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Abstract

Poverty in Botswana is more pronounced in female-headed households (FHHs) especially
those residing in rural areas where employment opportunities are limited. Similarly, the
proportion of the FHHs to the total poor increased between 2002/03 and 2009/10. However,
no study has so far analyzed whether feminization of poverty has occurred. This paper
therefore, examines feminization of poverty in Botswana using the 2009/10 Botswana Core
Welfare Indicator Survey and the 2002/03 Household Income and Expenditure Survey
datasets. The results indicate no evidence of feminization of poverty (at both national and
regional levels). However, the results reveal evidence of feminization of poverty amongst the
married couples, the widowed, the divorced, the unemployed, those working in own farms
and the self-employed. Therefore, public policy should focus on gender sensitive poverty
alleviation strategies, with specific focus on the wvulnerable FHHs, especially the
divorced/separated and the widowed, in order to fully address the feminization of poverty
amongst these groups.

JEL Classification: 132,]16
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1. INTRODUCTION

The concept of feminization of poverty has been widely investigated by both scholars and
researchers in both developed and developing countries. The majority of these studies
concluded that women have consistently constituted a larger proportion of the poor
population than men and that women accounted for a larger proportion of the growing
percentage of the world’s poor. The occurrence of feminization of poverty in the world has
also been widely acknowledged amongst women advocates (Medeiros & Costa, 2008). For
example, the 1995 Beijing Platform for Action identified the eradication of the persistent and
increasing burden of poverty on women as one of the critical areas of concern requiring
special attention by the international community, governments and civil society (Medeiros &
Costa, 2008). Similarly, United Nations Commission on the Status of Women has prioritized
the issue of women and poverty and has urged all the UN member states and the international
community to mainstream gender perspectives in all their poverty eradication policies and
programmes (UN, 1996; 2000; 2003).

The Government of Botswana also made a commitment to the course of women, and to
mainstream gender perspectives into laws, policies, development frameworks and
programme initiatives across sectors. In order to achieve this, the Botswana Government
established the Gender Affairs Department in 2013 (replacing Women'’s Affairs Department),
a department solely dedicated to gender issues. Similarly, the government of Botswana has
prioritized poverty eradication as one of its key areas of focus (President lan Khama’s 2008
Inaugural Address, State of the nation address 2008), a shift from the previous poverty
reduction stand. This was informed by the government’s intention to surpass the Millennium
Development Goal target of reducing extreme poverty by halfin 2015 (Republic of Botswana,
2012). Consequently, there has been increased commitment and strong drive from the
leadership in so far as poverty eradication is concerned. The designated poverty eradication
programmes are led and run from the Office of the President since they are a high priority to
the government.

Notwithstanding this, poverty still poses a serious challenge, especially amongst FHHs and
women residing in rural areas where employment opportunities are limited. Despite the
greater incidence of poverty amongst FHHs and women in Botswana, poverty is still not
sufficiently analyzed through a gender lens. Moreover, no study has so far analyzed whether
feminization of poverty has occurred in Botswana, and this constitutes the first attempt at
investigating the subject in the country. This paper therefore examines whether or not
feminization of poverty has occurred in Botswana between 2002/03 and 2009/10. We define
feminization of poverty as an increase in the levels of poverty amongst FHHs relative to the
levels for male headed households (MHHs) (Medeiros & Costa, 2008). This definition should
not be confused with the prevalence of higher levels of poverty among FHHs, since
feminization is a process, whereas “higher level of poverty” is a state. Similarly, feminization
is a relative concept based on comparison of FHHs and MHHs and does not imply an absolute
worsening in poverty among FHHs. Our study is limited to the monetary approach of poverty
in measuring feminization of poverty.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a brief background. Section
3 provides the literature on evidence of feminization of poverty while section 4 discusses the
methodology and data. In section 5, the paper presents and discusses the results. Section 6
concludes and provides policy implications.
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2. BACKGROUND

Botswana has remarkably transcended from amongst the poorest countries in the world to a
middle income country. The country has since independence in 1966, prospered and enjoyed
economic growth and development as well as political stability. Over the years, Botswana has
maintained Africa’s top position in transparency and good governance indexes, and it is
deemed a shining beacon of democracy on the continent. Despite such progress and
accolades, Botswana has a high income inequality with the Gini index estimated at 0.645 in
2009/2010, placing the country amongst the most unequal in terms of disposable income
(Statistics Botswana, 2013). According to the 2014 World Economic Forum report, Botswana
ranked 51 out of the 142 countries, placing it higher than South Africa and Namibia (at
position 17 and 44, respectively), with regard to the Global Gender Gap Index (GGI) (WEF,
2014)1. Similarly, according to the Gender Inequality Index (GII), Botswana ranked higher
(position 100) than South Africa (position 99) and Namibia (position 87) out of 187 countries
(UNDP, 2013)2.

Poverty in Botswana is more pronounced in FHHs, especially those residing in rural areas
where employment opportunities are limited and is also higher amongst women in general
(Statistics Botswana, 2013; Lekobane and Seleka, 2014). Although overall income poverty
has been on the decline, the total share of the poor has been dominated by women. For
example, FHHs accounted for about 54 percent of the total poor in 2002/03 and the figure
had increased to about 60 percent by 2009/10 (CSO, 2008; Statistics Botswana, 2013).
Moreover, the total decline in household poverty was higher (56.2 percent) for the MHHs
compared to FHHs (45.1 percent). The high incidences of poverty amongst women could be
an indication that poverty alleviation programs are not effective in targeting the most
vulnerable. It could also be an indication of the failure in the system to redistribute resources
and opportunities fairly and equitably. One of the key contributing factors is that women
constitute the majority of the unemployed, both in rural and urban Botswana. For example,
in 2009/10, the female unemployment rate stood at 21.4 percent, compared to 14.6 percent
for males (Statistics Botswana, 2013).

Poverty is a global challenge experienced in both developed and developing countries, and
manifests itself in multiple ways. It has various dimensions and can be addressed variably.
Due to socio-cultural and political issues in Botswana, women bear the brunt of poverty more
than men for several reasons. For example, Botswana is said to have a society and a legal
system which are highly discriminatory to women (Scribner & Lambert, 2010). Furthermore,
Botswana has been defined as a highly patriarchal society, and Tswana culture tends to
disadvantage women over men. Within customary marriages, property remains subject to
the husband’s control as head of the family (Mogwe, 2013). The effects of historic inequalities
experienced by women bear negative consequences on their current status. Historically and
culturally entrenched inequalities in access to opportunities, resources and power are bound
to trail progressive regulatory reforms; furthermore, it will take time for reforms to fully
undo such inequalities (UN, 2010).
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The government of Botswana equally acknowledges that “more remains to be done to
advance the rights of women and girls and to reverse the deeply and long entrenched
inequalities emanating from patriarchal systems and discriminatory cultural practices”
(Gender Affairs Department, 2014, pp.10). Women in Botswana have limited access and
control to productive resources. Ownership of land, boreholes and livestock (which are
considered key assets in the Tswana community and culture) is skewed in favour of men (UN,
2010). The customary law gives more access and control of land to men. However, a
precedent was set through the Mmusi and Others vs Ramantele case, where four women
challenged the Ngwaketse customary law ruling which allowed for the youngest son to inherit
the family home, stating that it infringed on their constitutional right to equality (Jonas,
2013). The High Court overturned the decision of the Customary Court, ruling in favour of the
women.

Representation of women in Political decision making institutions such as parliament is poor
and on the decline. The ratio of women in parliament declined from 18 percent in 1999 to 7
percent in 2009 (Mooketsane, 2014). Following the most recent 2014 national elections,
representation of women in parliament has not improved and remains at 7 percent. The poor
representation of women in parliament means that women are not well represented in a
platform where key decisions affecting their lives are made. Equality, inclusion and
participation of all groups in decision making and democratic governance are important
tenants of a democracy.

Despite the challenges, the country has made progress in some areas such as amendments of
policies and laws which were discriminatory to women. The abolition of the Marital Power
Act of 2004, which made wives minors to their husbands, was a progressive legal reform and
an accomplishment in removing statutory subordination of women to men (MLHA, 2014).
According to the 2010 Millennium Development Goals Report, Botswana has achieved parity
in primary and secondary education and the share of women in decision-making positions in
public and private sectors has grown (UN, 2010).

3. EVIDENCE OF FEMINIZATION OF POVERTY

The concept of feminization of poverty was first introduced by Diana Pearce in the early
1970s, when it was discovered that FHHs in the United States were growing at an alarming
rate (Pearce, 1978). Feminization of poverty may be defined as a situation where women,
especially FHHs, are concentrated amongst the poor. It may manifest as: (1) an increase of
women amongst the poor or (2) an increase of FHHs amongst the poor households (Pearce,
1978). Some studies have modified these concepts to try and capture the changes in poverty
differentials amongst men and women or FHHs and MHHs over time. For example, Northrop
(1990), Pressman (1988) and Peterson (1987) defined feminization of poverty as an increase
in the differential poverty between FHHs and MHHs while Wright (1992) and Fuchs (1986)
defined feminization of poverty as an increase in the differential poverty between women
and men. Moreover, in cases where poverty rates for both FHHs and MHHs have both
declined over time and the decline was lower amongst women, it can be concluded that there
has been feminization of poverty (Medeiros & Costa, 2008). These definitions capture
changes in differential poverty over time, and recognize feminization of poverty as a process
instead of a state.
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Since its introduction, this concept has been widely investigated by both scholars and
researchers (Aggrawal, 2012; Brady & Kall, 2008; Medeiros & Costa, 2008; Thibos etal., 2007;
Moghadam, 2005; Chant, 2003; 1997; Fuwa, 2000; Bianch, 1999; Buvinic & Gupta, 1997;
Wright, 1992; Northrop, 1990; Fuchs, 1986; Pressman, 1988; Peterson, 1987). While
evidence has been mixed, some of these studies have found that “women have consistently
constituted a larger proportion of the poor population than men” (Thibos et al., 2007, pp.1),
and that women have accounted for a larger proportion of the growing percentage of the
world’s poor (Buvinic & Gupta, 1997). According to UNICEF (2007), of the 1.5 billion people
living in absolute poverty (earning less than a dollar per day), about 70 percent are women.

In the USA, for example, researchers found mixed results on whether feminization of poverty
has occurred. Pearce (1978) found an increase of both women and FHHs members amongst
the poor between the 1950s and the mid-1970s. Other researchers reached the same
conclusion for the early 1960s (Northrop, 1990; Goldberg & Kremen, 1990; Pressman, 1988;
Peterson, 1987; Fuchs, 1986). However, Fuchs (1986) found no evidence of feminization of
poverty in the USA after 1970, whereas Goldberg and Kremen (1990) and Peterson (1987)
maintained that there was a feminization of poverty during the same period. Davies and Joshi
(1998) and Wright (1992) found no evidence of feminization of poverty in the United
Kingdom. Elsewhere, Dooley (1994) found evidence of feminization of poverty in 1973 and
1990 in Canada. However, Medeiros and Costa (2008) found no clear evidence of feminization
of poverty in Latin America.

Aggarwal (2012) concluded that one of the major factors attributed to a greater burden of
women’s poverty is the increase in the number of FHHs. In both developed and developing
countries, there has been an increase in the number of FHHs (Todaro, 1989). Pearce (1978)
found that in the late 1970s the fastest growing family structure in the United States was that
of FHHs and that there was an increase of both women and FHHs members amongst the poor
between the 1950s and the mid-1970s. Subsequently, it was believed that about half of the
poor in the United States lived in FHHs in the mid-1980s (Moghadam, 2005). Similarly, some
studies have also claimed that the growing poverty in sub-Saharan Africa is associated with
the rise in the number of FHHs and that such households are disproportionately poor
(Buvinic & Gupta, 1997). Additionally, a comparison of 61 studies concluded that 38 of them
showed an over-representation of FHHs amongst the poor in sub-Saharan Africa (Buvinic &
Gupta, 1997).

4. METHODOLOGY AND DATA

Our study is limited to the monetary dimension of poverty. Therefore, in examining evidence
of feminization, we are referring to the monetary dimension of poverty; in this case, the
consumption approach. However, this study acknowledges that poverty is multidimensional
and that consumption (or income) is just one of the deprivations of poverty. We adopted the
definition of feminization of poverty as proposed by Medeiros and Costa (2008). They defined
feminization of poverty as “an increase in levels of poverty amongst women or FHHs relative
to the levels amongst men or MHHs” (pp.120). This can be measured using either ratios or
differences. The poverty incidences are already in ratios (headcount ratios) based on the
Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984) measure of povertys3.
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We therefore use differences in this paper as they are more appropriate than ratios. The use
of ratios may lead to misleading interpretations, especially in cases where small percentage
differences lead to large ratio differences, which may lead to conclusions that feminizations
may have occurred when in actual fact it has not. Therefore, the use of ratios is not
appropriate for a study such as this. This definition can be split into two; (1) an increase in
the difference in levels of poverty amongst women and amongst men; and (2) an increase in
the difference in levels of poverty amongst FHHs and amongst MHHs. This paper adopts the
second definition and therefore examines feminization of poverty at household level. In line
with the adopted definition, feminization of poverty occurs if the following condition prevails:

Pat(fn) = Pac(mp) < Popr(fp) — Pgpr (mp) (1)

where P, stands for the Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984) measure of poverty (FGT), t and
t’ for the initial and final points in time (that is, t < t’), fh for FHHs and mh for MHHs. Since
FHHs are not homogeneous, we further examined feminization of poverty across regional
dimensions (rural areas, urban villages and cities/towns) to capture the regional differences,
and based on marital and employments status.

Data were obtained from the 2009/10 BCWIS and the 2002/03 HIES datasets. The BCWIS
collected information from 7,732 households whilst the HIES collected information from
6,053 households, both conducted at national level, covering all the administrative districts
(CSO, 2008; Statistics Botswana, 2013). Each survey covered household in rural, urban
villages and cities/towns. The poverty datum lines (PDLs) calculated in the datasets use the
cost of basic needs approach (CSO, 2008; Statistics Botswana, 2013). A household whose
consumption expenditure was below the specified PDL was categorized as poor while that
whose consumption expenditure was higher than its poverty line was classified as non-poor
(CSO, 2008; Statistics Botswana, 2013).

Descriptive statistics are presented in Annex Tables 1 and 2. The tables give the distribution
of household heads by regional dimensions, marital status and employment status for both
2002/03 and 2009/10, based on the weighted and unweighted samples. Generally, the
descriptive results are comparable for both the weighted and unweighted samples. It should
however, be noted that the results of the analysis in this paper are based on the weighted
sample.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Table 1 reports the findings at both national and regional (cities/towns, urban villages and
rural areas) levels. As indicated therein, there is no evidence of feminization of poverty at
both national and regional levels. The absence of feminization of poverty at both national
and regional levels could be attributed to a mature and complex social protection system put
forward by the government of Botswana which include amongst others the social assistance
programmes targeted to the most vulnerable groups in the country (World Bank and BIDPA,
2013). The government of Botswana has specified poverty eradication as one of its key areas
of focus, a shift from the previous poverty reduction stand. Some of the programmes geared
at achieving this objective include a public works programme (Ipelegeng) introduced and
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made permanent in 2009 as an instrument of poverty alleviation both in urban and rural
areas (World Bank and BIDPA, 2013). Since its inception, the number of beneficiaries has
increased steadily over time and females accounted to more than 70 percent of the total
enrolment (BIDPA, 2012). Therefore, the absence of feminization of poverty between
2002/03 and 2009/10 could be partly attributed to programmes such as Ipelegeng, which
enrols more women than men.

Another social assistance programme, the Livestock Management and Infrastructure
Development (LIMID), was introduced in 2007 with poverty alleviation component providing
support for guinea fowl, Tswana chicken and smallstock (sheep and goats) production to
resource poor households, the majority of which are females (TRANSTEC and BIDPA, 2009).
This may have contributed to the absence of feminization of poverty at both national and
regional levels. However, in-depth studies would be required to verify if indeed the absence
of feminization of poverty is related to some of the existing social assistance programmes.

Table 1: Feminization of poverty across regions

2002/03 2009/10 Feminization
P(fn)  P(my)  P(fy) = P(mpy) | Pr(fy) Ppr(my) Pp(fn) — Pp(my) (Yes/No)*
Cities/towns 10.1 7.4 2.6 6.4 4.4 2.0 No
Urban villages 214 12.8 8.6 13.7 7.2 6.5 No
Rural areas 37.4 30.7 6.7 18.0 11.4 6.6 No
National 25.3 18.5 6.8 13.9 8.1 5.8 No

Sources: Author Computed from CSO (2008) and Statistics Botswana (2013)
*feminization of poverty occurred P, (f,) — Py(my,) < Py (fy) — Py (my)
““No” means feminization of poverty did not occur and “Yes” means feminization of poverty occurred.

An examination of feminization of poverty by marital status depicts an interesting pattern in
poverty differentials between FHHs and MHHs (Table 2). The results show no evidence of
feminization of poverty amongst households headed by cohabiting couples and those whose
heads never married. However, the results show evidence of feminization of poverty amongst
households headed by married couples, divorced/separated and the widowed, between
2002/03 and 2009/10.

Feminization of poverty across the married heads was unexpected since the incidence of
poverty was lower amongst FHHs in both periods compared to MHHs. However, the total
decline in incidences of poverty was slower amongst FHHs than MHHs. The incidence of
poverty amongst FHHs (married) declined by 8.6 percentage points while that for MHHs
declined by 10.9 percentage points, resulting in feminization of poverty amongst the married
couples. The evidence of feminization of poverty could also be attributed to the overall
decline in the share of married couples from 30.6 percent in 2002/03 to 26.9 percent in
2009/10. The decline was higher among FHHs with 3.5 percentage points, compared to 2.2
percentage points for MHHs (see Table A1).

Evidence of feminization of poverty amongst the divorced/separated household heads could
be attributed to the increase of the FHHs amongst the poor divorced/separated heads. Data
show that, in 2002 /03, FHHs account for about 67 percent of the poor households headed by
the divorced/separated individuals, and the figure had increased to about 86.4 percent in
2009/10 (Statistics Botswana, 2013; CSO, 2008). Data also show an increase in the share of
FHHs amongst the divorced/separated household heads living with children, from 77.0
percent in 2002/03 to 91.3 percent in 2009/10, an indication that evidence of feminization
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of poverty amongst the divorced/separated could also be related to the high dependency
ratios amongst such households. This is expected since in most cases, when marriages
dissolve either through divorce or separation, mothers usually have the custody of the
children, and end up caring for their children alone resulting in increased vulnerability or
likelihood of falling into or remaining in poverty.

Evidence of feminization of poverty amongst the widowed could result from the increase in
the share of FHHs amongst the total poor households headed by the widowed. The share of
FHHs amongst the widowed increased from about 88.9 to 94.2 percent between 2002/03 and
2009/10. Similarly, the share of FHHs amongst households headed by the widowed heads
living with children increased from 76.1 to 87.3 percent between 2002/03 and 2009/10.
Another reason could be that, in cases of the widowed, the departed partner could have been
the breadwinner and thus resulted in loss of income for such households resulting in
increased vulnerability to poverty over some time.

Table 2: Feminization of poverty across marital status

2002/03 2009/10 Feminization
P (fr) (Yes/No)”
P(fn) Pu(my)  P(fn) —P(my) | Pu(fy)  Pp(my) = Py(my)
Married* 189 21.5 -2.6 10.3 10.6 -0.3 Yes
Living Together 25.1 20.2 5.0 13.3 9.9 3.4 No
Divorced/Separated* 24.8 17.8 7.0 13.5 4.2 9.3 Yes
Widowed* 34.7 28.5 6.2 15.6 5.4 10.2 Yes
Never married 22.8 11.5 11.3 14.2 3.8 10.4 No

Sources: Author Computed from CSO (2008) and Statistics Botswana (2013)
“feminization of poverty occurred Py (fy,) — P,(my,) < Py (fy,) — Ppr(my)
"“No” means feminization of poverty did not occur and “Yes” means feminization of poverty occurred.

Table 3 reports feminization of poverty across employment status. The results show no
evidence of feminization of poverty amongst households heads engaged in paid employment
and amongst those working as unpaid family helpers. However, feminization of poverty
occurred amongst the self-employed, the unemployed and those working in own land/ cattle
post. Across the self-employed, the incidence of poverty for FHHs declined by 7.1 percentage
points compared to 10.4 percentage points amongst MHHs, implying that the decline in the
incidences of poverty was lower among FHHs. Similarly, the incidence of poverty for FHHs
declined by 17.5 percentage points while that for MHHs declined by 21.4 percentage points
and across those working in own land/cattle post. The share of FHHs among household heads
working in own land/cattle post increased from 4.8 percent in 2002/03 to 8.3 percent in
2009/10 whilst that for MHHs declined from 12.9 to 10.2 percent during the same period;
hence evidence of feminization of poverty (see Table A1).
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Table 3: Feminization of poverty across employment status

2002/03 2009/10 Feminization
P(f) P(my) P (fy) = P(my) | Pu(fn) Py(mp) Py(fn) —Pp(my) | (Yes/No)'

Paid employment 11.9 8.7 3.2 7.2 53 1.9 No
Self-employment* 23.0 14.2 8.8 159 3.8 12.0 Yes
Unpaid family No
helper 38.7 14.0 24.7 24.2 9.2 15.1

Own land/cattle Yes
post* 32.4 37.3 -4.9 17.6 12.1 5.5

Unemployed* 36.8 37.7 -0.9 19.3 16.3 3.0 Yes

Sources: Author Computed from CSO (2008) and Statistics Botswana (2013)
*feminization of poverty occurred P, (f,) — P,(my) < P,/ (fy) — P./(my,)
*““No” means feminization of poverty did not occur and “Yes” means feminization of poverty occurred.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The concept of feminization of poverty has been widely investigated by both scholars and
researchers in both developed and developing countries. The majority of these studies
concluded that women have consistently constituted a larger proportion of the poor
population than men and that women accounted for a larger proportion of the growing
percentage of the world’s poor.

Similarly, in Botswana, poverty is more pronounced in FHHs than MHHs, especially in rural
areas where employment opportunities are limited. Women and FHHs account for a larger
proportion of the poor and the share has increased over time, suggesting that feminization of
poverty may have occurred. However, no study has analyzed evidence of feminization of
poverty in Botswana, and this constitutes the first attempt at investigating the subject in the
country. We define feminization of poverty as the increase in the levels of poverty amongst
FHHs relative to the levels for MHHs. Our study is limited to the monetary approach of
poverty in measuring feminization of poverty. Therefore our conclusions refer mainly to the
monetary dimension of poverty.

The results of the study indicate no evidence of feminization of poverty at both national and
regional level. However, decomposing households by marital status reveals evidence of
feminization of poverty amongst households headed by married couples, and divorced and
widowed household heads. Therefore, public policy should focus on gender sensitive poverty
alleviation strategies, with specific focus on the vulnerable FHHs, especially the
divorced/separated and the widowed, in order to fully arrest feminization of poverty. This
group accounted for about 12.5 percent of the total households in 2009/10 (translating to
about 67,478 households) and also accounted for the larger share (80.7 percent) of the total
divorced/separated or widowed household heads. Clearly these many households cannot be
ignored and this paper recommends that a specific programme that targets such vulnerable
households should be considered. Evidence of feminization of poverty was also observed
amongst the unemployed, the self-employed and those working in own land/ cattle post. The
majority of the unemployed comprised mainly of the female heads, accounting for more than
60 percent in both 2002/03 and 2009/10. The share of FHHs to households working in own
land and cattle post also increased between the same period; from 24.4 to 40.7 percent.
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NOTES

The GGI measures gender disparity based on four dimensions and gaps, namely, economic,
political, education and health.

The GII measures gender disparity based on three dimensions; reproductive health,
Empowerment and Labour market participation.

The Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984) family of poverty measures is given by P, =
1yn [ZiYi

n&i=1 [z_l
and n is the number of households. When a = 0, we have the headcount ratio, which measures
the share of the population below the poverty line Z. When a = 1, we get the poverty gap
which measures the extent to which individuals fall below the poverty lines and when a = 2,
get the squared poverty gap, which measures the severity of poverty (Forster, Greer and
Thorbecke, 1984; CSO, 2008; Statistics Botswana, 2013).

a
] where a € {0, 1,2} is a parameter of inequality, Y is consumption expenditure,
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