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Foreword 
The ZimbabweVulnerabilityAssessmentCommittee(ZimVAC)continuesto undertakeannual livelihoodsassessmentsin fulfilment of Commitment6 of the Foodand Nutrition

SecurityPolicy. Todate, ZimVAChasundertaken10 Urbanand 23 RuralLivelihoodsAssessments. Theassessmentresultshavebecomean important tool for informingand guiding

policiesandprogrammesthat respondto the prevailingfood andnutrition securitysituation. The2023RuralLivelihoodsAssessmentwasguidedby the Governmentof½ƛƳōŀōǿŜΩǎ

unwaveringcommitment to ensuringa national integratedFoodand Nutrition SecurityInformation Systemthat providestimely and reliable information on the food and nutrition

securitysituationandthe effectivenessof programmesandinformsdecision-making.

This report provides updates on pertinent rural ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ livelihoods issues which include demographics, health, nutrition, WASH, social protection, food consumption patterns, 

income sources, income levels, expenditure patterns, coping strategies, shocks and food security. This Rural Livelihoods Assessment places households and their members at the 

centre of analysis and decision making, with the implication that household-centred analysis must play a role in developing an understanding of livelihood strategies, programmes, 

project planning and evaluation. The methodology used in this assessment is contextual and attempts to capture a social phenomena within its social, economic and cultural context, 

whilst acknowledging the complex nature of rural livelihoods.

We continue to express our gratitude to ZimVAC stakeholders for undertaking the assessment, with tremendous support from the  food and nutrition security structures at both 

provincial and district levels. The assessment received financial support and technical leadership from the Government of Zimbabwe and its Development Partners. Without this 

support, the 2023 Rural Livelihoods Assessment would not have been successful. We would like to appreciate the rural communities of Zimbabwe, the local authorities as well as 

Traditional Leaders  for cooperating and supporting this assessment. We submit this report to you for your use and reference in your invaluable work towards addressing priority 

issues keeping many of our rural households vulnerable to food and nutrition insecurity.

George D. Kembo  (Dr.)

FNC Director General/ ZimVAC Chairperson
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Introduction 

ÅZimVAC livelihoods ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎΩ results continue to be an important tool for informing and guiding policies 

and programmes that respond to the prevailing food and nutrition security situation. 

ÅZimVAC plays a significant role in fulfilling Commitment Six of the Food and Nutrition Security Policy (GoZ, 

2012), in which the άDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ of Zimbabwe is committed to ensuring a national integrated Food and 

Nutrition Security Information System that provides timely and reliable information on the food and 

nutrition security situation and the effectiveness of programmes and informs decision-ƳŀƪƛƴƎέ.

Å It has become mandatory for FNC to coordinate annual livelihoods updates with the technical support of 

ZimVAC.
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Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee 
(ZimVAC) 

ZimVACis a consortiumof Government, Development Partners, UN, NGOs, Technical  Agencies and the Academia. It was established

in 2002and is led and regulated by Government. It is chaired by FNC,a departmentin the Officeof the President and Cabinet

whosemandateis to promote a multi-sectoralresponseto food insecurityand nutrition problemsin a mannerwhich ensuresthat

everyZimbabweanis free from hungerandall formsof malnutrition.

ZimVACsupportsGovernment,particularlyFNCin:

Å Conveningandcoordinatingnationalfood andnutrition securityissuesin Zimbabwe.

Å Mappinga practicalwayforwardfor fulfilling legalandexistingpolicycommitmentsin food andnutrition security.

Å AdvisingGovernmenton the strategicdirectionin food andnutrition security.

Å UndertakingaάǿŀǘŎƘŘƻƎǊƻƭŜέand supportingand facilitating action to ensuresector commitmentsin food and nutrition are

kept on trackthrougha numberof corefunctionssuchas:

Á Undertakingfood andnutrition assessments,analysisandresearch;

Á Promotingmulti-sectoralandinnovativeapproachesfor addressingfood andnutrition insecurity,and:

Á Supportingandbuildingnationalcapacityfor food andnutrition securityincludingat sub-nationallevels.
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Assessment Rationale

The assessment results will be used to:

Å Inform planning for targeted interventions to help the vulnerable people, given the prevailing situation in the country as well as their long 

term vulnerability context. 

Å Inform short, medium and long term interventions that address immediate and long term needs as well as building resilient livelihoods.

Å Monitor and report towards commitments within the guiding frameworks of existing national food and nutrition policies and strategies 

among them the National Development Strategy 1, the Food and Nutrition Security Policy and the Zero Hunger Strategy. 

Å Monitor interventions to ensure adherence to the principles spelt out in regional and international frameworks which Zimbabwe has 

committed itself to, which include the Comprehensive African Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) and the SDGs. 

Å Guide early warning for early action.
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Purpose

The overall purpose of the assessment was to provide an annual update on livelihoods in

½ƛƳōŀōǿŜΩǎrural areas, for the purpose of informing policy formulation and programming 

appropriate interventions. 
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Objectives 
The specific objectives of the assessment were: 

1. To estimate the population that is likely to be food insecure in the 2023/24 consumption year, their geographic 

distribution and the severity of their food insecurity. 

2. To assess the nutrition status of children of 6 ς 59 months. 

3. To describe the socio-economic profiles of rural households in terms of characteristics such as their demographics, 

access to basic services (education, health services and water and sanitation facilities), assets, income sources, incomes 

and expenditure patterns, food consumption patterns and consumption coping strategies. 

4. To determine the coverage of humanitarian and developmental interventions in the country.

5. To determine the effects of shocks experienced by communities on food and nutrition security. 

6. To identify development priorities for communities.
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Contextual Analysis - Background
Å Ruralcommunitiescontinueto be exposedto both systemicand idiosyncraticshocks. Thiscallsfor ongoingmonitoring of the food and nutrition

situationasit evolves.

Å The2022/2023seasonwascharacterisedby anearlyonsetof rainsin mostpartsof the country. However,the Mashonalandprovincesexperienced

a rather late onsetof the season.

Å Theearliesteffectiverainswere receivedtowardsthe endof November2022in the centralandnorthern partsof the country. Most southernparts

of the country experiencedtheir onset from the third dekadof December2022. The bulk of the cerealcrops were planted in Novemberand

December2022.

Å Cyclone Freddy, which formed in the Indian Ocean in late January 2023, brought heavy rains and strong winds to parts of eastern Zimbabwe, 

causing damage to crops and infrastructure. The cyclone also triggered landslides and mudslides in some areas, displacing people. 

Å According to the aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ [ŀƴŘǎΣ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΣ ²ŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩǎ нлно нnd Round Crop, Livestock and Fisheries Assessment 

Report, there was a 59% increase in food crops production compared to last season. The total cereal production was 2 579 247 MT against a

national cereal requirement of 1 837 742 MT for human consumption and 450 000 MT for livestock. 

Å BetweenApril andMay2023, food pricesgenerallyincreasedacrossthe country,mainlyin ZWL.

Å Theincreasingfood pricescontinueto limit householdpurchasingpower,particularlyhouseholdsthat aredependenton marketpurchasesfor food.
13



Government,throughthe Ministry responsiblefor Financehasalsoput in placea numberof measureswhichresultedin the following:

Å Total foreign currencyreceipts for the period Januaryto 31 December2022 amounted to US$11.6 billion comparedto US$9.9 billion

receivedduringthe sameperiodin 2021, representinga 17.3%increase.

Å Month-on-month inflation declinedfrom 0.7%in January2023to -1.6%in February2023and 0.1%in March 2023. Themonth-on-month

inflation rate in April 2023 was 2.4 percent gaining2.3 percentagepoints on the March 2023 rate of 0.1 percent. Annual inflation also

declinedfrom 101.5%in January2023to 92.3%in February2023andfurther downto 87.6%in March2023.

Å Economicgrowth is forecastat 3.8% in 2023, largelypremisedon the anticipatedincreasein mining output supportedby the favourable

international commodity prices. The recoveryof the agriculture sector, following the drought-induced fall in outturn thus far, is also

expectedto contributesignificantlyto growth in 2023(RBZ,2023).

Å Governmentincreasedaccessto foreigncurrencyto the formal bankingsystemthroughthe willing-buyerwilling-sellerpolicyaswell asthe

DutchAuctionSystem.

Economic Stabilisation Measures
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Government Mitigatory Measures
Governmentremainedcommitted to ensuringthat every Zimbabweanis free from hunger and all forms of malnutrition and led the

implementationof the followingmeasuresto ensurefood securityfor all people:

a) Supporting the vulnerable groups through the SustainableLivelihoodsProgramme,distribution of food aid (in-kind) and cash

transfers; cashtransferfor cereals,harmonisedsocialcashtransfers.

b) Removingrestrictionson food importation (Statutory Instrument 80 of 2023): Removalof import duty on cookingoil, maizemeal,

milk, sugarandrice,amongother basiccommoditiesto ensureaffordabilityof essentialfoodstuffs.

c) Easingof restrictions on maize grain trade (Statutory Instrument 56 of 2023) thus increasingmaizegrain flows and improving

availability.

d) Accelerationof rural industrialisationand rural development: EightPresidentialProgrammeswerebeingimplementedto accelerate

rural industrialisationand rural development- PresidentialClimate-Proofed Inputs Scheme,PresidentialClimate-Proofed Cotton

Scheme,PresidentialRural DevelopmentProgramme,PresidentialBlitz Tick GreaseScheme,PresidentialCommunity Fisheries

Scheme,PresidentialPoultryScheme,PresidentialGoatSchemeandVision2030AcceleratorModel (V30Accelerator).
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Government Mitigatory Measures

e) Enabling environment- Governmentalsoopenedup spacefor developmentpartnersto contributeandassist.

f) National Public Infrastructure Investment Programme prioritises and embraces projects identified by communities. Major 

trunk roads are now being upgraded, new infrastructure being constructed, and additional raw water sources are being 

delivered to mitigate the impact of climate change.

g) Access to consumptive water through availing resources towards borehole drilling, rehabilitation and construction of 

Headworks for livestock water troughs.

h) Strengthening of Multi -Sectoral Structures in order to operationalisea cohesive responseto the food and nutrition

challenges. The structures include the following: Inter-Ministerial CabinetCommitteefor Foodand Nutrition Security,Inter-

MinisterialGrainImportation Committee,InternalLogisticsandDistributionof GrainCommittee,WorkingPartyof Permanent

Secretaries,FoodAid WorkingGroup,NationalFoodand Nutrition SecurityCommittee,District Foodand Nutrition Security

Committees,District Drought Relief Committeesand Ward Food and Nutrition SecurityCommittees (inclusiveof local

leadershipincludinglocalCouncilorsandChiefs).

16



Assessment Methodology 
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Methodology ς Assessment Design
Å The assessment was a cross-sectional study whose 

design was guided and informed by the Food and 

Nutrition Security Conceptual Framework (Figure 1), 

which Zimbabwe adopted in the FNSP (GoZ, 2012), and 

the conceptual framework on food security dimensions 

propounded by Jones et al. (2013).

Å The assessment was also guided and informed by the 

resilience framework (Figure 2) so as to influence the 

early recovery of households affected by various shocks. 

Å The assessment looked at food availability and access as 

pillars that have confounding effects on food security as 

defined in the FNSP (GoZ, 2012).

Å  Accordingly, the assessment measured the amount of 

energy available to a household from all its potential 

sources hence the primary sampling unit for the 

assessment was the household. 

Figure 1: Food and Nutrition Conceptual Framework
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Figure 2: Zimbabwe Resilience Framework (UNDP Zimbabwe, 2015)
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Methodology ς Assessment Process

ÅZimVAC, through multi-stakeholder consultations, developed an appropriate assessment design concept note and data 

collection tools informed by the assessment objectives.

Å  The primary data collection tools used in the assessment were the androidςbased structured household questionnaire, the 

community Focus Group Discussion (FGD) guide and the /ƘƛŜŦǎΩ FGD guide. 

ÅZimVAC national supervisors (including Provincial Agritex Extension Officers and Provincial Nutritionists) and enumerators 

were recruited from Government, United Nations, Technical partners and Non-Governmental Organisations. These underwent 

training in all aspects of the assessment. Training for enumerators was done at district level.

ÅThe Ministry of Local Government coordinated the recruitment of district level enumerators and mobilisation of provincial 

supervision and district enumeration vehicles. Three enumerators were selected from each district for data collection and one 

anthropometrist was responsible for taking anthropometric measurements.

ÅEnumerator training was held from 4 to 5 May 2023. Primary data collection took place from 6 to 17 May 2023. Data analysis 

and report writing ran from 22 May to 2 June 2023. Various secondary data sources and field observations were used to 

contextualise the analysis and reporting. 
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Methodology - Sampling and Sample Size 

Å Household food insecurity prevalence was used as the key indicator to

determine the sample to ensure 95% confidence level of statistical

representativenessat district, provincialandnationallevel.

Å The surveycollected data from 1 500 randomly selectedEnumeratedAreas

(EAs).

Å Atwo stagedclustersamplingwasusedandcomprisedof:

Å Samplingof 25 clustersper eachof the 60 rural districts,denotedasEAs

in this assessment,from the ZimbabweStatisticsAgency(ZIMSTAT)2022

mastersamplingframeusingthe PPSmethodology.

Å The second stage involved the systematic random sampling of 10

householdsper EA(village).

Å At least 250 households were sampled per district. A total of 15 009

householdswere interviewed.

Å Eight FGDsand at least 2 /ƘƛŜŦΩǎFocusGroup Discussionswere held per

district.

21

Province
Number of Interviewed 

Households

Manicaland 1748

Mash Central 2007

Mash East 2254

Mash West 1759

Mat North 1752

Mat South 1752

Midlands 2007

Masvingo 1730

National 15009



Methodology ς Sampled Wards
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Data Preparation and Analysis

ωPrimary data was transcribed  using CSEntry on android gadgets and using CSPro. It was consolidated  and converted into 

SPSS, STATA and DBF datasets for:

Å Household structured  interviews

Å Community Focus Group Discussions 

Å /ƘƛŜŦΩǎFocus Group Discussions

ωData cleaning and analysis were done using SPSS, STATA, ENA, Microsoft Excel and GIS packages.

ωAnalyses of the different thematic areas covered by the assessment were informed  and guided by relevant local  and 

international frameworks, where they exist.

ωGender, as a cross cutting issue, was recognised throughout the analysis.
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Technical Scope

¶ Health

¶ WASH

¶ Nutrition

¶ Agricultureandother rural livelihoodsactivities

¶ Food security

¶ Socialprotection

¶ Youth

¶ Linkagesamongst the key sectoral and thematic

areas

¶ Cross-cutting issuessuchasgender

The 2022 RLA collected and analysed information on the following thematic areas:
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Demographic Description of the Sample 
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Household Characteristics
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Characteristics of Respondents

Province
Age of Respondent (years)

Sex of respondent (%)

Male Female

Manicaland 45.3 33.8 66.2

Mash Central 46.9 38.3 61.7

Mash East 47.6 37.6 63.0

Mash West 42.4 39.4 60.6

Mat North 49.6 38.0 62.0

Mat South 48.4 30.1 69.9

Midlands 49.4 32.6 67.4

Masvingo 48.5 31.5 65.5

National 47.3 35.2 64.8

Å Theaverageageof the respondentswas47.3 years.

Å About64.8%of the respondentswerefemales.
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IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ aŜƳōŜǊǎΩ Characteristics

Å Theaveragehouseholdsizewasat 4.5.

Å Females(52%) constitutedthe majorityof the householdmembers.

Å The 65+ yearsagerangeconstituted8.1%of householdmembers.

Province 
Household 

size

Sex
Number of Children 

(n) Household Members

Male Female
0-23 

Months
24-59 

Months 0-9 Years
10-17 
Years

18-29 
Years

30-39 
Years

40-49 
Years

50-64 
Years

65+ 
Years

Manicaland 4.2 47.2 52.8 247 482 23.7 22.0 16.1 11.2 10.2 9.6 7.1

Mash Central 4.2 48.7 51.3 437 668 26.6 19.1 17.4 11.8 10.1 7.9 7.1

Mash East 4.2 48.5 51.5 483 789 26.0 19.7 16.5 10.4 9.3 9.5 8.6

Mash West 4.3 49.7 50.3 346 615 24.9 18.1 20.0 12.5 9.9 9.4 5.1

Mat North 4.7 47.5 52.5 294 552 23.4 21.7 15.9 10.3 8.7 11.0 8.9

Mat South 4.5 46.4 53.6 320 587 24.6 20.3 16.6 10.0 8.9 10.1 9.3

Midlands 5.0 48.1 51.9 437 801 25.0 20.2 16.9 9.7 9.3 9.9 9.0

Masvingo 4.7 47.6 52.4 300 555 24.3 22.5 15.0 9.4 10.3 9.7 8.8

National 4.5 48.0 52.0 2864 5049 24.8 20.4 16.8 10.6 9.6 9.7 8.1
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Characteristics of Household Head

Å Theaverageageof householdheadswas53.2 years.

Å About32.8%of the householdswerefemaleheaded,with the highestproportion in MatabelelandSouth(43.6%).

Å At least33.3%of the householdswereelderlyheadedwhile 0.1%werechild-headed.

Province
Average Household Head Age 

(%)

Household Head Sex
(%)

Household Head by Category 
(%)

Female Male Child Headed Elderly Headed
Manicaland 50.2 32.6 67.4 0.2 29.7

Mash Central 53.1 27.2 72.6 0.0 27.0

Mash East 51.5 34.1 65.7 0.2 34.3

Mash West 47.5 24.0 75.7 0.1 22.7

Mat North 56.9 34.5 65.4 0.1 40.8

Mat South 57.9 43.6 56.4 0.2 40.8

Midlands 55.9 31.1 68.9 0.1 37.0

Masvingo 53.1 36.4 63.5 0.1 34.1

National 53.2 32.8 67.0 0.1 33.3
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Characteristics of Household Head: Marital 
Status

Å Nationally,60%of the householdheadsweremarriedandlivingtogetherwith their spouse,whilst 23%werewidowed.

Å MatabelelandSouth(47%) hadthe leastproportion of householdheadswho were marriedand living togetherwith their spouses. The

provincealsohadthe highestproportionof householdheadswho werewidowed(26%).
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Characteristics of Household Head: Education 
Level Attained

Å About89%of the householdheadshadattainedsomeform of education.
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Characteristics of Respondents: Education Level 
Attained

Å About89.5%of the respondentshadattainedsomeform of education. Thisreflectstheir ability to articulatedevelopmentalissuesthat

pertain to their householdsandcommunities.
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Characteristics of Household Head: Religion
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Å The  highest proportion of household heads were mainly of the Apostolic sect (38.6%), Pentecostal (12.7%) and Zion (11.5%).

33



Orphaned Children

Å About16.9%of the householdshadat leastanorphan.
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Chronic Conditions
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Chronic Conditions

Å Theproportionof householdswhichhada memberwith a chronicconditionwas8.8%.
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Household Members Who Had Chronic Conditions 
(8.8%)

Province

Members 
with 

Chronic 
Condition

(%)

HIV 
infection, 

AIDS 
(%)

Heart 
disease 

(%)

Diabetes, 
high 

blood 
sugar 
(%)

Asthma 
(%)

Hyperten
sion, High 

blood 
pressure 

(%)

Arthritis, 
chronic 

body pain 
(%)

Epilepsy, 
seizures, 

fits 
(%)

Stroke 
(%)

Cancer 
(%)

Tubercul
osis 
(%)

Kidney 
diseases 

(%)

Ulcer, 
chronic 
stomach 

pain 
(%)

Cerebral 
palsy
 (%)

Mental 
illness

(%)

Not 
willing to 
disclose 

(%)

Other
(%)

Manicaland 7.3 1.6 0.2 1.6 0.6 2.8 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2

Mash Central 7.0 1.5 0.4 1.2 0.7 2.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.7

Mash East 9.2 2.0 0.5 1.6 0.8 3.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.5

Mash West 7.9 2.2 0.4 1.3 0.6 2.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.4

Mat North 10.6 4.9 0.2 1.7 0.8 2.4 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3

Mat South 10.1 4.2 0.3 1.3 0.7 2.8 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.5

Midlands 9.7 2.4 0.4 1.4 0.8 3.2 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.6

Masvingo 8.3 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.7 1.7 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.4

National 8.8 2.7 0.4 1.4 0.7 2.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.5

Å HIVinfections/AIDS(2.7%) andhypertension/highbloodpressure(2.6%) werethe majorchronicconditionscited.
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Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)
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Ladder for Drinking Water Services
Service Level Definition  

Safely Managed Drinking water from an improved water source that is located on premises, available 
when needed and free from faecal and priority chemical contamination.

Basic Drinking Water Basic drinking water services are defined as drinking water from an improved source, 
provided collection time is not more than 30 minutes for a roundtrip including queuing.

Limited Drinking Water Services Limited water services are defined as drinking water from an improved source, where 
collection time exceeds 30 minutes for a roundtrip including queuing.

Unimproved Water Sources Drinking water from an unprotected dug well or unprotected spring.

Surface Water Sources Drinking water directly from a river, dam, lake, pond, stream, canal or irrigation channel.

Note :
άLƳǇǊƻǾŜŘέ drinking water sources are further ŘŜŬƴŜŘ by the quality of the water they produce, and are protected from 
faecal contamination by the nature of their construction or through an intervention to protect from outside contamination. 
Such sources include: piped water into dwelling, plot, or yard; public tap/standpipe; tube well/borehole; protected dug well; 
protected spring; or rainwater collection. This category now includes packaged and delivered water, considering that both 
can potentially deliver safe water.
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Access to Improved Water Source by Year

2022 2023
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Å Therewasno changein the proportionof householdsaccessingimprovedwater sourcesin 2022and2023.
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Main Drinking Water Services
2022 2023
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Basic Limited Unimproved Surface water

Å Therewasa decreasein the proportionof householdsaccessingbasicwater servicesfrom 64%in 2022to 60%in 2023.

Å Masvingo(26%) hada greaterproportionof householdsdrinkingfrom unimprovedwater sourcesascomparedto the other provinces.
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Households Drinking Surface Water by District

ÅMangwe(24.9%),Chiredzi(17.4 %) and Gokwe

North (17.5%) had the highest proportion of

householdsdrinkingsurfacewater.
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Households Treating Drinking Water
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Å Only3.1%of householdsreportedto be treating their drinkingwater.

Å Treatingof drinkingwater protectscommunitiesagainstwater bornediseasessuchascholeraanddiarrhealdiseases.
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Distance Travelled to Main Water Source

Å At least83%of the householdswereaccessingwater within a distanceof 1km.

Å However,attention needsto bepaidto 17%of householdswhichtravelledmorethan 1km.

32

17

37

20
10 14 18 19 21

37

38

30

43

35 27

35
23

33

25

28

23
24

34
35

27

33

28

7
17

10 13
22 25 20 24

17

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Manicaland Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
 (

%
)

Located within premises Less than 500m More than 500m but less than 1 km 1km and above

44



Time Taken to and from Drinking Water Source 

Å About75%of the householdsspentlessthan 30minutesfetchingwater.

Å Attention needsto be paidto the 6%of householdswhichspentmorethan 1 hour.

Å MatabelelandSouthhadthe highestproportionof households(10%) spendingmorethan onehour fetchingwater.
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Sanitation
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Service  level Definition 

Safely Managed Use of improved facilities that are not shared with other households and where excreta are 
safely disposed of in situ or transported and treated offsite.

Basic Sanitation 
Facilities

Use of improved facilities which are not shared with other households.

Limited Sanitation 
Facilities

Use of improved facilities shared between two or more households.

Unimproved Sanitation 
Facilities

Facilities that do not ensure hygienic separation of human excreta from human contact. 
Unimproved facilities include pit latrines without a slab or platform, hanging latrines and 
bucket latrines.

Open Defecation Disposal of human faeces in fields, forest, bushes, open bodies of water, beaches or other 
open spaces or with solid waste. 

Note: Improved sanitation facilities: Facilities that ensure hygienic separation of human excreta from human contact. 
¢ƘŜȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƅǳǎƘ ƻǊ ǇƻǳǊ ƅǳǎƘ ǘƻƛƭŜǘκƭŀǘǊƛƴŜΣ .ƭŀƛǊ ǾŜƴǘƛƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ Ǉƛǘ ό.±LtύΣ Ǉƛǘ ƭŀǘǊƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƭŀō ŀƴŘ 
upgradeable Blair latrine.

Ladder for Sanitation
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Household Sanitation Services
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Open defecation Unimproved Limited Basic

Å About51%of householdshadaccessto basicsanitationservices.
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Access to Improved Sanitation

Å About61%of rural householdshadaccessto improvedsanitation.

Å MashonalandEast(75%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswith accessto improvedsanitation.

Å MatabelelandNorth (53%), MatabelelandSouth(36%) and Masvingo(36%) had the highestproportion of householdspractising open

defecation.
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Access to Improved Sanitation by Year
2022 2023

Å Accessto improvedsanitationhasslightlydecreasedacrossall provinces.

Å Ofconcernis the increasedproportion of householdspractisingopendefecationin all provinces.
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Open Defecation by District

Å Most districts in Matabeleland North had over 40% of the

householdspractisingopendefecation.

Å Bingadistrict had80%of householdspractisingopendefecation.

Å Open defecation in MatabelelandNorth has been consistently

highoverthe years.
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Access to Handwashing Facility
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Basic Limited No facility

Å Themajorityof households(92.9%) hadno handwashingfacility.
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Handwashing at Critical Times
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Å Most householdspractisedhandwashingafter usingthe toilet (74.8%), before/after eating(69.7%), andbeforehandlingfood (68.7%).
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Access to Critical Infrastructure and Services
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Households Accessing Police Services Within One Hour
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Å About40%of the householdshadaccessto Policeserviceswithin anhour.
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IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ !ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ±ƛŎǘƛƳ-Friendly Services
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Å About 41% of households were aware of the Police victim-friendly services.
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Approximate Distance to the Nearest Primary School
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Å Seventythree percentof householdshadaccessto a primaryschoolwithin a radiusof 5km.

Å About3%travelledmorethan 10km.
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Approximate Distance to the Nearest Health Facility
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Less than 5km 5km to 10km More than 10km Don't know

Å Nationally,53%of householdstraveledlessthan 5km to the nearesthealthfacility,while 34%traveledbetween5ς10km.

Å MatabelelandSouthandMasvingohadabout20%of householdswhichtravelledmorethan 10km to the nearesthealthfacility.
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Access to Health Information and Services
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Access to health-related information Access to the services of a village health workerAccess to nutrition information

Å All provinceshad over 60% of their householdswith accessto health information, nutrition information and servicesof VillageHealth

Workers.
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Social Protection
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Households which Received Any Form of Support

Å Chirumhanzu(94%), Hwedza(93%) andZvishavane(92%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswhichreceivedanyform

of support.

2022 2023
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Households which Received Any Form of Support

Å Nationally,the proportionof householdswhichreceivedsomeform of socialassistancehasremainedhigh.
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Sources of Support

Å Governmentisapplaudedfor beingthe majorsourceof supportin rural areasasreportedby 66%of the households.

Å UN/NGOs(12%) providedcomplementarysupporttowardsGovernmentefforts.

Å Governmentanddevelopmentpartnersarecommendedfor maintainingconsistencyin their supportto the vulnerablepopulation.
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Sources of Any Form of Support

Government
(%)

NGO/UN
(%)

Churches 
(%)

Urban Relatives
(%)

Rural Relatives
(%)

Diaspora 
(%)

Charity 
(%)

Province 2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023

Manicaland 57 63 12 12 1 2 6 9 13 6 4 3 0 0

MashCentral 65 71 6 13 3 2 16 5 10 6 2 2 1 0

MashEast 69 67 9 15 2 2 21 12 28 7 8 5 0 1

MashWest 64 68 9 4 2 2 11 6 10 6 3 2 1 1

Mat North 45 62 29 18 1 1 10 9 9 8 11 9 1 1

Mat South 47 54 19 12 1 1 10 10 12 11 22 18 1 1

Midlands 73 73 15 5 2 1 16 10 21 6 11 7 2 1

Masvingo 63 65 15 17 3 2 24 20 24 17 14 11 3 0

National 61 66 14 12 2 2 14 10 16 8 9 7 1 1

Å Governmentsupportincreasedfrom 61%in 2022to 66%in 2023.

Å Supportfrom UN/NGOsdecreasedfrom 14%in 2022to 12%in 2023.
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Forms of Support from Government

Province Food
(%)

Cash
(%)

Vouchers
(%)

Crop Inputs
(%)

Tick Grease
(%)

Other 
Livestock 
Support

(%)

WASH 
Hardware 
(inputs)

(%)

Non-food 
Items
(%)

Education 
Assistance

(%)

Health 
Assistance

(%)

Manicaland 25.8 0.6 0.2 52.1 1.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 1.5 0.1

Mash Central 21.8 0.3 0.2 66.6 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.9 0.9

Mash East 20.0 0.6 0.2 61.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.8 0.1

Mash West 26.7 0.4 0.3 61.6 2.2 0.2 1.4 1.4 1.4 0.9

Mat North 40.5 0.7 0.1 37.6 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 2.6 0.4

Mat South 30.2 1.1 0.3 38.6 5.3 0.3 0.1 1.1 4.1 1.8

Midlands 39.9 0.5 0.1 62.4 3.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.3

Masvingo 30.9 0.9 0.2 51.6 6.6 0.1 0.1 0.6 5.1 1.7

National 29.2 0.6 0.2 54.6 2.6 0.1 0.3 0.4 2.8 0.7

Å Themajor form of supportreceivedby householdsfrom Governmentwascropinputs(54.6%) andfood (29.2%).

Å Foodsupportfrom the Governmentwashighin MatabelelandNorth (40.5%) andlow in MashonalandEast(20%).

Å MashonalandCentral(66.6%) had the highestproportion of householdsthat receivedcrop inputs support from the Governmentwhilst

MatabelelandNorth (37.6%) hadthe least.
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Forms of Support from UN/NGOs

Å Themajor form of supportprovidedby the UN/NGOswasfood (9%) followedby cropinputs(1.6%).

Å MatabelelandNorth (14.8%) had the highestproportion of householdsthat receivedfood support from UN/NGOswhilst Mashonaland

West(1.3%) hadthe least.

Å MashonalandCentral(3.9%) hadthe highestcropinput supportfrom UN/NGOswhilst MashonalandWest(0.5%) hadthe least.

Food 
(%)

Cash
(%)

Vouchers 
(%)

Crop Inputs 
(%)

WASH 
Hardware 
(inputs) 

(%)

WASH 
Software 

(trainings/mess
ages)
(%)

Weather 
and Climate 

(%)

Non-Food 
Items

(%)

Education 
Assistance 

(%)

Health 
Assistance 

(%)
Other 
(%)

Manicaland 8.3 0.2 0.2 1.7 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.5

Mash Central 8.2 0.1 0.1 3.9 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1

Mash East 13.6 0.2 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0

Mash West 1.3 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.1 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Mat North 14.8 0.6 0.0 1.7 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5 1.1 0.2 0.3

Mat South 9.6 0.5 0.0 1.5 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.2 1.1 0.2 0.2

Midlands 1.5 0.8 0.0 1.2 0.7 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.4 0.1

Masvingo 14.7 0.5 0.1 1.0 0.3 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.3

National 9.0 0.4 0.1 1.6 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.2
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Loans
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Households Participating in ISALs/ Mukando
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Å At least 14% of the households had a member participating in ISALs.  
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Households that Accessed Loans
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Å At least 8% of the households had accessed loans.

Å Masvingo and Matabeleland South (12%) had the highest proportion of households that had accessed loans.
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Households Assets

Å The most commonly owned assets were hoes (91%) followed by axes (82%) and phones (73%).
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Shocks and Hazards

71



Number of Shocks Experienced by Households

Å The average number of shocks experienced by households was 2.8.
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Proportion of Households Experiencing Shocks
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Å Cash shortages (54.9%) and prolonged mid-season dry spells (45%) were the most prevalent shocks experienced by the households.  
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Health Related Shocks
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Å Chronic illness was the most reported health shock (11.7%).
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Economic and Social Shocks

Shock Type
Manicaland 

(%)
Mash Central 

(%)
Mash East 

(%)
Mash West 

(%)
Mat North 

(%)
Mat South 

(%)
Midlands 

(%)
Masvingo 

(%)
National 

(%)

Cash shortage 49.8 57.1 56.3 51.8 50.8 47.3 56.7 69.1 54.9
Cereal price changes-sharp 
increase 26.8 20.0 20.1 20.1 29.5 32.1 24.1 53.8 27.8

Being charged more for using 
mobile money or swipe 32.0 23.1 24.8 20.4 14.6 13.1 28.3 27.5 23.1

Human wildlife conflict 12.2 10.7 5.2 11.0 9.6 14.6 8.2 15.1 10.6
Livestock price changes-sharp 
drop 5.4 5.9 3.8 2.7 5.8 8.2 7.4 12.7 6.4

Gender Based Violence (GBV) 2.6 4.3 4.7 4.9 2.5 2.6 2.0 3.1 3.4

Divorce/separation 2.1 3.2 3.2 3.9 2.0 1.8 2.3 2.1 2.6

Death of main income earner in 
the household 1.4 1.4 2.1 2.0 2.6 3.0 1.7 2.0 2.0

Conflict/social unrest 1.3 0.5 1.2 3.6 1.5 2.3 2.4 1.0 1.7

Loss of employment by key 
household member 1.0 0.7 1.4 1.6 1.5 2.5 0.6 1.4 1.3

Å Cash shortage (54.9%) was the most reported economic shock.
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Households which Reported Being Charged More 
for Mobile Money or Swipe

Å Buhera (91%), Guruve (79%), and

Chirumhanzu (73%) had the highest

proportion of households which reported

being charged more for mobile money or

swipeasa shock.
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Households which Reported Sharp 
Cereal Price Increases

Å Buhera (73%) and Zvimba (71%) had the

highest proportion of households which

reported sharp cereal price increasesas a

shock.
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Households which Reported Human Wildlife Conflict

Å Kariba(50%), Mbire (43%), andBuhera(40%)

had the highest proportion of households

which reported human wildlife conflict as a

shock.
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Climate Related Shocks
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Drought/ Prolonged mid-season dry spell Waterlogging Veld fires Hailstorm Floods

Å Prolonged mid-season dry spells (45%) was the most reported climate related shock. Flooding was the least reported (1%).
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Source: MSD; Longest dry spell for the 2022/2023 rainfall season.  

Longest dry spells of more than 60 days were experienced in Mwenezi, Chiredzi and 
Beitbridge.

Proportion of Households Affected by Long Dry mid-season Dry Spells or Drought

Map Data Source: ZimVAC

Length of Dry Spells (MSD)

Households which Reported Mid-season Dry Spells
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Households which Reported Water Logging

Å Gokwe South (63%), Gokwe North (61%),

Guruve (38%), Zvimba (37%) and

Mberengwa (35%) had the highest

proportions of householdswhich reported

water loggingasa shock.
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Agriculture Related Shocks
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Crop pests Livestock deaths Livestock diseases

Å Crop pests (26%) were the most reported agriculturerelated shock. 

Å Masvingo had the highest proportion of households which experienced all the agriculture related shocks.
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Average Shock Exposure Index

Å Shock exposure index was calculated by multiplying the number of shocks experienced with the impact severity of the shock on the household.

Å Shock exposure index decreased as compared to 2021 and 2022.

Å Masvingo had the highest  average shock exposure index of 4.2 while Mashonaland East 2.5 had the lowest.
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Comparison Between Shock Exposure and Ability to
Cope Indices

Å The average Shock Exposure Index was 2.8. Shock Severity Index was 8.4. Average Shock Recovery Index was 5.5.

Å Shock exposure index was lower than the shock recovery index meaning households were more able to cope on their own.
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Severity of Shocks on Households

Å Death of main income earner in the household (81%) and being charged more for using mobile money or swipe (70%) were reportedto have had the 

most severe impact on households.
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IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ !ōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ /ƻǇŜ
with Future Shocks

Å Most households had a perceived inability to cope with economic, livelihoods and weather-related shocks.
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Agricultural Production
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Households Which Grew Crops
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Å Theproportion of householdsthat grewcropsisalmostsimilarto lastyear,althoughwith marginalincreasesfor AfricanPeas(31%), tubers

(27%) andpearlmillet (11%).
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Average Household Stocks as at 1 April 2023

Maize (kgs)

Sorghum 

(kgs)

Finger 

Millets 

(kgs)

Pearl 

Millets (kgs)

Wheat

(kgs)

Shelled 

Groundnuts 

(kgs)

Unshelled 

Groundnuts 

(kgs)

Shelled 

Roundnuts

(kgs)

Unshelled 

Roundnuts

(kgs)

African Peas   

(kgs)

Sugar Beans 

(kgs)

Manicaland 52.0 6.9 0.6 1.5 1.3 1.8 7.1 0.5 1.8 2.1 1.9

Mash Central 39.0 7.9 0.2 0.4 0.0 2.2 10.2 0.2 0.3 2.1 2.0

Mash East 44.8 2.2 0.8 0.4 0.2 1.8 10.1 0.4 1.1 1.6 2.5

Mash West 52.8 4.1 0.3 0.1 0.4 4.9 12.8 0.3 2.6 3.2 3.1

Mat North 37.3 6.3 0.7 10.7 0.1 2.0 4.0 0.8 1.8 2.6 0.3

Mat South 28.7 9.0 1.1 4.4 0.4 1.4 8.1 0.5 3.7 2.6 0.6

Midlands 46.0 3.3 1.2 1.7 0.2 3.3 17.4 1.0 5.7 5.7 2.2

Masvingo 46.4 5.1 1.6 4.6 0.2 2.4 13.6 1.1 7.3 2.7 1.9

National 43.4 5.5 0.8 2.8 0.3 2.5 10.5 0.6 3.0 2.8 1.8

Å Maize (43.4kg) and groundnuts (10.5kg) were the highest quantities in stock for households as at 1 April 2023. 
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Average Harvested Crop (kgs) Per Household

Maize 

(kgs)

Sorghum 

(kgs)

Finger Millet 

(kgs)

Pearl Millet 

(kgs)

African Peas 

(kgs)

Groundnuts 

(kgs)

Roundnuts 

(kgs)

Sugar Beans 

(kgs)

Manicaland 245.3 5.5 0.0 4.0 4.7 10.2 4.7 3.1

Mash Central 306.2 26.3 0.0 0.0 6.3 20.2 0.0 0.9

Mash East 344.8 1.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 22.6 2.2 1.8

Mash West 442.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.8 14.5 0.1 0.7

Mat North 147.2 18.2 0.0 24.0 2.8 2.2 1.2 0.0

Mat South 107.8 16.6 0.0 11.0 4.2 8.3 5.1 0.0

Midlands 463.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 11.9 25.6 11.5 1.3

Masvingo 187.3 10.0 2.0 11.4 8.6 18.6 26.8 0.5

National 277.1 8.2 0.0 2.5 5.3 14.9 4.8 0.7

Å Average maize harvest was 277.1kg per household. Midlands (463kg) had the highest average maize harvest and Matabeleland 

South had the least (107.8kg).
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Cereals from Casual Labour and Remittances

Province 

Cereals  from Casual Labour
(kgs)

Cereals from Remittances 
(kgs)

2022 2023 2022 2023

Manicaland 49.6 27.7 8.3 0.6

Mash Central 58.7 23.2 7.8 0.1

Mash East 42.3 17.5 8.8 0.7

Mash West 50.3 19.8 4.7 0.6

Mat North 29.5 7.8 15.6 0.3

Mat South 21.3 9.2 13.9 2.0

Midlands 45.4 15.9 13.9 1.7

Masvingo 55.2 20.6 13.7 2.4

National 44.2 17.7 10.8 1.0

Å On average, households received 17.7kgs of cereals from casual labour and 1 kg from remittances.
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Agricultural Production Technologies
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Adoption of Climate Smart Technologies
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Å Therewashighadoptionof Pvumvudza/ Intwasaby householdsin 2023(47%).
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Adoption of Pfumvudza/Intwasa

Å MashonalandEast(56.9%), Masvingo(56.4%) andMidlands(56%) werethe provincesthat reportedhigheradoptionof Pfumvudza/Intwasa.
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Adoption of Quality Certified Seeds 

Å MashonalandEast(64%), Masvingo(57%), Midlands(51%) andManicaland(51%) were the provincesthat reportedhigheradoptionanduse

of qualitycertifiedseeds.
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Value Chain Practices
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Adoption of Improved Agricultural Marketing Practices

Å About 52.4%of householdsaccessedagricultureinputs through agro-dealersand/or agriculturecooperatives,contract farming,Governmentinput

schemesandloansin kind.
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Adoption of Value Addition

Å At least57%of the householdspractiseddrying,packagingandstorage.
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Adoption of Water and Soil Conservation Strategies

Å About48%of householdspractisedminimumtillage.
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Livestock
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Households which Owned Cattle
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Å Theproportionof householdsthat did not own cattle was63%.

Å Manicaland(70%) andMashonalandCentral(70%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsthat did not own cattle.

Å Nationally,about18%of householdshadat least5 cattle.
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Households which Owned Draught Animals

Å Ahighproportionof households(62%) did not own draughtanimals(cattleanddonkeys).

Å MashonalandCentral(70%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsthat did not own draughtanimals.

69 70 68 69

55
61

44

58 62

3 3 2 2

2
2

5

3
3

5 5 6 4

6
4

8

6
6

4 3 4 3

4
5

5

4
4

4 4 4 3

4
4

6

6 4

16 16 16 18
28 24

31
23 22

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Manicaland Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
 (

%
)

zero one two three four five +

102



Households which Owned Goats
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Å About56%of householdsdid not own anygoatswhile 23%ownedat least5 goats.
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Households which Owned Poultry
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Å About 51% of households owned at least 5 birds. 
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Cattle Mortality Rates
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2022 2023

Å Theaveragecattle mortality rate hasremainedat 13%.

Å MashonalandWest(14%), Midlands(16%) andMatabelelandSouth(8%) reportedan increasefrom lastyear.
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Causes of Deaths for Cattle

Å At least13.4%of householdsreporteddiseasesasthe majorcauseof cattle deaths.
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Goat Mortality Rates
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2022 2023

Å Theaveragegoatmortality rate increasedto 12%.
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Causes of Death for Goats

Å Diseasescontinuedto be the leadingcauseof deathfor goats.
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Adoption of Improved Livestock Practices
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Å Themostpractisedlivestockimprovementstrategiesweredipping(40.5%) anddeworming(20.9%).
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Agricultural Produce Markets
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Maize Grain Prices

Å Maize grain ranged from USD$ 0.17 to USD$ 0.50 per 

kilogram.

Å High prices were reported in Masvingo and 

Matabeleland South provinces, whilst low prices were 

reported in Mashonaland Central.
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Maize Meal Prices

Å The prices for maize meal ranged from USD$0.33 to 

USD$ 0.75 per kilogram.

Å The highest prices were reported in Mt. Darwin 

(USD$ 0.75), Hwange (USD$ 0.70) and Mudzi (USD$ 

0.70).

Å Low prices were reported in Mwenezi (USD$ 0.33) 

and Zvimba (USD 0.39).
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Cattle Prices
Å Cattle prices ranged from around USD$ 167 to 

USD$ 467.

Å Umzingwane had the highest price of USD$ 467.

Å Mbire (USD$ 167) and Mt Darwin (USD$ 183) had 

the lowest cattle prices.

Å Low livestock prices could be attributed to the 

restrictions in cattle movements, thus sales were 

confined to local areas.
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Goat Prices

Å Goat prices ranged from USD$ 15 to USD$ 51 

across the whole country.

Å Umzingwane (USD$ 51) had the highest price 

of goats. Mbire (USD $15) had the lowest.
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Agricultural Extension Visits
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2022 2023

Å About 81% of the households received extension visits.
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Access to Agricultural Training 
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2022 2023

Å Nationally, 94% of the households received agricultural training.
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Households which Received Early Warning Information
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Å About53%of householdsreceivedweatherandclimate-relatedearlywarninginformation.

Å Only40%of householdsusedthe informationto planresponsemechanisms.
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Income and Expenditure



Income Trends: 2020-2023
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Å Comparedto the baseyear(2020), incomesfor rural householdshavebeenincreasing.
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Average Household Monthly Income (ZWL$) for 
April 2023

Å Average monthly income was ZWL$ 146,315.

Å Matabeleland North (ZWL$ 113,654) had the lowest income.
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Average Household Monthly Income (USD) for 
April 2023

Å The household average monthly income increased from USD$ 57 in 2022 to USD$ 116 in 2023.

Å The lowest household average monthly income was reported in Matabeleland North (USD$ 90) and the highest was reported in Mashonaland 

West (USD$ 211). 

Å NB: The USD monthly income and expenditure was calculated using the RBZ Auction rate of Tuesday 16 May 2023.
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Current Most Important Income Sources
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Å Most households relied on casual labour (39.6%), food crop production (27.6%) and remittances from within Zimbabwe (17.9%).
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Income Sources

Province

Casual 

Labour

(%)

Food Crop 

Production 

(%)

Remittances/

gifts from 

within 

Zimbabwe 

(%)

Salary/Wages

(%)

Cash Crop 

Production 

(%)

Remittances/Gifts 

from Outside 

Zimbabwe

(%)

Livestock 

Production/Sales 

(%)

Vegetable/Fruits 

Production  

(%)
Manicaland 48.5 21.3 18.4 15.5 10.9 5.4 7.9 10.6

Mash Central 39.2 33.7 11.4 9.9 28.1 1.2 8.7 7.9

Mash East 39.1 38.6 22.7 15.8 8.7 5.9 8.1 10.5

Mash West 34.4 31.1 11.7 16.0 17.9 2.9 4.9 4.9

Mat North 40.6 21.1 17.0 9.5 1.7 19.2 15.0 3.8

Mat South 32.4 22.3 17.6 13.9 1.4 29.0 10.6 4.5

Midlands 40.7 20.1 18.4 8.7 9.3 9.6 10.1 9.6

Masvingo 41.8 30.1 25.9 13.6 7.9 13.6 11.0 8.7

National 39.6 27.6 17.9 12.8 10.9 10.5 9.5 7.7

Å Casuallabour(39.6%) wasthe mostimportant sourceof incomewhilevegetable/fruits productionwasthe lowest(7.7%).

123



Average Household Monthly Expenditure (USD) for 
April 2023

Å Average expenditure for the month of April was USD 57.

Å Matabeleland North (USD 42) reported the lowest expenditure.
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Average Household Monthly Expenditure (ZWL$) 
for April 2023

Å Mashonaland West (ZWL$ 100,254) had the  highest expenditure.
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Food and Non-Food Expenditure
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Å Therewasno significantstatisticalchangein food expenditureratio between2022and2023.

2022 2023
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Food Consumption Patterns
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Food Consumption Score (FCS)
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Food Consumption Score Groups

Food ConsumptionScore 
Group

Score Description

Poor 0-28 An expected consumption of staple 7 days, vegetables 
5-6 days, sugar 3-4days, oil/fat 1 day a week, while 
animal proteins are totally absent

Borderline 28.1-42 An expected consumption of staple 7 days, vegetables 
6-7 days, sugar 3-4days, oil/fat 3 days, 
meat/fish/egg/pulses 1-2 days a week, while dairy 
products are totally absent

Acceptable >42 As defined for the borderline group with more number 
of days a week eating meat, fish, egg, oil, and 
complemented by other foods such as pulses, fruits, 
milk
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Food Consumption Patterns Trend

Å Theproportion of householdswhichconsumedacceptablediets increasedfrom 35%to 55%whilst thosewith poor dietsdecreased

from 36%to 16%.
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Food Consumption Patterns

Å Most provinceshadabove50%of householdsconsumingacceptablediets.

Å MashonalandCentralhadthe highestproportion of householdsconsumingpoor diets(24%).
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Poor Food Consumption Patterns by District

2022 2023

Å Nyanga(1%), Seke(3%) andShurugwi(3%) hadthe leastproportionof householdsconsumingpoor diets.
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Household Dietary Diversity
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Average Number of Days Households Consumed 
Food from the Various Food Groups

Å Themostfrequentlyconsumedfoodswerecereals,oilsandvegetables.

Å Consumptionof fruits andlegumesremainslow at householdlevelwith anaverageconsumptionof only2 daysin the 7 daysprecedingthe

survey.
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Average Household Dietary Diversity Score

Å Thehigherthe HDDS,the better the qualityof householddietarydiversity.

Å Nationally,the averageHouseholdDietaryDiversityScorewas5.6 andthis washighestin MashonalandEast(6.4).
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Household Coping
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Reduced Consumption Based Coping 
Strategies (RCSI)
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Reduced Consumption Coping Strategy Index

2022 2023
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Å Fifty two percentof the householdswerenot engagedin anycopingstrategies.



Household Hunger Scale
By Year By Province

Å Nationally,85%of the householdsexperiencedlittle to no hunger.

Å Midlands(4%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsexperiencingseverehunger.
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Livelihoods Based Coping Strategies (LCSI)

140



Livelihoods Coping Strategies
Å LivelihoodCopingStrategiesarebehavioursemployedby householdswhenfacedwith a crisis.

Å Thelivelihoodscopingstrategieshavebeenclassifiedinto three categoriesnamelystress,crisisand emergencyasindicatedin the table.

Category CopingStrategy

Stress Å Borrowingmoney,spendingsavings,sellingassetsandmore livestockthan usual.

Crisis Å Selling productive assets, directly reduces future productivity, including human capital
formation.

Å Withdrawing childrenfrom school
Å Reducingnon food expenditure.

Emergency Å Sellingone's land affects future productivity, strategiesare more difficult to reverseor more
dramatic in nature.

Å Beggingfor food.
Å Sellingthe last breedingstockto buy food
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Households Engaging in any Form of Livelihoods 
Coping Strategies
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Å Householdsengagingin anyform of copingwere39%.
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Households Maximum Livelihoods Coping 
Strategies
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Å Theproportionof householdsengagingin emergencycopingstill remainlow (8%).
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Child Nutrition 
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Infant and Young Child Feeding Practices
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Breastfeeding Practices

Å At least90.6%of the childrenhadbeeneverbreastfed.

Å About55.8%of the childrenhadbeenbreastfedbeyond1 yearof agewhichwasa decreasefrom 61.6%reportedin 2022.
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Continued Breastfeeding Beyond 1 year

Å Thehighestproportionof childrenwho werebreastfedbeyond1 yearwasin Manicaland(67%) andthe lowestwasin Masvingo(47%).
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Early Initiation of Breastfeeding 

Å Childrenwho wereput to the breastwithin anhour after birth were83%.

Å MashonalandCentralandMidlandshadthe highestproportion of children(90%) put to the breastwithin anhour of birth andthe leastwas

in MatabelelandNorth andMashonalandEast(78%).
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