent of the poor have completed secondary and tertiary education, respectively, compared to 9 and 8
percent among the nopoor (FigureA.2 in the Appendix). Differences in education between rural and
urban areas tend to be larger than differences in education between poor angoon especially for
university and secondary education. People living in North East, where poverty is less widespread and
deep, have the highest level of literacy and primary education; about 10 percentage points and 3
percentage points higher than the overallesiage, respectively. Similarly, people living in Mogadishu have
the highest level of completed secondary and tertiary education. Rural areas in North East show
particularly high level of literacy and primary education when compared to rural areas in Wedh

People living in IDP households, where the poverty incidence and gap are highest, have the lowest literacy
rate, 14 percentage points lower than the overall average.

Figure2.3: Literacy ratan SubSaharan lomwincome countries  Figure2.4: Educational attainmenfprimary) in SubSaharan
low-income countries
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27.Poverty is strongly associated with children enroliment in school, as poor households are less likely
to spend on educationPoor household spends on average US$ 25 per year in education, compared to
US$ 47 for the nopoor (Figure2.11). Only one in two Somali children (52.9 percent) are enrolled in
school against an average of about 70 percent in-ilmvome African countriesF{gure2.6). About 63
percent of children living in nepoor households are enrolled in school, compared to 45 percent for
children living in poor housmlds Figure2.9). Large disparities emerge when comparing enrollment and
educational expenditures across regions. 6 in 10 children are enrollettdolsa North East and North
West, compared to only 4 in Mogadishu and IDP Settlements. Households living in North East spend on
education more than 50 percent and more than 100 percent than households in North West and
Mogadishu, respectivel{?.Disparities in school enrollment between gender are less pronounced than
between poor and no#poor. On average, school enroliment is 4 percentage points higher among boys,

18 Differences in nofiood expenditures across regions (i.e. expenditures in education, health services, electricity, etc.)
may be caused by regional differences in prices, which depend on thgeredapply, demand, and degree of
tradability for that product/service.

34
Document of the World Bank






































































































































































































































































































