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Preface

This Report presents the results of the first reduced-scale data collection for Household Final Consump-
tion Expenditure (HFCE) in 49 Regional Member Countries for the year 2009 under the International
Comparison Program for Africa (ICP-Africa) managed by the African Development Bank (AfDB.

ICP-Africa is part of the global statistical initiative set up in 1970 as a joint venture of the United Nations
and the Infernational Comparisons Unit of the University of Pennsylvania to compare, on a regular and
timely basis, the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of countries in real —"price-adjusted” — terms. From mod-
est beginnings, the ICP has expanded to now cover more than 150 countries in the latest benchmark
comparison for 2005.

From its inception, the participation of African countries in ICP has progressively increased. In the first
two experimental phases (1970 and 1973), Kenya was the only African country representing the devel-
oping world. In the subsequent phases, the number of African countries increased to four in 1975, and
to 15, 23 and 22, respectively, in 1980, 1985, and 1993. The ICP 2005 Program for Africa covered

48 countries and was the first to be coordinated by an African institution — the AIDB.

Following the successful completion of the 2005 round, the Alfrica region embraced ICP-Africa as a
routine sfafistical operation to be undertaken annually on a reduced scale.

The success of the program depended on a concerted team effort involving a cross section of stakehold-
ers. On behalf of the ADB, | wish to thank those who have contributed to making this 2009 ICP-Africa
exercise a great success. In particular, | wish to commend the national statistical offices for taking on
board the ICP as part of their routine activities despite operating under constrained resources, both
financial and human. Moreover, | want fo thank the subregional organizations for their technical input
under the guidance of the sfaff in the AIDB Statistics Department.

Finally, I would like to congratulate everyone involved for a job well done and recommend this publica-
fion fo all ADB clients.

Mthuli Ncube

Chief Economist and Vice President
African Development Bank
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Executive Summary

In the 2008 Accra Declaration, the heads of African national statistical offices agreed to make the ICP a
part of their regular statistical work. As a fullscale ICP would not be feasible for most countries every year,
the AIDB developed a reduced program which would provide annual updates of the latest benchmark
comparisons and help countries enhance their sfatistical capacities in the two important areas of natfional
accounts and price statisfics.

The reduced program covers only HFCE rather than GDP as a whole. Prices were collected only in capital
cities with spatial adjustment factors being used to convert them fo estimated national annual average
prices. The reduced program used fewer price collections of household consumption expenditure items
than would be needed for fullscale comparison. Moreover, it also made maximum use of price data of
products common to both the ICP and Consumer Price Index (CPI), which were already being collected
for each country's CPI.

The planning started in 2008 with prices being collected during 2009. All regional member countries
agreed fo participate with the exception of Eritrea and Somalia. In the event, Equatorial Guinea and
Angola were not able to provide sufficient price data and therefore they are not included in 2009 com-
parisons. The remaining 49 countries provided price sfafistics and expenditure weights from their national
accounts to allow the AIDB tfo calculate Purchasing Power Parities (PPPs| and Price Level Indices (PLis) for
HFCE broken down into the 32 classes of the ICP Expenditure Classification.

PPPs can be regarded as spatial price indices that are used fo remove price level differences between
counfries so that comparisons can be made between the volumes of goods and services produced in dif-
ferent countries. There is a clear parallel here between PPPs as “spatial” price indices and GDP deflators
which are “temporal” price indices used to compare changes over time in the volumes of goods and ser-
vice produced in a single country. Plis are ratios of PPPs fo market exchange rates and show the differences
in price levels from one country to another. In general, price levels are higher in richer compared to poorer
countries because both labor costs and product taxes are usually higher in rich countries.

PPPs measure the prices in each country compared to a reference [or “numeraire”) currency which is set at
1.0. In the 2005 ICP, an artificial currency — the Afric — was used as the numeraire but some users found
this confusing and in this report the South African Rand (ZAR) is used as the numeraire. Note that PPPs are
calculated in such a way that the choice of numeraire currency has no impact on the relationship between
the PPPs of the counfries included in the comparison. If one country’s GDP is shown as being twice as
large as another when it is measured in the Alfric, its GDP would still be shown as twice as large if it were
measured in ZAR or any other country’s currency. It is important fo sfress that South Africa is not being given
any special treatment: its price and expenditure data enter into the calculations in exactly the same way as
those of the other parficipating countries.

The results show that the four largest economies in Africa — Egypt, South Africa, Nigeria and Algeria in that
order — accounted for over 55% of all HFCE in Africa for 2009. Two quite small countries in ferms of fofal
HFCE — Mauritius and Seychelles — have the highest HFCE on a per capita basis, at just over 40,000 ZAR
compared with barely 1,200 ZAR in Liberia.



Eleven countries recorded per capita HFCE in excess of 15,000 ZAR, 19 had per capita HFCE between
5,000 to 15,000 ZAR, and 21 recorded per capita HFCE of less than 5,000 ZAR. Of the four largest
counfries in Africa in terms of total HFCE, Algeria, Egypt, and South Africa are in the top group while Ni-
geria is only a middle-expenditure country. The bottom group with less than 5,000 ZAR per capita includes
several counfries that have recently experienced civil unrest and armed conflict.

In Botswana, Mauritius, Seychelles and Swaziland, real expenditures on food are more than three times
higher than the all-Africa average. At the other end of the scale, food expenditures are less than half the
allAfrica average in 13 countries with particularly low expenditures in Burundi, Democratic Republic of the
Congo [DRC], Liberia and Niger. In these countries, many people must be living at nearstarvation levels.

Expenditure patterns differ between richer and poorer countries. In the richer countries, expenditure shares
are higher for luxury goods and services such as mofor vehicles and recreation services and lower for
necessities such as bread and cereals. Real expenditure shares based on PPPs can be used fo estimate
income elasticities for particular goods and services.

Cape Verde, Comoros, Gabon, Seychelles and Congo have price levels 40% or higher than the average
for Africa as a whole while the Gambia, Kenya, Ethiopia, Egypt and Tanzania have price levels nearly
20% lower than the average. Note, however, that these are overall price levels and there are interesfing
differences between countries in price levels for particular types of goods and services.

Islands in general have higher Plls and large countfries fend to have lower Plis so as fo reflect the size of
their domestic markets and in many cases the size of domestic production. The Southern African countries
are mostly clustered fogether and gravitate towards South Africa. The relatively small oil exporters Gabon
and Congo are relatively high on the PLI scale, which reflects the fact that most of their consumption goods
are imported. At the same time, DRC exhibits a relatively high price level combined with one of the lowest
incomes per capita. For DRC, the relatively high PLl is perhaps related fo its inland location and the civil
sfrife going on in the country.

About three-quarters of the regional population (73%) are living in economies with per capita HFCE below
the regional average. The most populous country in Africa — Nigeria — is below the regional average in
real HFCE per capita, meaning ifs overall economy in HFCE terms is smaller than those of Egypt and South
Africa. Furthermore, DRC, which has a relatively large share of the region’s population, is smaller in terms
of real HFCE than a number of less populous countries.

The successful completion of the 2009 update shows that a reduced comparison program can deliver
useful PPPs and Plls as well as making a significant contribution to sfatistical capacity building. Apart from
its direct benefits for Africa, the simplified approach used for the update may serve as a model for other
regions.

A second update for 2010 is now under way with the results to be published in the course of 2012.
These two updates improved the preparation of African countries to participate in the 2011 Benchmark
comparison, which is currently being coordinated by the ADB.
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The International Comparison Program (ICP) is
a global statistical initiative set up on the recom-
mendation of the United Nations Statistical Com-
mission fo enable international comparisons of
economic aggregates such as GDP, price levels,
and purchasing power of currencies. It was es-
fablished in 1970 as a joint venture of the Unifted
Nations and the Infernational Comparisons Unit
of the University of Pennsylvania to compare on a
regular and timely basis the GDPs of countries in
the comparison. This remains the purpose of the
program, although its coverage and scope has
been broadened in recent rounds.

From ifs incepfion, the participation of African
countries in ICP has progressively increased. In the
first two experimental phases (1970 and 1973,
Kenya was the only participating African country.
In the subsequent phases, the number of African
countries increased to four in 1975, to 15 in
1980, to 23 in 1985 and then decreased to 22
in 1993. The next two rounds of Africa’s ICP ac-
fivities were financed and supervised by Eurostat.
In confrastf, local institutions within other regions
carried out ICP coordination for their respective re-
gions. The ICP 2005 Program represented the first
fime that Africa’s ICP acfivities were coordinafed
by an African instituion — the AfDB.

In December 2007, the heads of African national
stafistical offices meeting in Ghana issued the Ac-
cra Declaration in which they agreed to infegrate
ICP-Africa activities into their routine statistical ac-
fivities. Apart from the inherent usefulness of reli-
able PPPs, the chief statisticians also recognized
the value of the program for sfafistical capacity
building — an important objective for the AIDB and
its member countries. Parficipation in ICP-Africa
leads fo better practices in both price collection
and national accounts and the program involves
workshops where statisticians learn new  fech-
niques and exchange experiences in these two
important areas.

In line with that Declaration, the AfDB transformed
ICP-Africa info a routine sfafistical operation fo be

e Part One:

undertaken annually but on a reduced basis. Data
collection for ICP activities was included as part of
the AIDB's Statistical Capacity Building Phase 1,

which commenced in 2008.

As in other regions, ICP-Africa comparisons are
made from the “expenditure side” which identi-
fies the components of final demand: consump-
fion, investment and net exports.! International
comparisons from the expenditure side mean that
infercountry comparisons can be made between
both the main demand aggregates — household ex-
penditure, government expenditure, investment and
net export — and between subaggregates such as
food consumption, machinery and equipment, or
individual and collective government expenditures.

Infernational volume comparisons of GDP depend
on three conditions being met:

1. the definition of GDP (production boundary) is
the same;

2. the measurement of GDP is the same; and

3. the currency unit in which GDP is expressed is
the same.

GDP estimates of countries participating in the ICP-
Africa 2009 comparisons generally meet the first
condition as they are compiled broadly in line with

the 1993 System of National Accounts (SNA).

The measurement of GDP is currently not sufficient-
ly uniform over all participating countries to satisfy
the second condition. In particular, the GDPs of
countries with large informal and/or subsistence
economies may be underestimated. Obtaining

1 PPPs have also been calculated for value-added by kind
of activity (production side) - the alternative way of break-
ing down GDP. Under the leadership of Angus Maddison,
the University of Groningen has developed sets of PPPs for
production by kind of activity. This is called the Database
for International Comparisons of Output and Productivity by
Industry (ICOP) (see http://www.ggdc.net/databases/icop.
htm). All rounds of the ICP, however, have produced PPPs
for the expenditure components of GDP.




exhaustive estimates of GDP for all countries par-
ficipating in the ICP has to be a longterm goal
and remains a challenge for most countries. To
this end, the AfDB through the Statistical Capacity
Building Program has over the last six years been
working with its member countries to improve the
comparability of their GDP estimates. These efforts
will continue, especially in the light of implement-

ing the SNA 2008.

The GDP estimates of the majority of participating
countries are expressed in different national curren-
cies. To meet the last condition, it is necessary to
have conversion rafes that both convert to a com-
mon currency and equalize the purchasing power
of different currencies in the process of conversion.
Such conversion rates are called PPPs and ICP-
Africa comparisons are made using PPPs.

3.1 Why do an update?

Forty-eighty of the 53 member countries of the
ADB took part in the 2005 round of the ICP and
about the same number are taking part in the
2011 round. These rounds produce benchmark
estimates of PPPs and it is expected that bench-
mark estimates will continue to be made at five or
six year infervals. Between benchmarks, PPPs can
be updated by extrapolating each country’s PPP by
its rate of price inflation relative to the rafe of price
inflation in the reference country. Price inflation is
here measured by each country’s GDP deflafor.
For example, it Ghana's GDP deflator increased
by 5% in 2006 and the United States” GDP defla-
tor rose by 3% over the same period, then Ghao-
na's 2005 PPP (with the United States as reference
country) will be multiplied by 1.0500,/1.0300 =
1.0294 to update it to 2006. This is the updating
procedure used by the World Bank for PPP-based
statistics included in the World Development Indi-
cators (VWDI).

This naive approach to PPP extrapolation is unsat-
isfactory in practice. It turns out it is theorefically
impossible to use national deflations and to be
consistent with PPPbenchmarks computed using

"infernational” baskets. Moreover, there are index
number differences across countries for GDP deflo-
fors and differences between various ICP bench-
marks. It is not unusual that even a group of coun-
fries such as the OECD, with largely harmonized
CPIs, can exhibit sizeable inconsistencies between
GDP deflators and PPP benchmarks. Another prob-
lem is that many countries can only approximately
measure the overall GDP deflator: base years for
calculating the price deflators are often ten years
or more out of dafe and the price information
available in many countries is frequently unreliable
and incomplete. Countries in both the Asia Pacific
and African regions have, therefore, been explor-
ing the possibility of measuring PPPs on a more
regular basis to avoid the need for (inaccurate)
updating using price indices.

The 2005 ICP data collection used CPI data collec-
fion infrastructure in all participating African coun-
fries and this created some synergy between ICP
and CPIl. Some products are common to both ICP
and CPI. The size of that infersection is @ measure of
how the two dafacollection processes can benefit
from each other and have their costs reduced.

Taking advantage of that synergy, the ADB plans
fo publish ICP-Africa results for the years 2009
and 2010 but with coverage restricted to house-
hold consumption items collected in the capital city
only. The obijectives of the 2009 ICP can be sum-

marized as follows:

> to keep the momentum going for the 2011 ICP
round and the subsequent ones;

» o confinue capacity building of member coun-
fries’ experts in price statistics and national ac-
counts;

> 1o foster better coordination of data collection
for ICP and CPI purposes; and

> o investigate the feasibility of updating PPPs
between two ICP rounds using a simplified ap-
proach.



Chart1 Ratios of Capital City to National Prices:
Averages for 49 African countries in 2005
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Differences between prices in the capital city and other parts of the country may be partly due to the costs of transporting
imported goods from their points of arrival, which is often the capital city. More competition between traders and service
providers may also drive down prices in capital cities, as in villages there may be only one or two traders.

3.2. A simplified approach

A full benchmark ICP requires more resources than
most African sfafistical offices can devote to this
work on an annual basis. The ADB therefore pro-
posed to start with a reduced program. Its main
features are outlined below.

1. Initially the program has been confined fo
HFCE. HFCE is by far the largest component
of GDP, ranging between 65% and 75% of
GDP for most African countries  participating
in the 2009 update. HFCE is also a key ag-
gregate for assessing household welfare,? as
PPPs for HFCE can be used to compare per

2 The 1993 SNA introduced a new measure called “Actual
household consumption”. This consists of HFCE plus
individual consumption expenditures of government and
non-profit institutions serving households (NPISH) and is

a better measure of “welfare” than HFCE alone. In practice,
however, the individual consumption expenditures of gov-
ernment and NPISH on such things as education and health
services are relatively low in most African countries, mean-
ing HFCE is usually close to actual household consumption.

e Part One: Infroduction

capita volumes of food consumption between
countries, price levels of basic food items and
other essentials. PPPs for HFCE are also used
fo update the threshold for infernational poverty
standards.

Prices were only collected in the capital city or
in other fowns. “Capital city” actually means the
lorgest city or most densely populated region
for which a regular CPl is available. The ADB
adjusted these “capital city” prices to natfional
prices using coefficients drawn from the 2005
round of the ICP. In the 2005 round, price data
were identified by location so they could be
used to derive a set of adjustment coefficients
calculated os the ratio of nafional to capital city
prices for each item® (see Box 1 and chart 1).

3 The fact that the definition of “capital city” varies from
country to country is not a problem for calculating the
adjustment coefficients because “capital city” was defined
in the same way in both the 2005 and 2009 rounds.



Box 1 Capital city prices are usually lower than national prices

In most of the 49 countries, capital city prices were on average lower than national prices but there
were eight exceptions. Capital city prices were higher than national prices in Sierra Leone, Rwanda,
Senegal, Uganda, Central African Republic, Tunisia, Togo, and Ghana.

Chart 1 compares capital city prices with national prices for total HFCE and for main commodity
groups. The ratios are all less than 1.0, meaning that averaged overall, countries’ capital city prices
are lower than national prices. In other words, except in the eight countries mentioned above,
prices are generally higher outside the capital city.

Prices are more nearly equal, on average, for Education, Health and Recreation and cultural ser-
vices and are relatively low in the capital city for Hotels and restaurants, Furnishings, household
equipment and maintenance, and Alcohol and tobacco.

Box 2 Using CPI prices for the ICP. What's the problem?

People often ask why we need to collect prices specifically for the ICP when countries already col-
lect prices on a regular basis for their CPl and other price indices. There are two problems.

» First, the objective of the CPI or other temporal index is to measure changes in prices from one
period to the next. Price collectors working for the CPI are issued with broad specifications for
each item and are told to identify a specific item within those broad specifications that is likely
to still be available for subsequent pricing visits. For example, they may be instructed to price a
“men’s white shirt”, leaving them freedom to select one with long or short sleeves, with or with-
out a breast pocket, made of cotton or made of synthetics but with the sole proviso that they
will have a good chance of finding the same shirt next time they visit the shop. For calculating
PPPs, however, the objective is to price an identical (or near identical) item in all countries. Price
collectors working for PPPs are therefore issued with much tighter specifications - for example,
the shirt is T100% cotton, it has short sleeves, one breast pocket and sometimes a brand name is
also specified. As a result, prices collected for the CPI are often not suitable for calculating PPPs
because usually only a small subset of the prices collected for the CPI prices will refer to exactly
the same item that has been priced in another country.

> A second problem is that items are selected for the CPI because they are widely available and
bought by many households in a given country. For PPPs, however, countries are required to col-
lect prices of some items that are bought by relatively fewer households in their countries and
which would not therefore be included in their CPls, because these prices are needed to provide
links with other countries where such items are widely bought by households. To calculate PPPs,
therefore, countries need to go beyond the widely available and commonly bought items that
are routinely included in their own CPIs and also collect prices for items that are widely available
and commonly bought by households in other countries.



3. Finally, maximum use was made of prices of
products common to both ICP and CPI which
are collected by countfries for their regular CPI.
There are limits fo the extent fo which this can
be done, as is explained in Box 2. However,
careful comparisons were made of the various
items covered in each countries’ CPl and it
proved possible fo find many matching prod-
ucts which substantially reduced, but did not
eliminate, the need for additional ICP pricing.

4. |CP 2009 Data-Collection
Process

4] Basic headings

The ICP Expenditure Classification breaks GDP
down into 155 Basic Headings (BHs), of which
110 are for HFCE. The BHs represent the most de-
failed expenditure breakdown that countries can
provide for their GDP. BHs for HFCE include, for
example, rice, fish and seafood, garments, pas-
senger fransport by road and insurance.

4.2 Selection of products

Within each BH, a number of items are specified.
For example, for the BH rice, items to be priced
included "3 kg of Basmati rice” and for the BH
garments items fo be priced included “men’s Levi

501 Jeans”. There is no need to collect prices
of all the various goods and services included
in each BH and in practice it would be impos-
sible to do so. What is important is that the ifems
selected for pricing are typical of the goods or
services commonly found in the participating coun-
fries. For each product, prices are collected from
a representative selection of outlets such as street-
markets, cornershops, kiosks, department stores,
and supermarkets. They should also be collected
at different times of the year fo take account of
seasonal variations.

The same products were priced for the 2009
update as for the 2005 ICP-Africa. As indicated
in Table 1, the 2009 update used the prices of
1,016 items grouped into 110 BHs. The prices
provided for each of the 1,016 items are aver-
ages of prices collected in different kinds of outlets
and af different times of the year. The PPPs are
therefore based on several thousand  individual
price observations.

The general rule is that more products should be
priced for heferogeneous BHs — those that con-
fain many dissimilar products. On average, 9.2
products were priced for each BH but more than
this were priced for BHs under Restaurants and
hotels, Health, Clothing and footwear and Food

Table 1 Number of Basic Headings and Products for the 2009 Update
Category Number of BHs Number of Products
Food and non-alcoholic beverages 29 356
Alcoholic beverages, tobacco and narcotics 5 41
Clothing and footwear 5 128
Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 7 12
Furnishings, household equipment and maintenance 13 104
Health 7 158
Transport 13 55
Communication ¥ 19
Recreation and culture 13 49
Education 1 9
Restaurants and hotels 2 51
Miscellaneous goods and services and net purchases abroad 12 34
Total HFCE 10 1,016
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and non-alcoholic beverages (heterogeneous BHs)
and less than nine for BHs under Recreation and
culture, Transport, and Communication (homoge-
neous BHs).

4.3 Prices collected for the 2009 update
Table 2 summarizes the type of price data supplied
by each country for the 2009 update. Comoros,
Mozambique, Sierra Lleone, Sao Tome and Princ-
ipe, and Tanzania submitted only prices of items
common fo both the ICP and their own CPI lists,
while Cape Verde, Kenya, Mali and Mauritania
submitted the prices of items on the ICP list.

Of the 53 regional member countries, all coun-
fries except Eritrea and Somalia initially agreed to
participate in the 2009 update. However, Angola
and Equatorial Guinea were not able fo supply
sufficient price data and could not be included
in the comparison, which therefore covered 49
countries. Among these 49, Botswana could pro-
vide price data for only three months of 2009 but
all the others provided some price data for nine
months or more, with 44 countries submitling some

price data in all 12 months of 2009.

Table 2 Frequency and Type of Price Data Submitted

ICP Products
Countries Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Algeria
Angola
Benin
Botswana

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cameroon

Cape Verde

Central African Rep

Chad

Comoros

Congo

Congo, DRC

Cote d'lvoire

Djibouti

Egypt

Equatorial Guinea

Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Guinea Bissau

Guinea




ICP Products

Countries Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
Kenya

Lesotho

Liberia

Libya

Madagascar

Malawi

Mali

Mauritania

Mauritius

Morocco

Mozambique

Namibia

Niger

Nigeria

Rwanda

Sao Tome and
Principe

Senegal

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

South Africa

Sudan

Swaziland

Tanzania

Togo

Tunisia

Uganda

Zambia

Zimbabwe

ICP-CPI data 40 42 40 37 38 35 16 33 15 26 16 24
Total ICP
plus ICP-CPI 46 47 47 50 49 48 49 46 48 47 48 46
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B. Purchasing Power Parities (PPPs])

5.1. How do we use PPPs?

First, a word on what PPPs are not to be used
for. PPPs measure the levels of real GDP and its
components and they are not relevant for chang-
es in GDP and related aggregates for individual
counfries over time. The only way to measure the
growth of GDP in a single country from one year
fo the next, or to compare growth rates between
countries in a given year, is to use each country’s
consfant-price growth rate. Of course, if one were
calculating the growth of a group of counfries, the
growth rafe of each country in the group would
have to be weighted by its share within the group
of its real GDP. i.e. GDP converted to a common
currency using PPPs. But the growth rafes for the in-
dividual countries remain those calculated by each
country in its domestic currency. As noted above,
however, these national growth rates may not be
compatible across counfries, for various reasons.
That is why it is important fo update PPPs with ac-
tual data, not with extrapolations with deflators.

The most obvious use of PPP is to compare the size
of the economies of different countries. The next
two charts show just how misleading comparisons
can be if they are made using exchange rates.

Chart 2a ranks the fen largest economies in Africa
in 2009 in ferms of total household consumption
expenditure using both PPPs and exchange rafes.
Consumption expenditure is measured with the ZAR
as the reference currency, which explains why the
two bars are equal for South Africa. The blue bars
show what the rankings would have been if no
PPPs had been available so that exchange rafes
had to be used instead. Using exchange rates,
South Africa’s household consumption would have
appeared about 16% larger than that of Egypt.
Using the correct PPP measure, the positions are
reversed: the green bar for Egypt's consumption
is 16% larger. This is because, on average, the
prices of consumer goods and services are lower
in Egypt than in South Africa.

Chart 2b Per Capita Household
Consumption Expenditure:
Lowest Ten Countries in 2009
Billion South African Rand

Chart 2a Total Household Consumption
Expenditure.
Top Ten Countries in 2009
Billion South African Rand
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Other differences are even larger. Using exchange
rates gives the impression that consumption ex-
penditure in Ethiopia and Kenya was 40% less
than the true PPP-based figures. In Sudan and
Morocco, price levels for household goods and
services were actually higher, on average, than in
South Africa = so that their real levels of consump-
tion (based on PPPs) are lower than the incorrect
blue bars.

Chart 2b offers another example, showing the
fen counfries in Africa with the lowest consump-
tion expenditure per head of the population. These
are the poorest in the continent using expenditure
rather than income as the poverty criterion. Again,
there are very large differences between the PPP
and exchange rafe converted figures. The correct
PPP figures exceed the exchange rate converted
figures for Guinea and Sierra Leone by 34% and
29% respectively. The rankings also change, with

Chart3 CO, Emissions per Unit of GOP
in 2007

Kilograms of Carban Dioxide

@ Using PPPs @ Using Exchange Rates

South Africa
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Sierra Leone, Niger and Malawi, for example, all
moving up in rank when the correct PPP measures
are used.

In this case, there are three countries where the dif-
ferences go in the other direction. Average price
levels are higher in the Central African Republic,
Zimbabwe and DRC than in South Africa, so that
the use of exchange rates overstates their true
(price-adjusted) levels of household consumption.

Next, Chart 3 shows emissions of carbon diox-
ide per unit of GDP, one of the key stafistics used
in international negotiations on climate change.
There are again large differences between the PPP
and exchange rate figures and the rankings also
change. Using exchange rates, Egypt appears
to be emitting nearly as much CO, per dollar of
GDP as South Africa; however, on the correct PPP
basis its emissions are seen to be less than half as
much. PPPs also show Benin, Togo, and Kenya
in a much more favorable light. (For comparison,
United States emissions were 0.42 kilos of CO,
per dollar of GDP, putting it between Egypt and
Morocco, while Japan's CO,, emissions were just
0.19 kilos — about the level of Kenya.)
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The 2009 ICP-Africa results do not cover the en-
tire GDP but only Household Final Consumption
Expenditure (HFCE). The results are centered on the
following 17 tables, which are grouped info two
main categories: (a) country input data — which
relafe o national accounts dafa as provided by
the countries for the reference year 2009; and {ii)
actual PPP results — which relafe to results gener-
ated using the Country Product Dummy (CPD) and
IKLE methods.

The country input data are further presented in (a)
Noational Currency (Tables A2 and A5) and (b] US
Dollars (Tables A6 to A7), both expressed in per
capita values based on population and exchange
rafe figures supplied by the countries.

The PPP results are based on PPPs (Table A3), in
which the deviation from a country’s exchange rate
is an indicator of Plls (Table A4 — Price level Indi-
ces: Alfrica Region = 1) for each of the categories
of household goods and services shown in the
fables. Interpreted as economic exchange rates,
PPPs for a particular country are used to convert
the country’s nominal expenditures info real values

(Tables AT1 to A14).

There are three andlytical tables related 1o real ex-
penditures that need to be highlighted as they show
the position of a country in relafion to the African
average or its share of the overall expenditure for

Africa:

Table A15 — Per Capita Real Expenditure Relatives:
Africa Region = 100% — contains volume indices
that show how a particular country compares with
the African average in terms of ifs per capita con-
sumption of a particular category of goods and
services.

Table A16 — Real Expenditures: Country Shares —
shows the contribution of a parficular country to the
fotal Africa expenditure for each pertinent category
of household goods and services.

@ Part Two:

Table A17 — Real Expenditures: Item Shares — helps
compare the structures of expenditures across the
countries.

The data on final consumption expenditure by house-
holds are presented at three different levels of aggre-
gation depending on the current stage of national
accounts data (provisional, semifinal, final) as pro-
vided by the countries. For all countries, table head-
ings relate to individual consumption expenditure
by households and its main 13 categories: (i) Food
and Non-Alcoholic Beverages; (i) Alcoholic Bever-
ages, Tobacco and Narcofics; (i) Clothing and
Footwear; (iv) Housing, Water, Electricity, Gas and
Oither Fuels; (v) Furnishings, Household Equipment
and Routine Household Maintenance; (vi) Health;
(vii) Transport; (viii) Communication; (ix) Recreation
and Culture; (x) Education; (xi) Restaurants and Ho-
tels; (xii) Miscellaneous Goods and Services; and
(xiii) Net Purchases of Residents Abroad.

6.1 Basic data tables

Table 3 gives the population esfimates used fo de-
rive per capita data and the exchange rafes used
fo obtain PLls.

Table A3 (to be found in the Analytical Tables sec-
tion) shows the PPPs for HFCE in 2009 with ZAR as
the numeraire currency. If another currency had been
selected as numeraire — the Zambian Kwacha, for
example — the PPPs would be different but the rafio
between any pair of countries with the Kwacha =
1.0 would be exactly the same as the ratio with
the ZAR = 1.0. South Africa is nof in any way be-
ing treated differently from the other counfries: South
Alrica’s prices and expenditure data enter info the
calculation of PPPs in exactly the same way as those
of all other countries.

Table A10 (also fo be found in the Analytic Tables
section) shows expenditures in LCUs as shares of to-
tal expenditure on HFCE. These are the weights that
were used in calculating PPPs above the BH level.

6.2 Major findings

The charts that accompany the short texts on these
analytic tables are given as examples of how they
can be used for analytic purposes.



Population Exchange Rate Exchange Rate
Country (Million) to ZAR to the US$

Céte d'lvoire 22.10 55.97 472.20
Mali 14.52 55.97 472.20
Niger 14.69 55.97 472.20
Sierra Leone 5.61 37412 3156.49

Zambia 12.90 598.04 5045.81




6.2.1 Total Household Final Consumption Ex-
penditure (HFCE) in South African Rand (ZAR)

Table A12 (o be found in the Analytical Tables
secfion) gives the values in ZAR of real HFCE in
49 countries. Charts 4a and 4b show total HFCE
in billion ZAR for the 24 largest and 25 smallest
countries. Two charts are needed because of the
enormous differences in the size of the 49 counties,
ranging from Egypt with HFCE of 1,678 billion ZAR
fo Sao Tome with HFCE of just over 1 billion ZAR.

6.2.2 Per Capita HFCE in ZAR

Table A14 (to be found in the Analytic Tables sec-
tion) shows HFCE on a per capita basis. Two quite
small countries in terms of total HFCE — Mauritius
and Seychelles — have the highest HFCE on a per
capita basis, at just over 40,000 ZAR compared
with barely 1,200 ZAR in Liberia.

Chart 5 below provides a broad indication of wel
fare levels in the 49 countries. Per capita actual
household consumption is theoretically o better

measure than per capita HFCE but the difference
between the two measures (namely per capita in-
dividual consumption expenditure of NPISH and
government) is quite small in most African countries.

The colorcoding in Chart 5 shows 11 countries
in a highexpenditure group (over 15,000 ZAR
per capita), 19 in o middleexpenditure group
(5,000 to 15,000 ZAR per capita) and 21 in @
low-income group (under 5,000 ZAR per capital.
Of the four largest countries in Africa in ferms of
total HFCE, Algeria, Egypt, and South Africa are
in the top group while Nigeria is only a middle-
expenditure country. Not surprisingly, the lowest
expenditure group includes several countries that
have recently suffered armed conflict and civil un-
rest — Burundi, Congo, liberia, Sierra leone, and
Zimbabwe are examples.

6.2.3 Indices of Total HFCE: Africa =100
Table A16 (to be found in the Analytic Tables sec-
fion) is an alternafive presentation of Table 11,
with the total for Africa shown as 100.

Chart 4a Total HFCE in 24 Largest
Countries
Billion ZAR

Chart 4b Total HFCE in 256 Smallest
Countries
Billion ZAR
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Chart 5 Per Capita Household Final Consumption Expenditure
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Charts 6a and 6b show household expenditure
on energy, i.e. electricity, pefroleum products,
charcoal, firewood and other solid fuels. The four
largest countries [Algeria, Egypt, Nigeria and
South Africa) account for 60% of total household
expenditure on energy in Africa, with Nigeria
alone accounting for over a quarter of the tofal.
Because PPPs are used, these figures represent
real expenditures, i.e. adjusted for differences in
prices between countries, which are quite consid-
erable in Africa.

6.2.4 Indices of Per Capita HFCE: Africa =100
Table A15 (to be found in the Analytical Tables
section) is an alternative presentation of Table
A14, with the average per capita expenditure
for Africa equal to 100.

Chart 7 shows per capita expenditure on food
and non-alcoholic beverages. Real expendi-
tures on food are more than three times higher

than the all-Africa average in Botswana, Mau-
ritivs, Seychelles and Swaziland. At the other
end of the scale, food expenditures are less
than half the all-Africa average in 13 countries,
with particularly low expenditures in Burundi,
DRC, Lliberia and Niger. In these countries,
many people must be living at nearstarvation
levels. In principle, food expenditures include
imputed expenditures on own-produced crops
and livestock products, although these may be
understated in some cases.

6.2.5 Real Expenditure Shares in HFCE
Table A17 (to be found in the Analytical Tables
section) shows real expenditure shares in tofal
HFCE. This is the “real” version of Table A10,
in which shares were calculated from expendi-
tures in LCUs and so were unadijusted for differ-
ences in price levels.

Chart 6a Household Energy Expendi-
ture: 24 Top Countries
Africa =100

Chart 6b Household Energy Expendi-
ture: 25 Bottom Countries
Africa =100
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Chart 8 shows how expenditure shares on an im-
porfant food group — Bread and cereals — are re-
lated to per capita expenditure on fotal HFCE. As
the latter can be taken as an indicator of income
levels, the chart can be seen as showing how peo-
ple spend a smaller percentage of income on this
basic food item as they get richer. The R? value sug-
gests that over 40% of the variafion in expenditure
share on bread and cereals may be accounted for
by variation in per capita income.

6.2.6 Price Level Indicies: Regional average = 1.0
Price level Indices (Plls) are the ratios of PPPs to
exchange rates. They measure the differences in
price levels compared with the average for the re-
gion as a whole. A PLl shows by how much the
prices of goods and services in country X, when
converted info country Z's currency at the current
exchange rate, exceed or fall below the prices of
the same goods and services in country Z. A Pl
that is higher or lower than 1.0 indicates higher or
lower cost respectively.

The Plis for HFCE in Chart 9a range from 0.73
for Tanzania (indicating a price level that is low
relative to the African average) to 1.66 for Cape
Verde (indicating a high price level). In Chart 9q,
colorcoding indicates countries with below and
above average Plls. In addition to Cape Verde,
Comoros, Gabon, Seychelles and Congo have
price levels 41% or higher than the average of
Africa while the Gambia, Kenya, Ethiopia and
Egypt follow Tanzania on the low side, with price
levels about 17% lower than the average for Af-
rica. In general, price levels are higher in richer
countries and lower in poorer countries.

The coefficient of variation (CV) of Plis for the dif-
ferent categories varies from 15.1% for Balance of
expenditures of residents abroad and expenditures
of non-residents to 58.3% for Housing and utilifies,
indicating a high variation of price levels for the
latter. These variations show that costs are more
similar (low CVs) for some categories than for oth-
ers (high CVs).

Chart 8 Expenditure Shares on Bread and Cereals
and per capita Expenditure Indices
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Chart 9a Price Level Indices for Household Final Consumption Expenditure
Average for Africa = 100
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Chart @b shows the most and least expensive
counfries for food and health. Gabon has the
highest costs for food and health while Tanzania,
Egypt and Ethiopia are cheapest. Congo and Su-
dan also have high costs for food. Comoros has
the second highest cost for health.

Chart 9¢ presents the most and least expensive
costs for education, transportation and communi-
cation. Education, transportation and communica-
fion are the most expensive in Gabon, Comoros
and Cape Verde respectively. Tanzania has the
least expensive costs for education and commu-
nication. The cheapest cost for fransporfation is

found in Libya.

Another way of analyzing prices is fo compare
the price levels of parficular goods or services in a
country with ifs price level for all consumer goods
and services. In Chart 9d, each country’s PPP for
Food has been divided by its overall PPP for total
HFCE. This reflects how people are likely to per-

ceive the levels of food prices in each country.
People in Nigeria, Sudan and Sierra Leone prob-
ably consider food prices to be rather high: they
are about 20% above the overall price level for all
consumer goods and services. In Comoros and
Cape Verde, on the other hand, people are likely
fo find food prices more affordable: on average,
they are about 20% below the overall price level.

6.2.7 Bird’s eye view of the African economy

This section presents a broad view of the 2009
African comparison. Two charts are shown. Chart
10 plots PL vs. real household expenditures (real
HFCE) per capita while showing the size of the
country as a share in African HFCE. Each country
is represented by a sphere with size proportional
fo the country’s real HFCE. Spheres are colored
fo reflect country groupings. The following coun-
fry groupings are indicated: the island economies
are shown in red, Southern African countries in
orange, North African in green and other African
countries are shown in gray. Chart 10 combines

Chart 9b Most and Least Expensives Countries for Food and Health
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Figure 10 2009 PLI vs. HFCE per capita

Countries are presented by spheres, the size of which is proportional to their HFCE in PPP terms.
Country spheres are colar-coded hy subregion.
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maijor findings and key elements of the regional
comparison in one chart: the PPPs and exchange
rates are expressed through the PLI, the real HFCE
per capifa represents country’s affluence, and the
size of the sphere shows that the country’s HFCE is
the real HFCE per capita multiplied by population.

It can be seen that the islands in general have high-
er Plls and that larger counfries tend to have lower
PUs so as fo reflect their size of domesfic markets
and in many cases the size of domestic production.
The Southern African countries are mostly clustered
fogether and gravitate towards South Africa. The
relatively small oil exporters Gabon and Congo
are relatively high on the PL scale, which reflects
the fact that most of consumption goods are im-
ported. At the same time, DRC exhibits a relatively
high price level combined with one of the lowest
incomes per capita. For DRC, the relatively high PLI
is perhaps related fo its inland location and the civil
strife going on in the country.

In general, the regression on income per capita
and economy size shows a moderately significant
tstat for both: 2.47 and -2.36, corresponding fo P-
values of 0.0171 and 0.0226, with negative sign
coefficients for economy size (share) and positive
for per capita income (Y/cap). R2 is borderline
0.17 (standard errors are shown in brackets):

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update

PLI =0.0668 Y / cap —0.01801 - share +1.058
(0.027) (0.0076) (0.042)

Thus, in general, while there is a tendency for the
price levels to be higher in most countries, it is
not clear how factors such as the size of the mar
ket, transportation access and occurrences of civil
strife, which certainly have a role, have an impact
on the overall African economy.

Chart 11 shows the distribution of the real region-
al HFCE by country. It allows us to see the overall
picture of regional income inequality by country. It
simultaneously shows population, per capita real
HFCE and overall real HFCE for each country.
The countries are arranged in the order of real
HFCE per capita along the horizontal axis and
presented as rectangles. The rectangle’s length
along the horizontal scale corresponds to each
economy’s share of the regional population. Cor-
respondingly, the real HFCE per capita as a per-
centage of the regional average is shown on the
vertical axis. The country’s HFCE size is then rep-
resented by the rectangle area for each country,
which is the product of population and real HFCE
per capita and thus would be directly compara-
ble among countries.



Chart 11

Distribution of African Regional HFCE by Country

Countries are arranged in the order of increasing real HFCE per capita
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As the countries are shown in increasing order
of real HFCE per capita, South Africa and Libya
are placed at the right, with the three highest in-
come counfries in Africa (Seychelles, Maurifius
and Botswanal reflected by thin lines because of
their small population. The infersection of the 100
percent line with the rectangles shows that about
three-quarters of the regional population (73%)
are in economies with per capita HFCE below
the regional average. The most populous country
in Africa — Nigeria — is below the regional aver-
age in real HFCE per capita, and thus its overall
economy in HFCE terms is smaller than those of
Egypt and South Africa. Furthermore, DRC, which
has a relatively large share of the region’s popu-
lation, is smaller in terms of real HFCE than «
number of less populous countries.

The presentation in Chart 11 is closely related to
the Lorenz curve (Chart 12) and allows estimating
the Gini coefficient of income inequality (freating
countries as enfities without accounting for intra-
country inequality). Thus, the computed Gini coef
ficient for Africa is 0.404, which reflects rather
high income disparities in the continent {this does
not include infra-country inequalities).

Chart12 Lorenz curve of regional real
HFCE distribution by country

cumulative real HFCE share, percent

100

80

60

40

20

0 20

40 60 80

100

cumulative pooulation share. percent










Country
Algeria

Benin

Burkina Faso

Cameroon

Central African Republic

Comoros

Congo, Democratic Republic

Dijibouti

Equatorial Guinea

Gabon

Ghana

Guinea-Bissau

Lesotho

Libya

Malawi

Mauritania

Morocco

Namibia

Nigeria

Sao Tome and Principe

Seychelles

South Africa

Swaziland

Togo

Uganda

Zimbabwe

Price Level Index Per Capita Nominal
(Africa=1) Expenditures US$

0.85 1,452.14

1.07

569.05

399.17

888.89

1.27 423.01

1.64 972.13

1.36 214.85

1.26 851.86

1.49 2,507.39

0.94 849.97

1.05 540.42

0.95 871.84

3,361.52

1.09 295.06

1.00 655.39

1,631.59

1.22 2,473.18

0.94 661.88

131 1,000.54
1.46 6,019.80
117 3,464.63
0.99 2,673.36
1.07 455.56
0.86 438.75
1.26 419.67

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Per
Capita Real
Expenditures

1,717.08

532.75

413.94

792.44

332.56

594.30

158.34

677.80

1,685.74

“Price Level Index
(Africa =1)”

43

25

34

19

12

Rankings (1=highest)

Per Capita Nominal
Expenditures US$

13

27

36

17

34

16

47

19

907.23

38

20

51253

26

29

920.95

3,008.05

271.37

36

23

18

44

658.52

1,288.27

2,023.45

700.68

761.40

4,110.90

2,973.56

2,699.34

423.93

509.22

331.89

31

15

37

18

32

24

42

11

24

12

23

15

30

31

55

Per Capita Real
Expenditures

10

28

37

17

41

24

48

22

11

16

29

15

46

23

13

20

18

34

30

42

Real Expenditure

Shares (Africa=100%)

6.84%

0.54%

0.72%

1.79%

0.17%

0.05%

1.28%

0.06%

0.29%

2.44%

0.09%

0.20%

2.02%

0.42%

0.25%

4.66%

0.49%

12.40%

0.01%

0.04%

16.83%

0.32%

0.28%

1.79%

0.46%

Population (Million)
34.75

8.77

1523

19.70

4.39

0.67

70.39

0.82

1.51

23.42

1.46

1.88

5.86

13.52

3.29

1.28

154.21

0.16

0.09

49.32

1.04

30.66

12.20

Exchange Rate to
the US$

74.69

472.20

472.20

472.20

472.20

355.30

806.45

177.72

472.20

1.41

472.20

8.42

1.29

141.00

261.51

31.94

8.44

149.12

16208.00

13.72

8.44

8.44

472.20

2030.50

1.00




Individual
Consumption

Expenditure By
Households

Country

Angola

Botswana 34.77

Burundi 1,834.25

Cape Verde 95.93

Chad 1,866.03
Congo 1,064.48
Cote d'Ivoire 7,283.65
Egypt 787.47
Ethiopia 286.81

18.08

Gambia, The

Guinea 12,653.52

Kenya 1,724.08

Liberia 0.51

Food and
Non-Alcoholic
Beverages

21.47

798.80

3,15

1,000.04

436.45

3,284.15

351.03

119.44

8.25

7,286.41

776.48

0.15

Alcoholic Bever-
ages, Tobacco
and Narcotics

96.44

48.93

70.59

0.02

Clothing and
Footwear

46.80

31.87

268.63

Furnishings,
Household Equip-
ment and Routine

Household

Maintenance

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

115.40 159,53
154.45 40.99
735.43 639.15

41.73

141.77 28.24

20.44

65.65 21.33

1.28 0.50

949.61

47.27

1,005.28 519.90

142.44 56.18

0.07

0.10 0.03

Madagascar 13,834.83

Mali 2,662.92
Mauritius 208.66
Mozambique 207,147.88
Niger 1,898.36
Rwanda 2,468.05
Senegal 4,736.99
Sierra Leone 5,691.12
Sudan 107.67
Tanzania 17,788.63
Tunisia 35.85
Zambia 37,517.25

8,772.21

1,325.37

58.50

120,231.22

834.93

1,289.96

2,359.83

2,597.17

56.69

9,272.79

9.30

23,049.32
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473.86

40.18

16.86

9,968.96

44.06

93.32

149.81

171.14

0.74

175.69

1.34

317.47

624.08

164.18

11.80

11,173.61

155.37

92.27

202.62

443.23

4.89

1,755.07

2.5

2,789.54

2,182.31 693.56
230.05 169.60
49.69 15.64
12,914.99 6,362.56
184.45 91.68
404.93 87.23
559865 311.13
401.99 156.99
15.25 7.10
3,283.52 1,118.97
5.89 232
4,610.34 658.92




Miscellane-
Recreation and Restaurants and ous Goods and Net Purchases of
Transport Communication Culture Education Hotels Services Residents

1.97 6.61 3.25 381 2.41 2.97 4.40 0.00
55.67 192.36 78.41 43.86 5.40 15.61 44.33
46.31 96.98 61.85 24.37 22.38 89.33 (23.24)
219.80 845.00 22217 266.48 29.77 110.96 82.30
51.26 35.60 20.66 17.05 27.14 3291 (42.27)
3.21 10.59 1.44 2.00 12.77 14.32 (2.50)
2.50 0.52 0.50 0.61 0.96 0.22 . (0.00)
821.75 734.73 21.75 106.50 350.74 189.55 148.03
70.58 251.88 68.17 58.57 45.71 122.04 (97.48)

0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.04

160.90 350.70 32.87 70.94 421.98 203.23 166.11 (317.92)
58.89 382.27 63.52 104.33 20.71 51.96 82.84 (30.98)
5.52 27.24 6.17 12.56 8.74 9.85 10.49 (24.39)
1,711.36 18,558.03 2,857.57 5,494.52 2,407.37 2,247.77 11,216.55 2,003.35
71.06 152.43 45.75 101.92 18.01 94.26 107.47 (3.04)
33.40 178.77 33.76 41.45 52.27 86.53 74.16
211.44 257.91 263.16 94.40 66.43 54.98 173.53
787.38 164.37 157.03 191.18 301.74 68.19 250.71
1.08 8.98 179 2.39 2.92 2.43 2.83 0.56
194.38 1,015.71 4291 256.74 181.67 3.50 493.43 (5.72)
171 543 1.40 1.09 0.22 5.12 2.58 (3.30)

349.62 526.49 959.68 238.83 1,965.80 103.96 1,947.28 =




Individual

Consumption Food and Alcoholic Bever- Housing, Water,
Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic ages, Tobacco Clothing and Electricity, Gas
Country Households Beverages and Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels

Angola

Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde 13.44 10.83 12.72 1591 19.92
Chad 55,71 53.27 58.89 56.65 32.77
Congo 68.04 76.96 84.80 79.82 58.72
Cote d'Ivoire 58.61 58.63 57.49 53.90 49.62
Egypt 0.47 0.42 0.72 0.67 0.70
Ethiopia 0.88 0.84 1.42 0.85 112
Gambia, The 2.06 2.43 2.01 1.58 1.16
Guinea 431.76 500.42 363.77 322.41 316.91
Kenya 6.52 6.53 8.64 6.30 4.35
Liberia 0.12 0.11 0.14 0.11 0.15
Madagascar 173.24 17211 200.92 161.15 179.77
Mali 49.36 49.34 36.85 45.34 35.64
Mauritius 4.04 3.38 4.69 3.45 5.20
Mozambique 2292.32 2449.35 2040.58 2286.17 1331.94
Niger 48.07 53.12 46.24 35.02 34.47
Rwanda 55.68 52.15 63.05 55,51, 65.14
Senegal 5325 55.14 53.36 52.92 41.22
Sierra Leone 291.03 351.91 220.42 265.15 141.58
Sudan 0.29 0.35 0.23 0.18 0.29
Tanzania 98.66 93.84 190.39 113.88 112.01
Tunisia 0.14 0.12 0.18 0.22 0.17
Zambia 539.06 526.09 583.91 609.70 458.85

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine
Household

Maintenance

174.07

13.12

61.71

63.37

58.49

0.40

349.53

8.07

179.92

52.84

4.06

2300.29

52.41

65.58

51.74

257.80

0.30

84.77

0.14

575.70

126.98

11.73

58.41

69.61

59.86

0.40

0.85

458.98

6.71

0.13

167.83

49.23

3.42

2487.03

47.04

59.03

55.02

327.46

0.26

91.95

0.15

506.48

Transport

112.01

10.33

66.93

49.91

67.51

368.18

7.70

174.46

64.17

473

2038.94

54.74

52.75

67.89

392.67

0.21

96.19

0.15

926.42

Communication

125.78

13.86

61.19

63.87

63.71

454.69

6.90

168.06

5IL75

3.49

2579.47

47.65

60.83

52.52

350.14

0.24

92.55

0.14

652.11

Recreation and
Culture

126.28

13.75

48.72

73.70

70.44

0.63

0.95

L83

369.23

7.28

0.11

150.79

5585

3.41

3302.98

51.20

62.35

54.99

244.14

0.12

81.69

0.23

536.72

Education

128.48

11.84

59.30

70.81

60.41

463.05

6.74

169.55

49.50

3.46

2522.98

47.49

59.55

55,75

332.26

0.26

93.30

0.15

581.49

Restaurants and
Hotels

93.90

12.93

73.26

66.97

62.64

447.91

7.60

197.74

47.47

3.65

3571.16

68.75

59.34

50.81

285.86

0.55

77.65

0.10

631.94

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services

116.41

14.25

50.83

57.92

54.89

308.32

6.63

183.53

54.73

4.40

2597.07

45.73

53.29

61.95

232.80

0.33

112.03

0.16

707.26




Individual Alcoholic

Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water,
Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels

Angola

Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde 1.66 1.34 1.58 1.97 2.47
Chad 112 111 1.23 118 0.68
Congo 1.42 1.60 177 1.66 1.22
Cote d'lvoire 1.22 1.22 1.20 112 1.03
Egypt 0.83 0.74 1.28 1.19 1.24
Ethiopia 0.83 0.79 1.34 0.81 1.06
Gambia, The 0.82 0.97 0.80 0.63 0.46
Guinea 0.87 1.01 0.73 0.65 0.64
Kenya 0.82 0.83 1.09 0.80 0.55
Liberia 118 112 1.33 1.09 1.47
Madagascar 0.87 0.86 1.01 0.81 0.90
Mali 1.03 1.03 0.77 0.94 0.74
Mauritius 1.24 1.04 1.44 1.06 1.60
Mozambique 0.84 0.90 0.75 0.84 0.49
Niger 1.00 111 0.96 0.73 0.72
Rwanda 0.96 0.90 1.09 0.96 113
Senegal 111 1.15 111 1.10 0.86
Sierra Leone 0.91 1.10 0.69 0.83 0.44
Sudan 1.23 1.49 0.98 0.74 1.23
Tanzania 0.73 0.70 1.42 0.85 0.83
Tunisia 1.01 0.87 1.34 1.63 127
Zambia 1.05 1.02 114 119 0.89
Africa Region 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

e Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine
Household

Maintenance

1.45

1.22

1.45

1.25

0.71

0.81

0.83

0.92

0.85

1.23

0.84

0.92

0.98

1.02

1.09

0.68

1.07

0.99

1.00

Transport

Communication

Recreation
and Culture

1.01

0.90

0.77

0.74

0.92

1.10

0.76

1.05

1.22

1.07

1.08

0.49

0.61

1.68

1.05

1.00

Education

Restaurants
and Hotels

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services




Furnishings,
Individual Alcoholic Household Equip-
Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water, ment and Routine

Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas Household
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels Maintenance

Angola

Botswana 20.46

Burundi 220.59

Cape Verde 186.12

Chad 165.51 88.70 8.55 4.15 10.24 12.36
Congo 277.34 113.71 12.75 8.30 40.24 10.68
Cote d'Ivoire 329.56 11.04 12.15 33.28 28.92

Egypt 10.35

Ethiopia 3.73

Gambia, The 10.81

Guinea 1,192.48 18.50 89.49 94.74 49.00

Kenya 43.89 19.77 1.80 1.20 3.63 1.43
Liberia 0.14 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01
Madagascar 694.84 440.58 23.80 31.34 109.60 34.83
Mali 183.43 91.30 2.77 11.31 15.85 11.68
Mauritius 163.29 45.78 13.19 9.23 38.88 12.24
Mozambique 9,500.95 5,514.47 457.23 512.48 592.35 291.82
Niger 129.20 56.83 3.00 10.57 12.55 6.24
Rwanda 244.34 127.71 9.24 9.13 40.09 8.64
Senegal 389.19 193.89 12.31 16.65 45.96 25.56
Sierra Leone 1,014.83 463.13 30.52 79.04 71.68 27.99
Sudan 2.68 141 0.02 012 0.38 0.18
Tanzania 437.25 227.93 4.32 43.14 80.71 27.50
Tunisia 351 0.91 0.13 0.27 0.58 0.23
Zambia 2,909.03 1,787.21 24.62 216.30 357.48 51.09

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Miscellane-
Recreation Restaurants ous Goods and Net Purchases
Transport Communication and Culture Education and Hotels Services of Residents

3.82 12.82 6.30 6.41 4.67 575 8.55 0.00
4.94 17.06 6.96 3.89 0.48 1.38
12.07 25.27 16.11 6.35 5.83 23.27
9.95 38.23 10.05 12.06 1.35 5.02
0.67 0.47 0.27 0.22 0.36 0.43
0.04 0.14 0.02 0.03 0.17 0.19
1.49 0.31 0.30 0.36 0.57 0.13
77.44 69.24 2.05 10.04 33.05 17.86
1.80 6.41 1.74 1.49 1.16 3.11
0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
8.08 17.61 1.65 3.56 21.19 10.21 - (15.97)
4.06 26.33 4.38 7.19 1.43 3.58 . (2.13)
4.32 21.31 4.83 9.83 6.84 7.71 . (19.08)
78.49 851.17 131.06 252.01 110.42 103.09 91.88
4.84 10.37 311 6.94 123 6.42 . (0.21)
381 17.70 3.34 4.10 517 8.57
17.37 21.19 21.62 7.76 5.46 4.52
140.40 29.31 28.00 34.09 53.81 12.16
0.03 0.22 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.06
4.78 24.97 1.05 6.31 4.47 0.09 1213 (0.14)
0.17 0.53 0.14 0.11 0.02 0.50 0.25 (0.32)

27.11 40.82 74.41 18.52 152.43 8.06 150.99 =




Furnishings,
Individual Alcoholic Household Equip-
Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water, ment and Routine

Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas Household
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels Maintenance

Angola

Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde

Chad

Congo 2.25 0.92 0.10 0.07 0.33 0.09

Cote d'lvoire 15.42 6.95 0.52 0.57 1.56 1.35
Egypt 142.43 63.49 3.54 7.55 25.64 511
Ethiopia 27.52 11.46 0.73 1.96 6.30 2.05
Gambia, The 0.73 0.33 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.02
Guinea 2.59 1.49 0.04 0.19 0.21 0.11
Kenya 22.17 9.98 0.91 0.61 1.83 0.72
Liberia 0.51 0.15 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.03
Madagascar 7.07 4.48 0.24 0.32 1.12 0.35
Mali 5.64 2.81 0.09 0.35 0.49 0.36
Mauritius 6.53 1.83 0.53 0.37 1.56 0.49
Mozambique 7.76 4.50 0.37 0.42 0.48 0.24
Niger 4.02 1.77 0.09 0.33 0.39 0.19
Rwanda 4.34 2.27 0.16 0.16 0.71 0.15
Senegal 10.03 5.00 0.32 0.43 1.18 0.66
Sierra Leone 1.80 0.82 0.05 0.14 0.13 0.05
Sudan 46.29 24.37 0.32 2.10 6.56 3.05
Tanzania 13.47 7.02 0.13 1.33 2.49 0.85
Tunisia 26.56 6.89 0.99 2.04 4.36 1.72
Zambia 7.44 4.57 0.06 0.55 0.91 0.13
Africa Region 871.66 364.17 27.15 49.01 125.75 51.24

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



37.05

Transport

81.16

Communication

0.04

0.17

0.13

0.47

0.14

0.02

0.00

0.88

0.02

0.02

0.13

0.19

0.11

0.10

0.06

0.56

0.05

0.77

0.03

1.04

0.19

25.14

Recreation
and Culture

22.27

Education

22.47

Restaurants
and Hotels

0.04

0.03

1.37

0.01

0.04

1.57

0.00

0.10

0.02

1.05

0.00

3.9

0.02

29.74

Miscellane-
ous Goods and
Services

0.71

11.36

101

56.33

Net Purchases
of Residents

-0.05

0.17

-7.64

-0.24

-0.16

-0.07

-0.76

0.08

-0.01

0.00

-19.83




Individual
Consumption Food and

Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic
Country Households Beverages

Angola

Botswana 4,050.64 2,500.69

Burundi 179.33 78.10

Cape Verde 2,344.74 761.43

Chad 350.52 187.85

Congo 587.33 240.81

Cote d'Ivoire 697.92 314.69

Egypt 1,872.52 834.71

Ethiopia 358.39 149.25

Gambia, The 438.42 200.07
Guinea 244.10 140.57
Kenya 564.41 254.20
Liberia 143.46 4112
Madagascar 355.23 225.24
Mali 388.46 193.34
Mauritius 5,112.33 1,433.30
Mozambique 355.84 206.53
Niger 273.62 120.34
Rwanda 429.97 224.73
Senegal 824.22 410.60
Sierra Leone 321.51 146.72
Sudan 1,151.67 606.44
Tanzania 331.17 172.63
Tunisia 2,597.23 673.98
Zambia 576.52 354.20
Africa Region 915.14 382.33

Alcoholic
Beverages,
Tobacco and
Narcotics

18.12

27.00

23.37

46.48

412.97

17.12

16.26

26.07

96.75

4.88

28.50

Clothing and
Footwear

17.58

25.74

99.22

2555

34.14

18.32

15.47

19.55

16.02

23.95

289.02

19.19

22.39

16.07

525

25.04

5231

32.67

199.16

42.87

51.45

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

274.21

21.10

711.89

21.68

85.22

70.47

337.12

82.04

30.97

19.39

46.63

28.64

56.03

33.56

1,217.36

22.19

26.59

70.55

97.32

22.71

163.16

61.13

426.74

70.85

132.02

Furnishings,
Household Equip-
ment and Routine

Household

Maintenance

26.17

22.62

61.24

67.14

26.66

12.09

10.03

18.39

17.81

24.74

383.21

10.93

13.21

15.20

54.14

75.92

20.83

168.15

10.13

53.80

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Miscellane-
Recreation Restaurants ous Goods and Net Purchases
Transport Communication and Culture Education and Hotels Services of Residents

48.17 161.45 79.32 80.79 58.83 72.49
10.46 36.13 14.73 8.24 1.01 283
25,55 5550 34.12 13.44 12.35 49.29 (12.82)
21.06 80.97 21.29 25.53 2.85 10.63 7.89
121.89 84.65 49.13 40.53 64.53 78.25 (100.51)
4.01 13.24 1.80 2.50 15.96 17.89 (3.12)
60.66 12.66 12.10 14.73 23.24 5.25 (0.00)
15.85 14.17 0.42 2.05 6.77 3.66 b 2.86
23.10 82.46 22.32 19.17 14.97 39.95 (31.91)
1.96 3.82 5.65 2.61 13.94 1.02
4.13 9.00 0.84 1.82 10.83 5.22 . (8.16)
8.59 55.77 9.27 15.22 3.02 7.58 (4.52)
135.22 667.33 15111 307.73 214.21 241.34 (597.48)
2.94 31.88 4.91 9.44 4.14 3.86 3.44
10.24 21.97 6.59 14.69 2.60 13.59
5.82 31.14 5.88 7.22 9.11 15.08
36.79 44.88 45.79 16.42 11.56 9.57
44.48 9.29 8.87 10.80 17.05 3.85
1153 96.06 19.16 25.60 31.26 26.00 30.30 5.98
3.62 18.91 0.80 4.78 3.38 0.07 9.19 (0.11)
123.59 393.54 101.56 78.66 16.08 370.99 187.17 (239.15)
537 8.09 14.75 3.67 30.21 1.60 29.92 =

38.90 85.21 26.39 23.38 23.59 31.22 59.14 (20.81)




Individual
Consumption

Expenditure By
Country Households

Angola

Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde

Chad

Congo

Coéte d'Ivoire

Egypt

Ethiopia

Gambia, The

Guinea

Kenya

Liberia

Madagascar

Mali

Mauritius

Mozambique

Niger

Rwanda

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Sudan

Tanzania

Tunisia

Zambia

Africa Region

38.3%

64.2%

76.3%

204.6%

39.2%

47.9%

26.7%

61.7%

15.7%

38.8%

42.4%

558.6%

38.9%

29.9%

47.0%

90.1%

35.1%

125.8%

36.2%

283.8%

63.0%

100.0%

Food and
Non-Alcoholic
Beverages

49.1%

63.0%

82.3%

218.3%

39.0%

52.3%

36.8%

66.5%

10.8%

58.9%

50.6%

374.9%

54.0%

31.5%

58.8%

107.4%

38.4%

158.6%

45.2%

176.3%

92.6%

100.0%

Alcoholic
Beverages,
Tobacco and
Narcotics

293.5%

108.1%

156.8%

63.6%

94.7%

82.0%

163.1%

33.3%

46.3%

13.3%

81.1%

22.3%

42.7%

20.6%

1449.1%

60.1%

22.3%

57.0%

91.5%

33.9%

27.9%

11.5%

339.5%

17.1%

100.0%

Clothing and
Footwear

17.1%

34.2%

50.0%

192.8%

49.6%

66.4%

35.6%

30.1%

38.0%

31.1%

46.5%

561.7%

37.3%

43.5%

31.2%

68.5%

48.7%

101.7%

63.5%

387.1%

83.3%

100.0%

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

16.4%

64.5%

53.4%

255.4%

62.1%

23.5%

14.7%

35.3%

21.7%

42.4%

25.4%

922.1%

16.8%

20.1%

53.4%

73.7%

17.2%

123.6%

46.3%

323.2%

53.7%

100.0%

Furnishings,
Household Equip-
ment and Routine

Household

Maintenance

48.6%

42.0%

113.8%

124.8%

49.5%

22.5%

18.6%

34.2%

15.4%

33.1%

46.0%

712.3%

20.3%

24.6%

28.2%

100.6%

16.5%

141.1%

38.7%

312.6%

18.8%

100.0%

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Miscellane-
Recreation Restaurants ous Goods and Net Purchases
Transport Communication and Culture Education and Hotels Services of Residents

123.8% 189.5% 300.5% 345.5% 249.3% 232.2% 182.0% -0.2%
26.9% 42.4% 55.8% 35.2% 4.3% 9.4% 10.3% -40.0%
65.7% 62.8% 129.3% 57.5% 52.3% 157.8% 31.6% 61.6%
54.1% 95.0% 80.7% 109.2% 12.1% 34.0% 54.4% -37.9%

313.3% 99.3% 186.2% 173.3% 273.5% 250.6% 252.6% 482.9%
10.3% 15.5% 6.8% 10.7% 67.6% 57.3% 22.2% 15.0%

155.9% 14.9% 45.8% 63.0% 98.5% 16.8% 32.7% 0.0%
40.8% 16.6% 1.6% 8.8% 28.7% 11.7% 10.5% -13.7%
59.4% 96.8% 84.6% 82.0% 63.4% 127.9% 61.8% 153.3%

5.0% 4.5% 21.4% 11.2% 59.1% 3.3% 17.7% 0.0%
10.6% 10.6% 3.2% 7.8% 45.9% 16.7% 7.2% 39.2%
22.1% 65.4% 35.1% 65.1% 12.8% 24.3% 20.4% 21.7%

347.6% 783.1% 572.6% 1316.1% 907.9% 772.9% 434.6% 2870.5%

7.6% 37.4% 18.6% 40.4% 17.5% 12.4% 32.6% -16.5%
26.3% 25.8% 25.0% 62.8% 11.0% 43.5% 26.2% 2.1%
15.0% 36.5% 22.3% 30.9% 38.6% 48.3% 21.8% 0.0%
94.6% 52.7% 173.5% 70.2% 49.0% 30.6% 51.1% -27.1%

114.3% 10.9% 33.6% 46.2% 72.2% 12.3% 23.9% 0.0%
29.6% 112.7% 72.6% 109.5% 132.5% 83.3% 51.2% -28.8%

9.3% 22.2% 3.0% 20.4% 14.3% 0.2% 15.5% 0.5%

317.7% 461.8% 384.8% 336.4% 68.2% 1188.1% 316.5% 1148.9%
13.8% 9.5% 55.9% 15.7% 128.0% 5.1% 50.6% 0.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Individual
Consumption

Expenditure By
Country Households

Angola

Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde

Chad

Congo

Coéte d'Ivoire

Egypt

Ethiopia

Gambia, The

Guinea

Kenya

Liberia

Madagascar

Mali

Mauritius

Mozambique

Niger

Rwanda

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Sudan

Tanzania

Tunisia

Zambia

Africa Region

0.79%

0.17%

0.14%

0.45%

0.26%

1.77%

16.34%

3.16%

0.08%

0.30%

2.54%

0.06%

0.81%

0.65%

0.75%

0.89%

0.46%

0.50%

1.15%

0.21%

5.31%

1.55%

3.05%

0.85%

100.00%

Food and
Non-Alcoholic
Beverages

1.17%

0.18%

0.11%

0.58%

0.25%

1.91%

17.43%

3.15%

0.09%

0.41%

2.74%

0.04%

1.23%

0.77%

0.50%

1.24%

0.49%

0.62%

1.37%

0.23%

6.69%

1.93%

1.89%

1.25%

100.00%

Alcoholic
Beverages,
Tobacco and
Narcotics

0.52%

0.94%

0.08%

0.75%

0.38%

1.90%

13.02%

2.69%

0.08%

0.15%

3.34%

0.08%

0.89%

0.31%

1.94%

1.38%

0.34%

0.60%

1.17%

0.20%

1.18%

0.49%

3.64%

0.23%

100.00%

Clothing and
Footwear

0.39%

0.03%

0.09%

0.20%

0.14%

1.16%

15.40%

4.00%

0.12%

0.40%

1.24%

0.14%

0.65%

0.71%

0.75%

0.85%

0.67%

0.33%

0.88%

0.29%

4.29%

2.71%

4.16%

1.13%

100.00%

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

0.37%

0.14%

0.29%

0.19%

0.26%

1.24%

20.39%

5.01%

0.04%

0.16%

1.46%

0.08%

0.89%

0.39%

1.24%

0.38%

0.31%

0.57%

0.94%

0.10%

5.22%

1.98%

3.47%

0.73%

100.00%

Furnishings,
Household Equip-
ment and Routine

Household

Maintenance

1.17%

0.04%

0.13%

0.58%

0.17%

2.64%

9.97%

3.99%

0.04%

0.21%

1.41%

0.06%

0.69%

0.70%

0.96%

0.47%

0.38%

0.30%

1.29%

0.10%

5.95%

1.65%

3.36%

0.25%

100.00%

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Miscellane-
Recreation Restaurants ous Goods and Net Purchases
Transport Communication and Culture Education and Hotels Services of Residents

0.17% 0.34% 0.66% 0.46% 0.02% 0.00% 1.11% 0.00%
0.03% 0.14% 0.05% 0.08% 0.03% 0.35% 0.07% -0.31%
0.07% 0.10% 0.16% 0.19% 0.13% 0.13% 0.10% 0.00%
0.32% 0.50% 0.66% 0.42% 0.05% 0.11% 0.12% -0.47%
0.26% 0.25% 0.52% 0.23% 0.21% 0.64% 0.13% 0.25%
1.26% 2.20% 1.87% 2.53% 0.28% 0.79% 1.26% -0.88%
25.02% 7.93% 14.87% 13.84% 21.84% 20.01% 20.17% 38.56%
0.83% 1.25% 0.55% 0.86% 5.45% 4.62% 1.79% 1.21%
0.27% 0.03% 0.08% 0.11% 0.17% 0.03% 0.06% 0.00%
0.45% 0.19% 0.02% 0.10% 0.32% 0.13% 0.12% -0.15%
2.45% 3.99% 3.49% 3.38% 2.62% 5.28% 2.55% 6.32%
0.02% 0.02% 0.08% 0.04% 0.22% 0.01% 0.07% 0.00%
0.22% 0.22% 0.07% 0.16% 0.96% 0.35% 0.15% 0.82%
0.34% 1.00% 0.54% 0.99% 0.20% 0.37% 0.31% 0.33%
0.47% 1.05% 0.77% 1.77% 1.22% 1.04% 0.58% 3.85%
0.17% 0.86% 0.43% 0.92% 0.40% 0.28% 0.75% -0.38%
0.41% 0.40% 0.39% 0.97% 0.17% 0.67% 0.40% 0.03%
0.16% 0.39% 0.24% 0.33% 0.41% 0.51% 0.23% 0.00%
1.21% 0.67% 2.22% 0.90% 0.63% 0.39% 0.65% -0.35%
0.67% 0.06% 0.20% 0.27% 0.43% 0.07% 0.14% 0.00%
1.25% 4.76% 3.06% 4.62% 5.59% 3.51% 2.16% -1.21%
0.40% 0.95% 0.13% 0.87% 0.61% 0.01% 0.66% 0.02%
3.41% 4.96% 4.13% 3.61% 0.73% 12.75% 3.40% 12.33%
0.19% 0.13% 0.76% 0.21% 1.73% 0.07% 0.69% 0.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%




Furnishings,
Individual Alcoholic Household Equip-
Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water, ment and Routine

Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas Household
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels Maintenance

Angola

Botswana 100.00%

Burundi 100.00%

Cape Verde 100.00%

Chad 100.00% 53.59% 5.17% 2.51% 6.18% 7.47%
Congo 100.00% 41.00% 4.60% 2.99% 14.51% 3.85%
Cote d'Ivoire 100.00% 45.09% 3.35% 3.69% 10.10% 8.78%
Egypt 100.00% 44.58% 2.48% 5.30% 18.00% 3.59%
Ethiopia 100.00% 41.64% 2.65% 7.13% 22.89% 7.44%
100.00% 45.64% 3.01% 7.79% 7.06% 2.76%

Gambia, The

Guinea 100.00% 57.58% 1.55% 7.50% 7.94% 4.11%

Kenya 100.00% 45.04% 4.09% 2.74% 8.26% 3.26%
Liberia 100.00% 28.66% 4.44% 13.63% 19.96% 5.78%
Madagascar 100.00% 63.41% 3.43% 4.51% 15.77% 5.01%
Mali 100.00% 49.77% 1.51% 6.17% 8.64% 6.37%
Mauritius 100.00% 28.04% 8.08% 5.65% 23.81% 7.50%
Mozambique 100.00% 58.04% 4.81% 5.39% 6.23% 3.07%
Niger 100.00% 43.98% 2.32% 8.18% 9.72% 4.83%
Rwanda 100.00% 52.27% 3.78% 3.74% 16.41% 3.53%
Senegal 100.00% 49.82% 3.16% 4.28% 11.81% 6.57%
Sierra Leone 100.00% 45.64% 3.01% 7.79% 7.06% 2.76%
Sudan 100.00% 52.66% 0.69% 4.54% 14.17% 6.59%
Tanzania 100.00% 52.13% 0.99% 9.87% 18.46% 6.29%
Tunisia 100.00% 25.95% 3.72% 7.67% 16.43% 6.47%
Zambia 100.00% 61.44% 0.85% 7.44% 12.29% 1.76%
Africa Region 100.00% 41.78% 3.11% 5.62% 14.43% 5.88%

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Miscellane-
Recreation Restaurants ous Goods and Net Purchases
Transport Communication and Culture Education and Hotels Services of Residents

2.05% 6.89% 3.38% 3.45% 2.51% 3.09% 4.59% 0.00%
2.98% 10.31% 4.20% 2.35% 0.29% 0.84% 1.73% 2.38%
4.35% 9.11% 5.81% 2.29% 2.10% 8.39% 3.18% -2.18%
3.02% 11.60% 3.05% 3.66% 0.41% 1.52% 4.61% 1.13%
6.51% 4.52% 2.62% 2.16% 3.45% 4.18% 7.98% -5.37%
1.12% 3.69% 0.50% 0.70% 4.45% 4.99% 3.66% -0.87%
13.84% 2.89% 2.76% 3.36% 5.30% 1.20% 4.41% 0.00%
6.49% 5.81% 0.17% 0.84% 2.77% 1.50% 2.55% 1.17%
4.09% 14.61% 3.95% 3.40% 2.65% 7.08% 6.48% -5.65%
1.37% 2.67% 3.94% 1.82% 9.72% 0.71% 7.31% 0.00%
1.16% 2.53% 0.24% 0.51% 3.05% 1.47% 1.20% -2.30%
2.21% 14.36% 2.39% 3.92% 0.78% 1.95% 3.11% -1.16%
2.64% 13.05% 2.96% 6.02% 4.19% 4.72% 5.03% -11.69%
0.83% 8.96% 1.38% 2.65% 1.16% 1.09% 5.41% 0.97%
3.74% 8.03% 2.41% 5.37% 0.95% 4.97% 5.66% -0.16%
1.35% 7.24% 1.37% 1.68% 2.12% 3.51% 3.00% 0.00%
4.46% 5.44% 5.56% 1.99% 1.40% 1.16% 3.66% 0.68%
13.84% 2.89% 2.76% 3.36% 5.30% 1.20% 4.41% 0.00%
1.00% 8.34% 1.66% 2.22% 2.71% 2.26% 2.63% 0.52%
1.09% 5.71% 0.24% 1.44% 1.02% 0.02% 2.77% -0.03%
4.76% 15.15% 3.91% 3.03% 0.62% 14.28% 7.21% -9.21%
0.93% 1.40% 2.56% 0.64% 5.24% 0.28% 5.19% 0.00%

4.25% 9.31% 2.88% 2.56% 2.58% 3.41% 6.46% -2.27%




Individual

Consumption Food and
Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic
Country Households Beverages

Angola
Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde 0.73 0.29
Chad 3.53 191
Congo 1.59 0.58
Cote d'lvoire 12.64 5.70
Egypt 170.61 85.54
Ethiopia 33.30 14.54
Gambia, The 0.89 0.35
Guinea 2.98 1.48
Kenya 26.90 12.10
Liberia 0.44 0.13
Madagascar 8.12 5.18
Mali 5.49 2.73
Mauritius 525 1.76
Mozambique 9.19 4.99
Niger 4.02 1.60
Rwanda 4.51 2.52
Senegal 9.05 4,35
Sierra Leone 1.99 0.75
Sudan 37.51 16.31
Tanzania 18.34 10.05
Tunisia 26.23 7.89
Zambia 7.08 4.46
Africa Region 871.66 369.90

Alcoholic
Beverages,
Tobacco and
Narcotics

22.73

Clothing and
Footwear

0.02

0.08

0.04

0.51

6.34

2.44

0.09

0.30

0.76

0.06

0.39

0.37

0.35

0.50

0.45

0.17

0.39

0.17

2.83

1.25

0.47

44.27

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

1.51

20.68

5.97

123.15

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Furnishings,
Household
Equipment
and Routine Miscellaneous

Household Recreation Restaurants Goods and
Maintenance Transport Communication and Culture Education and Hotels Services

0.01 0.01 0.13 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.14 0.04
0.04 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03
0.23 0.10 0.29 0.13 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.06
0.07 0.07 0.20 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.14 0.06
111 0.37 1.27 0.35 0.38 0.05 0.18 0.62
7.09 13.03 6.94 5.26 2.74 6.78 5.84 14.28
221 0.38 1.37 0.20 0.21 1.50 3.02 113
0.03 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.04
0.15 0.18 0.20 0.00 0.03 0.08 0.04 0.11
0.71 1.07 3.59 1.00 0.82 0.69 1.63 1.71
0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.04
0.39 0.10 0.20 0.02 0.05 0.25 0.10 0.09
0.33 0.12 0.61 0.12 0.19 0.04 0.11 0.15
0.39 0.16 0.59 0.18 0.38 0.26 0.27 0.24
0.28 0.07 0.93 0.11 0.17 0.10 0.06 0.44
0.18 0.15 0.28 0.10 0.20 0.04 0.14 0.24
0.14 0.06 0.34 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.15 0.14
0.61 0.39 0.39 0.51 0.17 0.12 0.11 0.28
0.06 0.24 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.09 0.02 0.11
2.39 0.43 4.39 0.76 2.09 1.14 0.45 0.88
1.34 0.22 1.07 0.05 0.32 0.20 0.00 0.45
171 1.18 3.66 1.05 0.48 0.15 5.20 1.60
0.12 0.07 0.06 0.15 0.05 0.34 0.02 0.28

51.57 39.88 81.55 25.92 21.14 23.96 29.47 55.47




Individual Alcoholic

Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water,
Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels

Angola

Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde 7.14 2.88 0.14 0.23 1.46
Chad 34.74 18.77 1.64 0.83 3.52
Congo 15.64 5.67 0.58 0.40 2.63
Cote d'lvoire 124.27 56.02 4.24 4.98 14.82
Egypt 1,677.18 840.95 27.08 62.30 203.25
Ethiopia 327.34 142.93 5.37 23.95 58.67
Gambia, The 8.79 3.40 0.27 0.89 1.10
Guinea 29.31 14.56 0.54 2.95 3.17
Kenya 264.49 118.93 8.17 7.51 32.74
Liberia 4.28 1.29 0.17 0.63 0.68
Madagascar 79.86 50.97 2.36 3.87 12.14
Mali 53.95 26.86 1.09 3.62 6.45
Mauritius 51.64 17.32 3.59 3.42 9.56
Mozambique 90.37 49.09 4.89 4.89 9.70
Niger 39.49 15.72 0.95 4.44 5.35
Rwanda 44.33 24.74 1.48 1.66 6.22
Senegal 88.95 42.80 2.81 3.83 13.57
Sierra Leone 19.55 7.38 0.78 1.67 2.84
Sudan 368.75 160.36 3.21 27.79 52.24
Tanzania 180.30 98.81 0.92 15.41 29.31
Tunisia 257.81 77.57 7.27 12.32 33.73
Zambia 69.60 43.81 0.54 4.58 10.05
Africa Region 8,568.89 3,636.29 223.47 435.21 1,210.66

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine Miscellaneous
Household Recreation Restaurants Goods and

Maintenance Transport Communication and Culture Education and Hotels Services

0.40 0.17 0.64 0.23 0.24 0.20 0.23 0.31
2.26 0.95 2.87 1.28 0.90 0.09 0.21 0.64
0.65 0.67 1.94 0.97 0.33 0.32 1.33 0.58
10.93 3.67 12.52 3.49 3.78 0.49 1.77 6.12
69.72 128.11 68.18 51.68 26.94 66.63 57.37 140.42
2171 3.76 13.49 1.95 2.10 14.76 29.66 11.09
0.28 1.20 0.19 0.24 0.31 0.46 0.09 0.36
1.49 1.79 2.00 0.05 0.29 0.76 0.42 1.05
6.96 10.52 32.72 9.88 8.05 6.78 16.05 16.85
0.25 0.06 0.12 0.18 0.08 0.44 0.03 0.35
3.85 0.96 2.01 0.20 0.47 2.49 1.03 0.91
3.21 1.20 5.96 123 1.86 0.42 1.09 1.51
3.85 1.61 5.76 1.77 3.69 2.53 2.70 2.38
277 0.69 9.10 111 1.66 0.95 0.63 4.32
175 151 2.78 0.96 1.99 0.38 137 2.35
1.33 0.57 3.39 0.55 0.66 0.88 1.46 1.39
6.01 3.84 3.80 5.01 1.72 119 1.08 2.80
0.61 2.40 0.42 0.45 0.78 0.91 0.24 1.08
23.52 4.18 43.17 7.44 20.52 11.23 4.46 8.65
13.20 211 10.56 0.46 3.14 1.95 0.05 4.40
16.84 1159 35.94 10.34 4.70 1.49 5115 15.70
1.14 0.69 0.57 1.47 0.44 3.38 0.16 2.75

507.00 392.03 801.72 254.81 207.85 235.55 289.74 545.32




Country
Angola
Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde

Chad

Congo

Cote d'Ivoire

Egypt

Ethiopia

Gambia, The

Guinea

Kenya

Liberia

Madagascar

Mali

Mauritius

Mozambique

Niger

Rwanda

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Sudan

Tanzania

Tunisia

Zambia

Africa Region

Individual

Consumption
Expenditure By
Households

3,109.65

181.93

1,408.83

313.48

414.60

571.95

2,243.05

433.58

534.41

280.95

684.97

121.83

408.00

378.01

4,110.78

Food and
Non-Alcoholic
Beverages

1,792.94

84.16

567.81

169.39

150.30

257.83

1,124.68

189.32

206.59

139.59

308.00

36.84

260.40

188.23

1,378.52

Alcoholic
Beverages,
Tobacco and
Narcotics

19.53

36.21

7.11

16.47

421.61

229.02

22.79

273.41

108.81

446.40

249.11

14.90

743.43

354.71

933.27

450.81

2,564.78

548.95

915.14

357.67

133.87

405.86

247.06

771.69

345.57

388.35

23.46

14.08

8.11

23.87

Clothing and
Footwear

45.40

7.45

10.58

22.94

83.32

31.72

54.15

28.24

19.44

17.91

19.79

25.38

272.25

22.80

30.72

16.74

32.00

30.32

70.32

38.54

122.55

36.09

46.48

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

288.62

31.78

69.71

68.22

271.83

77.70

66.72

30.41

84.80

19.43

62.02

45.23

761.25

45.24

37.04

62.60

113.42

51.51

132.21

73.30

335.54

79.25

129.30
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Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine
Household

Maintenance

79.13

20.37

17.14

50.29

93.25

28.75

17.09

14.26

18.02

19.69

22.49

306.37

12.90

1211

13.40

50.26

11.05

59.51

33.00

167.54

54.15

1.48

33.17

8.60

17.63

16.90

171.34

4.97

73.18

17.16

27.24

1.59

4.90

8.38

128.43

321

10.46

5.70

32.12

43.62

10.58

5.29

115.30

5.44

41.87

Transport

15.40

126.22

25.93

51.50

57.61

91.18

17.86

11.58

19.13

84.74

10.27

41.74

458.37

42.47

19.28

34.13

SlL75

109.26

26.40

357.58

85.62

Communication

46.22

11.56

25.66

16.05

69.11

140.80

517

5.59

41.88

102.83

11.61

27.21

Recreation
and Culture

47.46

8.12

8.76

17.41

36.03

2.40

13.07

293.47

7.76

13.78

6.69

14.35

14.20

51.93

7.86

46.74

22.20

Education

2.27

89.11

19.55

27.80

17.56

12.43

12.72

201.28

4.45

16.47

28.43

14.83

26.66

25.16

Restaurants
and Hotels

16.85

45.27

5,95

8.15

76.73

39.29

215.06

2.94

30.94

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services

15.48

28.17

187.79

14.69

21.65

10.04

43.63

10.01

4.62

10.61

189.76

20.15

16.27

14.01

23.41

19.53

21.88

11.01

156.24

21.72

58.24




Country

Angola

Botswana

Burundi

Cape Verde

Chad

Congo

Coéte d'Ivoire

Egypt

Ethiopia

Gambia, The

Guinea

Kenya

Liberia

Madagascar

Mali

Mauritius

Mozambique

Niger

Rwanda

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Sudan

Tanzania

Tunisia

Zambia

Africa Region

Individual

Consumption
Expenditure By
Households

30,569.67

1,788.48

13,849.57

3,081.67

4,075.80

5,622.61

22,050.48

4,262.30

5,253,509

2,761.90

6,733.68

1,197.70

4,010.89

3,716.06

40,411.30

4,144.70

Food and
Non-Alcoholic
Beverages

17,625.65

827.36

5,581.88

1,665.20

1,477.52

2,534.66

11,056.22

1,861.13

2,030.86

1,372.20

3,027.81

362.18

2,559.93

1,850.46

13,551.65

2,251.40

Alcoholic
Beverages,
Tobacco and
Narcotics

636.57

250.20

278.90

145.25

150.32

191.94

355.97

69.93

161.95

50.87

208.04

47.13

118.45

75.12

2,810.83

224.07

Clothing and
Footwear

826.23

18.05

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

3,675.65

184.98

446.34

2,837.26

73.27

312.38

104.01

225.49

819.12

311.82

532.36

277.57

191.12

176.11

194.50

249.45

2,676.33

22417

685.24

670.62

2,672.24

763.88

655.89

298.94

833.63

190.99

609.68

444,59

7,483.51

444.73

2,687.75

1,069.71

64.85

301.99

364.15

4,388.38

2,448.94

146.52

164.56

615.39

7,308.34

3,487.01

9,174.61

4,431.75

25,213.26

5,396.47

8,996.31

3,516.08

1,316.04

3,989.88

2,428.77

7,586.16

3,397.16

3,817.67

230.65

138.45

79.76

22.68

710.63

42.16

234.62

314.57

298.08

691.32

378.83

1,204.73

354.76

456.92

1,114.97

506.33

1,299.73

720.55

3,298.53

779.07

1,271.05
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Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine
Household
Maintenance

1,772.08

17.17

777.89

200.27

168.54

494.43

916.66

282.67

168.05

140.18

177.14

70.98

193.60

221.09

3,011.80

126.86

119.06

131.68

494.08

108.59

585.06

324.44

1,647.03

88.75

532.29

254.54

14.53

326.09

84.55

173.34

166.14

1,684.34

48.90

719.37

168.73

267.82

15.65

48.15

82.41

1,262.51

31.56

102.82

56.01

315.74

428.76

104.02

51.96

1,133.44

53,52

411.59

Transport

1,295.99

151.42

1,240.80

254.92

506.26

566.36

896.37

175.62

113.83

188.06

833.03

34.42

100.96

410.32

4,506.01

417.46

189.51

335.50

31211

74.65

1,074.07

259.55

3,515.26

44.07

841.71

Communication

454.38

113.66

252.27

157.79

679.42

25.37

145.20

251.49

9.82

84.55

1,384.13

50.81

65.35

54.93

411.66

79.97

185.20

11.40

1,010.87

11411

267.52

Recreation
and Culture

372.61

21.20

466.52

79.86

86.13

171.16

354.23

27.40

187.81

27.18

204.85

23.24

23.63

128.45

2,885.00

76.30

135.48

65.81

141.05

139.64

510.54

77.25

459.47

34.50

218.22

Education

82.36

22.30

875.97

192.16

273.30

71.38

172.59

122.19

125.00

28.83

1,978.70

43.76

25.81

86.90

97.91

161.94

279.44

47.86

145.81

262.13

247.29

Restaurants
and Hotels

347.53

80.15

754.29

386.22

52,15

39.88

408.74

7.03

51.62

75.39

2,114.12

28.87

93.32

144.36

88.90

42.53

110.96

111

5,002.31

12.76

304.19

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services

3,483.85

53.06

599.68

56.48

152.14

276.90

1,846.10

144.43

212.81

98.70

428.91

98.44

45.46

104.25

1,865.42

198.09

159.95

137.78

230.15

192.03

215.10

108.26

1,535.89

213.49

572.52




Individual

Consumption
Expenditure By
Country Households

Angola

Botswana 339.80%

Burundi 19.88%

Cape Verde 153.95%
Chad 34.25%
Congo 45.31%
Cote d'Ivoire 62.50%
Egypt 245.11%
Ethiopia 47.38%
Gambia, The 58.40%
Guinea 30.70%
Kenya 74.85%
Liberia 13.31%
Madagascar 44.58%
Mali 41.31%
Mauritius 449.20%
Mozambique 46.07%
Niger 29.88%
Rwanda 48.78%
Senegal 81.24%
Sierra Leone 38.76%
Sudan 101.98%
Tanzania 49.26%
Tunisia 280.26%
Zambia 59.99%
Africa Region 100.00%

Food and
Non-Alcoholic
Beverages

461.69%

21.67%

146.21%

43.62%

38.70%

66.39%

289.61%

48.75%

53.20%

35.94%

79.31%

9.49%

67.05%

48.47%

354.97%

58.97%

28.02%

64.15%

92.10%

34.47%

104.51%

63.62%

198.71%

88.99%

100.00%

Alcoholic
Beverages,
Tobacco and
Narcotics

271.33%

106.64%

118.87%

61.91%

64.07%

81.81%

151.73%

29.80%

69.03%

21.68%

88.67%

20.09%

50.49%

32.02%

1198.06%

95.50%

27.64%

62.45%

98.31%

59.01%

34.00%

9.67%

302.89%

17.97%

100.00%

Clothing and
Footwear

180.83%

3.95%

97.68%

16.04%

22.76%

49.35%

179.27%

68.25%

116.51%

60.75%

41.83%

38.54%

42.57%

54.59%

585.74%

49.06%

66.09%

36.02%

68.85%

65.24%

151.30%

82.91%

263.66%

77.64%

100.00%

Housing, Water,
Electricity, Gas
and Other Fuels

289.18%

14.55%

223.22%

24.58%

53.91%

52.76%

210.24%

60.10%

51.60%

23.52%

65.59%

15.03%

47.97%

34.98%

588.77%

34.99%

28.65%

48.42%

87.72%

39.84%

102.26%

56.69%

259.51%

61.29%

100.00%
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Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine
Household

Maintenance

332.92%

3.23%

146.14%

37.62%

31.66%

92.89%

172.21%

53.10%

31.57%

26.33%

33.28%

13.33%

36.37%

41.54%

565.82%

23.83%

22.37%

24.74%

92.82%

20.40%

109.91%

60.95%

309.43%

16.67%

100.00%

61.84%

3.53%

79.23%

20.54%

42.12%

40.37%

409.23%

11.88%

174.78%

40.99%

65.07%

3.80%

11.70%

20.02%

306.74%

7.67%

24.98%

13.61%

76.71%

104.17%

25.27%

12.62%

275.38%

13.00%

100.00%

Transport

153.97%

17.99%

147.41%

30.29%

60.15%

67.29%

106.49%

20.86%

13.52%

22.34%

98.97%

4.09%

11.99%

48.75%

535.34%

49.60%

22.52%

39.86%

37.08%

8.87%

127.61%

30.84%

417.63%

5.24%

100.00%

Communication

228.12%

6.05%

169.85%

42.49%

94.30%

58.98%

253.97%

9.48%

54.28%

1.69%

94.01%

18.44%

3.67%

31.60%

517.40%

18.99%

24.43%

20.53%

153.88%

29.89%

69.23%

4.26%

377.87%

42.66%

100.00%

Recreation
and Culture

170.75%

9.71%

213.79%

36.60%

39.47%

78.44%

162.33%

12.56%

86.07%

12.46%

93.88%

10.65%

10.83%

58.87%

1322.08%

34.96%

62.09%

30.16%

64.64%

63.99%

233.96%

35.40%

210.56%

15.81%

100.00%

Education

5.36%

3.19%

159.52%

3.27%

33.30%

9.02%

354.22%

77.71%

110.52%

28.87%

69.79%

49.41%

50.55%

11.66%

800.14%

17.70%

10.44%

35.14%

39.59%

65.48%

113.00%

19.35%

58.96%

106.00%

100.00%

Restaurants
and Hotels

0.98%

54.47%

146.32%

6.21%

114.25%

26.35%

247.97%

126.97%

17.14%

13.11%

134.37%

2.31%

16.97%

24.79%

695.00%

9.49%

30.68%

47.46%

29.23%

13.98%

36.48%

0.36%

1644.48%

4.19%

100.00%

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services

608.51%

9.27%

104.74%

9.87%

26.57%

48.36%

322.45%

25.23%

37.17%

17.24%

74.92%

17.19%

7.94%

18.21%

325.82%

34.60%

27.94%

24.06%

40.20%

33.54%

37.57%

18.91%

268.27%

37.29%

100.00%




Individual Alcoholic

Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water,
Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels

Angola

Botswana 0.61% 0.82% 0.48% 0.32% 0.52%

Burundi 0.17% 0.19% 0.93% 0.03% 0.13%

Cape Verde 0.08% 0.08% 0.06% 0.05% 0.12%
Chad 0.41% 0.52% 0.73% 0.19% 0.29%
Congo 0.18% 0.16% 0.26% 0.09% 0.22%
Cote d'lvoire 1.45% 1.54% 1.90% 1.15% 1.22%
Egypt 19.57% 23.13% 12.12% 14.32% 16.79%
Ethiopia 3.82% 3.93% 2.40% 5.50% 4.85%
Gambia, The 0.10% 0.09% 0.12% 0.20% 0.09%
Guinea 0.34% 0.40% 0.24% 0.68% 0.26%
Kenya 3.09% 3.27% 3.66% 1.72% 2.70%
Liberia 0.05% 0.04% 0.08% 0.14% 0.06%
Madagascar 0.93% 1.40% 1.06% 0.89% 1.00%
Mali 0.63% 0.74% 0.49% 0.83% 0.53%
Mauritius 0.60% 0.48% 1.61% 0.79% 0.79%
Mozambigue 1.05% 1.35% 2.19% 1.12% 0.80%
Niger 0.46% 0.43% 0.43% 1.02% 0.44%
Rwanda 0.52% 0.68% 0.66% 0.38% 0.51%
Senegal 1.04% 1.18% 1.26% 0.88% 1.12%
Sierra Leone 0.23% 0.20% 0.35% 0.38% 0.23%
Sudan 4.30% 4.41% 1.43% 6.38% 4.31%
Tanzania 2.10% 2.72% 0.41% 3.54% 2.42%
Tunisia 3.01% 2.13% 3.25% 2.83% 2.79%
Zambia 0.81% 1.20% 0.24% 1.05% 0.83%
Africa Region 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine
Household

Maintenance

0.59%

0.03%

0.08%

0.45%

0.13%

2.16%

13.75%

4.28%

0.06%

0.29%

1.37%

0.05%

0.76%

0.63%

0.76%

0.55%

0.35%

0.26%

1.19%

0.12%

4.64%

2.60%

3.32%

0.23%

100.00%

0.11%

0.03%

0.04%

0.24%

0.17%

0.94%

32.68%

0.96%

0.31%

0.46%

2.68%

0.01%

0.24%

0.31%

0.41%

0.18%

0.39%

0.14%

0.98%

0.61%

1.07%

0.54%

2.96%

0.18%

100.00%

Transport

0.27%

0.16%

0.08%

0.36%

0.24%

1.56%

8.50%

1.68%

0.02%

0.25%

4.08%

0.02%

0.25%

0.74%

0.72%

1.14%

0.35%

0.42%

0.47%

0.05%

5.38%

1.32%

4.48%

0.07%

100.00%

Communication

0.41%

0.05%

0.09%

0.50%

0.38%

1.37%

20.28%

0.76%

0.10%

0.02%

3.88%

0.07%

0.08%

0.48%

0.69%

0.43%

0.38%

0.22%

1.97%

0.18%

2.92%

0.18%

4.06%

0.58%

100.00%

Recreation
and Culture

0.30%

0.08%

0.12%

0.43%

0.16%

1.82%

12.96%

1.01%

0.15%

0.14%

3.87%

0.04%

0.23%

0.90%

1.77%

0.80%

0.96%

0.32%

0.83%

0.38%

9.87%

1.51%

2.26%

0.21%

100.00%

Education

0.01%

0.03%

0.09%

0.04%

0.13%

0.21%

28.29%

6.27%

0.19%

0.32%

2.88%

0.19%

1.06%

0.18%

1.07%

0.41%

0.16%

0.37%

0.51%

0.39%

4.77%

0.83%

0.63%

1.44%

100.00%

Restaurants
and Hotels

0.00%

0.48%

0.08%

0.07%

0.46%

0.61%

19.80%

10.24%

0.03%

0.15%

5.54%

0.01%

0.35%

0.38%

0.93%

0.22%

0.47%

0.50%

0.37%

0.08%

1.54%

0.02%

17.65%

0.06%

100.00%

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services

1.09%

0.08%

0.06%

0.12%

0.11%

1.12%

25.75%

2.03%

0.07%

0.19%

3.09%

0.06%

0.17%

0.28%

0.44%

0.79%

0.43%

0.26%

0.51%

0.20%

1.59%

0.81%

2.88%

0.50%

100.00%




Individual Alcoholic

Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water,
Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels

Angola

Botswana 100.00%

Burundi 100.00%

Cape Verde 100.00% 40.30% 2.01% 3.22% 20.49%
Chad 100.00% 54.04% 4.71% 2.38% 10.14%
Congo 100.00% 36.25% 3.69% 2.55% 16.81%
Coéte d'Ivoire 100.00% 45.08% 3.41% 4.01% 11.93%
Egypt 100.00% 50.14% 1.61% 3.71% 12.12%
Ethiopia 100.00% 43.66% 1.64% 7.32% 17.92%
Gambia, The 100.00% 38.66% 3.08% 10.13% 12.48%
Guinea 100.00% 49.68% 1.84% 10.05% 10.82%
Kenya 100.00% 44.97% 3.09% 2.84% 12.38%
Liberia 100.00% 30.24% 3.93% 14.70% 15.95%
Madagascar 100.00% 63.82% 2.95% 4.85% 15.20%
Mali 100.00% 49.80% 2.02% 6.71% 11.96%
Mauritius 100.00% 33.53% 6.96% 6.62% 18.52%
Mozambique 100.00% 54.32% 5.41% 5.41% 10.73%
Niger 100.00% 39.80% 2.41% 11.24% 13.55%
Rwanda 100.00% 55.81% 3.34% 3.75% 14.02%
Senegal 100.00% 48.11% 3.16% 4.30% 15.26%
Sierra Leone 100.00% 37.74% 3.97% 8.55% 14.52%
Sudan 100.00% 43.49% 0.87% 7.54% 14.17%
Tanzania 100.00% 54.80% 0.51% 8.55% 16.26%
Tunisia 100.00% 30.09% 2.82% 4.78% 13.08%
Zambia 100.00% 62.95% 0.78% 6.57% 14.44%
Africa Region 100.00% 42.44% 2.61% 5.08% 14.13%

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update



Furnishings,
Household
Equipment

and Routine
Household

Maintenance

0.96%

5.62%

6.50%

4.14%

8.79%

4.16%

6.63%

3.20%

5.08%

2.63%

5.93%

4.83%

5.95%

7.45%

3.06%

4.43%

3.00%

6.76%

3.11%

6.38%

7.32%

6.53%

1.64%

5.92%

0.81%

2.35%

2.74%

4.25%

2.95%

7.64%

1.15%

13.69%

6.11%

3.98%

1.31%

1.20%

2.22%

3.12%

0.76%

3.83%

1.28%

4.32%

12.30%

1.13%

1.17%

4.50%

0.99%

4.58%

Transport

8.47%

8.96%

8.27%

12.42%

10.07%

4.07%

4.12%

2.17%

6.81%

12.37%

2.87%

2.52%

11.04%

11.15%

10.07%

7.05%

7.65%

4.27%

2.14%

11.71%

5.86%

13.94%

0.82%

9.36%

Communication

0.91%

3.28%

3.69%

6.19%

2.81%

3.08%

0.60%

2.76%

0.16%

3.73%

4.12%

0.24%

2.28%

3.43%

1.23%

2.43%

1.25%

5.63%

2.29%

2.02%

0.26%

4.01%

2.11%

2.97%

Recreation
and Culture

1.19%

3.37%

2.59%

2.11%

3.04%

1.61%

0.64%

3.57%

0.98%

3.04%

1.94%

0.59%

3.46%

7.14%

1.84%

5.04%

1.50%

1.93%

4.00%

5.56%

1.74%

1.82%

0.64%

2.43%

Education

0.44%

2.85%

0.26%

2.02%

0.40%

3.97%

4.51%

5.20%

2.58%

2.56%

10.20%

3.12%

0.78%

4.90%

1.06%

0.96%

1.98%

1.34%

4.64%

3.05%

1.08%

0.58%

4.86%

2.75%

Restaurants
and Hotels

9.26%

3.21%

0.61%

8.53%

1.43%

3.42%

9.06%

0.99%

1.44%

6.07%

0.59%

1.29%

2.03%

5.23%

0.70%

3.47%

3.29%

1.22%

1.22%

1.21%

0.02%

19.84%

0.24%

3.38%

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services

2.97%

4.33%

1.83%

3.73%

4.92%

8.37%

3.39%

4.05%

3.57%

6.37%

8.22%

1.13%

2.81%

4.62%

4.78%

5.95%

3.14%

3.15%

5.51%

2.34%

2.44%

6.09%

3.96%

6.36%




Individual Alcoholic

Consumption Food and Beverages, Housing, Water,
Expenditure By Non-Alcoholic Tobacco and Clothing and Electricity, Gas
Country Households Beverages Narcotics Footwear and Other Fuels

Angola

Botswana 6.58 7.04 6.52 6.84 3.70

Burundi 1212.52 1141.46 1488.67 1333.20 1379.70

Cape Verde 13211 106.44 125.06 156.37 195.79
Chad 527.99 523.65 578.93 556.94 322.14
Congo 668.92 756.57 833.67 784.69 577.27
Cote d'Ivoire 576.20 576.32 565.18 529.89 487.78
Egypt 4.62 4.10 7.10 6.58 6.86
Ethiopia 8.61 8.21 13.92 8.39 11.00
Gambia, The 20.22 23.87 19.72 15.54 11.44
Guinea 4244.44 4919.40 3576.05 3169.47 3115.42
Kenya 64.08 64.18 84.93 61.90 42.76
Liberia 118 112 1.33 1.09 1.47
Madagascar 1703.04 1691.89 1975.12 1584.22 1767.28
Mali 485.26 485.01 362.24 445.67 350.40
Mauritius 39.72 33.21 46.13 33.91 51.08
Mozambique 2253477 24078.50 20060.07 22474.39 13093.71
Niger 472.56 522.22 454.53 344.24 338.90
Rwanda 547.35 512.64 619.86 545.68 640.39
Senegal 523.51 542.08 524.61 520.23 405.20
Sierra Leone 2861.02 3459.46 2166.85 2606.55 1391.76
Sudan 2.87 3.48 2.28 1.73 2.87
Tanzania 969.91 922.54 1871.61 1119.48 1101.13
Tunisia 1.37 1.18 1.81 2.19 172
Zambia 5299.28 5171.75 5740.21 5993.69 4510.79

@ Part Two: Results of the 2009 ICP-Africa Update
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Household
Equipment
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Household

Maintenance

9.87

1711.25

128.94

606.66

622.99

574.99

17.44

3436.08

79.37

115

1768.76

519.44

39.95

22613.14

515.20

644.68

508.61

2534.29

297

833.38

1.55

5659.44

7.30

1248.30

115.28

574.17

684.29

588.47

3.93

8.39

20.43

4512.01

65.96

1.23

1649.82

483.94

33.63

24448.98

462.42

580.32

540.87

3219.16

253

903.90

1.45

4979.00

Transport

6.16

1101.12

101.54

657.99

490.61

663.64

513

7.72

26.95

3619.44

75.68

1.09

1715.05

630.87

46.50

20043.98

538.16

518.57

667.43

3860.16

2.05

945.59

1.49

9107.22

Communication

7.99

1236.53

136.22

601.55

627.91

626.30

3.93

7.27

20.19

4469.89

67.84

113

1652.08

508.78

34.28

25357.64

468.41

598.03

516.33

3442.07

2.37

909.86

1.33

6410.62

Recreation
and Culture

7.99

1241.45

135.14

478.90

724.54

692.49

6.22

9.36

19.00

3629.73

71.56

1.10

1482.35

550.00

33.49

32470.21

503.33

612.92

540.55

2400.03

1.15

803.07

227

5276.25

Education

7.44

1262.99

116.37

582.99

696.09

593.91

4.00

8.51

20.61

4552.05

66.29

112

1666.73

486.59

33.99

24802.30

466.84

585.43

548.01

3266.32

2.56

917.18

1.46

5716.34

Restaurants
and Hotels

923.06

127.09

720.23

658.32

615.76

4.74

24.40

4403.17

74.72

1.42

1943.92

466.66

35.84

35106.59

675.86

583.38

499.52

2810.18

5.36

763.32

0.98

6212.29

Miscellaneous
Goods and
Services

522

1144.38

140.09

499.70

569.40

539.61

4.40

9.31

21.99

3030.95

65.16

1.05

1804.21

538.06

43.26

25530.68

449.54

523.89

608.96

2288.59

3.22

1101.32

1.62

6952.74




The ICP update program devised by ADB follow-
ing the 2007 Accra Declaration by the heads of
national statistical offices has produced the first
results for 2009. They cast new light on the rela-
five size of household consumption expenditure
in each country, on per capita consumption lev-
els, on the changing patterns of expenditure as
countries move up the income scale, and on di
ferences in price levels within the continent. A new
body of data is now available for policy-makers,
for analysts in government and academia, and for
the general public on the levels of consumption
and wellbeing in 49 countries in Africa. This must
be seen as a major achievement.

Infernational comparisons of GDP and living stand-
ards in Africa must be seen as a work in progress.

Fach successive round of benchmark comparisons,
as well as intermediate updates such as this one,
leads to improvements in measurement, methodol-
ogy and sfafistical capability. The successful com-
plefion of the 2009 update shows that a reduced
comparison program can deliver useful PPPs and
PUs, as well as making a significant contribution to
statistical capacity building. Apart from ifs direct
benefits for Africa, the simplified approach used
for the update may serve as a model for other
regions.

A second update for 2010 is now under way with
the results to be published in the course of 2012.
These two updates will ensure that African coun-
fries are well prepared for their participation in the
2011 Benchmark comparison, which is currently
being coordinated by the ADB.






Annex A: AfD0B Member Countries Included in the 2009 Update

Country Country Code Coordinating agency

Arab Maghreb Union Group

Libya LBY General Agency for Information

Tunisia TUN Institut national de la statistique

AFRISTAT Group

Burkina Faso BFA Institut National de la Statistique et de la Démographie
(INSD)

Cape Verde CPV Instituto Nacional de Estatistica (INE)

Chad TCD Institut National de la Statistique des Etudes Econom-
iques et Démographiques (INSEED)

Congo COG Centre National de la Statistique et des Etudes
Economiques (CNSEE)

Congo, DRC ZAR Institut National de la Statistique

Gabon GAB Direction Générale de la Statistique et des Etudes
Economiques

Guinea GIN Institut National de la Statistique

Mauritania MRT Office National de la Statistique (ONS)

Sao Tome & Principe STP Institut National de la Statistique

Togo TGO Direction de la Statistique et de la Comptabilité Nation-
ale (DSCN)

ECOWAS Group
Gambia GMB Central Statistics Department

Liberia LBR Liberia Institute for Statistics and Geoinformation
System

Sierra Leone SLE Statistics Sierra Leone
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Country Country Code Coordinating agency

COMESA Group

Burundi BDI Institut de Statistiques et d’Etudes Economiques du
Burundi (ISTEEBU)

Egypt EGY Central Agency for Public Mobilisation and Statistics

Madagascar MDG Institut national de la statistique (INS)

Sudan SDN National Bureau of Statistics

Ethiopia ETH Central Statistical Agency
SADC Group
Angola AGO Instituto Nacional de Estatistica

Lesotho LSO Lesotho Bureau of Statistics

Mauritius MUS Central Statistical Office

Namibia NAM Bureau of Statistics

South Africa ZAF Statistics South Africa

Tanzania TZA National Bureau of Statistics

Zimbabwe ZWE Zimbabwe Statistics

The ADB allocated counfries fo these five groups  groups. Several countries belong fo more than one
for the administration of the 2009 update. Edit  group so the countries listed in each group do not
ing of prices and expenditure weights was carried  necessarily represent their full membership.

out in workshops for countries listed in these five




1. PPPs

When we compare the growth of a country's GDP
from one year fo the next, the standard practice
is fo first convert GDP to constant prices. This re-
moves the effect of price changes so that the GDP
figures show only changes in the underlying vol-
umes of goods and services. In exactly the same
way, we need to remove price differences when
we compare the GDP of two or more countries at
a single point of time. PPPs are therefore “spatial”
price deflafors used fo obtain real, or “price-adjust-
ed", comparisons of GDP in different countries at
a single point of time just as a country's GDP deflo-
for is a “temporal” price index used to obtain real,
or "price-adjusted”, comparisons over fime for a
single country. PPPs are calculated in the same
way as other price indices. For example:

> To caleulate a temporal price index such as a
CPI, the prices of specified goods and services
are collected at two different dates. “Price-rela-
fives” are then calculated by dividing the price
of the item at one time by its price in the other
period. These price-relatives are then averaged
using the weights of a market basket to produce
the wellknown CPI.

Box 3. Purchasing Power Parities (PPP)

> To calculate a spatial price index such as a
PPP, the prices of specified goods and services
are collected in two different countries. “Price-
relatives” are then calculated by dividing the
price of the specified item in one country by ifs
price in the reference country, each in their own
currencies. These priceelatives are then aver
aged using the expenditure weights taken from
each country's GDP statisfics fo obtain a PPP for
the two counfries.

Each of the pricerelatives calculated as the ratio
of the price of a particular ifem in one country’s
currency fo the price of that same ifem in another
country’s currency can be described as a “single-
item” PPP, although sfafisticians who work on
international comparisons have agreed among
themselves to reserve the term PPP for averages of
price-relatives see Box 3).

There is another parallel between PPPs and ordi-
nary price indices. In the case of a temporal price
index, the statistician has to pick a particular pe-
riod fo serve as the reference point fo measure
price changes and this period is usually assigned
the value of 100. For PPPs, the statistician has to
pick a particular currency fo serve as a reference
point fo compare prices in other countries and this
reference currency — or “numeraire currency” in

In their simplest form, PPPs are nothing more than “price-relatives” that show the ratio of the pric-
es in national currencies of the same good or service in different countries. For example, if the price
of bread in Botswana is 2.84 Pulas and Namibia it is 2.20 Namibian dollars, then the PPP for bread
between Botswana and Namibia is 2.84 Pulas to 2.20 Namibian Dollars or 1.29 Namibian Dollars
to the Pula. In other words, for every Namibian dollar spent on bread in Namibia, 1.29 Pulas would
have to be spent in Botswana to obtain the same quantity and quality - or volume - of bread.

To compare the volumes of bread purchased in the two countries, either the expenditure on bread
in Botswana can be converted to Namibian dollars by dividing it by 1.29 or the expenditure on
bread in Namibia can be converted to Pulas by multiplying it by 1.29.

Once PPPs are available for a country and its aggregates are expressed in these terms, it is possible
to do comparisons of GDP, GDP per capita, relative price levels and, because of the weight-relat-
ed data used in the calculations, comparisons of expenditure patterns and structures within the
economy. It is important to note that these results may differ significantly from comparisons based
purely on a common exchange rate, as the latter reflects the differences only for a subset of GDP.

@ Part Three:



ICP jargon — is usually assigned the value of 1.0.
For global comparisons, the United States Dollar is
often used as the numeraire currency while for re-
gional comparisons a widely fraded currency may
be used. The Hong Kong Dollar is used for the
Asia Pacific Region and the South African Rand
for Africa. In other cases a synthetic, numeraire
currency is used, such as the Afric for the 2005 Af-
rican comparisons or Purchasing Power Standards
for comparisons between countries of the Europe-
an Union. It should be noted, however, that PPPs
are calculated in such a way that the choice of nu-
meraire currency has no impact on the relafionship
between the PPPs of the countries included in the
comparison. If one country's GDP is shown as be-
ing twice as large as another when it is measured
in Africs, its GDP would still be shown as twice as
large if it were measured in ZAR.

Price differences are most marked between the in-
dustrialized countries of Europe and North Amer-
ica on the one hand and the poorer countries of
the developing world on the other. Many goods
and almost all services are much cheaper in de-
veloping countries, usually because labor inputs
are cheaper and product faxes are lower. How-
ever, as the results in this report will show, there
are substantial differences between prices even
among developing countries so that PPPs are not
only required for comparing GDP between rich

and poor countries but also for comparing the size
of economies among developing counfries.

2. PPPs and Market Exchange Rates

PPPs and Market Exchange Rates are sometimes
discussed as though they were dlternatives — as
though in some cases one might want to convert
GDP info a common currency using PPPs and in
other circumsfances one might prefer exchange
rafes. This is a fundamental misunderstanding.
It has arisen because, until PPPs became widely
available, the only way to compare a GDP in Ru-
piahs with a GDP in Zambian Kwachas was to
convert one or the other using the Rupiah/Kwao-
cha exchange rafe. Economists who did this rec-
ognized that the resulting comparisons were very
poor approximations to what they really wanfed.#
Not only were the exchange rafe converted GDP
figures unadijusted for price differences between
countries but they were also subject fo unexplained
and irrelevant variations as market exchange rates
moved up and down because of currency specu-

4 It is no accident that PPPs were first measured by the
Organization for European Economic Cooperation and
Development (OEEC) - the forerunner of the OECD. Much
of the organization’s analytic work involves inter-country
comparisons of macro-economic aggregates and these can
only be made using PPPs. Milton Gilbert and Irving Kravis
pioneered the development of PPPs at the OEEC and when
Irving Kravis moved to the University of Pennsylvania he
initiated the ICP with Robert Summers, Alan Heston, and
Sultan Ahmed as his chief collaborators.

Box 4. Why do international agencies use exchange rates to calculate

membership fees?

Many infernational agencies, including the United Nations and its specialized agencies, the Commis-
sion of the European Union and the OECD, all use a “GDP4ype” measure for distributing membership
fees. This is done so that each country is seen to be paying its fair share. Net domestic product or gross

national income may be used instead of GDP.

To make the calculation, these organizations convert GDP or similar aggregate info a common currency

using exchange rates. This has somefimes been interprefed as a sign that they do not really “trust” PPPs.
Nothing could be further from the truth. Their use of exchange rafes is due solely to the fact that countries
must purchase dollars at the current exchange rate to seffle their membership bills. All these organiza-
fions, as well as the VWorld Bank and the IMF, recognize that PPPs must be used for making real compari-
sons of GDP and that is why they have all supported the ICP over many years.



lation, increased demands for particular curren-
cies or shorffalls in supply. A country might sud-
denly appear to get richer or poorer than another
one not because of any change in the underlying
volumes of goods and services being produced in
the two countries but simply because currency trad-
ers were speculating on a rise or fall in a country’s
exchange rate.

levels of GDP and related statistics between coun-
fries by converting them to a common currency
using exchange rates. PPPs provide the only cor
rect way of comparing the levels of GDP between
countries and this is now widely accepted by the
economics profession. (That said, see Box 4 for
why GDP is sfill converted to a common currency
using exchange rafes by international agencies for

caleulating membership dues.)
Since the 1980s, when PPPs started to become
available for a substantial number of countries, it
has no longer been acceptable to compare the

None of the above means that there is no inter-
est in comparing PPPs and exchange rates. In this

Box 5. Theory of PPPs

The essential idea behind PPP theory is that if buyers and sellers have equal access to markets
and to information, the price of a given article will be the same everywhere unless there are differ-
ences in transaction costs. This is sometimes referred to as the “law of one price” and means, for
example, that a banana of a given quality will have the same price everywhere in the world after
deducting transaction costs which, in the case of international trade in bananas, mainly consist of
international freight and insurance charges and, more importantly for retail prices, of trade and
distribution mark-ups. Gustav Cassels, the Swedish economist whose name is most often linked to
PPP theory, speculated that, in a free trade regime and ignoring differences in transaction costs,
the exchange rate should equal the PPP.

The PPP theory has been interpreted in different ways. It has been used to assert that changes in
PPPs will be linked to changes in exchange rates. If, for example, a country’s PPP rises by 5% per
year, indicating that each year its price level is increasing 5% faster than in the reference country,
the exchange rate will depreciate by approximately the same amount vis-a-vis the reference coun-
try. There is strong empirical evidence of such a link: exchange rates in the long run do tend to de-
preciate when a country’s domestic inflation rate is higher than that of its trade partners. The effect
is not instantaneous and the changes are not identical in size but in the long run the direction of the
change is predictable, even though short-term changes may be harder to trace.

Another interpretation, which is much less defensible, is that the PPP is actually the “correct” or
“equilibrium” exchange rate and that over time markets will adjust the exchange rate to the PPP.
This interpretation relies on the assumption that exchange rates are mainly determined by pur-
chases of currencies to buy imports and sales of currencies earned from exports. In reality, only
a part of the demand and supply of currencies is related to international trade and capital move-
ments wholly unrelated to international trade may have equal or even more impact on the ex-
change rate. At the same time, it should be noted that PPPs cover many goods and services which
cannot be traded internationally so that their prices can have no direct effect on the exchange rate.

The PPPs calculated for the ICP are designed as price deflators for international comparisons of
the levels of GDP and that is what they are to be used for. PPPs are not “equilibrium” exchange
rates and provide no guide as to what the exchange rate “should” be.

5 Cassel, Gustav (December 1918). “Abnormal Deviations in International Exchanges”. 28, No. 112.
The Economic Journal. pp. 413-415.
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report you will find ratios of exchange rates to PPPs
and these are described as Plls. They can be used
in a number of ways. Most obviously, Plls provide
a broad indication of the price differences that
fravelers may experience as they move from one
country to another. It is only a rough guide because
fravelers mostly buy a limited range of goods and
services rather than a representative selection of all
the items whose prices go into the PPP calculation.
Other uses of Plis are discussed later and the rela-
tionship between PPPs and exchange rates is also
relevant to the theory of PPPs (See Box 5).

3. Who Uses PPPs?

When PPPs first became available, they were used
mainly by international organizations, but there is
a growing demand for PPPs from a variety of no-
fional users. These include government agencies,
universities, research institufes, public enterprises,
private firms, banks, journalists and individuals.
Here are some examples:

> Infernational  organizations  (especially  the
World Bank| use the real final expenditures gen-
erafed by PPPs for analytical purposes. The real
final expenditures on GDP and its component

expenditures are aggregated across countries
fo provide fotals for groups of countries, such
as the Euro Zone, the European Union and the
OECD, countries in Africa, Latin America and
the Caribbean and in Asia. PPP-based country
shares in these tofals are also used as weights
in aggregating various economic indicafors,
such as GDP, price indices or growth rafes,
across groups of countries and globally.

Infernational organizations, government agen-
cies, universiies and research institutes use
PPPs as inputs into economic research and
policy analysis requiring comparisons between
counfries. In such studies, PPPs are employed ei-
ther as currency converters to generate volume
measures with which fo compare levels of eco-
nomic performance, economic welfare, con-
sumption, investment, economic grovvfh, over
all productivity and government expenditure on
defense, police, health, education, efc., or as
price measures with which fo compare price
levels, price sfructures, price convergence and
competitiveness. Journalists use PPPs in both
these ways in their commentaries on economic
and social policy.



This annex describes the practical steps in calcu-
lating PPPs with particular reference fo the 2009
update.

Final expenditures on the GOP

In principle, PPPs are calculated for each of the
final expenditure components of the GDP. Final
expenditures consist of HFCE, final consumption
expenditure of NPISH, Government Final Con-
sumption Expenditure (GOV), gross fixed capifal
formation (GFCF), change in inventories (INV),
acquisitions less disposals of valuables (VAL), and
exports less imports of goods and services (EXP-

IMP). Together these add up to GDP, i.e.

HFCE + GOV + GFCF + NPISH + INV + VAL +
EXP — IMP = GDP

In practice, PPPs are calculated only for the first
three expenditure components. Reference PPPs
(see below) are used for NPISH, INV and VAL and
the exchange rate is used as the PPP for the frade
balance, EXPIMP. Note that all these are usually
very small and HFCE, GOV, and GFCF account
for by far the largest part of GDP.

BH

The ICP Expenditure Classification breaks GDP
down into 155 BHs. The BHs were arrived at
after discussions with national accounts compilers
from a wide selection of countries and represent
the most detailed expenditure breakdown that
countries can provide for their GDP.

Selection of items to be priced

The next step is to specify a number of goods and
services fo represent expenditures under each BH.
For example:

> For the BH rice, ifems to be priced in each
country might include “one kilo of shortgrain

white rice, 30% broken grain, sold loose”;

> For the BH garments, items to be priced might
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include “men’s socks, plain color, three-quarter
length, 100% wool”;

> For the BH road fransport equipment, items
fo be priced might include “Scooter, 125 cc
Honda Dream”:

> For the government BH collective services,
items to be priced might include “wages of a
governmentemployed driver with five years’
seniority”.

There is no need to collect prices of all the various
goods and services included in each BH and in
practice it would be impossible to do so. What is
important is that the items selected for pricing are
typical of the goods or services commonly found in
the participating countries. The item lists are drawn
up at meefings of statisticians from participating
countries who are familiar with the markets in their
own country. Each country must ensure that the list
for a given BH includes items that are widely avail-
able and commonly purchased in their country as
well as items that are available in their country al-
though less commonly purchased. They will need
fo price some of the lafter ifems so as to provide
links with other countries where these items are
more commonly purchased.

Price collection and editing

For each specified good and service, prices are
collected from a representative selection of outlets
such as cornershops, kiosks, department stores,
and supermarkets. They should also be collected
at different times of the year fo take account of
seasonal variations and in different parts of the
country fo take account of regional variations. The
objective is to obfain average annual national
prices for each good and service specified under

each BH.

For the 2009 update, some of these requirements
were relaxed. When countries submitted prices
for the update taken from their regular CPI price
collection, the prices may not have come from a
representative selection of the different kinds of
outlets; price collection for the update was not car-



ried out evenly throughout the year by all countries
and missing prices were estimated by the ADB
using information on CPl inflation rates for related
product groups. Furthermore, prices were collect
ed only in capifal cities and were subsequently
adjusted to a national basis using adjustment coef-

ficients from the 2005 Benchmark ICP.

Calculating PPPs

Once annual average national prices have been
collected by each country for, say “men’s socks,
single color, three-quarter length, 100% wool”,
pricerelatives are calculated for each pair of coun-
fries as the rafios of sock prices, each in their own
currency. Price-relatives are next calculated for all
the other items specified under BH garments —
Tshirts, blouses, jeans, efc. — and all the available
pricerelatives are averaged fo obtain a PPP for
the BH garments. These are unweighted averages
or, more precisely, they are “equally weighted”
averages with the price-relatives of socks, Tshirt,
blouses, jeans, efc. each given the same (unity)
weight.

The PPPs for garments are next combined with
other BHs to obtain PPPs for successively higher
levels of the classification fo arrive eventually at
PPPs for GDP. At all levels above that of the BHs,
the PPPs are weighted averages using as weights
each country’s estimates of final expenditure on the
GDP. This ensures that, say, food prices are given
more weight in calculating overall PPPs than, say,
prices of recreation services.

Details of the procedure summarized here were
given in Annex B.

Reference PPPs

For several BHs, the regional coordinators have
decided not to collect any prices. In some cas-
es this is because expenditure on the BH is so
small that it is not worth the trouble of collecting
prices. Other financial services and acquisitions
less disposals of valuables are examples of BHs
where expenditures reported by all countries are
very small. In other cases, there are no goods or
services that could be taken fo represent prices of

the BH. Examples of such BHs include operating

surplus and other taxes on production less subsi-

dies, which are both BHs under Government Final
Consumption Expenditure.

Reference PPPs are used for the various BHs for
which no prices have been collected. Reference
PPPs are of two kinds:

> PPPs that are specially calculated to be neutral
so that they will have litle or no effect on PPPs
calculated for higher levels of the classification.
As an example, the PPP for all household con-
sumption expenditure (excluding Reference PPP
BHs) is used as the reference PPP for the BH

Social protection.

> PPPs that have been calculated for one or more
other BHs judged to be similar to the BH for
which no prices are available. As an example,
an average of the PPPs for Transport services
and Restaurants and hotels are used as the ref-

erence PPP for the BH Package holidays.

Two Special Problems

For the most part, the methodology outlined above
can be applied without difficulty but two problems
need to be explained as they particularly apply to
the African PPP comparisons.

Imputed rents

In African countries, most people are “owner-oc-
cupiers”. They live in their own houses and do not
pay rent. The SNA requires that rents should be
"imputed” for owneroccupiers — in other words,
we should pretend that people living in their own
houses are actually paying rent to themselves. This
is done because there are differences between
countries in the share of households that pay rent
and that live in their own dwellings, so in order
fo preserve international comparability the SNA
requires that rents are calculated for all dwellings
regardless of whether or not rents are actually
paid. The SNA suggests that rents should be im-
puted for owneroccupiers using the rents actually
paid for similar dwellings. The problem, however, is
that most people in Africa [Asia and Lafin America



foo) live in the kinds of dwellings that are rarely, if
ever, rented. In Africa, for example, many people
build their own dwellings using materials such as
sundried brick, thatch, bamboo poles, and palm
fronds. If you need a house you build it — there are
relafively few ready-made houses available for rent.

When there are no actual rents available that can
be used fo impute rents for owneroccupiers, the
standard practice in the ICP is to compare the
quantities of dwelling services. Instead of calcu-
lating PPPs to deflate expenditures on dwelling
services, we calculate volume-relatives by compar-
ing the quantities of dwellings available in each
country. The quantities of dwellings are defined
as the floorspace of dwellings adjusted for qual-
ity differences such as whether the dwellings have
running water and inside foilefs. PPPs are then
obtained by dividing these volume-relatives info
expenditure-relatives.

It is generally agreed that this “quantity method” is
not very good but atf the present time it seems to
be the least bad method available. Unfortunately,
imputed rents for owneroccupiers are often quite a
large part of GDP: for poorer countries, they may
be around 4% of GDP rising to 10% or more in

richer countries.

Domestic services

Domestic servants are widely employed in Afri-
can counfries fo do cooking, cleaning and other
housework, to look after the garden, and in some
countries to provide security. Domestic services is
a BH under HFCE but it has proved difficult to
obtain comparable prices for Domestic services
because a large part of servants' salaries often
consists of income in kind, such as meals and ac-
commodation.

As a result, the quantity method is also used for this
BH and volume-relatives are calculated for each
country by comparing the fofal numbers of domes-
fic servants in each country. PPPs are then obtained
indirectly by dividing these volume-elatives into
expenditure-relatives. While this is a rather crude
method of estimating the PPP, Domestic services
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is a relatively small item and only accounted for
about 0.04% of African GDP in the 2005 bench-

mark.

Editing ICP 20089 Price Data

The same procedures and software that had been
developed for the 2005 round were used fo edit
the 2009 price data. Editing was carried out first
by each country evaluating its own prices and
subsequently by the AIDB comparing prices both
for groups of countries and for the Africa region
as a whole. Careful editing of price data, involv-
ing country visits and group workshops, was an
important feature of the 2009 update because,
by making price collection less onerous for coun-
fries, the submissions of price data were less regu-
lar and orderly than they had been in the 2005

benchmark comparison.

First, each country edited its own individual price
observations using the SEMPER software, which
has been designed for use in compiling CPls.
SEMPER checks product codes and names, quan-
fity, unit of measurement and if necessary converts
observed quantities fo reference quantifies. SEM-
PER then identifies outliers among the prices re-
ported for a particular product and also carries out
tfemporal consistency checks, establishing whether
the reported changes since the last observation
are exceptionally large or small.

Next, the AIDB edited the price data supplied by
countries using both Quaranta and Dikhanov di-
agnostic tables. Editing was carried out both for
groups of countries during subregional workshops
and at the all-Africa level. The Quaranta and Dikh-
anov fables perform similar checks on the price
data. Essentially, they identify unusual observa-
tions which are then either rejected or refained ei-
ther as originally reported or after correction by the
country concemed. Using these diagnostic tables
involves an iferative process, with the price data
being cleaned at each stoge and then subjected
fo repeat checks until the editors are safisfied with
the reliability of the price observations.



Expenditure Shares

Countries participating in the 2009 update were
required to provide estimates of final expenditure
broken down by BHs. This information is used to
calculate weights for PPPs at levels above that of
the BHs, for example the PPPs for Food, Clothing
and footwear, Transportation, efc. and, eventually,
for total HFCE. As the 2009 update was confined
to HFCE, this means that they had to estimate
expenditures on HFCE (in LCU) broken down by
110 BHs.

Few, if any, countries show this level of detail in
their regular national accounts. However, they had
all provided this breakdown for the 2005 bench-
mark estimates, so this was the sfarting point for
the 2009 estimates. Estimating the 2005 break-
down and updating it to 2009 were challenging
tasks for many countries. Most countries based
their 2005 breakdown on household budget sur-
veys but these were offen out of date and did not
provide information on all 110 BHs. Estimates of
expenditures according to BH for 2009 inevitably
involved a number of approximations.

The AIDB assisted countries in this work by organ-
izing workshops for national accounts compilers to
exchange information on estimation methods and
identify best pracfices. It also subjected countries'’
2009 estimates to various credibility checks by
comparing the expenditure shares among partici-

pating countries and by looking at the changes be-
tween 2005 and 2009. A number of adjusiments
were made as a result of these checks.

During the update, the AIDB paid particular atten-
fion fo the “exhausfiveness” of countries’ national
accounts, analyzing whether they included all the
various activities that are covered in the SNA pro-
duction boundary. Specifically, the key quesfions
were: Did they include subsistence consumption of
crops and livestock products? Did they include im-
puted rents for owner-occupierse and; Did they cov-
er "informal” economic activities? During the 2009
update, Ghana revised its GDP estimates by 60%
mainly because of better coverage of the informal
sector and this naturally raised questions about pos-
sible underestimation of GDP in other countries. Of
course, African sfafisficians understand the impor-
fance of exhaustiveness and have recently been
making more effort to ensure full coverage in their
national accounts but it cannot be ruled out that
there may be sizeable errors in the GDP estimates
of some participating countries. These will have an
impact both on the weights used for calculating
PPPs and on comparisons of real HFCE — the ulti-
mate objective of the 2009 update.



Annex O: National Annual Average
Price Calculation: Capital-to-
National Adjustment Approach

Compared with the magnitude of a full ICP round,
the 2009 update is a relatively smallscale exer-
cise. Unlike in the full ICP rounds, individual coun-
fries collected prices only in their capital cities.
Thus, in order to arrive at the results comparable
fo those from 2005, scaling facfors to adjust PPPs
fo the national level needed to be generated, then
those factors were applied fo the capital city pric-
es in 2009 to obtain national levels.

In 2005 the price collection was national, so it
was possible to estimate the scaling factors for ad-
justing capital city prices fo national average pric-
es from the price data collected in 2005. In this
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update, it was assumed that the ratio of capitako-
national prices remained the same in 2009, so
the same scaling factors can be used. It is impor-
fant fo note that it is not necessary for the definition
of “capital city” to be the same across countries,
but it is necessary to have consistency over time.
This means that if, in 2005, the capital referred to,
say, a central province, that same area should be
surveyed in 2009. Or, if the capital referred to the
capital city iftself in 2005, then the same should be
frue for 2009.

The adjustments were estimated at the BH level
and applied during the final aggregation process.
On average across the region, the capitalfono-
fional adjustment was 0.2%, with standard devia-
fion of 2.3%.



Annex E: Intra-Country Price Data
Validation Using the Country Diag-
nostic Report

In order to validate the price data at the nation-
al level, a special price validation module was
developed to allow such a validation of sparse
price data. The module is a modified version of
the Dikhanov validation table applied at the coun-
iry level. A difference from the regular Dikhanov
validation table was monthly diagnostics. Another
difference was the possibility of computing aver-
age annual price with partial dafa, using inflation
patterns from broader groups of items.

In analyzing the price data, special attention was
given to overall consistency between CPI and ICP
data and to monthfo-month price variations. In
addition, the diagnostics module computed an
unweighted PPP by month which could be addi-
tionally contrasted to the national CPI.

The diagnostics part of the module consists of four
parts: (1] price deviations from broader inflation
trends, in terms of CPD residuals, colorcoded

to facilitate visual analysis; (2) monthto-month
variations, colorcoded; (3) monthly prices, color-
coded according to the CPD residuals from part
1, and (4] prices that are gapHilled using trends
in broader product categories. The gapfilling is
done with the CPD and thus is consistent with the
residuals used in the diagnostics.

The crifical parameters for the diagnostics can be
changed fo accommodate different country needs.
The module estimates average annual prices from
the CPD regression using a broader set of items.
This allows taking info account inflation occurred
in similar items if some monthly prices are missing
for that item: this is equivalent to a correction of an
item price with the CPI. The consistency between
CPl and ICP data, often mixed in the submissions,
was another concern dealt with during valida-
tion. The diagnostics module potentially allows
confrasting various data sources and computing
average annual prices based on any one of them.

The diagnostics module was implemented on the
MS Excel/VBA platform and does not require
special installation.



Conceptual framework

The defailed description of the ICP methodology
can be found in the ICP Handbook and in Op-
erational Manuals and Procedures on the World
Bank ICP website. Below is a summary of the ba-
sic concepts and definitions used in international
comparison. Special emphasis has been placed
on the concept of GDP, exchange rates and PPPs
and their use in economic analysis af the national
and international levels as well as their limitations.

GDP

GDFP is the sum of the value added generated by
producers residing in the economic territory of a
country during the accounting period. By compar-
ing a country's GDP over time, it is possible to
measure changes in economic growth, overall
productivity and, when placed on per capita bo-
sis, economic welfare or wellbeing.

GDP can be estimated using three alternative ap-
proaches which, in theory, yield the same result.
These can broadly be described as: the produc-
tion approach — which sums all the value added
generated by the country’s resident insfitutional sec-
tors during the accounting period; the expenditure
approach — which sums all the final expenditures
incurred by the country’s resident instfitutional sec-
fors during the accounting period; and the income
approach — which sums all the factor incomes
paid by the country’s resident institutional sectors
engaged in domestic production during the ac-
counting period. Price and volume comparisons
of GDP are based on the identfity: value = price x

volume. The values of income aggregates, unlike
the values of production and expenditure aggre-
gates, cannot be split info meaningful price and
volume components. Price and volume compari-
sons of GDP can only be made from the produc-
fion side or the expenditure side.

Exchange rates

Exchange rates provide GDP estimates that sat-
isfy the third condition of being expressed in the
same currency unit. But they do not provide GDP
estimates that satisfy the fourth condition of being
valued at the same price level. Exchange rates
are determined by the supply and demand for dif-
ferent currencies and the supply and demand for
currencies are influenced by factors such as cur-
rency speculation, inferest rates, government infer-
vention and capifal flows between countries rather
than by the currency requirements of international
frade. Moreover, many goods and services, such
as buildings, all government services and most
market services, are not fraded internationally. For
these reasons, exchange rates do not reflect the
relative purchasing powers of currencies in their
national markefs, as has sometimes been postu-
lated in international frade theory (Castles and

Henderson, 2003).

Per capita real GOP

Per capita GDP in real terms is when the effects
of PPP and exchange rafes are removed from per
capita GDP in nominal values. Per capita GDP in
real terms is calculated from the GDP in real terms
and fotal population of the country. Rich countries
will have higher values of per capita GDP in real
ferms than poor countries.

1 Castles, I. and Hernderson, D. Energy and Environment. Vol 14, No. 2/3, 2003.
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