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FOREWORD

On behalf of the Dmocratic Coalition Government féxdvancement (DCGA), and as the Minister
responsible for the 2019 National Popul ation a
acknowledge the findings of thanalysisr e p 02019 Natighal Population and Housing Census
National Report (Volme1p and t hus f d¢hereparttdthe pepglenohSelontbn Islands.

This report will informthe DCB6s pol i cy f r ame woeacdnomicmevedopnpepto r t i |
and structural reforms in the country. The key findings will further inform thergovene nt 6 s nat i
development plan (NDP), the madi term development strategy T2S), and our fiscal (budgetary)

and monetary policies. The key indicators in this report will also meet our international reporting
obligations such as the sustainable dgwelent goals (SDGSs).

This analysis islsoa part of the dissemination program of the Solomon Islands National Statistics
Development Strategy (NSDS) 202835 to collect data, analyse data and publish new and updated
official statistics toenable communyt participation in the development process throagituence
basedlecisionmaking at various levels.

With an average annual population growth rate of 2.6%, and with the population projected to reach 1
million people by 2038its therefore paramoutiiat we all have taork extra hardo get our economy

on a sustainable path again, notingeffects of the Covid9 pandemic and the recent 2022 Honiara
riots onour econony. More importantly, we need tensue that the population growth does not
outpa® economic growth given itigroadenmplications on per capita inconmeour society

The DCGA governmenwill continue to support efforts towards fully functioning and vibrant
national statistical system that is able to provide timely, relevant asdseiticeconomic statistics
and indicators to strengthen evide#ii@sed decision making, policy development and planning in the
country.

| want to convey my appreciation for the leadership of the Census Commissioner and Government
Statistician, Mr. Doulgs Kimi and the Permanent Secretarythr@Ministry of Finance and Treasury
(MOFT), Mr. McKinnie Dertana, for the successful completion of the 2019 Census enumeration and
for finally releasing the results. | also want to thank the staff of the Soloama$S\ational Statistics

Office, MOFT and the Technical Adviser, Dr, Willie Lahari, for his overall technical support to the
2019 Censuproject.

Lastly but notheleast, let me take this opportunity to call upon all stakehqgldev&lopment partners

and the people of Solomon Islands to not only draw from the findings of this repcatsbigupport

the governmeiits ef f orts towards achieving our devel og
in our mindshow and into the future.

e

Honorable Harry D Kuma, MP
Minister for Finance and Treasury



PREFACE

Il n thig@0dépodnantjoinal Popul ation and Ho,asalysisg Cen
about the Solomon Islandspopulation and itsdemographic, soocteconomic and housing
characteristicss provided based on the 2019 Census data, and data from past cefise264.9

Census data used in this analysigeferenced to the midnight ofith of November 2Q9, the census

date This report focusses on the national level analysis with ledspth analysis at the provincial

level.

Thisreportis supplementedbytieReport of the 2009 PopasidTales on ar
and Census De s c rthatprovidesxtendad cthtistinaktabRs ircluding a discussion
about the operations and challenges faced 1in
censuses.

There arseventeen (1®hapters focusing on various topveish Chapter 1 providing the introduction

and country profile, and Chapter 2 discussing the population profile, population change, population
size and distribution. In Chapter 3, the analyses focusses on the population dynamics and structure,
with urbanigition and urbamural distribution analysed in Chapter 4. In addition, the three main
demographic componentdfertility, mortality and migratiorare analysedn Chapters 5, 6 and 7,
respectively. Chapter 8 contains social characteristics, and Chaptesr8 education, language and
literacy. Moreover, Chapter 10 discusses disability while Chapter 11 looks at the use of mobile phones
and internet. In Chapter 12, the labour force and economic activity is deliberated, followed with
informal and formal sectoemployment (Chapter 13). The discussion moves to households and
housing in Chapter 14 and in Chapter 15 the perceptions of households about the constituency
development fund (CDF) is analysed. The last two chapters look at population projections (Chapter
16) and policy implications (Chapter 17).

The report is a timely initiativéor the Solomon Island National Statisti€adfice (SINSO) within

the Ministry of Finance andr&asury (MOFTpeven after being faced with the adverse effects of the
covid-19 pandeic and negative effects of the 2022 riots in Honiara. SIN&®@inual to meet its
mandate as the official government agency responsible for implementing key national statistical
projects(e.g., 2019 Censugs guided by the National Statistics Developm&irategy (NSDS)
20152035 and the Statistics and Census Acts.

The information and indicators from this analysis also responds to the growing demand for data and
statistics. The information herein is highly relevant for the monitoring and evaluatitime of

c 0 u n tnatignal developmentstrategy (NDS) 201&035, the sustainable evelopmentgoals
(SDGs) and fiscal and monetary policies well as in assessing the current and future socio
economic conditions of the country.

It is advisable that whilst the main analysis is based on the 2019 Census data, there are some
comparisons with indicators from past censuses and therefore caution should be considered in any
explicit comparisons given certain data quality issues, censisrenumerations and changes in
definitions and operations.



The contributions omany people and agenciesmMards the successful accomplishment of thE920
Census and publication of this repought to be acknowledge@ihese includes:

The gvernmentof Solomon Islands through thelinister of Finance and Treasury (MOFT),
HonorableHarry Kuma for his leadership, and in soliciting government resources in funding the 2019
Census operation; Mr McKinnie Dentana, Permanent Secretary for MOFT for his oversitite
censusoperations athe ministry level; Mr Bebeno Mulesae and Mr Kairamo Anisi for financial and
accounting support at the ministry level (MOFT). In addition, the 2019 Census User Committee
members comprising representatives of all key governmamstries are acknowledged for technical
inputs and advice provided during the design of the questionnaire and questions proposed in the
census.

SINSO further commends the Central Bank for funding support and advice on the financial inclusion
guestionsn the census. ThRepublic of China (ROCTaiwan)is commended for funding support as

well as support from UNCEF is muchappreciated. The Ministry of Health and Medical Services,
especially theR-WASH team is applauded for providing funding support. Vineistry of National
Planning and Development Coordination is also noted for their annual development budget reviews
and support for the 2019 Census project.

The SINSO also ackndedges Dr. Willie Lahari, MOFISINSO Technical Adviser for his overall
techical assistance and capacity building in the planning and design, and implementation of the 2019
Census project. Other related support provided included selected data processing, and overall
guidance in the analysis of this report with specific analytoatributions in the labour force and
economic activity, informaformal sectormortality, constituency devepment fund analysisand
population projections.

The SINSO further commends the technical assistance provided by Dr Michael Levin and Mr. Jome
Manongsong in data processing of the 2019 Census data and the production of selected tabulations.
Dr Levin is also acknowledged for selected wiifes on fertility and migration. The New Zealand
Volunteer Agency is also acknowledbiaroughsupport prowiled byMr Josh Nead, Data Analyst,

for assistance in data processing and commentary on the fertility chapter. Moreover, the Solomon
Islands Translation Advisory Grougpacknowledged for advice and information about first languages

and endangered language the Solomon Islands

The Management of SINS@kes this time to also convég appreciation to all th2019Census
enumerators and supervisors, provincial coordinators and traimersghout Solomon Island and

the rest of the staff of the SINSO fthreir valuable contributions and commitment offered to the
succestll completion of the 2019 Census. Special acknowledgment is conveyed to the following
SINSO staff who engagédelesslyin the analysis and repeuntriting phase led by s Anterlyn
Tuzakana with guidance from Dr Willie Lahari:

1 Census and Survey unit staffichael Dimola, Desmond Papage, MichaeBarasi, Alfred

Palo, Renagi Umarlee, PatriciaWasilakipy . T Mazi ni and Clera Sa
1 Social Unit staff Steward.T.Sopamana, Gabrikebpzy, Mary Buke,GraceT. Matanani,

Florence Walekwate and Anterlyn Tuzakana.



T Economics Unit staffAnna Luvu, Hilda Angota, Esther Paraerae, Fisher Makasi, Maravin
Hokotatu, lan Ghesimate, Graem Risoni, Leni Taisia, Nol&nBarairua, Reginald Mara,
Mary PauiagndFredrick Sekamama.

1 NSDS staffAnna Rtaboe,Alision Haomae Gwen Vola, Sharon Misialo and Laefana Tuni.

Finally, let me thanlall the peopleand resident®f the Solomon Islands fgrarticipating in the
census enumeration and providing yoesponses to the questtoasked. Let me also convey my
appreciation to your respectivegpincial governmentsn renderingadministrative and logistical
supportto the 2019 Census enumeratidfaur contribution is of vital importance in makirige
2019Population and Housing Census for the Solomon Islands a success.

Douglas Kimi
Census Commissioner andsovernment Statistician
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SUMMARY OF MAIN INDICATOR S

Indicator Solomon Urban Rural Choiseul Western Isabel Central HEC] UL Malaita Makira: Temotu Honiara
Islands Bellona canal Ulawa.

Total Population 720,956 199,138 521,818 30,775 94,106 31,420 30,318 4,100 154,022 172,740 51,587 22,319 129,569
Males 369,396 102,591 266,805 15,863 48,933 16,627 15,562 2,222 78,972 86,691 26,662 11,055 66,809
Females 351,560 96,547 255,013 14,912 45,173 14,793 14,756 1,878 75,050 86,049 24,925 11,264 62,760

Average annual population growth rate, 2009-2019" 2.6 5.9 15 15 2.0 1.8 1.5 3.0 3.6 0.9 24 0.4 5.6
Population density (number of people/Km) 23.7 - - 8.0 12.5 7.6 49.3 6.1 28.9 40.9 16.2 25.7 5916.4

Urbarnisation

Urban population 199,138 - - 1,053 14,608 1,342 1,481 - 40,152 7,020 2,107 1,806 129,569
Percent Urban (%) 27.6 - - 34 15.5 43 49 - 26.1 41 41 8.1 100.0

Average annual urban growth rate, 2009-2019" 5.9 - - 2.6 4.0 3.2 1.7 - 9.5 3.2 0.2 0.9 5.6
Population Structure
Number of children(<15 years) 264,799 58,994 205,805 12,282 34,895 11,374 11,562 1,355 57,734 68,968 21,776 8,275 36,578

Youth Population (15-34 years)® 249,831 83,790 166,041 9,238 30,610 9,761 9,698 1,255 55,900 55,269 15,617 6,321 56,162
Population aged (30-59 years) 217,625 66,114 151,511 9,298 29,040 10,166 9,158 1,350 45,018 48,490 14,667 6,913 43,525

Older population (60 years and older ) 42,074 8,242 33,832 1,988 6,148 2,322 2,005 416 7,140 11,421 3,000 2,230 5,404
Median age 21.4 23.9 20 20.4 21.7 22.6 20.9 25.3 20.9 19.5 18.6 22.2 24.2
Dependency ratio (0-14 and 60+) 74 51 85 86 77 7 81 76 73 87 92 89 48

Sex ratio 105 106 105 106 108 112 105 118 105 101 107 98 106
Marriage
Mean age at first marriage (SMAM) 24.7 25.6 24.2 23.9 24.8 24.3 24.3 26.7 23.9 24.4 24 235 26.1
Males 26.5 27.2 26.2 26 26.9 26.5 26.3 28.2 25.7 26.3 26.1 25.6 27.6
Females 22.8 24 22.1 217 22.7 21.9 222 24.6 22.1 225 21.9 21.6 24.5
Labour and Economic Activity

Working Age (12+) population 506,009 150,765 355,244 20,680 65,723 22,254 20,971 3,013 106,917 117,410 33,744 15,661 99,636
Labour Force 280,510 79,105 201,405 11,423 40,433 13,762 11,236 1,886 61,806 62,214 18,475 8,330 50,945
Males 150,975 44,286 106,689 6,354 22,222 7,668 5,992 1,157 32,954 31,698 9,953 4,246 28,731
Females 129,535 34,819 94,716 5,069 18,211 6,094 5,244 729 28,852 30,516 8,522 4,084 22,214

Total Employment 258,383 69,564 188,819 10,674 38,011 13,315 10,838 1,813 56,640 58,324 17,127 7,572 44,069
Males 139,041 39,202 99,839 5,907 20,900 7,438 5,763 1,125 30,197 29,579 9,176 3,861 25,095
Females 119,342 30,362 88,980 4,767 17,111 5,877 5,075 688 26,443 28,745 7,951 3,711 18,974
Employee (Gov.& Private-NGO). 72,918 40,807 32,111 2,711 10,818 3,146 1,622 757 13,333 8,781 2,727 1,336 27,687
Males 49,253 25,985 23,268 1,989 7,286 2,538 1,127 614 9,174 6,109 1,967 926 17,523
Females 23,665 14,822 8,843 722 3,532 608 495 143 4,159 2,672 760 410 10,164
Employer 3,458 1,274 2,184 155 635 295 165 16 768 471 188 53 712
Males 2,464 840 1,624 115 494 241 96 9 528 345 129 40 467
Females 994 434 560 40 141 54 69 7 240 126 59 13 245

Self employed 38,825 12,183 26,642 1,698 5,501 903 1,807 150 11,024 7,751 1,588 966 7,437
Males 23,776 7,172 16,604 1,118 3,393 642 1,174 87 6,306 4,896 1,052 575 4,533
Females 15,049 5,011 10,038 580 2,108 261 633 63 4,718 2,855 536 391 2,904

Voluntary work 447 76 371 33 85 38 22 1 73 94 43 9 49
Males 307 41 266 29 64 31 12 1 47 64 31 4 24
Females 140 35 105 4 21 7 10 0 26 30 12 5 25
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SUMMARY OF MAIN INDICATORS (Cont..)

Indicator Solomon Urban Rural Choiseul Western Isabel  Central T L e Malaita Velkiree Temotu Honiara
Islands Bellona canal Ulawa
Unpaid family work 34,222 4,756 29,466 1,319 5,348 1,661 1,864 79 7,214 10,236 2,594 1,270 2,637
Males 15,175 1,410 13,765 564 2,459 816 873 19 3,319 4,623 1,278 552 672
Females 19,047 3,346 15,701 755 2,889 845 991 60 3,895 5,613 1,316 718 1,965
Unpaid Work: producing goods-service (sale) 24,645 3,588 21,057 989 3,882 1,181 1,271 73 5,342 7,264 1,835 877 1,931
Males 11,045 1,062 9,983 436 1,802 592 608 26 2,411 3,365 897 386 522
Females 13,600 2,526 11,074 553 2,080 589 663 47 2,931 3,899 938 491 1,409
Unpaid Work: producing (own-use, subsistence) 83,868 6,880 76,988 3,769 11,742 6,091 4,087 737 18,886 23,727 8,152 3,061 3,616
Males 37,021 2,692 34,329 1,656 5,402 2,578 1,873 369 8,412 10,177 3,822 1,378 1,354
Females 46,847 4,188 42,659 2,113 6,340 3,513 2,214 368 10,474 13,550 4,330 1,683 2,262
Y outh-Employment (15-34 yrs) 114,505 32,356 82,149 4,511 16,607 5,232 4,580 662 27,637 24,815 7,413 2,791 20,257
Males 59,898 17,619 42,279 2,463 9,028 2,916 2,331 450 14,229 12,112 3,886 1,349 11,134
Females 54,607 14,737 39,870 2,048 7,579 2,316 2,249 212 13,408 12,703 3,527 1,442 9,123
Employment by key industry (population)
All Industries 258,383 69,564 258,383 10,674 38,011 13,315 10,838 1,813 56,640 58,324 17,127 7,572 44,069
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishery 176,613 22,954 176,613 8,445 27,511 10,160 9,386 914 41,014 47,754 14,006 6,279 11,144
Males (%) 49.6 43.6 49.6 54.2 52.7 53.1 51.2 54.8 49.2 48.3 50.8 48.4 39.6
Females (%) 50.4 56.4 50.4 45.8 47.3 46.9 48.8 45.2 50.8 51.7 49.2 51.6 60.4
Industry 16,711 8,965 16,711 448 3,389 873 194 176 3,320 2,027 548 170 5,566
Males (%) 86.3 87.5 86.3 98.0 73.8 93.6 97.4 98.9 84.0 78.9 94.0 97.1 93.9
Females (%) 13.7 12.5 13.7 2.0 26.2 6.4 2.6 1.1 16.0 21.1 6.0 2.9 6.1
Services 65,059 37,645 65,059 1,781 7,111 2,282 1,258 723 12,306 8,543 2,573 1,123 27,359
Males (%) 56.9 56.7 56.9 49.9 55.0 53.7 61.1 62.2 58.6 57.3 59.9 58.3 56.5
Females (%) 43.1 43.3 43.1 50.1 45.0 46.3 38.9 37.8 41.4 42.7 40.1 41.7 43.5
Employment to population ratio (%) 35.8 34.9 36.2 34.7 40.4 42.4 35.7 44.2 36.8 33.8 33.2 33.9 34.0
Total Unemployment 22,127 9,541 12,586 749 2,422 447 398 73 5,166 3,890 1,348 758 6,876
Males 11,934 5,084 6,850 447 1,322 230 229 32 2,757 2,119 777 385 3,636
Females 10,193 4,457 5,736 302 1,100 217 169 41 2,409 1,771 571 373 3,240
Unemployment Rate (official) 7.9 12.1 6.2 6.6 6.0 3.2 3.5 3.9 8.4 6.3 7.3 9.1 13.5
Males 7.90 11.5 6.4 7.0 5.9 3.0 3.8 2.8 8.4 6.7 7.8 9.1 12.7
Females 7.87 23.8 6.5 6.0 6.0 3.6 3.2 5.6 8.3 5.8 6.7 9.1 14.6
Youth-Unemployment Rate (15-34 yrs) 11.1 18.8 7.6 9.5 8.8 5.2 4.6 6.2 10.8 8.2 9.8 12.6 19.5
Males 11.1 16.7 7.8 9.9 8.6 4.5 5.1 4.7 11.0 8.7 10.2 12.9 18.7
Females 11.0 21.3 7.4 8.9 9.0 6.0 4.1 9.4 10.6 7.7 9.3 12.4 20.4
Not In Labour Force 225,499 71,660 153,839 9,257 25,290 8,492 9,735 1,127 45,111 55,196 15,269 7,331 48,691
Males 106,832 33,187 73,645 4,312 11,994 4,143 4,684 523 21,513 26,336 7,364 3,372 22,591
Females 118,667 38,473 80,194 4,945 13,296 4,349 5,051 604 23,598 28,860 7,905 3,959 26,100
Labour force participation rate
Total 55.4 52.5 56.7 55.2 61.5 61.8 53.6 62.6 57.8 53.0 54.8 53.2 51.1
Male 58.6 57.2 59.2 59.6 64.9 64.9 56.1 68.9 60.5 54.6 57.5 55.7 56.0
Female 52.2 47.5 54.2 50.6 57.8 58.4 50.9 54.7 55.0 51.4 51.9 50.8 46.0
Education
School enrolment rates, 5-12 years old (%) 76.7 75.8 77.0 89.7 74.8 90.0 85.4 92.0 64.7 82.2 69.5 87.4 76.6
Males 76.0 75.0 76.3 88.6 73.8 89.2 84.7 93.3 64.1 81.6 68.7 86.4 76.0
Females 77.5 76.6 77.8 90.9 75.9 90.9 86.3 90.5 65.5 82.8 70.3 88.5 77.2
School enrolment rates, 5-15 years old (%) 79.1 78.0 79.3 89.8 77.0 90.2 86.4 91.7 69.0 83.6 74.0 87.1 78.9
Males 78.2 77.1 78.5 88.6 76.0 88.9 86.0 92.7 68.1 83.0 73.0 86.2 78.1
Females 80.0 78.9 80.2 91.0 78.2 91.5 86.9 90.6 70.1 84.3 75.0 88.1 79.7
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SUMMARY OF MAIN INDICATORS (Cont..)

Indicator Soleren Urban Rural Choiseul Western Isabel Central el Eletels Malaita Makira- Temotu Honiara
Islands Bellona canal Ulawa
School enrolment rates, 15-19 years old (%) 69.9 70.1 69.8 65.8 60.9 69.3 72.2 70.0 62.9 78.0 70.1 711 73.0
Males 69.6 70.5 69.3 65.4 58.2 68.0 72.0 67.2 62.0 79.2 69.6 71.2 73.8
Females 70.2 70.4 69.7 66.2 63.9 70.7 72.4 73.5 63.7 76.9 70.7 71.0 72.2
Percentage of pop aged 12 and older with:
No school completed 14.4 7.0 17.6 7.8 5.9 13.1 18.0 3.3 16.3 25.7 10.5 19.0 6.5
Primary education 46.2 33.9 51.4 58.1 56.1 45.2 48.5 50.4 46.5 47.4 55.8 51.8 30.9
Secondary education 28.4 40.1 23.4 25.9 28.5 30.5 26.0 30.6 27.7 20.2 24.6 21.8 41.3
Tertiary education 7.9 16.2 4.4 4.9 6.2 6.2 5.1 11.2 6.7 3.6 4.8 4.3 18.5
Vocational /professional qualifications 1.4 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.8 25 0.9 3.7 13 0.8 2.0 0.6 1.6
Literacy rate,15+(%)* 85.5 92.9 82.3 94.0 94.9 88.9 86.3 95.2 82.3 73.8 87.3 76.2 94.0
Males 88.5 94.6 85.7 93.8 94.6 91.8 90.5 96.3 85.1 79.3 89.5 83.9 95.6
Females 82.5 91.1 78.7 94.2 95.1 85.5 82.0 93.9 79.4 68.6 85.0 69.0 92.2
Literacy rate,15-24(%)* 90.2 95.1 87.9 94.4 94.6 94.6 91.9 94.7 87.2 83.7 91.3 89.3 96.0
Males 90.0 95.1 87.7 92.6 93.6 94.4 91.9 94.9 86.9 83.7 90.6 89.5 96.1
Females 90.5 95.1 88.2 96.3 95.7 94.8 91.9 94.3 87.4 83.6 92.0 89.1 95.8
Language ability,5+(%)>
English 72.9 85.5 67.9 76.8 80.7 74.6 69.8 80.6 68.9 61.0 72.3 69.1 87.4
Males 75.0 75.0 75.0 76.2 80.4 76.5 74.2 79.5 70.7 64.7 73.8 74.4 88.9
Females 70.7 84.0 65.5 77.6 811 72.4 65.3 81.9 67.0 57.2 70.7 64.0 85.7
Pidgin 68.4 79.7 63.9 75.8 77.6 71.0 68.7 70.8 65.4 55.8 67.0 60.2 81.0
Males 70.1 80.8 65.9 74.4 76.9 72.6 72.4 70.9 67.0 59.0 68.2 64.8 82.3
Females 66.5 78.5 61.9 77.2 78.3 69.2 64.9 70.7 63.8 52.6 65.7 55.8 79.6
Local language 64.4 68.3 62.8 79.5 76.3 71.2 70.0 80.4 62.1 55.1 64.1 39.2 68.1
Males 65.8 69.5 64.4 77.4 75.1 71.4 72.6 78.5 63.6 58.0 65.1 42.9 69.4
Females 62.9 67.1 61.3 81.7 77.6 70.9 67.3 82.7 60.6 52.3 63.1 35.6 66.8
Other langauages 6.6 5.2 7.1 13.5 10.3 9.5 6.2 6.9 4.9 5.9 5.2 3.3 5.6
Males 7.3 5.9 7.9 14.2 11.0 111 7.0 9.9 5.6 6.6 5.8 3.8 6.3
Females 5.8 4.4 6.3 12.8 9.6 7.8 5.5 3.1 4.2 5.3 4.7 2.7 4.8
Population 5 years and older with severe disability
Seeing 569 52 517 27 90 26 18 5 150 158 36 30 29
Hearing 783 113 670 43 118 38 36 2 165 222 56 27 76
Walking 1206 159 1047 61 232 63 47 11 248 278 85 88 93
Remembering 790 92 698 54 135 56 27 5 166 188 65 33 61
Self care 1322 187 1135 89 240 110 46 26 299 268 101 42 101
Communicating 1109 141 968 104 164 91 50 2 194 270 115 38 81
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SUMMARY OF MAIN INDICATORS (Cont..)

Indicator Sl Urban Rural Choiseul Western Isabel  Central SIS Malaita Makirgy Temotu Honiara
Islands Bellona canal Ulawa
Fertility
Total Fertility Rate (TFR) 3.8 2.6 4.5 4.5 4.2 4.8 4.2 2.3 3.8 4.5 5.6 4.6 2.3
Teenage Fertility Rate (ASFR, 15-19) 49.1 33.8 56.8 73.5 61.9 52.3 36.7 61.5 58.0 46.2 71.1 39.7 28.2
Children ever born, CEB (45-49)6 4.1 35 4.3 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.2 3.8 4.2 4.5 4.6 3.6 34
General Fertility Rate (GFR) 116 81 135 133 129 136 122 68 119 132 162 129 72
Child-Woman Ratio (CWR) 494 361 558 630 553 531 501 558 509 528 649 483 332
Mean age at childbearing of mothers (in years) 29.5 29.8 29.3 28.6 28.9 29.3 29.3 29.1 29.3 29.8 29.6 29.0 29.7
Mean age at childbearing of fathers (in years) 33.2 33.0 33.4 32.9 33.1 33.8 334 32.8 33.0 33.6 33.9 33.0 32.9
Annual number of births, 2019 21,101 4,762 16,544 925 2,858 978 889 56 4,712 5,485 1,890 680 2,825
Crude Birth Rate 29.3 23.9 31.7 30.1 30.4 311 29.3 13.6 30.6 31.8 36.6 30.5 21.8
Mortality
Infant mortality rate (IMR) (per 1,000) 24 23 24 26 29 28 32 30 21 23 22 15 22
Males 27 29 26 26 35 31 29 54 24 25 23 8 29
Females 21 16 22 26 24 24 34 5 17 21 20 22 14
Child Mortality (per 1,000) 7 6 7 7 9 9 11 4 5 6 6 4 6
Males 7 8 7 6 11 9 8 9 6 6 5 2 8
Females 6 5 7 8 7 7 14 1 5 6 6 7 4
Under-five mortality (per 1,000) 30 29 31 33 39 36 42 34 26 30 27 19 28
Males 34 37 33 32 46 40 37 63 30 31 28 10 36
Females 27 21 28 34 31 31 48 6 22 28 26 29 18
Life expectancy at age 20 (e20) 55.1 55.2 55.0 53.7 55.6 55.8 57.2 52.9 55.5 54.2 55.8 54.6 55.0
Males 53.4 53.4 53.4 50.9 53.7 54.7 56.1 47.3 53.3 52.9 54.4 52.5 53.3
Females 56.8 57.0 56.6 56.5 57.5 56.8 58.3 58.4 57.6 55.5 57.2 56.6 56.6
Life expectancy at birth 72.1 72.3 72.0 70.2 72.1 72.4 74.1 69.1 72.8 71.2 73.1 72.2 72.2
Males 70.0 69.8 70.1 67.1 69.5 71.0 72.7 60.7 70.2 69.6 715 70.5 69.7
Females 74.2 74.8 73.8 73.3 74.6 73.8 74.1 77.4 75.4 72.7 74.6 73.8 74.6
Estimated annual number of deaths, 2019 4,002 921 3,093 216 573 200 169 59 690 1,042 267 190 607
Crude death rate 5.6 4.6 5.9 7.0 6.1 6.4 5.6 14.3 45 6.0 5.2 8.5 4.7
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SUMMARY OF MAIN INDICATORS (Cont..)

Rennell-

Guadal-

Indicator Solomon Urban Rural Choiseul Western Isabel Central Malaita Makira- Temotu Honiara
Islands Bellona  canal Ulawa
Households
Number of private households 131,566 33,206 98,360 5,520 17,531 320 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Average household size (number of people per household) 5.4 5.9 5.2 5.4 5.1 4.6 5.1 5.1 5.3 5.3 55 4.7 6.1
Number of non private dwellings (institutions)7 926 311 615 57 235 121 43 11 130 123 52 16 138
Households characteristics
Wages/salaries is main household income (%) 28.4 66.2 15.6 22.8 28.8 18.8 14 224 27 13.3 14.5 15.8 70.6
Receiving remittances (%) 21.1 4.3 16.8 37.4 324 34.7 19.5 61.1 9.7 23.8 19.3 20.3 14.9
With insecticide treated bednets (%) 83.9 67.3 89.6 91.7 88.0 94.3 91.8 58.2 84.6 89.2 88.9 92.3 60.9
With improved drinking water sources (%) 78.3 90.6 74.2 85.3 80.8 90.9 82.0 93.3 64.9 76.5 74.2 75.0 92.9
With improved sanitation facilities (%) 35.4 83.8 19.0 15.0 35.4 24.9 9.4 48.9 32.2 221 12.4 8.6 91.8
With hand washing facilities (%) 90.0 46.9 14.3 95.5 97.7 92.1 93.5 98.3 87.8 83.1 85.9 87.9 96.5
Wood/coconut as main energy source for cooking (%) 84.0 48.8 95.9 95.6 88.6 92.7 95.3 88.9 88.0 97.0 96.2 97.2 37.1
Solar as main energy source of lighting 81.1 85.5 14.5 89.7 80.4 92.1 94.4 85.7 87.1 94.2 93.1 93.8 35.5
Connected to electricity grid (%) 15.3 50.3 35 6.9 12.9 6.2 3.7 9.6 8.0 3.5 3.2 3.3 62.3
With radio (%) 23.9 34.8 20.2 16.4 16.0 17.9 215 14.4 25.9 24.4 17.6 9.0 37.6
With mobile phone (%) 44.6 65.6 37.6 46.7 51.2 51.1 30.1 225 374 39.1 31.0 37.9 67.5
Climate change and vulnerability
Households exposure to sea level rise (%) 16.8 5.2 20.7 28.5 20.1 23.7 40.9 10.0 10.2 20.2 14.1 36.6 2.7
Households with No disaster plan (%) 25.9 30.3 24.4 26.3 29.0 27.8 10.3 3.6 22.1 277 24.2 17.7 328
Constitutional Development Fund (CDF)
Hholds that were aware of CDF (%) 98.9 98.9 99.0 99.5 99.3 99.7 99.4 99.7 98.2 99.1 99.4 99.2 98.5
Hholds with housing materials, positive CDF assistance (%) 18.8 12.2 21.0 18.3 20.1 28.4 114 20.6 211 22.1 12.0 16.8 11.8
Hholds with solar supplies, positive CDF assistance (%) 12.2 4.1 14.9 21.5 14.3 13.3 8.4 18.2 11.6 14.2 13.8 20.1 3.5
Hholds with No (positive) impact of CDF assistance (%) 64.2 78.7 59.3 55.4 59.6 54.2 73.0 51.7 63.9 59.3 67.6 57.3 79.4
Notes:
! The 2009 figures are adjusted (based on 8.3% undercount in 2009 Census); For urban growth rate, only the total and Honiara are adjusted
?Based on the Solomon Islands youth definition
3 Proportion of population 15 years and older who are able to read and write a simple sentence in any language
Proportion of population aged 15 to 24 years who are able to read and write a simple senten
Proportion of population years and older who are able to read and write a simple sentence

® Average number of children per woman aged 45-49

7 Institution include boarding schools,prison,hospitals, hotels/hostels/guest houses, some boats:
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The summary provides an overview of the main findings based on the Solomon Islands 2019 National
Population and HousingeDsus.

The 2019 Census recorded the tetaimerategopulationas ofthemi d ni ght ( éC#®earsus N
24" of November 2019 af20,956.This compares witts58,457people in 2009 Censyadjusted)

and represents an increase of ali#db or 162, 499people.This population increase represents an
averageannual growth rate of 2.6%. Thisgrowth rateaccounts for an adjustment (8.3% undercount)

in the previous 2009 Census. The unadjusted growth rate would have been 3.4%asbidhemely

high.

Although the2019 Censusibsolute population count is withinexpectations therewere some
suspected cases of over and under enumeratiavithin the varying distributions of thegesex
cohorts, especially amongst the younger population.

The 2019 @nsus enumeratetb9,396malesand 351,560 femalesrepresenting sex ratio of 105
males per 100 femalesThe majority (72.4%) of the populatiorived in rural areas compared to
those inurban areas (27.6%).

Age dependency ratio in Solomon Island wa$ which meant that there werg economically
dependent peopleper 100 people of workingige population (159 yearg - 64 were dependent
children andthe 10 wereelderly persons

The median age for the whole countiyat age where half the population was older andymalhger
was 21.4 years.Comparison cross therovinces, Makira had the lowest agelét6 years,whilst
RenneliBellona reported the highest average agésa years

The average household size was 5based on a total of 131,566 enumerated private households
comprising 704,450 household members.

The averageopulation density for Solomon Islands was 24 people/kmiFhis was an increase from
17 people per /kmzin 2009 CensBegpulation density vary across the provinces with Hon@af. 6
people/kn¥) beingthe nost densely populated provinéeas well as being the capital of Solomon
Islands and the center for business and governruamitral province was ranked the second most
densely populated province widl® people/Kn?.

The urban population wasl99,138peope (28%) of the total population and includes the entire

population of theHoniara town council (129,569)as well as the Guadalcanal wards of Tandai
(24,592)and Malango(15,560) and thesettlements/towns of Giz@!,260),Noro (7,204), Munda
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(1,748),Nusa Roviang1,396), Auki (7,020), Batava/Taro(1,053), Buala (1,342)Tulagi (1,481),
Kirakira/Bauro Central2,107),and Lata/Luava Statiofi,306).

The average annualrban growth between 2009adjusted)and 2019 wa$.9%, that reflecteda
significantincrease in urban populatiamiven mainly by theénigh growth rate of Honiara (5.6%)
and thegrowth of the Honiara urban surroundings (including the two wards of Guadalcarial
Tandai and Malang) af.5%. The otheihigh urban growth areas were reportetMestern witht.0%,
Isabel and Malaita wit3.2% and Choiseul witt?2.6%. While thedata showed kreasing growth
rates from most of therban centex, Nusa Rovianand Lata or Luava station reported negative growth
(-0.9) respectively.

Theaverage age for all birthwas24.2yearsin 2019. Honiara had the highest average age at almost
27 yearswhilst the youngest first birth females were from Makira and Temofi? & yearsand
Choiseul aR2.3 years

The average number of children ever bornfor females aged 4519 years was4.11 or about 4
children.Makira had the highest total fertility..6 children per female)by thisapproach

The total fertility rate (TFR) - the average number of births per woman in Solomon Islarsd3.8
births, adecline from 4.7 births in the 2009 Census

The average age of mothergiving birth in the years before 2019 census @&a$ years

Based on census data for the number of children ever born and still aliv&atitenortality rate
(IMR ) was estimatedt 241 with 27 for males and 21 for femalesThis is slightly higher than the
2009 levels with IMR o2, and with24 for males and 20 for femal&his is discouraging although
the rates rema low since 1999.

Life expectanciesat birth , based on theensus datavere estimatedo be 70.0 and74.2 yearsfor
malesandfemales respectivelycomparedo 2009 whenit was66.2 and73.1years for males and
females Thisrepresentan improvement, especially male lifeexpectancy.

Based on the derived life tables,caude death rate (CDR) of 5.6 per 1,000 populationwas
estimated, slightly higher than the 2009 rate of 5.5 per 1,000. This repreappterimately4,200
deathsan increase from 2,800 deaths in 2009.

The estimated mortality indicators show more positive mortality indicators for females than for males,
with females expected to live, on average, adoRityears longer than malesHowever, the gam
has narrowed from 6.9 years in 2009, which is an imgor@nt for male life expectancy.

Net international migration was considerednegligible during the intercensal peri@)09 2019.
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About55% of the populationwho lived in the same ward for birth, residence in 2014 and at the time
of census never moved with highest percentage of people resi@ecdalcanal (80% or about 4
of every 5 people)

Women marry at a younger age than men. The avei@gat marriage vas 26.5 and22.8 years for
males and femalesrespectively.

The 2019 Census recordeéi?% of the population that regarded themselves as membershef t
Church of Melanesia, whichis the most dominant in Solomon IslandsThe Roman Cathial
Church is thesecond largeswith 20% of followers followed by the Sodt Sea Evangelical Church
with 17%. In addition, th&eventh Day Adventistsonsist 0f12% of the population anthe United
Churchmembersomprise of 9% of thpopulation, with the remaining populat belonging to other
religions.

The ppulationthat haveneverattendedschoolincreaseaver the census yedrem 67,894in 2009
Censudgo 80,109in 2019 Censuswith a higher percent demales (14.5%)who havenever ben
to schoolcompared tonales (10.9%)

School enrolmentdata from the census showed thaB,108 people (37.7%0f the total enumerated
population 5 years and older were enrolled in schoalgh male enroliment rates slightly higher
(51.6%) than female$48.4%) as the gap amongst sexes continues to narrow over the decades.

Enroliment data also showed that from the total enrolled populdtitn, of persons 515 years
were enrolled in schoolsThere has been a revision from th&Byear age group category Imet
past censussaaresult of changes in policyschool enroliment comprised pfe-school enrolment
(12%); primary enrollment (48%); secondary (25%)); tertiary (9%) and etloeetional (11%).

Data on educational level completed indicated #&o of the population 12 years and over
completed primary educationin 2019- with males (50.5%) and females (49.5%) drawing closer to
achieving equal levels in primary educational attainment. Within respective gender disaggregation,
46% of males and 47% of femalexompleted primary education; 9% of males and 7% of
females completed tertiary educationand30% of malesand27% of femalesattained secondary
education (Form 17). As can be expected, lower educational attainments were higher in the rural
areas than to the urban areas.

With regard to educational attainment based onptheulation 15 years and over56% of the
populationattained primary level educationin 2019 compred to 42% in 20009.

Literacywas measured by a respondentds ability to
At the national level35.5% of the population 15 years and over were reported as literateith
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male literacy levels higher (88.5%)han the females (82.5%)There werepeople that are more
literatein urban areas (92.5%) than in rural areas (82.3%). The age group witlylket rate of

literacy were the 1519 year old population with 90.3% literate The school population aged-10

14 years recorded 79.7% literate, as one would expect that they should be able to read and write a
simple sentence.

Language proficiency in Englishwas reported among#ite majority (73%) of the populatiori

who could readnd write a simple sentencekmglish.The second important language wadgin

(68%) - which is increasingly becoming the first language (lingua franca) for many people especially
in urban areas. This is followed hgcal languages (64%)andOther languages (6.6%).

Data ondisability revealed that approximatelyl% of the population 5 years and oveported at
least afunctional form of disability - especiallyprevalenamongst people wittomedifficulties in
Seeing (10.6%), with more females (51%) than males (4BBtg.wasfollowed bypersons who had
somedifficulties in: Remembering (8.4%), Walking (7.8%), Hearing (5.6%), -Satt (4.7%) and
Communicating (3.7%).

There were close tt6 of the population 5 years and over who repoaégkveréform of disability
(ACannot .dhls camprisedlofl,329 persons witkeverdifficulties in selfcare- the most
prevalent. This was followed k1,206 personsvho weresuffering from lameness (waflg) and
1,109 person who had sever difficulties in communicatiftte others included 783 persons who
were deaf and 569 persons with blindness.

The 2019 Census recorded a total860.5 thousand people aged 12 years and over in the labor
force out of the 505.4 thousand people that were counted of working age (12 yearseand bere
were morepersons employedpaid and unpaid) ©92.1%) thanunemployed (7.9%)in the labor
force.Of the total persons employed, there wax@eunpaid workers (55.4%)thanpaid workers
(44.6%).

In paid employment, there wete/o males for every one female who earn a monetary (paid)
compensation for their labor.In contrast, there wer@ore females (55.6%) than males (44.4%)

in unpaid work - with the majority (two thirds) of all females residing in rural areas. The disparities
among sexes ipaid and unpaid work not only exhibitctars such as levels of skiééd gender but
also the broadestructuralissues of the laband jobmarketincludingunderemplognent and labor
underutilization.

Themajority of persons in the labor force werewithin the age groupof 20-39 yearswho reside
in rural areas (73.1%). Males domindte employment and unemployment, comprising over half of
the labor force compared to their females counterparts in both urban and rural areas.

Personsemployed in subsistence work (owraccount) compris@ of a third (32.5%) of all
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employment, and over half (58.6%) of all unpaidemployment Most of the substance workers
werefemaleq55.9%) Malaita hal the highest concentration of subsistence workers (9f2%@wed
by Guadalcanal (7.3%).

The share of wagessalary employment (government, private sector and NGO) to workagg
populationwas 14.4%, and to total paid-employment was 58.1%. The latter driven by paid
employment in Honiara.

In terms ofoccupations,over two-thirds (71.3%) of all employed persons were in senrskilled
occupations that included &illed agricultural, forestry and fisheries jobs. Males dominated in
semiskills jobssuch as craft, trade amdachine operatoys&nd n high-skilled occupations siicas
professional johsin contrastfemales outnumber their male counterparts in-$killed elementary
occupations (66.4%9f which,housework (61.3%)as the predominant occupation for females.

In terms ofeconomic activity (industry),the combinedhgriculture, forestry and fishery industry
comprisedthe highest number (177,000) or twehirds (68.4%) of all employed personsAbout
87.0%of employment in this sector was rural areas where the majority of the population reside
with close to equalmaployment amongst sexes.

The unemployment raie a key economic indicator in assessing the pexdoice of the labor market
andthe economy. With 22,127 people categorized as unemployedatibealunemployment rate
(official) was recorded at 7.9 percen Urbanunemployment rate (12.06%) wasice the rural
unemployment rate (6.25%). Atd national level, malend female unemployment rates welesely
equivalent to the national rate

Over a third(225,500 of the workingage populationwerenot in the labor force. Thé&ey reasons
why persons outside the labor foraere not actively looking for work were because theyere
0 st udiBw)beidgo { tilhelhomemakersd (1 @nd &étbined’.2% of personseported
thattheyp di d not want to workd and 6ébelieved there

Total employmenby sector (formal and informal sector)in Solomon Islands wasredominantly
formal (96%) when adjusted for the exclusion of the agriculture and related actadeesdng to
the ILO definition applied.

Data from the 2019 Census reported that7% (225,945)of the population 12 years and above
owned a mobile phone Of this population, a significant majorit{96.6%) or 218,294 had
mobile/cell phoneghat were ingood working condition.

About 40.7% of personswho had a good working mobile phoaecessed internetThe main
reasonsfor accessing internet (using a mobile phone) was mainlysdaral media (66.0%),
communications (62.0%)andentertainment (51.3%),respectively.
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Themain sourcesof household income in Solomonslandswas from thesale of cropgepresenng
37% of all households. Anothér8% of householdncomecame from vages or salarie$ollowed
by 10% from the sale of fishand12% from other sources. Aroun&’o of all households recorded
that have no income.

Around threequarters of all househaddn Honiara eceived their income from wages @lazies
(71%). This percentage was much loweralhthe provinces except Honiara.

Around 21% of all householdsin Solomon Islands receivegmittances during the 12 months
before the census. AboBit?o of themreceivedess than SI$ 5005.2% receivedbetween SI$ 500
and SI$ 999 and3.7% receivedbetween SI$ 1,000and SI$ 1,4%hd anothe#.2% receivedmore
than SI$ 1,500.

About 84% of all householdsgjrew crops Of these households, 5%3of them grew cropbkothfor
ownruse (subsistence) and for sakhile 25.2% of them grew crops for subsistence consumption
only.

From those households involved in growing crofte majority grew cash crops especially
vegetables/food crop$48%), followed bybetelnut (39%), coconut/copra (31%), cocoa (22%),
Kava (13%), flowers and @gers(12%), tobacco(7%), and tmber (6%). Within both urban and
rural areas, vegetables/food crops was the popular cash cropigrattnrural households growing
significantly more (8.3%). This was followed by beteiut which was popular amongst rural
households (97.4%) than among urban housksh@.6%).

In terms of data on livestock, less than half4@fo of all householdsaised livestock including

poultry. Across provincesMalaita households had theighest percent (34.4%) of livestock
including poultry, followed by Guadalcanal (21.9%)e combinednumber of livestockincluding

poultry recordd was464,430with the majority being poultry (65%). This was followed by pigs

(32%), goats (1.7%) and the others (1% and less) included cows and horses. In comparison to 2009,
poultry declined by 13%and pigs increased by 21% dominated especially by livestock and poultry
activities in Malaita.

The data shoed that 46.346 of all households were engaged fishing and gathering of
invertebrates - of which over half (51.7%) of them wereengaged for theurpose of own
consumption (subsistence)nd46.7% fished forboth ownconsumption and the salef their catch.
Less than 26 of thesehouseholds fished for the sole purpose of selling their catch.

About41% of householdghatwere engagenh bothfishing and gathering invertebratesught fish
for consumption at leastonce a weekand34.0% of thembought fish for consumption at least
once a week.Moreover, ofthesehouseholdshat were engaged in both fishing and gathering
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invertebrates30.0% of themcollected invertebratesfor consumption and16.2% of thembought
invertebrates for consumption, often did this at leasince a week.

Data capturedn tenure revealedhat80% of all householdsewned their dwelling outright, while

5% rentedout their dwellings, and another 6%esided in their dwelling reritee. Out of the total
number of households, the majority (82%) of those who owned their dwellings outright lived in rural
areas

Data fromsources of drinking waterrevealed that8.3% of all households obtained their drinking
waterfromimproved drinking water sourcessuch as water piped into the dwelling, protected spring

or rainwater. This was an improvement from 69% of households reported in 2009. Improved water
sources were predonant within both urban (90.6%) and rural areas (74.88pectively, where
rainwater collection for drinking was prevalent in the latédrthe national level, rainwater was the
primary source of drinking water for the majority (22%) of households, edlgeébi@se in rural areas.

Regardingsanitation facilities, 35% of all households usually usedproved sanitation facilities

such as toilets that comprised of fleshseptic tank or pit latrine, or a pit latrine with slab. This was

a decline from 43% ofouseholds that used improved sanitatgmecorded in 2009. The use of
improved sanitation facilities was more prevalent in urban areas (84% of all households) than rural
areas (19% of all households).

Close to half(49.5%) of all households had no accessatbimprovedtoilet facility i with open
defecationbeingthe primaryfacility (unimproved)used by tlesehouseholds.

Over half(50%) of all householdslisposel of their waste in their backyard. This isfollowed by
housdolds(15%) thatburnedtheir wasteandthose whalispose of their wastanto the sed11%).
In Honiara, the waste of aboB0% of households were collected by thevgrnmend svaste
collectionservices

Themain source of lighting wassolar power, used by about in every 5 households (2b), with

the majority (86%) of these households residing in rural areas. This was a major shift away from
kerosene lamp, the dominant source of lighting for 62% of households in 2009. Honiara was the
province with the least number of households that hatidigipowered by solar energy. Only 15%

of all households were connected to the electaaiggn grid as the main source of lightiiig
dominated by Honiara households (62%).

The main source of energy for cookingor the majority(84%) of all households wsawood and

coconut shellsWhile this dropped from 93% as recorded in 2009, it remained the predominant source
for cooking for the majority of provinces excluding Honiara, and amongst rural households (85%).
The second most preferred source of energydoking was gassomprisingl3% of all households

- a drop from 37% of households reported in 2009. Of those households that used gas for cooking,
Honiara dominated with 66% of households.
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Only 0.5% of all households reported haviagandline phone availdle. This was a significant drop

from 2% of all households reported in the 2009 Census, indicating a shift in household behavior
mainly towards the use of mobile phonieshere about!5% of all householdsin Solomon Island

now usemobile phonesmorecommonly than landline phonean increase from 21% of households
recorded in 2009.

An increase of households with ariernet connectionwas revealed in the 2019 Censhnstotal,
there werel,971 (L.5%) householdswith internet connection compared3d1 (less than 1%)of
households in 2009 Census.

The use ofadio amongst households showed a significant decline fié#a (31,388 households)
in 2019 Census compared to 44% of households in 2009. This reflected a shift in household behavior
towardsother choices and modes of communication including use of mobile phones and internet.

The majority (84%) of all householdshad atleast one insecticide treated bedet. Household
with no insecticides bedets showed alight decreas®f 6.7% since the019 GnsusTheaverage
number of bedhets per household was 2.3 in 2@0®I increased to 3.3 in 20very province saw
increases in the average number of-hets per households.

Nearly all households (98.9%)in the Solomon Islands weraware of the Constituency
Development Fund (CDF) comprising 98.9%o0f households in urban areas and 99.0% of
households in rural areas.third (35.8%) ofall households that were aware of the Cidited that
the CDF assistance had a positive impact on their livelihdddeever, the majority (64.2%) of
households stated thisie CDF hado positive impact on their livelihoods.

The population projections based on the mediupopulation scenario revealed that the Solomon
Islandswould reach a population df million by 2039and increase ta@.3 million people by 2060

These results were updated from the previous projections based on the 2009 Census data. The
population will age with an increase in the elderly population 60 years and older, and a decrease in
the proportiorof younger population towards end of the projection period.

According to the medium scenario projections, ffi@ool age population (615 years) would
increasefrom its current level to abou5 thousand pupils in 205@nd progressively decline until
it reaches 186 thousand in 2060. The size ofathxing age population (12 years over) will be
larger than its current size in 2019 and widlach 1.1 million in 2060 Moreover, thepopulation
aged 60 years and older will double in size to 108 thousand #040.By the year 2060 the
population would reach 209 thousand, five times its current (2019) size.

Theincrease in population will have implications at all levels of societyThedemand for public
expenditure (per capita) will increase to counter the growing demand for-gabla services such
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as basic utilities (water and energy), education and health Taegncrease in the working age
population will also impact on employmieand unemployment challenges especially amongst the
youth

Counter reactionary policy measures need to be considered to mitigate the effects of these challenges
as a result of a growing populatidPopulation projections aid in portraying a scenafithe future

size and structure of the populatiamnd informgpolicy makers and planners of major trends in social,
environmental and economic development, and how best to respond to these trends through relevant
policies and strategies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose anstructure

The Solomon Islands 2019 National Population and Housing Céndua 0 1 9 \Olanmeone $19 )
reportis based on theensus enumeratiaronducted on the census nigh2dfNovember2019. The
reportpreserd the main resultand findingsat national and provincial levelith thefollowing main
purposes:

1 provide new and updated population and housing informatienablepublic and community
participation in the developmeptocess at various levels;

1 enhance therocess ofdecisionmaking policy formulation and monitoring amongst all
stakeholders. In particular, infor t he governmentds national
medium term development strategy, fiscal and monetaligies

1 meet the data requirements of our international obligations and developanerer
strategies such as thessainabledevelopment gals (SDGs)

1 generateinterest curiosity and demand fomore detagd census information anthus
encourage the gailar collection of census data in forthcoming years.

This volumediscusses and summaries key indicatgee (summary of key indicatprand related
information by chapter based oatdiled 2019 Census infoation reported in Volume two \Basic

Tables. The reportingprovides further insight by assessing trends in key sibemographic and
related indicators, and in generating population projections drawing also from data from previous
censuses.

The reporting structure of this report follows the stoetof the 2009 Census report covering similar
chapters as listed in the table of contents with new inclusions such as the labor force and economic
activity (Chapter 2). The updating of definitions, descriptions and classifications was significant for
sonme chapters such as the labor force and economic activity, and the formal and informal sector
employment to comply with International labor Organization (ILO) proposed definitions and
standards. Consistency @éfinition and classificatiomompared to preous censuses is maintained

for some of the ltapters.

Inclusion of new informationfrom emerging policy demandwere been reported including
communication and internet, climate change relagehidrisk and wlnerability, and history and
development thancluded a section of household perceptions about the constitutional development
fund (CDF). Some of the topics such as financial inclusion and provincial population projections will
be reported separately in special monographs or secondary analyss fuuindr inrdepth data
validation work ongoing at the time of this writing.



Further assistance related to specific data needs can be obtained from the Solomon Islands National
Statistics Office (SINSO) upon request.

1.2 Country Profile

The Solomorislands is locateth the Southwest Pacific, to the east and south of Papua New Guinea
(PNG). The Main Group Archipelago (MGA) is orientated northwest to southeast stretching about
1,700 km between Bougainville, at the eastern tripNGRo the northern most islands of Vanuatu.

The central archipelago of islands lies between latitudes 5° S and 12° S and longitudes 152 ° E and
163° E 6eeMap 1). It comprises a double chain of six large islands namely (Choiseul, New Georgia,
Santa Isabel, Guadalcanal, lsita and Makira) as well as many smaller ones making 997 islands.
The country has ttal land area of 30,407 km?, widin exclusive ecamic zong EEZ)which covers
1,589,477k

The Solomon Islands is the third largest archipelago in the South Pabiéanain islandsary in
length from 140 to 200km, in width from 30 to B0kand in types from high Islands to raised atolls
and lowlying islands, sand cays and rock outcrops. Guadalcanal is the largest is|&836&r(B),
while other islands scale dowroi that to a size of less than 1 hectare

Solomon Islands has two climate seasons throughout the year. The wet seasons associated with
westerly winds from month of November to April and dry season with easterly winds from May to
October. Similar to o#tr Pacific region, the phenomena of climate changeseadevel rise havead

severe impacts on the way of ligé Solomon Islander8eing closerd equator and as the impact of
climate changg an increase adir temperaturas often experienced’he nmean daily temperatures
throughaut the year range frominimum 24 degre€elsius toa maximum of32 degrees Celsius
compared to the last ten years (minimum 23 degree Celsius and maximum 30 degree Celsius). Rainfall
range between 3066000mm per year

The Solomon Islands attainedelsgovernment in 1976 and independence on 7 July 1978.
With independencehe government adoptedparliamentary democracy system andonstitutional
monarchy represented by a Gover@mneal who is the Head of the Stateegislative pwer is
vested withithe National Parliamerhat iselected every 4 years. Parliament democracy of the country
is based on the muiparty system. The Cabir€aucus led by Prime Minister, holds executive
authority. Emphasis laid on the devodutiof powesto provincial governments, and traditional chiefs
and leaders hawespecial role within tis arrangement

In terms oflocal government, the country divided into 10 administrative areas, of which nine are
provinces administered by electguovincial assemblies, and the M@ the city of Honiara,

1 Seewww.fao.org/countryprofiles
2 See Solomon Island Meteorological Services (MECDM)
3 See also Coand Morison2004


http://www.fao.org/countryprofiles

administered by the Honiara City Council (HCC). The Provinces are Choiseul, Western, Isabel,
Central, RennelBellona, Guadalcanal, Malaita, Makitdawa, Temotu and Honiara.

Economic developmén as measured by the growth in gross domestic pro@sbP) saw a
contractionin real GDP growtlof -3.4 percent in 2026fom a positive growth of .¥ percent in the
previous year, reflecting developmenigring the preCovid-19 pandemic period arttie pandemic
period. It is expected that growth will piclp after 2022 reducing the impact of the contraction to
about negative one percent in 2021, but further retract to negétbvpercent in 2022 due to the riots

and damages to businesses in Honia20R2. However, growth is projected to rebound into positive
territory from 2023 onwards. The major industries in the Solomon Islands include agriculture, forestry
(including logging) and fisheries, accounting for over a third of GDP in nominal terms.sThis
followed by WholesaldRetail and Manufacturing industrfes

The majority of the population depend mainly on agriculture, fishing, and forestry for their livelihood
especially in the rural areas. The economy is highly dependent on foreign imports as faign
development aid. Most manufactured goods and petroleum products are ingateds food (e.g.,

rice and wheat), mineral fuels and lubricants, and machinery and transport equipment. The main
exports include timber (and logs), fish (tuna)daagriculture products (e.g., copra, palm pd/m

kernels cocoa and coconut oil) and gold. The couni
fisheries and minerals such as gold, bauxite, and nickel. Tourism is also an emerging and gxpandin
industry.

Solomon Islands is part of treubregional grouping of countries that share similagldhesian

cultural heritage with close ties to countries like Vanuatu, Papua New GuindaFgi. However,

there areotherPacific island ethnicities whreside in the country such as people fidinronesia

(mainly Kiribati) and Polynesian heritagkustralians according to the International Visitors arrivals
remains the largest group of Visitors to the Solomon Islands. There are also Chinese populations,
Europeans, USA, New Zealand, other Asians and other Pacific éstawtho visited Solomon Island

in 2019 for various reasons

Land owrership and land use are largelsganized along tribal lines, and people maintain strong
attachment with their islanas origin. However, in urban areas in the country, the states ovast
of the land.

Christianity hasa large influence on Solomon Islands society and representadabge variety of
denominationsThe countryis also characterized by rich linguisticversity and unique traditional
beliefs.

4 See Statistical bulletin (5/2022), Gross Domestic Product, SINSO
5 See 2019 Annual Visitors Bulletin, SINSO.



English is the officialanguage of the country, but th&Bin languageas widely used as thingua
franca

The majority of the people settle and live along the coast, but there are substantial population
communitiesin the inland areas of Guadalcanal andlaita that are increasing as population grow
overtime.

Map 1: SOLOMON ISLANDS
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2. POPULATION PROFILE AND CHANGE
2.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the basic demographic characteristics of the Solomanpsfardtion and
addresses its change over time, with particular foauke situation in November 20Xhdchanges
from the20092019intercensal period.

The present chaptstarts with a brief description of the historical demographic development of the
Solomon Islands as a general background to the present situation. In addition, the chapter focuses on
internal population dynamics in view of the seriesnalicators on populatiorsize andchange over

time. It alsodiscusses theational and provincial population distribution and population density by
province.

Apart fromtheabsolute number of people and their geographic distribution, information on age and
sex is the most importafihding of a census. Agand sex relationships indicate varying demographic
and social behaviors especially in relatiomtortality, fertility ard migration. Such inforation form

key indicatorgor successful development planning, which often targets specific groups as needs vary
depending oisex or age. Planning in the areas of education, health services, heuogitmyment or

food supply, & depend on reliable details abdbe age and sex composition of the population. For
fertility and mortality analysis, programme impact assessment and population projeetjaire
suchinformation Hence,an account and scrutiny of the age and sex steicaported in th019
Census formanimportant basis afinderstandingifferent social groupgheir past historgnd future
predictiors of their behavior

2.2 HistoricalBackground
2.2.1 General Development

Settlement in the area that now constitutes the independent state of the Solomon Islands can be traced
back to as early as 10,000 BC. Initial waves of immigrants came from New Guinea; while around
4000 BC Melanesian settlers arrived, following the devekgnof agriculture in Southeast Asia.
Around 1500 AD groups of Polynesian islanders began to arrive in the Solomon Islands, occupying
the smaller outer islands that were relatively uninhabited. European exploration of the country started
in the late 1560%yut until 1890, European presence was restricted to a few missionaries and traders.

In 1893 the area was declared a British protectorate, which it remained until the transition period to
independence in 1978. The intervening period was characterizee tgpiture of most of the country

by Japan in World War Il and by the arrival of small numbers of Chinese traders and in the 1950s
and 1960s a sizeable group of Gilbertese settled in the Solomon Islands.

In the 1990s, Bougainville refugees entered thenttgumost of whom, however, were repatriated
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before the census in 1999. It is likely that the population of the Solomon Islands increased steadily
from its earliest history, although this growth may have been reversed temporarily when epidemics
introducedby European traders swept the country in th® d@éntury.In addition, heaghunting
practices prevailed into the first half of the next century, suppressing further population. growth
Historical estimates and a first cendyge operation in 1931 suggebkht the population fell from

well above 100 thousand at the beginning of the twentieth century to 94 thousand iD4&31.
collection for the 1931 and 1959 censuses differed markedly from the subsequent undertakings and
thus caution should be taken whexaking direct comparison of results. Nevertheless, the various
population counts seem to indicate that the population recovered after 1931 at a rate of about 1 percent
per year until 1959, probably because of a combination of declining mortality anaisingy éertility.

From then on, population growfarther acceleratecind probablypeakedduring the period from
19761986 at around 3.4 percent annually. However, it should be noted that the history of census
undertakings also had challenges of itself saghinder enumerations and data quality issues. Figure
2.3.1 presents population sizes as reported in the censuses since 1931.

2.2.2 Internal population dynamics

The ppulation of Solomon Island mainly comprisiethree ethnic groupsMelanesians, Polynesians

and Micronesians. The Melanesians arenttost populated group, followed by Polynesians, and the
Micronesians. The Polynesian groupsha Solomon Islad mainly occupied the outlying islands of
RennellBellona, Ontong Java (Malaita), Tikopia, Anuta and the Reef and Duff Islands in Temotu
Province. The Micronesians (Gilbertese) resettlenvegite mainly in Southeast Choiseul, Gizo
(Western province) and Honiara. Foreigthréc groups such adéustralians, Pdfic Islanders,
European, Chinese and other Asitiase alsaesiced in the country over the years. These foreign
expatriates migrated for various reasons connected to economic and social development of Solomon
Islands.

Honiara, the main urban city of Bmon Islandscatered for most of the basic public services,
education andhealth thatattracted theeconomicallyactive and skillful population from rural
communities. Development of other commercial and administrative centers such antldfanda
alsoresulted inmternal migration flows to these centers.

Unexpected atural disasters resulted in Tsunaf2012) in Temotu anflooding (2014) in Honiara.

In 2014, & earthgiake under the ocean with a magnitude ofdé¥eloped int@tsurami andaffected
mary villages and homes along theush coast of Santa Cruz Island right down to Lata Station in
Temotu Province. This unpredictable natural hazard forced coastal resideelscaie tohigher
grounds and inland areaglso on April 2014 the flash liboding in Honiara claimed lives and greatly
damaged homes and valuable properties of thdseresided along Matandriver in Honiara. As
part of the gvernment strategip respond to victims of thigash flooding, April Hill locatedn the
east end of Honra was identifieds a place of temporary refuge fesidens who hal been affected

by the flood. In 2019,in East MakiraUlawa province, there was a biection that took placaround

the time of the 2019 Census enumeration and thus there wadeshomobility and cross border
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movementof peoplewithin some of the wards as people moved to cast their votes on preferred
candidates.

2.3 Population size arndend

The toal enumerated populatioof the Solomon Islanda s o f mi dniNglgtht 69 ¢ @i s
November 201%tood at 720,956This consisted othe number of people that resided in 131,566
private households and 926 nmpnvate dwellings (institutions). This waan increase 0162, 499
persong29.1%) fromthe2009 Census (adjied) of 558,457Figure 2.3.1 showthepopulationtrend

from 19312019 revealing that theopulation has continuously incredsend is now more than seven
timesthe sizat was in 1931.

The average annual growth rate of the intercensal periodZ20D®wa 2.6%. This accounts for an
adjustment (8.3% undercount) in the previous 2009 Census. The unadjusted growth rate would have
been 3.4%, which was extremely high. Table 2.3.2 and Figure 2.3.2 presents the information on the
averageannual growth rate by iatcenal periods and by province.

It was observed that tleenual changgom 19992009 and from 2002019 based on the enumerated

data appeared suspect due to the effect of the 2009 Census undefbosntooth out any significant
upward (or downward) bias to the intercensal growth rates, the past 2009 Census was adjusted for the
population count only at the national and provincial (including urbamal) levels only,2. Hence,
anydirect comparisam of relationships of variables over the intercensal pesbdsld be considered

with caution.

It wasalso reported irthapterl6 (populationprojections) that th019 Census enumeration could
have been oveenumerated by a minimal 2% although theabte population count wasithin
expectation Therewere also suspected cases of over and under enumeration within the varying
distributions of the ageex cohortsThese were adjusted for the purpose of population projections.

For the purpose of theD29 Census analysia|l statistical indicats presented in this report were
based on thenumerateghopulation 0f720,956people.

5 For examplethe 2009 Census recorded 76,20ddren aged O to 4 at the time of the census. Since no children of this

age wouldhave beradded or sbtracted during the intervenird years, a certain percentage wouldehded and so the

resulting 10 to 14 yeanids in 2019 should have been abds0D0 or so. Instead, the 2018rBus recorded 84,40Bome

8,200 appeared during the decd#ast could have been miss@dthe 2009 Census (8.3% undercount) or misreported.

7 Subnational level adjustments have been weighted against populations for Guadalcanal, Malaita and Honiara

(assumed moderatggh underenumeratiorareasn 2009).All other provinces remain the same.

8 Nonetheless, users and researchers are not limited to making adjustments based on their own specific research interests.
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Figure2.3.1:Total population sizeSolomonislands:1931% 2019
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* - 2009 adjusted popation; theunadjusted figure was15,870Q also note that the estimate wavised from the prelimiary
release which was a migear estimate.

Table2.3.2:Populationsizeandannual averaggrowthrate(%) by province,Solomonislands1986,
1999,2009 and 2019

Population change
Total population size

Province (number) (percentage, %) Annual growth rate

1986 1999 2009* 2019 | 1986-1999 1999-2009* 2009*-2019| 1986-19991999-2009* 2009*-2019( 1986-1999 1999-2009* 2009*-2019

Solomonls. | 285176 409,042 558457 720,956 | 123866 149415 162,499 | 434 36.5 29.1 28 3.1 26

Urban 36,919 63,732 110,453 199,138 26,813 46,721 88,685 72.6 733 803 4.2 5.5 5.9
Rural 248,257 345310 448,004 521,818 97,053 102,694 73814 39.1 29.7 165 2.5 2.6 15
Choiseul 13,569 20,008 26,372 30,775 6439 6364 4403 475 318 167 3.0 2.8 15
Westemn 41,681 62,739 76,649 94,106 21,058 13,910 17,457| 505 22 228 3.1 2.0 2.0
Isabel 14,616 20421 26,158 31,420 5805 5737 5262 39.7 281 201 2.6 2.5 18
Central 16,655 21,577 26,051 30,318 4922 4474 4267 29.6 207 164 2.0 19 15

Remnell-Bellona| 1802 2,377 3,041 4,100 575 664 1,059 319 219 348 2.1 2.5 3.0
Guadalcanal® 49,831 60,275 107,090 154,022| 10,444 46,815 46,932 21.0 7.7 438 15 5.7 3.6

Malaita* 80,032122,620 157,405 172,740] 42588 34,785 15335 53.2 28.4 9.7 3.3 2.5 0.9
Makira-Ulawa 21,796 31,006 40,419 51,587 9210 9413 11,168 423 304 276 2.1 2.6 2.4
Temotu 14,781 18912 21362 22,319 4131 2,450 957 279 13.0 4.5 19 12 0.4
Honiara* 30,413 49,107 73,910 129,569 18,694 24,803 55659] 615 505 753 3.7 4.1 5.6

* - 2009 adjusted population;



Figure2.3.2:Average anualpopulation growthate ¢6), Solomon Islands:
1931to 2019

4.0
3.5
3.0
3.1
2:5
2.0
145
1.0
1.0
0.5
0.0
1931-59 1959-70 1970-76 1976-86 1986-99 1999-2009* 2009*-2019

Figure2.3.3:Average anualpopulationchange, Solomon Islands: 1931 to 2019
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The ptal population recorded in the 2019 Censomprised 0369,396 males (51.2%)nd351,560
females(48.8%)(Table 2.3.3. The majority (72.4%) of the population lived in rural areas than in
urban areas (27.6%).



Table2.3.3:Populatiorsizeby sex, urbamural area angrovince,Solomonlslands: 2019

Solomon Islands Urban Rural

Province
Total % Male % Femle % Total % Male Female [ Total % Male Female

Total 720,956 1000 369,396 512 351,560 488 | 199138 27.6 102591 96,547| 521,818 724 266,805 255,013
Choiseul 30,775 1000 15863 22 14912 21 1,053 34 516 537 29722 966 15347 14375
Westem 94106 1000 48933 68 45173 63 14608 155 7388 7220{ 79498 845 41545 37,953
Isabel 31,420 1000 16627 23 14793 21 1342 43 711 631 30078 957 15916 14,162
Central 30,318 1000 15562 22 14756 20 1481 49 799 682| 28837 951 14763 14074
RemelBelong 4,100 1000 2222 03 1878 03 - - - - 4100 1000 2222 1878
Guadacanal | 154,022 1000 78972 11.0 75050 104 | 40152 261 20,792 19,360| 113870 739 58180 55,690
Malaita 172,740 1000 86,691 120 86,049 119 7020 41 3535 3485 165720 959 83156 82,564
Makira 51,587 1000 26662 37 24925 35 2107 41 1099 1008 49480 959 25563 23917
Temotu 22,319 1000 11,055 15 11264 16 1806 81 942 84| 20513 919 10113 10,400
Honiara 129569 1000 66809 93 62760 87 | 129569 100.0 66,809 62,760 - - - -

2.4 Populatioristribution

The population distribution across the provinces presented Malaita with the faygelsttion size of
172,740 peoplefollowed by Guadalcanand Honiara with populati@of 154,022 and 129,569,
respectively. RenneBellonahad the smallest population 4,100 people. The population size of the
different provinces ranked by poptibn size is showim Table 2.4.1 an&igure 2.4.1

Table2.4.1 Ranking of population by provinc8olomon
Islands2019, 2009, 1999

_ Ranking
Province %, 2019
2019 2009* 1999

Malaita 24.0 1 1 1
Guadalcanal 21.4 2 2 3
Honiara 18.0 3 4 4
Western 13.1 4 3 2
Makira-Ulawa 7.2 5 5 5
Isabel 4.4 6 7 7
Choiseul 4.3 7 6 8
Central 4.2 8 8 6
Temotu 3.1 9 9 9
Rennell-Bellona 0.6 10 10 10

Although the least two provinces of RenAg#llona and Temotbave remained in the same position
in terms of population size since 1999, and with Makillawa in fifth rank since 1999, Malaita has
also remained the most populous province since 1999, as in the past. Guadalcanal has risen in rank
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from third in 1999 tasecond in 209 and 2019. Similarly, Honiara has risen from fourth in rank in
the years 1999 and 2009, to third in 2019, while Western has gradually declined from second place
in 1999 to third place in 2009 and fourth place in 2019 (Table 2.4.1)

Figure2.4.1: Populationsize by povince, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure2.4.2:Population &e byprovince, Solomon Islands: 2009 and 2019
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The majority of provinces showed declining growth rates during thecaried period 2002019
compared to the period 192909 except for Honiara (5.6%) and ReniiBdllona (3.0%) recording
increases, while Western (2.0%) experienced stable growth. More specifically, Guadalcanal and
Malaita showed rapid declines whioniara had the fastest growipgpulation compared to all the
provinces Figure 2.4.2; Table 2.3)2Despite somgrovincessuch adsabel, Central anMakira-

Ulawa experiencing slow growth&e population change shed an increase ipopulation size since
1986(Table2.3.2).

During the period 2002019, the change in population showed Honiara and Guadalcanal recording
the highest number of people added to their respective populations of 56 thousand and 47 thousand,
respectively. This represented a growth of 75.3% for Honiatlad8.8% for Guadalcanal over-10

years (Table 2.4.4).His has resulted in an intercahgrowth rate of 3.6% and 5.6% respectively,

both above the national average of 2.6% (Figure 2.4.3).

Figure2.4.3:Average annugbopulation growth rate (Yboy province,
Solomon Islands2019
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Figure2.4.4:Percentagel@ange inpopulation by povince, Solomorslands: 2009 to 2019

TheSolomon Islands has a total land area of 30,407 Recording to the 2019 &hsus, the average
population densjt for the Solomon Islands was péople/km - an increase from 1@eople/km in
2009 (Table 2.5)1 This was a lowopulation density compared most other countries in the Pacific
region or even worldwide.
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*Rennbell = Rennell Bellona

2.5 Populatiordensity

Population densities vary greatly within the provinces in the Solomon Islands. Honiara is the most
densely populated province due to its urban characteri3ties.density of 5,91@eople/km has
significantly increased presenting twice the density reported @20D@ Censuef 2,950people/km.

The second most densely populated provimas Central with 49 people/KmChoiseul, Isabel and
RenneltBellona had the least dense with less thampeople/kra(Table 2.5.1; Figure 2.5.1).
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Table 2.5.1: Population density (number of peoplé)km Rrovince, Solomon Islands:

1986-2019.
: Land area Total population Population density

Province 2

(km) 1986 1999  2009* 2019 1986 1999  2009* 2019
Solomon Islands| 30,407 285,176 409,042 558,457 720,95€ 94 135 184 231
Choiseul 3,837 13569 20,008 26372 30,774 35 5.2 69 80
Western 7,509 41681 62,739 76649 94108 56 8.4 102 125
Isabel 4,136 14616 20421 26158 31,42 35 49 63 76
Central 615 16655 21577 26051 30,314 211 351 424 493
Rennell-Bellona 671 1,802 2,377 3,041 4,104 2.7 35 45 6.1
Guadalcanal 5,336 49831 60,275 107,090 154,021 93 113 201 289
Malaita 4,225 80,032 122620 157405 172,74 189 29 373 404
Makira-Ulawa 3,188 21796 31,006 40419 51,58 6.8 9.7 127 162
Temotu 868 14781 18912 21362 22,31 17 218 246 257
Honiara 2 30413 49107 73910 129564 138870 22423 33749 59164

Figure 2.5.1: Population density (Rnby province, Solomonslands: 2019
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3. POPULATION DYNAMICS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the basic population dynamics of Solomon Islands based on the 2019 Census
findings. It starts with a brief description of age and sex structure thvapwtant as a basis for
analysis and development planning in Solomon Islands. Informatiogeoaral sexariables are not

only key statistics in their own right but areed in the derivation of key soail@mographic indicators

such as the dependencyioathe nedian ge of the populatiorsex ratioas well as being key variables

used in the productions of population pyramids. Durin@0#9Censusenumerators were instructed

to obtain information abotlhe day, month and year of birthafespondenin reference to the census

night. However,in cases that involved people whed no accurate knowledgabouttheir date of

birth, making referenso important historical evestand family backgrounds formed the baassa

guide thatwasusedinestina ng a personds date of Dbirth.

3.2 Population structure

Three related indicators that be quantified from the overall population structure depémency
ratio, the nedianage of the population and thexsratio(Table 3.2.1)A commonly usedndicator to
measure the socieconomic impact of different age structuretli® agedependency ratioAge
dependencgompares the gendent aged population to temonomically productive population.

Table 3.2.1Dependencyatio, medianage, andsexratio by povince, Solomon Islands:
1999 to 2019

Dependency ratio Median Age Sex Ratio

Province 1999 ‘ 2009 | 2019 1999 | 2009 | 2019 1999 | 2009 ‘ 2019

Total 87 85 74 18.8 19.8 214 107 105 105
Choiseul 98 92 86 17.9 19.1 20.4 105 105 106
Western 86 84 77 19.2 19.9 21.7 112 109 108
Isabel 94 88 77 18.9 20.6 22.6 104 104 112
Central 88 89 81 18.9 19.9 20.9 108 104 105
RenneltBellona 108 100 76 19.8 21.0 25.3 107 104 118
Guadalcanal 88 85 73 18.7 19.2 20.9 109 107 105
Malaita 102 96 87 17.3 18.4 195 100 101 101
Makira-Ulawa 92 94 92 18.2 18.9 18.6 106 106 107
Temotu 93 92 89 18.8 20.2 22.2 94 96 98
Honiara 50 53 48 22.0 22.7 24.2 126 112 106

Dependency ratio ithe Solomon Island was 7# 2019, which meant that of every 100 persons (15

59) of working age, 74 persons were categorized as being dependent; and this places burdens on

families and the society to take care of them. This figure declined from 87 in 1999 and 85 in 2009.

This is dso associated with declines in fertility (see chapter 5) and longer adult life expectancies as
15



we also see the increase in the median age. The decline in dependency was evident across all
provinces. The median age for the country, at the national leasl2W.4 years in 2019this is the
agewhere half tle population was older and the other hadiynger This rose from 18.8 years in 1999

and 19.8 years in 2009. The median age rose in all provinces except for-Miakia in 2019,
declining from 18.9 yaa from 2009 to 18.6 years. Concerning the sex ratio at the national level, the
indicator declined from 1999 from 107 to 105 in 2009 and remained stable up to 2019. The provinces
that declined in respective sex ratios were Western and Guadalcanal (2able 3.

The aforementioned discussions are further discussed in subsequent sections below.

3.2.1 Dependency Ratio

Although the percentage of the young populatitimose 0 to 14 yeaisshowed children dominating
Solomon Island population since 1976,s5teare has slowly decreased over the years (from close to
48% in 1976 to 37% in 2019) as fertility declined. Table 3.2.2 and Figure 3.2.1 showed the decrease
graphically. The percentages for those 15 to 29 years increased only slightly during the saane peri
but the percentage of 30 to 44 years increased from about 15% in 1976 to about 19% in the recent
census. The percent of the elderly did not change very much.

Table 3.2.2Population (number, %) in broad age groups by Selomon
Islands: 1976 to 2019

Broad age Census Years

group 1976 1986 1999 2009 2019
Total 196,823 285,176 409,042 515,870 720,954
Less than 15 94,178 135,002 169,801 209,284 264,799
15 - 29 47,495 73,423 121,304 139,305 196,459
30- 44 28,636 39,746 63,561 94,381 139,785
45 - 59 16,585 22,999 33,707 45,839 77,840
60 - 74 6,992 10,908 16,116 20,635 31,600
75+ 2,937 3,098 4,553 6,426 10,474
PERCENT 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than 15 47.8 47.3 41.5 40.6 36.7
15 - 29 24.1 25.7 29.7 27.0 27.2
30- 44 14.5 13.9 15.5 18.3 19.4
45 - 59 8.4 8.1 8.2 8.9 10.8
60 - 74 3.6 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.4
75+ 1.5 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.5
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Figure 3.2.1Population by broad age groups by,sealomon Islands: 1976 2019
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The dependency ratio gives a rough estimate of how many depenadfiitirenunder 15 years and

elderly at 60 years and oviethat are being taken care for by those 15 to 59 years old at the time of
the census who compose of the workers (worggg) or economically active population. In 1976,

the children dependency ratio was ew 100, where about the same number of the workers
economically active population were available for those under 15 yedrdahle 3.2.3 and Figure

3.2.2 show the declining trend in the numbeclafdrendependents from 1976 to 201ffom 101.6

in 1976 to 63.9 in 2019. The elderly dependency ratio, however, did not decrease; it remained at about
10 on average throughout the same period. Hence, the total dependency (children and elderly
dependencies) decreased ascthi@lrendependency decreased.

Table 3.2.3.Dependencyatios, Solomon Islands: 1976 to 2019

DerereEney Census Years
1976 1986 1999 2009 2019

Children 94,178 135,002 169,801 209,284 264,799
Workers 92,716 136,168 218572 279,525 414,083
Elderly 9,929 14,006 20,669 27,061 42,074
PERCENT

Children 101.6 99.1 7.7 74.9 63.9
Elderly 10.7 10.3 9.5 9.7 10.2

9 Caution should be considergiven that data from past censuses remain unadjusted for any under enumeration, age

misreporting etc.
17



Figure 3.2.2Dependencyatios Solomon Islands: 1976 to 2019
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3.2.2 Median Age

The median age of the population has increased over time, particularly as fertility has decreased.
Solomon Islands has not experienced inward international migration and based on its natural
population increase, both the absolute number of people anatha@mages increased with time. The

19 years old median age in 1970 was probably high because of age misreporting, as many of the older
people did not know their actual birth dates.

Table 3.2.4Median age by sexSolomon Islands: 2019

| Total | Males | Females
Total 21.4 21.3 21.6
Choiseul 20.4 20.2 20.5
Western 21.7 21.7 21.8
Isabel 22.6 23.0 22.2
Central 20.9 20.5 21.3
RenneliBellona 25.3 26.0 24.3
Guadalcanal 20.9 20.8 21.0
Malaita 19.5 18.9 20.1
Makira-Ulawa 18.6 18.4 18.9
Temotu 22.2 20.3 23.9
Honiara 24.2 24.5 23.9

However, from 1976 onward, the median age increased from census to census in a moderate upward
trend. The median age increased from 16 years in 1976 and 1986 to 19 years in 1999, 20 years in
2009, and slightly ove2l years in 2019. In the 1970, 1976 and 1986 censuses, males had a higher
median age than females and this could likely be because of age misreporting. However, from the
1999 Census onward, females had higher median ages than their male countengtytdecause

of longer life expectancies (Table 3.2.4 and Figure 3.2.3).
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Figure 3.2.3Median age by seXSolomon Islands2019
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The median age differed by province in 2019. Makira province had the lowest median age at 18.6
years, while RenneBellona had the highest average age at 25.3 years. Honiara had the second
highest median at 24.2 yeahs.the 2019 Censufemalemedian agswere higher than malexross

all provinces except for Isabel, RenABkllona and Honiara (Table 3.2.4, Figure 3.2.4; Figure 3.2.5).

Figure 3.2.4Median @e byprovince, Solomon Island2019

Median Age
16.0 17.0 180 19.0 20.0 21.0 22.0 23.0 24.0 250 26.0
Total R
Choiseul I 20.4
Western II—— 2 1.7
Isabel I 02 6
Central IS 20.9
Rennell-Bellona I 2 5.3
Guadalcanal IS 20.9
Malaita I (9.5
Makira-Ulawa I (3.6
Temotu INEEEEEE—— 27
Honiara I 4.2

RenneltBellona also had the highest median age foemat 26.0 years and the highest median age
for females at 24.3 years. The median age difference for Makira was relatively small with its young
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populations- with males at 18.4 years and females at 18.9 years. Malaita also reported young male
populations wth median age of 18.9 years andR@ears, respectively (Figure 3.2.5).

Figure 3.2.5Median age by sex andqvince, Solomon Islands: 2019
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3.2.3 Sex Ratio

Sex ratio compares the numbers of males to females. The ratio is obtamattiplying the number

of males by 100 and then dividing by the number of females. Figure 3.2.6 showed that the sex ratio
since 1976, as seen from the last five censuses, was over 100, which meant that there were more males
than females in the populationstory of the country. The sex ratio was 109 in 1976, and then
continued decreasing in each succeeding census to 108 in 1986, 107 in 1999, and 105 in both 2009
and 2019 (Figure 3.2.6).

Figure 3.2.6Sex atio, Solomon Island€976 to 2019
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Sex ratiohas progressively declined over the years implying the rise in the number of females relative
to the number of males or suggesting the progressive decline in the number of males over the years.
However, a major factor in this down trend is not so muchdasethe natural rate of increase
(decrease) in growth amongst sexes but on wreggerting during census enumeratiorespecially
underreporting among females which would account for some of the differenesscensus
undertakings/enumeration continteeimprove over the years (Figure 3.2.6).

The sex ratio by age shown in Table 3.2.5 also showed the dominance of males except for median
ages within 6574 years. In 1976, 1989 and 2009, there were more females than malesh&i(n

29 yearsuntil 2019when males outnumbered females. Age misreporting during census enumeration
is also a concern noting also sesfed cases of over and under enumeration within the varying
distributions of the ageex cohorts

Table 3.2.5Sex ratio by ge, Solomon Island4:976 to 2019

| 1076]  1986|  1999] 2000 2019
Total 1094 1078 1069  105.2 105.1
0-4 1079 1077 1088  108.8 107.7
5.9 1083 1093 1089  108.3 1075
10-14 1084 1093 1091  110.9 107.9
1519 1083 1013 1061 1047 104.0
20-24 95.3 96.8 100.4 97.3 100.4
2529 97.3 98.6 100.8 95.0 102.3
30-34 1061 1039 1035  100.1 100.1
3539 1103 1031 1047 1054 1038
40-44 1106 1133 1087 104.3 107.6
4549 1138 1109 1066  107.0 109.4
50-54 1185 1176 1034  109.6 105.6
5559 1195 1154 1145  107.7 108.3
60-64 1631 1364  109.7 1035 107.9
6569 1567 1415 1109 1110 98.8
7074 1713 1758 1206  104.6 97.8
75+ 1639 1588 1641  119.2 102.2

Figure 3.2.7 shows the sex ratio by provinces in 2019. As with median age, Fesiluglh stood out

with the highest sex ratio amongst provinces with 118 males for every 100 females. Isabel was second
with 112 males per 100 females. On the other handpftemwas the only province with more females

than males with 98 males for every féfhales.
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Figure 3.2.7 Sexatio byprovince, Solomon Island2019
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3.3 Population Pyramid

A popul ationb6bs age structure is often consider
same age constitute a cohort of people who were born during the same year (or period) and are often
exposed to similar historical events and conditidrie age structure of the whole population at a

given moment may be viewed as an aggregation of cohorts born in different years. A graphic
representation of the age structure of the po
surviving cohorts opeople.

Table 3.3.1: Age and sexstributions, Solomon Islands: 1976 to 2619

04 40,013 10,772 19,143 30,412 15,143 14150 63,032 33,150 30,481 76,127 33,728 35,498 35037 46,608 43,187
50 30,553 15,887 14,656 44323 13,148 ILITT 34476 18402 26,074 71,126 36,974 34,131 00471 46376 43,596
10-14 15,410 12,281 11320 40,265 11,023 18,141 31,683 15970 214713 61,051 31,381 19340 24431 433213 40,618
15-1% 12,303 10,038 91456 19858 15,027 14,531 45,521 13391 12020 31,111 15180 35003 76,713 38,111 37,601
20-24 14,058 1153 1.505 4.0 11,903 12304 40310 Wi 200114 45419 jago 13,000 65,40 32,893 EFNE
25-10 13,532 6,573 6,850 12,356 2,411 9,743 35173 17,658 17,517 42,574 W74 1,880 M40 17352 215,744
30-34 11,389 5,863 5526 15,550 7,023 18T M1l 13,182 12828 37,502 18,207 18,785 33,373 26,701 26,671
35-30 4820 5,048 4374 12,746 6,460 6177 11,300 11,001 10,308 33,151 17,010 146,141 46,320 13300 12,730
4044 1827 4,008 3621 11450 G082 5358 15,541 B.301 T.E40 13,038 12,070 11,558 40,083 0,771 19,311
4340 6977 3714 3,153 B33 4,044 4,180 13,581 7,050 6,621 12,713 10,189 9,524 33,557 17,520 15,028
50-34 4,583 2,040 2,136 7451 4,07 3424 10,360 5,520 5340 14,330 7498 6,341 15374 13,031 12,343
55-30 4,723 2,571 2,152 6,713 3,598 317 2,166 4,593 4173 11,787 6,111 5,676 18,5209 9.830 9,078
G054 3,181 19721 1,109 4,740 2,733 2,003 6,731 3,521 3110 B9l 4,333 4,351 13,703 7112 6,391

§3-00 2,308 1402 g A 2,124 1572 5,833 3,068 2,787 1021 3,603 338 10,946 3440 5,306
T0-74 1,303 o0 354 2372 1311 60 3,350 1841 1605 4,608 2402 2,196 6,951 3436 3,515
15+ 2,937 1,824 1,113 3,008 1,001 1,197 4,353 2,820 1,724 5,426 3404 2,032 10,474 5,204 5,180

* Note the 2019 Census figures by age group are unadjusted for-endereration (8.3%)
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While in absolute terms, there were increases in the population by age and sexaadrdiine since

1976, the shape of the age and sex structure shown in the pyramid in Table 3.3.1 appeared expanding
in 2019 even though the comparison with the 2009 pyramid showed a lesser percentage among sexes
in the younger age populatitn

Figure 3.3.1 Population pyramid by-year age groups, Solomon Islands: 2009 and 2019
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The population pyramilfor the different provinces are shown igle 3.3.2below. The pyramid

for Choiseul, Isabel, Central, Malaita, Rennell Bellona and Makira showed similar pyramid pattern,
with the narrow bar at roughly ages 20 to 24 years. These provinces were losing persons of this
economically active age group as they ratgd especially into urban centers in search for
opportunities such employment, education or other reasons.

The ruralurban migration for age 20 to 24 years is evident in the Honiara pyramid that shows the
wide bar representing a higher number of peaplde same age group. Honiara is the anlyan
province & well as being theenter of government and commerce and therefore attracts younger
people who seek to find opportunities that are lacking in rural villages.

10 See also footnote 1 (chapter 2)statedFor example, the 2009 Census recorded 76,200 children aged O to 4 at the
time of the census. Since no chéldrof this age would have been added or subtracted during the intervening 10 years, a
certain percentage would have died and so the resulting 10 to 14 year olds in 2019 should have been about 75,000 or
so. Instead, the 2019 Census recorded 84,400. Sode &ppeared during the decade that could have been missed in
the 2009 Census (8.3% undercount) or misreported.
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Figure 3.3.2Population pyramid b$-year age groups and province, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Malaita: 2019
Percent of Total Population

Makira-Ulawa: 2019
Percent of Total Population

Male

Age
75+
70-74
65-6S
60-64
55-5¢
50-54
45-4¢
40-44
35-3¢
30-34
25-2¢
20-24
15-1¢
10-14
5-9
0-4

Femald

Age
75+
70-74
65-6¢
60-64
55-5¢
50-54
45-4¢
40-44
35-3¢
30-34
25-2¢
20-24
15-1¢
10-14
5-9
0-4

Femald

® N o4 o (%) © +H o ~ © o N d4 o © —+ N ™ <
Temotu: 2019 Honiara: 2019
Percent of Total Population Percent of Total Population
Age ‘ ‘ Age
75+ 75+
Male \Female\ \Male Female

70-74
65-69
60-64
55-59
50-54
45-49
40-44
35-39
30-34
25-29
20-24
15-19
10-14
5-9
0-4
o (%) ©

- N

T
™ < n © ~

© o

~

70-74
65-69]
60-64
55-59
50-54
45-49
40-44)
35-39
30-34
25-29
20-24]
15-19
10-14
5-9
0-4

o(% o «

N ™ & 1 © N~

25



4. URBANISATION
4.1 Introduction

Urbanization in Solomon Islands incredsapidly overthe past 10 yearsluring 2009 to 2019
intercensal gars.Responsible authoritiesontinue to discuss and debate the subject of urbanization
including studiesundertaken anglansformulatedto betterunderstanédnd address thexpansion of
ruralurban drif. Opportunities in urban centeodten attractthe movemenof people ofall ages and
gender. Thislsoraises other concesim urban areas such as illegal settlements in urban perigheral
housing standardand health servicesspecially in Honiara.

This sectiordiscusseshe 2019Census rsults in rehtion to urbarrural distinction and distribution.
Understanding therbanrural boundaries andssociategopulation characteristics in urban areas
assists in informing decisiemaking and formulating of policies towards a more effective delivery of
public goods and services, and in beprgactive on abided rules suchthese stated ithe Honiara
Local Planning Scheme 20{®linistry of Lands, Housing and Surveys, Honiara City Council).

4.2 Population by urbarural residence and urbanization

The speed and scale of urban population growth generates important challemigessfon makers
andplannersandfor local governmentsThis wasespecially true in countries where urbanization has
not been associated with sustained industrializatiomeanelopment, as increasing urban poverty and
the growth of slumsveretwo of the most critical challengéscedin urban areas.

The urban poor in thee$s developed regions are oftenlatteroff than the average rural resident
with respect to access basic services such as drinking water, sanitation, electricityedrcal and
educational facilities.

Whilst it may besimplistic to view urbanization in developing countries as a phenomenon with mainly
negative consequencgethe concentration of people in cities aften ageneral response to the
concentration of the most dynansiociceconomic activities in urban centers. Such a concentration
often produces economies of scale and leads to social and economic bEnefitious knds,
including technological development that is crucial to maintain the development momentum. The
health advantages of cities are another example of such benefits, with urban dwellers often enjoying
higher quality and more accessible health servicesrtivahdwellers.

Cities are also at the forefront of political and cultural change. Given their concentrated political
power, trade and cultural activity, cities are places where new ideas and products emerge and from
which they spread. Often, the dev@hoent of rural areas is inextricably tied to the dynamism of the
urban centers to which they are linked. Cities are therefore engines of economic, social, political and
cultural change. Urbanization can thus be viewed as an indicator of developmentghegthunban
growthlevels generally associated with more industrialized and technologically advanced economies.
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The challenge faced by developing countries today is to take advantage of the rapid urbanization that
has resulted from unprecedented levelsatiiral increase in their urban populatiocsupled with

the redistribution of population from rural to urban centers and the transformation of rural settlements
into cities. This challengmayoftenberelated to issues of governanespeciallywhen cties expand

beyond their administrative boundaries and thus lack the financial or jurisdictional capacity to provide

the necessary services to all the cityods inhat
authorities can go a long way in addsing thesessues witha focus on improving the lives of city
dwellers.Gi ven t hat the worlddés future wild.l be ur'l

challenges and make the best of the opportunities that growing urban centers bring
4.2.1UrbanRural Dstinction

The population composition of urban and rural areas can be seen from the age and sex distribution
presented in Table 4.2.1. Urban population comprised of 27.6% of total population, with the majority
(72.4%) of the population resit in rural areas (Table 4.2.1). Compared with the previous 2009
Census, Urban population has increased from 20% while the rural population has declined from
80.2%.The sex ratio (males per 100 females) was about the same for urban and rurdl Géead

105 for urban and rural, respectively.

Table4.2.1 Total population in B/ear age groupsy urban and mal area and Sex,
Solomon Islands2019

Age Group Solomon Islands Urban Rural

Total % Male Female Total % Male Female Total % Male  Female
Solomonls. 720,956 100.0 369,396 351,560 199,138 100.0 102,591 96,547 | 521,818 100.0 266,805 255,013
0-4 89,895 12.5 46,608 43,287 21245 107 11,114 10,131| 68650  13.2 35494 33,156
5-9 90,472 12.5 46,876 43,596 19,782 9.9 10,206 9,576 70,690 135 36670 34,020
10-14 84432 117 43,813 40,619 17,967 9.0 9,169 8798 | 66465 127 34644 31,821
15-19 76,713 10.6 39,111 37,602 21,171 106 1049 10,677| 55542  10.6 28617 26,925
20-24 65649 9.1 32,893 32,756 25073 126 12,602 12,471| 40,576 78 20291 20,285
25-29 54,096 7.5 27,352 26,744 19,544 9.8 10117  9,427| 34552 6.6 17235 17,317
30-34 53,373 7.4 26,701 26,672 18,002 9.0 9,224 8,778 35,371 6.8 17477 17,894
35-39 46,329 64 23599 22,730 14,590 7.3 7453 7,137| 31,739 61 16146 15,593
40-44 40,083 56 20,771 19,312 12,117 6.1 6,194 5,923 27,966 54 14577 13,389
4549 33557 47 17,529 16,028 9,649 18 5164 4485 | 23,908 46 12365 11,543
50-54 25374 35 13,031 12,343 7,076 36 3778 3,298 18,298 35 9253 9,045
55-59 18,909 26 9,830 9,079 4,680 24 2557 2,123 14,229 27 71273 6,956
60-64 13,703 1.9 7,112 6,591 3,270 1.6 1,831 1,439 10,433 20 5281 5,152
65-69 10,946 1.5 5,440 5,506 2,151 1.1 1,211 940 8,795 1.7 4229 4,566
70-74 6,951 1.0 3,436 3,515 1,186 0.6 617 569 5,765 1.1 2,819 2,946
75-79 4,773 0.7 2,387 2,386 622 0.3 318 304 4151 0.8 2,069 2,082
80-84 2,350 0.3 1,147 1,203 312 0.2 156 156 2,038 0.4 991 1,047
85-89 1,229 0.2 658 571 127 0.1 69 58 1,102 0.2 589 513
90-94 732 0.1 385 347 245 0.1 154 91 487 0.1 231 256
95+ 1,350 0.2 717 673 325 0.2 163 166 1,061 0.2 554 507
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The median age differed considerably with the urbreedianage recorded at 23.9 years and rural
median age a20.0years reflecting more young people between the agb y®ars, especially in

rural areas.

Due to the ery small size of the provincesho | 0 mo n

less preciset o
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be
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Map 2: Urban Centers/Settlements, Solomon Islands: 2019
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distinction wasnade between urban and rural settlemesrtsan areas included Honiara Citg@hcil
and all provincial administrative centexscept RennelBellona(refer toMap 2 andlable 4.21).
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In addition,a number of enumation areas in Tandai and Malangere classified as urban based on
their proximity and access to Honiara Gityigh population density, permanency of settlements and

variety of economic activities. All other areas in the country were considsrathl.

By international standards, tisbare of urban population in the Solomon Islandelatively small
but gradually increasing oveensus years {ure4.2.7). Urban population comprised 87.6 percent

of the populatiorwho livedin areas that were defined as urb@igure 4.2.3) This urbanareaof

slightly over 199 thousangemle was dominatethy Honiara City @uncil with a population of
129,569people.The capital accommodates more than (@5%) of all urban residents, and if the
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adjoining urban areas of Guadal canal are incl
would representnore than 80% foall urban population.

The other provincial centersere much smaller andvere consideredirban on the basis of their
administrative function only, rather than in terms of population size, economic liif&i@n or
population density.

Solomon Islands urban population increased from less than 20,000 people in 1976 to more than
199,000 in 202 (Figure 4.2.). With an upturn in average annual growth from 4.2% during 1986
1999, annual urban growth further increased from 5.5% in-2009to 5.9% during 2002019

(Figure 4.22). Accordingly, the share of urban populatias continuously increased frdB% in

1976 to 27.6% in 2019 (Figure 4.2.3

Figure 4.2.1Total ppulation size by urban andral residence, Solomon Islands:
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Figure 4.2.2: Average annual urban and rural population growth rate, Solomon Islands:

1976- 2019
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Figure 4.2.3: Population distribution (%) by arband rural residence, Solomon
Islands: 1976 2019
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The urban localities (wards) that are clasdifées urban are listed in Table 4.2vith corresponding
population size and average annual growth rtes.

11 Caution should be taken when assessing annual growth rates that included 2009 ward level figRe€89 Tkhasus
undercount was only adjustatl provincial and urbarural area levels only.
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The urban population was 199,138 people (28% of thegopallatior) and includedhe largest urban
center6 Honi ara Ur ban Aamperzedl ofthe énfire pbulthtjon df theaHoniara City
Council (129,569)randthe Guadalcanal wards &lalango (15,560) and Tandai (24,53Bpat are
bordering the Honiar City Council area to the East, South and West of &taniPart of these two
wards wereclassified as petirban due to accessibility to services and business activities in Honiara.
Tandai ward remains the second biggest urban area after Honiara Cityt.cbiom other urban areas
outsideHoniara Urban Are@includedthe otherprovincial settlements/towns of Gizo (4,260), Noro
(7,204), Munda (1,748), Nusa Roviana (1,396), Auki (7,020), Batava/Taro (1,053), Buala (1,342),
Tulagi (1,481), Kirakira/Bauro Céral (2,107), and Lata/Luava Stati¢h806) (Table 4.2.2).

The average annual urban growth between 28068 2019 was 5.9%nd reflected a significant

increase in urban population driven mainly by the lygiwth rate of Honiara (5.6%) and the growth

in the extended Honiara urban area of 7.5% (unadjusié&ye has been a growing interest in the

high growth rates oboth Tandai and Malango witB.2% and 12.1%, respectivelyome of largest

urban wards in Honiara includdeanatina (32,712Nggossi (26,000 , Kol adba (20, 783

(18,753)

Table 4.2.2Population sizand average annual growth rateurban localities and
province, Solomon Island$986-2019

Urban localities Total population Annual growth rate
(Province/Ward) 1986 1999 2009 2019 1986-1999 1999-2009 2009-201
Choiseul 440 810 1,053 6.1 2.6
Batava/Taro 440 810 1,054

Westemn 2,331 6,442 9,755 14,604 7.8 4.1 4.0

Gizo 2,331 2,960 3,547 4,260 2.3 1.8 1.8

Noro 3,482 3,365 7,204 -0.3 7.6

Munda 1,315 1,749 2.8 2.8

Nusa Roviana 1,528 1,394 -0.9 -0.9

Isabel 618 451 971 1,343 -2.4 7.7 3.2

Buala 618 451 971 1,349

Central 1,281 1,333 1,251 1,481 0.3 -0.6 1.7]

Tulagi 1,281 1,333 1,251 1,481

Rennell-Bellona - - - -

Guadalcanal 3,013 15,473 40,154 16.4 9.5
Tandai 3,013 10,837 24,597 12.8 8.2
Malango 4,636 15,56( 12.1

Malaita 948 1,606 5,105 7,020 4.1 11.6 3.2

Auki 948 1,606 5,105 7,020

Makira-Ulawa 205 979 2,074 2,107 0.6 7.5 0.2

Kirakira/Bauro Central 905 979 2,074 2,107

Temotu 423 361 1,982 1,804 17.0 -0.9

Lata/Luava Station 423 361 1,982 1,804 -1.2

Honiara City council 30,413 49,107 64,609 129,569 3.7 2.7 7.0

Honiara urban area 1 30,413 52,120 80,082 169,72]. 4.1 4.3 7.9

TOTAL 36,919 63,732 102,030 199,139 4.2 4.7 6.7

* Honiara urban area inaflesHoniara City Council, and the Guadalcanal wards of Tandai and Malango tldg@re

classified asdoniara urban surroundings; RenneliBellona was classified as fuljural; * The 2009 total urban
population of 102,030 stated here is unadjusted for an undercount in 2009.
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Other high urban growth areas were reported in Western with 4.0%, Isabel and Malaita with 3.2% and
Choiseul with 2.6%. While the data showed increggirowth rateexperienced by most afrban
centers, Nusa Roviana and Latsaava station reported nega growths {0.9), respectively (Table

4.2.2)

Western pr ovi rienendlgediizdd260, Noro @,204,dMunda (,748, and Nusa
Roviana(1,396. The latter two wards were ndessified as urban in the 199@15us, and Noro was

not ddined as urban during the 198@1Suslin the 2019 Census, Noro was ranked the fifth largest
urban center isolomon Islands and comprised thghestpopulation in Western province. Similarly,
thegrowthrate of Noro significantly increased from negative 0.3% on-c¢eisual year 1992009

to 7.6% during 2002019. This implied that the rapid growth of these urban centers influenced the
process of urb@zation related developments.

Allotherprovic es have met the definiti oBellooathatewasstii ur bar
classifiedasentirdy rural. The other urban areas, also mentioned earlier,Bagealaro(1,053 in
Choiseul,Buala (1,342 in Isabe) Tulagi (1,487 in the Central provingeAuki (7,020 people) in
Malaita,Kirakira (2,107 in MakiraUlawaProvinceand Lata/Luavl1,809 in Temotu.

Constant and declining growth rates were evident for certain provincial urban centers such as Munda
in Western province with a 2.8% growthi8992009and in20092019, and Lata/ Luava in Temotu
province that experienced a significant decline from aipesifZ.0% in 1992009 to a negative 0.9%
annual growth in 2062019 (Table 4.2)2

4.3 Urban and Bral Population structure

The changes iarbanpopulation structure since 1999 can be sed¢ndafiigure 4.3.1. While the share

of the population oHoniara City Councitelative to the total urban population stood at 77% in 1999,

this narrowed in 2009 but widened in 2019 at the same time period where the relative share of other
urban areas increaseffom 25% in 1999, to 37% in 2009 and 36% in 20hR019, the population

of Honiara City Council constituteégb% of the total urban population in the Solomon Islands, slightly
expanding from a share of 63% in 2009.

The dissimilarities in thehaps of the urban and ral population structures can be observed fiioen
pyramids in Figure 4.3.Z'he pyramids clearly illustrated the extent of rural to urban migration of the
young Solomon Islands populationedple aged 180 years causet he Obul gedé of
popubtionp y r ami d, a ntle rurahpepldtiod pyramidin particular, more people in rural
areas between the ages 20 to 24 years migrated to urbanTdress.pyramidslemonstratedhat
persons irthis age groughadmoved from rural areas to urban centdéos various reasons such as
seeking employmengducationand otheropportunities. A move may also be seen asga sf
progress and a meanstiettero n e 6 s | in wagslthathvaryofrdm person to person.
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Figure 4.31: Urban population distribution, Solomon Islands: 1999, 2009, and 2019
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Figure 4.3.2Urban ppulation pyramid byage groupSolomon Islands2009 and 2019
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Figure 4.3.3Rural populatiorpyramid byagegroup Solomon Islands2009 and 2019
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It was evident from the 2019 Census data that revealed the growing urbanization over the years as
population increased, especially in Honiara, and the surrounding border areas between Honiara and
Guadalcanal provinces, and certain urban wards of \Weptevince. As discussed earlier, people

who moved from rural areas and took residence in urban areas often lacked opportunities in rural
areas, and were often attracted by various pull factors such as better education, health and employment
opportunities

Some of these common pull factors are reflected through the scammic inttators presented in
Table 4.2.3and in the Summary of main indicators. It is evident that these indicators showed more
favorable outcomes for urban areas than rural areas.

As presented in Table 4.2.@rban households have more access to improved water sources (91%),
sanitation facilities (84%), electricity (50%), and mobile phones (66%) including a population with a
high literacy rate (93%) compared to those in rural afidasse is indicative of better living conditions

in urban areas, and that these outcomes are often attractive to rural migrants.

Table 4.2.3Selectedlemographic and soceconomic indicators by urbamral area,
Solomonislands 2019

Selected Indicators URBAN RURAL
Households with improved drinking water sources (%) 91 74
Households with improved sanitation facilities (%) 84 19
Households connected to electricity grid (%) 50 4
Households with mobile phone (%) 66 38
Employmenipopulation ratio (%) 35 36
School enrolment rates of1% year olds (%) 78 79
Proportion of population aged 12 and older with no school 7 18
completed (%)

Literacy rate of population aged 15+ (%) 93 82
Total Fertility Rate (TFR) 2.6 4.5
Teenage Fertility Rate (ASFR, -119) 34 57
Infant mortality rate (IMR) 23 24
Unemployment rate (official) 12 6
Youth unemployment rate (134 yrs) 19 8

Youth unemployment is a key development outcome that is closely associated witlrlvaradrift.

Youth unemployment is expected to be high in urban areas than in rural ardas anconfirmed in

Table 4.2.3where urban youth unemployment rate was twice (19%) the size of the rural youth
unemployment (8%). This reflected the growing runddan drift especially amongst the youth (aged
15-34 years) who often traveled to urban areas seeking employment oppesi@sidiscussed earlier

in section 4.3. Unfortunately, many migrants seeking employment end up in being unemployed. Youth
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unemployment also drives the national unemployment rate and in this case, urban unemployment is
also twice (12%) the size of the alunemployment (6%).

Having access to medical and health services such as maternal and infant care, especially amongst
mothers giving birth can also be an influencing factor amongst rural women to migrate to urban areas
given the lack of adequate heditigilities and medical professions in rural areas. This is indicative of

the lower infant mortality rates in urban areas (23 deaths per 1,000 live births) compared to rural areas
(24 deaths per 1,000 live births), although in this case the differenddR iare less significant.

Moreover, women and men in urban areas have better family planning choices and care than in rural

areas. This is also indicative of the higher fertility rate in rural areas (4.5) than those in urban area
(2.6).
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5. FERTILITY

5.1 Introduction

This chapter on fertility and the next twom mortality and migration make the demographic
components of the paolation of the Solomon Islands.

Fertility is a key driver of population growth. Information about fertility levels and trends can assist
policy planners formulate and evaluate strategnesddressingchanges in population size and
structureas well asssising in predicting the needsr public services such as health services, health
facilities and schools.

The ideal source of data for the estimation of fertility and mortaligyfidly functioningsystem of
vital and civil registration (CRVS). Howevem the Solomon Islands, th€RVS is still in
development phasad thus indirect methods of estimating fertility and tady are often employed
through indireceinalysis of data from censuses and surv&y# the 2019 Census.

Most censuses collect information about fertilitgthbas a check on vital registration but alsolitain
information about the characteristicsfemales (and sometimes of thepouse). Fertility at the time

of the census can provide a good predictor of how many children will enter the school syst@m in
6 years, as well as geographically where pomrathange is likely to occulthe census questions
on fertility have been consistent in the Solomon Islandsttyeecensus years and so provide a sound
starting point for analysis.

In order to detenine the level and pattern of fertility in the Solomon Islands, women 15 years of age
and older were asked:

Whether she has ever givemth?

How many children they had boative?
How many children are still alive?
When was the last childorn?

= =4 4 =4

Besideghe direct fertility collection, we also applied the indirect Own Children Method to get trends
from a single census, in this case the 2019 Solomon Islands Census.

2 In order to more clearly illustrate the concepts that the collection of fertility information is intending to measure, the
guestions presented above are simplified versions of the actual questions include@®019 Census questionnaire. For
example, the question AWhether she has ever given birth
woman ever given birth even if the child | ater died?0
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5.2 Age at First Birth

Table5.2.1 and Figure 5.2 drovide informatioron average age at first birthhis calculation uses
the same procedures as for the Singulate Mean Age at Maf@bfeM) but applied only to females
to establish whether a woman had a birth by a specificThgsationalaverage agtor all first births
was 24.4 yearsdoniara had the higheaverage age at almost 27 years. Thabably much higher
because females put off marriage and therefore starting fertility until they finisheal scrspent
some time workingThe youngest first births were temales in Makira and Temotu at 22.2 years
respectivelyand Choiseuht 22.3.

Table 5.2.1: Averagege atfirst birth by province andrbanrural residence, Solomon

Islands: 2019
Rennell | Guadal-
Total | Choiseul | Western | Isabel | Central | Bellona canal | Malaita | Makira | Temotu | Honiara
Total 24.4 22.3 23.4 23.1 24.1 24.8 24.0 24.0 22.2 22.2 26.9
Urban 26.0 21.8 24.2 245 26.4 n/a 25.3 25.7 23.7 23.4 26.9
Rural 23.2 22.3 23.0 229 23.9 24.8 23.1 23.9 21.9 22.0 n/a

Figure 5.2.1Average ge affirst birth by province,Solomon Islands: 2019

20.0 21.0 220 230 240 250 260 27.0 28.0
Total I 244
Temotu NN 222
Makira-Ulawa I 222
Choisen] IIN———— 223
[sabel I 23.1
Western I 234
Malaita I 24.0
Guadalcanal I 24.0
Central I 24,1
Rennell-Bellona I 24.8

Honiara I 26.9

Table 5.2.Zhows the average age at firstibby educational attainmerts notedearlier, the average

age for first birth in the Solomoslands was 24.4 years in 2019, howetregaverage age was lower

for females with only a primary school educatiat 23.1 years. Females with higbducation waited

longer to start their families, so the average at first birth for those females with a secondary school
education was 26, about 3ays older than the females withlpa primary school education.
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Across provincesChoiseul, Makira, and Temotu had the lowest age at first birth for females with

onl vy

a primary school
had theiffirst birth at about 25 yearsloni ar ads f e mal
average for the entire country, but females with tertiary education in Honiara had their first births at
an average of 29 years.

education, at 2dducgtemr s,

es with

Table 5.2.2Average ge affirst birth based on whether she had a birth by that age
by province andducationattainment Solomon Islands: 2019

Province Total | Primary Educatior; Secondary educatio] Tertiary Education
Total 24.4 23.1 26.0 27.3
Choiseul 22.3 21.4 24.9 25.0
Western 23.4 22.6 25.0 26.3
Isabel 23.1 22.3 22.5 25.7
Central 24.1 23.1 25.5 28.1
RennellBellona  24.8 24.2 n/a 23.3
Guadalcanal 24.0 22.9 25.6 26.0
Malaita 24.0 23.3 27.5 25.4
Makira-Ulawa 22.2 21.5 25.3 24.5
Temotu 22.2 21.6 25.7 25.2
Honiara 26.9 25.3 26.8 28.9

5.3 Children Ever Born and Children Surviving

a

second

Table 5.3.1shows the number of children ever born (CEB) and children still alive (CS) by the age of

the mother and gender of the childféhe relationship between the children ever born and children

still alive provides one estimate of mortality, oftendis® esimate child mortality.

Table 5.3.1: Childrenwer born andsurviving, Solomon Islands: 2019

| Female CEB | CS| MCEB | MCS| FCEB| FCS
Total 223,679 547,561 525,522 284,633 272,295 262,928 253,227
15-19 37,602 2,908 2,823 1,535 1,489 1,373 1,334
20- 24 32,756 21,682 21,135 11,348 11,029 10,334 10,106
25-29 26,744 42,348 41242 22,034 21,419 20,314 19,823
30-34 26,672 69,792 67,940 36,100 35,093 33,692 32,847
35-39 22,730 74,559 72,345 38,836 37,577 35,723 34,768
40- 44 19,312 74,650 72,276 38,523 37,214 36,127 35,062
45- 49 16,028 65,894 63,611 34,305 32,987 31,589 30,624
50- 54 12,343 53972 51,668 28,110 26,830 25,862 24,838
55- 59 9,079 42,443 40,377 21,874 20,749 20,569 19,628
60- 64 6,591 31,576 29,721 16,634 15566 14,942 14,155
65- 69 5,506 27,286 25632 14,353 13,419 12,933 12,213
70-74 3,515 17,692 16,350 9,278 8,535 8,414 7,815
75+ 4801 22,759 20,402 11,703 10,388 11,056 10,014

B MCEBO, AiMCSo, AFCEBO, and

and Female Children Still Alive, respectively.

AFCSO represent Male Children
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The figures in Table 5.3.1 above showreasing numbers of children by agdemales marry and
start to have children, and then, after about age 49, fewer chéd¥erorno the older females who
were increasingly ismaller numbers themselv@de children ever born and children surviving by
gender show similar patterns to tl¢al children.

Table 5.3.2rovides the average number of children ever born and children surviving for increasing
ages of the females and for each gentihe third column in each case provides the percentage of
the children of each age group who wsti# alive in 2019*°

The number of children ever born and children surviving each increased from one age group to another
but increased little after age 50 as the groups of lEgr@diminishedAbout 5 children were born to
females who had passed theproductive period, and about 4 ¥z of those children were si#l at

the time of the censu$he percentage of children surviving was about 96 percent for all females; but
the percentage decreased with time as some children died before the 201%cabsus,94 percent

for the older females.

The numbers of children ever born and children surviving by gender showe@pmadgimately half
of those ofthe total childrenas expected.The females reported slightly more matan female

children per wman.Female babies were a little more likely to survive than male children.

Table 5.3.2: Average childrewver born andsurviving, Solomon Islands: 2019

| CEB/W | CS/W | CS/ICEB| MCEB/W | MCS/W | MCS/MCEB | FCEB/W | FCS/W | FCS/FCEB
Total 245 2.35 96.0 1.27 1.22 95.7 118  1.13 96.3
15-19 0.08 0.08 97.1 0.04 0.04 97.0 0.04  0.04 97.2
20- 24 0.66 0.65 97.5 0.35 0.34 97.2 032 031 97.8
25-29 1.58 1.54 97.4 0.82 0.80 97.2 0.76 074 97.6
30-34 262 255 97.3 1.35 1.32 97.2 126  1.23 97.5
35-39 3.28 3.18 97.0 1.71 1.65 96.8 157 153 97.3
40- 44 387 3.74 96.8 1.99 1.93 96.6 1.87  1.82 97.1
45- 49 411 3.97 96.5 2.14 2.06 96.2 197 191 96.9
50- 54 437 4.19 95.7 2.28 2.17 95.4 210 201 96.0
55- 59 4.67 4.45 95.1 2.41 2.29 94.9 227 216 95.4
60- 64 479 451 94.1 2.52 2.36 93.6 227 215 94.7
65- 69 4.96 4.66 93.9 2.61 2.44 93.5 235 222 94.4
70- 74 5.03 4.65 92.4 2.64 2.43 92.0 239 222 92.9
75+ 4.74  4.25 89.6 2.44 2.16 88.8 230  2.09 90.6

Most females have completed their reproduction by agatbthugemales in the 45 to 4¢earold
age grougare usually considered in assessangnformal estimate of thettd fertility rate. As Figure
5.3.1 belowshows, the average number of childesmr born for females in that group in 2019, for
the entire country, was about 4.&hildren, or about 4 children. This number viesed solely on

YACEB/ WO and ACS/ WO represent the numb earofGHidre@ Btill Aliderpper womény er Bor
respectivel y. i MCEB/ Wo, i MCS/ Wo , iFCEB/ Wo, and AFCS/ W0 repre
number of Male Children Still Alive per women, number of Female Children Ever Born per women, and afiRdreale Children

Still alive per women, respectively.

picCcs/ CEBo, #AMCS/ MCEBO, and AFCS/ FCEBO represent the percentag
children still alive in 2019, and the percentage of female children stéd adi2019, respectively.
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women reporting their number of children ever b@mot adjusted)Makira had the highest total
fertility by this method, at about 4.6 children per femdollowed by Malaita at 4.5As expected,
Honiara had the lowest rate at 3.4 children per female, followed by Temotu at 3.6 and-Belored

at 3.8.

Figure 5.3.1Averagenumber of childra ever born to females 48 years by

province, Solomon Islands: 2019
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5.00

Figure 5.3.Zhows the number of children ever born to femalesyieds agegroups up to age 75 and
over.Since we collectlata orchildrenever born from all adult females, even theeo females get to
provide this informationObviously, their fertility stopped much earlier, antdissueexists for these
females in that some of them forget somf¢heir children who had died or vehhave lef the house

or areaHence, the dip in the secondary educated females 75 years and over likely reflects under
reporting of the number of children evarb for this group of femalegvhen looking at the education

level of the mother, females who only weéntprimary school had the highest fertility and were very
close to the total since the majorityfemales were in this categofemales with secondary education

had fewer children than average, and the tertiary school educated females had even ilydéyfert

age.
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Figure 5.3.2Children ever born by age of mother and
education level, Solomon Islands: 2019
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5.4 Own Children

The demographic indicator most commonly wused t
the total fertility rate (TFR). This measure is an indication of the average number of children a woman
gives birth to during her reproductive life (from adés 49 years)This is estimateérom the number

of live births by the age of women in a year to those femdhesagespecific fertility rate§ASFRs)*®

Fertility estimates derived using the owhildren method based on the last six censuses (1976,

1986, 1999, 2009 and 2019) show that fertility levels have more or less steadily declined since 1975
when the TFR peaked at 7.7 children per woman; the TFR was exactly 6 in 1985, 5 in 1991, and about
4.1 for the 3year period 2002009, and was jusinder 4 in 2019.

This historical fertility pattern is very similar to many countries in the Pacific with high to very high
fertility levels until the 1970s, when levels decreagahsons for the decline in fertility include better

availability and accesd o contraceptives, a mor e educat ec
participation in the labor force, improved (reproductive) health care, and an increased westernization
of peopleds Iifestyles when access ttheopeaisgt er n

of many internabnal airports in Pacific Islancbuntries in the 1970s.

The ownchildren method has two major weaknesses. First, since the method estimates birth rates by
single years, it uses children classified by single years of ageefdhes the results are very much

16 Specifically, the ASFR is calculated as the number of births in a given year (or reference period) per women of re@geluctive
classified in single or fivgear age groups. The Total Fertility Rate (TFR) is calculated asithlkar of children who would be born
per woman (or per 1,000 women) if she were to pass through the childbearing years bearing children according to a ageedule of
specific fertility rates.
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affected by differential completeness of enumeration, age misreporting, and age heaping. Averaging
the results that refer to contiguous age groups is a way of reducing the effect of age heaping. However,
considering the wkknown deficiencies of census enumerations, especially among very young
children, a drop in fertility during the two or three years immediately preceding the census is not
necessarily an indication of fertility decline, but the result of wedenting ¢ young children.
Second, the basis of this method is the tabulation of children by single year of age and single year of
age of mother. Hence, we can only do this if we link children to their mothers in their houskholds.

the 2009 and 201%0suseshis was dondy asking whether the biological mother of persons were
living in the same households. However, as elsewhere, it is possible to suspect that not always the
person reported as the biological mother is such. Sometimes the mother has diedeot srabthe
grandmother, aunt or older sisterformally adoptedthe child. We call this theadoption or
grandmother effeand it affects the agspecific fertilityrates.

Figure 5.4.1shows the total fertility rates based on the own child methodngtaatbout 1956 and up

to 2019.The total fertility rate started at about 7 in the 1950s, then increased to about 8 children per
female in the early 19708nd then descended after that. Téescendingrend has been a fairly
straight line in the last few dadesHowever, even though the line shows a dip at the end, we often
excludethe last few years before the census because of misreporting anerepaténg of very

young children in the censtis.

Figure 5.4.1: Solomon Islands total fertility rates: 1852019
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17 For example, if the number of children born in the last 12thswere undereported during enumeration of the 2019 Census, then
the Total Fertility Rate (TFR) estimated for 2019 would be biased downwards as not all births for this year would bethecluded
calculation of the ASFRs and the estimation of the TFR.dkcussed above, undeporting of very young children is a common
issue during Census enumeration and therefore it is likely that the downward trend in the TFR for 2017, 2018, crkR@&Din
Figure 5.4.1is at least partially impacted by this doward bias. Furthermore, it important to note that Figure 5.4ptesents
unadjusted estimates of the TFR from prior censuses that are also likely biased downwards as a resulepbrtimdeof young
children.
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Figure 5.4.2hows the agspecific fertility rates in the middle-§ear period of each censud! of
them peak in the same yedrages 25 to 29, indicating maximuertility during these yearslhe
1970 census started out with the earliedtlity, but several other years passed in the older ages.
The 1999 and 2009 censuses sbdwery similar trajectoriesThe 2019 shows the lowest ASFRs

through the age groups.

Figure 5.4.2: Agespecific fertility rates (ASFRs), Solomon Islands: 197QQ&9
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Figure 5.4.3hows the total fertility rates for all the provinces basedhe 2019 Censués noted,
the method gives @mates over a Hyear periodlt is easy to see the low level of fertility for Honiara,
and its clear downward sloplaring te period consideredhe other provinces are harder to interpret,
but there has been a slight downward trend in the ¥ites.

Figure 5.4.3: Total fertility rates by provinces, Solomon Islands: 2019
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18 As discussedbove in relation to Figre 5.4.1 undefreporting of very young children is a common issue during Census enumeration
and therefore it is likely that the estimate of the Total Fertility Rate for 2018 displayed ie EiglBmay have been partially impacted

by this downward bias
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Total fertility decreased from just over 4 children feenales to just under 4 (Figuse4.4.1°
However the rural fertility remained at about hakchild more han the total for the country and
urban fertility was about one child less than the total andtab&2 children lower tharural
fertility.

Figure 5.4.4..TFR by urbarural residence, Solomon Islands: 2005 to 2019
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Figure 5.4.%elow shows the decreases better because each three years averages make a smoother
line2° Both urban and rural fertility decreased during the period, witll decreasing from about 5
to 4and urban fertility from 3 to2.

Figure 5.4.5: Smoothed TFRs by urbamal residence, Solomon Islands:
2005 to 2019
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19 As discussed above, undeporting of very young children is a common issue during Census enumeration and therefore it is likely
that the downward trend in the TFR for 2017, 2018, and 2019 observed in Figure 5.4.4 is at least partially impastedviaywhid

bias.

XThe ©8med TFRs O i nestfatedbased obASER sBhedulesrthat were calculated using the number of births over
a threeyear reference period, including the precedingrrent, and following yeaFor exampe, the smoothee TFR for 2018 was
estimated based on an ASFR schedule that includéds liom 2017, 2018, and 201As discussed above, und@porting of very

young children is a common issue during Census enumeration and therefore it is likely that the downwiartheestdoothed TFR

from 2015 to 2018 observed in Figure 5.4.5 is at least partially impacted by downward bias of the smoothed TFR for 2018.
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Figure 5.4.6: Agespecific fertility rates by urbarural residence,
Solomon Islands: about 2012
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Figure 5.4.6shows the agspecific fertility ratesfor the urban and rural areass with the tota
fertility rates, urban ASFRs were lower in the period centered on 2012 than the rurdidaiesver,
as noted earlieeach peakedhithe 25 to 29 year age group.that group, the rural ASFR was about
225 per 1,000 women and the urban rate was diffuper 1000 women.

Figure 5.4.6hows the total fertility rates for the Solomon Islands irytees before the 2019 Census.

The total line is, as before, a downward slope toward the lowesttyectiisest to the census date.
However, one carsee a defite relationship between fertyi and educational attainmer@ne
explanation for this is that females with less education may have fewer children because of lack of
prenatal care and other circumstances in their lives.

Figure 5.4.7: TFRs by educational attainment, Solomon Islands: 2019
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21 The ASFRs presented in Figure 5.4.6 were calculaséty the number of births over a fiyear reference period,
from 2010 to 2014.
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Figure 5.4.8: Smoothed TFRs by educational attainment, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Females with only Primary-2 educational attainment started at about 5 childr005 but declined
to about 3.5 at théme of the 2019 censtfs

Those with Primary 4 education had slightly lower fertility throughout the period but B&peed a
similar to decrease. Thosath more education had TFRs thaere below tre total hroughout the
period.The females with Form 6/7 education remained at about 3.5 children through the period, and
those with higher education started at about 3 and then decreased to about 2 ¥z near the census.

Figure 5.4.8hows the TFRs for the educatibattainment after smoothing by taking the average of
the adjacent three ye&$The downward trends are easier to identify in this figure.

Because the Own Children Method allows for a petiddears before the census, @ae group the

years indifferent ways. Figure 5.4.8elow shows the ASFRs for three peridddhe average of the

earliest 5 years, the average of the middle five years and the average of the most recefft Bhgears.
shape of the first two periods wabout the same, peaking at about 200 per 1000 wavhameover,

the five years closest to the census showed a shallower curve, peaking at about 175 per 1000 women,
but with the same general shape as the other two.

22 As discussed above, undeporting of very young children is a common issue during Census enumeration and therefore it is likely
that the downward trend in the TFR for Z02018,and 2019 observed in Figure 5.457t least partially impacted by this downward

bias

2The NSMoDEReO pr es e n aredlculated uirg the same niethotlology disclisgke footnote for Figure

5.45

24 The ASFRs presented irigiare 54.9were calculated using the number of births over ayivar reference period. Specifically, the
average annual ASFRs for 2007, 2012, and 2017 were calculated using the number of births from 2005 to 202012040d

20157 2019, respectiy.
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Figure 5.4.9: Agespeific fertility rates, Solomon Islands: 2007 to 2017
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Figure 5.4.10presents ASFRs by level of educational attainment. This graph shows an interesting
pattern, with all four levels of educati@onverging in the older agddowever,those vith the least
education start out with the highest rate, followed by eatcheohigher levels of educatioAll of

them peak in age group 25 to 29, but those with the highest education peak-io-8%y@ar period

as well, since many women had prolodgbe period before they started having children as they
finished schooling and started taking jobs.

Figure 5.4.10: Agespecific fertility rates by educational attainment,
Solomon Islands: about 2012
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Figure 5.4.1Bhows the total fertility rates bad on categories of movemdaisewhere in this report,
weanal yze t IMevesiamdasedros rthplace, residemc2014, and current residence.
nMKEver meferseathose who were in the same ward at birth, in 2@b4, at the time of the
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censusT hemoived t wi ceo
different ward in 2014 and yenather different ward in 2019 h e

imoved

ctlroseempoowere barneirf ane ward,t tleen were in a

onceo ar

moved from their birth ward to another in 2014 and stayed there or who stayed in the birth ward and
the 2014 ward and then moved before the census, or had the same ward at birth and at@mumerati

but were in a different ward in 2014.

The table shows the samedidine as in the other graphs wtthh o0 s e

f emal es

who fne

the highest fertility thoughout the period considerethose who moved once during the period had
lower fertility than those who never moved, but also lower fertilign the total for the countrin
addition,those who moved twice had the lowestifity throughout the period and since thees did

not crossthe more movement, the lower fertility.

Figure 5.4.11: TFRs by number of moves, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 5.4.1Delow shows themoothed informatigrgetting the average of three adjacent yéars.

Thel i nes al | decrease over
those who moved once, and those who moved twice.
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Figure 5.4.12: Smoothed TFRs by number of moves, Solomon Islands: 2019
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p r e s e n taedalculaied Esingythersame tethbdolbgy discussed in the footnote for Figure
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The agespecific rates show a similar patterrFigure 5.4.13The graph presents the aage annual

ASFRs for 2012 based on ayBar referencé® As before, the agspecific rates peak at 25 to 28, a

they have in the other cas@fie females who never moved had a rate of about 225 per 1000 women

at the 25 to 29 age group, the rate for those who moved once was about 200 per 1000 women, and
those who moved twice had a rate at just about 150 per 1000 women.

Figure 5.413: Agespecific fertility rates for movers, Solomon Islands: about 2012
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It also observed that the historical fertility pattern of the Solomon Islands is very similar to many countries
in the pacific region with high to very high fertility levels uritie 1970s when levels started to decrease.
Moreover, acordingto the United Nations,Igbal fertility is expected to decline over the years, while
fertility levels within our region, in Oceania, fell from 4.5 to 3.4 from 1990 to 201%bme of the
obvious factors behind this include better availability and access to contraceptives, better educated
populationwomen empowerment amehproved (reproductive) health care.

5.5Last Birth

The 2019 @nsus also asked each female how old her last child was &atne of the census, which

is not a usual census questibtowever, onean get a picture of the age of the female at their last
birth by adjusting the ages respectively. Figure 5.5.4hows the raw information, without adjusting
for the age of the mber at the timef the birth of her last childAs expected, the years were consistent
over time and increasing because of the backward analysis.

26 The ASFRs presented in Figure 5.%ére calculated using the number of births over ayizar reference periodidm 2010 to
2014.

27 See World Fertility and Planning 2020 Report, UN:
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/family/World_Fertility_and_Family _Planning_20
20_Highlights.pdf
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Figure 5.5.1: Average current age of mother at time of census, Solomon Islands

: 2019
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Figure 5.5,2resents the average age of the mothers at the time of their last birth, grouped by the age
of their last child at thernie of the censudhis can also be interpreted as the average age of mothers
giving birthin the years before the censbsr examplethe average age of the women giving birth in

12 months before the census was 32.0; their children were zero at the ime@fsusThe children
who were 1, and so born in the second
age of 31.2lower than tbse for the year of the censiifie figure shows some variation over time,
but the scale shows that most of the ages were between 31 and 33.6.

Figure 5.5.2. Average age of mother at last birth, Solomon Islands: 2019
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5.6 Adjustment to Current Fertility Levels

As in the previous 2009 Census, theissell techniqueexpanding from the original Brassefihod

and the Gompertz Relational Methadas applied in adjusting the current fertiligtesdue mainly

to under reporting of births, as well as deaths. Titussell approach is codgred more reliable and
robust especially when applied to fixed time periods of data collections. Thetoddmethod, noting

its limitations discussed earlier, aften applied over time series data or intercensal periods as seen
above.The calculations for the Trussell application employed the PAS software from the US Bureau
of the Census.

Table 5.61 showsthe adjusted ASFR/TFRs based on the 2019 Censusltietadjusted TFR is 3.8
compared to 4.7 in 2009. The deel also reflects the interceaisdeclines in fertilitytrendsas
discussed earlier.

The estimated number of births was calculated by multiplyingotia& number of birthenumerated
during the oer-year period prior to 201@y age group of women) witthe corresponding estimated
ASFR (adjsted by the Trussell techniquegnd summing the number of bistfby age group of
women.

Table 5.6.1 also shows the estimated total number of birls Hd1, with close to 80% of the births
coming from the rural areas. By province, Malaita caters for the majority (26%) of all births.
However, that part of the population aged younger than one year appears to snunteated. The
2019 Census enumeeat 17,115 under one year children and so the difference of 3,986 children can
be explained by ageeporting errors (data quality issues), infant mortality and/or by an 1oodert

of young children.
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Table 5.61: Estimated agspecific fertility rate, annual number of births, total fertility rate and

mean age at child bearing, and crude birth rate: 2019

Number of Women

Age group [Solomonls| Urban Rural | Choiseul Western  Isabel ~ Central  Ren-Bell Guadalcana Malaita ~ Makia ~ Temotu  Honiara
1519 37602 | 10677 26925 | 1429 4516 1,493 1,523 155 8,128 9,679 2,504 1,094 6,991
20-24 32,756 | 12471 20285 | 1,066 3,758 1,061 1,093 128 7,670 6,999 1,173 726 8,482
25-29 26,744 | 9427 17317 | 1,045 3,366 976 1,062 114 6,177 5469 1541 691 6,303
30-34 26672 | 8778 17,894 | 1,001 3,244 1,047 1,066 12 5,842 6,014 1,17 766 5,853
35-39 22,730 | 7137 15,593 901 2,708 955 958 104 4,699 5,468 1,542 744 4,651
40-44 19312 | 5923 13,389 813 2,439 845 826 108 4,008 4314 1,353 639 3,907
45-49 16,028 | 4485 11,543 726 2,187 788 776 9% 3124 3681 1,145 607 2,899
Total 181844 | 58898 122946 | 6981 22218 7165 7,304 826 39648 41684 11665 5267 39,086

Estimated ASFR"

Agegroup [Solomonls| Urban Rural | Choiseul Western  Isabel ~ Central  Ren-Bell Guadalcana Malaita ~ Makia ~ Temotu  Honiara
15-19 00491 | 00338  0.0568 | 00735 00619 00523 00367 00615 00580 00462 00711 0.0397  0.0282
20-24 01777 | 01082  0.2228 | 0.2371 02131 02416 02300 00761 01822 02069 02623 02349  0.0951
25-29 02009 | 01363  0.2380 | 0.2348 02272 02585 02081 01059 01885 02360 0.2988 03019  0.1237
30-34 01667 | 01104  0.1969 | 0.1750 01817 01951 01820 0.0979 01626 02115 02223 0.1742  0.1008
35-39 01110 | 00788  0.1274 | 01142 01077 01389 01304 01077 01068 01274 01782 0.1198  0.0710
40-44 00449 | 00310  0.0518 | 0.0395 00429 00489 00440 00123 00448 00599  0.0784 00428  0.0242
45-49 00139 | 00116 00149 | 0.0162 00123 00165 00074 00000 00152 00187 00151 00128  0.0096

TFR 38 2.6 45 45 42 48 42 2.3 38 45 5.6 46 23
! Adjusted using Trunsell P/F Ratio, PAS
Estimated Number of Biths

Age group |Solomon Is| ~ Urban Rural | Choiseul Western  Isabel ~ Central  Ren-Bell Guadalcana Malaita ~ Makia ~ Temotu  Honiara
1519 1,846 361 1,529 105 280 8 56 10 471 447 185 43 197
20-24 5,820 1,349 4519 253 801 256 251 10 1,398 1,448 465 m 806
2529 5374 1,285 4,121 245 765 252 221 12 1,164 1,291 460 209 779
30-34 4,447 969 3,523 175 589 204 194 12 950 1,212 382 133 590
35-39 2,524 562 1,986 103 292 133 125 1 502 697 215 89 330
40-44 868 184 694 32 105 4 36 1 179 262 106 27 )
45-49 223 52 172 12 21 13 6 0 48 69 17 8 28
Total 21,101 | 4762 16,544 925 2,858 978 889 56 4712 5485 1,890 680 2,825

MAC - Females| 295 29.8 29.3 28.6 289 29.3 29.3 291 29.3 29.8 29.6 290 29.7
MAC - Males 332 330 334 329 331 338 334 328 330 336 339 330 329
CBR | 29.3 | 239 3L7 30.1 304 311 29.3 13.6 30.6 318 36.6 305 21.8

2 Estimated ASFR x number of women
3 Indirectly esimated using difference of computed SSMAS for males & females

MAC = Mean age at child bearing; CBR = Crude hirth rate
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Although the decline in fertility is evident at the national and uro@al areasand across majority

of provinces, Makria and Temotu provinces showed increases in fertility compared to 2009 levels
while Isabel province records no change in fertility levels since 2009. Again, these trends show
changes in social and lifestyle choicespr@omic development, education and access to better health
and family planning decisions, especially among woman.

Crude Birth Rate

Also presented in Table 5.6.1 is the crude birth rate (CBR) that can be calculated by dividing the
estimated number of ltirs by the total census population (720,956) by province. At the national level,
the result is 29 births per 1,000 population.

CBR =21,101/720,956 x 1,000 = 29.3 (there were 29 births/1,000 population)

There is a decline in the crude birth rate atrtagonal level from 36 recorded in the previous 2009
Census to 29 persons per 1,000 population in the 2019 Census. Similar declines were observed in
urbanrural areas and across provinces. This implies the impact of better access to public health
services family planning and educational awareness among women, including general changes to
lifestyle choices etc.
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6. MORTALITY

6.1 Introduction

Mortality, apart from fertility and migrationis also a key determinant of population change.
Improvements in mortality leads to longevity of life and impactsarioeconomic development.
Assessing the changes and trends in key mortality measures such as infant mortality and life
expectancy assists dsion makers in evaluating and formulating strategies towards improving the
guality of health servicesespecially targeting mothers and childfesmd in countering diseases such

as malarimndnon-commutable diseases.

As mentioned earlier, inhe absence of a fully functionimgystem of vital and civil registration
(CRVS) in the country, indirect methods of estimatingtaldy are employed through data captured
from the 2019 Census.

The questions relating to mortality in the 2019 census were:

=

How many live births a woman has ever had, and how many of those born were still alive and/or
haddied;

Whet her a respondent 6s roogphahhemad); and f at her were
Whet her a respondent 6 s (wiamhood);al status was " wi
Whether anyesidents of the household died during the last 12 months prior ¢erkas.

6.2 Householddeaths

Based on the reported number of deaths by age and sex derived from the household thestion
number of deaths of household residents who died duringgh&2 months before the census was
2,762 comprising 1,533 malesnd 1229 females(Table 6.2.1)As observed in the past census, the
enumerated number of infant deaths below 1 year appeared significantly overstated due mainly to age
misreporting.



Table 6.2.1: Numbeof deaths of household members during the last 12 months
preceding the census by age and sex, Solomon Island 2019

Age Group Total Male Female
0 401 196 205
1-4 198 114 84
5-9 97 46 51
10-14 71 32 39
15-19 80 34 46
20-24 80 44 36
25-29 91 39 52
30-34 95 43 52
35-39 93 54 39
40 - 44 131 79 52
45 - 49 143 80 63
50-54 175 97 78
55-59 192 119 73
60 - 64 210 125 85
65-69 165 116 49
70-74 190 120 70
75-79 139 96 43
80-84 93 44 49
85+ 118 55 63
Total 2,762 1,533 1,229

Adjustment to number of deaths

The enumerated data on thember of deaths appea under reported whilst noting plausible cases
of misreporting within certain aggex cohortg® Hence, any direct application to compute a life table
life expectancy at birth for males and females using, for example, the PAS petddPOPDTH)
would likely overstate life expectancies.

Hence, he enumerated number of deaths of household members were adjusted for under reporting
based on the life tables computed in section Bis life table estimation wdsased on a composite

of estimated child and adult mortality rates. The results presented in Table 6.6.4, suggests that there
were 2,305 males and 1,697 female deaths in 2019.

6.3 Model life table

In determining the appropriate empirical mortality pattern for the counatg dn the reported
household deaths by age and sex was employed in the application of the differeiiéPoatey and
United Nations model | ife tables using MORTPAK

28 This can also be tested by applying Brass Growth Blance Equation Methddnd thePrestonCoale Methd*on
the collected data.
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that possible undeegistration of deaths it age specific and thus has no significant impact on the
overall pattern of mortalityAs in the previous census, it was found thaNbeth pattern of the Coale
Demeny model life tables resembles most closely the empirical mortality pattern of tineoBolo
Islands population.

6.4 Child mortality

Infant and child survivorship can be estimated indirectly by examining responses of women aged
between 15 and 50 years regarding numbers of children ever born and numbers of deceased children.
When <cl assified by the wo meccomptat@goé meart namebsreof n u mk
children eveborn mean numbers of children surviving and mean proportions ofahéaden?°

Of all the children that were ever born to women aged 15 years and older (547,561), 96% (525,522)
were still alive and 22,03%ddrenhad died (Table 6.4.1).

Table6.4.1:Female population aged 15 and older by number of children ever born, number of
children dead, and number of children still alive, Solomon Islands: 2019

Total Total number of children ever born Total number of children Total number of children still
Age of | number alive dead alive
women of
women Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
Total 223,679 547,561 284,633 262,928| 22,039 12,338 9,701| 525,522 272,295 253,227
15-19 37,602 2,908 1,535 1,373 85 46 39 2,823 1,489 1,334
20-24 32,756 21,682 11,348 10,334 547 319 228 21,135 11,029 10,106
25-29 26,744 42,348 22,034 20,314 1,106 615 491 41,242 21,419 19,823
30-34 26,672 69,792 36,100 33,692 1,852 1,007 845 67,940 35,093 32,847
35-39 22,730 74,559 38,836 35,723 2,214 1,259 955 72,345 37,577 34,768
40-44 19,312 74,650 38,523 36,127 2,374 1,309 1,065 72,276 37,214 35,062
45- 49 16,028 65,894 34,305 31,589 2,283 1,318 965 63,611 32,987 30,624
50-54 12,343 53,972 28,110 25,862 2,304 1,280 1,024 51,668 26,830 24,838
55-59 9,079 42,443 21,874 20,569 2,066 1,125 9241 40,377 20,749 19,628
60- 64 6,591 31,576 16,634 14,942 1,855 1,068 787 29,721 15,566 14,155
65- 69 5,506 27,286 14,353 12,933 1,654 934 720 25,632 13,419 12,213
70-74 3,515 17,692 9,278 8,414 1,342 743 599 16,350 8,535 7,815
75-79 4,801 22,759 11,703 11,056 2,357 1,315 1,042 20,402 10,388 10,014

2% Estimating child mortality from information on children ever born and children surviving (Brass (1964, United Nations
1983) This washased on a procedure to convert proportions of dead children experienced by women in age groups 15
19, 2624 etc into estimates of the probability of a child dying (xq0) before attaining certain exact age (i.e. before ages 1,
2, 3,5, 10, 15 and 20). Thieding shovedthat the reportegdroportions of dead children wepeimarily a function of the

age pattern of fertility of women, and more specifically of the mean age at childbearing. Depending on the mean age at
childbearing, a set of multipliers werkrived to facilitate conversion of observed proportions of dead children in each
age group of women into life table probabilities of dying. Later, Coale and Trussell (1974) derived new sets of multipliers
using a wider range of empirical evidence to undetipé value®f which multiplierswere being appliedl he assumption

of the Brass method of constant fertility and mortality can be relaxed if the rate of mortality decline is known and more or
less constant over time. If so, the different probabilitiedyfig that are estimated can be exactly located in historical
time so that a series of estimates of the IMR and, by extrapolation, e(0) can be deduaddetrhfound that the
probabilities of dying 290, 390 and 590 werest reliableandthat these &lues werdaken to estimate the mortality in

early childhood, notably the IMR.
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The proportion of surviving females was higher than thatales (Table 6.4.2While 96.3% of all
female children ever born were still alive, only 95.6% of all male children had survived.

Table 64.2 Female population aged 15 and older by proportion of children ever born
and still alive, and proportion now dead, Solomon Islands: 2019

Total Proportion of children ever Proportion of children ever born
Ageof | mber of born still alive (%) now dead (%)
women women Total Male Female Total Male Female
Total 223,679 96.0 95.7 96.3 4.0 4.3 3.7
15-19 37,602 97.1 97.0 97.2 2.9 3.0 2.8
20-24 32,756 97.5 97.2 97.8 25 2.8 2.2
25-29 26,744 97.4 97.2 97.6 2.6 2.8 2.4
30-34 26,672 97.3 97.2 97.5 2.7 2.8 25
35-39 22,730 97.0 96.8 97.3 3.0 3.2 2.7
40- 44 19,312 96.8 96.6 97.1 3.2 3.4 2.9
45-49 16,028 96.5 96.2 96.9 35 3.8 3.1
50-54 12,343 95.7 95.4 96.0 4.3 4.6 4.0
55-59 9,079 95.1 94.9 95.4 4.9 5.1 4.6
60- 64 6,591 94.1 93.6 94.7 5.9 6.4 53
65- 69 5,506 93.9 93.5 94.4 6.1 6.5 5.6
70-74 3,515 92.4 92.0 92.9 7.6 8.0 7.1
75+ 4,801 91.2 88.8 90.6 104 11.2 9.4

The proportion of surviving children decreases with the age of mothers (Table 6.4.2 and Fig.6.4.1).
While 97.5% of all children that were ever born to women now agéed42@ere still alive, only
96.5% of children born to women now aged 4% were still ave, and 91.2% of children born to
women now aged 75 years and older remained alive.

This general trend is explained by the fact that as the age of mothers increases, so does the age of her
children; the proportion of birth cohorts that have died riséis an increase in the age of mothers.

Figure 6.41: Proportion of children ever born and still alive by sex and by
age ofmother, Solomon Islands: 2019

100.0
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Table 64.3: Child mortality indicators, Solomon Islands: 2019

1999 2009 2019

Indicator Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female

Infant
mortality 28 29 26 22 24 20 24 27 21
rate (IMR)!
Child
mortality 7 7 6 6 7 4 7 7 6
rate (4gq1y
Under5
mortality 34 36 32 28 31 25 30 34 27
rate (q5)

! = the number of deaths of children under one year of age per 1,000 live births
2 = the probability of dying between age 1 and age 5 (per 1,000)
8 = the probability of dying between birth and age 5(pe6Q)

Using the above census data on children ever born and children still living (by age group of mother),
mortality indices were derived using the United Nations software package MORTPAKA4.1, procedure
QFIVE, and the assumption that the Cealemeny Northmodel life tables resembles most closely

the empirical mortality pattern of the Solomon Islands popultiGee also Appendix 4.

The Infant Mortality Rate (IMR) in 2019 was estimated at 27 and 21 for males and females,
respectively.The moderate increase from 2009 rates suggests that more work is required to reverse
this trend. Howevehoth the 2009 and 2019 IMRs have improved compared to 1999 when the IMR
was estimated at 29 and 26 for males and females (Table %.4.3).

In general,the Solomon Islands have come a long way in improving child mortality rates when
considering that the IMR in the 1960s was estimated at over 120 infant deaths per 1,000 live births
(See Appendix 5 on IMR trend from 1961 to 2629)

Child mortality, the prodbility of dying between age 1 and age 5, was estimated at 7 male deaths and
6 female deaths per 1,000 people of that age in 26H®ying no significant change since 1999
although an increase in child mortality is observed compared to 20@$er 5 mortaty, the
probability of dying between birth and age 5, was estimated at 34 for males and 27 for females per
1,000 in 2019.

30 A more accurate estimate of mortality depends on maternal hgeestimates for women aged between tyedr age
groups from 284 yearswere more reliable than women age®t19 years. The latter group oftendamreport their
children who wereot born alive. Hence, the estimated mowaiittes for age group 224 wasapplied in the majority of
provinces. In RenneBellona, the age group 3 years was applied.
31 Thesel999 estimates were derived when applying the same indirect method to the 1999 data as presentteabove.
thatthe final estimates of the IMR for 1999 were 67 and 65 for males and females, based on an alternative method (further
described in the 1999 sus report). In retrospect, these estimates seem out of line compared to results of censuses taken
before 1999 and 2009. The 2009 estimates are furthermore consistent with estimates derived from the 2007 Solomon
Islands Demographic and HeaBlrvey (DHS) The 2015 DHS IMR was 19 deaths per 1,000 live births
32 Appendix 5 was sourced from the 2009 national population analysis (vol 2) report.
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Figure 6.4.2: Infant mortality, child mortality and undemortality rates
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 6.4.2 show the variations in IMR, CMR, and ursl®&R per 1,000 across provinces. Central
province has the highest IMR (42), CMR (11) and urfid®iR (42). There were provinces that
reached similar CMRs: Western and Isabel with CMR estimated Ma&ita, MakiraUlawa, and
Honiara with CMRs estimated at 6; and RenBallona and Temotu had similar CMRs estimated at

4.

6.5 Adult mortality

1 Adult mortality levels can be estimated from responses to the question

T whether a r es pothedwsstil@lse (onghanhoednd or f a
T Whether a respondent 0s (wiaavhood).al status
6.5.1 Orphanhood
As the previous census, the 2019 Census

was

guest.

mothers and fathers were stllive. The answers of persons in the age rangg4l$ears to these

questions can yield indirect estimates of achdrtality*3,

From the total population of 720,956, 73.4% persons responded that their father was still alive
(529,063 people). This companes579,627 (80.4%) persons who responded that their mother was

still alive.

33 Estimating adult mortality from orphanhood data.
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Table6.5.1: Population by fear age group and whether biological father
or mother is still alive, Solomon Islands: 2019

Number of Father still alive Mother still alive
Age Group respondents Yes No Yes No
Total 720,956 529,063 191,893 579,627 141,329
0-4 89,895 87,981 1,914 89,205 690
5-9 90,472 87,621 2,851 89,209 1,263
1014 84,432 80,490 3,942 82,418 2,014
157 19 76,713 71,123 5,590 73,709 3,004
2071 24 65,649 57,414 8,235 61,237 4,412
2571 29 54,096 43,508 10,588 48,412 5,684
3071 34 53,373 36,663 16,710 43,727 9,646
3571 39 46,329 26,927 19,402 34,500 11,829
407 44 40,083 17,345 22,738 24,855 15,228
4571 49 33,557 10,534 23,023 16,628 16,929
5071 54 25,374 4,853 20,521 8,429 16,945
5571 59 18,909 2,181 16,728 4,124 14,785
6071 64 13,703 1,114 12,589 1,670 12,033
657 69 10,946 656 10,290 883 10,063
70+ 17,425 653 16,772 621 16,804
Figure 6.5.1Pr oporti on of respondentds father
Solomonislands: 2019
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From Table 6.5.1 and Figure 6.5.1,itdare s een that the number

or

and

mother still alive is higher than that tife fathers at any age of respondent except for 70 years and
over. There are two possible explanations:
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1 Females (mothers) usually live longer lives than males (fathers); and

1 Fathers are usually older than mothers, because of their age difference at marctageer
8 (Table 8.2.1)it was estimated that the average age at marriage (SMAM) is about 26.5 and 22.8 years
for males and females respectively; an age difference of aBribgtars between spouses.

Table 6.51.1 and Figure 6.3..1 below show theife expectancy at age 20 at the national and
provincial levels estimated using the data on orphanhblud measure is then used in deriving adult
mortality ratesusing the software MORTPAK, procedure ORPHAN

Life expectancy at age 2@he number of yars a 20year old person can on average expect toilive
was 53.4 years for males and 56.8 years for females. The higher female life expectancy corresponds
to the higher proportion of respondents mothers (females) still alive than their fathers (males).

Table 65.1.1 Life expectancy at age 20 (in yeag)lomon
Island: 99, 2009 and 2019

Life Expectancy at age 20 (e20
Census yeal P y g ( )

Males Females Total
2019 53.4 56.8 55.1
2009 50.2 55.5 52.9
1999 50.7 53.2 52.0

*Based on the orphanhood met hod, MORTPAKO®s pr

Figure 6.51.1:Life expectancy atge 20 (e(20)) by province and s&glomon Islands2019

70
60
50
40
30
20
5 o ~in I b B X1 N ¥ K 5 o b R oo %] B
10 (@] [{e] (321 [ < o [{e] [oe] N~joo (se] Il [3Y] I¥¢] <N NJO (32] (<]
[Te] |To] o] ITe} [Te] |Tp] [Te] |To] < Yol |To] ORI [Te] |To] [Te] |Tp] Yol |To]
0
> O > > 2 > <P o > >
& & »° & © < & & & &
o Q) & & > C Q' O <& N
S N C & S ~ & <@ A
oé O >
& A\
&
m Males mFemales

34 Note that the mean age at child bearing (MAC), a data input for this model was estimated from the adjusted ASFR
generated from the Trussell indirect technique for fertility estimation (PAS software). ThevislA€ for males was
adjusted by the age differem of the calculated SMANS.
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6.5.2 Widowhood

FromTable 6.5.2 and Figure 6.5.2 it ca@ seen that the number and proportion of females widowed
is higher than that of males. There are two possible explanations:

1 Females usually live longer lives than males (her spoasd),
1 Males are usually older than females, because of their age ddéeat marriage, as described above
(orphanhood).

Information about marital status (widowhood) provides insights into mortality differentials between
males and females, as the large difference in widowed males and females reflect lower mortality rates
(higher life expectancies) for females than males.

Given that the widowhood method cannot be applied to both males and females, it was decided that
the orphanhood method be applied using the same method for both sexes.

Table 65.2: Population b years and older by sex and widowed,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Age Total Widowed
Group Total Male Female Total Male Female
Total 456,157 232,099 224,058 6,555 1,386 5,169
1519 76,713 39,111 37,602 86 27 59
20-24 65,649 32,893 32,756 194 29 165
2529 54,096 27,352 26,744 164 21 143
30-34 53,373 26,701 26,672 200 42 158
35-39 46,329 23,599 22,730 195 54 141
40-44 40,083 20,771 19,312 256 53 203
4549 33,557 17,529 16,028 310 59 251
50-54 25,374 13,031 12,343 447 81 366
5559 18,909 9,830 9,079 567 91 476
60-64 13,703 7,112 6,591 741 133 608
65-69 10,946 5,440 5,506 889 176 713
70+ 17,425 8,730 8,695 2,506 620 1,886
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Figure 6.5.2Proportion of population 15 years and older by sex and widowed,
Solomon Islands 2019
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6.6 Completelife table

Although estimates of childhood and adult mortality waiable in their own righthey are also
necessary inputs for constructing life tables for the Solomon Islands population. Life tables are
essential to make population projections based on the cohort component methodology. Once again,
the UN software package MORTPAK, procedure COMBIN, was usedltolate a complete life

table for males and females. The following inputs shown in Table 6.6.1 were applied.
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Table 6.6.1Child andadult mortality indicators used to calculate the complete
life table, Solomonslands: 2019

Province by Sex IMR (qo) CMR (1g4) (1) 1(5) E(20)
Solomon Islands Males 27 7 97,300 96,619 53.4
Females 21 6 97,900 97,313 56.8
Urban Males 29 8 97,100 96,323 53.4
Females 16 5 98,400 97,908 57.0
Rural Males 26 7 97,400 96,718 53.4
Females 22 7 97,800 97,115 56.6
Choisuel Males 26 6 97,400 96,816 50.9
Females 26 8 97,400 96,621 56.5
West Males 35 11 96,500 95,439 53.7
Females 24 7 97,600 96,917 57.5
Isabel Males 31 9 96,900 96,028 54.7
Females 24 7 97,600 96,917 56.8
Central Males 29 8 97,100 96,323 56.1
Females 34 14 96,600 95,248 58.3
Rennell Bellona Males 54 9 94,600 93,749 47.3
Females 5 1 99,500 99,401 58.4
Guadalcanal Males 24 6 97,600 97,014 53.3
Females 17 5 98,300 97,809 57.6
Malaita Males 25 6 97,500 96,915 52.9
Females 21 6 97,900 97,313 55.5
Makira-Ulawa Males 23 5 97,700 97,212 54.4
Females 20 6 98,000 97,412 57.2
Temotu Males 8 2 99,200 99,002 52.5
Females 22 7 97,800 97,115 56.6
Honiara Males 29 8 97,100 96,323 53.3
Females 14 4 98,600 98,206 56.6

I(1) = The probability of surviving to age 1 (times 100,000) in the population under
study = 100000 *[ 1 q(0) ]

I(5) = The probability of surviving to age 5 (times 100,000) in the population under
study = 100000*[1 q(0)]*[ 17 194) ]



Table 6.6.2 Abridged life table for males Solomon Islands: 2019

Age m(x,n) q(x,n) 1(x) d(x,n) L(x,n) S(x,n) T(X) e(x)
0] 0.0277 0.0270 100,000 2,700 97,624 0.9703 6,999,497 70.0
1 0.0018 0.0070 97,300 681 387,546  0.9932 6,901,873 70.9
5 0.0010 0.0050 96,619 485 481,883 0.9956 6,514,326 67.4
10 0.0007 0.0037 96,134 355 479,784  0.9947 6,032,444 62.8
15 0.0015 0.0077 95,779 734 477,226  0.9906 5,552,660 58.0

20 0.0022 0.0108 95,046 1,028 472,734  0.9889 5,075,434 53.4
25 0.0022 0.0111 94,018 1,045 467,496  0.9884 4,602,700 49.0
30 0.0024 0.0121 92,973 1,127 462,087 0.9873 4,135,204 44.5
35 0.0027 0.0135 91,846 1,243 456,205  0.9849 3,673,117 40.0
40 0.0034 0.0171 90,603 1,550 449,300 0.9804 3,216,911 35.5
45 0.0046 0.0228 89,053 2,032 440,489  0.9710 2,767,611 31.1
50 0.0074 0.0361 87,022 3,144 427,708  0.9579 2,327,122 26.7
55 0.0100 0.0489 83,877 4,104 409,713  0.9382 1,899,414 22.6
60 0.0161 0.0777 79,774 6,195 384,396  0.9021 1,489,701 18.7
65 0.0259 0.1218 73,578 8,964 346,762  0.8479 1,105,305 15.0
70 0.0415 0.1886 64,614 12,188 294,027 0.7638 758,543 11.7
75 0.0687 0.2942 52,426 15,426 224,570 0.6410 464,516 8.9
80 0.1127 0.4385 37,000 16,224 143,943  0.4834 239,946 6.5
85 0.1832 0.6135 20,776 12,745 69,589 0.3161 96,002 4.6
90 0.2822 0.7732 8,030 6,209 22,000 0.1815 26,413 33
95 0.4033 0.8841 1,821 1,610 3,993 0.0952 4,413 2.4
100 0.5022 .. 211 211 420 ... 420 2.0

Table 6.6.3Abridged life table for females Solomon Islands: 2019

Age m(X,n) q(x,n) 1(x) d(x,n) L(x,n) S(x,n) T(X) e(x)
0 0.021 0.021 100000.000 2100.000 98,116 0.977 7,419,580 74.2
1 0.002 0.006  97900.000 587.000 390,185 0.995 7,321,464 74.8
5 0.001 0.003  97313.000 256.640 485,923 0.998 6,931,279 71.2

10 0.000 0.002  97056.360 198.964 484,784 0.997 6,445,356 66.4
15 0.001 0.004  96857.397 427.284 483,325 0.994 5,960,571 61.5
20 0.001 0.007  96430.113 654.687 480,573 0.993 5,477,246 56.8
25 0.001 0.007  95775.426 661.127 477,239 0.993 4,996,673 52.2
30 0.002 0.008 95114.299 728.853 473,782 0.992 4,519,434 47.5
35 0.002 0.009  94385.446 818.198 469,943 0.990 4,045,652 42.9
40 0.002 0.011  93567.248 1042.466 465,351 0.987 3,575,709 38.2
45 0.003 0.015 92524.782 1424.271 459,305 0.980 3,110,359 33.6
50 0.005 0.026  91100.511 2349.625 450,015 0.970 2,651,054 29.1
55 0.007 0.035 88750.886 3137.332 436,406 0.954 2,201,039 24.8
60 0.012 0.058 85613.554 4981.533 416,538 0.925 1,764,633 20.6
65 0.020 0.094  80632.021 7603.403 385,400 0.881 1,348,096 16.7
70 0.032 0.149  73028.618 10877.794 339,520 0.810 962,696 13.2
75 0.054 0.241  62150.824 14948.173 274,952 0.700 623,176 10.0
80 0.091 0.372  47202.651 17578.484 192,507 0.550 348,224 7.4
85 0.153 0.546  29624.167 16171.605 105,843 0.377 155,717 5.3
90 0.243 0.720  13452.562 9688.262 39,855 0.225 49,874 3.7
95 0.358 0.853 3764.299  3211.490 8,966 0.105 10,018 2.7
100 0.525 . 552.809 552.809 1,052 .. 1,052 1.9
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Brief explanation of a life table (Tables6.62 and Table 6.6.3)

A life table is used to simulate the lifetime mortality experience of a population. It does so by
t hat p o p udpecificideath dates amdyapplying them to a hypothetical population of 10
people born at the samene. For each year on the life table, death inevitably thins the hypothe
popul ationds ranks wuntil i n thediebottom r

Col umn the proportion othare
based on the observed mortality experienc
people alive at the beginning of each age
shows the number who would die within each age intervaCo |l umn AL( X, n) O
ofpersony ear s t hat would be | ived within each
of years of life to be shared by the population in the age interval and in all subsequent interva
measure tees into account the frequency of deaths that will occur in this and all subsequent
intervals. As age increases and the population shrinks, the total pgeaosithat the survivors hav
to live necessarily diminish.

Am(x, n) o shows

Life expectancy ( »)the averaga number oCyedrsuremaining tor a perso
a given age interval.

The first value in column fAe(x)0 represen
The first value in column Ag(x,n)o is an
second al ue i n column fAq(x,n)o0 i s an approxi

m(x,n) = agespecific death rate

g(x,n) = the probability of dying between two exact ages I(x) = the number of survivors at exa
X

d(x,n) = the number of deaths between twocerges, x and x+n

L(x,n) = the number of perseyears that would be lived within the indicated age interval (x and
x+n) by the cohort of 100,000 births assumed.

S(x,n) = probability of surviving between two exact ages, x and x+n

T(x) = total number of peonyears that would be lived after the beginninghefindicated age
interval by the cohort of 100,000 birthssumed.

taking
0,000
tical

ow of

ach
e of
i nte
S hows
age
als. This

a

e

n at

DT »
—~+ 0T

—_— —
o o —

ct age

e(x) = expectation of life from age
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From the above life tables, the annual number of deaths by age and sex can be estimated by
multiplying the agespecificdeath rate§ the m(x) values in column @f Tables 6.& and 6.63
corresponding to males and females by the male and female popsiagoof each respective age

group. The results are displayedTiable 6.64 below.

Table 6.6.4E s t

mat ed

number

of

deat hs,

and

CFude

specific death rates [m(x)] and enumeragtegulation size, Solomon Islands: 2019

A Enumerated population m(n,X) Adjusted Number of Deaths
g€ group Total Males |Females Males |Females Males |Females Total
0 17,115 8,827 8,288 0.0277 0.0214 244 177 422
1-4 72,780 37,781 34,999 0.0018 0.0015 66 53 119
5-9 90,472 46,876 43,596/ 0.0010 0.0005 47 23 70
10-14 84,432 43,813 40,619| 0.0007 0.0004 32 17 49
15-19 76,713 39,111 37,602| 0.0015 0.0009 60 33 93
20-24 65,649 32,893 32,756 0.0022 0.0014 72 45 116
25-29 54,096 27,352 26,744 0.0022 0.0014 61 37 98
30-34 53,373 26,701 26,672| 0.0024 0.0015 65 41 106
35-39 46,329 23,599 22,730 0.0027 0.0017 64 40 104
40- 44 40,083 20,771 19,312 0.0034 0.0022 72 43 115
45 - 49 33,557 17,529 16,028 0.0046 0.0031 81 50 131
50 - 54 25,374 13,031 12,343 0.0074 0.0052 96 64 160
55 - 59 18,909 9,830 9,079| 0.0100 0.0072 98 65 164
60 - 64 13,703 7,112 6,591| 0.0161 0.0120 115 79 193
65 - 69 10,946 5,440 5,506| 0.0259 0.0197 141 109 249
70-74 6,951 3,436 3,515| 0.0415 0.0320 142 113 255
75-79 4,773 2,387 2,386| 0.0687 0.0544 164 130 294
80 -84 2,350 1,147 1,203 0.1127 0.0913 129 110 239
85 - 89 1,229 658 571 0.1832 0.1528 121 87 208
90 - 94 732 385 347 0.2822 0.2431 109 84 193
95 - 99 681 347 334( 0.4033 0.3582 140 120 260
100+ 709 370 339| 0.5022 0.5255 186 178 364
Total 720,956 369,396 351,560 2,305 1,697 4,002
CDR* 6.2 4.8 5.6

* CDR = Crude Death Rate

The adjusted number of deaths is 4,002 at the national level, reflecting an annual incBea%e of
since 2009 Males outnumber their femalmunterparts withannual death®f 2,305 and 1,697

respectively.

Similar estimation was donethte provincial leveWith Malaita (1, 042) recoidg the highest number
of deaths followed by Guadalcanal (690) and Honiara (607) with the least dgaihied irRennelt
Bellona (59) (Figure 6.6)1
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Figure 6.6.1Adjustednumber of @aths byprovince, Solomon Islands 2019
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*RennBell = Rennell BellonaMakira = Makira Ulawa

The crude death rate (CDR) for the Solomon Islands is calculated as follows:

CDR =4,002/ 720,956 x 1,0005.6 (5.6 deaths per 1,0Q@pulation in2019)

At the national level, the CDR has bestablefrom 5.5 in 2009 to 5.6 deaths (per 1,000 population)

in 2019 The CDR for males 6.2, higher than the females with8. Figure 6.6.2below show the
provincial CDR by sexvith RenneltBellona recording the highest CDRilthough the province has

the least number of deaths and the least number of people (population) compared to other provinces
hence the latter (denominator) driving up the CDR. In all provinces, the CDR for wesddsigher

than the females.

Figure 6.6.2Crude eathrates (CDR) by sex andqvince, Solomon Island2019
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It should be noted that the findingspecially thos based on life table functions imgerpreted with
caution as theyra based on small populations and on assumptions that may be invalid in some cases.

Table 6.6.5Life expectancy at birth in years (e0), Solomon Islands:
1999, 2009 and 2019

2019 70.0 74.2 72.1
2009 66.2 73.1 69.3
1999 67.0 70.2 68.6

The above Table 6.6.5 clearly show more positive mortality indicators for females than for males,
with females living longer, on averagbout four yeartonger, than males in 2019. Life expectancy
at birth has progressively improved since 1999.

At the povincial level(Figure 6.6.3, while the majority of provinces show females outliving their
male counterparts by 3 to 6 years, RenBellona show females living longer by about 17 years on
average, and Central province show the difference of life sphiyedr apart among sexes.

Figure 6.6.3Life expectancwt birth (e(0) by Sex and Province, Solomon Islands 2019
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Thefindings are supported by the following data:

1 the proportion of surviving female children was higher than n{&igs5.4.1; Tablé.4.2)

more mothers than fathers survive to older ggable 6.5.1; Fig 6.5.1)

91 the proportion of widowed females was considerably higher than that of widowed males (Table 6.5.2;
Fig 6.5.2), indicating earlier death of maf@uses

=
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It is alsoimportant b point outthat the findingespecially those based on life table functions, should
be interpreted with cautiogiven some relatively smatlopulations and on assumptions that may be
invalid in some cases.

Similar to the intercensal period 199909, theoverall level of mortality (life expectancy at birth)
increased for both males and females during the intercensal perio2@D99Life expectancy at

birth increased fron9.3 years to Z.1 years Despite an improvement on life expectancy, females
tend o live longer than men. The possible reasons for men relate to increases in life style diseases
such as unhealthy eating habits, smoking and excessive alcohol consumption, and/or a lack of regular
physical exercise etc.
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7. MIGRATION

7.1 Migration

Migration is also aneasure of population changenilar to fertility and mortality discussed in the
earlier chapters. It is a measure of tia¢ural growth ratéhat akesthe starting population, usually a
previous census, and adding thighs in the period between the two censuses and subtracting the
deaths to get an estimatetioé rate of numeric growtfihis growthrateis than determinely dividing

the number of years between the two events.

There aretwo types of migration thatre often studiedinternational migration, which is usually
expressed as emigration for those leaving a country and intraigr@r the receiving country.
Internal migration refers tmigration within a country and might be rural to urban migration ohtnig
be between rural or urban ared8e usually express internal migration as-ougration for the
sending province or urban area andhiigration for the receiving area or province.

International migration refers to people who cross national boundaries\te to another country.
Besdes this spatial consideratiotime also plays a major role in the analysisimErnational
migration. We usually regard people as migrants only after spending a minimum period in their
country of destination. Usually, thminimum time required to qualify, as a migrant is half a year in
country, and sometimes even a full year. We do not consider people comadprief visit to be
migrants- we consider them as visitors or tourists.

Intent is also otrucial importancesmigration usually involvea change of a per so
residential address in pursuit of employment or educatapgdrtunities.

The need to consider time and intent highlights one of the key problems concerning migration. We
can only establish witlger a particular person qualifies as a migrant only after a certain period, usually
at least six months, in order to determine whether the arriving and departing person qualifies as a
visitor ora migrant.

This chapter will firstly cover internal migrati and then discuss international migration. It should
be noted thatSolomon Islands did not have an actieelonizationand colonial influence on
international migration compared with other pacific island countries sushrasaFiji, and Niue for

the Bitish, and Palau, FSM, and Marshall Islands for the Americdhance, international
immigration is almost noexistent. MoreoveiSolomon Islands is not considered a migrating country
for those seeking to migrate to, nor a country with a record of paugtating out permanently.

The 2019 census included three questions that provide a sign of the level of mi@Qraéstions
were asked about a respondent's:



1 usual place of residence,
1 residence five years prior to the census, and
1 place of birth.

7.2 Birth Place

Table 7.2.1 and Figure 7.2show the movements between province of birth and province at the time
of the 2019 Census. Thetal of 717,000 excludes the people born outside the Solomon Islands
becaus®f theinsideobservations for poirtb-point migration.The first column provides the number

of people born in each province, with some of those born in a Honiara providing the province where
the mother was living before she came to Honiara te givth. The other olumns cover current
residene. Thus, the27,000 in the cell for Choiseul birthplace and Choiseul residence shows the
number of people who were born in Choiseul and were living there at the time of the census, even if
they went somelace else after birth but returned before the censu

The diagonal line, starting with Choisebhoiseul and ending with Honiakoniara provides the
numbers of people born in that province and also living there at the time of the census. The last column
and bottom row provide the percentage of the pdijomaf the province who never moved.

The numbers above the diagonal line show those who were born in one province but had moved to
another province before the census. Thus, in the third column for Choiseul births, we find about 2,400
people who were ba in Choiseul province but were living in Western province at the time of the
census. We can also see movement in the other direction. In the column for Choiseul residence, we
see 2,000 people who were born in Western province but had moved to Choigeulibne of the

census. If we subtract, we find that Western province gained about 400 more people from Choiseul
than it gave to Choiseul. This is internal migration.

Honiara had the highest outmigration into Guadalcanal (34,700) and Malaita had llest hig
outmigration into Honiara (24,000) and Guadalcanal (11,700) at the time of the censuscdaaadal
accounted for the highest percent of people who never moved but remained in the province at the time
of the census.
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Table 7.2.1: Distributiom f Per sonds bi residepck, &adoesn Istamdd: 20du r r e n t

Provinces Total Choiseul Western Isabel Central Rennell- Guadal- Malaita Mara Temotu Honiara % same
Bellona canal Ulawa
Solomon Islands 717,041 30,647 93,471 31,235 30,269 4,099 153,386 172,081 51,540 22,269 128,044 (xx)
Choiseul 33,363 27,149 2,390 141 72 9 1,044 268 65 43 2,182 814
Western 94,410 2,028 79,279 536 235 46 3119 725 310 124 8,008 84
Isabel 33,694 110 546 26,678 258 13 1,485 236 194 37 4137 792
Central 31,790 57 449 326 25385 48 2,255 375 194 132 2569 79.9
Rennell -Bellonna 2,932 11 43 11 24 2,110 88 24 13 3 605 72
Guadalcanal 98,725 112 448 250 289 13 94,356 754 192 114 2,197 956
Malaita 199,059 241 1932 400 1,048 66 11,663 159,025 593 136 23,955 79.9
Makira-U 53,869 76 755 205 181 13 1,820 381 47,289 101 3,048 87.8
Temotu 28,353 64 812 232 342 42 2825 183 577 20,191 3,085 712
Honiara 140,846 799 6,817 2456 2,435 1,739 34,731 10,110 2,113 1,388 78,258 55.6
Percent Same Prov  (xX) 886 848 84 839 515 615 924 918 907 611 (XX

Figure 7.2.1Percent of person&ing in same province as birth, Solomon Islan2i319
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The 2019 nsus also asked whether the respondents were born in the heasdtiney werdving.

Figure 7.2.Zhowsthe numbers for each provinggbout 3 in every 5 people were living the ward
where they were boriMalaita and Choiseul had the highest proportions, at about 3 in every 4 people,
and RenneiBellona and Temotu had the lowgsbportions at about 2 in everyAbout half of those

in Western province were born in the ward where they were living.
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Figure 7.2.2Percent of persons/ing in same vard asbirth, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 7.2.3hows the percentage of people in thge&r age groups who were living in their ward
of birth at the time of the censu&s expected, about 2 out of every 3 children under 5 years were
living in the same ward as their birBubsequent age groups showaedecrease until, for those 20 to
29, whereonly about half werdiving in their ward of birth After that, the rate increased again, as

some people returned to their waad wandering, and stayed there at theetiofi the censu®\bout
the same percentatieed in their ward of birth in the youngest group and in the oldest group.

Figure 7.2.3Percenbf personsiving in birth ward byage, Solomon Islands: 2019
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All the provinces had dependency ratios for the birthplaces that were less than hGi|, sases the
numbers of likely providers were greater than the youth and aged depefitharigmra had the lowest
ratios because of the gration there for work etc (Figure 7.2.4

Figure 7.2.4: Dependency ratios by birthplace for provinces, Soloranus$s 2019
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7.3Usual Residence

For most peopletheir usual residence is their current residence, but some people were not in their

usualresidence on the day of enumeratidgain, the diagonal shows those who were in their usual
place of residence on census day, and the cells to either side show those who were not in their usual
residence, and where theisual residence was locatefigain, those whose usual residence was
outside the countryvere excluded, thuhe total was less than the total for all persons.

The columns are the current residence and theaoawbe usual residence (Table 7.3 by. Choiseul,
30,150 people had their usual residence in the samenpeag their current residencéo use the
same illustration as above, about 700 people had a usual residence in Choiseul, but were living in
Western proince at the time of the censuis.addition about 300 people had their usual residence in

Western provine but were living in Choiseul at the time of the census, a difference of about 400

people.

SThe

dependency

rati o

for youth

includes

t hose

under

population (aged 15 to 64 years of age) in the denominator. The dependency ratio for the elderly includesrtGdse
in the numerator and the working age population in the denominator. The main limitation of the dependency ratio is that

it only considers age when determining whether a person is economically active, and other factors may determine if a

person ieconomically active aside from age, such as status as a student or disability.
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The percentages of those whose usual residence was the same as their current residence at the census
are n the last column and last roinhe percentages are natlly much higher than for birthplace.

Table 7.3.1: Distribution gb e r susualdesidence and current residence, Solomon Islands: 2019

@

S c _ = |=® & « . 5 o )

= BERENEEEE: § = =2 & | 2 | s
Solomon Islands 720,755 30,737 94,009 31,406 30,318 4,099 153,996 172,739 51,586 22,319 129,546 (XX
Choiseul 31,619 30,150 700 45 11 0 243 28 18 6 418 954
Western 93985 28291331 143 25 5 749 144 52 10 1244 972
Isabel 32,133 32 104 30550 74 6 514 59 58 13 723 95.1
Central 30,897 4 98 67 29,710 4 500 73 54 6 381 96.2
Rennell-Bellona 3,968 0 1 4 3 3809 33 6 6 1 105 96
Guadalcanal 148334 36 129 111 85 26 146,945 198 72 24 708 99.1
Malaita 176,708 69 424 50 174 6 1919 171,057 117 18 2865 96.8
Makira-Ulawa 52,3716 22 205 9 21 1 455 71 50,819 10 678 97
Temotu 23,607 8 151 42 28 4 690 32 97 22,137 418 938
Honiara 127128 134 866 291 187 238 1,948 1071 293 94 122,006 96
Percent Same Pr (9 981 972 973 98 929 954 99 985 992 942 (X

7.4Residence in 2014

Residence in 2014 provides @&asure of shoitierm migration Again, we did not include tis@ who

were not in the country in 2014 because we are lookimgyatince to province migratiorAbout
631,000 people lived in the Solomon Island both 2014 and 2019 (Table 7.4A3.expected, some

Sol omon I sl andsd ci t ipresnnrsbotla20¥ arfd @014oweyer, therswasve r e
less change from 2014 to 2019 than from birthplace to 2019 residence.

Once again, the diagonal shows the people who were living in a parpooN@mce in both 2014 and
2019.The last column and last row shtlve percatages being in the same plagiwreover, as before,
the cells away from the diagonals show the movestfenin one province to anothés before, about
942 people were in Choiseul province in 2014 but in Western province in 2019, and 523yszeple
in Western province in 2014 to Choiseul in 2019, a difference of about 500 people.
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Table 7.4.1: Distribution gb e r sresidénse in 2014 and current residence, Solomon Islands:

2019
[
- |3l s |e|sg| 8§ | = |ge|2]| |t
S | &3] 5 | 5|2l s |8 |5212| % |¢
S |6 || 2|8 |88 |2 25|82 |3
Solomon Islands 630,686 26,336 81,718 27,546 26,655 3,639 133,793 150,744 44,019 19,770 116,466 (%)
Choiseul 27,506 25,173 942 88 27 2 341 80 22 16 815 915
Westemn 81,572 52376638 245 83 22 1106 229 160 28 2538 94
Isabel 28,307 66 260 25577 97 8 634 127 83 15 1440 904
Central 27,651 7 151 12725532 16 670 133 78 22 915 923
Rennell-Bellona 3,144 2 8 40 6 2,800 38 14 9 1 226  89.1
Guadalcanal 125,021 73 293 223 140 28 122,071 344 144 121 1584 97.8
Malaita 156,088 61 517 117 193 26 2,851 146,723 187 29 5384 94
Makira-Ulawa 44,769 50 285 9% 46 18 588 145 42,355 40 1146 94.6
Temotu 21,031 12 137 90 41 10 727 43 100 19,037 834 905
Honiara 115,597 369 2487 943 490 709 4,767 2,906 881 461 101,584 87.9
Percent Same Pr (® 956 938 929 958 769 912 973 962 963 872 ()
Note: Residence outside Solomon Islands in 2014 excluded
Internal Migration
7.5Multiple Moves
In this section of therepotve anal yze movers. | nlohsed ondidhgplace,r e s p

residence in 2014, and current reside at the time of the census. Hemce,e cat egory finev
was reservetbr those who were in the same wardiath, in 2014, and at the tinué the censuslhe
Amovedod twice category is for those who were b
and yet another different ward in 2019.

The Amoved onced ar e t hos e anotherin B0d4aedistayed tbemne ot h e i
who stayed in the birth ward and the 2014 ward and then moved before the census or had the same
ward at birth and at enumeration but were in a different ward in 2014.

Figure 7.5.1 showa pyramid that compares the ageisture of those who never movedth those

who moved twiceThose who never moved show the traditional pattern of dengeasimbers with
increasing agelhose who moved twice have a large bulge for younger workers, and then a tapering
off at the top.
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Figure 75.1:Persons who never moved and persons having moved twice,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Never Moved vs Moved Twice, Solomon Islands: 2019
Percent of Total Population

O Moved twice= Never Moved

Male
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60-64
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40-44
35-39
30-34
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20-24
15-19
10-14
5-9
0-4

Never moved Figure 7.5.Zhows the percentage of people in each province who were in the same
ward in 2014 and at the time of the census as
moved by this definition. Guadalcaeal mbaeddhat
percent, so about 4 of every 5 people living there were in the same ward for birth, residence in 2014,
and at the time of the censhdore than half of the people living in the province, except for Temotu

and Honiara, had never moved. Tembad the most moversonly 3 in every 10 people were never
movers. The rate for Honiara was 38 percent.

Those moving twic@®bviously, with those numbers, the percentagefisa who moved twice were

low. About 6 percent of the people in the Solomslands had moved twice, so their birth ward
differed from their ward at the time of the census and both differed from the resideraes bgfore

the census (Figure 7.5.3pnl'y 2 percent of Guadalcanal dés po
people, only2 had meed twice over their lifetimedsabel, Western, and Honiara, however, saw
about over 8 percent of their population in this category; for them, almost &mn B¥ people had

moved twiceThe rate for Temotu was not far behind, at 7.5 percent.
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Figure 7.5.2Percenbf persons whamever moved since birth by province, Solomon
Islands: 2019

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0

Total I 55.3

Temotu I 29.6

Honiara I 38.1

Western I 43.5

Rennell-Bellona I 47.5

[sabel I 484

Central I 57.6

Makira-Ulawa I 61.0
Malaita I 63.2
Choiseul I 64.4
Guadalcanal I 80.4

Figure 7.5.3Percenbf persons whaonoved twice since birth by province,
Solomon Islands: @19
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Total I 5.6
Guadalcanal mmmmms——— 1.7
Malaita M 4.0
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Temotu N 7.5

Western e 8.1

Honiara .. 8.4
Isabel I 8.5

About 14percent of the adults in the Solomon Islands in 2019 had attained at least Form 6/7 or more
for their education (Figure3.4). Those who never moved had the lowest percentage of those reaching
Form 6/7 at 9 percent, followed by those who moved before 2014 at 16 percent.

80



About 1 in 4 of those who moved tothen returnedachieved that level of education, possibly
indicating th@ many went away for education then came back hétoeeverthe highest percentage
was thosevho moved twice about 3 in 10 of these categories had at least reached Form 6/7.

Figure 7.54: Rercentof persons whattairedform 6/7 orhighereducation bynoves,
Solomon Islands: 2019

35.0
30.0 29.0
25.1
25.0
20.0
17.5 16.4
15.0 13.7
10.0 9.3
5.0 I
0.0
Total Never moved Moved after 2014Moved out then Moved before  Moved twice
back 2014
Only two percent of the Sol omon | sthatméefthadul

censusHowever, about 5 percent of those who moved twice had a degree, as did over 4 percent of
thoe who moved out and then back. Only about 1 %2 percent of those who never moved had achiev
at |l east a bachelordés degree (Figure 7.5.5).

About half of the people in the country were doing agricultiarestryor fishing activities athe time

of the cengs.About 3 in every 5 of those who never moved were doing these activities. None of the
movers had more than half their number engaged in agricuibwestryor fishing. In fact, only about

1 in 4 of those whonade two moves did agriculture, forestnfishing (Figure 7.5.6).
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Figure 7.55: Percenbof persons who atta@u BA/BS or higher educatioby moves,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 7.56: Percent irpersons in griculture, forestry or fishing occupations byowes,
Solomon Islands: 2019

70.0
60.4
60.0
50.8
50.0
43.3
40.0 36.2 386
30.0 26.3
20.0
10.0
0.0
Total Never moved Moved after 2014Moved out then Moved before  Moved twice
back 2014

For all types of moves, females were more likely to do agriculforestryor fishing than males.
About 46 percent of the malesmpared t®8 percent of the females were doing agriculttorestry

or fishing (Figure 7.5). About 55 percent of the males who never moved did agricuftnestryor
fishing compared to 67 percent of the femél@sof every 3 females. For those with two moves, only
23 percent of the males but 32 percent of the fentideagriculture forestryor fishing.
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Figure 7.57: Percenbf persons in griculture forestryor fishing accupations bygexand
moves,Solomon Islands: 2019
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7.5 International Migration

In the Solomon Islands, data on arlsvand departures remain incomplete for detailed migration
analysisincludingissues of data quality regarding deaths and births. As gwehet migration level

can only be crudely estimated by comparing intercensal population growth with estimated rates of
natural increase for the same time period. Although this approach provides a reasonably robust
indication of net migration, polieynakers require more detailed and timelier information on the
demographic makeup and trends in migration flows in order to empirically determine the level and
extent of international migration in the country.

Net migration is measured as the difference betwthe number of arrivals (immigrants) and
departures (emigrants) in a given period of time. Hence, if net migration is positive, it means that the
number of arrivals (immigrants) is higher than the number of departures (emigrants). The reverse
outcome hals when net migration is negative, meaning that the number of departures (emigrants) is
higher than the number of arrivals.

In the Solomon Islands, the only indirect method for deriving net migration would be to apply the
balancing equation to the intensal 2002019 population growth rate, as follows:

Balancing equation

Population growth = Births minus Deaths plus Net migration
Net migration rate can be estimated as:
Net migration = Population growth minus Births plus Deaths
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The intercensal population growth rate was 2.6%, and the estimated CBR and/eZ®Z9.3 per
1000 and 5.¢er 1000, respectively.

The derived net migration rate would than equate to
2.67 2.93 + 0.56 = 0.23%

Adjusting foran assumedverestimaton of 2% (see Chapter 16h the 2019 Censuyshis would
result ina net migration of

2.47 2.93 +0.56 = 0.8%

Hence, this implies that the population growth rate for the Solomon Islands is determined by its natural
growth rate- births and deaths. &ing alsothatin view of the undercounin the 2009 Censubat

could havebeen slightly higher, and that the 2019 Ceressumed overestimation of a minimal 2%
could have been relatively low, and considemiaga quality issues regarding deaths anth®irall
thesehave implications on the precision of the estimate. Hence, there is insufficient evidéiriige to
support a positive (or negative) net migration for Solomon Islands.
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8. SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS
8.1 Introduction

This chapter presensgverafindings onsocial characteristics of the Solomon gla population that

were captured in the 2019 Censiisefollowing subsections covered include marital status, religion

and ethnic origin. Although the other related sgbg regarding language, education and literacy were
covered under the chapter on social characteristics in previous censuses, they will be discussed
separately in the subsequent chapter.

8.2 Matritalstatus

The 2019 @nsus captuckinformation on maritastatus for population aged 15 years and older
Marital statuss an important indicatdn measuing different status of marital relatishipsthat has
demographic implications such as fertilifhe census distinguished persons who had never married,
who were married at thtime of the census througlvit marriage churchmarriageor custom
marriage thosewho had ddacto marriage relationshspwidowed,and thoselivorced or separated.

Marriage® in Solomon Island is recognized throughunicipalgovernment civil marriages,
religiousthurchrecognizednarriages and traditionatustomary marriage Figure 8.2.1showed that
within respective gender60% of males (139,160) and about 67% of females (149,230) aged 15 and

older were married. A higher gvortion of males (36%)were never marriedompared to females
(27%).

Figure 8.2.1Percentage gfopulation aged 15 and older marital status, Solomon
Islands: 2019
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36 Married refers to persons 15 years and older who eiéinermarried in church, civil or customary recognition.



The age at marriage is an important proximate determindettitity. \Women who marry at an early
age often have more children than those marrying latez. higher proportion of young married
women compared with men of the same age indicates that women generally nyauggr ages

than men. (Table 8.2.1)

The percentage of med married at ages of -II® showed significant increasef 7.3%recordedn

2019 compared to 1.8%portedin 2009 Census. Percentage of ever married for female at ages 15
19 was about 15% compared to 7.3% of males. At agesl 20orethan half(52.5%)of all women
were already married compared with 27% of rmale

Table 8.2.1: Singulate mean age at marriage (SMAM) and percentage married at
youngages by sex, Solomon Islands: 1986, 1999, 2009 and 2019

Average age afirst marriage Percentage ever married by age group (%)
. SMAM* Difference 1519 20-24
ear Males Females| (Men- Women) Males Females | Males Females
1986 250 21.2 3.8 3.1 19.1 31.3 65.1
1999 26.1 22.6 34 2.6 13.0 24.0 55.1
2009 27.1 23.3 3.8 1.8 10.2 21.1 50.1
2019 26.5 22.8 3.7 7.3 15.3 27.3 52.5

8.2.1 Average Age at First Marria¢@MAM)

The average age at first marriage in 2019 for all oBittlemon Islanders was 24.7 years old. Rennell
Bellona had the highest average age at first marriage at 26.7 years, followed by Honiara, at 26.1 years.
Temotu had the lowest age at first marriage, at 23.5, more than 3 years younger tharBReriné¢llo n a 6 s
age. Average age at first marriage showed that women got married at a relatively younger age in rural
areas (22.1%) than in urban areas (24%) (Table 8.2.2 and Figure 8.2.2).

Table 8.2.2Singulate nean age by province and urbamal residence, Solomon
Islands: 2019

Choiseul

Western 24.8 26.9
Isabel 24.3 26.5
Central 24.3 26.3
Rennell-Bellona 26.7 28.2
Guadalcanal 23.9 25.7
Malaita 24.4 26.3
Makira-Ulawa 24 26.1
Temotu 23.5 25.6
Honiara 26.1 27.6

(-) refers to RennelBellona has no urban and Honiara has no rural.
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Figure 82.2 Average age at first marriage pyovince, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 8.2.3 shows the average age at first marriage using lagnalal gor i t hm f or
divided into urban and rural residence. RenBelllona had no urban areas, but its rural average age

at first marriage was the highest at 26.7. Honiara had no rural areas, but its average age at first marriage
was about 26Choiseul and Central provinces had higher urban medians at more than 26 years.

Figure 8.2.3Average age at first marriage bgbarrrural and province
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Table 8.2.4 clearly showed females marrying at easytlagn males in all the provinces. Average age
at first marriage for females in Solomon Islands was 22.8 years with males marrying at 26.5 years.
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RenneltBellona and Honiara reported the highest average age at first marriage for both sexes aged 15
years ad above in the country.

Figure 8.2.4 Average ge at first marriage by sex and province, Solomon
Islands: 2019
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Figure 8.2.5 shows the average difference in age between the husband and wife when they first marry
for the respectiverovinces. The average male in 2019 was about 3.7 years older than his wife when
they married. The difference was smallest in Honiara, at 3.1 years between spouses at marriage, and
highest in Isabel at about 4.5 years between the spouses. Several @thereprsaw difference of

more than 4 years.

Figure 8.2.5Average ge difference between husband and wife at fivatriage,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Table 8.2.3 and Figure 8.2.6 show the average age at first marriage by gender and educational
attainment. As would be expected, the more educated a person was, the more likely they would be to
delay their marriage. Part of the delay is the education,itgel€h often goes in the 20s. In addition,

part of the reason relates to people starting their careers and deliberately putting off marriage. Thus,
while the average age at first marriage for all adults was 24.7 years, it was 23.9 years for those with a
primary school attainment, 25.7 for those with a secondary school attainment, and 26 years for those
with a tertiary education.

At each level of educational attainment, males were slightly older than females. The difference in age
for those with a primarschool education was 4.2 years, with the males at 26.1 and the females at
21.9. The average age at first marriage was similar by sex for the secondary and tertiary education.

Table 8.2.3: Average age at first marriage by educational attainsssaindprovince,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Total Primary Secondary Tertiary

Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
Total 247 265 228 239 261 219 257 270 241 260 27.0 24.7
Choiseul 239 26.0 217 235 258 212 253 269 241 251 26.0 23.7
Western 248 26.9 22.7 246 27.0 222 252 270 232 254 265 24.0
Isabel 243 265 219 240 26.8 213 237 251 233 25.0 261 23.0
Central 243 26.3 222 237 261 215 253 264 241 265 272 25.7
RenneliBellona 26.7 28.2 246 264 285 241 291 30.2 23.3 23.2
Guadalcanal 239 257 221 232 253 213 247 26.2 229 256 26.7 23.8
Malaita 244 26.3 225 239 26.1 220 259 269 247 26.1 27.0 25.0
Makira-Ulawa 240 26.1 219 236 258 214 241 255 23.7 247 26.2 22.2
Temotu 235 256 216 234 258 21.3 246 269 220 224 203 24.8
Honiara 26.1 27.6 245 25.0 26.9 23.2 26.7 28.0 25.2 265 27.7 25.3

Figure8.2.6 Average age at firsharriage by educatioand sexSolomon Islands: 2019
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8.3 Religion

The Church of Melanesia continues to be the dominant religious denomination in the Solomon Islands
with the majority (32.2%) of the population who reported being affiliated to the Church. This was an
increaseof 40.9% of people since the 2009 Census. From 1999 to 2009, the number of people who
affiliated to the Church also increased by 22.6% (Table 8.3.1, Figure 8.3.1).

Table 8.3.1: Populatioby religious @nomination, Solomon Islands: 1999, 2009, 2019

Census Years % Change | % Change

Religious Denomination 1999 2009 2019 1999-2009| 2009-2019
Church of Melanesia 134,284 164,639 232,041 22.6 40.9
Roman Catholic 77,729 100,999 144,079 29.9 42.7
South Sea Evangelical Church 69,651 88,395 124,506 26.9 40.9
Seventh Day Adventist 45,844 60,504 83,457 32.0 37.9
United Church 42,236 51,919 66,915 22.9 28.9
Christian Fellowship Church 9,693 13,153 16,179 35.7 23.0
Christian OutReach Church 3,841 5,303 5,582 38.1 5.3
Pentecostal - - 3,019 - -
Jehovah's Witness 7,485 9,444 14,624 26.2 54.8
Bahai Faith 2,300 2,427 3,104 5.5 27.9
Assembly Of God - 3,756 - -
Baptist Church - 2,172 - -
Muslim - 1,100 - -
Other religion 11,134 14,076 14,953 26.4 6.2
Custom Beliefs or Animism 2,633 4,191 4,115 59.2 -1.8
No Religion or Faith/Atheism 790 681 1,227 -13.8 80.2
Refuse to Answer 137 133 - -2.9
NS 1,413 - - - -
Total 409,042 515,87( 720,956 26.1 39.8

Figure 8.3.1: Percemf religious denominatigrnSolomon Islands: 2019

m Church of Melanesia

= Roman Catholic
South Sea Evangelical
Church
Seventh Day Adventist
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As shown in Figure 8.3.1, apart from the Church of Melanesia, the Catholic Church was the second
largest church that consisted of 20 percent of the population. Both the Church pésfeland the
Catholic Church were the two largest denominations that comprised about half of the total population.

Table 8.3.2 shows the largestigiousdenominations by sex. The Church of Melanesia comprised of
about the same percent for males (32.2%) and females (32.1%) who affiliated to the Church. Similarly,

1 in every 5 males and females in the Solomon Islands affiliated to the Roman Catholic Therch.

same was observed with close to equal sex representations of people who attended the South Sea
Evangelical (males = 17.2%; females = 17.3%) and Seventh Day Adventist (males = 11.3%; females
=11.9%) denominations.

Table 8.3.2: Population by largesligious denomination and seRolomon Islands: 2019

Religious Denomination Numbers Percent Sex
Total Males Females| Total Males Females| Ratio

Total 720,956 369,396 351,560| 100.0 100.0 100.0| 105.1
Church of Melanesia 232,041 119,115 112,926 32.2 32.2 32.1| 105.5
Roman Catholic 144,078 73,846 70,232 20.0 20.0 20.0| 1051
South Sea Evangelical Church | 124,506 63,543 60,963 17.3 17.2 17.3| 104.2
Seventh Day Adventist 83,452 41,701 41,751 11.6 11.3 11.9 99.9
United Church 66,915 34,424 32,491 9.3 9.3 9.2| 105.9
Christian Fellowship Church 16,179 8,425 7,754 2.2 2.3 2.2 | 108.7
Jehovah's Witness 14,624 7,243 7,381 2.0 2.0 21 98.1
Other Religions 39,161 21,099 18,062 54 5.7 51| 116.8

Table 8.3.3: Smaller religious denominations and religions bySs#gmon Islands: 2019

Religion | Total | MaIes| Females| Religion | Total | Males| Females
Christian Outreach Church 5,582 2,812 2,770 Christian Revival 706 372 334
Other religions 5,368 2,870 2,498 Church Of The Living Word 703 359 344
Custom Beliefs or Animism 4,115 2,163 1,952 Episcopal Si 525 264 261
Assembly Of God 3,756 1,926 1,830 Buddhism 493 394 99
Bahaoi Fai t h 3,104 1,647 1,457 Apostolic Church 476 260 216
Pentecostal 3,019 1,556 1,463 Nazarene Church 329 171 158
Baptist Church 2,172 1,147 1,025 Christ Mission Centre 313 154 159
Methodist 1,539 805 734 Bible Way Centre 240 109 131
Platform (Solomon) 1,310 721 589 Church Of Christ 233 112 121
No Religion or Faith/Atheisn 1,227 776 451 Church Of The Living God 184 92 92
Rhema 1,190 615 575 Latter Day Saints (Mormon' 160 78 82
Muslim 1,100 991 109 Salvation Army 148 75 73
Kingdom Harvest 930 457 473 Refuse to Answer 133 87 46

Hindu 106 86 20
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Table 8.3.3 shows other religious denominations and religious faiths identified in th€e049s.
Although most people stated their religious affiliations, a small proportion of people (1,227) claimed
that they had no religion, and 133 people refused to provide any information.

8.4 Ethnicorigin

Table 8.4.1 and Figure 8.4.1 shows the nunabgreople by ethnic origin during the 2019 Census

and past trends since 1959. The Solomon Islands has historically been a Melanesian island nation
with a very homogenous population composition, with the 2019 Census revealing 95.5% or 688,369

persons beindylelanesians, 2.8% or 20,547 persons being Polynesians and 1.2% or 8,647 persons
with Micronesian ethnicity. In addition, there were 1,351 Chinese, 325 Europeans and 1717 other

ethnicities.

The three broad Pacific Islands ethnic groups were MelanesialypeBians, and Micronesians.
Historically, some Polynesians arrived and settled in the Solomon Islands, particularly from the other
Polynesian islands. Between 1955 and 1971 Gilbertese also known as the people of Kiribati
(Micronesians) settled in the Saton Islandsinder the official resettlement schemes commissioned

by the British Protectorate Government.

Table: 8.4.1: Populatiofnumber, %)y mainethnic origin, Solomon Islands: 1959 to 2019

Ethnic Origin | 1954 1974 1974 1984 1999 2009 2019

Total 124,120 160,998 196,823 285,176 409,042 515,870 720,956
Melanesian 117,620 149,667 183,665 267,649 386,745 491,466 688,369
Polynesian 4,625 6,399 7,821 10,328 12,257 15,911 20,547
Micronesian 459 2,400 2,753 3,782 4,906 6,446 8,647
Chinese 366 577 452 342 464 654 1,351
European 781 1,280 1,359 1,021 669 721 325
Others 269 675 773 2,054 4,001 672 1,717

Percents

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Melanesian 94.8 93.0 93.3 93.9 94.5 95.3 95.5
Polynesian 3.7 4.0 4.0 3.6 3.0 3.1 2.8
Micronesian 0.4 15 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2
Chinese 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2
European 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.0
Others 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.7 1.0 0.1 0.2

While Table 8.4.1 showed that all ethnicities had in@dasnce 1959, only the European population

had declined by over half its size in 1959. Noticeably, the Melanesian population has increased by
close to 6 times its size in 1959. Within respective ethnic compositions, the percentage of the
population beingMelanesian has remained fairly steady over the years from 1959 to 2019 at about
94.8 to 95.5 %; Polynesians composed of 4.0 % in 1970 and 1976, but decreased to 3.0 % in 1999 and
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remained steady within 3.1% and 2.8 % in the last two censuses, while tioaédians stabilized at
1.2% since 1999.

Figure: 8.4.1: Percentage of Melanedigrcensus gars, Solomon Islands: 1959 to 2019
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Table: 8.4.2: Popation (number, %) by ethnic origin (expanded) by, &olomon
Islands: 2019

Melanesian 688,369 352,502 335,867 95.5 954 95.5
Polynesian 20,547 10,261 10,286 2.8 2.8 2.9
Micronesian 8,647 4,420 4,227 1.2 1.2 1.2
Chinese 1,351 955 396 0.2 0.3 0.1
European 325 198 127 0.0 0.1 0.0
MicronesianMelanesian 217 108 109 0.0 0.0 0.0
MelanesiarPolynesian 190 101 89 0.0 0.0 0.0
Australian 385 226 159 0.1 0.1 0.0
New Zealander/Maori 201 104 97 0.0 0.0 0.0
Malaysian 114 80 34 0.0 0.0 0.0
Indonesian 189 165 24 0.0 0.0 0.0
Others 421 276 145 0.1 0.1 0.0
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Table 8.4.2 above shows an expanded list of ethnicities by sex. It was evident that apart from the
Europeans, the Australians (385) and New Zealanders (201) comptiise ofajority of foreign
ethnicity/citizens in 2019.

Although Solomon Islands is a majority Melanesian nation, the distribution of ethnicities within
provinces showed some differences. The respective populations of Isabel, Guadalcanal, Malaita, and
Makira provinces composed of 98% Melanesian while other provinces such as Honiara comprised of
92% Melanesian; and Temotu showed some mixed ethnicities, with 84% Melanesian and close to
16% Polynesian. Rennellellona was the only province with predominantlylypesian ethnicity

with 82% of its population, and only 17 % being Melanesians (Table 8.4.3).

Table8.4.3: Population by ethnic orig(expandedpy province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Rennell | Guadal- Makira -

Ethnicity Total | Choiseul | Western | Isabel | Central Bellona canal | Malaita Ulawa | Temotu | Honiara
Total 720,956 30,775 94,106 31,420 30,318 4,100 154,022 172,740 51,587 22,319 129,569
Melanesian 688,369 28,777 89,883 30,852 29,014 707 151,240 169,189 50,419 18,775 119,513
Polynesian 20,547 87 354 209 1,208 3,373 1,568 3,359 1,072 3,489 5,828
Micronesian 8,647 1,582 3,320 114 69 11 946 58 29 14 2,504
Chinese 1,351 103 121 98 2 0 83 76 30 3 835
European 325 3 54 29 6 0 19 10 2 1 201
Micronesian

-Melanesian 217 152 22 6 3 0 3 0 0 0 31
Melanesian

Polynesian 190 1 10 5 3 6 11 7 11 0 136
Australian 385 13 75 7 4 2 68 20 9 8 179
New

Zealander/

Maori 201 5 81 5 0 1 39 5 7 56
Malaysian 114 38 26 3 3 0 5 6 0 33
Indonesian 189 2 39 78 0 0 3 2 2 24 39
Others 421 12 121 14 6 0 37 8 6 3 214
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Melanesian 95.5 93.5 955 98.2 95.7 17.2 98.2 97.9 97.7 84.1 92.2
Polynesian 2.8 0.3 04 0.7 4.0 82.3 1.0 1.9 2.1 15.6 4.5
Micronesian 1.2 51 35 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.9
Chinese 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.6
Others 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.7

The median age for all ethnic groups was 21.4 years, attributed to the majority of the Melanesian
population with a median age of 21.3 years. Europeans were theabldés years, and Micronestan
Melanesians had a median age of about 9.3 years, mostly because these were the offspring of
MicronesianMelanesian marriages/partnerships. Similarly, MelaneB@gnesians had a median of

11.7 years (Figure 8.4.2).

37 A reasonable number of persons/families were excluded diipltanatic/foreign and UN status and exemptions.
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Figure8.4.2: Median age by ethnicity, Solomon Islands: 2019

Median
0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0

Total NI 214
Melanesian IEEEEEEEEEEEEE—————_ 2]1.3
Polynesian M 235
Micronesian IEEEEEEEEEEEEEE————— 20.2
Chinese M 34.6
European I 47.8
Micronesian-Melanesian s 9.3
Melanesian-Polynesianssm—— 11.7
Australian IR 33.9
New Zealander/Maori I 38.6
Malaysian I 36.0
Indonesian NN 30.2
Others I 43,1

Figure8.4.3:Median age by seand ethnicity, Solomon Islands: 2019
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The median ages by sex were generally similar to the median ages combined. For the three major
groupsi Melanesians, Polynesiaasd Micronesian$ the two sexes had approximately the same
median ages. However, the median age for European males was more than 50 years, more than 10
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years older than the females (Figure 8.4.3). Moreover, the median ages were higher for Australian,
Malaysian, and Indonesian males than their respective females.

Figure 8.4.4 shows the average household size by the ethnicity of the head of the household. In this
case, the headds ethnicity was considergd in
Some of the household members could have been of another ethnicity, hence, the information
presented are estimates. It was observed that Micronesians had the most crowded housing at about 6.6
people per household, and Europeans had the smallest haissatabout 2.5 persons per household.
Melanesians had an average of 5.5 household size and Polynesian households were at 5.3 persons per
household.

Figure8.4.4: Average household size by ethnicity of head, Solomon Islands: 2019
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9. EDUCATION, LANGUAGE AND LITERACY

9.1 Introduction

This chapter covers topics on Education, Language and Literacy based on the population aged 5 years
and above in the Solomon Islands.

The 2019 Census asked several education questions sughetdser a person attended formal
education including questions on the current level of formal education attended and the highest
gualification completed, especially for population aged 12 years and above.

The Ministry of Education and Human Resource Depelent (MEHRD) main policy objective is to
achieve full completion to quality and relevant basic education for primary, junior and secondary
student for all children in Solomon Islands. Furthermore, the policy aims to achieve full enrollment
for all 5 yeas old in the country (Education Strategy Framework (E8EG2030. The education
system consists of early childhood education (aged 3 and 4 yeasgiirpaey (5 years), primary (age

6 to 11), junior secondary school (age 12 to 14), senior secondar§fdag 18) and year 13 or form

7 - a foundation year for senior secondary level.

The ESF policy framework further attempts to archive improvements in literacy and numeracy
amongst males and females, and also focuses on youth and adult literacy. Mtted¥8F, attempts

to explore avenues for mainstreaming the use of vernacular languages in education, especially those
who reside in rural and remote areas.

Data was also collected during the 2019 Census to ascertain a general indication of litevaay that
related to reading and writing a simple sentence in one or more common languages such as English,
Pidgin, local language or other language

9.2 Schoolattendance

Table 9.2.1 shoedthatthepopulation 5 years and above who attendiei-time) aformd education
institution increasedy 61.6% since 2038 However, in terms of the composition of school
attendance, slightly over a third of the population 5 years and over attended formal education in 2009
(32.5%) and in 2019 (36.6%). While botiexes repaed an increaseén full-time attendance
respectively since 2009, the proportion of female attendance improved slightly 8&820)(
compared to male attendan&d.3%9 during the 2019 Census,

However, since 2009 the number of pupils leaving scincobased by close to 439%By gender, the
percentage increase was high for females who dropped out of school (42.4%) compared to males
(37.4%).

38 Caution be considered in the percentage change (upward bias) due to the undercount in 2009 Census
39 Caution be considered in the percentage change (upward bias) due to the undercount in 2009 Census.
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Table 9.2.1Population 5 years+ and school attendance status pgakmonislands
: 2009 and 2019

Full time 142,779 75,492 67,287 230,757 119,005 111,752 325 33.6 313 36.6 36.9 36.3
Part time 4,819 2,459 2360 7,351 3,970 3,381 11 11 11 1.2 1.2 11

Left school 223,878 119,705 104,173 312,844 164,521 148,323 51.0 53.3 485 49.6 51.0 48.1

Never been 67,894 26,918 40,976 80,109 35,292 44,817 155 12.0 191 12.7 109 145

Table 9.2.2Population 5 years+ arsthool attendancgatusby province Solomon Islands:

2019
School Attendance Percentage (%)
Province
Total Ful-time Part-time Left school ~ Never been | Full time + Left school ~ Never been
a ewoe oz e okew w8 .6 1
Choiseul 26,375 9,255 277 15,689 1,154 36.2 59.5 4.4
Western 81,822 23,679 1,118 50,718 6,307 30.3 62.0 7.7
Isabel 27,618 9,343 211 15,088 2,974 34.6 54.6 10.8
Central 26,656 9,823 253 13,135 3,445 37.8 49.3 12.9
Rennell-Bellona 3,639 1,162 51 2,254 172 33.3 61.9 4.7
Guadalcanal 133,831 40,086 1,264 69,359 23,122 30.9 51.8 17.3
Malaita 150,750 78,211 1,557 45,778 25,204 52.9 30.4 16.7)
Makira-Ulawa 44,022 14,796 479 23,199 5,548 34.7 52.7 12.6
Temotu 19,773 6,776 234 9,637 3,126 355 48.7 15.8
Honiara 116,575 37,626 1,907 67,987 9,055 33.9 58.3 7.8

Source: 2019 Solomon Islands Census

At the national level, the 2019 Census revealed that half (43t&2fopulation 5 years and over left
school, while 37.8% attended school (fithe & parttime). This was also reflected across the
majority of provinces with the exception of Malaita (Table 9.22, Figure 9.2.1).

Malaita province reported that over h&2(9%) of itpopulation 5 years and oldattendedull-time
formal educationcomprising the majority (33.9%) of all school attendees across all provinces. At the
same time, Malaita recorded the highest majority (31.5%) of all persons that had neverdobeol
(Table 9.2.2).
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Out of the 313 thousangdeople whdeft school, themajority (22.2%)were found inGuadalcanal.
Within Guadalcanal, this comprised of over half (51.8%) of its population 5 years andTa@e
9.2.2 and Figure 9.2.1)

Within respective genders, there were slightly more males (36.9%) than females (36.3%) who
attended fultime school while there were more females (14.5%) than males (10.9%) who did not
attend school (Table 9.2.3 and Table 9.2.4). While this was evident in {batynaf provinces,
Choiseul and Western provinces showed more males (4.4%; 8.0%, respectively) than females (4.3%;
7.4%, respectively) who did not attend ftithe school.

Figure 9.2.1Percentage of population 5 years+ aobool attendancgatusby province,
Solomon Islands: 201@6)
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Table 9.2.3Population 5 years+ arsthool attendancgatusby province for malessolomon
Islands: 2019

Choiseul 13,570 4,721 155 8,092 602 100.0 34.8 11 59.6 4.4
Western 42,651 12,221 616 26,393 3,421 100.0 28.7 14 61.9 8.0
Isabel 14,634 4,879 94 8,417 1,244 100.0 33.3 0.6 57.5 8.5
Central 13,654 5,167 132 7,004 1,351 100.0 37.8 1.0 51.3 9.9
RenneliBellona 2,002 625 30 1,269 78 100.0 31.2 15 63.4 3.9
Guadalcanal 68,412 20,604 668 36,432 10,708 100.0 30.1 1.0 53.3 15.7
Malaita 75,353 40,074 844 24,244 10,191 100.0 53.2 11 32.2 13.5
Makira-Ulawa 22,733 7,726 265 12,120 2,622 100.0 34.0 12 53.3 11.5
Temotu 9,738 3,514 121 5,052 1,051 100.0 36.1 1.2 51.9 10.8
Honiara 60,041 19,474 1,045 35498 4,024 100.0 324 17 590.1 6.7

Table 9.2.4Population 5 years+ arsthool attendancgtatusby province for females,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Choiseul 12,805 4,534 122 7,597 552 100.0 354 1.0 59.3 4.3
Western 39,171 11,458 502 24,325 2,886 100.0 29.3 1.3 62.1 7.4
Isabel 12,984 4,464 117 6,671 1,732 100.0 344 0.9 51.4 13.3
Central 13,002 4,656 121 6,131 2,094 1000 3538 0.9 47.2 16.1
RenneliBellona 1,637 537 21 985 94 100.0 32.8 1.3 60.2 5.7
Guadalcanal 65,419 19,482 596 32,927 12,414 100.0 29.8 0.9 50.3 19.0
Malaita 75,397 38,137 713 21,534 15,013 100.0 50.6 0.9 28.6 19.9
Makira-Ulawa 21,289 7,070 214 11,079 2,926 1000 33.2 1.0 52.0 13.7
Temotu 10,035 3,262 113 4,585 2,075 1000 325 1.1 45.7 20.7
Honiara 56,534 18,152 862 32,489 5,031 1000 321 1.5 57.5 8.9

9.3 Schooknrollment

At the time of the 2019 Census, 238,108 people (37.7%) out of the population 5 years and older were
enrolled in schools. This comprised of 122,975 males (51.6%) and 115,133 females (48.4%). Of the
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total enrolled pupils, 230,7%€0ple (96.9%) were enrolled fdime and 7,351 (3.1%) were enrolled
parttime in an educational institution. The distribution of those attending a school by school level
enrollment is shown in Table 9.3.1

For purposes ofategorizing schoanrolment ly selected age groups, the previous 2009 Cesgels
group range of 45 years enrollment was revised gegroup5-15 years enrolimermtue to the revised
policy goals (Education Strategy Framework, 2Q@030). The datashowed that from the total
enrolledpopulation, 64% of children-B5 years were enrolled in schoelgh the majority (79%)
residingin rural areas thaim urban areas (21%).

Table 9.3.1: Population 5 years and older by sekemrolled in school by school
level enrollnent, Solomon Island2009 to 2019

Numbers Percentage(%)
School
Level 2009 2019 2009 2019
Total Males Females |Total Males Females |Total Males Females |Total Males Females
Total 147,717 78,013 69,704 238,108 122,975 115,133 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Preschool 29,746 15295 14,451 28,869 14,711 14,158 20.1 19.6 20.7 12.1 12.0 12.3
Primary 79,598 42,166 37,432 113,150 58,854 54,296 53.9 54.0 53.7 475 479 47.2
Standard 1 16,685 8,855 7,830 24,254 12,634 11,620 11.3 114 11.2 10.2 10.3 10.1
Standard 2 15,453 8,229 7,224 20,534 10,813 9,721 10.5 105 10.4 8.6 8.8 8.4
Standard 3 14,673 7,763 6,910 19,938 10,574 9,364 9.9 10.0 9.9 8.4 8.6 8.1]
Standard 4 12,594 6,773 5,821 17,671 9,322 8,349 85 8.7 8.4 7.4 7.6 7.3
Standard 5 11,003 5771 5,232 16,176 8,157 8,019 74 74 75 6.8 6.6 7.0
Standard 6 9,190 4,775 4,415 14,577 7,354 7,223 6.2 6.1 6.3 6.1 6.0 6.3
Secondary 24,466 12,852 11,614 59,681 29,941 29,74Q 16.6 16.5 16.7 25.1 24.3 25.8
Form1 7,194 3,639 3,555 12,833 6,318 6,515 4.9 4.7 51 5.4 51 5.7
Form2 6,293 3,282 3,011 12,184 6,038 6,144 43 4.2 4.3 5.1 4.9 5.3
Form3 4,290 2,247 2,043 11,338 5,769 5,569 2.9 29 2.9 438 4.7 4.8
Form4 3,013 1,601 1,412 9,112 4,589 4,523 2.0 2.1 2.0 3.8 3.7 3.9
Form5 1,732 873 859 8,598 4,340 4,258 12 11 12 3.6 35 3.7
Form6/7 1,944 1,210 734 5,616 2,887 2,729 13 16 11 24 2.3 2.4
Tertiary 1,881 1,146 735 11,466 6,276 5,190 1.3 15 11 4.8 5.1 45
Vocational 1,533 950 583 4,081 2,524 1,557 1.0 1.2 0.8 1.7 2.1 1.4
Other 10,493 5,604 4,889 20,861 10,669 10,192 7.1 7.2 7.0 8.8 8.7 8.9

Almost half of all student (113,15Qvere enrolled in primary scha&P5.1% (59,681) in secondary
schoolsand 121% (28,869) in preschoolAbout 4.8% (11,466) of all pupilattended a tertiary
institution, and another 48Q students (1%) attended a vocationalsnt i t ut i on. 00t her
(8.8%) ncludal enrolments impprenticeships, specialized trades schools, etc.

There were certaidifferences between male and fam enrolment ratesVith enrolment rates
increasing by 61.2% since 2009, this was driven by female enroliments (increased by 65.2%) than
male enrollments (increased by 57.8%)n 2019, the gap betweesexes in enrollment rates

40 Caution be considered in the percentage change (upward bias) due to the undercount in 2009 Census
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narroned with female enrolhent ratesrriving atslightly lower (484%) than the male enrolliment
rates (51.80). While Female enrohents in secondary school levélorm 1 and Form 2 were higher
than males compared to 2009, this reversed from Form 3 to higher levels as malesedominat

Figure 9.31 shows theompositionof thoseenrolled inschool in 2009 and 201@spectively The
percent ofpreschoolenrolmentdecreased during the decadsin primary schoolenrolliments

However, the share oésondary scho@nrollmentincreasedrom about 1 in 6 to about 1 inplipils

Figure 9.31: Schml enrolment by level and se®olomon Islands: 2009 and 2019
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9.4 Educationahttainment

Personsl2 years and over who had attained a level of education lomséae highest level of
education completediere as follows: 24.8% completed primary level educatitihis would have

increased to 46.2% with the inclusion of those person that attained some primary educational

attainment; 28.4% completed secondary edogatForm 37), and about 10% completed some

tertiary and other educational levels. The rest of the persons did not attend school or were below the

primary level (Table 9.4.1; Table 9.4.2).

While males (50.5%) and females (49.5%) were closer to achieving equal levels in primary
educational attainment at the national level, within respective genders, the proportion of females that

completed primary education was higher (46.5) than males (358% rise in female primary

education attainments were driven by females (51.6%) in urban areas. However, at the secondary

102



level, males (53.4%) dominated overall attainment than females (46.6%) and within respective
genders, more males (29.7%) completecondary education than females (26.9%). A similar finding
was observed at the tertiary level were males dominated in attaining tertiary level education than
females. For instance, in the bachelor degree (BS/BA), there were close to 2 males for enahy 1 fe
that attained BS/BA levels and for vocational training, 3 males to 1 female attained vocational level.

Table 9.4.1Population 12 years+ and highest level of education completed by sex
and urban/rural residence, Solomon Islar2dd:9

Highest level of Total Urban Rural
Education Totall Male| Femald Totall Male| Femald Total| Male| Female
Total 506,009 257,807 248,202 150,765 77,473 73,292 355,244 180,334 174,91(
None/Pre-primary 80,814 33,539 47,275 12,103 4,784 7,319 68,711 28,755 39,95¢
Part-Primary 108,375 54,635 53,740 21,394 10,359 11,035 86,981 44,276 42,704
Primary 125,351 63,475 61,876 29,734 14,602 15,132 95,617 48,873 46,744
Form 3 73,285 38,008 35,277 25,023 12,584 12,439 48,262 25,424 22,83f
Form 5 42,076 22,713 19,363 18,639 9,880 8,759 23,437 12,833 10,604
Form 6-7 28,126 15,965 12,161 16,744 9,351 7,393 11,382 6,614 4,768
Some College/No degree 28,758 16,502 12,256 16,171 8,793 7,378 12,587 7,709 4,878
BS/BA + 11,116 7,075 4,041 8209 5,097 3,112 2,907 1,978 929
Vocational certificate 6,941 5,280 1,661 2,386 1,830 556 4,555 3,450 1,105
Other 1,167 615 552 362 193 169 805 422 383

Table 9.4.2Percentage of Population 12 years+ and highest level of education completed by
sexand urban/rural residence, Solomon Islands: 2019

Highest level of Total Urban Rural
Education Total Male| Female Total Male| Female Total Male| Female
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
None/Pre-primary 16.0 13.0 19.0 8.0 6.2 10.0 19.3 15.9 22.8
Part-Primary 21.4 21.2 21.7 14.2 13.4 15.1 245 24.6 24.4
Primary 24.8 24.6 24.9 19.7 18.8 20.6 26.9 27.1 26.7
Form 3 14.5 14.7 14.2 16.6 16.2 17.0 13.6 14.1 13.1
Form 5 8.3 8.8 7.8 12.4 12.8 12.0 6.6 7.1 6.1
Form 6-7 5.6 6.2 4.9 111 12.1 10.1 3.2 3.7 2.7
Some College/No degree 5.7 6.4 4.9 10.7 11.3 10.1 3.5 4.3 2.8
BS/BA + 2.2 2.7 1.6 54 6.6 4.2 0.8 1.1 0.5
Vocational certificate 1.4 2.0 0.7 1.6 2.4 0.8 1.3 1.9 0.6
Other 0.23 0.24 0.22 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.22
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As education level increases, females are less likely to reach higher @shlcatainmentsiue to
varioussociateconomicand cultural constraiat For examplegven in urban areas when both sexes
have equal opportunities for education advancement, there werenmatessin urbanareas(6.6%)

that attained a BS/BA level than fertes (4.2%). Similar behaviour amongst sexes were observed
from Form 57 up to other tertiary educational levels in both urban and rural areas (Figure 9.4.1,
Figure 9.4.2).

Figure 9.4.1Percentage of Population 12 years+ in urban arehghygst levelof education
completed and segolomon Islands2019
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completed and sex, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Across provinces,pmary level education was the main level of educational attainment achieved by
the majority of the population 12 years and over. In provinces suChaseul, Westerrgnd Makira

Ulawa, over a third of their respective populations have attained primary education level. Within
respective provincesjoniara had the highest proportion of the population with secordiargation
(41.4% %), followed by Guadalcanal 72/®6). Honiara also dominates in tertiary education up to
BS/BA levels of attainmen{Table 9.4.3; igure 9.4.5)

Table 9.4.3Population 12 years+ and highest level of education compdgtpdovince,
Solomon Islands: 2019

o = _ - - g 2 o
Educational attainment ~ Total 2 2 e g sé) § '§ = T % 2 g

< Qo © ) o= S © © o )

3] 2 @ 0 xg 0§ S >3 - I
Total 506,009 20,680 65,723 22254 20,971 3,013 106,917 117,410 33,744 15661 99,636
None/Pre 80,814 1929 4,705 3,399 4,043 120 18,983 32,642 4196 3361 7,436
Primary 233,726 12,010 36,874 10,054 10,176 1520 49,716 55627 18,817 8,111 30,821
Form 3 73,285 3,249 10619 3990 3,148 445 15028 13575 5,146 2,014 16,071
Form 5 42,076 1,480 5,637 2,050 1521 271 8,660 6,687 2,209 945 12,616
Form 6-7 28,126 624 2,487 757 788 206 5911 3,458 960 454 12,481
Some College No degree 28,758 820 3,306 1,159 872 277 5,296 3,342 1,337 552 11,797
BS/BA + 11,116 195 769 222 192 61 1,830 847 281 117 6,602
Vocational certificate 6,941 333 1,156 550 189 111 1,340 920 690 98 1,554
Other 1,167 40 170 73 42 2 153 312 108 9 258

Percent (%)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
None/Pre 16.0 9.3 7.2 15.3 19.3 4.0 17.8 27.8 12.4 21.5 7.5
Primary 46.2 581 56.1 45.2 48.5 50.4 46.5 47.4 55.8 51.8 30.9
Form 3 145 157 16.2 17.9 15.0 14.8 14.1 11.6 15.3 12.9 16.1
Form 5 8.3 7.2 8.6 9.2 7.3 9.0 8.1 5.7 6.5 6.0 12.7
Form 6-7 5.6 3.0 3.8 34 3.8 6.8 55 2.9 2.8 2.9 12.5
Some College No degree 5.7 4.0 5.0 5.2 4.2 9.2 5.0 2.8 4.0 3.5 11.8
BS/BA + 2.2 0.9 1.2 1.0 0.9 2.0 1.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 6.6
Vocational certificate 1.4 1.6 1.8 25 0.9 3.7 1.3 0.8 2.0 0.6 1.6
Other 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3

Figure 9.4.5Percentage of Population 12 years+ with secondary level education
completed by province&solomon Islands2019
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At the provincial level, educational attainment varied considerably amongst genders, as presented in
Table 9.4.4 and TabR4.5. Females who contributed towards closely narrowing the gap with males

in primary educational attainment at the national level resided mainly in Choiseul (0.97), Rennell
Bellonna (0.84) and Honiara (0.97). In observing their respective sex ratiosnary educational
attainment, there were 97 male attainments for every 100 female attainments in Choiseul and Honiara,
and in RenneiBellona, there were 84 male attainments for every 100 female attainments.

At the secondary level attainment, males Ipabvinces outnumbered their female counterparts

in secondary attainment with the exception of Form 3 level attainmefsdiseul (0.98) and
Western (0.96) where for every 100 female attainments in secondary (Form 3) education, there
were 98 male attaments in Choiseul and 96 male attainments in Western.

Moreover, males outnumbered females in tertiary educational attainragpésiially in BS/BA

and vocationatollegeattanments. Isabel province recorded the highest ratio of close to 4 males
to evey 1 female attainment in BS/BA; and in vocational attainment, the highest attainment ratio
was reported in RennelBellona with 6 male attainments for every 1 female attainment.

Table: 9.4.4Population 12 years+ and highest level of education compbgtedovince-
males, Solomon Island2019
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Total 257,807 10,666 34,216 11,811 10,676 1,680 54,467 58,034 17,317 7,618 51,322
None/Pre 33,539 1,000 2559 1434 1,536 44 8,209 12,949 1,793 1,102 2,913
Part-Primary 54,635 2,474 7,120 2,083 2,693 355 12,335 14,972 4252 2,230 6,121
Primary 63,475 3,632 11,600 3,081 2,504 356 12,757 13,594 5191 1941 8,819
Form 3 38,008 1,606 5204 2,192 1,777 247 7,874 7,203 2,725 1,104 8,076
Form5 22,713 754 2963 1114 855 182 4,699 3,800 1,207 494 6,649
Form 6-7 15,965 339 1,345 490 482 146 3,362 2,016 531 247 7,007
Some College/No degree 16,502 438 1,998 733 534 209 3,007 2,077 828 343 6,335
BS/BA + 7,075 141 500 173 127 43 1151 578 212 85 4,065
Vocational certificate 5,280 258 827 462 142 96 997 702 524 67 1,204
Other 615 24 100 49 26 2 76 143 54 5 136
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Table 9.4.5Population 12 years+ and highest level of education compdgtedovince-
females, Solomon Island2019

- E c 5 T =¢ | & o 5 © 2 8
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Total 248,202 10,014 31507 10443 10,295 1,333 52450 59,376 16,427 8,043 48314
None/Pre 47,275 929 2146 1965 2,507 76 10,774 19,693 2403 2259 4523
Part-Primary 53,740 2,175 6586 1960 2,787 384 12,069 14563 4238 2,181 6,797
Primary 61,876 3,729 11568 2930 2,192 425 12555 12498 5136 1,759 9,084
Form 3 35277 1643 5415 1,798 1,371 198 7,154 6,372 2421 910 7,995
Form 5 19,363 726 2,674 936 666 89 3961 2,887 1,002 451 5971
Form 6-7 12,161 285 1142 267 306 60 2549 1442 429 207 5474
Some College/No degree 12,256 382 1,308 426 338 68 2,289 1265 509 209 5,462
BS/BA + 4,041 54 269 49 65 18 679 269 69 32 2,537
Vocational certificate 1,661 75 329 88 47 15 343 218 166 31 349
Other 552 16 70 24 16 0 77 169 54 4 122

9.5 Literacy and languagability

9.5.1 Literacy

The literacy rate of any given population is one of the most important indicators of development.
Literacy enables people to communicate, and access knowledge and ideastabdtes to a better

uncer st andi ng of o mter@lationships witrotben peeptelt is aakeyddeterminant

of human capital devel ofealeto impraved healthengplpyinent, s o c i
efficiency, and productivityLiteracy, in this context, and as defined in previous censuses is simply
theability to read and write, and is measured through a basic question asked during the census.

Levels of literacy can be distinguished in terms of the degree to which people are able to read or write,
or whether people can read but not write. These digtims require elaborate testing and probing that
cannot be undertaken in a census given its limitations but can be undertaken though a more focused
literacy study or survey.

The 2019 Census included a question in order to get a general indicatiorlifrdioy situation in

the country. T Gae yoq read ard iwote a simela@ eistence in one or more of the
following languages: English, Pidgin, Local language, or Other language? The way t he
was phrased captures a basic skill @fdiag and writing, and not necessarily a more fluent level of
literacy. A disadvantage of a question like this is that the obtained measure refergépédid
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literacy, which is likely to be biaseds many illiterate people may be embarrassed totddatithey
cannot read andrite.

Based on the responses to the above question captured in the 2019 Census, the litbesadrate
the population 5 years and owsas 79.0% at the national level. This comprised of 80.7% literacy
amongst males art¥.2% literacy amongst females (Table 9.%5igjure 9.5.2 Literacy based on the
population 15 years and over was 85.5% at the nationa) {ewielmale literacy levels higher (88.5%)
than the females (82.5%).

By urbanrural distribution, people in urban areas were ntiteeate(92.5%) tharthose inrural areas
(82.3%). The age group with the highest rate of literacy were tHE-y8arold population with
90.3% literate. The school population ageel#iQyeargecorded 79.7% literate, as one would expect
that they should be able to read and write a simple sentence.

Table 9.5.1: Population 5 years and older byditgrate, Solomon Islands: 2019

Literate Population Percentage Literate
| Age group | Total Male Female Total Male Female
Total 498,422 260,439 237,983 79.0 80.7 77.2
59 40,976 20,761 20,215 45.3 44.3 46.4
10-14 67,258 34,303 32,955 79.7 78.3 81.1
1519 69,285 35,111 34,174 90.3 89.8 90.9
20-24 59,186 29,718 29,468 90.2 90.3 90.0
25-29 47,993 24,568 23,425 88.7 89.8 87.6
30-34 46,394 23,802 22,592 86.9 89.1 84.7
3539 39,741 20,961 18,780 85.8 88.8 82.6
40-44 34,239 18,477 15,762 854 89.0 81.6
4549 28,240 15,653 12,587 84.2 89.3 78.5
50-54 20,378 11,408 8,970 80.3 87.5 72.7
55-59 14,957 8,579 6,378 79.1 87.3 70.3
60-64 10,467 6,080 4,387 76.4 85.5 66.6
65-69 7,917 4,442 3,475 72.3 81.7 63.1
70-74 4,740 2,735 2,005 68.2 79.6 57.0
7579 3,052 1,752 1,300 63.9 73.4 545
80-84 1,425 833 592 60.6 72.6 49.2
85+ 2,174 1,256 918 64.9 71.4 57.7

According to Figure 9.5.1, literacy by type of language showed that males were more literate in
English (75%), Pidgin (70%), local (65.8%) and others (7.3%) compared to females. Moreover,
according to the pyramid in Figure 9.5.2, literacy rgteslually declined amongst both sexes as age
increased. Males (80.7%) aged 5 years and older were more literate than female (77.2%). However,
literacy rates were significantly higher for females than males for the three early age categhyries (5
10-14 andl5-19 years). For example, at age14d) 81.1% of females were literate compared to 78.3%

of males.
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Figure 9.5.1Percentage of population 5 years and overliggr@dte by language and sex,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 9.5.21L iteracy pyramid (percent of total polation), Solomon Islands: 2019
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Across provinces, and amongst the population 15 years and over, literacy was lowest in Malaita
(73.8%) trailing behind Temotu (76.2%)this was mainly attributed to the relativelywler

literacy amongst Malaita women (68.6%), especially those in rural areas. This could also be due
to various factors such as migration (especially by younger men)unah drift, and cultural
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constraints faced by young girls. In this age categoryst@vie Province had the highest literacy
rate amongst all prances (Figure.5.3).

Figure 9.53: Population 15 years+ atiteracyrates by sex and province,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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9.5.2 Languagability

The 2019 Census findingsported that among the four languages (English, Pidgin, Local Language
and Other Language) that had been tested for literacy, the English language came out to be the most
predominant language used in communication. English language is the officialjangdaly taught

in school syllabus and is a key language requirement for formal communication in government and in
private sector organizations. The 2019 Census reporte@tés of the population 5 years and oweis

able to communicate (literata) the English languagémongst sexes, a relatively largegrcentage of mage

(75%) than females (70.7%) weietate in the Englistahguage (Table 9.5.2, Figure 9)5.4

The second important language was Pidgin with 68.4% of people 5 years and over who claimed that were able
to read and write a simple sentence in the Pidgin language. This was followed by local language (64.4%) and
only 6.6% of the population communicatedi 6 ot her 6 | anguages. | n most cas
mostly to other foreign languages.

Language abilities varied across provinces. Communications in the English (87.4%) and Pidgin (81.0%)
languages was predominant in Honiara compared with other provinces. This was followed by Western in both
languages, respectively (80.7% and 77.6%). Malaéta the least province that communicated in the English
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and Pidgin languages. The provinces were other languages were widely utilized were Rennell Bellona (80.4%)
and Choiseul (79.5%) provinces.

Table 9.5.2: Percentage oPopulation 5 years and over alathguage ability by sex and province,
Solomon Islands: 2019

_ = S | 3 | 8 |TE& 8| & |&sc| 2 o

Language Ability g = % ® PR g % g % 3| E g

a S| 2| 2|0 |gn|0°| = |52 & |2
English 72.9 76.8 80.7 746 698 806 689 610 723 69.1 874
Males 75.0 76.2 804 765 742 795 70.7 647 738 744 889
Females 70.7 776 811 724 653 819 67.0 572 707 640 857
Pidgin 68.4 758 776 71.0 687 708 654 558 670 60.2 810
Males 70.1 744 769 726 724 709 67.0 590 682 648 823
Females 66.5 772 783 692 649 707 638 526 657 558 796
Local language 64.4 795 763 712 700 804 621 551 641 392 681
Males 65.8 774 751 714 726 785 636 580 651 429 694
Females 62.9 817 776 709 673 827 606 523 631 356 66.8
Other langauages 6.6 135 103 95 6.2 6.9 4.9 5.9 5.2 3.3 5.6
Males 7.3 142 11.0 111 7.0 9.9 5.6 6.6 5.8 3.8 6.3
Females 5.8 12.8 9.6 7.8 5.5 3.1 4.2 5.3 4.7 2.7 4.8

Figure 9.5.4Percent of persons with Englistetacyby province Solomon Islands: 2019
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9.6 First language

Solomon Islanchas numerous diverse languages and many local dialects. The official language is
English, and théingua francafor majority of people is Pidgin. The 2019 Census obtained data on
first language by asking the questioiWh at i s t h dhispersm arnt dsa ohgd@hig e
question was asked to persons who were 5 years arfd.over

Data about firstearned languages can provide reliable information on how many people speak a
particular language. First learnt language is different from languagebatiflause. For example,

many people residing in Honiara would have Pidgin language as their language of habitual use, while
their first language would refer to at least one of the many local language in the Solomon Islands.

According to Table 9.6.1, tHest-leant language spoken by the majority (101,588 or 16.1%) of the
population5 years and olden the Solomon Islands wad&dgin. Thetable revealed a large increase

in the number of people who spoke Pidgin as theirli@gstnt language with 1,527 geale in 1976 to
101,588 people in 2019 Cen$tisSince 1999, this represented a massive increase of 407%. Pidgin
could effectively be considered a lingua franca in urban areas, especially in Honiara, where the
majority (47.2%) of people spoke Pidgin as tHigst-learnt language (Figure 9.6.1).

Talbe 9.61: Largerlocal language by province Solomon Islandst976, 19992019

1976 1999 2019 Percent (%)
Language S5years + | 5years+ 5 years + increase, 1992019
Pidgin 1,527 20,038 101,588 407.0
Local Language
Choiseul
Babatana 2,355 5,255 12,700 141.7
Varisi 1,702 4,681 8,254 76.3
Western
Bilua 3,543 8,062 12,421 54.1
Marovo 3,680 7,566 11,266 48.9
Roviana 4,284 9,079 15,135 66.7
Isabel
Cheke Holo 5,049 10,120 15,131 49,5
Central
Gela 5,323 10,981 17,637 60.6
RennellBellona 1,950 2,998 4,438 48.0
Guadalcanal
Birao 3,486 5,390 11,134 106.6
Ghatri 2,714 6,499 16,295 150.7
Lengo 4,942 12,443 21,509 72.9
Tolo/Talise 2,080 5,473 19,254 251.8

41 Note that this question was not captured in the previous 2009 Censetabed questions weiacluded inotherpast
censusege.g., 1999 censud)lote al® that the census is not a focused study or survey of languages nor endangered
languages and thus is limited in scope.

42 Caution should be considered as figures in past censuses are unadjusted for any undercount in enumeration.
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Talke 9.61 (Cont...) Large local languagdy province Solomon Islands:
1976, 19992019

1976 1999 2019 Percent (%)
increase,

Language 5 years + 5 years + 5 years + 19992019
Malaita
Kwara'ae 13,216 29,733 50,506 69.9
Are'are 7,227 16,453 26,175 59.1
Lau 7,393 15,747 22,806 44.8
Kwaio 6,776 12,171 22,448 84.4
To'abaita 5,228 11,668 19,518 67.3
Baenggu 2,277 5,476 11,546 110.8
Baelelea 4,252 8,095 13,241 63.6
Sa'a 4,446 6,876 11,669 69.7
Makira -Ulawa
Arosi 2,727 6,224 11,577 86.0
Tairaha 8,795
Kahua 1,570 4,745 8,123 71.2
Temotu
Aiwoo 2,355 5,255 9,632 83.3

Figure 9.6.1Pidgin as firstlearnt language by provinc€olomon Islands: 2019
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Concerning the firskearnt local language spoken,th@ j or i ty of peopl e spoke
(50,506) of Malaita province. This remained the most popular spoken language since the 1976 and
1999 censuses. Speakers of Kwarabae increased
second most spokdanguage recording an increase of 59.1% or an additional 9,700 people since
1999. Interestingly, people who spoke the Tolo/Talise language of Guadalcanal more than doubled in
2019, with an increase of 251.8% since 1999.

The likelihood of a firsiearnt locallanguagebecoming endangered can be associated with a
decline in a particular languagpealng population over a period of time. This often happens
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when speakers of such languages pass away over time or other &mgaagme more preferred

over previously spoken firdearnt languages. Defining an endangered language may vary
conceptually from one census to another. For instance, in the 1999 Census, an endangered
language was referred to as a language with very peakers (less than 200) or whose speaker
population has diminished since 1976 or whose speaker population grew by significantly less than
the average 123 percent.

Table 9.6.2 lists a number of larger local languagese 1999 but with expandgdowth tends

since 1976Languages such as&anguny Owa andAmbahave sharply increased from 1976 to

1999 but have declined from over 15% to less than 23% in 2019. These languages appeared to be
in danger of being extinct in the future should the trend continues.

Table 9.6.2Larger bcallanguages, Solomon Islands:
1976, 19992019

Language [ 1976 1999 2019 Rate of Growth
Census | Census | Census | 1999 to 2019
Vangunu 254 907 705 -22.27%
Owa 2,470 | 8,406 | 6,905 -17.86%
Amba 179 593 501 -15.51%
Gula'alaa 0 1,568 | 1,522 -2.93%
Nalégo 0 1,623 | 1,591 -1.97%
Kiribati 2,302 | 4,869 | 4,873 0.08%
RenBell 1,950 | 4,394 | 4,438 1.00%
Anuta 159 267 272 1.87%
Sikaiana 483 731 760 3.97%
Ulawa 2,065 | 5,423 | 5,692 4.96%
Ughele 0 1,202 | 1,274 5.99%
Dori'o 571 2,406 | 2,595 7.86%
Lungga 1,046 | 2,767 | 3,101 12.07%
Simbo 1,326 | 2,701 | 3,133 15.99%
Vaghua 874 1,960 | 2,377 21.28%
Duke 916 2,312 | 2,933 26.86%
Lau 7,393 | 17,079 | 22,806 33.53%
Mono 1,470 | 3,337 | 4,488 34.49%
Touo 739 1,879 | 2,547 35.55%
Marovo 3,680 | 8,094 | 11,266 39.19%
Wala 3,066 | 6,978 | 9,748 39.70%

Surprisingly about seven endangered local language identified in the 1999 Census seemingly
reappeared showing an increase in their respective language speaking populations in 2019 (Table

9.6.3). For example, the Rorlanguage of Choiseul province was considered endangered with
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only 78 speakers in the 1999 Census but rebounded with a massive increase of 214% (245
speakers) in the 2019 Census. While such an increase could have been overstated (as further
discussed belv), the other endangered languages sudraaiili revealed that such an increase

was plausible.

Although there were some ten so called newly founded languages captured in the 2019 Census as
recorded in Table 9.6.3, further research is required to ascertain the degree of accuracy of these
languages. For instance, the Dororo language of Western peothat appeared to be a new
language was consideredextinctlanguage, a variant difie extinct Kazukuru languagfeat was
connected to the modeRoviana languageédence, the numberf speakers that identify withith
language ould be generally identified as speakihg Roviana language.

Table 9.6.3. Endangered and new liseatbuages, Solomon Islands:
1976, 1999, 2019

Endangered language Census Years

& New Languages 1976 1999 2019
Choisuel
Ririo 11 78 245
Western
Dororo* 14
Guliguli* 29
Kazukuru* 14
Isabel
Ghoighoi* 318
Laghu 2 14 72
Mae™ 250
Zazao 14 10 302
Central
Laube* 36
Temotu
Anuta 159 249 272
Asumnoa 10 212
Engdewu* 471
Lovono* 18
Noipa* 33
Tanema 3 15
Tanibili 43 15 323
Tauma* 35

* New language name recorded in 2019 census
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Commentary omew andendangered languages

The following general assessmentsre based on discussions with certain language and translation
agencies such as tlsmlomon Islands Treslation Advisory Group (SITAG) regarding some of the
aforementioned new and endangered languages, and the need to conduct more specific stadies in thi
area

1 The language of Ririo in thehoiseul province could have been overstated as it was found by
Linguists to be a nearly extinct language. It has been considered that the 245 people who
claimed to speak Ririo could be identifying Ririo as a lineageibe connection but actually
speak Babatana langudge

1 Regarding Western local languag€azukuruas a language wastinct and may be linked as
a tribal designator for a lineage grodjme languages dsuliguli and Dororo were extinct
variants of tle extinct Kazukuru language. It is likely that GuligutidaDororo are names of
places ortribal namesThe numbers of speakers thdéentify with these names coulae
generally identified as speakitige Roviana languag¥'

1 Regarding Isabel languagé&3hoighoiis the Susubona dialect of Blablangaguage and thus
persons could be identified qmrt of the Blablanga langud§e RegardingLaghu, this
language was formerly spoken to the west of Kokota, known as Laghu, and became extinct in
1984, having bee supplanted by intermarriage and populatiocreasesThe numbers of
speakers that identify as Laghu may identify that way for lineage purposes, babthey
identify as speaking thgabana languad® In terms of Maethis is a dialect of Cheke Holo
and thus persons stated here should be patheoCheke Holo language speakéfsn
connection taZazagq the language iknown as Kilokaka, buit has been argued that Zazao
could bea place name from the headhunting dayg] thathe "Zazao language" wasst a
dialect of Blablang4®

1 In Central provinces, Laubeasjust another name for the Lavukaleve langdage

1 Regarding Temotu provingcéhe Anutalanguage was considereddangeredrém linguistic
pressure from Pidg and Tikopianlanguages. ThAsumboalanguage is also referred to by
thepeopleaB As umbuo 6. Huogdeauangeagappdasld ® beoverstatedn 2019
when it was first counted in 2013 and added to the Ethnoldgu€he Lovono language
numbersappeaedoverstated as lainguist working on Vanikoro in 2005 could only find five
elderly speakers of this languagerheNoipalanguageppeagdto beundercounted aiswas
indeed a newly recorded language name in2016a Linguist estimated the populatitmbe

43 See also (Palmer. 2014y p64), Don Laycock(1978)

44 SeeDunn and Ross (2007)

45 See Palmef1999, Kokota Grammar, pg 10

46 See Palmer1999. Kokota Grammar, pg.2

47 See Radu Voica (201,7poctoral dissertation. pg 38L

48 SeePalmer (1999), Kokota Grammar, pg 9; avdice (2017 dissertation on Blanga.
4 SeeTerrill (1999, Lavukaleve Grammar, pg 9

50 Seehttps:/ivww.ethnologue.com/language/ngr

51 SeeFrancois(2009), pg 4
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about 256 Furthermore, th&anemaanguagediguresalsoappeagd overstatedis the same
Linguist working on Vanikoro in 2005 could only find foudetly speakers of this langudge

With theTanibili language, the number of speakers counted in app8aedplausible while

the name of th&@aumalanguagecannot be fully verified at this stage.

52 Seehttps:/ivww.ethnologue.com/language/ngr

53 SeeFrancois(2009), pg 4
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10. DISABILITY

10 .1 Introduction

Solomon Island Government has a commitment to uphold the needs and rights ofvp#ople
disabilities. Asa signatory to a United Nations convention on the rights of a person with disabilities, the
Government has being committedioPr o mot e, protect and ensure the fu
rights and fundamental freedoms hy @ersons with disabilities and to promote respect for their inherent
dignity. o

The 2019 Census asked a modaotesix questionson disability adopted from the Washington
Group. This set of the Washington Group questions were initially included 8otbmon Islands
Demographic and Health Survey 2015vasbased orcapturingself-reported difficultiegelated

to performng basic activitiesassociated withealth problemsThe questions were focussed on the
population Syearsand aboveThe 2019 Censuasked two (2additional questions otinetype of
difficulties a person had on setfire and communication which were not captured in the previous
2009 @&nsus The six questions and domains were

Do you have difficulty seeing, even if wearing glasses?

Do you have difficulty hearing, even if using a hearing aid?

Do you have difficulty walkingr climbing steps?

Do you have difficulty remembering or concentrating?

Do you have difficulty (with seftare such as) washing all over or dressing?

Using your usal (customary) language, do you have difficulty communicating, (for example
understanding or being understood by others

o0k wnNE

Each question hadur response categories: (1) Nioo difficulty; (2) Yes- some difficulty; (3) Yes
- a lot of difficulty; and(4) cannot do at all. These four levels of difficutyreused to captarthe
full range of functioning in measuring disability.

10.2 Disability by Functional Domain

Table 10.2.1 showed the prevalence of disability for all functional domains for persons 5 years and
older despite of the severity of disability. Information presented included more than one difficulty
amongst the people irrespective of functional domabouAl11% of the population 5 years and over
reported aleast afunctionalform of disability. This was especially prevalent amongst people with
somedifficulties in Seeing (10.6%)omprising ofmore females (51%) than males (49%). This was
followed bypersons with somdifficulty in other functional domains such: &membering (8.4%),
Walking (7.8%), Hearing (5.6%), Setare (4.7%) and Communicating (3.7%Je prevalence of

these forms of disability were higher amongst the rural population than inm arbas.
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Table 10.2.1: Percentage distribution of the population aged 5 years and older with disabilities

by functional domain and degree of difficulty, Solomon Islands: 2019

Functional Sex Residence Age Group
Domain Total Male Female | Total Urban Rural Total 5-17 1859 60+
Seeing
Total 10.6 10.1 111 10.6 7.2 11.9 10.6 0.8 11.2 56.9
Some Difficulty 9.6 9.2 9.9 9.6 6.7 10.7 9.6 0.7 10.7 47.2
A lot of
difficulty 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.4 1.1 0.9 0.1 0.5 8.9
Cannot do at all 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.8
Hearing
Total 5.6 52 5.9 5.6 3.2 6.5 5.6 1.6 4.6 34.9
Some Difficulty 4.8 4.5 51 4.8 2.9 55 4.8 1.5 4.2 275
A lot of
difficulty 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.7 0.1 0.3 6.7
Cannot do at all 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.7
Walking
Total 7.8 6.9 8.8 7.8 4.3 9.2 7.8 1.0 7.0 50.2
Some Difficulty 6.5 5.8 7.4 6.5 3.7 7.6 6.5 0.9 6.4 37.9
A lot of
difficulty 11 0.9 1.2 11 0.5 1.3 11 0.1 0.5 10.6
Cannot do at all 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 1.8
Remembering
Total 84 7.7 9.2 8.4 4.0 10.2 8.4 3.5 7.8 40.1
Some Difficulty 7.5 6.9 8.2 7.5 3.6 9.1 7.5 3.3 7.3 324
A lot of
difficulty 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.3 1.0 0.8 0.2 0.4 6.8
Cannot do at all 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.9
Self-care
Total 4.7 4.6 4.8 4.7 2.3 5.7 4.7 5.0 24 23.3
Some Difficulty 3.9 3.9 4.0 3.9 19 4.7 3.9 4.4 21 17.5
A lot of
difficulty 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.2 4.5
Cannot do at all 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.4
Communicating
Total 3.7 35 3.9 3.7 1.8 4.5 3.7 2.8 2.3 20.2
Some Difficulty 3.1 2.9 3.3 3.1 15 3.7 31 24 2.0 15.7
A lot of
difficulty 0.5 04 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.2 3.7
Cannot do at all 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.8
Aboutl % of the population 5 years and over repor
all o) T hi %322 pesong witts se\edifficulities in selfcare- the most prevalent. This

was followed by 1,206 persons who were suffering from lameness (walking) and 1,109 person who
had sever difficulties in communicating. The others included 783 persons whalearand 569
persons with blindneséFigure 10.2.1)
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Comparison by gender showed that severe disability was higher among females in Seeing (310) and

Walking (628) while the males dominated in Hearing (406), Remembering (402)a8elf684) and
Communicating (579) (Figure 10.2.1).

Figure 10.2.1: Population reporting a severe disability by functional domain and sex, Solomon

Islands: 2019
1.400 1,322
B Total ®WMale ®Female 1.206
1.200 1,109
8 1,000
=9
3 790
A 800
B 628 684 638
: 569 578 579
3 600 530
=
Z 400 250 310
v II
0
Seeing Hearing Walking Remembering Self-care Communicating
Functional Domain

Resuls of having disabilitiedy provinceas presented in Table 10.2.2 reportegldomain of 8eing
with thehighest prevalence of disabilities for Western (12&ntral (11.4)RenneliBellona (10.4),
Guadalcanal (9.8)Malaita (10.5),Temotu (15.4) and Honiara (6.&lealth problers related to
remembering wrehigher in Choiseull3.9),Isabel (15.9) and Makira (14.0)
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Table 10.2.2: Percentagepdrsons having disabilities by functional domain and province,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Percentage of population aged 5 years and older witifficulty in:

Province Seeing Hearing Walking Remembering Selfcare  Communicating
Total 10.6 5.6 7.8 8.4 4.7 3.7
Male 10.1 5.2 6.9 7.7 4.6 3.5
Female 11.1 5.9 8.8 9.2 4.8 3.9
Choiseul 12.2 6.3 7.2 13.9 7.3 7.6
Male 11.3 55 5.9 12.7 7.0 7.2
Female 13.2 7.2 8.5 15.2 7.5 7.9
Western 12.6 6.5 8.5 10.8 4.9 4.0
Male 11.9 6.2 7.1 10.1 4.8 3.9
Female 13.3 7.0 10.0 11.6 5.0 4.1
Isabel 15.1 7.3 104 15.9 6.7 7.2
Male 14.6 7.0 8.9 14.7 6.8 6.5
Female 15.6 7.7 12.0 17.2 6.5 7.9
Central 114 6.2 9.2 8.8 4.4 3.2
Male 111 5.8 7.9 7.6 3.9 2.6
Female 11.8 6.5 10.6 10.0 5.0 3.8
Rennelk
Bellona 104 55 8.5 6.0 8.8 5.3
Male 8.7 5.1 7.1 5.9 8.5 5.3
Female 12.5 6.0 10.1 6.0 9.2 5.3
Guadalcanal 9.8 5.3 7.8 7.9 4.6 3.1
Male 9.4 5.0 7.1 7.3 4.7 2.9
Female 10.1 55 8.5 8.6 4.5 3.3
Malaita 10.5 5.9 8.1 7.3 5.0 3.9
Male 9.9 54 7.1 6.5 4.7 3.7
Female 11.2 6.4 9.0 8.0 5.2 4.2
Makira -Ulawa 13.1 7.0 11.0 14.0 6.9 4.8
Male 12.8 6.4 9.9 12.9 7.0 4.6
Female 134 7.7 12.2 15.2 6.9 5.0
Temotu 154 7.8 134 11.0 7.0 54
Male 14.2 7.2 11.1 9.3 6.5 4.6
Female 16.6 8.4 15.6 125 7.5 6.2
Honiara 6.8 3.1 4.0 3.4 2.0 1.6
Male 6.6 3.0 3.7 3.1 2.0 1.6
Female 6.9 3.2 4.3 3.8 2.0 1.6
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11. MOBILE PHONES AND INTERNET

11.1 Introduction.

The proportion of the population owning a mobile phone and having access to internet are two
important indicators stipulated in the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Solomon
Islands National Development Strategy 2016 to 2035. Technological @daants through the
acquisition, and usage of mobile phones and internet are likely to lead to improved livelihoods through
improved communications, knowledge sharing and education etc.

The 2019 Census asked the following related questions on mobilespiirenet and what the
internet was used for:

1. Does this person own a mobile/cell phone?

2. Is this mobile/cell phone in good working condition?

3. Does this person use mobile/cell phones for internet?

4. What does this person use the internet frathbr mobile phone for?

11.2 Mobile/Cell Phones

The 2019 Census reported that although 225,945 people or 44.7% of the population 12 years and
above owned a mobile phone, the majority (55.3%) did not own a mobile phone. More than half of
the populatiorowho owned a mobile phone were males (58.7%) compared to females (41.3%) (Table
11.2.1 and Figure 11.2.1).

While males outnumber their female counterparts in owning a mobile phone (ratio of 1.4), the reverse
holds for females outnumbering males who doavat a mobile phone (ratio of 1.2).

Honiara recorded the highest number (69,876; 30.9%) of all persons in the country who owned a
mobile phoné also comprising a significant majority (70.1%) of its population. This was followed

by Guadalcanal with 41,8038.5%) persons with mobile phones. However, within Guadalcanal the
majority (60.9%) did not have mobile phones. RenBellona and Temotu provinces comprised the
least populations that owned a mobile phone with 0.8% and 2.2%, respectively (Table id.2.1 a
Figure 11.2.1).
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Table 11.2.1: Number and percent of population 12 years+ and status of ownership

of a mobile phone by sex and province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Total Male Female
Frovince Total S No phone| Total O No phone| Total ORI No phone
phone phone phone
Solomon Island§ 506,009 225,945 280,064 257,807 132,704 125,103 | 248,202 93,241 154,961
Choiseul 20,680 9,088 11,592 | 10,666 5,459 5,207 10,014 3,629 6,385
Western 65,723 30,627 35,096 | 34,216 18,301 15,915 31,507 12,326 19,181
Isabel 22,254 10,436 11,818 | 11,811 6,428 5,383 10,443 4,008 6,435
Central 20,971 6,412 14,559 | 10,676 4,194 6,482 10,295 2,218 8,077
Rennell-Bellona| 3,013 1,740 1,273 1,680 1,054 626 1,333 686 647
Guadalcanal 106,917 41,809 65,108 | 54,467 24,924 29,543 52,450 16,885 35,565
Malaita 117,410 40,680 76,730 | 58,034 25,137 32,897 59,376 15,543 43,833
Makira-Ulawa 33,744 10,249 23,495 | 17,317 6,387 10,930 16,427 3,862 12,565
Temotu 15,661 5,028 10,633 | 7,618 3,125 4,493 8,043 1,903 6,140
Honiara 99,636 69,876 29,760 | 51,322 37,695 13,627 48,314 32,181 16,133
(Percent, 100%)

Solomon Islandg  100.0 44.7 55.3 100.0 51.5 48.5 100.0 37.6 62.4
Choiseul 100.0 43.9 56.1 100.0 51.2 48.8 100.0 36.2 63.8
Western 100.0 46.6 53.4 100.0 53.5 46.5 100.0 39.1 60.9
Isabel 100.0 46.9 53.1 100.0 54.4 45.6 100.0 38.4 61.6
Central 100.0 30.6 69.4 100.0 39.3 60.7 100.0 21.5 78.5
Rennell-Bellona|  100.0 57.7 42.3 100.0 62.7 37.3 100.0 51.5 48.5
Guadalcanal 100.0 39.1 60.9 100.0 45.8 54.2 100.0 32.2 67.8
Malaita 100.0 34.6 65.4 100.0 43.3 56.7 100.0 26.2 73.8
Makira-Ulawa 100.0 30.4 69.6 100.0 36.9 63.1 100.0 235 76.5
Temotu 100.0 32.1 67.9 100.0 41.0 59.0 100.0 23.7 76.3
Honiara 100.0 70.1 29.9 100.0 73.4 26.6 100.0 66.6 334

Figure 11.2.1: Perceagjeof persons 12 years+ (bof total population 12 years+

50.0

who owned a mobile phone by province, Solomon Islands: 2019
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According to Table 11.2.2, a significant majority (96.6%) of mobile phone owners aged 12 years
and over had mobile phones that wergood working condition. This comprised of more males
(58.7%) than females (41.3%), although within respective sex distributions, the propertions
96.6% (good working condition) and 3.4% (not good working condition) were sirasmith

similar proporionsto those owning a mobile phone.

Across provinces, the province with a significant majority (31.5%) of all persons 12 years and
older who had a good working mobile phone was Honiara. On the other hand, a higher share of
populations that did not havegd working mobile phones were mainly found in Temotu (6.4%),
Western (6.0%) and Honiara (5.8%). However, in absolute terms, Malaita (1,690) followed by
Guadalcanal (1,541) had more persons who had a mobile phone that was not in good working
condition. Renell-Bellona has the least number (19) of persons who did not have a good working
mobile phone, with more males (14) than females (5).

While malesoutnumber females in owning a good working mobile phone (ratio of 1.4), similarly
they also outnumbdemales in not owning a mobile phone in good condition (ratio of 1.4).

Table 11.2.2: Population 12 years+ within province who own a mobile phone by status
of working condition and sex, Solomdslands2019

Total Male Female
Province Total work_ir_19 th Total work_ir_wg th Total work_iljg th
condition | working condition | working condition | working
Total 225,945 218,294 7,651 | 132,704 128,234 4,470 | 93,241 90,060 3,181
Choiseul 9,088 8,546 542 5,459 5,148 311 3,629 3,398 231
Western 30,627 29,536 1,091 | 18,301 17,674 627 12,326 11,862 464
Isabel 10,436 10,001 435 6,428 6,165 263 4,008 3,836 172
Central 6,412 6,139 273 4,194 4,022 172 2,218 2,117 101
Rennell-Bellona 1,740 1,721 19 1,054 1,040 14 686 681 5
Guadalcanal 41,809 40,268 1,541 | 24,924 24,005 919 16,885 16,263 622
Malaita 40,680 38,990 1,690 | 25,137 24,118 1,019 15,543 14,872 671
Makira-Ulawa | 10,249 9,597 652 6,387 5,963 424 3,862 3,634 228
Temotu 5,028 4,734 294 3,125 2,950 175 1,903 1,784 119
Honiara 69,876 68,762 1,114 | 37,695 37,149 546 32,181 31,613 568
Percent (%)

Total 100.0 96.6 3.4 100.0 96.6 3.4 100.0 96.6 3.4
Choiseul 100.0 96.6 3.4 100.0 96.6 3.4 100.0 96.6 3.4
Western 100.0 94.0 6.0 100.0 94.3 5.7 100.0 93.6 6.4
Isabel 100.0 96.4 3.6 100.0 96.6 3.4 100.0 96.2 3.8
Central 100.0 95.8 4.2 100.0 95.9 4.1 100.0 95.7 4.3
Rennell-Bellong 100.0 95.7 4.3 100.0 95.9 4.1 100.0 95.4 4.6
Guadalcanal 100.0 98.9 1.1 100.0 98.7 1.3 100.0 99.3 0.7
Malaita 100.0 96.3 3.7 100.0 96.3 3.7 100.0 96.3 3.7
Makira-Ulawa 100.0 95.8 4.2 100.0 95.9 4.1 100.0 95.7 4.3
Temotu 100.0 93.6 6.4 100.0 93.4 6.6 100.0 94.1 5.9
Honiara 100.0 94.2 5.8 100.0 94.4 5.6 100.0 93.7 6.3
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Figure 11.2.2Percersgeof population 12 years+ within province who own a mobile
phone in good working condition, Solomon Islands: 2019
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11.3 Internet

Access to the internet and the appropriate use of the internet are likely to have a jposéoteon
peopleds I|livelihoods t-deon@micganefits mych as ungrowemdnts in i n
education, health, networking, and communications.

Table 11.3.1 indicated that of the total population 12 years and above that had a mobile phone in
working condition, a significant majority (59.3%) did not access internet using their mobile phones
compared to 40.7% of persons that accessed internet. This comprised of more males (58.4%) than
females (41.6%) that did not access the internet, althoughnwigspective distributions, the
proportions for males (41.1%) and females (40.1%) are similar.

Across the provinces and as expected, accessing internet via mobile phone was higher in Honiara
(48.2%), followed by Guadalcanal (16.6%) and Western proving@%d). The provinces with the

least access to internet were Renallona (0.8%), Temotu (0.9%) and Makithawa (1.5%)

(Table 11.3.1).

When comparing those persons who accessed internet and those who did not within respective
provinces, Honiara showeal significant majority (62.2%) of persons that accessed internet using
mobile phones (Figure 11.3.1).
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Table 11.3.1: Population 12 years+ within province who accessed internet using
mobile phone (in good working condition) bgx, Solomon Islands: 2019

All Persons Male Female
. Used Internet Used Internet Used Internet

Province - ; ; - - -

On mobile Did not On mobile Did not On mobile Did not
Total phone use | Total phone use | Total phone use
All Persons 218,294 88,805 129,489| 128,234 52,647 75,587 90,060 36,158 53,902
% 100.0 40.7 59.3 100.0 41.1 58.9 100.0 40.1 59.9
Choiseul 8,546 1,704 6,842 5,148 1,143 4,005 3,398 561 2,837
Western 29,536 11,844 17,692 17,674 7,297 10,377| 11,862 4,547 7,315
Isabel 10,001 2,165 7,836 6,165 1,576 4,589 3,836 589 3,247
Central 6,139 1,837 4,302 4,022 1,190 2,832 2,117 647 1,470
Rennell-Bellona 1,721 734 987 1,040 536 504 681 198 483
Guadalcanal 40,268 14,744 25,524 24,005 8,771  15,234| 16,263 5973 10,290
Malaita 38,990 10,854 28,136 24,118 7,000 17,118 14,872 3,854 11,018
Makira 9,597 1,305 8,292 5,963 865 5,098 3,634 440 3,194
Temotu 4,734 818 3,916 2,950 535 2,415 1,784 283 1,501
Honiara 68,762 42,800 25,962 37,149 23,734 13,415| 31,613 19,066 12,547
(Percent, %)

All Persons 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Choiseul 3.9 1.9 5.3 4.0 2.2 5.3 3.8 1.6 5.3
Western 135 13.3 13.7 13.8 13.9 13.7 13.2 12.6 13.6
Isabel 4.6 2.4 6.1 4.8 3.0 6.1 4.3 1.6 6.0
Central 2.8 2.1 3.3 3.1 2.3 3.7 2.4 1.8 2.7
Rennell-Bellona 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.9
Guadalcanal 18.4 16.6 19.7 18.7 16.7 20.2 18.1 16.5 19.1
Malaita 17.9 12.2 21.7 18.8 13.3 22.6 16.5 10.7 20.4
Makira 4.4 15 6.4 4.7 1.6 6.7 4.0 1.2 5.9
Temotu 2.2 0.9 3.0 2.3 1.0 3.2 2.0 0.8 2.8
Honiara 315 48.2 20.0 29.0 45.1 17.7 35.1 52.7 23.3

Figure 11.3.1: Percentagépopulation 12 years+ and status of accessing internet using
mobile phone (in good working condition) by province, Solomon Islands:
2019

100.0
90.0
80.0
70.0
60.0
50.0
40.0
30.0
20.0
10.0

0.0

\‘52'

M Used Internet on mobile phone

‘Q \
'- 9) > o 'a-
'S S & 8 N \’b o &
& ° e
?5(\\ 16 ;-‘b

M Did not use internet

126




Malesrepresented the highest proportion of population who had both access to internet in all provinces
as well as did not have access to internet (Figure 11.3.2, Figure 11.3.3).

Figure 11.3.2: Percesrgeof populationl2 years+ who accessed interanging mobile
phone (in good working condition) by sex and province, Solomon Islands:

2019
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Figure 11.3.3: Perceaeof population 12 years+ who did not access internet using
mobile phone (in good working condition) by sex and province, Solomon

Islands: 2019
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Table 11.3.2 presented information on the population 12 years and over by age group who owned
a mobile phone in good working condition and used it wess internet. It was evident that
persons within the age group-2@ years had the highest (21.5%) access to internet. This
comprised of a higher proportion of both males (19.3%) and females (24.7%) respectively.

Table 11.3.2: Number and percenfpopulation 12 years+ within 5 year
age group who accessed internet using mobile phone (in good
working condition) by sex, Solomon Islands: 2019

Age Group Total % Males % Females %
Total 88,805 100.0 52,647 100.0 36,158 100.0
12-14 1,549 1.7 822 1.6 727 2.0
15-19 11,184 12.6 6,124 11.6 5,060 14.0
20-24 19,101 21.5 10,176 19.3 8,925 24.7
25-29 14,385 16.2 8,281 15.7 6,104 16.9
30-34 12,501 14.1 7,340 13.9 5,161 14.3
35-39 9,980 11.2 6,167 11.7 3,813 10.5
40-44 7,304 8.2 4,800 9.1 2,504 6.9
45-49 5,365 6.0 3,613 6.9 1,752 4.8
50-54 3,345 3.8 2,353 4.5 992 2.7
55-59 1,948 2.2 1,400 2.7 548 15
60-64 1,069 1.2 803 15 266 0.7
65-69 592 0.7 442 0.8 150 0.4
70-74 223 0.3 169 0.3 54 0.1
75+ 259 0.3 157 0.3 102 0.3

Moreover, the age group (Z3 years) is paxf the youth population (:34 years) in the
Solomon Islands that comprisefiaosignificant proportion (64%) of the population that
accessed internet.

In relation to the stated reasons for accessing internet, Tat8e3 and Figure 11.3.4 showed that
most people 12 years and older accessed internet mainly for the following specific reasons: social
media (66.0% or 58,613 people), communication (62.0% or 55,095 people) and entertainment (51.3%
or 45,562 people). Theast reason for accessing internet from a mobile phone was online banking
(1.8% or 933 people).

Across the provinces, the use of the internet mainly for social media, communications and

entertainment was mainly dominated by users in three provinces nblmilgra, Guadalcanal and

Western provinces with Honiara being the highest user. In social media, Honiara population

comprised of a significant majority (55.8%), followed by Guadalcanal (16.3%) and Western (13.1%).
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Table11.3.3: Number and percewitpopulation 12 years+ and reasons for using
internet from mobile phone (in good working condition) by province,

Solomon Islands: 2019

Reason for Use of Internet Total % Choiseul Western Isabel Central Rennell- - Guadal- Malaita Makira - Temotu Honiara
Bellona  canal Ulawa

Education

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for education 24,868  28.0 298 2,078 285 348 100 4,252 2,666 376 176 14,289
% 100.0 - 1.2 8.4 11 1.4 0.4 17.1 10.7 1.5 0.7 57.5

No internet for edcuation 63,937 72.0 1,406 9,766 1,880 1,489 634 10,492 8,188 929 642 28,511
Social media

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for social media 58,613  66.0 770 7,684 1,012 771 442 9,564 4,734 509 446 32,681
% 100.0 - 1.3 13.1 1.7 1.3 0.8 16.3 8.1 0.9 0.8 55.8

No internet for social media 30,192  34.0 934 4,160 1,153 1,066 292 5,180 6,120 796 372 10,119
Entertainment

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for entertainment 455562  51.3 539 5,672 664 556 594 7,195 4,761 527 402 24,652
% 100.0 - 1.2 12.4 15 1.2 1.3 15.8 10.4 1.2 0.9 54.1

No interenet for entertainment 43,243  48.7 1,165 6,172 1,501 1,281 140 7,549 6,093 778 416 18,148
Work-Business

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for work or business 18,273 20.6 136 1,502 177 151 121 2,281 963 146 121 12,675
% 100.0 - 0.7 8.2 1.0 0.8 0.7 12.5 5.3 0.8 0.7 69.4

No internet for work/business 70,532  79.4 1,568 10,342 1,988 1,686 613 12,463 9,891 1,159 697 30,125
Communication

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for communication 55,095 62.0 813 5,979 765 905 603 8,243 5,839 490 353 31,105
% 100.0 - 15 10.9 14 1.6 1.1 15.0 10.6 0.9 0.6 56.5

No internet for communication 33,710 38.0 891 5,865 1,400 932 131 6,501 5,015 815 465 11,695
Information

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for information 21,919 247 257 1,945 322 452 236 3,468 1,964 308 267 12,700
% 100.0 - 1.2 8.9 15 21 1.1 15.8 9.0 1.4 1.2 57.9

No internet for information 66,886  75.3 1,447 9,899 1,843 1,385 498 11,276 8,890 997 551 30,100
Shopping

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for shopping 4,603 5.2 48 391 46 7 8 461 206 33 33 3,300
% 100.0 - 1.0 8.5 1.0 1.7 0.2 10.0 4.5 0.7 0.7 71.7

No internet for shoping 84,202  94.8 1,656 11,453 2,119 1,760 726 14,283 10,648 1,272 785 39,500
Health

Total 88,805 100.0 1,704 11,844 2,165 1,837 734 14,744 10,854 1,305 818 42,800

Internet for health 4,225 4.8 29 348 39 75 18 365 209 29 22 3,091
% 100.0 - 0.7 8.2 0.9 1.8 0.4 8.6 4.9 0.7 0.5 73.2

No internet for health 84,580  95.2 1,675 11,496 2,126 1,762 716 14,379 10,645 1,276 796 39,709
Online Banking

Total 51,943  100.0 1,446 4,083 1,809 1,558 648 12,509 8,979 993 677 19,241

Online banking 933 1.8 9 110 19 13 5 89 59 15 5 609
% 100.0 - 1.0 11.8 2.0 1.4 0.5 9.5 6.3 1.6 0.5 65.3

No online banking 51,010 98.2 1,437 3,973 1,790 1,545 643 12,420 8,920 978 672 18,632

*Based on Commercial Bank requirements, population 18 years and edmowaly access online banking services.

Similarly, in communications, Honiara users dominated with 56.5%, followed by Guadalcanal
(15.0%) and Western (10.9%) as well as in entertainment where Honiara residents led with the

majority of users (54.1%), faived by Guadalcanal (15.8%) and Western (12.4%).

Across all the various reasons for using internet, Honiara residents were the highest users, even

comprising of over half the total population using internet for each of the specific reasons.
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Other inteesting observations from the 2019 Census findings revealed a smaller proportion of the
population using the internet for reasons such as education (28.0%) and health (4.8%). Within
provinces, and apart from Honiara, a significant proportion of the populetiMakiraUlawa
(28.8%), Guadalcanal (28.8%) and Malaita (24.6%) used the internet for educational reasons.
while for health reasons, apart from Honiara (7.2%) and Central (4.1%), all other provinces
recorded less than 4% of users.

However, it was evient from the findings that not everyone who had internet access stated their
reasons for using the interrieeither there were other reasons that was not captured in the census
and/or that people did not respond positively to the questions that weredaskegl enumeration
(Figure 11.3.4)

Figure 11.3.4: Percenf population 12 years + and reasons for using and not using
internet, Solomon Islands: 2019
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12. LABOUR FORCE AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

The extent of the casual relationship between ldi®ur force and economic activity impact
sustainable economic developmeand livelihoods. Human capital investment and labour
participation in economic activity affects the production of goods and senvidee economy and
ultimately impacts on the standard of living and growth of the economy.

The basic definitions applied in this analysis incl@de>

Working Age: The working agepopulationcomprises all persons aged 12 and ovérs age
thresholds appliedstatistically in the Solomon Islands conteagin previous censuses and survéys

Reference period:the last week or 7 days prior to the census night.

Labour Force: includes all persons aged 12 years amdr who were employednd unemployed
during the reference period.

Not in the Labour Force: refers to persons of working ageho were neither employed nor
unemployed during the reference period.

Labour Force Participation Rate (LFPR): persons of working agen the labour foce as a
percentage ahe workingage population.

Employed: refers to personsf working age, who during the reference periodrevengaged in any

work, whether it wagwork for payoranpaidworldb , or wor k for i ncome/ pro
was only for one hour. This includes persons not at work during the reference period due to temporary
absence or work arrangement (e.g., on medical leave or on shift work).

Unemployed (standard, official definition): personsof working agewho, during the reference
period,did not workbut were actively looking for work and were available for work.

Unemployment (expandeddefinition): personsof working agewho, during the reference period,
did not wok and were available for work.

54 Due todifferences in labouforce definitionsover the yearscautionis requiredin any direct comparisons with past

censuses.

%5 There were slight variations in the concepts applied in questions about work and employment ttatusrient and

past censuses. For example, in2009Ce nsus, the first of the questions was
any wandk®hel999Census, the question asked oO6whether a person
the week before the cen$ds. | recent2012 Censughe question was asked in line with ILO {IITLS resolution)

definitonA Dur i ng the |l ast week, did this?2person do any wor k,
56 The ILO defines the working age as 15 years and over but that depends on country contextunteieg apply the

15-64 years age range.
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Unemployment Rate:refers to the unemployed persons as a percentage of the labour force.

Limitations:

1 The census considers an employed person as a unit measure of employment and not the number
of job holdings. As irprevious censuses, this census focusses on persons identified as employed
as having one main occupation or job.

1 The likelihood of the census understating or overstating persons classified in the labour force or
outside the labour force is plausibléence follow-up surveys such as the labour fostevey
would assisin making these visible and neconcilingthe data

12.1 Labour Force Status

The 2019 Census recorded a total of 280.5 thousand people aged 12 years and over un fheckabo
(LF) out of the 508housand people that were counted of worlage(WA) as presenteth Table
12.1. Therevere more persons employed (258.4 thousand, 92.1%) than unem@2yethbusand,
7.9%) in the labour force.

Table 2.1: Populatioraged 12 years and ovey labaur forcestatus, urbasrural area
and sexSolomon Islands: 2019

Population 12 years & over
Labour force status
Total % % Males % Females %
Working Age 506,009 100.0% 100% 257,807 50.9% 248,202 49.1%
In the labour force 280,510 100% 150,975 53.8% 129,535 46.2%
% of WA 55.4%
12-19 years 17,663 100% 9,222 52.2% 8,441 47.8%
20-39 151,413 100% 79,899 52.8% 71,514 47.2%
40-64 100,595 100% 55,829 55.5% 44,766 44.5%
65+ 10,839 100% 6,025 55.6% 4,814 44.4%
Employed 258,383 100% 139,041 53.8% 119,342 46.2%
% of LF 92.1%
Urban 69,564 26.9% 100% 39,202 56.4% 30,362 43.6%
Rural 188,819 73.1% 100% 99,839 52.9% 88,980 47.1%
Unemployed 22,127 100% 11,934 53.9% 10,193 46.1%
% of LF 7.9%
Urban 9,541 43.1% 100% 5,084 53.3% 4,457 46.7%
Rural 12,586 56.9% 100% 6,850 54.4% 5,736 45.6%
Not in the labour force 225,499 100% 106,832 47.4% 118,667 52.6%
% of WA 44.6%
Urban 71,660 31.8% 100% 33,187 46.3% 38,473 53.7%
Rural 153,839 68.2% 100% 73,645 47.9% 80,194 52.1%
Not stated - - - - - - -
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The dominance of males the labour forcel(17 malego 100 femalelcontrasts witHesser males
than femalethat were noin the labour force (NLFO males to 100 femalp§ hemajority of persons
in the labour force were within the ageoup of 2639 years and residing the rural areas (73.1%)
Males dominated in employment and unemployment, comprising of over half &ibibar force
compared to femaleB) both urban and rural areas

Outside the labar force, females dominadén both urban andural areasThis isfurther discussed
in section12.4 below.

Table 122: Population aged 12 years and overpiivate householdsby province, &dbaur force
status and sexSolomon Islands: 2019

In the labour force Not in the labour force Not
Province Employed Unemployed stated
Total Males Females Total Males Females Total Males Females
Solomon Islands | 258,383 139,041 119,342 22,127 11,934 10,193 225,499 106,832 118,667 -
% 100.0 53.8 46.2 100.0 53.9 46.1 100.0 47.4 52.6
Choisuel 10,674 5,907 4,767 749 447 302 9,257 4,312 4,945 -
% 100.0 55.3 44.7 100.0 59.7 40.3 100.0 46.6 53.4 -
Western 38,011 20,900 17,111 2,422 1,322 1,100 25,290 11,994 13,296 -
% 100.0 55.0 45.0 100.0 54.6 45.4 100.0 47.4 52.6 -
Isabel 13,315 7,438 5,877 447 230 217 8,492 4,143 4,349 -
% 100.0 55.9 44.1 100.0 51.5 48.5 100.0 48.8 51.2 -
Central 10,838 5,763 5,075 398 229 169 9,735 4,684 5,051 -
% 100.0 53.2 46.8 100.0 57.5 42.5 100.0 48.1 51.9 -
Ren-Bell 1,813 1,125 688 73 32 41 1,127 523 604 -
% 100.0 62.1 37.9 100.0 43.8 56.2 100.0 46.4 53.6 -
Guadalcanal 56,640 30,197 26,443 5,166 2,757 2,409 45,111 21,513 23,598 -
% 100.0 53.3 46.7 100.0 53.4 46.6 100.0 47.7 52.3 -
Malaita 58,324 29,579 28,745 3,890 2,119 1,771 55,196 26,336 28,860 -
% 100.0 50.7 49.3 100.0 54.5 45.5 100.0 47.7 52.3 -
Makira-Ulawa 17,127 9,176 7,951 1,348 777 571 15,269 7,364 7,905 -
% 100.0 53.6 46.4 100.0 57.6 42.4 100.0 48.2 51.8 -
Temotu 7,572 3,861 3,711 758 385 373 7,331 3,372 3,959 -
% 100.0 51.0 49.0 100.0 50.8 49.2 100.0 46.0 54.0 -
Honiara 44,069 25,095 18,974 6,876 3,636 3,240 48,691 22,591 26,100 -
% 100.0 56.9 43.1 100.0 52.9 47.1 100.0 46.4 53.6
Percent, %
Solomon Islands 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -
Choisuel 4.1 2.3 1.8 0.3 0.2 0.1 3.6 1.7 1.9 -
Western 14.7 8.1 6.6 0.9 0.5 0.4 9.8 4.6 5.1 -
Isabel 5.2 2.9 2.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 3.3 1.6 1.7 -
Central 4.2 2.2 2.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 3.8 1.8 2.0 -
Ren-Bell 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.2 -
Guadalcanal 21.9 11.7 10.2 2.0 1.1 0.9 17.5 8.3 9.1 -
Malaita 22.6 11.4 11.1 1.5 0.8 0.7 21.4 10.2 11.2 -
Makira-Ulawa 6.6 3.6 3.1 0.5 0.3 0.2 5.9 2.9 3.1 -
Temotu 2.9 1.5 1.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 2.8 1.3 1.5 -
Honiara 17.1 9.7 7.3 2.7 1.4 1.3 18.8 8.7 10.1 -

At the provincial levelMalaita (23%) and Guadalcar(@2%) provinces absorbed the majority of the
employment population while Honiaftaemain commercigand administrativeenter of the country)
was the hub for the majority of the unemployed population (2.8%9 Table 12.2)These three
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provinces accounted for more than half of the population that were not in the labour force or were not
economically active.

12.2 Labour Force Participation

Labour force participation in the labour market is important in assessing the supply and the availability
of labour resources in the production of goods and services in the economy. Basically, a person is
participating in the labour force if that persoremsployed or actively looking for employment. At the
national level, the participation rate for males was 58.6%, slightly outperforming female participation
of 52.2% with males being more economically active than females. However, in rural areas, the
participation of both males (59.2%) and females (54.2%) outperformed their counterparts in urban
areas.

Table 123: Labour force participation rates by province,
urbarrural area and sex, Solomon Islands: 2019

Province Total Males | Females
Solomon Islands 55.4 58.6 52.2
Urban 52.5 57.2 47.5
Rural 56.7 59.2 54.2
Choisuel 55.2 59.6 50.6
Western 61.5 64.9 57.8
Isabel 61.8 64.9 58.4
Central 53.6 56.1 50.9
Ren-Bell 62.6 68.9 54.7
Guadalcanal 57.8 60.5 55.0
Malaita 53.0 54.6 51.4
Makira-Ulawa 54.8 57.5 51.9
Temotu 53.2 55.7 50.8
Honiara 51.1 56.0 46.0

At the provirtial level, the higher participation rates were mainly driven by males in Rédellha,

Isabel and Western provinces with rates of 62% to 63%. Although females participated slightly lower
than males, a notable difference waserved in Honiaraith thelowest female participation at 46%
across all provinces.

As observedrom Figure 12.1 belowthe trend in male and female participation by age at the national
level follow similar behavior but with males dominating overall. Participation among sexes we
consistent in the younger age groupl®years which peaked after-19 yeardowards 2624 years

when males started widening their lead. This behavior is often associated with trends in school
dropouts where the likelihood of females at younger &gggng school andndng up assisting in

family housework or in owsaccount (subsistence) work while the majority of males enter into
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employment. Participation began trending downward and plateauing fre38 $8ars and 489
years, and then subsequenticlining and narrowing towards 75+ years.

Figurel2.1: Total labour force participation rate by age and sex, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 122: Urban labour force participation Figure 1R8rallabour forceparticipation
rate by age and sex rate by age and sex
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At the national level, males wesbout 10% more likely than females to be economically active
betwea 30-34 and 6569 years. This wadriven mainly byparticipationof both sexes iithe rural
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areaghan inurban areaswhere malesvereat least 20% more likely than females to be economically
active between 334 and 7674 years (see Figure 12.2, Figure3)2

12.3 Employment

The 2019 Census enumeratettal of 258.4 thousangersons aemployedpaid and unpaid work),
with more males (53.8%) than females (46.2%). The majority (73.1%) of the employed, consisting
mainly of the unpaid work force residerimral areas.

Table 124: Distribution of employed persons (number, %) in age group and sex
by urbanrural and province, Solomon Islands: 2019

A Solomon Islands Province
. Renn | . Makira - .
Group | Total Male Female | Choisuel Western Isabel Central € Gk Malaita axira Temotu Honiard
Bell canal Ulawa

All Ageg 258,383 139,041 119,342| 10,674 38,011 13,315 10,838 1,813 56,640 58,324 17,127 7,572 44,069
% 100.0%  53.8%  46.29% 4.1% 147% 52% 42% 07% 21.9%  22.6% 6.6% 29% 17.1%

12-14 2,381 1,269 1,112 46 487 62 73 5 598 770 176 44 120
15-19 12,639 6,530 6,109 505 2,192 534 485 63 3,305 3,144 918 328 1,165
20-24 29,039 14,667 14,372 1,114 4477 1,272 1,113 173 7,442 6,274 1,866 658 4,650
25-29 34,359 18,174 16,185 1,460 4,832 1592 1,419 218 8,196 7,031 2,048 819 6,744
30-34 38,468 20,527 17,941 1,432 5106 1,834 1,563 208 8,694 8,366 2,581 986 7,698
35-39 35,060 18,871 16,189 1,444 4,628 1,778 1,437 227 7,330 8111 2,386 1,039 6,680
40-44 30,747 16,931 13,816 1,301 4,321 1,709 1,332 213 6,417 6,742 2,135 905 5,672
45-49 25,682 14,194 11,488 1,178 3,809 1,489 1,188 216 5,196 5,568 1,789 814 4,435
50-54 18,387 10,185 8,202 795 2,946 1,004 830 154 3,788 4,058 1,150 610 3,052
55-59 12,992 7,237 5,755 578 2,239 817 508 115 2,427 3,125 855 512 1,816
60-64 8,064 4589 3,475 359 1,346 484 372 98 1,402 2,065 559 345 1,034
65-69 5,653 3,088 2,565 256 869 394 275 81 966 1,569 387 272 584
70-74 2,665 1,470 1,195 112 418 187 118 32 463 835 151 127 222
75+ 2,247 1,309 938 94 341 159 125 10 416 666 126 113 197

Percent, %

All Ages 100.0% 100.0% 100.09% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09
12-14 0.9% 0.9%  0.99 0.4% 13% 05% 07% 03% 11% 1.3% 1.0% 0.6%  0.39
15-19 4.9% 4.7%  5.19 4.7% 58% 4.0% 45% 35% 58% 5.4% 54% 4.3% 2.69
20-24 11.2% 105% 12.0% 104% 11.8% 9.6% 10.3% 95% 13.1% 108% 10.9% 8.7% 10.6%
25-29 13.3% 13.1% 13.6% 13.7% 12.7% 12.0% 13.1% 120% 145% 12.1% 12.0% 10.8% 15.39
30-34 149% 148% 150% 134% 13.4% 13.8% 14.4% 115% 153% 14.3% 151% 13.0% 17.59
35-39 13.6% 13.6% 13.6% 135% 122% 13.4% 13.3% 125% 12.9% 13.9% 13.9% 13.7% 15.29
40-44 11.9% 122% 11.6% 122% 11.4% 12.8% 123% 11.7% 11.3% 11.6% 125% 12.0% 12.99

45-49 9.9% 10.2%  9.69 11.0% 10.0% 11.2% 11.0% 11.9%  9.2% 9.5% 10.4% 10.8% 10.19
50-54 7.1% 73%  6.99 7.4% 78% 75% 7.7% 85% 6.7% 7.0% 6.7% 8.1% 6.99
55-59 5.0% 5.2%  4.89 5.4% 59% 61% 47% 63% 43% 5.4% 50% 6.8% 4.19
60-64 3.1% 3.3%  2.99 3.4% 3.5% 36% 34% 54% 2.5% 3.5% 3.3% 4.6% 2.39
65-69 2.2% 22% 219 2.4% 23% 3.0% 25% 45% 1.7% 2.7% 23% 3.6% 1.39
70-74 1.0% 1.1% 1.09 1.0% 11% 14% 11% 18% 0.8% 1.4% 09% 1.7%  0.59
75+ 0.9% 0.9%  0.89 0.9% 09% 12% 12% 06% 0.7% 1.1% 0.7% 15%  0.49
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At the provincial level, Malaita province accoedtfor the highest share (23%) of all persons
employed, followed closely by Guadalcanal (22%) and Honiara (17%). These three provinces
contributel over half the supply ddll employedpersons in théabour market

Employment was predominant in the ageups of 2024 years to 4@4 years within provinces and
among sexes with the highest (15%) age group being30years. It was noted that Honiara also
absorbedor the highest (18%@mploymenin similar agegroup 3034 years

Figure 12.4 shoedthat as ge increass especially between ages-19 years, and 504 years and
over, rural employment opéiced urban employment. This was driveridogale employment in rural
areasvhile males dominatdin urban areaBom ages 2514 yearsaand peakdin ages 3€B4 years.

Figurel2.4: Percentage of employed persons in-ggaip by urban and rural area,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Employment Paid and Unpaid

Employment idoroadly categorized as paicbrk (monetary) and unpaid work (nomonetary). Paid

work refers to persoreamployed in occupationshoreceive monetary casiompensatiom the form

of a wage, salarye.g.a governmenbr private business/NG@&mploye¢ or profit/incomefor their

labaur (e.g., amployer o selfemployed busirg. On the other hand, paid work refers tavork

where monetary cash payment is not necessarily obligated, in practice or by legislation, among those
involved in the exchange of goods and services. These inghgtiesns employed voluntarily who

assist other households, onamaidfamily worker, or as an owaccount (subsistencajorkeretc®’

5" The census recoed the maintype of paymentpaid or unpaid) during the reference periceéspective of whether
personsn paid work haveeceivedsomepaymentsn kind, or that unpaid workers may have receisethe payment in

cash or kind, or both. Unpaid workers often engaged in housework, caring for sick or elderly, caring for children, assisting
in family gardens or fishing for subsistence use, sale or barter, or volunteering in community work etc.
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Accordingto Table 12.5, therwere more unpaid workers (55.4%) than paid workers (44.6%). In paid
employment,hereweretwo males for every one female who esta monetarypaid) compensation

for their labaur atthe national level, and iarbanrural areasin contrast, there were more females
(55.6%) than males (44.4%) in unpaid weskith the majority (two thirds) oflefemales esidngin

rural areasThesedisparities among sexes in paddunpaid work not onlyexhibit factorssuch as
levels of skills, educational attainment and gendealsat the relationshiwith the broader issues of
the labou market (supplyand demandjcluding issues of underemplowmt, labour underutilization
andcustomary expectations.

Table 125: Employed persons in urbanral area and sex by payment status,
Solomon Islands: 2019

ggse of Work, Area an Solomonlis| % Paid Work % UnPaid Work %
All Employed 258,383 100.0% 115,201 100.0% 143,182 100.0%
% 100.0% 44.6% 55.4%
Males 139,041 53.8% 75,493 65.5% 63,548 44.4%
% 100.0% 54.3% 45.7%
Females 119,342 46.2% 39,708 34.5% 79,634 55.6%
% 100.0% 33.3% 66.7%
URBAN 69,564  100.0% 54,264 100.0% 15,300 100.0%
% 100.0% 78.0% 22.0%
Males 39,202 56.4% 33,997 62.7% 5,205 34.0%
% 100.0% 86.7% 13.3%
Females 30,362 43.6% 20,267 37.3% 10,095 66.0%
% 100.0% 66.8% 33.2%
RURAL 188,819 100.0% 60,937 100.0% 127,882 100.0%
% 100.0% 32.3% 67.7%
Males 99,839 52.9% 41,496 68.1% 58,343 45.6%
% 100.0% 41.6% 58.4%
Females 88,980 47.1% 19,441 31.9% 69,539 54.4%
% 100.0% 21.8% 78.2%

Employment byfype of Employment Status

Disaggregation by type of employment status showed the uneven distribution among sexes (see
Figures 12.5 and Figure 12.8Nith both sexes appearing to narrow the gap inctitegory of
governmentemployee (paid work) in bothrlanrural areas, the distribution appeared relatively
uneven when it came to unpaibrk (e.g., family work,assisting households engaged in geods
services for sale, and ovatcount (subsistence) wonkhere females dominated in both urbyanal

areas.
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Figure 125: Urban employment (%, number) in type of employment status by sex,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 126: Rural employment (%, number) in type of employment status by sex,
Solomon Islands: 2019

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50% g o -
40% ~ & ro} &

30% = o~ = 0 =

20% b Bl i

™
10%
0%

& &7 @

0*0 0*0 O*Qa \OA ) Qog
& & & Q Q &
& & & S & $°"
S g,@‘ & ¥ A
& o &°
& © & &
® Males m Females o X

139



With males outnumbering their female counterparts in all categories okpgitbyment, the most
predominant category among males was private sector employee, in both urban (68.0%) and rural
areas (81.5%).

Employment by Province

Honiara absorbed theighest number of paidiorkers comprising a third of all pagmployment.

These workers comprised mainly of private sector employees (39.4%), government workers (38.2%)
and NGO employees (26.9%). On the other hand, Malaita province catered for a tHixthpbet
workers, especially unpaid family workers (29.9%), unpaid workers assisting households in the sale
of goodsservices (29.5%), and subsistence workers 28(3able 12.6).

Table 126: Employed persons in type of employment and payment stauoiiyce,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Type of Employment & Pay Status E R | 3 7 E E % % [ 3 T E| %

3 § | 3| | v |ega| 8| 2|2 | R |z

W )
All Employment 258,383 100.0% 10,674 38011 13,315 10,838 1813 56,640 58324 17,127 7572 44,069
% 100.0% 4.1% 14.7% 52%  42%  07% 219% 226% 6.6% 29% 17.1%
Paid Work 115,201 44.6% 4,564 16954 4,344 3,594 923 25125 17003 4503 2355 35836
% 100.0% 40% 14.7% 38% 31% 08% 218% 148% 39% 20% 311%
Govt employee 25,108 9.7% 883 2484 891 855 175 3909 4205 1313 738 9,595
Private Sector employee 41,869 162% 1589 7141 1,930 594 547 8321 3583 1219 454 16491
NGO/Church employee 5941 2.3% 239 1,193 325 173 35 1,103 933 195 144 1601
Employer 3,458 1.3% 155 635 295 165 16 768 471 188 53 712
Self-employed 38,825 15.0% 1,698 5501 903 1,807 150 11,024 7751 1,588 966 7437
Unpaid Work 143,182 554% 6110 21,057 8971 7244 890 31,515 41321 12624 5217 8233
% 100.0% 43% 14.7% 63% 51%  06% 220% 289% 88% 36% 58%
Volunteer 47 0.2% 33 85 38 22 1 73 94 43 9 49
Unpaid Family Worker 34222 132% 1319 5348 1661 1,864 79 7214 1023 2594 1270 2,637
Upaid Worker (goods-serv. for sale) 24,645 9.5% 939 3,882 1,181 1,271 73 5342 7264 1835 877 1931
Upaid Worker (subsistance use) 83,868 325% 3,769 11,742 6,091 4,087 737 18,886 23,727 8152 3061 3616

Employed persons made up slightly over h&lt. (199 of the workingage population comprising of

more males (53.9¥%ihan females (48.1%). This share eatow the labar force participation rates

at mational and provincial levels except for Honiara which recorded slightly similar ratesgh
participation rate and a high employment rate (or lower unemployment) implies a stronger jobs and
labaur market. At the provincial level, Malaita, followed yuadalcanal recoed the highest
employmentto-working-age population of 11.5% and 11.2%, respectively.
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The share of pai@mploynent to workingage population wag2.8% at the national level. Honiara,
being the metropolitan centeir @dmmerce and goverrent cateredor the largest public service and
private business sector, andda relatively highest share ©7.1% compared to other provinces. In
addition, the share of wagsalary employment (government, private sector and NGO) to werking
age populaon was14.4%,and to total paikemployment wa$8.1%. The latter driven by paid
employment in Honiara.

Persons employed in subsistence work (@eoount) comprised a third (32.5%f all employed
persons. Most of the substance workers were femiMakita hal the highest concentration of
subsistence workers (9.2%), followed by Guadalcanal (7.3%). In regards to the share of subsistence
employment to unpaie@mploymentagain,Malaita leads with 16.6%, followed by Guadalcanal with
13.2%.1t was also observetthat about 4,000 subsistence workeesided in Honiaraeflecing the
growingrurakurban drift as discussed in Chapter 4.

Employment by Occupation

Solomon Islands can be regarded as a s#itied employment based economy based on the
classificationof occupations and in respect to the treatmergubiSistence agriculture and fishery
occupationswithin this category® Over twothirds (71.3%) of alemployed persons were in semi
skilled occupations see Table 12.7P%%° This was followed by the lowskilled elementary
occupations comprising of o+idth (21.3%) ofall enployed persons. By provinc®alaita (15.5%),
Guadalcanal (15.0%) and Western (10.2%) alesiitie majority of occupations.

Skilled agricultural, forestry and fisheriegcupations madap the majority (71.8%) of all semi
skilled occupations, inclusive of subsistence agriculture and fishery jobs that codtddud8o
separately to the sergskilled job market.

Disaggregatiorof the semuiskilled occupations (see Table 1218y paid employment shaed the
predominance of the agriculture and fishery occupations (25.8%&n with the exclusion of
subsistencgbs Persons irseltemployed jobsvithin the agriculture and fishery tesgorywerethe
main contributorsn this job market.

Males dominated in serskills jobs especially ircraft, trade, machine operators and assemblers
the national level, and in urban and rural areas. In addition, males occupiedjtrey of high
skilled occupationssuch as the rpfessionaljobs (e.g., business professionamedical professions
etc) that made up twihirds (71.7%) of the higkskilled job market. By province, and as expected,
Honiara waghe place with the majority (4.2%) of highilled occupations

8 The international standard clags#tion of occupations (ISCO) wapplied with adjustmets to Solomon Islands
context.Direct comparisons with past censuses should note changes in classifications over the decades.

59 Classification of occupations wasnstrained to the main occupatamly during the reference period rather than the
lower level categorpccupations or jobkoldings.

50 ThelSCO application wabased on respondent responses irrespective of level of skill/leducational attainment nor work
experience.
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On the other hand, females outnumbered their male counterparts in tiskillea elementary
occupationswith twice the number (66.4%) of job holders. Out of the telaimentary occupation
housework(61.3%) was the predominant occupatiheld by females at the national level (26.6%)
and in botturbanand ruralareasLow-skilled workerqas a share @ll occupationswerethe highest
in Malaita (5.3%) followed closely by Guadalcanal (5.1%).

Table 127: Employed persons in majoccupations by sex and urbeural area, Solomon Islands

: 2019

Major Occupation

All Occupations
%
Highly Skilled

%

Legislators, senior officials,
managers

Professionals

Technicians and Associate
Professionals

Medium (Semi- Skilled)
%
Clerks

Service workers, shop &
market sales workers

Skilled Agricultural, Forestr|
and Fishery Workers ***

Subsistance agri-fishery|
workers***

Craft & related trade
workers

Plant & machine operators
& assemblers

Low - Skilled

%
Elementary occupations
Housework

Other elementary

NS

Solomon Islands Urban Rural

Total % * Y% ** Males % Females % Males Femalesl Males Femaleg
258,383 100.0% 100.0% 139,041 100.0% 119,342 100.0% 39,202 30,362 99,839 88,980
100.0% 53.8% 46.2% 152% 11.8% 38.6% 34.4%
28,747 11.1% 100.0% 17,462 12.6% 11,285 9.5% 8,885 6,098 8,577 5,187
100.0% 60.7% 39.3% 30.9% 21.2% 29.8% 18.0%
4,143 1.6% 14.4% 3,007 2.2% 1,136 1.0% 2,119 1,002 888 134

20,608 8.0% 71.7% 11,376 8.2% 9,232 7.7% 4,643 4,386 6,733 4,846
3,996 15% 13.9% 3,079 2.2% 917 0.8% 2,123 710 956 207

184,186 71.3% 100.0% 106,149 76.3% 78,037 65.4%| 26,702 13,641 79,447 64,396
100.0% 57.6% 42.4% 14.5% 7.4% 43.1% 35.0%
6,518 25% 3.5% 3,373 2.4% 3,145 2.6% 2,385 2,630 988 515

15,811 6.1% 8.6% 9,179 6.6% 6,632 5.6% 6,287 4,955 2,892 1,677
132,268 51.2% 71.8% 66,998 48.2% 65,270 54.7% 5,763 4,712 61,235 60,558
77,040 29.8% 41.8% 34,994 252% 42,046 35.2% 2,157 2,462 32,837 39,584
19,083 7.4% 10.4% 16,441 11.8% 2,642 2.2% 8,016 1,096 8,425 1,546
10,506 4.1% 5.7% 10,158 7.3% 348 0.3% 4,251 248 5,907 100
44,865 17.4% 100.0% 15,080 10.8% 29,785 25.0% 3,414 10,469 11,666 19,316
100.0% 33.6% 66.4% 76% 23.3% 26.0% 43.1%
44,865 17.4% 100.0% 15,080 10.8% 29,785 25.0% 3,414 10,469 11,666 19,316
27,487 10.6% 61.3% 12,349 8.9% 15,138 12.7% 2,549 5,103 9,800 10,035
17,378 6.7% 38.7% 2,731 2.0% 14,647 12.3% 865 5,366 1,866 9,281
585 0.2% 350 0.3% 235 0.2% 201 154 149 81

*  Percentage relative to totat* Percentage relative to total of stdrouping *** Includeshunters and gatherer$orestry

workers
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As mentioned in earlier discussiotise above analysis revedlobviousmismatches amongst sexes

in thelevels of occupatiomature of employment and educational attainment (discussed liekne)

job market. Again, these reflexthe underlying structe of the labar and jobs market also faced by
many least developing economies. Political leadership, policy direction and structural reform would
be requiredn addressingnany ofthese challenges.

Table 128: Employed persons in major occupations bigamployment and sex, Solomon

Islands: 2019
Total Employment Paid Work
Major Occupations
Total % Males %  Females % Total %  Males % Females %

All Major Occupations 258,383 100.0% 139,041 100.0% 119,342 100.0%|115,201100.0% 75,493 100.0% 39,708 100.0%
Highly Skilled 28,747 11.1% 17,462 12.6% 11,285 9.5% (28,140 24.4% 17,096 22.6% 11,044 27.8%
Legislators, senior officials, & managerg 4,143 1.6% 3,007 22% 1136 1.0% | 4049 35% 2929 39% 1120 2.8%
Professionals 20,608 8.0% 11376 82% 9,232 7.7% | 20,181 175% 11,133 14.7% 9,048 22.8%
Technicians and Associates Professionfls3,996  1.5% 3,079 2.2% 917 08% | 3910 34% 3,034 40% 876 2.2%
Medium (Semi-Skilled ) 184,186 71.3% 106,149 76.3% 78,037 65.4%|76,055 66.0% 54,643 72.4% 21,412 53.9%
Clerks 6,518 25% 3373 24% 3,145 26% | 6,440 56% 3,343 44% 3,097 7.8%
Service workers, shop & market sales

Workers 15811 6.1% 9179 6.6% 6,632 56% |14972 130% 8,899 11.8% 6,073 15.3%

Skilled Agricultural, Forestry and Fisher|
Workers

Craft & related trade workers 19,083 7.4% 16441 118% 2,642 2.2% [ 15115 131% 13,674 181% 1441 3.6%
Plant & machine operators & assemblgrs10,506 4.1% 10,158 7.3% 348 0.3% [ 10,129 88% 9,792 13.0% 337 0.8%

132,268 51.2% 66,998 482% 65270 54.7%]29,399 255% 18,935 25.1% 10,464 26.4%

Low Skilled 44865 17.4% 15,080 10.8% 29,785 25.0%(10561 9.2% 3470 4.6% 7,091 17.9%
Elementary occupations 44865 17.4% 15,080 10.8% 29,785 25.0% (10,561 9.2% 3,470 4.6% 7,091 17.9%
Housework 17378  6.7% 2,731 20% 14,647 12.3%| 3,402 3.0% 606 08% 2,796 7.0%
Other elementary workers 27487 106% 12,349 89% 15138 12.7%| 7,159 6.2% 2,864 3.8% 4,295 10.8%
NS 585 0.2% 350 0.3% 235 02% | 445 04% 284 04% 161 0.4%

Employment by Education Qualifications Attained

Education is a key component of human capital investment through the provision of skills and
knowledge in undertaking certain occupations and in impacting on productivitiie Sobmon
Islands, the majority of persons employed had educational quatifisaéittained at primary school
level (24.9%), followed by those who had completed some primary educatiofojl(&&e Table
12.9). These educationattainmentcategoriescomprised oflightly more males than femalesth

similar representationn urbanand rural areas. By province, persons employed with primary
educational qualifications were predominaniVestern (21.8%), followed by Guadalcanal (20.2%)
and Malaita (20.1985.

61 Although therelationship betweeithe level of educational attainment and occupation may not appear to meet
competency expectations, the likelihood of supplementary skills/abilities (acquired by practice or tradition) or improved
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Table 129: Employed persons in educational attainment by urbeal area andex, Solomon

Islands: 2019
Solomon s. Male Female
Educational attainment
Total % Urban  Rural | Total % Uban Rural | Total %  Urban Rural

All Educational attainment | 258,383 100.0% 69,564 188819 | 139,041 53.8% 39202 99,839| 119342 462% 30362 88,980

% 100.0% 269% 7B1%| 53.8% 282% 718%| 46.2% 254%  74.6%
No School completed 39728  154% 4214 35515 16593 64% 1,725 14808 | 23136 90% 2489 20,647
Preschool/Nursery school 2465  1.0% 389 2076 1144 04% 175 99| 1321 05% 214 1107
Some primary 45207 17.5% 7940 37267 23,102 89% 4053 19049| 22105 &6% 3,87 18218
Complted primary 64273 24.9% 12205 52068 | 34514 134% 6593 27921| 29759 115% 5612 24,147
Completed form3 3789 14.7% 1108 26810 21306 &82% 6209 15037| 16593 64% 480 11773
Completed form5 2309 89 9084 14011| 1355 52% 5345 8220 9530 37/ 37B9 574
Completed form6 10669 41% 5420 5249 6387 25% 3205 3182 4282 17 2215 2067
Completed form7 2,116 08% 1304 812 1466 (0.6% 866 600 650 03% 438 212
Some College/No degree 19,752 7.6% 10,258  94%4 | 11,771 46% 580 5921| 791 31% 4408 3573
Bachelors degree 5,749 2.2% 4450 1,29 3681 14% 2,719 962 2,008 08% 1,731 337
Masters degree 1501 06% 1,181 320 108 04% &7 228 46 02% 324 2
Doctoral degree 373 01% 280 93 269 01% 201 68 104 00% 79 25
Vocational certificate 468  18% 1471 3214| 3690 14% 1192 2,498 W5 04% 279 716
Post graduate certificate 38 0% 110 28 212 01% 65 147 176 01% 45 131
Other 48 0% 169 33 2% 01% 87 169 26 01% 82 144

A notablepattern wasbserved whermalesoutnumbeedtheirfemale counterparts all educational
categories except for no school completed and preschool categories.

12.4 Economic Activity

Employment bytype of economic activity (industry) was classified according to the United Nations
International Standard Industry Classification (ISIC) in the Solomon Islands Bfitexthe
combined agriculture, forestry and fishery industry accounted for the higiester (177,000) or
two-thirds (68.4%) of all employed persons (see Table 12.10). About 87.0% of employment in this
sector was concentrated in the rural areas where the majority of the population waiddose to

egual employment amongst sexes. Heaistor was the predominant sector in the economy accounting
for a third of gross domestic product (GC¥®)This was followed by the wholesale and retail trade
industry.

literacy kevels, perhaps support these linkages, especially between primary attained qualifications and higher paid
occupations in the job market.

62 Caution should be considered in direct comparisons with past censuses noting changes in ISIC classifications over the
decades.

83 Classification of activities was limited to the main activity only during the reference period rather than the number of
activities engaged.

64 See SINSO 2020 GDP publication: https://www.statistics.gov.sb/images/SolomonFiles/Economic
Statistis/Gross_Domestic_Product/GBRiblication20032020_615KB.pdf
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Table 1210: Employed persons in major industries by urparal area and sex, Solomon

Islands: 2019
Solomon Islands Urban Rural

Major Industries

Total % Males % Females % Males Female§ Males Females
All Industries 258,383 100.09% 139,041 100.0% 119,342 100.0%| 39,202 30,362 99,839 88,980
Agriculture, forestry, fishery 176,613 68.4% 87,624 63.0% 88,989 74.6% | 10,006 12,948 77,618 76,041
Mining and quarrying 1,047 0.4% 663 0.5% 384 0.3% 35 4 628 380
Manufacturing 5,864 2.3% 4,206 3.0% 1,658 1.4% 2,118 936 2,088 722
Electricity and water 703  0.3% 650 0.5% 53  0.0% 540 44 110 9
Construction 9,097 3.5% 8,900 6.4% 197 0.2% 5,151 137 3,749 60
Wholesale & retail trade 11,769 4.6% 5677 4.1% 6,092 5.1% 3,743 4401 1,934 1,691
Transportation & storage 6,371 2.5% 6,018 4.3% 353 0.3% 4,229 226 1,789 127
Accommodation & food services 1,628 0.6% 385 0.3% 1,243 1.0% 284 957 101 286
Information & Communication 1,089 0.4% 764  0.5% 325  0.3% 526 203 238 122
Financial & insurance 808 0.3% 396 0.3% 412 0.3% 352 381 44 31
Real estate 51  0.0% 45  0.0% 6 0.0% 37 6 8 -
Professional, scientific & technical 2,370 0.9% 1,451 1.0% 919 0.8% 1,275 855 176 64
Administrative and support 6,872 2.7% 4,990 3.6% 1,882 1.6% 3,694 1593 1,296 289
Local and public administration 6,436 2.5% 4,133 3.0% 2,303 1.9% 3,083 1,897 1,050 406
Education 11,223 4.3% 5,416 3.9% 5,807 4.9% 1,372 2,023 4,044 3,784
Health and social work 3,346 1.3% 1,266 0.9% 2,080 1.7% 884 1,419 382 661
Arts and entertainment 347  0.1% 208 0.1% 139 0.1% 157 128 51 11
Other services 2,863 1.1% 2,227 1.6% 636 0.5% 573 306 1,654 330
Activities of Households 9,869 3.8% 4,013 2.9% 5,856 4.9% 1,140 1,896 2,873 3,960
Extraterritorial activities 17 0.01% 9 0.01% 8 0.01% 3 2 6 6

Within provinces Gee Table 12.11), the combinagriculure, forestry and fishery industry accounted

for over 50% to 90% of all employment except for Honiara (25.3%). Apart from this industry, Honiara
had a higher concentration of employed persons especially in wholesale and retail trade (13.0%),
public adminigration (9.2%) and administrative support (8.6%).
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Table 1211: Percentage distribution of employed persons in major industries by province,
Solomon Islands: 2019

2 E c ! £
= —= ol = @© ] = E
. _ § | 3|2 |8 | S |Ts| S| & | £ 8| =
Major Industries S ‘D 7] 5 < E< i e < = =
e |6 |5 |7 |0o|ega| 5| =] =]|F~ I
) o
All Industries 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%100.0%100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Agriculture, forestry, fishery 68.4% 79.1% 72.4% 76.3% 86.6% 50.4% 72.4% 81.9% 81.8% 82.9% 25.3%
Mining and quarrying 04% 0.0% 00% 06% 00% 41% 15% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.1%
Manufacturing 23% 15% 53% 17% 06% 3.1% 13% 1.7% 12% 05% 3.1%
Electricity and water 03% 0.0% 02% 01% 00% 01% 03% 0.0% 00% 0.1% 1.0%
Construction 35% 26% 34% 41% 11% 24% 29% 1.7% 20% 16% 85%
Wholesale & retail trade 46% 23% 41% 22% 10% 45% 39% 18% 21% 15% 13.0%
Transportation & storage 25% 09% 1.6% 06% 12% 40% 28% 08% 05% 06% 7.3%

Accommodation & food services 0.6% 0.1% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.6% 04% 0.1% 02% 0.3% 2.1%
Information & Communication  0.4% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 02% 04% 02% 02% 0.1% 1.3%
Financial & insurance 03% 01% 01% 0.0% 00% 01% 02% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 1.4%
Real estate 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.1%
Professional, scientific & technic 0.9% 0.1% 02% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 06% 01% 02% 03% 4.1%
Administrative and support 27% 1.0% 14% 0.6% 06% 6.2% 28% 06% 07% 1.0% 8.6%
Local and public administration 25% 1.0% 1.3% 0.6% 0.8% 10% 17% 06% 10% 12% 92%

Education 43% 50% 38% 38% 38% 58% 34% 47% 48% 56% 5.2%
Health and social work 13% 08% 10% 09% 09% 1.0% 08% 07% 08% 1.0% 35%
Arts and entertainment 01% 01% 01% 01% 00% 01% 01% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Other services 11% 12% 11% 15% 1.0% 11% 10% 10% 11% 12% 1.2%
Activities of Households 38% 41% 28% 6.2% 19% 150% 36% 3.9% 33% 21% 4.5%
Extraterritorial activities 0.01% 0.00% 0.01% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Accordingto Table 12.12), again, tltembinedagriculture, forestry and fisherieslustrycatered for

the highest concentration of persons in pangployment (41.9%). This was followed distantly by the
education industry (9.5%), wholesale and retail trade (7.8%), and local and public administration
(5.5%).
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Table 1212 Employed persons in monetary (paid) work in major industries by sex and
urbanrural area, Solomon Islands: 2019

Monetary (Paid Work only)
Major Industries Solomon Islands Urban Rural
Total % Males %  Females % Males Female§ Males | Females

All Industries 115,201 100.0% 75,493 100.0% 39,708 100.0%| 33,997 20,267| 41,496 19,441

% 100.0% 65.5% 34.5% 29.5% 17.6%9 36.0% 16.9%
Agriculture, forestry, fishery 48,248 41.9% 31,349 415% 16,899 42.6% 6,690 4,857| 24,659 12,042
Mining and quarrying 826 0.7% 537 0.7% 289 0.7% 31 - 506 289
Manufacturing 4,679 41% 3530 4.7% 1,149 2.9% 1,988 879 1,542 270
Electricity and water 673 0.6% 625 0.8% 48 0.1% 527 42 98 6
Construction 7,796 6.8% 7,633 10.1% 163 0.4% 4,714 123| 2,919 40
Wholesale & retail trade 8,967 7.8% 4,683 6.2% 4284 108% | 3,281 3,367 1,402 917
Transportation & storage 5893 51% 5602 7.4% 291 0.7% 4,022 206 1,580 85
Accommodation & food servicey 1,440 1.2% 352 0.5% 1,088 2.7% 266 889 86 199
Information & Communication 949 0.8% 690 0.9% 259 0.7% 512 194 178 65
Financial & insurance 789 0.7% 385 0.5% 404 1.0% 344 373 41 31
Real estate 47 0.0% 41 0.1% 6 0.0% 37 6 4 -
Professional, scientific & technical 2,326 2.0% 1,431 1.9% 895 2.3% 1,264 839 167 56
Administrative and support 6,278 54% 4591 6.1% 1,687 4.2% 3,433 1,466( 1,158 221
Local and public administration 6,348 55% 4,088 5.4% 2,260 5.7% 3,061 1,863| 1,027 397
Education 10,968 9.5% 5,305 7.0% 5663 14.3% | 1,360 1987 3,945 3,676
Health and social work 3,026 26% 1,201 1.6% 1,825 4.6% 859 1,310 342 515
Arts and entertainment 320 0.3% 194 0.3% 126 0.3% 152 121 42 5
Other services 2,604 23% 2,060 2.7% 544  1.4% 563 265( 1,497 279
Activities of Households 3,012 26% 1,189 1.6% 1,823 4.6% 890 1,478 299 345
Extraterritorial activities 12 0.01% 7 0.01% 5 0.01% 3 2 4 3

12.5 Unemployment

According to the 2019 Censu®2,127 persons of age 12 years and overewinemployed. The
unemployed comprised of about 12,000 males (53.9%) and about 10,200 females (46.1%) as
presentedn Table 12.13There were more unemployed persons in rural areas (57.9%) than in urban
areas(43.1%) with slightly more males than femaleBy age distribution, the majority of the

unemployed were in the age groups2Z2Dyears (21.7%) and 229 years (18.3%).
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Table 1213 Unemployed persons in ageoup by urbasrural area and sex, Solomon

Islands: 2019
Age Solomon [s. Urban Rural
Group | Total % Males % Female: % | Total % Males Femaleq Total %  Males Females
AllAges| 22,127 100.0% 11,934 100.0% 10,193 100.0%| 9,541 100.0% 5,084  4,457| 12,586 100.0% 6,850 5,736
% 100.0% 53.9% 46.1% 100.0% 53.3%  46.7% 100.0% 54.4%  45.6%
12-14 387 17% 210 1.8% 177 1.7% 109 1.1% 54 55 2718 2.2% 156 122
15-19 2,256 10.2% 1,213 102% 1,043 10.2% 924 9.7% 471 453| 1,332 106% 742 590
20-24 4806 21.7% 2,488 20.8% 2,318 22.7%| 2419 254% 1270 1,149| 2,387 19.0% 1218 1,169
25-29 4053 183% 2,161 18.1% 1,892 18.6%| 1,976 20.7% 1,058 918 2,077 16.5% 1,103 974
30-34 3,168 14.3% 1649 13.8% 1519 14.9%| 1,425 14.9% 730 695 1,743 138% 919 824
35-39 2460 11.1% 1362 11.4% 1,098 10.8% 991 10.4% 541 450 1469 11.7% 821 648
40-44 1782 8.1% 940 7.9% 842 8.3% 661 6.9% 344 3171 1,121 8.9% 596 525
45-49 1,300 5.9% 742 6.2% 558 5.5% 463 4.9% 254 209 837 6.7% 488 349
50-54 815 3.7% 470 3.9% 345 3.4% 259 2.7% 158 101 556  4.4% 312 244
55-59 547 2.5% 363 3.0% 184 1.8% 157 1.6% 111 46 390 3.1% 252 138
60-64 279 1.3% 178 1.5% 101 1.0% 72 0.8% 45 27 207 1.6% 133 74
65-69 143 0.6% 87 0.7% 56 0.5% 46 0.5% 28 18 97 0.8% 59 38
70-74 61 0.3% 34 0.3% 27 0.3% 13 0.1% 8 5 48 0.4% 26 22
75+ 70 0.3% 37 0.3% 33 0.3% 26 0.3% 12 14 44 0.3% 25 19
Table 1214: Unemployed persons in ageoup by province, Solomon Islands: 2019
_ s = ©
2 [ c — B 3 5 © g = o
Age Group % =3 '§ % % % % § % :)c'u = =
S ) = < o = S = = 2 2
2 © =
All Ages 22,127 100.0% 749 2,422 447 398 73 5,166 3,890 1,348 758 6,876
%  100.0% 3.4% 10.9% 2.0% 1.8% 0.3% 23.3% 17.6% 6.1% 3.4% 31.1%
12-14 387 1.7% 7 52 7 8 1 138 78 16 18 62
15-19 2,256 10.2% 91 288 59 26 8 542 393 127 76 646
20-24 4,806 21.7% 151 563 75 61 12 1,163 676 251 126 1,728
25-29 4,053 183% 115 452 95 65 10 957 596 225 95 1,443
30-34 3,168 14.3% 114 298 56 69 14 689 544 201 107 1,076
35-39 2,460 11.1% 78 218 48 45 7 566 523 174 91 710
40-44 1,782 81% 57 182 38 50 5 390 377 137 76 470
45-49 1,300 59% 41 124 28 32 4 297 284 101 48 341
50-54 815  3.7% 33 102 12 18 6 188 171 44 57 184
55-59 547 25% 24 77 15 9 4 121 112 39 34 112
60-64 279 1.3% 20 39 7 5 0 58 73 19 15 43
65-69 143 0.6% 9 10 3 5 1 34 31 9 9 32
70-74 61 03% 4 5 1 3 1 15 14 3 5 10
75+ 70 03% 5 12 3 2 0 8 18 2 1 19
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Accordingto Table 12.14 aboyéhe majority (31.1%pf the unemplyed resided in Honiara. This
was followed by Guadalcanal (23.3%) and Malaita (17.6%). This exagcted especially for
Honiara, where ruralirban migratioramong persons seekiegnployment opprtunities health and
education were some of tikemmoncauses for population increase in Honi@s discussed in the
Chapters 4 and 7 regarding migration & urbanaati

Unemployment and Education

Statistics about unemployment and educational attainment informs dewiglong, stimulates
discussion, and encourages certain policy actions to be undertaken especially when education is
expected to increase the likaditd of reducing unemployment in the medilong term.

Table 12.15 showed thaimilar to those employed, the majority of the unemployed had completed
primary education (22.0%) followed by those that completed form 3 (17.w8) themajority them
residing in rural areag€ducational attainment by sex showed that even though males outnumbered
their female counterparts, females followed closely behind.

Table 1215: Unemployed persons aducational attainmeidty urbarrural areas ansgex,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Solomon Is. Urban Rural

Educational attainment

Total % Total % (of total Males Female§ Total % (of totall Males Females
Total 22,127 100.094 9,541  43.1% 5084 4457 | 12586 56.9% 6,850 5,736
No School completed 2,890 13.1%]| 665 3.0% 342 323 2,225 10.1% 1,101 1,124
Preschool/Nursery school 254 1.1% 62 0.3% 31 31 192 0.9% 110 82
Some primary 3,588  16.2%| 1,231 5.6% 653 578 2,357 10.7% 1,307 1,050
Completed primary 4879  22.0%| 1,709 7.7% 883 826 3,170 143% 1,661 1,509
Completed form 3 3,846  17.4%| 1,749 7.9% 886 863 2,097 95% 1,163 934
Completed form 5 2,678  12.1%| 1,482 6.7% 751 731 1,196 5.4% 672 524
Completed form 6 1596  7.2% | 1,022 4.6% 587 435 574 2.6% 318 256
Completed form 7 310 14% | 234 1.1% 146 88 76 0.3% 50 26
Some College/No degree 1,309 59% | 896 4.0% 464 432 413 1.9% 254 159
Bachelors degree 264 12% | 218 1.0% 142 76 46 0.2% 36 10
Masters degree 74 0.3% 56 0.3% 37 19 18 0.1% 11
Doctoral degree 13 0.1% 12 0.1% 10 2 1 0.0% 1 0
Vocational certificate 384 1.7% | 191 0.9% 143 48 193 0.9% 153 40
Post graduate certificate 10 0.0% 2 0.0% 1 1 8 0.0% 2 6
Other 32 0.1% 12 0.1% 8 4 20 0.1% 11

Unemployment Rate

The unemployment rate is a key economic indicator when assessing the performance of the labour
market and the growth of the econarAg presenteth Table 12.16, thaeational unemploynré rate
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(official definition) was recorded at 7.9 percent. Urharemployment (12.06%) was higher than
rurakunemployment with twice the rate (6.25%). This reflected similar unemployment rates amongst
males and females within the respective urhaal ar@s. However, at the national level, male and
female unemployment rates were closely equivalent.

Table 1216: Unemployedates (official) in provinces by urbamral areas and sex,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Unemployment Rate (official)
Solomon Is. Urban Rural
Province
Total Males Females| Total Males Females| Total Males Females

Solomon Islands 7.89 7.90 7.87 12.06 11.48 12.80 6.25 6.42 6.06
Choisuel 6.56 7.03 5.96 18.67 23.81 11.89 6.19 6.52 5.79
Western 5.99 5.95 6.04 9.01 8.82 9.22 5.40 5.41 5.39
Isabel 3.25 3.00 3.56 1.57 0.69 2.71 331 3.09 3.59
Central 3.54 3.82 3.22 2.66 3.60 0.99 3.59 3.84 331
Ren-Bell 3.87 2.77 5.62 - - - 3.87 2.77 5.62
Guadalcanal 8.36 8.37 8.35 10.71  10.20 11.36 7.53 7.67 7.37
Malaita 6.25 6.68 5.80 6.88 7.94 5.63 6.23 6.63 5.81
Makira-Ulawa 7.30 7.81 6.70 5.82 5.86 5.77 7.36 7.90 6.74
Temotu 9.10 9.07 9.13 5.25 6.20 4.15 9.47 9.35 9.58
Honiara 1350 1266 1459 | 1350 12.66 14.59 - - -

Figure 127: Unemployment rates by aggoup and sex, Solomon Islands: 2019
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By province, Honiara, had the highest unemployment rate of 13.5%, followed by Temotu with 9.1%.
The latter accounted for the highesirakunemployment rate (9.5%). By provincial urban
disaggregation, Choiseul had the highest wina@mployment rate (18.7%) followed by Honiara,
however by absolute numbers this was relatively low compared to Honiara.

By agedistribution (sedrigure 12.7, unemploymentates were relatively high during earlier ages,
especially between age groups1ifto 2024 years with male rates above their female counterparts.
The highest rate of 15.2% in all age groups was recorded forgheg@up 1519 years. A ge
increased, unemployment rates began declining with both sexes exhibiting similar rates untd ages 50
54 years when male rates rose again but declined towart$ y€ars as female rates overtook their
male counterparts.

Unemployment (expanded definit)o

To further draw insights about the magnitude of the unemployed population, an expanded definition
of unemployment rate was considered. As observed Figure 12.8 and Table 12.17 belothe
unemployment rates significantly increased with the expanded definition. This implied that persons
who were previouslgotactively looking for work but weravailable for workand classified as being
outside the labour force, now enter the labouwrdas part of the unemployed. Hence, unemployment
rates had doubled (or more than doubled) in all provinces compared to the officialrtitabe
highest unemployment rate of 21.6% recoruteldoniara.

Figure 128: Unemployment rates (official vs expaded) by province, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Table 1217: Unemployedates (expanded) in provinces by urlyaral areas
and Sex, Solomon Islands: 2019

Unemployment Rate (expanded)
Solomon Is. Urban Rural

Province Total Males Females| Total Males Females| Total Males Females
Solomon Islands | 14.01 1310 15.04 | 2011 17.88 2282 | 1152 1106 12.02
Choisuel 1411 1370 1462 | 3165 3333 2961 | 1354 1306 14.12
Western 1252 1129 1397 | 1727 1524 1946 | 1156 1053 12.79
Isabel 827 772 89 | 873 369 1468 | 825 7.87 8.72
Central 797 782 814 | 552 518 610 | 810 7.99 8.23
Ren-Bell 1169 570  20.00 - - - 1169 570  20.00
Guadalcanal 1345 1270 1428 | 1866 1630 2151 | 1151 1130 11.74
Malaita 1173 1167 1179 | 1538 1502 1578 | 1157 1152 11.63
Makira-Ulawa 1273 1258 12.89 | 1342 1538 1091 | 1270 1245 1298
Temotu 1511 1378 1646 | 1160 11.03 1223 | 1545 1405 16.84
Honiara 2157 1914 2457 | 2157 1914 2457

12.5.1 Other Regional and Internatio@mparison

According to the ILO, the workingge population is commonly defined as persons aged 15 years and
over but this depends on country context. Maayntries conceptualize and classify their working
age populatiordifferently depending on respeati national statistics systematernational labor
agreements angblicy considerationssuch as the Solomon Islands where the workigg is defined

as 12 years and over.

To attempt to draw comparisons, the labour fomdécators were realculatedbased on the working

age population of 15 years and over, and presented in Taldl@ d&dlow. Although there was the
obvious reduction in the workirgge given the increase in age threshold (from 12 years+ to 15
years+), there appeared no significant ¢fgaim the unemployment ratd$owever, the increaseas
evidentin the participation rates. The natiomerticipation rates increased by pé&rcentage points
driven mainly by an increase iiaral participatiori with an increase imales (6.7 percentagpointy

and females (5.8 percentage points).
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Table 1218: Population agedSlyears and over bgbair forcestatusand sex,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Labour force status and AYE s YEETS

rates Solomon Is. Males Females
Working Age 456,157 232,099 224,058
In the labour force 277,742 149,496 128,246
Employed 256,002 137,772 118,230
Urban 69,359 39,101 30,258
Rural 186,643 98,671 87,972
Unemployed 21,740 11,724 10,016
Urban 9,432 5,030 4,402
Rural 12,308 6,694 5,614
Not in the labour force 178,415 82,603 95,812
Urban 61,353 27,971 33,382
Rural 117,062 54,632 62,430

Not stated

LF participation rate

Total 60.9 64.4 57.2
Urban 56.2 61.2 50.9
Rural 63.0 65.9 60.0

Unemployment rate

Total 7.8 7.8 7.8
Urban 12.0 11.4 12.7
Rural 6.2 6.4 6.0

12.5.2 YouthUnemployment antlabour ForceStatus

Solomon Islands has a young population aitinedian age of 24 years comprisin@ vibrant youth
populace that made up the working gqmmpulation and the labour force. In considering international
and regional trends in youth labour force, tmalgsis attempted to provide further information about
the status of youth labour and related indicators in the Solomon Islands.

Key labour market indicators were compiled for the following two youth groups. The first was based
on the ILO definition of tb youthage working population (284 years), and the second was the
Solomon Islands version of the youth population845years).

According toTable 12.19 belowthe youth (184 years) comprised of half the size of the working
age of youth15-34 year) and a third of the size of its labour fort&-84 years). Youth employment

was also higher amongst the youth-@%b years). Moreover, as revealedFigure 12.9, theiouth
unemployment rate (national level) was higher for youthZ4years) at 14.5%ompared to 11.1%

for youth (1534 years) even though in absolute terms, there were twice as many unemployed youth
in the youth group (134 years) than in youth (154 years). A noticeable pattern was observed in the
higher urbarunemployment rates (abethe national rates) amongst both youth groups.
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The participation rates revealed that the youth grd&g34 years) were more active (working or
actively seeking employment) at all levels, and amongst both sesgecially males, compared to
the youth (1524 years) group.

Table 1219: Youth population aged324 years and 134 years indbaur forcestatusand sex,
Solomon Islands 2019

Labour force status and Age 15- 24 years Labour force status and Age 15- 34 years
rates Solomon Is. Males Females rates Solomon Is. Males Females
Working Age 142,362 72,004 70,358 Working Age 249,831 126,057 123,774
In the labour force 48,740 24,898 23,842 In the labour force 128,788 67,409 61,379
Employed 41,678 21,197 20,481 Employed 114,505 59,898 54,607
Urban 10,056 5,195 4,861 Urban 32,356 17,619 14,737
Rural 31,622 16,002 15,620 Rural 82,149 42,279 39,870
Unemployed 7,062 3,701 3,361 Unemployed 14,283 7,511 6,772
Urban 3,343 1,741 1,602 Urban 6,744 3,529 3,215
Rural 3,719 1,960 1,759 Rural 7,539 3,982 3,557
Not in the labour force 93,622 47,106 46,516 Not in the labour force 121,043 58,648 62,395
Urban 32,845 16,160 16,685 Urban 44,690 21,289 23,401
Rural 60,777 30,946 29,831 Rural 76,353 37,359 38,994
Not stated - - - Not stated - - -
LF participation rate LF participation rate
Total 34.2 34.6 33.9 Total 51.6 53.5 49.6
Urban 29.0 30.0 27.9 Urban 46.7 49.8 434
Rural 36.8 36.7 36.8 Rural 54.0 55.3 52.7
Unemployment rate Unemployment rate
Total 14.5 14.9 14.1 Total 111 111 11.0
Urban 24.9 251 248 Urban 17.2 16.7 17.9
Rural 10.5 10.9 10.1 Rural 8.4 8.6 8.2

Figure12.9 Unemployment rate of youth (45} years vs youth (184 years)
Solomon Islands: 2019
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12.6 Not in the Labour Force

In the 2019 Census, close to 225,p@dsons, representing over a third of the worlagg population,
were neither employed nor unemployed and thus fell outside ther lédroe (see Table 12.2F7.
Two-thirds of all persons in this group resddinrural areasnd were dominated by femal@.6%)
- urban(53.7%) and rural (52.1%).

Many of thesepeople outside the labpforce compriseé of persons at school, full time home makers,
retired persons, elderly or persons of old age, disabled or handicapped pansigessors with
health conditions that wepredominantly not economically activesociety.

Table 12.20Populationl?2 years and over that are notabdur forcein agegroup
by sex and urbarural area, Solomon Islands: 2019

Age Solomon Is. Urban Rural

Group Total % Males Females | Males Females| Males Females

All Ages 225,499 100.0% 106,832 118,667 33,187 38,473 73,645 80,194
% 100.0% 47 .4% 52.6% 46.3% 53.7% 47.9% 52.1%

12-14 47,084 20.9% 24,229 22,855 5,216 5,091 19,013 17,764

15-19 61,818 27.4% 31,368 30,450 8,880 9,111 22,488 21,339
20 -24 31,804 14.1% 15,738 16,066 7,280 7,574 8,458 8,492
25-29 15,684 7.0% 7,017 8,667 3,253 3,830 3,764 4,837
30-34 11,737  5.2% 4,525 7,212 1,876 2,886 2,649 4,326
35-39 8,809 3.9% 3,366 5,443 1,187 2,060 2,179 3,383

40 - 44 7,554 3.3% 2,900 4,654 917 1,766 1,983 2,888
45 - 49 6,575 2.9% 2,593 3,982 785 1,381 1,808 2,601
50-54 6,172 2.7% 2,376 3,796 739 1,303 1,637 2,493
55 -59 5,370 2.4% 2,230 3,140 686 977 1,544 2,163
60 - 64 5,360 2.4% 2,345 3,015 701 853 1,644 2,162
65 - 69 5,150 2.3% 2,265 2,885 610 604 1,655 2,281
70-74 4,225 1.9% 1,932 2,293 390 421 1,542 1,872
75+ 8,157 3.6% 3,948 4,209 667 616 3,281 3,593

Persons in the younger age grouplBbyearsonsisted ofhe majority (27.4) of all persons outside

the labar force. A combined youngeagegroupfrom 12 to 2024 yearsmade up ovehalf of all
personsn this group. Otthis group, twethirds of them egecially femalesresidal in rural areas

This age range also represented years of schooling. Hence, a majority of persons within this group
would be attending school.

5 Not in the labar force and outside the latioforce are terminologies used interchangeable and does not imply
inclusion of persons below the working age.
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By provincial disaggregatiorsée Figure 12.10), Malaitatered for the majority (24/4) of persons
not in the labour force, followed by Honiara (21.6%) and Guadalcanal (20.0%). These three provinces
combined absorbed over tvioirds of all persons or about 149,000 people outside of the labour force.

Figure12.1Q Number of persons nat the labour érce in province by sex, Solomon Islands:
2019
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12.6.1Reasons for Not Actively Looking for Work

There were a number of reasons why persons outside the labour force were asked why they were not
actively looking for work. A small number of persons were excluidédose who were actively

looking for work but were not available for work at the time of enumerafiable 12.21 lists thieey

reasons.

Over half (58%) of all persons not lookingfoow k wer e 6studentsd. The ma
agerangeof229 years. Thi s -wiame flod me wa idbanypricyfveré | 8 %)
within 30-59 years, whilst noting about 4,100 of them were in age$9lfears (of school age)
comprisirg mainly females, and were part of age group292?years,. Moreover, there were a
combined 7.2% of persons who 6did not want to
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Table 12.21: Population 12 years and over that are not ialkér forceby reasons for not
actively looking for work and sex by ageoup, Solomon Islands: 2019

Reasons (Not Lokking

for Work) Total % 12-14 15-29 30- 59 60+

Total 223,939 100.0% 47,039 108,571 45,530 22,799
Full time homemaker 37,683 16.8% 987 14,527 19,571 2,598
Student 129,856 58.0% 44,232 78,944 6,525 155
Retired/Old age 13,287 5.9% 52 460 3,397 9,378
Disabled 15,766 7.0% 354 1,580 5,326 8,506
Didn't want to work 10,186 4.5% 662 5,752 3,426 346
Believe no work available 6,136 2.7% 278 3,294 2,370 194
Bad weather/No transport 274 0.1% 5 96 150 23
Discrouaged by rejection 59 0.0% 1 24 27 7
Health reasons 5,327 2.4% 138 1,470 2,507 1,212
Other 5,365 2.4% 330 2,424 2,231 380
Males

Total 106,068 47.4% 24,197 53,761 17,666 10,444
Full time homemaker 9,027 4.0% 415 3,461 4,377 774
Student 67,951 30.3% 22,639 41,754 3,476 82
Retired/Old age 6,211 2.8% 27 217 1,446 4,521
Disabled 7,503 3.4% 203 914 2,519 3,867
Didn't want to work 6,027 2.7% 448 3,504 1,861 214
Believe no work available 3,710 1.7% 170 1,968 1,456 116
Bad weather/No transport 154 0.1% 2 50 88 14
Discrouaged by rejection 36 0.0% 1 14 17 4
Health reasons 2,393 1.1% 88 566 1,123 616
Other 3,056 1.4% 204 1,313 1,303 236
Females

Total 117,871 52.6% 22,842 54,810 27,864 12,355
Full time homemaker 28,656 12.8% 572 11,066 15,194 1,824
Student 61,905 27.6% 21,593 37,190 3,049 73
Retired/Old age 7,076 3.2% 25 243 1,951 4,857
Disabled 8,263 3.7% 151 666 2,807 4,639
Didn't want to work 4,159 1.9% 214 2,248 1,565 132
Believe no work available 2,426 1.1% 108 1,326 914 78
Bad weather/No transport 120 0.1% 3 46 62 9
Discrouaged by rejection 23 0.0% - 10 10 3
Health reasons 2,934 1.3% 50 904 1,384 596
Other 2,309 1.0% 126 1,111 928 144

Accordingto Table 12.22 beloywMalaita (25.0%), Honiara (22.0%) and Guadalcanal (20.6%) had

similar majority of responsesfors t udent 0
by éafiulel homemaker s o

56 |t are likely cases of bias (rempses) depending on circumstances during the enumertioinstance, persons who
were absent from fullime schooldue toprolonged health reasoriack of school fegsand/or engaged domestically in
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showed the highest response forthase o0 6 di d not(22@aan d t 6 b keleiwasd e d
no wor k (26v680) conapharédaodhe other provinces.

Table 1222: Population 12 years and over that are not inatheut forceby reason
for not looking for work by province, Solomon Islan@619

— = ¢
Reasons (Not Looking for < é 5 E Tg $ g % g % g
Work) L 2 4 8 3 GE) § < 3 = 5

@) = O & g = = = I

O

Total 223,939 9,231 25,091 8,442 9,666 1,123 44,814 54,828 15,184 7,283 48,277
% 100.0% 4.1% 11.2% 3.8% 4.3% 05% 20.0% 245% 6.8% 3.3% 21.6%
Full time homemaker 37,683 1,921 3682 703 1,822 183 7,559 9,477 2,504 1,247 8,585
% 100.0% 5.1% 9.8% 19% 4.8% 05% 20.1% 251% 6.6% 3.3% 22.8%
Student 129,856 4,603 13,478 5,215 5440 659 26,806 32,515 8,826 3,698 28,616
% 100.0% 3.5% 10.4% 4.0% 4.2% 0.5% 20.6% 250% 6.8% 2.8% 22.0%
Retired/Old age 13,287 600 1,550 502 557 59 2,350 3,025 812 632 3,200
% 100.0% 4.5% 11.7% 3.8% 4.2% 0.4% 17.7% 22.8% 6.1% 4.8% 24.1%
Disabled 15,766 824 2,428 979 733 89 3,123 3995 1,381 906 1,308
% 100.0% 5.2% 154% 6.2% 4.6% 0.6% 19.8% 253% 88% 57% 8.3%
Didn't want to work 10,186 556 1,752 381 472 45 2,110 1,726 582 317 2,245
% 100.0% 5.5% 17.2% 3.7% 4.6% 0.4% 20.7% 16.9% 57% 3.1% 22.0%
Believe no work available 6,136 228 499 131 243 26 1,274 1,682 261 158 1,634
% 100.0% 3.7% 8.1% 2.1% 4.0% 0.4% 208% 27.4% 43% 2.6% 26.6%
Bad weather/No transport 274 15 53 25 12 2 67 67 23 5 5
% 100.0% 5.5% 19.3% 9.1% 4.4% 0.7% 245% 245% 8.4% 1.8% 1.8%
Discrouaged by rejection 59 1 18 1 - - 4 23 3 - 9
% 100.0% 1.7% 30.5% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8% 39.0% 5.1% 0.0% 15.3%
Health reasons 5,327 294 918 306 196 28 767 1,279 505 176 858
% 100.0% 5.5% 17.2% 57% 3.7% 05% 144% 24.0% 95% 3.3% 16.1%
Other 5,365 189 713 199 191 32 754 1,039 287 144 1,817
% 100.0% 3.5% 13.3% 3.7% 3.6% 0.6% 14.1% 19.4% 53% 2.7% 33.9%

As discussed in earlier chaptethe age dependency ratio vedso a concern with about @4ildren
dependency (including studentspnd 10 elderlydependency (including the disabled) who were
dependent on the economically productive population.

Note on underemployment and labour underutilization

The 2019 Census wémited in sope to provide specific statistics relateditmleremployment and
labaur undetrutilization although these important issues are an integral patteofabar and job
market. More focused empirical studies or surveys (e.g.ulaforce survey) may provide-depth
information and insights in this area.
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From the above analyses, there is obvimakrect evidence of the likelihood of persons employed

who may not necessir meet set conditionfor employmenin practice o otherwise. For example,
personsvho worked less hourghan usualpr those that eaat less income for a high paid jobr

those thatlid notnecessarily use their occupational skills or ficationscompetentlyThese pesons

can be considered as ungeoductive or undeutilized. Similarly, this applies to those who were
unempbyed or outside the labour force. For instarmersons who may kdacasual, irregular, or
unstructured jobs and may sometimes report themselves as not working, or neither employed nor
unemployed.

Various factors may be involveidcluding distortions in the labowand jobmarket (supply and
demand), lack of policydirection lack of perfect informatioror the overall state of economic
development. Consequentlgismatches in skills andccupations gender disparities in income
distribution (paid vs unpaid work) anghfair labarr practicesetc. are some of the sympts often
encountered.
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13. FORMAL AND INFORMAL SECTOR

This analysis extends from the employment analysis in the aforementioned .cA¢thtargh this
chapter discusses employment in the formal and informal sectors, the focus attedrgoisdttention
to the latter as an immerging development issue in the country.

The informal sector whose activities are often less tangible and intertwined in the formal and
subsistence economies, plays a critical role in employment creation, gen@fatimcome and
production, and impacts on economic development and livelihoods. In many developing countries,
the informal economy accounts for soif®% or more of nomgriculture employment. However, for
many least developing and developing economies asithe Solomon Islands, data and statistics on
the informal economy remains fragmentary. This analgisis attempts to contribute to providing
statistical information in this area of development whilst notingetludving conceptualization of the
informd sector and informal economy.

Specific attention is centered on reporting of employment in the informal sector as opposed to informal
sector employment within the informal economy. The basic definitions follow tieand 1¢'
International Labour Statiicians Conference Resolutions as documented by the International Labour
Organisation (ILO¥/

Informal Sector: the sector that comprises of production units or informal enterprises such as
unincorporated business entities or househalsked enterprisedhdt have no formal or lawful
operational compliance such as business registration, licensing or taxation. These production units
usually aim tggenerat employment andchicomes in market oriented production andadiren transient

in nature and difcult to monitor and regulate.

Formal Sector: the sector whose production units such as public or private business incorporated
enterprises comply with formal or lawful operational requirements such as in registration, licensing
or taxation.

Employment in Informal Sector: comprises of all persons who are predominantly emplastin
a given periodby an informal sector enterprise. In this contexemployed persois theunit measure
of employment and not job holding.

Informal Employment: consist of emjpyment in the informal sector and all those informally

employed in the formal sector whether employed in an informal sector enterprise, formal sector
enterprise or households/househb&ted enterprises. Those engaged in formal sector enterprises
compriseof persons whose employment status do not necessarily comply with legal or formal

57See 17th ICLS, ILO, Measurement of the Informal Economy link:
https://www.ilo.org/wecmsp5/groups/public/@ed_emp/@emp_policy/documents/publication/wcms_210443.pdf
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employment regulations (e.g, no work contract, not contributing to national provident fund, no union
membership etc.).

Informal Enterprise : refers, in a broader sense, tver enterprises or production units that employ
hired labour (or no labour) and includes those that are operated by households eithengs cgdd

or assisted by family members. For exampédt-employed street vendoispuseholebased workers

or beel-nut sellersare considered enterprisddiese enterprises anet incorporated as a business
entity nor registered for taxation; and are engaged in producing marketable goods and services with
the aim for sale or barter. These enterprises are engaged-agricultural and related activities.

Informal economy: All activities covered by workers or production units that are not recognized
lawfully or in practice to be in compliance wibly formal arrangements.

Agriculture and related activities: According to the ILO (1%/19th ICLS), there are certain specific
activities of informal sector enterprises thatecast within and outside the informal sector. These
activities fall outside the definition of an informal enterprise (noting also practical and methodological
reasonsn measurement) and theref@mee excludedThese activities include: agriculture and related
activities (fishing, livestock, forestry, hunting), owaccount (subsistence) households producing
goods & services for own use including employment of paid dtotamily workers, and volunteer
services.Future considerations for inclusion depends on regulatory and structural reforms in the
labour market and amongst production units concerned, to ensure conditions for employment are
clearly distinguishable to able accurate statistical measurement of employment in formal and
informal settings.

Limitations:

1 The2019 Gensus is not a focused informal sector labaur force surveyHence, this census
did not probdurther intocaptuing related information aboygersons employed informally in
the formal sectqmor those employed under formal conditions in the informal sector.

1 The collection of employment data associated with the formal and informal seasor
restricted to the placaf work, on the basis of the questiagh,s t h e place of warknnd s
f or mal sector, I nf or mal )sHerxce, thisybjechiveapmoadno | d o
may pose issues on interpretation and implications on the quality of respondent responses.

1 Employment referred to in the informal sector in this analysis refers to employment in the
informal sector and not employment in the informal economy.

1 The exclusion of the agriculture and related activities understates employment in both the
formal ard informal sectors noting the evolving conceptualization of the informal sector and
collection of official statistics in the informal sector and informal economy.
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1 At present, the conceptual application of employment in the formal and informal sebier in
analysis may not necessarily align with other definitions applied in other statistical
compilations by the SINSO.

13.1Employment in the Formal and Informal Sector

Total employment by sector in the Solomon Islands is predominantly formal (96%) when adjusted for
the exclusion of the agriculture and relatedivities (see Table 13.1). Thigas mainly driven by
urbanemployment accounting for twice the size of rwaployment. The unadjusted findings
showed the opposite result with the predominance of employment in the informal sector (57%). This
implied that the Solomon Islands economgy haelatively small informal sector based on employment
(and not necessarilyaged onthe informal economy).

Table B.1: Employed Persons by nature (sector) of employméatmal and informal, and
urbanrural area (unadjusted and adjusted), Solomon Islands: 2019

Solomonls. % Urban % Rural %

Unadjusted (includes agriculture & related activities)

Total 258,383 100.0% 69,564 100.0% 188,819 100.0%
Formal Sector 111,146 43.0% 53,468 76.9% 57,678 30.5%
Informal Sector* 147,237 57.0% 16,096 23.1% 131,141  69.59

Informal Sector (enterprise units) 4971  1.9% 1,044 1.5% 3,927 2.1%

Private Household (household uni 142,266 55.1% 15,052 21.6% 127,214 67.4%

Adjusted (excluding agriculture & related activities)

Total 68,725 100.0% 43,324 100.0% 25,401 100.0%
Formal Sector 65,708 95.6% 42,360 97.8% 23,348 91.9%
Informal Sector* 3,017 4.4% 964 22% 2,053  8.1%
Informal Sector (enterprise units) 1,281  1.9% 359 0.8% 922 3.6%
Private Household (household uni 1,736 2.5% 605 1.4% 1,131 4.5%
Others** 189,658 100.0% 26,240 13.8% 163,418 86.2%

* Includes aggregate informal sector (informal enterprise units + informal household based
**includes those excluded agriculture, fishing, forestry, subsistence & related activities

A key limitation regarding the exclusion of tagriculture and related activities is the negative impact
on overall employment size by sector. Hence, resulting in a drastic reduction (73%) and a significant
reversal of the status of employment by sector, from informal to fofrhal agriculture and rated
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activities also comprised of subsistence (easount) activities that continue to have a significant
impact on the economygspecially in rural areasThis was evident with the predominance of

household enterpris@sthe informal sector (unadjustegh.1%), and the subsequent drastic reduction
(adjusted) to 2.5%.

All subsequent analysis, tables and graphs presented hereafter refer to the adjusted findings.

Table 13.2 showed that persomsployed between the age groups3®0years accounted foreh
majority (34%) of all employment (adjusted)Vhen included within théroader age group 240
years, persons in this age group dominates the labour marke&2#ttlof all employmentAlthough
there were close to 2 males for every 1 femaléormal urbaremployment,in informal urban
employment, females slightly outnumbered their male countemspeially in ages 364 years. In
rural areas, males dominateemploymenbothin formal and informal sectors.

Table B.2: Employed persons in age groupumpanrural area, nature (sector) of
employment formal and informal, and sex (adjuste8plomon Islands: 2019

URBAN RURAL

Age

Group Total Formal Sector Informal Sector Formal Sector Informal Sector

Total Males Females| Total Males Females| Total Males Femaled Total Males Females

Total 68,725 || 42,360 27,090 15270 | 964 459 505 | 23,348 16,115 7,233 | 2,053 1,379 674
12-19 1,576 912 561 351 38 24 14 481 324 157 145 103 42
20-29 16,591 | 10,819 6,576 4,243 | 304 157 147 | 4,879 3,029 1,850 | 589 384 205
30-39 23,187 || 14,491 9,045 5446 | 244 106 138 | 7,960 5182 2,778 | 492 331 161
40-49 16,572 | 10,011 6,534 3,477 | 173 82 91 50938 4,350 15838 | 450 302 148
50-64 9,366 5431 3858 1573 | 162 67 95 3488 2,723 765 285 197 88
65+ 1,433 696 516 180 43 23 20 602 507 95 92 62 30
(Percent, % of total)
Total 100.0% || 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% || 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
12-19 2.3% 22%  2.1% 23% | 3.9% 52% 28% | 21% 20% 22% | 7.1% 75% 6.2%
20-29 24.1% 255% 24.3% 27.8% | 31.5% 34.2% 29.1% | 20.9% 18.8% 25.6% | 28.7% 27.8% 30.4%
30-39 33.7% 342% 334% 35.7% | 25.3% 23.1% 27.3% | 34.1% 32.2% 38.4% | 24.0% 24.0% 23.9%
40-49 24.1% 236% 24.1% 22.8% | 17.9% 17.9% 18.0% | 25.4% 27.0% 22.0% | 21.9% 21.9% 22.0%
50-64 13.6% 12.8% 142% 10.3% | 16.8% 14.6% 18.8% | 14.9% 16.9% 10.6% | 13.9% 14.3% 13.1%
65+ 2.1% 16% 1.9% 12% | 45% 50% 4.0% | 26% 31% 13% | 45% 45% 45%
(Percent, % across total)
Total 100.0% | 61.6% 64.0% 36.0% | 14% 47.6% 52.4% | 34.0% 69.0% 31.0% | 3.0% 67.2% 32.8%
12-19 100.0% | 57.9% 61.5% 385% | 24% 63.2% 36.8% | 30.5% 67.4% 32.6% | 9.2% 71.0% 29.0%
20-29 100.0% | 65.2% 60.8% 39.2% | 1.8% 51.6% 48.4% | 29.4% 62.1% 37.9% | 3.6% 652% 34.8%
30-39 100.0% | 62.5% 62.4% 37.6% | 11% 434% 56.6% | 34.3% 651% 34.9% | 21% 67.3% 32.7%
40-49 100.0% | 60.4% 653% 34.7% | 1.0% 47.4% 52.6% | 358% 733% 26.7% | 27% 67.1% 32.9%
50-64 100.0% | 58.0% 71.0% 29.0% | 1.7% 41.4% 58.6% | 37.2% 781% 21.9% | 3.0% 69.1% 30.9%
65+ 100.0% | 48.6% 741% 259% | 3.0% 535% 46.5% | 42.0% 84.2% 15.8% | 6.4% 67.4% 32.6%
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At the provincial level, Honiaraatered for the majority of persons employed in both formal and
informal sectorqadjusted) with 46% and 23%espectively(Table 13.3).The majority ofpersons
employed in the formal sector fell within thgegroup 3039 yearswhile in theinformal sectothe
majority of persons employed were in the -ggeups 2629 years.

Table B.3: Percent of employed persons in age group by province and nature of
employment formal and informal (adjustedyolomon Islands: 2019

R B

c 3 £ - 3 = q ©

s $ & 3 E 3g & £ £ 8§ &
Age Group 0 A ® a0 c = 5 T 5 c

s 6 = * 6 g8 £ £ = & z

(0] Q]

Formal Sector
Total 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% 100.0% 24% 124% 27% 17% 09% 191% 103% 32% 15% 45.8%
12-19 2.1% 15% 28% 14% 14% 15% 32% 14% 17% 10% 1.8%
20-29 23.9% 21.1% 23.8% 21.5% 19.1% 27.7% 265% 19.2% 164% 16.8% 25.0%
30-39 34.2% 346% 31.2% 33.1% 356% 289% 33.4% 354% 37.6% 37.4% 34.7%
40-49 24.3% 25.4% 241% 27.0% 26.0% 236% 229% 26.9% 285% 27.2% 23.6%
50-64 13.6% 142% 159% 145% 159% 159% 12.2% 144% 133% 151% 13.1%
65+ 2.0% 32% 22% 25% 21% 23% 18% 27% 24% 25% 1.7%
Informal Sector

Total 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% 100.0% 39% 201% 83% 17% 07% 169% 183% 6.1% 12% 22.9%
12-19 6.1% 84% 64% 76% 60% 00% 65% 64% 92% 27% 3.8%
20-29 29.6% 26.9% 28.3% 27.6% 240% 350% 358% 26.0% 29.3% 18.9% 31.2%
30-39 24.4% 151% 24.7% 22.0% 24.0% 20.0% 24.2% 258% 228% 351% 25.7%
40-49 20.6% 25.2% 20.1% 19.2% 30.0% 30.0% 191% 22.1% 245% 37.8% 18.0%
50-64 14.8% 16.0% 15.8% 16.0% 16.0% 10.0% 10.6% 152% 114% 54% 17.5%
65+ 4.5% 84% 46% T76% 00% 50% 39% 45% 27% 00% 3.9%
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Table B.4: Employment persons in nature (sector) of employméotmal and informaby
educational attainment and urbamal area (adjusted), Solomon Islands: 2019

. _ Solomon Islands Formal Sector Informal Sector

Educational Attainment

Total % Total % Urban  Rural | Total %  Urban Rural
Total 68,725 100% | 65,708 100.0% 42,360 23,348| 3,017 100.0% 964 2,053
No School completed 2481 4% 2,159 3.3% 1,119 1,040 322 10.7% 105 217
Preschool/Nursery school 323 0% 297  0.5% 189 108 26 0.9% 6 20
Some primary 6,251 9% 5755 8.8% 3,690 2,065 496 16.4% 127 369
Complted primary 11,387 1% 10,593 16.1% 6,363 4,230 794 26.3% 207 587
Completed form 3 10,420 15% 9874 15.0% 6,466 3,408 546 18.1% 179 367
Completed form 5 9,332 14% 9,032 13.7% 5,988 3,044 300 99% 109 191
Completed form 6 5209 8% 5064 7.7% 3,692 1,372 145 48% 61 84
Completed form 7 1249 2% 1220 1.9% 928 292 29 1.0% 16 13
Some College/No degree 13912 20% 13,727 20.9% 7,889 5,838 185 6.1% 84 101
Bachelors degree 4483 7% 4439 6.8% 3,603 836 44 15% 35 9
Masters degree 1140 2% 1,130 1.7% 980 150 10 03% 8 2
Doctoral degree 273 0% 266  0.4% 217 49 7 02% 4 3
Vocational certificate 1978 3% 1876 2.9% 1,085 791 102 3.4% 20 82
Post graduate certificate 131 0.2% 126 0.2% 70 56 5 0.2% - 5
Other 156 0.2% 150 0.2% 81 69 6 02% 3 3

Employment by educational attainment revealed that at the national level, the majority (20%) of
persons employed had attained some college education (without a formal degiteethe urban
formal sector absorbing the majority of th@sesons (see Table.4).

On the other hand, the informal sector (urban and rural) was dominated by persons who completed
primary education (26%), followed closely by persons completing form 3 (18%), and those who
completed some primary education (1§%¢e Figure 13.1)t was also observed that a small number

of highly qualified (bachelor degree, masters and doctiggteespersons weremployed in the
informal sector Such highly qualified workers can be fully recognized (e.g., contractually)ahd

utilized (including paying taxes) in the formal sect@uch findings furtherrevealed structural
impediments in the labour market with obvious manifestations of labour-utitization.

Table 135 below presented information on employment by sector and major occnpatie table
showed that the majority of occupations were in the formal sector comprigingfe$sionals (27%),
service oriented19%)and craft§17%).In contrast, the main informal sector occupations included
labarers (36%)followed by crafs (27%) ad professionals (14%).
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Figure13.1: Employment (number) in informal sector by educational attainment (adjusted),
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Table B.5: Employment persons formal and informal seot by
major occupation (adjusted), Solomon Islands: 2019

Major Occupation Total Formal Sector Informal Sector
All Occupations 68,725 65,708 3,017
Officials and managers 2,995 2,950 45
Professionals 18,103 17,684 419
Technicians 3,096 3,066 30
Clerks 5,651 5,617 34
Service related occupations 12,665 12,359 306
Agriculture/fishing occupations* 1,376 1,331 45
Crafts 11,880 11,065 815
Operators 6,279 6,121 158
Labourers 5,560 4,463 1,097
Housework related** 775 737 38
NS 345 315 30
Percentage (%)
All Occupations 100.0% 95.6% 4.4%
Officials and managers 100.0% 98.5% 1.5%
Professionals 100.0% 97.7% 2.3%
Technicians 100.0% 99.0% 1.0%
Clerks 100.0% 99.4% 0.6%
Service related occupations 100.0% 97.6% 2.49%
Agriculture/fishing occupations* 100.0% 96.7% 3.3%
Crafts 100.0% 93.1% 6.9%
Operators 100.0% 97.5% 2.5%
Labourers 100.0% 80.3% 19.79
Housework related** 100.0% 95.1% 4.9%
NS 100.0% 91.3% 8.7%

* Jobs that are outside the agriculture and related industries
** jobs exclusive of volunteering, unpaid housework, family work etc.
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Table 13.6 Employed persons in majaelectedindustries by nature of employmentinformal
and informal, upanrural area and sesolomon Islands: 2019

Selected Industries (adjusted) Solomon Is. Formal Sector Informal Sector
Total Male Female Total Male Female | Totair Male Female
Total 68,725 45,043 23,682 65,708 43,205 22503 | 3,017 1838 1179
Mining and quarrying 885 574 311 823 535 288 62 39 23
Manufacturing 4,943 3,671 1,272 4,600 3,460 1,140 343 211 132
Electricty and Water 676 627 49 669 621 48 7 6 1
Construction 8,072 7,900 172 7,385 7,235 150 687 665 22
Wholesale/retalil 9,694 4,920 4774 8,905 4,647 4,258 789 273 516
Transportation & Storage 5,968 5,658 310 5,823 5,536 287 145 122 23
Hotel & food 1,472 360 1,112 1,418 346 1,072 54 14 40
Communication 982 711 271 946 688 258 36 23 13
Finance, insurance, real estate 839 428 411 836 426 410 3 2 1
Professional 2,332 1,434 898 2,302 1,416 886 30 18 12
Public Administration 6,339 4,619 1,720 6,193 4,521 1,672 146 98 48
Public Safety 6,357 4,092 2,265 6,332 4,078 2,254 25 14 1
Education 10,996 5,321 5,675 10,866 5,267 5,599 130 54 76
Health 3,095 1,214 1,881 2,972 1,185 1,787 123 29 94
Entertainment 326 195 131 307 186 121 19 9 10
Other service 2,662 2,100 562 2,314 1,866 448 348 234 114
Activities of Households * 3,076 1,212 1,864 3,006 1,185 1,821 70 27 43
Extraterritorial 11 7 4 11 7 4 - - -
Percentage (%)
Total 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% | 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mining and quarrying 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% 21%  21% 2.0%
Manufacturing 7.2% 8.1% 5.4% 7.0% 8.0% 5.1% 114% 115% 11.2%
Electricty and Water 1.0% 1.4% 0.2% 1.0% 1.4% 0.2% 02% 03% 01%
Construction 11.7% 17.5% 0.7% 11.2% 16.7% 0.7% 28% 362% 1.9%
Wholesale/retalil 14.1% 10.9% 20.2% 13.6% 10.8% 189% | 262% 14.9%  43.8%
Transportation & Storage 8.7% 12.6% 1.3% 8.9% 12.8% 1.3% 48%  6.6% 2.0%
Hotel & food 2.1% 0.8% 4.7% 2.2% 0.8% 4.8% 18%  0.8% 3.4%
Communication 1.4% 1.6% 1.1% 1.4% 1.6% 1.1% 12% 13% 1.1%
Finance, insurance, real estate 1.2% 1.0% 1.7% 1.3% 1.0% 1.8% 01% 01% 0.1%
Professional 3.4% 3.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.3% 3.9% 10%  1.0% 1.0%
Public Administration 9.2% 10.3% 7.3% 9.4% 10.5% 7.4% 48% 53%  41%
Public Safety 9.2% 9.1% 9.6% 9.6% 9.4% 100% | 08% 08%  0.9%
Education 16.0% 11.8% 24.0% 16.5% 12.2% 2409% | 43% 2.9% 6.4%
Health 4.5% 2.7% 7.9% 4.5% 2.7% 7.9% 41%  1.6% 8.0%
Entertainment 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.8%
Other service 3.9% 4.7% 2.4% 3.5% 4.3% 2.0% 115% 127%  9.7%
Activities of Households * 4.5% 2.7% 7.9% 4.6% 2.7% 8.1% 23%  15% 3.6%
Extraterritorial 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00%  0.0%

* Activities engaged outside the agriculture and related industries
* Excludes activities associated with occupations of volunteering, unpaid housework, family work etc.
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Employment by major industries presented able 13.6 aboveevealed that the education industry
was the leading industry (16%), followed closely by wholesale and retail (14%) and construction
(12%) industrés at the national level (adjusted). In the formal sector, the education industry was the
most predominant comprising of mainly female workers (25%). This was followed by the wholesale
and retail industry (19%). On the other hand, the wholesale andndtestry was the leading industry

in the informal sector and also dominated by females (44%).

The construction industry attracted the majority (18%) of male workers at the national level, and in
both formal (17%) and informal (36%) sectors. In the forsedtor, following from construction,

males dominated in transport and storage (13%), and wholesale and retail (11%) industries. In the
informal sector, apart from construction was the wholesale and retail (15%) industry, followed closely
by other service€l3%).

Figurel3.2: Share (%) of informal employment in major industries by sex (adjusted),
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 13.3 illustratethe share of employment by type of industry and sex focusing on the informal
sector. Whilethe wholesale and retail industry was the leading industry amongst females, the
construction industry was the main economic activity amongst males.

As in earlier discussions, the abdwelingsfurther exhibit the inequalitiea employmenby various
socio-economic relationships whether by sector, industry, occupation or sex etc. The findings also
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revealed the underlying complexities of the labour and job market in both formal and informal sectors.
In ensuring inclusive development and equality in pgudtion, it is important that policies be
formulated towards expanding the participation of those who lack opportunities or are trapped in the
poverty cycle to be involved in the development process, including those in the informal economy.
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14 HOUSEHOLD SAND HOUSING

14.1Introduction

The household is the smallest organizational entity in the census and is the aniineération of
individuals. The household has important social significance in tfrpr®ductionand reproduction,
genderrelationsand group identification within communities.Although thereis a large overlap with
families, householdsare conceptually different as they are defined by agreement on collaboration, not
necessarilyon kinship orconsanguinity (blood ties). A distinction in this respect was made between
householdand norprivate dwellingginstitutions).

This section addresses the average household size, household structure and dwelling characteristics. In
householdspneper®on is usuallydesignatecsheadof the householdIn principle, the household, as a

unit, participatesn the census enumeration, and where necessary, the enumerator has to identify the hea
of the household and obtain information about the members bphtusehold. Allother household
members are then identified by their relationship to this head. Households can be characterized by tr
characteristics of the individuabusehold members as discussed in the other chapters.

14.2 Householddefinition andtypes

In the 2019 Census, as in past censuses, a household is defined as a group of people or an individua
who share a common eatiagrangement where a member(s) of a household normally prepare or
consume food in the same kitchentbey share the ab, collection and preparation of that food.
Although the identificatiorof a household is based on a usual common eating arrangement of a group
of people or an individual, uling the 2019 Censwumeration, coverage rules meant that only those
people wio spent the night witin a household dwelling on census night would be enumerated as part

of that household.

Thecensudistinguished betweemo typesof households:

A private householda group of related people (for example a family) with or withadditional
persons who live together and share a common eating arrangement. Alfmssold can also consist
of one person or two to five unrelated persons who haeenenoneatingarrangement.

A non-private dwellings(institution): isdefined as an organization providing specified services or
performing some general public function for a group of residents or inmates who will normally be
unrelated to each other. Institutioase oftenreferred to as collective households or nprivate
dwellings such as hospitals, schools, hotels, or establishments providing a communal type of
accommodation or care, such as: stemthapar t ment motel s, hostels
houses, private hotels, corrective or detention institutionsofphsuses), and colleges.
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14.3 Numbernndsizeof households

In 2019, 132,492 households werecounted: 131,566 private households and26 non-private
dwellings (institutions). The number of private househaldseased from 91,25h 2009 to 131,566
in 2019, an overall increase of slightly over 40 thoudangsehold¢Tables 14.3.1; Table 14.3.2).

Table 14.3.1Number of lmuseholds by household type and location,
Solomon Island019

Household Type
Non-
Province/Urban- Total Private Private
Rural area Households| Households | Dwelling

Total 132,492 131,566 926
Choiseul 5,577 5,520 57
Western 17,766 17,531 235
Isabel 6,371 6,250 121
Central 5,915 5,872 43
RenneliBellona 731 720 11
Guadalcanal 28,876 28,746 130
Malaita 32,455 32,332 123
Makira-Ulawa 9,109 9,057 52
Temotu 4,715 4,699 16
Honiara 20,977 20,839 138
Rural 98,975 98,360 615
Urban 33,517 33,206 311

Tablel14.3.2:Populationin privatehouseholdspumberof privatehouseholdandaveragéiousehold
size, by placeof residenceSolomonislands:2009and 2019

_ Number of private Number of people in private Average householdsize
Place of residence households households

2009 | 2019 2009 | 2019 2009 | 2019
SOLOMON ISLANDS 91,251 131,566 504,985 704,450 5.5 5.4
Urban 15,382 33,206 99,299 195,544 6.5 5.9
Rural 75,869 98,360 405,686 508,906 5.3 5.2
Choiseul 4,712 5,520 25,916 29,819 55 54
Western 13,762 17,531 73,333 89,485 5.3 51
Isabel 5,143 6,250 25,147 28,657 4.9 4.6
Central 4,905 5,872 25,809 29,733 5.3 5.1
RenneliBellona 688 720 3,006 3,675 4.4 51
Guadalcanal 17,163 28,746 91,919 152,058 5.4 5.3
Malaita 24,421 32,332 136,384 171,548 5.6 5.3
Makira-Ulawa 7,173 9,057 39,407 50,093 5.5 55
Temotu 4,303 4,699 21,104 21,999 4.9 4.7
Honiara City Council 8,981 20,839 62,960 127,383 7.0 6.1
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There was a slight decline in the overall average household size from 5.5 to 5.4 people per household
between 2009 and 2019 (Table 14.3.2 and Figure 14Th&)highest average household size was
reported in the Honiara with 6.1 people peusehold. Théowest household sizes were found in
Isabel (4.6), and Temoté (7).

In general,urban household95.9 household size) werggnificantly more crowdedthan rural
households (5.2 household sizk).2019, the most common householdsize was 6 peopleper
household(20,642), accountingfor 15.7% of all private householdsand 17.6% of the total
population(123,852)Table14.3.3;Figure 14.3.2).

Therewereb,624single persorhouseholdsccountingor 4.3%of all households anincrease from
3,553singleperson households in 2009. Moreover, there were 9,720 households with 10 persons or
more (7.4%), amcrease from 7,219 householdigh 10 occupantsr more in 2009.

Table14.3.3:Numberand percentagef private households by household size arapfeeper
household, 8lomon Islands2019

Number of Private Household Number of People per household size
Household size 2009 % 2019 % 2009 % 2019 %
1 3,553 3.9 5,624 4.3 3,553 0.7 5,624 0.8
2 6,978 7.6 11,714 8.9 13,956 2.8 23,428 3.3
3 10,694 11.7 16,676 12.7 32,082 6.4 50,028 7.1
4 13,761 15.1 20,385 15.5 55,044 10.9 81,540 11.6
5 14,420 15.8 20,968 15.9 72,100 14.3 104,840 14.9
6 14,655 16.1 20,642 15.7 87,930 17.4 123,852 17.6
7 9,148 10.0 11,599 8.8 64,036 12.7 81,193 11.5
8 6,544 7.2 8,696 6.6 52,352 10.4 69,568 9.9
9 4,278 4.7 5,541 4.2 38,502 7.6 49,869 7.1
10 2,687 2.9 3,466 2.6 26,870 5.3 34,660 4.9
11 1,643 1.8 2,267 1.7 18,073 3.6 24,937 35
12 1,152 1.3 1,723 1.3 13,824 2.7 20,676 2.9
13 558 0.6 809 0.6 7,254 1.4 10,517 15
14 373 0.4 441 0.3 5,222 1.0 6,174 0.9
15+ 806 0.9 1,014 0.8 14,132 2.8 17,544 2.5
NS 1 0.0 1 0.0 55 0.0 0 0.0
Total 91,251 131,566 100.0 504,985 100.0 704,450 100.0
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Figure 14.3.1: Average household size (number of people per household) by place of residence,
Solomon Islands2009 and?019
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14.4 HouseholdCharacteristics

14.4.1 Householdomposition

Data on household composition were established by identifying a head of household whassarved
reference person to whoatl other people in the household related to. (Ta#ld.1).

Approximately 4 out of 5 heads of household (82.3%) in the Solomon Islands were men (108,238)
with 1 out of 6(23,3270r 17.7%)householdieadedywomen.Thisdistributionhas slightly change
sincethe2009Census. Imostcasesawomanheadedhehousehold when hepousavasnotpresent

or when the woman wasidowed.

As expected, the majority of household members (52.9%) were childhgid of thehousehold
head stepchild,adoptecthild, child inlaw, or grandchild.

About 14.2%of householdnembersverethe spouseof the headof householdInterestingly, only
1.0% (3,507) of all spouses (99,854) were males, which supports the videmniadesonly head
the householdf a spouses not present. Moreover, almost 11.186all household membenrsere
otherrelativesor notrelatedto theheadof household.

Table 14.4.1: Population by household composition (relationship to head of household),
Solomon Islands: 2019

: : In Numbers In Percentage
Relationship
Total |Ma|e |Fe male |Total |Ma|e |Fe male
Total 704,450 358,950 345,50( 100.0 100.0 100.0
Head of household 131,565 108,238 23,327 18.7 30.2 6.8
Spouse 99,854 3,507 96,3471 14.2 1.0 27.9
Child 299,134 158,426 140,708 425 441 40.7
Step Child 945 466 479 0.1 0.1 0.1
Adopted Child 10,582 5,605 4,977 1.5 1.6 14
Child In-law 12,104 5,022 7,082 1.7 14 2.0
Grandchild 50,211 26,331 23,880 7.1 7.3 6.9
Sibling 14,484 7,980 6,504 2.1 2.2 1.9
Parents 6,779 1,844 4,935 1.0 0.5 1.4
Other relative 70,980 37,304 33,674 10.1 104 9.7
Non-relative 7,812 4,227 3,585 11 1.2 1.0

14.5 Householihcome
14.5.1 Main householdcome

In 2019, 36.5% of the main source of household income in the Solomon Islands except in Honiara
was from the sales of crops. Another 28.4% of the main household income was from wages or salary,
174



10.2% was from the sale of fish and 12.2% was from other souigproximately 3.8% of all

households in the Solomon Islands reported that they had no source of income (Table 14.5.1, Figure
14.5.1).

The sources of income vary considerably amongst provinces. More thaiqtiaméers (70.6%) of all
households in Honra received their main income from wages or salaries. This was much lower in
the other provinces. For example, in Malaita, only 13.3% of households relied on incomeafyem

and salariesnd in Western province, 28.8% of households sourced their incomewages and
salaries the second highest wagalary earner following after Honiara.

Table14.5.1:Number of private households by main source of household income by prawmithce
urbanrural area, 8lomon Islands: 2019

T Province : Urban-Rural Area
Solomon Rennell- Makira-
Islands  Choiseul Western  Isabel  Central Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita ~ Uawa  Temotu  Honiara Total Rural Urban
Total 131,566 5,520 17,531 6,250 5872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839 131566 98,360 33,206
No income 5,034 203 416 229 200 9 1,065 1,795 361 393 273 5,034 4532 502
Wages/Salary 37,305 1,257 5,052 1,178 820 161 7,750 4316 1,314 741 14,716 37,305 15,325 21,980
Own business 5,915 338 708 212 158 39 1,187 1,220 340 167 1,486 5915 3,670 2,245
Sale of fish 13,476 708 2,760 1,131 1,379 16 1474 4238 828 741 201 13476 12,834 642
Sale of crops 48,040 1,899 5,274 2,393 2,567 25 13,585 14,613 5,004 1,986 694 48,040 45,865 2,175
Sale of handicra 1,604 153 508 42 30 71 170 299 85 R 214 1,604 1,308 296
Land lease 51 13 3 5 - 1 17 9 2 - 1 51 42 9
House rent 1,188 18 112 27 18 22 157 119 23 9 683 1,188 301 887
Remittances 2,932 157 596 214 103 9 245 961 244 73 240 2932 2,450 482
Other source 16,021 774 2,102 79 597 187 3,096 4,762 856 557 2,331 16,021 12,033 3,988
Percentage (%)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9 100.0 100.0 100.0
No income 38 37 24 37 34 138 37 56 40 84 13 38 46 1.5
Wages/Salary 284 228 288 188 14.0 24 21.0 133 145 15.8 70.4 284 15.6 66.2
Own business 45 6.1 40 44 2.7 54 41 38 38 36 7.1 45 37 6.8
Sale of fish 10.2 12.8 15.7 181 235 22 51 131 91 158 10 10.2 130 19
Sale of crops 36.5 44 301 383 437 35 473 452 55.3 423 33 36.5 46.6 6.6
Sale of handicra 12 2.8 29 0.7 05 99 0.6 09 09 0.7 10 12 13 09
Land lease 0.0 0.2 0.0 01 0.0 0.1 01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
House rent 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.3 31 05 04 0.3 0.2 33 09 03 2.7
Remittances 2.2 2.8 34 34 18 138 09 30 2.7 16 12 2.2 2.5 1.5
Other source 12.2 140 120 121 10.2 26.0 108 147 95 119 11.2 122 122 12.0)

In comparison betweerrhanand wral households, sales of cro@$.6%)were the mairsource of
income in rural areadpllowed by wage and salary at 15.6%. In url@aeasthe main source of
household income was wagand alary at66.2%, followed by other sources atdZTable 14.5.1).
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Figure 14.5.1: Main Source of Household Income, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Figure 14.5.2: Proportion of private household by main source of household income and by
province Solomon Islands: 2019
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14.6 Remittances

The2019 &nsus includetivo basicquestios addressing the issue of remittancEise first question
was fiHow much money (in SBD$) has this household received from remittances in the last 12
mo n t hasd#he followup questionwad What i s the provincel/lcountry

Generally, remittances are sums of money sent from someone (sender) who is usually working
overseas to another person (receiver) within the country. This also applies teavserkihg in a
province and sending money to a receiver in another province. The same also applies within provinces.

Remittances are also an important source of income for many households in the Solomon Islands.
Around 21.1% of all households in theuntry received remittances during the 12 months before the
census. About 8% of all households (10,4i&eived less than SBI500 and 5.2% of households
(6,905) received between SBD$5999. In addition, 3.7% of households (4,911) received between
S1$1,0001,499 and another 4.2% of households (5,513) received more thafil SBD (Table
14.6.1).

The proportion of households who received remittances was particularly high in Reelieia
wheremore than half (61.1%) of all households received remittéinaad with 25.7% of households
who receivednore than SBD$,500 during the year before the census (Table 14.6.1, Figure 14.6.1).

There was a relatively low proportion of households who received remittaspesially in
Guadalcanal (9.7%), Horria (14.9%) and Makira (19.3%f{Figure 14.6.1, Table 14.6.1)

Table 14.6.1Number of private households receiving remitta®BD$)in the last 12 months
by province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Remittances | Rennell- | Makira- |
Total  Choiseul Westem Isabel ~ Central  Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita ~ Ulawa Temotu Honiara

Total 131566 5520 17531 6250 5872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
None 96,624 3218 11071 3853 4,506 263 24115 22344 6,963 3599 16,692
Some annual remittances 271805 2,067 5675 2168 1145 440 2800 7,698 1751 952 3,109
Percent 211 374 324 347 195 61.1 97 238 19.3 203 149
1-499 SI$ 10,476 875 1,886 985 547 108 930 3551 810 374 410
500 - 999 SI$ 6,905 519 1,635 606 267 65 626 1,905 376 258 648
1000 - 1499 SI$ 4911 392 1,081 335 172 82 616 1,157 283 169 624
1500 or more SI$ 5513 281 1,073 242 159 185 628 1,085 282 151 1427
Don't Know 7137 235 785 229 221 17 1,831 2,290 343 148 1,038

* S|$ = SBOB = Solomon dollar
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Remittance flows by urbarural distribution revealed that the majority of remittances were received
in rural areas than in urban areasomprising 79.7% of rural households (22,154) compared with
20.3% ofurbanhouseholds (5,651Despite the majority of households in rural areas receiving
remittances, athetrend inamounts (SBDS$) receivadcreased, the number of households decreased

in contrast to what was been experienced by urban households. For ex@8mpté, of rural

householdgwithin SBD$1499 categoryjeceived remittances beld3BD3$H00and this decreased to

62.5% of householdsvithin SBD$1,500+ categorycompared to urban households.

Table 14.6.2: Number and percentage of private household who received remittances by
urbanrural area, Solomon Islands: 2019

Urban-Rural Percentage (%)

Remittances Total Rural Urban Rural Urban
131,566 98,360 33,206 74.8 25.2
None 96,624 70,879 25,745 73.4 26.6
Some annual remittar 27,805 22,154 5,651 79.7 20.3
1- 499 SI$ 10,476 9,364 1,112 89.4 10.6
500 - 999 SI$ 6,905 5,597 1,308 81.1 18.9
1000 - 1499 SI$ 4,911 3,749 1,162 76.3 23.7
1500 or more SI$ 5,513 3,444 2,069 62.5 37.5
Don't know 7,137 5,327 1,810 74.6 25.4

* S|$ = SBD$ = Solomon dollar

178

s |

a



Figure 14.6.2: Percentage of private househetisreceived remittances by urbamral area
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Table 14.6.3: Proportion of household receiving remittances by province and by location of sender
of remittance, Solomon Islands: 2019

Province
Number of Rennell- Makira-
Remit sender household [Choiseul Western Isabel Central  Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita  Uawa Temotu  Honiara

Total 27,808 2,067 5,675 2,168 1,145 440 2,800 7,698 1,751 952 3,109
Choiseul 871 570 121 15 6 1 22 52 5 20 59
Western 1,761 156 1,218 37 31 1 72 65 23 38 120
Isabel 430 5 16 295 6 2 20 26 2 5 53
Central 169 8 10 10 81 0 25 13 6 2 14
Rennell-Bellona 309 9 9 12 6 187 20 19 9 4 34
Guadalcanal 744 15 52 15 38 0 314 227 32 28 23
Malaita 542 13 34 9 7 1 59 289 13 5 112
Makira-Ulawa 554 3 11 4 2 0 17 9 476 4 28
Temotu 164 7 9 7 4 4 18 3 9 56 A7)
Honiara 9,581 545 1,968 1,207 457 187 397 3,742 514 439 125

Oversea 12,132 719 2,169 542 487 56 1,692 3,077 636 340 2,414

Don't know 548 17 58 15 20 1 144 176 26 11 80j

Percentage(%)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9
Choiseul 3. 27.6 21 0.7 05 0.2 0.8 0.7 0.3 21 19
Western 6.3] 75 215 1.7 2.7 0.2 2.6 0.8 1.3 4.0 39
Isabel 1.5 0.2 0.3 13.6 0.5 05 0.7 0.3 0.1 05 1.7]
Central 0.6 0.4 0.2 05 7.1 0.0 0.9 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5
Rennell-Bellona 1.1 04 0.2 0.6 05 425 0.7 0.2 05 0.4 1.1
Guadalcanal 2.7 0.7 0.9 0.7 33 0.0 112 2.9 18 29 0.7
Malaita 1.9 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.2 21 38 0.7 05 3.9
Makira-Ulawa 2.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.1 27.2 0.4 0.9
Temotu 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 09 0.6 0.0 05 59 1.5
Honiara 34.5 26.4 34.7 55.7 39.9 425 14.2 48.6 294 46.1 4.0

Oversea 439 34.8 38.2 25.0 425 12.7 60.4 40.0 36.3 35.7 77.9

Don't know 2.0 0.8 1.0 0.7 1.7 0.2 51 2.3 15 12 2.9
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Remittance flows bjocation of sender shadthatthe majority of remittance flows originated from
within Solomon Island§56.4%) and the rest from overseas (43.6%). Malaita province was the highest
(27.7%) recipient of all remittance inflows (including remittances from overseas), followed by
Western (20.4%) and Honiara (11.2%) (Table 14.6.3).

It should be noted that siz&bleshare of remittancesere received from senders within the same
provinceofedhousehol do6s r especidllgtheccase forRanesllona where 42.5% of
all remittancesverereceivel from within the same province.

Regarding remittance fno overseas, Australia was the main source of remittance inflow to Solomon
Islands excluding all other countries combinesgpresenting 11.1% of recipient households (1,342).
The other important countries theéntremittances were New Zealand (9.0%), KH§i2%) and
Malaysia (1.8%) (Table 14.6.4).

Table 14.6.4Proportionof household receiving remittances from overseas by province and by
country of sender, Solomon Islands: 2019

Oversea remit | Number of Province
sender Household |Choiseul Western Isabel  Central Rennell-Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita Makira-Ulawa Temotu Honiara
Total 1000 100.0 100.0 1000  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 1000  100.0
Australia 11.1 79 11.0 5.9 6.8 25.0 13.7 6.0 7.1 79 19.9
New Zealand 9.0 70 107 103 8.2 5.4 8.6 9.4 74 7.9 8.4
PNG 0.8 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.2 18 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.6 1.9
Fij 2.2 0.8 18 0.9 0.8 5.4 3.0 1.3 0.3 0.6 4.7
Malaysia 18 0.6 12 0.7 0.6 0.0 2.2 05 0.6 0.3 4.9
Indonesia 0.9 0.6 1.0 07 0.2 0.0 1.2 0.2 0.6 0.0 1.7
Myanmar/Burma 0.6 0.0 0.3 04 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.0 18
Elsewhere 2.7 15 2.9 11 1.2 0.0 4.3 0.6 0.6 2.9 5.5
other Country 711 812 706 792 817 62.5 656 813 83.0 797 512

14.7 Agriculture Fishery and Livestock

The 2019 Census included several questions on whether households were engaged in agricultural
fishery and livestock relategttivities such as:

1 Whether a household was involved in agriculture, asd iivas the househoiadvolvedin
growing crops anevhetherthesecrops were for sale or subsistence;

1 What kinds of cash crops were grown, such as vegetables/food crops, copra, betel nut, cocoa,
tobacco, timber, flowers, ginger, kava, coffee, rice, nooitloers;

1 Whether a household raised livestock such as qoigs, goats, horses, or poultry;

1 Whether a household was involved in fishing or gathering of invertelaradenvhether the
fish or invertebrates were for sale or subsistence;

1 The type of fish catches or gatherings by gender;
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1 The types and frequency ofliig household buys, catches and consumes.

14.7.1 Agricultural Activities

In 2019, about 84% of households were involved in growing crops. Of these househobdspb7.3
them grew crops both faubsistenceofvn-usg and for salewhile 25.246 of then grew crops for
subsistence (own usepnsumption onlyHowever, of the 16% of households that were not involved

in growing crops, Honiara households, as can be expected, comprised of the majority (54%) (Table

14.7.1, Figure 14.7.1)

Table 14.7.1: Number drpercentage of private households involved in grownogs by nature of
crop growing and province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Rennell | Guadal- Makira

Nature of Crop Growing Total | Choiseul | Western | Isabel | Central Bellona canal | Malaita Ulawa Temotu | Honiara
Total 131,566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Subsistence only 33,195 1,387 5,397 1,636 1,569 338 6,695 9,141 2,605 1,253 3,174
Sale only 1,822 92 212 97 51 3 378 595 160 112 122
Both 75,453 3,711 11,421 4,314 4,051 277 17,456 18,839 5,967 3,185 6,232
None 21,096 330 501 203 201 102 4,217 3,757 325 149 11,311
PERCENTS

Subsistence only 25.2 25.1 308 26.2 26.7 46.9 23.3 28.3 28.8 26.7 15.2
Sale only 1.4 1.7 1.2 1.6 0.9 0.4 1.3 1.8 1.8 24 0.6
Both 57.3 67.2 65.1 69.0 69.0 38.5 60.7 58.3 65.9 67.8 29.9
None 16.0 6.0 2.9 3.2 3.4 14.2 14.7 11.6 3.6 3.2 54.3

Figure14.7.1: Proportion of private households by place of residenceande ofgrowing crops
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Within provinces, the majority of households grew crops for both for subsistence use and for sale

except for households in RennBkellona (46.9%), Western (30.8%) and MaKutkawa (28.8%) who
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grew cropsmainly for subsistence consumption. Only 1.4% of households grew crops for the sole
purpose of selling them (Table 14.7.1, Figure 14.7.1).

Amongst provinceg;oniara was the province with theajority (53.6%)f households that were not
enga@ged in subsignce agriculture, consisting also of a slightly higher percent (54.3%) within
Honiara.

According to Table 14.7.2, of the households (110,470) that grew cash crops (multiple cropping), the
majority (63,174) grew vegetables/food crops, followed by beie(51,965) and copra/coconut
(40,985). Across provinces, Malaita province dominates in all types of cash crops especially
vegetables (26.7%), beteut (25.7%), copra (31.4%) and cocoa (37.7%Xcept noni which was
popular among Guadalcanal households.

Table 14.7.2: Number of private hamlds involved in growing crops (multiple crojs)type of
cash crop and province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Province Urban-Rural Area

Types of Solomon Rennell- Makira-

cash crop islands  Choiseul Western Isabel Central Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita Ulawa Temotu Honiara Urban Rural
Vegetables 63,174 3,073 9,845 3,407 3,415 401 14,766 16,865 5,338 2,810 3,254 7,365 55,809
Copra 40,985 2,178 5,448 1,637 3,011 99 8,235 12,857 4,742 2,572 206 874 40,111
Betel nut 51,965 3,018 6,378 3,874 3,803 5 12,325 13,339 5,871 3,109 243 1,348 50,617
Cocoa 29,241 264 2,145 218 1,005 2 9,084 11,026 4,766 707 24 398 28,843
Tobacco 9,127 137 965 954 538 2 1,760 2,404 1,411 938 18 112 9,015
Timber 7,621 484 1,893 244 182 14 829 1,987 521 1,446 21 184 7,437
Flowers 16,021 898 3,824 802 635 4 2,535 4,654 845 588 1,236 2,226 13,795
Ginger 16,109 571 3,281 2,186 994 2 1,717 4,518 1,869 903 68 263 15,846
Kava 16,624 1,087 3,035 1,384 284 5 879 4,964 2,351 2,597 38 458 16,166
Coffee 372 9 27 24 4 - 96 152 49 11 - 6 366
Rice 139 5 23 9 3 - 30 54 6 7 2 6 133
Noni 2,192 44 470 61 108 1 944 238 37 181 108 214 1,978
Other crops 3,951 197 850 133 105 11 985 1,066 225 89 290 572 3,379

Percent (%)

Vegetables 100.0 4.9 15.6 54 5.4 0.6 23.4 26.7 8.4 4.4 5.2 11.7 88.3
Copra 100.0 5.3 13.3 4.0 7.3 0.2 20.1 314 11.6 6.3 0.5 21 97.9
Betel nut 100.0 5.8 12.3 7.5 7.3 0.0 23.7 25.7 11.3 6.0 0.5 2.6 97.4
Cocoa 100.0 0.9 7.3 0.7 3.4 0.0 311 37.7 16.3 2.4 0.1] 1.4 98.6
Tobacco 100.0 1.5 10.6 10.5 59 0.0 19.3 26.3 15.5 10.3 0.2 1.2 98.8
Timber 100.0 6.4 24.8 3.2 2.4 0.2 10.9 26.1 6.8 19.0 0.3 24 97.6
Flowers 100.0 5.6 239 5.0 4.0 0.0 15.8 29.0 5.3 3.7 7.7 13.9 86.1
Ginger 100.0 35 20.4 13.6 6.2 0.0 10.7 28.0 11.6 5.6 0.4 1.6 98.4
Kava 100.0 6.5 18.3 8.3 1.7 0.0 53 29.9 14.1 15.6 0.2 2.8 97.2
Coffee 100.0 24 7.3 6.5 11 0.0 25.8 40.9 13.2 3.0 0.0 1.6 98.4
Rice 100.0 3.6 16.5 6.5 2.2 0.0 21.6 38.8 4.3 5.0 1.4 4.3 95.7|
Noni 100.0 2.0 21.4 2.8 4.9 0.0 431 10.9 1.7 8.3 4.9 9.8 90.2
Other crops 100.0 5.0 21.5 3.4 2.7 0.3 24.9 27.0 5.7 2.3 7.3 14.5 85.5

Guadalcanal province follows closely behind Malaita in similar types of cash crops drpw
households.

Within bothurbanandrural areasyegetables/food crops were the popular cash crop growith
rural households growing significantly more (83.3%) than urban house(iildg%) This was
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followed by betelnut with the majority ohouseholds engaged in rural areas (97.4%) than in urban

areas (2.6%) (Table 14.7.2).

14.8 Livestock

During the 2019 Census, households were asked the quéstles this household have any
| i v e s and it tkePegponse was affirmative, than responsesewequired for the number of
Cows, pigs, goats, horses, including poultry.

Table 14.8.1 and Figure 14.8.1 show the number and percent of households that raised livestock
including poultry by province in 2019. Less than half (46.7%) of all houselmaisied livestock

including poultry at the time of the census. Across provinces, Malaita households had the highest
percent (34.4%) of livestock including poultry, followed by Guadalcanal (21.9%).

Table 14.8.1 Number of private households and whetherimgidivestock by Province, Solomon

Islands:2019
Livestock Total Choiseul Westemn Isabel Central REEL> (B Malaita LELEE) Temotu Honiara
Bellona  canal Ulawa
Total 131,566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,83
Raising Livestock| 61,413 2,945 5236 3,589 3,443 445 13469 21,132 5,786 3,682 1,686
Percent 46.7 53.4 29.9 57.4 58.6 61.8 46.9 65.4 63.9 78.4 8.1
Not Raising 70,153 2575 12,295 2,661 2,429 275 15,277 11,200 3,271 1,017 19,153
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Table 14.8.2 revealdtiatthere were 464,430 livestock including poultry raised by households across
the country. Thiseflecteda decline of about 11% since 2009. The majority of livestock comprised of
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poultry (65%) with close to 304 thousand, followed by pigs (32%, 147 thousmad3, (2%, close to
8 thousand), cows (1%, 6 thousand), and horses (less than 1%dnl&imparison to 2009, poultry
declined by 13% and pigs increadsd21% dominated especially by livestock and poidtivities
in Malaita.

Table 14.8.2Totalnumberand percentagef livestock, Solomon Islands: 2009 and 2019

Place of
Number of 2009 2019
livestock
residence Total | Cows| Pigs| Goatsl Horsesl Poultry Total | Cows| Pigs| Goats| HorsesI Poultry
Total 523,988 30,363 120,971 20,222 2441  349,09] 464,430 6,113 146,938 7,679 150  303,55(
% 100.0 58 23.1 3.9 05 66.8 100.0 13 316 1.7 0.03 65.4
Choiseul 35,526 844 3,701 90 60  3083] 21,665 569 4,342 214 11 16,529
Western 66,688 1,751 5,257 985 161 58534 44,289 462 5,181 285 6 38,354
Isabel 33,552 53 4,089 2,409 126 26,874 20,300 31 5,232 139 0 14,894
Central 28,518 3,102 6,322 1,104 343 17,647 23,654 8 5,906 281 13 17,446
Rennel- 2,764 0 56 0 0 2,708 4,909 0 50 24 0 4,835
Bellona
Guadalcana] 95,394 2235 23383 4,110 21 65649 110,113 1,619 35668 1,735 10 71,081
Malaita 157,947 11,002 51454 8,137 945 86,404 144,150 2883 66,150 3,316 79 71,722
mztv'? 36,976 2383 11,351 311 142 22,784 42,835 511 10,982 436 21 30,885
Temotu 35,949 2,924 9,356 1,098 80 22491 20,787 4 9,500 1,089 0 19,194
Honiara 30,674 6,069 6,002 1,078 563 16,064 22,728 26 3,027 160 10 18,609
Percent (%)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.d 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.d
Choiseul 6.8 28 3.1 0.4 25 8.8 47 93 3.0 2.8 73 5.4
Western 12.7 58 43 4.9 6.6 16.7 95 76 35 37 4.0 12.4
Isabel 6.4 02 3.4 11.9 52 7.7 4.4 05 36 18 0.0 4.9
Central 5.4 10.2 52 55 14.1 5.0 5.1 0.1 4.0 37 8.7 57
Rennell- 05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 038 11 0.0 0.0 03 0.0 16
Bellona
Guadalcana) 18.2 7.4 19.3 203 0.9 18.9 237 265 243 226 6.7 23.4
Malaita 30.1 36.2 425 40.2 387 24.7) 31.0 472 45.0 432 52.7 23.4
Makira- 71 78 9.4 15 58 6.5 9.2 8.4 75 57 14.0 10.2)
Ulawa
Temotu 6.9 96 77 5.4 33 6.4 6.4 0.1 6.5 14.2 0.0 6.3
Honiara 5.9 20.0 5.0 9.8 23.1 4.6 4.9 0.4 27 2.1 6.7 6.1

Figure 14.8.2: Number of poultry by province, Solomslarids: 2009 and 2019
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It can be seen from Figure 14.8.2 above that although Malaita province had the largest share (23.6%)
of poultry, the difference in number amongst Guadalcanal and Malaita provinces was narrowing with
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Guadalcanal poultry numbers closely catching up withettbddlalaita. This appeared to be the result
of a decline in poultry in Malaita in 2019 against an increase in poultry in Guadalcanal in the same
year. Across provinces, poultry has declined except for Guadalcanal, Makira and Honiara provinces.

In terms & raising pigs, Malaita had by famore pigs in 2009twice that of Guadalcanal, and in 2019
further increased its stock of pigs to over 66,000 with Guadalcanal following with 36,000 pigs (Figure
14.8.3). Across the majority of other provinces, the nunabgrigs remained significantly lower
compared to Malaita and Guadalcanal and at close to 2009 levels on average.

Figure 14.8.3: Number of pigs by province, Solomglarids: 2009 and 2019
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Table 14.8.3Total number of livestock byrbanrural area Solomon Islands: 2009 and 2019

Cows 30,363 24,093 6,27 6,113 5,907 206
Pigs 120,971 110,470 10,50 146,938 135,922 11,014
Goats 20,222 16,743 3,47 7,679 6,319 1,360
Horse 2,441 1,878 563 150 126 24
Poultry 349,991 314,465 35,52 303,550 265,643 37,907

Table 14.8.3howeda comparisomf urbanrrural householdsvolved in raising livestockncluding
poultryin 2009 and 2019The majority of the households that raidéesestockincluding poultry vere
based in rural areas. During 262019, livestock nhumbers declined in both urban and rural areas

except for an increase in poultry in urban areas and an increase in pigs in botrutabareas in
2019.
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14.9 Rshing

The following section pvidesa summary on the number apbportion of households involved in
fishing activitiesand gathering of invertebrate, and whether the nature of actizgymainly for own
consumption (subsistence), for sale, or both.

The data showed that 46.501,185)of all households in the Solomon Islands were engaged in
fishing activitiesand gathering of invertebraté&sof which slightly over half (51.7%jid this for own
consumption (subsistencehly, and46.7%fished for both own consumption and the safléheir
catch. Less tharP2 oftheseéhouseholds fished for the sole purpose of selling their catch (Table 14.9.1)

Within provinces, a small proportion (3.6%) of households in Honiara were involved in fishing and
gathering of invertebrates in contrast to Temaethere the majority (78.4%) of households were
involved. However, in absolute terms, Malaita province comprised of the highest number (13, 146) or
21% of all households engaged in fishing gathering of invertebrateMalaita was followed closely

by Westen province with 12,263 (20%) of households involvedfishing and gathering of
invertebrates

Table 14.9.1: Number ofrivate households involved in fishing and gathering invertebrates by
nature of activity and province, Solomatands: 2019

Fishing Rennell- [ Guadal- Makira-
Total| Choiseul|f Western Isabell  Central[ Bellona canal Malaita| Ulawa Temotu| Honiara
Total 131,566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Involved in Fishing & Invertebrates 61,185 3,968 12,263 4,721 4,250 391 11,711 13,146 6,295 3,682 758
Subsistence only 31,645 1,746 6,126 2,179 1,645 346 7,513 6,019 3,730 1,873 468
Sale only 958 60 181 63 45 3 191 260 52 45 58
Both 28,582 2,162 5,956 2,479 2,560 42 4,007 6,867 2,513 1,764 232
None 70,381 1,552 5,268 1,529 1,622 329 17,035 19,186 2,762 1,017 20,081
Percent (%)
Involved in Fishing & Invertebrates
(%, hholds) 46.5 71.9 70.0 75.5 724 54.3 40.7 40.7 69.5 784 3.6
Involved in Fishing & Invertebrates 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Subsistence only 517 440 50.0 46.2 387 88.5 64.2 458 59.3 50.9 61.7
Sale only 16 15 15 13 11 0.8 16 20 0.8 12 7.7
Both 46.7 545 48.6 52.5 60.2 10.7 342 52.2 39.9 479 30.6
All households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Subsistence only 24.1 31.6 349 34.9 28 48.1 26.1 18.6 41.2 39.9 2.2
Sale only 0.7 11 1 1 0.8 0.4 0.7 0.8 0.6 1 0.3
Both 21.7 39.2 34 39.7 43.6 58 13.9 212 27.7 375 1.1
None 53.5 28.1 30 245 27.6 457 59.3 59.3 30.5 21.6 96.4

According to Table 14.9.2 below, there were varying differences in participation amongst male and
female members of householdscatchingcertaintypes of fish and gathering invertebratégthin
respective sexes, both the majoritynedles (57.4%)and femals (38.9%)participated in fishing for

reef fish- although in absolute number#)ere were more male meens than female membei&his

was predominant in Western and Malaita provinces. However, female members outperformed their
male ounterparts in gathering invertebrates with 24.6% of female members involved compared to a
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low of 2.6% of male members involved. Malaita province dominated in female member participation
while in Honiaramale and female members participated the leasdtimeging invertebrates.

Table 14.9.2: Numbeaf private householda@hose male and female members participated in
catching selected types fidh and gatheringnvertebrates by province,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Male & Female Participation | Total % Choiseull ~ Western| Isabell  Central Rennella-j Guacal- Malaita Mak"j;ﬂl Temotu| Honiara
Bellon canal Ulay
Total households 61,185 100.0| 3,968 12,263 4,721 4,250 391 11,711 13,146 6,295 3,682 758
Particiaption by Males
Tuna 4937 81 281 632 210 148 13 1,349 1,407 493 258 146
Other deep sea fish 7,876 129 736 1,602 805 1,056 23 1,139 967 825 667 56
Reef fish 35,150 57.4| 2,580 8856 2,820 2,698 247 3,410 8364 3751 2,093 331
Invertebrates 1610 26 30 76 156 61 3 546 446 243 46 3
Freshwater fish 5,979 9.8 41 18 343 9 80 4,319 694 415 48 12
Unknown or no males in HH 5633 9.2 300 1,079 387 278 25 948 1,268 568 570 210
Particiaption by Females
Tuna 640 1.0 19 93 19 16 2 212 153 27 16 83
Other deep sea fish 742 12 57 161 30 79 - 166 122 71 39 17
Reef fish 23,774 389| 2,187 7,950 1,016 1,442 56 1,975 3942 2,837 2142 227
Invertebrates 15,071 24.6 588 1218 2,071 1,439 39 2,410 4,367 1,966 960 13
Freshwater fish 5281 86 40 27 283 36 42 3,954 453 374 61 11
Unknown or no females in Hif 15,677  25.6 1,077 2814 1302 1,238 252 2,994 4109 1,020 464 407

Table 14.9.3Numberof private householdsivolved in fishing and gathering invertebrates by
frequency of consuming fish and invertebrateptoywince, Solomon Islands: 2019

::llfg:eegr?;;sf ceil Total % Choiseull Western| Isabel| Central R;::IT:r::l Gu;fa; Malaita Ma&;:;a Temotu| Honiara
Total households 61,185 100.0( 3,968 12,263 4,721 4,250 391 11,711 13,146 6,295 3,682 758
Catch fish to consume
Once a month 12,726  20.8 787 2,102 899 544 180 3,360 2,116 1,661 910 167
Once aweek 24,994 408 1,810 5,324 2,111 1,733 99 4,469 5,103 2,666 1,516 163
More than once a week 12,427 20.3 756 2,610 931 1,033 71 2,037 2,657 1,348 895 89
Almost every day 7,825 128 505 1,850 552 813 30 1,093 2,325 380 233 44
Unknown 3,213 5.3 110 377 228 127 11 752 945 240 128 295
Buy fish to consume
Once aweek 20,803 34.0( 1,508 3,900 1,261 1,201 118 4,811 3,920 2,175 1,677 232
More than once a week 11,189 18.3 772 2,841 430 856 10 2,153 2,606 718 554 249
Once a month 9,000 149 641 1,934 519 504 16 1,809 2,036 943 570 118
Almost every day 948 15 70 278 26 70 1 176 266 16 21 24
Unknown 19,155 31.3 977 3,310 2,485 1,619 246 2,762 4,318 2,443 860 135
Collect invertebrates to consume
Once aweek 18,338 30.0| 1,247 3,006 1,564 1,355 144 3,614 3,769 2,047 1,443 149
More than once a week 14,220 23.2 664 2,440 1,328 1,231 46 2,210 3,485 1,781 953 82
Once a month 8,920 14.6 543 1,562 711 736 26 1,499 2,013 1,086 683 61
Almost every day 2,055 34 134 503 155 158 5 253 659 112 68 8
Unknown 17,652 28.9| 1,380 4,752 963 770 170 4,135 3,220 1,269 535 458
Buy invertebrates to consume
Once aweek 9,938 16.2 874 1,753 811 656 35 1,937 2,380 683 652 157
More than once a week 4,751 7.8 278 1,033 226 368 4 743 1,439 346 161 153
Once a month 4,237 6.9 324 859 281 272 5 739 1,065 354 258 80
Almost every day 415 0.7 14 82 9 37 1 91 140 4 6 31
Unknown 41,844 68.4| 2,478 8536 3,394 2,917 346 8,201 8,122 4,908 2,605 337
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Table 14.9.3 presented the frequency of householdioguison of fish and invertebrates, and showed

that in the majority of all occurrences (excluding unknown cases), households caught fish (40.8%)
for consumption, bought fish (34.0%) for consumptiamllecied invertebrates (30.0%) for
consumptiorand ougkht invertebrates (16.2%) for consumptioat leasb o n ¢ e .&lowevereik 6

terms of the frequency for catching fish across provinces, the majority of households in Honiara and
RenneiBel | ona caught fish for c¢ons usepddsmughtfisbhnce
for consumption 6émore than once a week©6.

14.10Housing
14.10.1 Introduction

As early as the 1970s, the national government
family to live in an affordable and adequate house, with reasonable comfort, health and safety. One
of the government 6s ai msingmahe rutaloareas nvaswf reasohabla t p
standard and comfort depending on local resources and skills available. AccordingSiatithe
Development Plan A Empl oyers were required by the Lab
adequat ed6 houswhaauldnotretum topheirchgneeg at the conclusion of their daily

w o r (British Solomon Islands Protectorai®71).In the 1970s the government itself, was obliged

by law to provide reasonable housing for its employees.

Housing primarily provideshelter and security for the family and individuals, and provides a relative
measure of social status and an expression of lifestyle choices and comfort. As an important social
institution, housing provides owners with a sense of worth and belonging acosimyunity, whether

rural or urban.

The challenge for the country and any government is to provide sustainable livelihoods, safe and
secure living environments and a better quality of life especially for the poor and other vulnerable
groups, while mainiaing a reasonable standard of the existing housing stock. This is becoming more
urgent in the urban areas because the national government has not put into place a social safety net to
formally take care of the needs of the poor and vulnerable.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted1948 recognized the right to shelter as a
component of the right to an adequate standard of living. While recognizing the importance placed on
the above declaration, this chapter will not, however, discuss &il de¢ issue and meaning of
6adequate shelteré in the context of the Sol o
availability of credit facilities, and house rents and the affordability of these rent levels in the urban
areas.

Thehousingt ock i s an i mportant part of the country
it provides employment and |ivelihood for a va
potential of becoming an economic engine of growth because lnbi yield on invested resources,
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a high multiplier effect, and a host of beneficial forward and backward linkages in the economy.
However, while the economic benefits of housing have been widely recognized, housing is rarely used
as anelementofpovgrt al | evi ati ono (UNCHS, 2000) .

Where population growth is more pronounced, there is more pressure on the available resources such
as water and sanitation, land, and services. This competition for and access to the limited resources
for house constructioand services is more often a problem in urban than in rural areas.

According to the 2019 Census, the majority of private households (74.8%) resided in the rural areas.
Thus, the rural sector has by far the largest population with 521,818 people, tingsditnajor part

of the Solomon Islands society and economy. For many years now, the rural sector has been acting as
a social safety net for many families, especially the vulnerable families who may well have been on
the streets without shelter and foddhis safety net mechanism is made possible by the nature of the
local traditional land tenure system, which entitles every person born to an indigenous Solomon
Islander access to land inheritance through either the mother or the father. If the goveremaéat w
recognize and support the coping mechanisms that have evolved in the rural environments and among
the population over time, it would minimize the risks of economic shocks, the vulnerability of the
poor with respect to land tenure, and homelessness.

14.102 Housing and landtenure

Housing on land or sea providdseerwhichis critical for livelihoods and is alssignificant in the
Solomon Islands cultur®ata from the 2019 Census showed thatthgrity of households (79.9%)
residel in owneroccupied dwellings, meaning they owned their dwellings outright. This varied
considerably in urban and rural areagith as many as 82.0%f dwellings in the ruraéreas being
owneroccyied compared with onl¥8.0%in urban areas (Table 14.1].

While slightly over half{(57%) of all urban households owned their dwellirmsgright, about a third
of urban households rented their dwellingwhether the rent waarrangedwith a private landlord
(18.2%), rendfree (9.3%) or subsided rent (6.2%joniara households comprised the majority
(66.7%) of all households renting from a private landlord.

A key reason why the vast majority of household dwellings in rural areas are-ogaougried is
because most rural land is customary. Nearlyid#lges in the rural areas are located on communal
lands owned by tribes and almost every rural householder lives on tribal or kinshigdat@ry to
urban areas, rural areas provide security of land tenure.
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Table 14.10.1: Number and percent otikeholds and housingriue by urbarrural
area, Solomon Islands: 2019

Sl TerE Number of Household Percentage(%)
Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban
[Totat | 131,566 98360 33206 100.0 1000  100.0|
Own it outright 105,083 86.157 18,926 79.9 87.6 57.0
Own it with mortgage 1.453 714 739 1.1 0.7 22
Rent from private landlord 6,723 694 6,029 5.1 0.7 18.2
Subsidised rent 3.400 1.351 2,049 2.6 1.4 6.2
Rent free 8,025 4,930 3,095 6.1 5.0 9.3
Caretaker 5.359 3.323 2,036 4.1 3.4 6.1
Other 1,523 1,191 332 1.2 1.2 1.0

In contrast to rural areas, urban land is under the jurisdiction of the government through the Ministry
of Lands. In order to build a house in urban artesTown and Country Planning Board regulations
have to be met as land is registered. This might imply that access to urban land by ordinary and low
income families to build ownesccupied houses is limited. Furthermore, many urban residents are in
formal employment and receive either rdrége housing provided by their employer, or have
employers who pay their rent costs.

Figure 14.10.1: @ portion ofprivate households and land tenure byvince,
Solomon Islands: @19
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More than half (58.2%) of all households in Solomon Islands resided on land leased from customary
land (Figure 14.10.1 and Table 14.10.2). With the exception of Honiara, households resided mostly
on land leased from government (54.4%) and land leased frorate landowners (26.5%).
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Moreover. aoss provinces, Western province had more households that reside on land leased from
Churches (5.4%).

Table 14.10.2: Number and percent of households anddane tby province
Solomon Ishnds: 2019

Land Tenure Total Choiset Western Isabel Central Rennell: Guadal- Malaita Makira Temotu Honiara
Bellona canal -Ulawa
Total 131,566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Freehold 13,035 304 1,923 712 807 10 2841 2,132 740 947 2,619
Lease from Government 14,602 41 831 30 241 2 1,218 680 129 88 11,342
Lease from Provincial C 3,988 129 1,660 198 119 18 837 452 167 118 290
Lease from private 18,689 472 3,578 471 709 10 4,628 1631 1,117 561 5,512
Lease from customary 76,563 4,463 8,396 4,773 3,466 659 17,946 26,762 6,626 2,867 605
Lease from church 2,708 99 944 54 147 11 653 450 94 34 222
Other 1,981 12 199 12 383 10 623 225 184 84 249
Percent (%)
Total 100.0 4.2 13.3 4.8 4.5 0.5 21.8 24.6 6.9 3.6 15.8
Freehold 100.0 2.3 14.8 55 6.2 0.1 21.8 16.4 5.7 7.3 20.1
Lease from Government  100.0 0.3 5.7 0.2 1.7 0.0 8.3 4.7 0.9 0.6 .7
Lease from Provincial C 100.0 3.2 41.6 5.0 3.0 0.5 21.0 11.3 4.2 3.0 7.3
Lease from private 100.0 2.5 19.1 2.5 3.8 0.1 24.8 8.7 6.0 3.0 29.5
Lease from customary 100.0 5.8 11.0 6.2 4.5 0.9 23.4 35.0 8.7 3.7 0.8
Lease from church 100.0 3.7 34.9 2.0 5.4 0.4 24.1 16.6 3.5 1.3 8.2
Other 100.0 0.6 10.0 0.6 19.3 0.5 31.4 11.4 9.3 4.2 12.6

14.10.3Type of Living Quarters

The 2019 Census provided information on the types of living quarters or dwellings (house, flat, other
building structures) that households resided in. Seven dw4liinding categories were distinguished
as:

- one family dwelling detached from any otlsvellings,

- one family dwelling attached to one or mdreellings

- building with 2 or mor@partments,

- building with 2 or more households that shakitehen/toilet,

- lodginghouse

- dwelling attached to a shop other norresidentiabuilding,

- Other (any other type of building structure that cannot be classified as one of the above types

(e.g., hotels, ships, hospitals, prisons, police barracks etc.

The majority (89.3%) of the Solomon Islands households residaane family dwelling detached
from any other dwellings. This was followed by households that resided in a one family dwelling
attached to one or more dwellings (setatached) (5.9%) (Table 14.10.3).

In comparison with other provinces, Malaita housétaccupied the majority (95.9%) ofame
family dwelling detached from any other dwellinggh Honiara being the least province (72.7%). In
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Honiara, the type of living quarters varied considerably with other provinespecially with more
householdsesiding in semdetached dwellings (15.6%), apartments and flats (4.9%) and dwellings
with two or more households sharing a kitchen/toilet facility (4.4%).

Table 14.1@: Numberand percenof private householddy province and type of
living quarters, Solomon Islands: 2019

Semi- Apartments/ 2+ HHs Non-  Lodging
Province Total Detached Detached Flats  sharing residential house Other
Total 131,566 117,495 7,709 1,718 2,683 769 866 326
Choiseul 5,520 5,020 325 31 38 50 a7 9
Western 17,531 15,736 921 197 426 104 78 69
Isabel 6,250 5,875 199 36 60 30 40 10
Central 5,872 5,556 183 22 71 15 18 7
Rennell-Bellona 720 668 30 10 4 4 3 1
Guadalcanal 28,746 25,655 1,578 219 850 107 271 66
Malaita 32,332 31,002 802 83 203 91 105 46
Makira-Ulawa 9,057 8,398 252 86 79 86 106 50
Temotu 4,699 4,442 166 17 36 23 10 5
Honiara 20,839 15,143 3,253 1,017 916 259 188 63
Percent (%)
Total 100.0 89.3 5.9 13 2.0 0.6 0.7 0.2
Choiseul 100.0 90.9 5.9 0.6 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.2
Western 100.0 89.8 5.3 11 2.4 0.6 0.4 0.4
Isabel 100.0 94.0 3.2 0.6 1.0 0.5 0.6 0.2
Central 100.0 94.6 3.1 0.4 1.2 0.3 0.3 0.1
Rennell-Bellona 100.0 92.8 4.2 1.4 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.1
Guadalcanal 100.0 89.2 5.5 0.8 3.0 0.4 0.9 0.2
Malaita 100.0 95.9 25 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.1
Makira-Ulawa 100.0 92.7 2.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.2 0.6
Temotu 100.0 94.5 3.5 0.4 0.8 0.5 0.2 0.1
Honiara 100.0 72.7 15.6 4.9 4.4 1.2 0.9 0.3

Figure 14.10.2Percenbf private households living inetacheddwellingsby province,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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14.104 Construction Materials for Dwellings

Wall Materials

In the Solomon Islands, the majority of households (60.5%) resided in dwellings that had walls
constructed from wood. This was attributed by the majority (68.2%) of rural household dwellings that

used wood for walls. Traditional materials were the second maierial used by 30.8% of all
households driven by nearly all rural household (95.9%) dwellings that used this metemrbhn
areas, more timahalf (73.6%) of all householdsed concretestnent bricks for their walls in contrast
to rural dwellings (@ble 14.10.4, Table 14.10.5).

Table14.10.4: Number of private households arelmwall materialused for dwellings by urban
rural area and province, Solomaosidnds: 2019

Rennell-| Guadal- Makira-
WALL Total | Choiseull Westemn| Isabel | Central | Bellona| canal | Malaita | Ulawa | Temotu | Honiara
Total 131566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Wood 79571 3,823 13,850 3,649 1941 526 17,070 17,412 3,949 1,301 16,050
Tin Corrugated Iron 3,681 39 346 99 173 82 1271 651 103 160 757
Concrete cement brick 4,842 39 176 32 350 3 652 453 147 40 2,950
Traditional Material 40,467 1518 2,745 2320 3,253 8 9020 13365 4,652 3,120 466
Makeshift or improvised materig 2,036 97 249 98 76 92 561 359 143 54 307
Other 969 4 165 52 79 9 172 92 63 24 309
Rural
Total 98,360 5,341 14,711 5999 5,611 720 21,840 31,057 8,733 4,348
Wood 54,070 3,667 11550 3,487 1,792 526 11,373 16,675 3,846 1,154
Tin Corrugated Iron 2,355 37 279 91 169 82 899 614 88 96
Concrete cement brick 1,276 38 68 18 333 3 421 292 86 17
Traditional Material 38,813 1512 2527 2279 3,236 8 8664 13044 4528 3,015
Makeshift or improvised materigl 1,442 83 189 95 68 92 384 343 140 48
Other 404 4 98 29 13 9 99 89 45 18
Urban
Total 33,206 179 2,820 251 261 - 6,906 1275 324 351 20,839
Wood 25,501 156 2,300 162 149 - 5697 737 103 147 16,050
Tin Corrugated Iron 1,326 2 67 8 4 - 372 37 15 64 757
Concrete cement brick 3,566 1 108 14 17 - 231 161 61 23 2,950
Traditional Material 1,654 6 218 41 17 - 356 321 124 105 466
Makeshift or improvised materig| 594 14 60 3 8 - 177 16 3 6 307
Other 565 - 67 23 66 - 73 3 18 6 309

Table 14.0.5: Percentage of households and maatemal used fowalls byprovince Solomon

Islands: 2019
Rennell{ Guadal- Makira-
Wall Total [Choiseu|Western Isabel | Central [ Bellona| canal |Malaita | Ulawa | Temotu|Honiara
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.4
Wood 605 693 79.0 584 331 731 594 539 436 277 7710
Tin Corrugated Iron 2.8 0.7 2.0 1.6 29 114 44 2.0 11 3.4 3.6
Concrete cement brick 3.7 0.7 1.0 0.5 6.0 0.4 2.3 14 1.6 09 142
Traditional Material 308 275 157 371 554 1.1 314 413 514 664 2.2
Makeshift or improvised material 1.5 1.8 14 1.6 1.3 1238 2.0 11 1.6 11 1.5
Other 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.8 1.3 1.3 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.5 1.5
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Across province and by type of wall material, Malaita (21.9%) and Guadalcanaly®1had the
majority of household dwellings with wood walldalaitahouseholdsiso fad morewalls built from
traditional materials33.0% while Guadalcanahouseholds dominated with walls built from-tin
corrugated iron(34.5%) and makeshift materials (27.6%Joniara had more dwellinghat used
concrete cement brick60.9%) for wallsWithin provinces, Temot(66.4%), MakiraUlawa (51.4%)
and Central (55.4%) preferréchditional materialsis their main materials used for walls.

Floor Materials

The two main materials used for the construction of floors were wood and traditiatexials for
dwellings comprising 75.6% and 15.7% of households, respectively. These materials were used
predominantly by rural households (Table 14.10.6).

Table 14.10.6Number of private households and maiatemialused for foors byurbanrural area
and provinceSolomon Islands: 2019

Rennell- Guadal- Makira-
Floor Total Choiseul Western Isabel Central Bellona canal Malaita Ulawa Temotu Honiara
Total 131,566 5,520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Wood 99,463 4,371 15,867 5,386 3,370 628 20,452 24,834 6,120 2,293 16,147
Tin Corrugated Iron 1,234 28 188 39 43 6 272 219 54 45 340
Concrete cement brick 8,723 51 517 133 727 24 1,988 764 365 138 4,016
Traditional Material 20,608 1,013 925 641 1,705 6 5,510 6,143 2,303 2,125 237
Makeshift or improvised materia 801 55 17 32 21 50 261 203 78 28 56
Other 737 2 17 19 6 6 263 169 137 70 48
Rural
Total 98,360 5,341 14,711 5,999 5,611 720 21,840 31,057 8,733 4,348 0
Wood 72,850 4,201 13,433 5,166 3,156 628 14,376 23,857 5,987 2,046 0
Tin Corrugated Iron 750 27 162 35 42 6 187 209 49 33 0
Concrete cement brick 3,512 44 212 111 685 24 1,524 561 270 81 0
Traditional Material 19,887 1,012 882 636 1,701 6 5,287 6,060 2,212 2,091 0
Makeshift or improvised materia 693 55 11 32 21 50 218 201 78 27 0
Other 668 2 11 19 6 6 248 169 137 70 0
Urban
Total 33,206 179 2,820 251 261 0 6,906 1,275 324 351 20,839
Wood 26,613 170 2,434 220 214 0 6,076 977 133 247 16,147
Tin Corrugated Iron 484 1 26 4 1 0 85 10 5 12 340
Concrete cement brick 5,211 7 305 22 42 0 464 203 95 57 4,016
Traditional Material 721 1 43 5 4 0 223 83 91 34 237
Makeshift or improvised materia 108 0 6 0 0 0 43 2 0 1 56
Other 69 0 6 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 48

Within provinces, urban households, especially from Honiara (19.3%) preferred floors that were made
from concrete cement bricks, apart from wood. Central province households (12.4%) alsecrefe
concrete cement bricks, apart from woadd traditional materials (Figure 14.10.3). However,
Guadalcanal households had a higher number of dwellings whose floors were maderfcoate
cement brickg$ollowing from Honiara.
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Figure 14.1@: Proportionof private householdand man type of material used fdioors
of dwelling, Solomon Islands: 2019
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Roof Materials

The main materials used in the construction of roofs for household dwellings in the Solomon Islands
were tincorrugated iron and traditional materialsvith about half(49.8%) of households with tin
corrugated iromoofs and another 42.8% of househaoldth roofs made of traditional materials

The majority (62.4%) of householdsruralareasused tincorrugated iron rogfcompared t@7.6%

of households in urban areas. At the provincial level, the majority of household&nvwdthrrugated

iron roofs includedChoiseul (59.0%), Westrn (65.0%), RennelBellona (92.5%)Malaita (40.7®%)

and Hamiara(79.8%). The rest of the provinces had the majority of households that used traditional
materials for their roofs.
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Table 14.10.7Number of private households and maiatemialused for roofdy urbanrural area
and provine, Solomon Islands: 2019

Wood

Tin Corrugated Iron
Concrete cement brick
Traditional Material
Makeshift or improvised materig
Other

Rural

Total

Wood
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Concrete cement brick
Traditional Material
Makeshift or improvised materig
Other
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Figure 14.10.4Proportionof private louseholdandmain type of material used for the
roofsof dwellings by provinceSolomon Islands: 2019
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Number of Rooms

According to the 2019 Census, #nerage number of rooms per dwelling in the Solomon Islands was
2.9 rooms (or rounded to 3 rooms) with a distribution of close to 3 to 4 rooms across provinces. Central
and Temotu provinces had the lowest average at 2.6 rooms per dwelling while Befioel had a
relatively higher average of 3.8 rooms per dwelling (Table 14.10.8)

Table 14.10.8Average number of rooms per dwelling fpvince, Solomon Islands: 2019

Solomon Rennell- Makira-
Islands Choiseul Western Isabel Central Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita Ulawa Temotu Honiara
2.9 3.2 2.9 3.4 2.6 3.8 2.7 3.2 3.1 2.6 2.9

Figure 14.0.5 showed the percentage distribution of housghatithin provinces that resided in
dwellings that had one to seven or more rooms. At the national level, the majority of households
(38.4%) resided in dwellings that had two bedrooms, followed by dwellings with three bedrooms
(30.4%). Only 14.4% of houseld dwellings had one bed room.

The majority of households within provinces that had two room dwellings included: Honiara, Temotu,
Makira-Ulawa, Guadalcanal, Central an&/estern provinces. Provinces with the majority of
households with three bedroom dlveds included: Malaita, Remwll-Bellona, Isabel and Choiseul
provinces. Households in Temotu and Guadalcanal also had relatively small but significant proportion
of households that had one bed room dwellings.

Figure 14.0.5: Proportion ofprivate lousehdéds and room size by proving8olomon Islands: 2019
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14.11 Water source for drinking and hand washing
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14.111 Introduction

Access to water, sanitation, electricity and other basic amenities by the population is critical for
well being and for the countryds devel opment
deliver safe water by nature of their design and coctstny and include: piped water, boreholes or
tube wells, protected dug wells, protected springs, rainwater, and packaged or delivered water.

Table14.11.1 presented the distribution of households by main sources of drinking water. The data
revealed th103,014 78.399 householdsrepresenting the majority of all householalstained their
drinking water from improved drinking water sources such as water piped into the dwelling, protected
spring or rainwater. This was an improvement from 69%aafseholds reported in 200@nproved

water sources were predominant within both urban (90.6%) and rural areas (ZitBtainwater
collection for drinking was prevalent in rural areas

At the national levelrainwater was the primary source of drimgiwater for the marity (22%) of
households especially those in rural areadowever, across provingesainwater was the third
prevalent source apart from piped water into the yard or water from public tap, especially for
households in Malaita, Guadafttal and MakirdJlawa (Figure 14.11.1, Figure 14.11.2).

Metered piped water into the dwellitiyough SIWAwas predominant amongst Honiara households
comprising 73.8% of all households across provinces.

Table 14.11.1: Number of privateotiseholds by ma source of drinking water byrgvince,
Solomon Islands: 2019

Drinking water sources : Rennell- : Makira- :
Total Choiseul Western Isabel Central Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita Uawa Temotu Honiara
Total 131,566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Improved water source 103,014 4,707 14,163 5,684 4813 672 18,651 24,720 6,720 3525 19,359
Piped into house 9,227 42 235 177 36 22 1,097 679 80 46 6,819
Piped to yard/plot outside hous¢ 26,301 561 1,048 2,643 539 2 4,628 7,479 2,022 428 6,951
Public tap/standpipe 25,393 1,035 2,002 1,260 1,636 1 4,513 9,017 3,082 951 1,884
Borehole 2,799 2 22 7 69 0 2,092 241 54 0 317
Protected dug well 2,135 9 25 18 108 5 1,432 178 28 85 2471
Protected spring 6,256 212 521 165 249 12 1,713 2,539 265 49 531
Rainwater collection 29,253 2,835 10,206 1,403 2,172 607 2,818 4,439 1,170 1,964 1,634
Bottled water* 1,650 1 104 1 4 13 358 148 19 2 98(
Unimproved water source 28,552 813 3,368 566 1,059 48 10,095 7,612 2,337 1,174 1,480
Unprotected dug well 2,553 28 138 7 93 0 1,550 199 68 297 173
Unprotected spring 14,292 302 929 254 499 3 5,725 5,206 754 472 144
Surface water 5,637 133 887 73 105 0 1,337 1,616 1,170 284 32
Tanker water 5,646 348 1,371 223 355 39 1,332 518 270 118 1,072
Other 424 2 43 9 7 6 151 73 75 3 55
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Figure 14.11. 1: Percentageowsoddri mhit g hwaste
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Table 14.112 shows the time households took to collect wiaten varying water sourcesspecially

from outside the dwellingOf all the households (79,327) that collected water, the majority (63.5%)
took less than 10 minutes to fetch water (i.e, to travel to the water source and return). This is the same
across dlprovinces, and in urban (71.2%) and rural (62.1%) areas.

Table 14.112: Numberand percentagef private households that collected water and time
(minutes)taken to collect water by province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Time (Minutes) | Solomon Is. |Choiseul Western Isabel  Central :2;:222' GuadalcanMalaita lhflzl\:/:l- Temotu Honiara | Rural Urban
Total 79,306| 3,690 12348 3236 4,774 261 20,007 20517 6,143 3602 4,728/ 67,281 12,025
Less than 10 50,370 3,086 9,445 2580 3,273 222 10,635 10,945 4507 2,316 3,361 41,813 8557
1010 19 11,965 362 1,348 358 750 27 3472 3,736 880 459 573| 10,450 1515
200 29 4,849 68 356 91 281 7 1,589 1,691 286 241 239| 4201 648
30 to 39 6,220 102 647 105 255 5 2,197 2,041 307 227 334| 5491 729
40 to 49 1,666 18 209 7 141 - 515 517 49 54 156 1,440 226
50 to 74 2,677 20 224 62 62 - 1,099 905 70 170 65 2,438 239
75 or more 1,558 34 119 33 12 - 499 682 44 135 - 1,447 11
Unknown 1 - - - - - 1 1
Percent (%)

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Less than 10 635/ 836 765 797 686 851 53.2 533 734 643 711 62.1 71.2
1010 19 15.1 9.8 109 111 157 103 17.4 182 143 127 121 15.5 12.6
200 29 6.1 1.8 2.9 2.8 5.9 2.7 7.9 8.2 4.7 6.7 5.1 6.2 5.4
30to 39 7.8 2.8 5.2 3.2 5.3 1.9 11.0 9.9 5.0 6.3 7.1 8.2 6.1
4010 49 2.1 0.5 1.7 0.2 3.0 - 2.6 2.5 0.8 15 33 2.1 1.9
50 to 74 34 0.5 18 1.9 1.3 - 5.5 4.4 1.1 4.7 1.4 36 2.0
75 or more 2.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.3 - 2.5 33 0.7 3.7 - 2.2 0.9
Unknown 0.0 - - - - - 0.0 - - - - 0.0

Table 14.112 revealed that it took relatively longer to collect water for a significant proportion of
households especially in rural areas, and in Malaita and Guadailcakahg 10 to 19 minutes, and
less than 40 minutes to fetch water. Malaita households comighieemajority of households that
took between 50 to 74 minutes to fetch water.

Table 14.11.3Number of private households and hand washing facility by province
Solomon Islands: 2019

Hand Washing Facility LT Choiseul Western| Isabel | Central izl el Malaita L Temotu [Honiara
Islands Bellona| canal Ulawa

Total 131566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,834

Water and soap are available| 80,544 4,357 14,589 3,701 3,291 394 14,767 16,363 3,031 2,026 18,024

Only water is available 34258 787 2,092 1982 2,078 301 9550 9,370 4550 2,010 1,539

Only soap is available 3673 128 443 74 119 13 922 1,139 198 95 542

Neither water nor soap availafjle 13,091 248 407 493 384 12 3507 5460 1,278 568 734
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Figure 14.11.3: Percentage of privateiseholds and handashingfacility by province
Solomon Islands: 2019
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14.12Main toilet facility

Modern toilet facilities refer to installations constructed to dispose of human eaacktherefore
excludes naturally usedacilities such as buslg rivers, beaches or sea. In the 20Eh8usand in the
previous 2009 Censuthe following types of (modern) toilets improved sanitation facilitiesere

distinguished:

1 Flush to septic tank (an installation that has its owartferwater system, which washes
away the waste), either private or shared with dtlbeiseholds

1 Water sealed toilet (an installation where the toilet is cleaned after use by pouring water from
a bucket), either private or shared with othe@nseholds

1 Pit latrine either with slab or without slab, either private or shared with btheseholds

1 Otherimproved facilitieganyothertype of toilet that does not fit any of the above
descriptions)

Over a third of all households (35%) usually used impraaedtation facilities such as toilets that
comprised of flusho-septic tank or pit latrine, or a pit latrine with sl@bable 14.121, Figure
14.12.). This was a decline from 43% of households that usually used improved sanitation in 2009.
In urban ares, 84% of all households compared to 19% of all households in rural areas usually used
improved sanitation facilities. Honiara recorded more than half of all households (59%) that had
access to flash toilet.

Close to half (49.5%) of all households hadaggess to a toilet facilily with open defecation being
the primary facility used by these households.
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Table 14.12.1Number of private households byproved and unimproved sanitatitacility
by province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Province
Toilet facilities Rennell-  Guadal-

Total Choiseul Western Isabel Central  Bellona canal Malaita ~ Makira ~ Temotu  Honiara
Total 131,566 5520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
Improved Sanitation 46,545 828 6,205 1,554 554 352 9,252 7,145 1,124 403 19,128
Flush to septic tank 22,496 353 2,904 476 297 113 3,575 1,770 496 190 12,322
Flush to pit latrine 12,599 251 2,028 490 167 193 2,749 2,715 394 106 3,506
Pit latrine with slab 9,321 173 957 526 77 42 2,339 1,998 132 67 3,010
Ventilated improved pit latrine (VIP] 1,205 36 235 43 6 4 240 364 51 35 191
Composting toilet 924 15 81 19 7 0 349 298 51 5 99
Unimproved Sanitation 85,021 4,692 11326 4,696 5,318 368 19,494 25187 7,933 4,296 1,711
Flush to somewhere else 2,270 93 334 122 4 3 481 544 139 19 531
Pit latrine without slab/open pit 15,998 41 194 1,477 20 344 3,059 9,889 399 85 490
Hanging toilet 1,691 24 145 291 0 0 151 930 37 2 111
Open defecation 65,062 4,534 10,653 2,806 5,294 21 15,803 13,824 7,358 4,190 579

Figure 14.2.1: Percentage of households toyain toilet facility by province, Solomon
Islands: 2019
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14.13Means of wastedisposal

During the 2019 Census, information was also collected on how households managed their rubbish
disposal, especially in relation to seven different means of waste disposal: rubbish disposed through
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government waste collection services; rubbish taken tonaateplace for disposal; burying the
rubbish; burning the rubbish; disposing rubbish through rivers/streams; disposing rubbish through the
sea; disposing rubbish at the backyard; or others means of waste disposal.

In the Solomon Islands, half of dlbouseholds (66,083) used their backyard as a means of waste
disposal. This was followed by burning of waste (14.9%), disposing waste into the sea (11.3%),
burying (6. 2%), di sposing waste in rivers/ st
collections er vi ces (9. 9%) . The government 0s wast e
throughout the year in Honiara compared to other provinaedicative of the majority (49.7%) of

Honiara households that have used this means of disposal (Table 14.13.1).

Table 14.13.1: Number of private households imedns ® household rubbish/waste disposal by
province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Rubbish Disposal Solomon -y iseu| Western|  isabel]  Central Rennella-‘ Guacah e raita| VBRI | ool Honiara
Islands Bellon canal Uawa

Total 131566 5520 17531 6250 5872 720 28,746 32332 9057 4,699 20,839
Government waste collectiof 13,061 96 1,407 107 116 - 652 62 175 90 10,354
Bury 9,434 324 1,807 526 146 57 2,363 1,813 573 470 1,355
Burn 19,652 190 2,655 352 512 493 5833 2,624 885 1,585 4,523
River/ Stream 5,955 216 209 171 50 - 1,203 1,155 946 40 1,965
Sea 14,913 797 2,496 922 2,165 1 611 4,841 1,502 1,335 243
Backyard 66,083 3,848 8,605 4131 2,852 169 17,409 21,699 4,671 1,165 1,534
Other 2,468 49 352 41 31 - 675 138 305 14 863

Figure 14.131: Proportion oprivate households using backyard for wasspasalby province
Solomon Islands: 2019
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Similarly, at the provincial level, the majority of households within provinces disposed their waste in
their backyards with the exceptions of Honiara, RerBellona and Temotu (Figure 14.13.1). Only
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7.4% of the households in Honiara used this means of waste disposal while the majority of households
in RenneltBellona(68.5%) and Temotu (33.7%) burnt their waste.

14.14Lighting and Cooking

The 2019 @nsusobtained data on nine types of sources of enégyighting that included the
electricity-main grid, own generator, solar, gas, kerosene lamp, coleman lamp, wood/coconut, and
other sources. In addition, data on swurces of energy for cooking were collected that included
electricity- main grid, keosene, wood/coconut shells, charcoal, gas, and other sources.

Table 14.14.1: Number of privatetsehold$y main source of lighting byrpvince, Solomon

Islands: 2019
5 £ _ 5 TE ¥z g g8 = o

Souce of Lighting 3 2 i 2 g E=2 g5 8 £33 g g © 3

= Q © © L@ G o [ s D 5] o 5 =

(= (@) = @ (@) @ o > — T X 5
Total 131,566 5,520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839| 98,360 33206
Electricity - main grid 20,175 383 2,265 387 218 69 2,292 1,132 294 154 12,981 3,465 1671(
Own Generator 1,119 42 258 46 23 6 517 114 32 11 70 883 236
Solar 106,694 4,950 14,095 5,756 5,546 617 25,033 30,457 8,434 4,409 7,397 91,176 15514
Gas 197 4 23 13 7 - 58 29 7 3 53 108 89
Kerosene Lamp 647 15 159 11 17 - 118 119 18 10 180 393 254
Coleman lamp 225 19 56 5 4 1 45 52 10 6 27 172 53
Wood/coconut 443 2 20 1 7 - 159 162 57 22 13 417 26
Other 1,198 60 481 21 18 11 254 95 118 39 101 943 255
None 868 45 174 10 32 16 270 172 87 45 17 803 65)

Percent (%)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9 74.8 25.2
Electricity - main grid 15.3 6.9 129 6.2 3.7 9.6 8.0 35 3.2 3.3 62.3 17.2 82.8
Own Generator 0.9 0.8 15 0.7 04 0.8 18 04 0.4 0.2 0.3 78.9 21.1
Solar 81.1 89.7 80.4 92.1 94.4 85.7 87.1 94.2 93.1 93.8 35.9 85.5 14.5
Gas 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3] 54.8 45.2
Kerosene Lamp 0.5 0.3 0.9 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.9 60.7 39.3
Coleman lamp 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 76.4 23.6
Wood/coconut 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.1 94.1 5.9
Other 0.9 1.1 2.7 0.3 0.3 15 0.9 0.3 1.3 0.8 0.5 78.7 21.3
None 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.5 2.2 0.9 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.1] 92.5 7.5

At the national level, about 4 in every 5 households 8).ib the country got their lighting from

solar power, with the majority (86%) of these households residing in rural areas. Solar energy has
taken over from main sources of lighting such as kerosene lamps. At the provinciahleneethan

9 out of the 1thouseholds in Choiseul, Isabel, Central, Malaita, Makira, and Temotusots
panelsHoniara was the only province with the least number of househultis 1 in 3 households

that had lighting powered by solar against the majority (62.3%) prefefmngléctricitymain grid

(Table 14.14.1, Figure 14.14.1).

204



Figure 14.14.1Proportion ofprivate households with solar power as source of lighiing
province,Solomon Islands: 2019
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Table 14.14.2: Number of privatetseholds by ma source of energy for cooking byqvince,
Solomon Islands: 2019

ot = _ = T& T- & ©¢ 2 ©

Souce of Cooking s % % 8 g g2 E % s % Eﬁ 8 E [ §

o < [ [0) o O o (] ) [) o S =

& 5 =2 o O cxam O s =2 £ I x 5
Total 131,499 5520 17,519 6,245 5871 720 28,738 32,320 9,053 4,696 20,817| 98,321 33,178
Electricity -main grid 1,793 17 206 25 16 5 275 93 45 22 1,089 454 1,339
Kerosene 409 22 83 31 3 - 86 49 16 1 118 239 170
Wood Coconut shell 110,504 57277 15533 5794 5597 640 25297 31,355 8,710 4567 7,734| 94,315 16,189
Charcoal 795 8 164 94 2 - 218 27 74 15 193 512 283
Gas 17698 181 1512 294 250 65 2,807 680 202 86 11,621 2,605 15,093
Other 300 15 21 7 3 10 55 116 6 5 62 196 104

Percent (%)

Total 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 1004 74.8 25.2
Electricity -main grid 14 0.3 12 04 0.3 0.7 1.0 0.3 05 0.5 5.2 25.3 74.7
Kerosene 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.6 58.4 414
Wood Coconut shelly 840 956 887 928 953 889 88.0 970 962 973 37.2 85.3 14.7
Charcoal 0.6 0.1 0.9 15 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.3 0.9 64.4 35.4
Gas 135 33 8.6 4.7 43 9.0 9.8 21 22 1.8 55.8 147 85.3
Other 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 14 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.3 65.3 34.7

As shownin Table 14.12, the main source of energy for cooking for the majority (84%) of
households was wood and coconut shells. While thippdid from 93%as recorded in 2009, it
remained the predominant source for cookingfbprovinces excluding Honiailaandamongst rural
households (85%)rhe second most preferred source of energy for cooking was gas, comprising of
13% of all householdsa drop from 37% of households reported in 2009. Of those households that
used gas for cooking, Honiara dominated with 66% of househakigell as comprising of over half
(55.8%) its households using gas.
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Figure 1414.2:Percenbf private households using wood/coconuts for cooking by province,
Solomon Islands: 2019
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14.15Amenities and capital goods

This section briefly summarizes the availability of a variety of household items and appliances. The
different sections include a samary analysis of the number and types of items by plasesafence.

14.151 Means of ommunication

Means of communications include the availability and use of land line telephones, mobile phones, and
internetconnectionsA relatively low number, 618 or.5% of all households in the Solomon Islands

had a landline phone availal{feable 14.15.1). This was mainly found amoridehiarahouseholds

who comprised over half (385§ all householdshathadanavailablelandline phone.

The number of households with available landline phones declined signifidaoty 2% of
households reported in the 2009 Cenduss indicated a majahift in household behaviomainly
towards the use of mobile phorieseflectingabout 45% of all households in Solomon Iskatitht
now used mobile phones maremmonly than landline phonean increase from 21% of households
recordedn 2009.
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Table14.15.1:Number of private households and means of communicationldsra
province, Solomon Islands: 2019

Province
Means of Rennell- Guadal Makira-
Communication |Total Choiseul Western Isabel Central Bellona canal Malaita Ulawa Temotu Honiara
Landline phones
Total 131,566 5,520 17,531 6,250 5872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
With 618 12 74 14 14 2 64 40 9 4 385
Without 130,948 5,508 17,457 6,236 5,858 718 28,682 32,292 9,048 4,695 20,454
Internet
Total 131,566 5,520 17,531 6,250 5872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
With 1,971 21 348 19 21 1 357 300 24 12 868
Without 129,595 5,499 17,183 6,231 5851 719 28,389 32,032 9,033 4,687 19,971
Cell phones
Total 131,566 5,520 17,531 6,250 5872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
With 58,733 2,578 8,980 3,193 1,767 162 10,756 12,636 2,807 1,779 14,074
Without 72,833 2,942 8,551 3,057 4,105 558 17,990 19,696 6,250 2,920 6,764
Radio
Total 131,566 5,520 17,531 6,250 5872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839
With 31,388 907 2,797 1,120 1,260 104 7,456 7,892 1,592 423 7,837
Without 100,178 4,613 14,734 5,130 4612 616 21,290 24,440 7,465 4,276 13,007

An increase of households with an internet connection was reviealbeg 2019 Census (Table
14.151). In total, there were 1,971 (2%) households with internet connection compared t©s541 (|
than 1%) of households in 2009 Cengdisthe households with internet connectiB68(44%) were
located in Honiara, and 3528.1%) in the Guadalcanal province. RenrB#llona and Temotu
provincerecordedhe least number of households with an imé¢iconnection.

The use of rad®amongst househasdshowed a significant decline frond% (31,388 household)
in 2019 Censusompared t@4% of households iB009. This reflected a shift in household behavior
towards other choices and modes@mmunication including use of mobile phones and internet.

The total count of dertainment/communication appliancesailable in the Solomon Islands
comparing2009 and 209 censuses are listed in Table 14.15H® entertainment and communication
items include TV, computer, Radio, Mobile/Cell phone, and HF Radio.

Themajority of appliances amongst households ngkest in Honiarghat recorded,832 (68.6%)

of all TV appliances]l5,306(61.399 of all computerappliances46,175(35.5%) of all mobile phones
and 821(32.19% of HF Radis. Thesdigureswere much lower in all the other provinces.
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Table 14.15.2: Number @ntertainment/communicatioappliances by provinge
Solomonlslands: 200&nd 2019

2009 2019
Province TV Computer Radio Mobile HF radio TV Computer Radio Mobile HF radio
phone phone

Solomon Islands 11,455 4,183 43,626 33,521 1,294 12,868 24,961 32,606 129,908 2,557
Choiseul 380 58 2,253 426 85 97 471 921 4,821 74
Western 2,431 461 5,999 4,696 267 1,103 1,956 3,022 18,011 435
Isabel 386 45 3,254 1,269 41 119 529 1,200 5,667 138
Central 341 43 2,211 543 22 87 326 1,290 2,952 61
Rennell-Bellona 29 27 283 204 27 21 106 104 356 8
Guadalcanal 1,285 370 8,159 5,320 100 1,612 3,985 7,725 22,726 326
Malaita 1,313 239 11,852 3,694 172 846 1,406 8,108 21,168 473
Makira-Ulawa 79 62 2,617 815 115 95 648 1,623 4,945 119
Temotu 87 31 858 850 33 56 228 428 3,087 102
Honiara 5,124 2,847 6,140 15,704 436 8,832 15,306 8,185 46,175 821

Table 14.15.3: Number and percent changendértainment/communicatioappliances
by province Sobmon Islands: 2009 and 2019

2009-2019 Numerical Change 2009-2019 Percent Change
Province TV Computer Radio Mobile HF radio TV Computer Radio Mobile HF radio
phone phone
Solomon Islands 1,413 20,778 -11,020 96,387 1,259 12.3 496.7 -25.3 287.5 97
Choiseul -283 413 -1,332 4,395 -11 -74.5 712.1 -59.1 1,031.70 -12.9
Western -1,328 1,495 -2,977 13,315 168 -54.6 324.3 -49.6 283.5 62.9
Isabel -267 484 -2,054 4,398 97 -69.2 1,075.60 -63.1 346.6 236.9
Central -254 283 -921 2,409 39 -74.5 658.1 -41.7 443.6 177.3
Rennell-Bellona -8 79 -179 152 -19 -27.6 292.6 -63.3 74.5 -70.4
Guadalcanal 327 3,615 -434 17,406 226 25.4 977 -5.3 327.2 226
Malaita -467 1,167 -3,744 17,474 301 -35.6 488.3 -31.6 473 175
Makira-Ulawa 16 586 -994 4,130 4 20.3 945.2 -38 506.7 3.5
Temotu -31 197 -430 2,237 69 -35.6 635.5 -50.1 263.2 209.1
Honiara 3,708 12,459 2,045 30,471 385 72.4 437.6 33.3 194 88.3

Table 14.15.3 showed that during the intercensal period from-2009, TVsand radios declined
sharply amongst the majority of provinces while computers and mobile phones increased
significantly.

At the provincial level, only a minority of provinces such as Guadalcanal, Makira, and Honiara had
more television appliances in Z2Dthan in 2009. This reflected a shift in household behavior among
the majority of provinces towards other entertainment and communication appliances such as
computers and mobile/cell phones.

With the increased number of computers (20,778) in 2019, six times the number in 2009, Honiara
accounted for the most computers in absolute terms, increasing from 2,800 in 2009 to 15,300 in 2019
- a massive increase of 438%. Similarly, with the rise inilagihonesHoniara had the biggest
increasein absolute numbergrom about 16,000nobile phonesm 2009 to about 46,000 in 2019,
followed by Guadalcanal from 5,000 to 23,0@@obile phonesand Malaita from 4,000 to 21,000
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mobile phonesThe number omobie phones irRenneltBellona only increased from 204 to 356 but
thiswas still an increase of ovB0 percent.

Except for Honiara, all of the provinces had fewer radios in 2019 compared to 2009. Honiara increased
from about 6,000 radios to more than 8,68@ios while Malaita saw the biggest decline, from about
12,000 radios in 2009 to 8,000 in 2019.

14.16Household utility appliances

The 2019 Census also captured data on household ownership of major utility appliances and assets in
working conditionsuch as fridge/freezer and generators.

An estimate of 11,670 fridgéreezes and 9,891 generators were countkating the census an

increase of 84% and 51% respectively si2€®9 (Table 14.16.1). Whiléhe vast majority of
fridge/freezers were locatesnongsHoniarahousehold$7,822, generators were more common in
Guadalcanal (2,329)with an increase of generators in Guadalcan®@&2%since 2009Increases

in the number of generators were also reported in Malaita and Honiara, and althoudh BRallore

recorded the least increase in absolute terms, the percentage increase (147%) was relatively high
amongst other provinces.

Table 14.16.1: Numbeaf household utility appliances by province, Solomon Islands:

2009 and 209
2009 2019 Numerical Change Percent Change

Province IlZ:rr(Iedegzee/r Generator IE:IedegzZr Generator Errcledegzee/r Generator IlZ:rr(Iadegzee/r Generator

Total 6,346 6,541 11,670 9,891 5,324 3,350 83.9 51.2
Choiseul 45 510 183 633 138 123 306.7 24 1
Western 884 1,979 1,156 1,951 272 -28 30.8 -1.4
Isabel 133 453 306 782 173 329 130.1 72.6
Central 99 397 139 460 40 63 40.4 15.9
gglrrgre]! 8 45 75 111 67 66  837.5  146.7
Guadalcanal 523 1,385 1,162 2,329 639 944 122.2 68.2
Malaita 347 851 569 1,658 222 807 64.0 94.8
:V,',iti',raa' 90 243 181 412 91 169 101.1 69.5
Temotu 70 97 77 186 7 89 10.0 91.8
Honiara 4,147 581 7,822 1,369 3,675 788 88.6 135.6

14.17 Means of transportation

Means of transportation isnportant in enablingffordable access to services in and around the
Solomon IslandsAccording toTable 14.17.1, the numbef transport related assets or items that
209



enabled various meanstoinsportation vary amongst provinces especially between Guadalcanal and
Honiara, and the rest of the provinces due to various -soconomic, geographical factors and
varying modes (land, sea, air) of trandption. For instance, car/busesotorbikes ad trucks were

major means of transportation for Honiara and Guadalcanal households, with Malaita households also
dominating with motorbikes and trucks, compared to the other provinces.

Honiara households accounted for the majority ofadlbuses (65%),) motorbikeq31%)and trucks

(40%), followed by Guadalcanal, especially wadr/bussZ3%) andrucks(24%). Although all other
provinces lacked in cars/busses, motorbikes and trucks, they dominated in other means of
transportation Malaita dominates inanoes (27%) followed by closely Western (26%); with Western
province households that comprised of the majority of all other means of transportation such as
OBM/Canoe (31%), OBM engine (33%) and boat/ship (27%).

Table 14.7.1: Numberof transport assetsy place of residence, Solomon Islands: 2019

Province tems

Car or Bus Motorbikes  Trucks  Canoes OBM Canoe OBM engine Boat or Ship

SOLOMON ISLANDS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Choiseul 0.5 6.0 1.3 8.0 8.4 8.8 3.3
Western 4.2 12.7 10.1 26.2 31.1 32.8 27.0
Isabel 0.5 3.5 2.2 8.4 10.8 11.5 11.9
Central 0.5 4.6 1.2 9.9 7.6 7.1 4.6
Rennell-Bellona 0.1 3.1 2.1 0.1 0.8 1.0 0.2
Guadalcanal 23.3 13.2 23.9 9.0 7.8 8.8 8.9
Malaita 4.5 20.3 16.2 27.2 21.8 18.2 16.0
Makira-Ulawa 0.8 1.4 2.2 6.7 4.8 3.8 3.1
Temotu 0.7 4.3 1.2 4.1 3.2 3.2 1.0
Honiara 64.9 30.9 39.5 0.5 3.8 4.8 24.0

Across provincesgars or busses in 2009 saw an increas2019. RenneiBellona had no cars
reported during enumeration 2009 while Central had only one reportesd, and this could be due
to lack of adegate responses from households in releasing information about private ldesé&isa
saw the biggest increase in numbers, from about 2,000 in 2009 to about 8,000, ifo@®46d by
Guadalcanal from about 500 cars to almost 3,000 cars during the dElcadeimbers in some of the
provinces remainecklatively small(Figure 14.7.1).
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Figure 14.171: Numbers of ars/bussesby province, Solomon Islands: 2009 and 2019
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According to Figure 14.17.2oniara hadhe majority of trucks thahcreased fron800in 2009to
of trucks from

1,300in 2019, followed byGuadalcanaand Malaita. Guadalcanal doubled its number
400 to 800 by 201@vhile Malaita increased its trucking fleet by 58% since 2009

Figure 14.172: Number of trucks by provinc&olomon $lands: 2009 and 2019
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Only two provinces had more than 10,000 canoes in 2009 andi2@W&stern and Malaita. The
numbers decreased during the decade for some of the provinces, and increased for others, but most of
the changes wemrelativelysmall. The numbers in Renndkllona went from 117 in 2009 to 126

2019, the lowest amongst all provinces (Figure 14.17.3).
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Figure 14.173: Number ofcanoes byrovince, Solomonslands: 2009 and 2019
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During 20092019, the number of boats declined significantly across all provinces except for Honiara.
Malaita had about 700 boats in 2009 but only 180 in 2019. Choiseul, Western, and Isabel all showed

significant deceases. However, the number of boats in Honiapked from 89 to 270 (Figure
14.17.4).

Figure 14.17: Number of boats by province, Solomatands: 2009 and 2019
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While the number of boats decreased between 2009 and 2019, the number of outboard motors
increased in all provinces. Western sawtiiggest increasérom about 2,000BMsin 2009 to about
3,600 in 2019an increase of 75%/alaita also saw agmificant rise as with Isabel (Figure 14.17.5).
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Figure 14.17: Number of OBMdy province,Solomon $lands: 2009 and 2019
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14.18 Bednets

Although the census question on bed nets was specifically aimed at recoséicticide treatetded

nets, it appeared that certain household respondents were unclear about whether or notriétsir bed
were actually insecticide treated. Hence, the collected information presented should be used with
caution.

The majority of households in the Solomtslands had at least one insecticide treatednstd
(83.9%). In total, 429,898 betkts were counted in the 2019 Census compared to 210,657 in 2009
Census. The top three provinces with highestrixdcounts were Malaita (27.5%), Western (14.7%
and Honiaa with 11.1% (Table 14.18.1 and Figure 14.18.1).

Households with no insecticides beets showed a slight decrease of 6.7% since 2009 Cé&kghin
respective provincefRenneliBellona reported a significant percent of its households (41.8%) with

no bal-nets as well as Honiara (39.1%). Only 5.7 percent of the households in Isabel did not have
bednets.

Theaverage number of betkts per household was 2.3 in 2009 and increased to 3.3 in 2019. Every
province saw an increase in the average number eféisdoer households.
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Table 14.8.1: Number of private households by place of residence and availability obbed
Solomon Islands: 2009 and 2019

Total |91,251|68,567] 22,684| 24.9 | 210,657 | 2.3 | 131566|110,441 21,125| 16.1 | 429,898 3.3
Choiseul | 4712 | 4112| 600 | 127 | 13126 | 28 | 5520 | 5064| 456 8.3 19,691 3.6
Western | 13,762| 11,601 2,161 | 157 | 37,809 | 2.7 | 17.531|15427| 2104 | 12 63,261 3.6
Isabel 5143| 4670| 473 | 92 | 16093 | 31 | 6250 | 5892| 358 5.7 23,348 3.7
Central | 4,905 | 4258 | 647 | 132 | 14056 | 29 | 5872 | 5392| 480 8.2 21,060 3.6
E::I‘O”:J' 688 | 169 | 519 | 75.4 276 0.4 720 | 419 | 301 418 1,097 15
Guadacand 17,163| 13,025 4,138 | 241 | 35747 | 21 | 28,746 | 24319 4427 | 154 | 87102 3
Malaita | 24,421| 16,426| 7,995 | 32.7 | 48,265 2 32,332 | 28,849 3483 | 10.8 | 118,379 37
'\U"IZ",‘V';& 7173 | 5541 | 1632 | 228 | 17575 | 25 | 9057 | 8,054| 1,003 | 111 | 31,603 35
Temotu | 4,303 | 3,441| 862 20 11447 | 27 | 4699 | 4336 363 7.7 16,568 3.5
Honiara | 8,981 | 5324 | 3,657 | 40.7 | 16,263 | 1.8 | 20,839 |12,689| 8,150 | 39.1 | 47,789 2.3

Figure 14.18.1: dcresacaleanltdmgewiodh ggub w aRreo i nce,
|l sl ands: 2009 and 2019
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About 2 in every 5 households had at least one child bed net with RBefielia and Honiara having
relatively lower proportions of 28.6% and 27.9%, respectively. Maeoclose to 4 in very 5
households reported at least one otherritd
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14.19 Hazards

Occurrences of hazards (e.g., cyclones, earthquakes, floods ete )Soltimon Islands continue to

have adverse effects on livelihoods and communities. In the 2019 Census, specific data was captured
on whether households experienced exposure to various types and frequency of hazards, and whether
households had hazard recoveplans. These hazard questions were not captured in previous
censuses.

In the Solomon Islands, nearly albusehold$91.8%)were exposed to a hazard(s). This was more

prevalent in rural areas (77.6%) in contract to urban areas where more households (56.4%) did not
experience a hazard(s) (Table 14.19.1).
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Table 14.19.: Number and percentage of privateusehold and stata of being exposed to
hazardgy urbanrrural areasSolomon Islands 2019

Status of whether Hhold Number Percent (%)

Exposed to Hazards Solomon Is| % Urban Rural | Solomonls.| Urban  Rural
All Households 131,566| 100.0 33,206 98,360 100.0 25.2 74.8
Households -Hazard (Yes) 120,734| 91.8 27,095 93,639 100.0 22.4 77.6
Households -Hazard (No) 10,832| 8.2 6,111 4,721 100.0 56.4 43.6

The majority of households in the country reported that their locations and livelihoods were mostly
vulnerable to strong wings (72.2%), followed dyclones (49.1%), earthquakes (40.6%) and floods
(21.5%) (Figure 14.19.1). A smaller proportion of households (below 10%) were affected by hazards
such as droughts, tsunamis, and volcanic effects, amongst others.

Figure 14.191: Proportion oprivate lousehold by type of hazard@nultiple
responses)Solomon Islands 2019
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At the provincial level, there was a similar pattern of exposure (over 88% of households across
provinces) except for Honiara that had their locations iaetifioods affected by a hazard(s) (Figure
14.19.3).

Table 14.19.2 below presents the number and percent of households who had a hazard/disaster plan.
A hazard/disaster plan involves planning preparedness measures or planning on what to do before any
hazad happens and how to respond in the event of a hazard related disaster and subsequent recovery.
A household hazard/disaster plan can be a formal binding plan such as the household disaster
management plan or a village or community disaster managemettgtidiad been set up to be acted

upon in the event of a disaster/hazard. It can also be an informal plan that is not set up formally but is
recognized as a disaster plan and can be acted upon in the event of a disaster/hazard.

Table 14.19.&rcd&Nutmbgee @afndpmpi vataez dpmdisehypl,gdsoan

Sol omon | sl ands: 2019
Province
Hazard plans Rennell Makira

Total | Choiseul Westem Isabel  Centrl  Bellona Guadalcanal Malaita ~ Ulawa  Temotu  Honiara
Total 131,566 5520 17,531 6,250 5872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4699 20,839
Hazard plans 97,461 4068 12,442 4511 5,268 694 22,394 23,361 6,864 3,865 14,000
No hazard plans 34,099 1,452 5,089 1,739 604 26 6,352 8,971 2,193 834 6,839

Total Percentage (%)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Hazard plans 74.1 13.7 71.0 72.2 89.7 9.4 779 72.3 75.8 82.3 67.2
No hazard plans 25.9 26.3 29.0 21.8 10.3 3.6 22.1 21.7 24.2 17.7 32.8

In the Solomon Islands, the majority (74.1%) of all households had a hazard/disaster plan. Within
provinces, nearly all households (96.4%Riennel Bellona had hazard/disaster plan, followed by
Central (89.7%) and Temotu (82.3%). Honiara had a signifjgeportion (32.8%) of its households

that had no hazard/disaster plan.

Households were also asked about preparedness measures (e,g., undertaking drills, preparing food and
related supplies, making savings etc) undertaken prior to any occurrencazefd(s). According to

Table 14.19.3, a significant majority (over 87%) of households across all provinces had not undertaken
any preparedness measures except for knowledge preparation (53.6%). These measures that had not
been undertaken included undertakidrills and simulations (95%), preparing supplies (89.2%),
preparing savings (96.0%), having a disaster plans (87.9%) and others (98.9%).
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Table PértenBage of private households and pre
Sol omon | sl ands: 20109

Preparedness Measures | Solomonls] % | Choiseul Western Isabel Central el EVt Malaita AT - Temotu Honiara

Bellona  canal Ulawa

All households 131,566 100.0/ 5,520 17,531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32,332 9,057 4,699 20,839

Drills/Simulation Exercises

Drills/Simulations 6,536 5.0 409 683 301 359 3 1,381 1,539 652 199 1,010

None 125,030 950/ 5,111 16,848 5949 5513 717 27,365 30,793 8,405 4500 19,829

Preparation - Supplies

Supplies 14,151 108 361 2,022 487 780 46 3,835 3,311 1,103 663 1,543

None 117,415 89.2| 5,159 15509 5763 5,092 674 24911 29021 7,954 4036 19,296

Preparation -Savings

Savings 5,321 4.0 210 515 114 225 35 1,446 1,381 441 197 757

None 126,245 96.0|/ 5,310 17,016 6,136 5,647 685 27,300 30,951 8,616 4502 20,082

Preparation - Disaster plans

Disaster plans 15,938 121 495 1,910 807 772 79 3,945 4,515 916 544 1,955

None 115,628 87.9| 5,025 15621 5443 5,100 641 24801 27817 8,141 4155 18,884

Preparation - Knowledge

Knowledge 70,499 536 2,899 8,963 2,944 4,079 630 16,229 16,216 5137 2,838 10,564

None 61,067 46.4| 2,621 8,568 3,306 1,793 90 12517 16,116 3920 1,861 10,275

Prepation - Others

Others 1,500 1.1 25 272 92 84 5 315 266 114 68 259

None 130,066 98.9| 5495 17,259 6,158 5,788 715 28,431 32,066 8,943 4631 20,580

An effectivemeans otommunicatngweather or disaster warninigscritical in disaster preparedness

and in mitigating the adverse effects of hazards on households. Figure 14.19.4 illustrated that the
majority (69.9%) of all hou=holds had access to weather and disaster warnings compared to 30.4%
that had no access.

Over half of all households within all provinces had accesiset@arnings (weather and disasteirs)
including a significant majority (87.2%) of households in Hamidt was also observed that a
significant proportion of households did not have access to the warnings that mainly comprised of
households in Isabel (43.5%), Makitdhawa (42.4%) and Choiseul (42.4%).

In terms of how the warnings (weather and disapteesereceived by householdsd by the various

means showed that the majority of households received their warnings from Wantoks (family and
friends) (53.7%), followed by mobile phones (53.3%) and radio (50.9%) (Figure 14.19.5)
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Figure 14.19: Percenageof private touseholdsind &cess tavarnings (veather odisasters)
by province, Solomon Islands: 2019
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15. HouseholdParticipation : Constituency DevelopmentFund (CDF)

This section captures the general perceptions of households across Solomesrolskedwareness

and impact of Constituency Development Funds (CDF) development assistances on their livelihoods
The CDF is a special funding allocation from public development funds provided to elected members
of parliament to be used at their discretion within their respective constituencies.

In 2013, Parliament passed the Solomon Islands Constituency Devatopored Act 2013 into
operation. In 2022, the government through the Ministry of Rural Development (MRD) begun a
nationwide process of consultations towards the review of the current CDF Act and policy. The
findings from the 2019 Census attempts to countaliowards this review as well as to inform policy
formulation, discussion and debate about the CDF development assistance.

During the 2019 Census, the following questions were asked of the households:

1. "Are households aware enfFutdhe Constituency De

2. iwhat is the main area of devel opositvelt assi st
whet her directly or indirectly to your house

3. AiWhat is the main area of devel opegetively assi st
whetherdirecthor i ndirectly to your househol d?0

4. A"Generally, what would be your main suggest:.

the CDF in development assistance to your ho

Limitations:

1 Data obtained from questions asked during the 2019 Census were based enauheaflhouseholds at
the time of the census enumeration. Hence, the census was not a specific research study (nor survey)
focussing on the CDH-Aowever, responses obtained wendicative of the general household
perceptions at the time.

1 Responses obtained constituted those of individual households and not those of the
community/village nor any focussed group(s) of households. However, the aggregate views of the
individual hougholds are indicative of the views of their respective communities/villages.

1 There were likely biases in household responses in terms of the clarity around the overlapping
distinctions and conceptualisation of what was a CDF development assissepmarse from
what was a general government development assistance, and/or donor driven development
assistance, and/or a personal assistance from an elected member of parliament. Nevertheless, the
perceptions were indicative of household responses on CDF assiatahe time of enumeration.
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Data from the 2019 Census revealed that nearly all (98.9%) of households in the Solomon Islands
were generally aware of the CDF. comprising 98.9% of households in rural areas and 99.0% in urban
areas (Table3.1). Across povinces, Malaita comprised the majority (24.6%) households who were
aware of the CDF followed by Guadalcanal households. The reverse was the case, with Guadalcanal
comprising the majority (35.5%) of households that were not aware of the CDF.

Table B.1: Number and perceageof households and awareness of CDF by province
and urbarrural area, Solomon Islands: 2019

; . Makira- :
Awareness of CDF Solomon Choiseul Western Isabel Central Rennell: it Malaita atlra Temotu Honiara| Rural  Urban
-canal Ulawa
Islands Bellona

Solomon Islands 131,566 5520 17531 6,250 5,872 720 28,746 32332 9057 4699 20839| 98360 33,206

Yes 130,134 5495 17,403 6,229 5836 718 28237 32031 9005 4661 20519| 97048 32886

No 1,432 25 128 21 36 2 509 301 52 38 20| 1112 320
(Percent (%), within provinces)

Solomon Islands 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 1000 100.0 1000 1000 1000 1000  100.0f 1000  100.0

Yes 98.9 99.5 99.3 997 99.4 99.7 982 99.1 99.4 99.2 98.5 98.9 99.0

No 1.1 0.5 0.7 0.3 0.6 0.3 1.8 0.9 0.6 0.8 15 1.1 1.0
(Percent (%), accross provinces)

Solomon Islands 100.0 42 133 48 45 05 218 24.6 6.9 36 15.8 74.8 25.2

Yes 100.0 4.2 134 438 45 06 217 24.6 6.9 36 15.8 74.7 253

No 100.0 1.7 8.9 15 2.5 01 355 21.0 36 2.7 22.3 717 22.3

15.1Positive Impact of CDF Assistance

Of all the households that were aware of the CDF, a third (35.8%) of them titatettie CDF
assistance had a positive impact (direct or indirect) on their livelihoods. However, the majority
(64.2%) of households stated that there was no positive impact (direct or indirect) on their livelihoods.
This implied that these households miagve not received any CDF assistance at the time of
enumeratioff. This was evideramongall provinces with the majorityf householdsoncentrated in
Malaita 22.7%) and Guadalcanal (21.6%@nd comprising the majority of rural househdé8.0%)
compaed to urban households (31.0%) (Table 15.2, Figure).1Hdwever, within urban and rural

areas respectively, a higher proportion (78.7%) of urban households were of the view that the CDF
did not have a positive impact on them compared to 59.3% ofouakeholds (see summary of main
indicators).

The main areas of CDF development assistance that had positively impacted on households included:
assistance for housing materials (19%) and supply of energy/solar (12%). Provinces such as Malaita,
Guadalcanaland Western were impacted more from both the supply of housing materials and

58 At the time of the census enumeration, households were not further probed on whether their perceptions were different
in the past in terms of the impact of CBSsistancé this extended questions should be considered in other focused
studies or research.
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energy/solar supplies. In fact, both Malaita and Guadalcanal households were impacted more by all

main areas of CDF assistance except for in water/sanitation that had moreampagst Western
households and education support amongst households in Honiara.

Table 15.2Number and perceageof households perceptions on main areas of CDF
development assistance with positive impact by province and-nubalrerea,
Solomon Islands: 2019

i:ﬂ:rlc'];’:;s;:::“ Sl':l':::: % |Cluiesl] Westarn| Eabd (Cenira 1]:’::1“ (;:.:]1 Malaita M;]:: Temotu| Honiara| Rural | Urban
Total 130,134 100.0| 5495 17403 6229 5836 718 28237 32031 9005 4661 20519 | 97248 32886
% 100.0 |42 134 48 45 06 217 246 60 36 58| 747 253
Housing materials 24402 188| 1004 3500 1768 663 148 5964 7082 1078 782 2413 | 20387 4015
% 1000 |41 143 72 27 06 244 200 44 32 99| 835 165
Supplies for Energy-Solar 1584 122] 1180 2481 828 493 131 3272 4547 1241 930 712 | 14460 1364
% 100.0 | o7s 157 52 31 08 207 287 78 59 45| 914 86
Transport OBMs / Boats 1457 11| 34 3% 102 203 21 1% 258 14 75 80| 1325 132
% 1000 |23 258 70 1390 14 133 177 78 51 55| 909 01
Education Fees, Scholarships 1816 14| 50 181 35 37 24 280 440 173 35 52| 1102 T4
% 100.0 |28 100 19 20 13 154 247 95 19 304| 607 303
Cash donations L148 09| 34 12 35 30 268 203 121 20 45| 7% 349
% 1000 30 s 30 26 - 23 255 105 17 213| 606 304
Water / Sanitation 1,97 o8| 80 284 25 79 15 © 279 20 87 130| 81 2%
% 1000 73 250 23 72 14 81 254 26 79 19| 748 252
Other 1 07| 6 101 6 72 8 113 130 160 50 99| 693 168
% 1000 | 79 117 70 84 09 131 151 186 58 15| 805 195
None 83520 642 3045 10378 3376 4250 371 18057 18993 6080 2,673 16288 | 57661 25868
% 100.0 36 124 40 51 04 216 227 73 32 195 690 310

Figure 15.1: Percentagé household perceptions of main areas of CDF assistance
with positive impact, Solomon Islands: 2019

= Housing materials

m Supplies for Energy-Solar etc
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It was also evident thaif all the households that were aware of the CDF, the majority (85%) in rural
areas had a positive view of the impact of CDF assistance.

15.2Negative Impact of CDF Assistance

Negative perceptions of the main issues arising from CDF support were evidemgsainouseholds

across provinces. This was particularly predominant amongst the majority of households who stated
that the main issue that CDF has contributed negatively to was the unfair distribution of resources
(36%), followed closely with issues categed under other/none (no negative impact) (345%%).

While the former views were mainly predominant amongst households in Malaita (23.3%),
Guadalcanal (21.3%) and Western (14.9%), there was less evident amongst smaller provinces such as
RenneliBellona (0.8%). The latter perceptions were also popular arhdogseholds in Malaita
(26.6%) and Guadalcanal (21.5%), and in Honiara (17.5%) (T&ake Rigure 15.p

Other key issues that CDF assistance had led to negative perceptions included the lack of good
governance (12.8%), abuse of funds (5.9%), and depewndeaentality/culture (4.8%).

Table 5.3 Number and perceageof households perceptions on main areas of CDF
development assistance with negative impact by province and-tutzn
area, Solomon Islands: 2019

2;%2“‘;? Clglgazl-si'\:g:ce sg:;:;zn % | Choiseul| Western| Isabel |Central ';ZTIZE! G::nd:jl' Malaita '\ﬁjg\;/z Temotu[ Honiara| Rural | Urban
Total 130,134 1000 5495 17,403 6,229 5836 718 28,237 32,031 9,005 4,661 20,519| 97,248 32,886
% 100.0 - 4.2 134 4.8 45 0.6 21.7 24.6 6.9 3.6 15.8 74.7 25.3
Dependency Mentality / Culturg: 6,357 4.9 181 467 215 214 35 1524 1686 374 178 1483 4,134 2,223
% 100.0 - 2.8 7.3 3.4 34 0.6 24.0 26.5 5.9 2.8 233 65.0 35.0
Lack of good governance 16,653 128 495 2,176 655 815 103 4,227 3697 770 505 3,210( 11594 5,059
% 100.0 - 3.0 13.1 3.9 4.9 0.6 254 22.2 4.6 3.0 19.3 69.6 304
Unfair distribution of resources 46,897 36.0] 2427 6986 2612 2,760 380 9,983 10,927 3,380 2,182 5,260( 38,178 8,719
% 100.0 - 5.2 149 5.6 5.9 0.8 213 233 7.2 4.7 11.2 814 18.6
Abuse of funds 7,662 5.9 246 1013 202 432 57 1677 1553 612 338 1532 5394 2,268
% 100.0 - 3.2 13.2 2.6 5.6 0.7 219 20.3 8.0 4.4 20.0 704 29.6
Hand-out mentality 1,661 1.3 92 241 54 44 23 317 395 155 61 279 1,275 386
% 100.0 - 55 145 33 2.6 14 19.1 23.8 9.3 3.7 16.8 76.8 23.2
Family disputes 2,787 2.1 87 512 237 42 9 370 1,044 167 71 248|( 2,287 500
% 100.0 - 3.1 184 8.5 15 0.3 133 375 6.0 25 8.9 82.1 17.9
Negative perceptions of CDF 2909 22 92 454 189 120 15 410 704 222 119 584 2,097 812
% 100.0 - 3.2 15.6 6.5 4.1 0.5 141 24.2 7.6 4.1 20.1 72.1 27.9
Other or none 45208 347 1875 5554 2,065 1,409 96 9,729 12,025 3,325 1,207 7,923 32,289 12919
% 100.0 - 4.1 12.3 4.6 3.1 0.2 215 26.6 7.4 2.7 175 714 28.6

891t was not feasible to demarcate separately responses from others and none due to design issues.
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Figure 15.2: Percentagé household perceptions on main issues of CDF assistance with
negative impact, Solomon Islands: 2019

4

15.3Future Management and Use of CDF assistance

m Dependency Mentality / Culture

m Lack of good governance

= Unfair distribution of resources
Abuse of funds

m Hand-out mentality

= Family disputes

m Negative perceptions of CDF

m Other or none

When asked about how households viewedftitere management and use of CDF, the majority
(32.7%) stated that improvement of good governance (e.g., accountability, transparency, free of abuse
and corruption etc) was a concern that should be considered as part of the management process of
future COF assistances. This view was supported by the majority of households from Western
(23.0%), Malaita (19.2%), Guadalcanal (18.3%) and Honiara (13.3%) (Tad|d=igure 5.3).

The second important concern related to prosecuting of corrupt officials (2aridomproving
coordination (15.2%) of CDF assistances. The former perception was mainly supported by households
from Malaita (51.6%), MakirdJlawa (15.8%) and Guadalcanal (12.0%). Improving coordination of
CDF support was most popular amongst the Horiatseholds (44.5%).

In all the views for future management and use of CDF assistance, rural households have expressed
the majority of all views.
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Table 5.4 Number ad percentagef household suggestions on future management and
use of CDF by province and urbaural area, Solomon Islands: 2019

SR AS LIRS [ SH il % |Choiseul Western| Isabel [Central GG, | (BNl Malaita 0 Temotu| Honiara | Rural | Urban
management of CDF Islands Bellona| canal -Ulawa

Total 130,134 100.0{ 5495 17,403 6,229 5836 718 28,237 32,031 9,005 4,661 20,519| 97,248 32,886
% 100.0 - 42 134 48 45 06 217 246 69 36 158 747 253
Improve good governance 42,614 3271 3031 9806 3440 1859 144 7809 8174 1467 1,113 5771| 32,656 9,958
% 100.0 - 71 230 81 44 03 183 192 34 26 135 766 234
Remove cash hand-outs 6,094 47| 173 710 140 270 6 1303 1753 286 218 1,235| 4,252 1842
% 100.0 - 28 117 23 44 01 214 288 47 36 203 698 302
Priortise for capital investment 3841 30| 152 408 169 152 17 868 818 391 135 731 2,717 1124
% 100.0 - 40 106 44 40 04 226 213 102 35 190f 707 293
Prosecute corrupt officials 27490 211 672 1585 483 627 44 3299 14,179 4,346 598 1,657| 24548 2,942
% 100.0 - 24 58 18 23 02 120 516 158 22 6.0 893 107
Awareness 5049 39| 328 1016 448 223 17 833 1077 446 218  443| 4293 756
% 100.0 65 201 89 44 03 165 213 88 43 88 850 150
Improve coordination 19,844 152| 471 2127 956 515 193 2,179 2242 808 1522 8,831| 10,032 9,812
% 100.0 24 107 48 26 10 110 113 41 77  445] 506 494
Remove poliical control /infuen 9,276 ~ 7.1| 519 1220 475 590 192 1571 2,050 887 563 1,209 7,426 1,850
% 100.0 - 56 132 51 64 21 169 221 96 61 130( 801 199
Education 2989 23| 106 364 58 169 16 537 924 220 231  364| 2456 533
% 100.0 - 35 122 19 57 05 180 309 74 77 122 822 178
Other or none 12937 9.9 43 167 60 1431 89 9838 814 154 63 27§ 8868 4069
% 100.0 0.3 13 05 111 07 76.0 63 12 05 21| 685 315

Figure B.3: Percenhageof household perceptions on suggestions for future management
and use of CDF, Solomon Islands: 2019

Other or none

Education

Remove political control / influence

Improve coordination

Awareness

Prosecute corrupt officials
Priortise for capital investment
Remove cash hand-outs

Improve good governance

I oo
| k]
7
I 152
B o
" 211

3.0

. 2

E——— 32.7

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0 200

25.0

30.0

35.0

226



In summary, the overall impact (positive and negative) of the CDF development assistance on
household livelihoods revealed key findings that should be able to inform decision making, planning
and policy formulation especially in relation to the delivery & @DF development assistance in
rural areas.

A key finding revealed thatearly all households (98.9%) in Solomon Islands were aware of the CDF.
This is evidence of the increased awareness and public interest in the CDF across provinces.

Another key findhg revealed that the majority (64.2%) of households in Solomon Islands reported
that there was no positive impact (directly or indirectly) of CDF assistances on their livelihoods. This
suggests that more work needs to be done in changing perceptiontitaddsaof the people about

the positive contributions of the CDF.

A key negative perception about the CDF assistava® that theCDF had contributed negatively
towards the fair distributio of resources according to 3®% of all households. Renewed efforts is
therefore required to counter any further increase in negative perceptions about the equitable
distribution of CDF assistances.

In regard to the future use and management of GtiEFmajority (32.7%) of househadvanted to

see improvements in good governance (e.g., accountability, free of abuse and corruption) to be
considered in future management process of CDF assistances.
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16. POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Population projections aiith portraying a scenario of the future size and structure of the population.
It informs policy makers and planners of major trends in social, environmental and economic
development, and how best to respond to these trends through relevant policieatag@stiKey
sociceconomic activities in areas as diverse as health, environment, poverty reduction, social
progress, and economic growth depend on comprehensive and consistent demogoaptaton

over time.

Information about the population size astducture form key inputs in the production of population
trends and projections. The basis for any projection is founded upon a reliable and current age and sex
distribution of a population. Moreover, information on recent levels and patterns of fariditiality,

and migration are key determinants in projecting the behavior of current and future trends.

Following from the past 2009 Census, the coltorhponent method is applied in the derivation of

the population projections. Thgocedure simulatgsopulation changes as a result of changes in the
components of growth: fertility, mortality and migration. Based on past information and current levels,
assumptions are made about future trends in these components of change. The assumed rates are
applied b the age and sex structure of the population in a simulation that takes into account:

1 age at which people die is related to their sexaayg]
1 women have children, and
1 some people change their placegeadidence.

The cohorcomponent method @irojecting goopulation involves tracing each cohort of perswitls

the same age arsgx characteristidhroughout their lifetime, according to their exposure to fertility,
mortality and migratiof?. The software package used for the projectinghe MORTPAK!®
applicationrPROJECT

The key to making meaningfydrojections depends on the choiok assumptions about future
population developments. Thesssumptions relate to possible futbieh, death and migration rates.

151994.Arriaga.E.E.Populations analysis with microcomputers, volume I, Presentation of teshpi§09310, US
Census Bureaiepartment of Commerc&SA.

16 MORTPAK for Windows (Version 4)3was developed by the Population Division, Department of Econanuc
Social Affairs of the United Nations Secretariat.

228



16.1 National Rojections

Projection assumptions

When considering multiple assumptions about future levels of fertility, mortality and migration, a
general guideline is observed &b expected outcomes appear symmetrical. This implies that the
level of high and low, or fast and slow growth assumptions appear equally positioned with respect to
the medium level assumption (i.e. above and below the medium).

The following demographiaputs wergroducedor the projections.

Projection period

The population projections cover the-yiarperiod of 20192064.

Base population

Projections are based on the age and sex distribution of theC20BaIs adjusted to migkar 2019.

In contrast to the past 2009 Census which suffered from an under enumeration of 8.3% with
subsequent adjustment made to the-yadr population, the 2019 Censeisumerategopulation
exceeds the projected estimatealmginimal 2.0% or arounii4,100 people (see Table 16 Although

the absolute population couistwithin expectationthere were suspected casewér and under
enumerationwithin the varyingdistributions of theagesex cohorts. This was mainly due age
misreportingand/or ge heaping Hence, specific adjustments were mdde under enumeration
especially inthe age groups 109 yeardor both males and females while adjustmentsimpected

over enumeratiowere mainly among the younger aged feargespeciallynales)andthose inages

20-34 years (especially females).

Usually persons in age groups-20 years represent a core cohort of the working age, and are often
highly mobileand impacted by migration. This group, especially males, are often absent from their
usual pace of residence in search for employment or further education, and may have not been
enumerated at their (temporary) place of residence during the past census count, but are now captured
in the 2019 Census enumerati®ft,’2. Moreover, it is suspected thhe higher than expected growths

within these age groups are also prone to misreporting of data on the field and issues of data quality.

1t is likely that these persons have been missed in the previous 2009 Census and are now captured in the 2019 Census
and thus the extent of 2009 Censusglercount could have been higheroting that the 2009 Census was the first census
conducted after the ethnic tensions (1:28®0) and the arrival of RAMSI in restoring stability until their departure in

2017 (although a reduced police presence remaiterdnilateral arrangements). During this period up to the 2019 Census,
local perceptions have been affected. Those who may have not previously participated in large government undertakings
(e.g., 2009 Census) may have shown interest in the 2019 Census.

" There is a likely bias (und@ount) within the under-ea cohort in both 2009 and 2018msuses that could be due to

infant mortalitybut also noting the 8.3% undercount in 2@8%eported in Chapter 5

2 The effect of migration may likely be obsed/in the next 2029 Census round in view of the recent Solomon Islands
labour mobility scheme (employing numerous young people to temporarily migrate to work overseas, especially in
Australia and New Zealand). The scheme started in 2021 after the 2018.cens
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In all, a total 0f3,900 people were adjusteeducingthe total enumerated population from 720,956
to a new total of717,066, and thus further reducing the margin of over enumeration from 2.0% to
1.4% (see Table 16.2)

Table 16.1 and Figures 1616.2 showa comparison of the019Censusenumerated populaticand
the projected population based e 2009 Censugopulation(adjusted) as a starting point (base
population) with intercensual fertility and mortality estimates. In genethé comparison show
generally agood fit for most male and female adestributionsexcept for the specific aggex
distributionsdiscussed earlier that halseenadjusted for the projections.

Table 16.1: Comparisoof the projected population 2019 and the enumeratedlption 2019

2019 Enumerated Count 2019 Projected Population Difference = Projected - Cour Percentage Difference

Age Groups
Male Female Total Male Female  Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
0-4 46,608 43,287 89,8905 45132 43476 88,609 -1,476 189 -1,286 -3.2 0.4 -1.4
5-9 46,876 43,596 90,472 44,132 43,012 87,144 -2,744 -584 -3328 -59 -1.3 -3.7

10-14 43,813 40,619 84,432 44,577 43,752 88,329 764 3,133 3,897 1.7 7.7 4.6
15-19 39,111 37,602 76,713 39,724 38,777 78,501 613 1175 1,788 1.6 31 2.3
20-24 32,893 32,756 65649 31,857 29,738 61,595 -1036 -3,018 -4054 -31 92 @ -6.2
25-29 27,352 26,744 54,096 27,271 25483 52,754 -81  -1261 -1342 -03 47 -25
30-34 26,701 26,672 53,373 25,659 24,046 49,705 -1,042 -2626 -3668 -39 98 -6.9
35-39 23599 22,730 46,329 22,245 21,497 43,743 -13%4 -1233 -2586 57 -54 -5
40-44 20,771 19,312 40,083 18,910 19,333 38,242 -1,861 21 -1841 -9.0 01 -46
45-49 17,529 16,028 33,557 16,390 16,700 33,089 -1,139 672 -468  -6.5 42  -14
50-54 13,031 12,343 25374 12,123 12,069 24,192 -908 274 -1182 7.0 22 47

55-59 9,830 9,079 18,909 9,719 9,658 19,377 -111 579 468  -1.1 6.4 2.5
60-64 7,112 6,591 13,703 6,933 6,746 13,679 -179 155 24 -25 23 -0.2
65-69 5440 5,506 10,946 5377 5456 10,833 -63 -50 -113 -12  -09  -1.0
70-74 3,436 3,515 6,951 3,633 3,923 7,556 197 408 605 57 116 8.7
75-79 2,387 2,386 4,773 2,566 2,594 5160 179 208 387 7.5 8.7 8.1

80+ 2,907 2,794 5,701 2,135 2227 4,362 172 -567  -1339 -26.6 -20.3 -23.5

Total 369,396 351,560 720,956 358,384 348,486 706,870 -11,012 -3074 -14086 -30 -09 -20

Since theprojections should refer to the myear of each year of the projection period, theeheesar
population haseenfurther adjusted to aotal of 710,650 for migyear 2019 (applyingthe PAS
procedure MOVEPOHrom the November censpepulation) (Table 16.3).
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Figure 16.1 Comparison of the projected male population ancethenerated male population
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Figure 16.2 Comparison of the projected female population and the enumerated female
population
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Table16.2: Adjusted ensugpopulation, November 2019

Age Group Male Female Total
0-4 45,608 43,287 88,895
5-9 44,876 43,596 88,472
10-14 44,463 43,619 88,082
15-19 39,611 38,702 78,313
20-24 32,743 30,256 62,999
25-29 27,352 26,344 53,696
30-34 26,501 24,972 51,473
35-39 23,199 22,330 45,529
40-44 19,871 19,312 39,183
45-49 17,229 16,528 33,757
50-54 13,031 12,343 25,374
55-59 9,830 9,379 19,209
60-64 7,112 6,591 13,703
65-69 5,440 5,506 10,946
70-74 3,436 3,515 6,951
75-79 2,387 2,386 4,773
80+ 2,907 2,794 5,701
Total 365,596 351,460 717,056

Table16.3: Base population forgection, July 2019

Age Group Male Female Total
0-4 45,201 42,900 88,101
5-9 44,475 43,207 87,682
10-14 44,065 43,229 87,294
15-19 39,258 38,356 77,614
20-24 32,450 29,986 62,436
25-29 27,108 26,109 53,217
30-34 26,264 24,748 51,012
35-39 22,992 22,131 45,123
40-44 19,693 19,139 38,832
45-49 17,075 16,381 33,456
50-54 12,915 12,233 25,148
55-59 9,742 9,295 19,037
60-64 7,048 6,532 13,580
65-69 5,392 5,457 10,849
70-74 3,405 3,483 6,888
75-79 2,366 2,365 4,731
80+ 2,881 2,769 5,650
Total 362,330 348,320 710,650
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Fertility

The estimated TFR of theeriod 2019 andssociated ASFRysdescribed in Chapter 5 ansed as a
starting point, with four different assumptions made about future fertility develop(réguise.16.3).

The future TFR level of the medium fertility assumption is assumed to reach 1.7 which is the average
level of TFR of populations in presed&y Australia, France, New Zealand and the United States.

This level will be reached (by means of extrapolation) with a pace of fertility decline that is based on
the Solomon Islandsdé past fertility ¢treacha. Ac:
TFR of 1.9 by 2059 and 1.7 at the end of the projection period in Z064ikely reduction in fertility

trends from fertility levels in previous censuses will have a drastic impact in the current projected
estimates.

As in previous projectionghe reasondr choosing the fertility level of countries such as Australia,
France, New Zealand and the United States as the future level for Solomon Islands is twofold:

1) These countries have c o (seelAppenelidlO)ahtreatthéd TFR mo gr a
of these four countries has remained at an alcmsstant level of about 2.0 or slightly beloover

the last 45 years (1978019).

2) They are regarded as the metropolitan focal points of Pacific Island countries.

Therefore the mediurertility assumption is set as follows.

Assumption 16 Medium Fertility: Fertility decreases to 1.7 in the year 2064d@scribed above).

The high and low fertility assumptions were built symmetrically around the medium fertility

assumption.

Assumption 20 High Fertility : The high fertility assumptioassumes a TFR of 0.5 highban the
medium fertility level. Therefore, the level FR in 2064 is 2.2

Assumption 30 Low Fertility : The low fertility assumption assumes a TFR of 0.5 lower than the
medum fertility level. Thereforethe level of TFRn 2064 is 1.2.

Assumption 48 Constant Fertility: This is a purely academic assumption, with the purpose to

demonstrate what would happen to the Solomon Islands in terms of populationh&z=uifrent TFR
of 3.8 remaingonstant at this level for the entire projection period.
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Figurel6.3: Estimated past levels of fertility, and future fertility assumptions for
projections, 1992064
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It is assumed that undeormal circumstances (meaning in the absence of catastrophes such as wars,
epidemics and major natwural disasters), the So
continuously improve throughout the projection period.

The estimated lifeexpectancies at birth [E(0}] 70.0 years and 72.years for males and females,
respectivelyd are used as the starting point for projections in 2019. These estimates arentihsed o
estimates asutlinedin Chapter 6 earlier.

Assumption: The populatiorprojections presaad here assumes a rising trend in life expectancy for
males and females according to the UN working models of mortality improvement, as described in
AWorl d Population Prospectso. Accor desgraduatlyo t hi
increase and reach 84.1 and 79.4 years in 2064 for females andrasgestively (see Fige 16.4).

Only one assumptionegarding mortality is made. This is becawseiations in mortality levels
(multiple assumptions) usually have onlynanor impact on final projection resultigiis wouldalso
require the production afumerousscenarios that ultimately would complicate the presentation of
resultsAs in the past 2009 Census, #ssumption was made that possible urdgrstration of daths

is not age specific and therefore does not affect the overall pattern of mofadifgoale Demeny
North model pattern resembles most closely the empirical mortality pattern of Solomon.Islands
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Figure B.4: Estimated past levels ofortality, and future mortality assumptions

projections, 1982064
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Migration

When undertaking population projectiores major challengénvolves themaking of meaningful
assumptions about future migration developmémthe Solomon Islands. Many of the social and
ic parameters influencing migration

econom

pat

economic and political developments, as well as environmental factors. All of these factors fluctuate
widely andare difficult to predict. Migration projections also depend on economic and political
developments overseas.

At present the Solomon Islands population is not known for migrating permanently overseas at any

significantrate while thecountryitself is notan immigration country eitheWVith the absence of
significant past international migratioit, is assumed that nehnigration be zerofor the entire

projection periodilt would be practically futile at this stage to come up with an accurate prediction of

what the level of migration would be should it occur in future. However, the projeutithiiave to

beamended should isituation change.

Projection res

ults

Since the projected results assume four different fertility assumptions, this results in four different

projectiongTable 16.4 and Fige16.5). Thesdaifferent projections highlight the impact of different
levels of fertility on the population size artdigture of country. The higher the fertility level assumed,

235



the higher the population outcome. The four population projection scenarios are described in detail
below:

Table16.4: Population size according to four projection variants, ZUHD

Fertility Year (mid-year projected population)

ASSUMPLONS 9000 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060

Constant 725,078 804,605 897,209 1,000,7661,111,237 1,226,011 1,346,675 1,476,967 1,619,894
High 725,078 803,733 894,686 990,8111,087,038 1,180,816 1,272,229 1,362,494 1,448,883
Medium 725,078 798,079 873,794 951,1991,027,529 1,099,447 1,165,207 1,224,422 1,274,393

Low 725,078 792,689 853,825 912,909 969,419 1,020,014 1,062,129 1,094,373 1,114,191

1) High population scenario.This projection outcome is determined by applying the high fertility
assumption (slow fertility decline). This scenamsults in a population size of 1.1 million in the year
2040, and X million people in the year 2060.

2) Medium population scenario. This projection outcome is determined by applying the medium
fertility assumption (moderate fertility decline). This scenario results in a populatioof skghtly
over 1 million in 2040 (with 1 million people reached in 202@)d 1.3 million people in 2060.

3) Low population scenaria This projection outcome is determined by applying the low fertility
assumption (fast fertility decline). This scenario results in a populaizenof 9D thousand in the
year 2040, and 1.1 million people in the year 2060.

4) Constant population scenarioThis projection outcome is determined by assuming that the current

high level of fertility remains constant during the enprejection period. This gnario results in a
population size of 1.1 million people in the year 2040, and 1.6 million people in the year 2060.

236



Figure 16.5: Past and future population trends according to four projection variant206870

1800

1,449
1400
1,274
1200
1,114
1000

800

peaple ('000)

600

400

200

1960 1970 1976 1980 1986 1989 1999 2000 2009 2010 2019 2020 2029 2030 2039 2040 2049 2050 2059 2060

e PAST Medium High Low =s=Constant

Thepopulationis expected tocrease substantially regardless ofetthprojection scenario is applied.
It is observed that thenpact of the different projections on the population ajeear relatively minor
until the year 2030Thereafter, ignificant population diierences based on the diéat projection
assumptions are imminent.

School age population

Figures 16.6 below showhat the school age population aged® years is expected to increase
gradually from its current size of 174 thousand regardless of the projection segpdied up until
2030. Thereafter, only the projections for kb fertility assumptiorwould decline below its current
size

According to the constant population scenario, assuming constant fertility at its present high level, the
school age population would close to double by 2060. Should the high fertility scenario materialize in
future, the slkiool age population would continuously increase until it reaBB&thousand pupils in

2060.

According to the medium scenario, the school age population ag&dvuld increase to abol®5
thousand pupilgh 2060 and declines until it reaché&86thousand in 2060.
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Figurel6.6: School age population aged b years according to four projection
variants, 2012060
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Workingage population

Regardless of the projection scenario applied, the size of the workinppgkation (12 years over)

will be larger than its current size 2019 (500 thousandeaching 58 thousand in 2025, and further
increasing to 800 thousand people in 2040. According to the medium variant scenario, the working
age population will reach.1 million in 2060. Note that the size of the population aged 12 years and
older is not affected by the different fertility asqutions as these people were alrebdsn at the time

of the 2019 Census (base year of projections).

The elderly population

Thepopulation aged 60 years and older will be significantly larger tAdémodisand in 2019 regardless

of the projection scenario applied. The Oel der
in sizeto 108thousand in 2040. Biyne year2060 the population would react®2thousand, five times

its current(2019)size. Therefore the population will grow older even when observed in the median
age. Again, the size of the population aged 60 years and older is not affected by the different fertility
assumptions as these people were alrebdsn at thestart of the projections.

The young population

The proportion of the young population agddld (as part of the total population) will decrease

regardless of the type of projection scenario used. Haw#sesize will increase at least until 2045
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with 291 thousand under medium scenam@nd thereafter declinéo reach 2T thousand by 2060
Underthe low projection scenaridhe population aged-Q4 would have decreased froraar2026
thereafter. On thether hand, the size of the young population will be much higher if fertility levels
follow the trend of thénigh fertility assumptionn which case there/ould be almost 36 thousand
people aged-Q4 years in 2060.

Population growth

The three different projection scenarios waisult in varyingpopulation growth rateshe high
population scenariwill result in anaverageannual population growth rate #f% in 2040, while

under themedium population scenario, annual growdifi reach 1.7% in 2040, and about 1.4% in
2060. The trend in the annual growth rate slows as the period of projection increases under any
projection scenario. The different projections result will also vary based edepgedency ratios:

the lower the level ofuture fertility, the lower the aggependency ratio.

Most likely outcome

Predicting the likelihood of a certain future population size and structure is difficult for any country,
and the further into the future the prediction, the more uncertain thenoeLtc

Several projection varian@re generatetb allow users to choose from an outcome that seems most
probable according to their own views and opinions. Most data users, however, prefer to use a
recommended projection scenario that depicts a "madyldutcome”. Such a variant is usually called

the fimedi umod projection scenari o using the med

Population changes close to those presented medeum population scenarappears to be the most
likely outcome because:

T The current fertility | evel i's expected to d
is furthermore expected to do so based on historical worldwide observations of countries with a
similarleveloff er t i | ity (see adphi d hter dint shietoiroyn @,f AEpne

the high fertility assumptignwith its very slow fertility decline, seems to be a more unlikely
outcome, and a constant high level of the current TFR&6 surely an unrealistic scenario.

1 Regarding the lovfertility assumption, fertility levels (TFR) have already declined to well below
2 in many parts of the world, and it is therefore a realistic assumption to make. Nevertheless, such
rapid fertility decline does not seem likely to occur in the Solorsdands as it seems
Aunchar act er islantdsipapolatibne at thePraoment andthe decline in fertility levels
have been relatively moderate in the recent past. In addition, the general assumption was made
that the fertility level of the Solomoislands will on averageeventually reach the present day
levels of countries such as Australia, France, New Zealand and the USA.
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17.KEY POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The key findings of ppulation dynamics and demographic trehds consid@ble implications on
current policy and planning, decisiamaking, and monitoring and evaluation of strategies. Integrating
and addressing these implications within the current policy and planning processes will ultimately
lead towards the overarching oames of improved livelihoods and sustainable economic
development.

Th e g o v e Nationa Bavelopment Plan (NDP), the Medium Development Strategy (MTDS),
Fiscal (budgetary) andMonetary policiesand related crosscutting sector policies such as the
population and national health plans are key strategic pillars that provide the road map towards
achieving t h-ecommicand enyransientsal @aals. @hese policies are expandable and
vibrant in adopting revisions and expansions in activities amcbmes based on updated statistics
and data in addressing these key challenges (mentioned Helamg in so doing strengthen the
machinery for service delivery in the overall pursuit of sustainable ®e@tpnomic development in

the country.

Some of th&key areas for consideration and intervention include:

17.1 Population Growth rate

The population growth should be managed (and not controlled) to ensure it does not exceed economic
(GDP) growth rate because it has broader implications on the equdiatsibution of income per

person (GDP per capita) in the country. In 2019, GDP growth rate in real terms was 1.7 percent which
is below the average annual populatiate of 2.6 percentsulting in a decline in income per capita.

With a further contraabin in the economy due to the coMil pandemic, real GDP growth contracted

to negative 3.4 percent, and is expected to further contract in 2022 due to the Honiara riots, and than
rebound towards positive territory in 2023.

The NDP and macroeconomic pméis (fiscal and monetary policies) should consider reviewing
current and innovative strategies to expand and stabilize growth in the local economy to ensure
economic growth trends above population growth. Initiatives targeting private sector growth
(espetlly reducing costs for small businesses and generating employment), encouraging investment
(both in capital and physical infrastructure), freeing up land for development, reducing inflation, and
revitalizing the labour and job market (including the infat sector and subsistence economy) should

be considered, among others. On the other hand, transferring the proceeds from sustainable economic
growth towards supporting social welfare, health and educational awareness programs targeting the
demographic fudamentals (fertility, mortality, and migration) will assist in managing the population
growth over the medium to long term.
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17.2 Population projections

The population projection scenarios presented in this report point to a continuously growing
population for the Solomon Islands during the next 40 years. The megidamt scenario of the
projections points to a populatio@aching 1 million people by 2039, and 1.3 million people in 2060

The decline in fertility is reflected in the projectiomsting the decline in the crude birth rate and an
increase in life expectancy since the 2009 Census. This is expected given the historical fertility pattern
of the Solomon Islands as with many Pacific Island countmdsere fertility has been declinidigom

very high levels since the 1970s. Some of the attributing factolisde improved access to family
planning and health (reproductive) care, improved quality and access to education, and increased
womenods participation ( etmpognaresrthaterive these odidoraeswilb c i a
have to be expanded to cater for the growing population.

The Solomon Islands is a least developing economy with a high dependency on foreign aid for budget
(government) support. Confronted with a growing papah, demand for public expenditure (per
capita) will increase to counter the growing demand for ptdal@al services such as basic utilities
(water and energy), education and health care. Moreover, the increase in the working age population
will also impact on employment and unemployment challenges especially amongst the youth, and
those in the informal sector. This poses additional challenges for the local labour market, existing
industries and social welfare programs to expand and ensure a conduginmraent towards
absorbing the increasing labour force.

Counter reactionary policy measures need to be considered to mitigate the effects of these challenges
mentioned earlier, as well as prepare for unexpected events such as climate change, possible
pandemics (postovid-19), economic recession, and emerging social challenges (noting past ethnic
tensions and the recent riots in Honiara in 2022) that are likely to result in massive costs on public
finances, livelihoods, migration and displacement ofpfeo0

Failure to consider a holistic counter response strategy natdmwill likely result in the further
entrapment of certain vulnerable groups (e.g., children and women) falling into or remaining in the
poverty trap. This will be a burden (costlp f f ami | i es a n d-goindhseppatpance r n me
the likely socialeconomic challenges that may arise such as law and order issues, and unemployment.

Thegovernment 6s fiscal (budgetary) and monetary
growth, expand economic activity and encourage increased investment in the local economy. Some
policy initiatives to consider include the formulation of an employment or labour market policy,
informal sector policy (including structural and regulatory stipents in the agriculture, forestry and

fishing industries), or even a subsistebesed economic (livelihood) strategy (given the experiences

of Covid-19 for people to return back to rural villages). These, among others, will support the
expansion of théocal economic base and increase opportunities for participation by the growing
population in the development process, and into the future.
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17.3 Fertility

In the absence of any significant international migration, the Solomon Islands populationigrowth
determined predominantly by its natural growth. The average number of children per woman (TFR)
is 3.8. This means that on average every womathheechildren at the end of her childbearing years.
While this represents a decrease fraimin 2009 thae are still approximatel®1 thousand births per

year compared to about 19 thousand in 2@9tility levels were especially high Makira-Ulawa

(5.6), and it was much lower in the urb&h@) than the rural aread.g).

An analysis of fertility levis by educational background of women shows a very stedationship.

The higher the educational attainment of women, the lower the number of children she has.
Government initiates should continue to support policies aimed at expanding and imfaovigg
planning services and reproductive heatthnfluence fertility levels and ensureethwellbeing of
mothers anahildren.

Other importangovernmenand stakeholddnitiativesfor fertility shouldconsider:

1 Support forlife educationprogramsin the curriculum of young peopknd providing basic
information and supporteeded before childbearing age,

1 Expanding the family planning services for women (and their partners) available and
accessible thus empowering them to make conscious decisianglaumbeand spacing
of their children.The provision of the above services will assist to reduce the number of
unwanted pregnancies as well as safeguard parfoensrisks of beennfected by sexubt
transmitted diseaseRural women and their patrs should be targeted since their fertility
levels are much higher than their urban counterparts are.

1 Support for the discouragemenit arranged marriageat an early age, through custom and
culture, and the strict role of women as child beahars implications orertility. These
practices and beliefshould bediscouragedhrough welldefined inclusive initiatives in view
of sensitives around such practicéae government and NGOs should discourage early age
marriages for the health of thelgio that child bearing for women is delayed to older ages.

1 A teenage pregnancy is not only a social issue but also especiadlittarisk to mothers and
the child.Since teenage pregnancy usually occurs outside of maritiaften carries a sodia
stigma. Thereforesocial protection foyoung mothers shouldisoinclude the provision of
child support and maianance support.

1 Expanded support fatakeholders (government aN&Os) involvedn teenage reproductive
health strategiesGovernment andNGOs work at various levels in the communiin
supporting the following areas: reducing teenage pregnancy through strategiescfasing
the knowledgeand practice of family planning; promoting peer educatmoyiding sex
education includig contracptives;involving young people in educating parentsesfhagers
on effective communicationproviding better support for teenage mothers (such as help
returning to educatignworking with young fatherggiving better childcareand increasing
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the availablity of supported housing. Theggoups must continue tobe supportedand if
possible, provided with financial assiste.

17.4 Mortality

Mortality effects welfare and development aproved mortality rates mean that healthier people live
longer lives. Based otie 2019 @nsus data for the number of children ever born and still alive, the
infant mortality rate (IMR) wasstimatedat 24: 27 for males and 21 for females, showing an increase
from 2009 rates estimated at 22 for males and 2fdr females.This isan improement in infant
mortality rates and reflectsetter availability and accessibility b&éalth (reproductive) services

Estimates of mortalitpresented in this report suggest tleamales live longer than males hyoait4
years, a narrowing from about 7 years in 2Q0f expectancy at birth is estimated7&0and 4.2
for males and females, respectively. Life expectancy increased8@m 2009to 72.1

Current @vernmentind stakeholder support must be expandeéagslpy in supporting reproductive
health services covering maternal mortality, infant and child mortMidyeover, initiatives targeting
strategies for countering and eradicating diseases suih style diseaes (diabetes, hypertension,
etc.- caused by unhealthy eating habits, smoking and excessive alcohol consumption, and/or a lack
of regular physical exercise etshould be supported at all leve3ther related initiatives include
those mentioned earlier in the fertility considerations.

17.5Internal Migration and Urbanization

Il nternal migration affects services offered an
Therefore community, regional and national planners need timely and accurate information on internal
migrationflows.

About 2in every 5 peoplavere livingoutside the ward where they were born. Tihdicakesthe
magnitude of internal migration flowdMoreover, Honiara had the highest outmigration into
Guadalcanal (34,70@specially surrounding settlements areatside Honiara (within the borders of
Guadalcanal province); anMalaita ha the highest outmigration into Honiara (24,000) and
Guadalcanal (1Z00) at the time of the censuSuadatanal accounted for the highest percent of
people who never moved b@mained in the province at the time of the census.

Areas that | ose its population through migrat:.
living conditions such as the lack of education opportunities (for tertiary or vocational/technical
gualifications), and limited employment opportunities.

Urban population has increased from 20% while the rural population has declined from 80.2% since
2009.Solomon Islands urban population increased from less than 20,000 people in 1976 to more than
199,000 in 209. With an upturn in average annual growth from 4.2% during 13869, annual
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urban growth further increased from 5.5% in 12989 to 5.9% during 2062019. Accordingly, the
share of urban populatidras continuously increased fr&h8% in 196 to 27.6% in 201%oniara,

the capital city and main commercial and adstmtive center of the countdyad the highest
population growth rate (5.6%) of all provincésban centers attract people by offering higher living
standards through the availldtly and accessibility to services such as medical and educational
institutions, entertainment facilities, and a wider range of employment opportunities.

If the government wishes to change the trend of people migrating to urbanscahteast somefo
the disadvantages of living in the remote rural areas and outer islands need to be eased by improving
basicserviceqas discussed also in the above sectiand)opportunities through:

1 Promotionand expansion giolicies for employment and livelihood in rural areas;

91 Decentralization ofgovernmenservices to all provinces;

1 Investment in physical infrastructure (roads, bridges, wharfs, airports) developments in
provinces to improve transport and logis@esongst people, and better access to business
opportunities and markets

1 Support for income generating opportunities iprovinces to retain populahs, in

particular the youth participation;

Provision of better educati@nd health servicas the rural aeas;

Promotion of better market distribution systems;

Provision of better and cheaper transport;

Conducting of in depth research into youth migration and their reasons for migrating;

Provision of basic services for the growing population in the dplearurban areas.
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17.6 International migration

Data oninternalarrivals and departures persongemain incomplete for detailed migration analysis.

As such, the net migration level can only be crudely estimated by comparing intercensal population
growth with estimated rates of natural increase for the same time period. While this method provides
a reasonably robust indication of net migration, planners and puobders require more detailed and
timelier information on the demographic makeup of &ipg migration streams in order to make and
implement realistic policy decisions.

There is insufficient evidence to fully support a positive (or negative) net migration for Solomon
Islands.As the national average annual population growth rates werastmthe estimated natural
growth, it can be concluded that net migration rates are negligible, and no significant international
migration had occurred during the intercensal period ZWD. This is similar to the previous 1999
2009 assessment.

Govenment support is needed in expanding ¢blecion of data and the analysis afe, sex and
nationality of all arriving and departing pasgers in the Solomon Islandsn Alternative would be
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to apply the proper demographic methodologies, by comparnngvih nearest censuses, to calculate

the desired population data. The disadvantage of this option is that this can only be done after the
analysis of the latest census is completed. &keéscise could proveore time consuming and costly

than an efficientegistration system that would provide regular and timely migration information.

The recently introduced labour mobility policy of the government through the seasonal worker
program S§WP, Australia) and the recogatt seasonal employment (RSE, New Zed)aare aimed

at temporary shotterm employment in Australia and New Zealakténce, itis not a policy that
supports permanent outmigration of Solomon Islands into these countries.

17.7 Crosscutting issues

17.7.1 Vital Statistics and Civil Registration System

A well-functioning registration system that is able to supply accurate and timely statistics on
population developmerand key socieeconomic daté of fundamental importance to planners and
policy makers. To make reliable estimates regarding fertility and mortality levels and trends, a
complete registration system needs to be in place that records the number of deaths by age and
sex, and cause of death, and the number of births by sex anfiragéher, date and place of birth

and of mothers usual place of residerteach as system will also reduce the costs for conducting
national censuses in the future.

On-going support must continue for tMénistry of Home Affairs in collaboration with the Ministry

of Health and Medical Servic&sthe development towards a functioniigil registration systeno
ensurenew births and deatferecordedand system updated on a regular basiermation o vital

events of previous years wélso have to be integrated and upgraded from manual processes to more
efficient automated processes

There are certainly improvements needed with the collection and processing of vital events and it is
hoped thathe renewed collaboration between the relevant agencies will lead to timely and accurate
dissemination of the number of births and deaths, cause of deaths in future.

The scope of the vital statistics and civil registration system should also hdetedswithin the
framework of the Solomon Islands national statistics development strategy implemented by the
Solomon Islands National Statistics Office.

17.7.2 The Environment, Hazards and Vulnerability

Careful use of terrestrial and marine resouaras preparedness for unexpected natural occurrences
(e.g., tsunamis, sea level rise etc.) contributesugtainablesafe and healthy livelihoodas such,
maintaining a healthy and sustainable living environment should be a top priority for the goternmen
and its people. Apart from providing a pleasant living environment for the local people, conservation
of the environment can foster a vibrant tourism industry in future.
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At the national level, 17% of households stated that their physical (dwellireg)dios were exposed

to rising sea levelsout of all major hazards they experienced. In addition, 27% of households in the
country reported having a household disaster plan. This poses major risks-foirtis@f households

who do not have a ptain anyevent when faced with major hazards.

Moreover, he size and density of the population has a direct impact on water and energy camsumpti
sewage and waste productigeneral infrastructurée.g.,roads, health and education facilijiethe

use of landand the development of agriculture and marine resources. High population densities put
considerable stress on the environment. Consequently, there is an increasing demand for
environmental health servicesich as public garbage collection, a walictioning sewage system,
availability of hygienic toilets, and protection of secure and clean water sources.

Economic activities such as the deforestation of timber and the harvest of marine resources help the
national government to raise much needed rev®ndewevey the exploitation of the Solomon
Islands natural resources needs to be carefully planned to ensure its sustainability.

17.7.3 Households

Population growth, not only contributes to an increased demand in water and energy supply, waste
dispcsal, sewage connections and general infrastructure, but also to an increase in the number of
households due to changes in average household itk the 2019 Census recording a household

size of 5.4 at the national level. This was close to stable cehpa2009 that reported a household

size of 5.5Even if the population size remained stable, the number of households would still increase
when households and/or family structures break up into smaller units, often described as the transition
from extended family type households to nuclear family tixped arrangements.

The number of private households increased from 9tithisand in 2009 to 131,566 thousand in
2019, an overall increase of almost 40 thoudangseholds.

Households and families that are economically incapable of sustaining qtadteeand healthy

lifestyle might need extra assistance from the government, since unhealthy living environments affect
everyone in the long term. In particular, access to clean water, public electricity, an adequate public
sewage system and waste dispdaailities should all be the minimum housing standard for the

Sol omon I slands®é population. Specific areas of

1 Dwellings: The majority of households (60.5%) resided in dwellings that had walls
constructed from woodnd wood magrialsare found mostly in rural areas. While wood is
the most commonly used material, tin corrugated iron and concrete cement brick have also
been increasingly used. This should be encouraged not only because these housing
materials last longer and with dwinaldj timber supply, cement could be the best
alternative. Given that the country is prone to natural disaster, the government needs to
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improve housing in rural areas using local materials where possible, as they are affordable
as long as thstructures areyclone proof;

1 Water supply: Close to ondifth of all households in the Solomon Islands have no access
to safe and clean (improved) drinking water. Guadalcanad lpasticular high proportion
of households without improved drinking water sources, wineaey use rivers and
streams. The development of more community programmes focusing on safe water supply,
and providing water t&ks, or water pumps is required;

1 Lighting: About 8®% of householdsise solar as their main source of lighting. This is a
shift from the dependence kérosene lamps as the main source of lighbrted in the
2009 Censussivencontinued rising prices, kerosene is no longer an affordable source for
the home, community, school, or businddse use ofthese gr een poweira® sour
solar, wind, or renewable energy shouldsbpported especially in the rural arelsthis
respect, government coulllso encouraganvestment in innovation and human capital
investment in fields such agireering or environmental studies;

1 Toilet facilities: A high percentage of households do not have either properftailiities
or none at all. For example, close to half%@®f all households do not have toiletsd
so apply open decation practicewhile othersuse types ofoilets that a@ not hygienic.
Health awareness programmes and assistance in the introduction and improvement of toilet
facilities are needed.

17.7.4 Health services and webeing

The health status of each individual and his/her family members is probably one of the most important
concerns people have. Therefore, the availability, accessibility, use and affordability of quality health
care and medical services are major issuesrafero. Government and health officials need to address
the challenges of health services and the health care system.

In the remote areas and outer islands, small population size and islalekitme operatiosof state

of-the-art health services thabme with the demands femployment of specialistealthpersonnel

and the purchase and maintenance of specialized equipment. However, resident medical staff needs
to be sufficiently qualified to provide basic health care. An efficient referral servitte toearest
health facility, together with regular visits
health demands are met.

Many deaths irthe countryare due to inefficient long referrals. Thus, an efficient referral service to
the neaest health facility, together with regular visits by medical specialists is required to ensure that
peopl esd6 health demands are met, and unnecessa

The population projections show that the population aged 60 and older will esdastantially in
future. This requires strengthening of special services for the growing number of elderly people,
including a pension scheme with retirement benefits, and specialized health care.
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In working towards a healthier population, thddwling efforts should be considered:

1 Improve infant, child and maternal health by improving primary health care programmes;

Improve emergency obstetric care to decrease neo natal mortality;

Expand immunization programmes;

Support posCovid 19 pandemic recovery and mitigation efforts, including strategies for

future pandemics

1 Preventsexual transmitted diseadeg (i) increasing awareness and knowledge of safer
sexual behaviors and practicéacluding homosexual, gay sexl practices etc.)(ii)
targeting priority groups (youth, womesnd men, particularly aged -Ddyearg in
addressing specific counter support stratedi@y enhancing education programmes to
encourage open discussions (between partners and thereohilth issues of sexual
behaviors; (iv) promoting and disseminating information outlining the advantages and
proper use of condoms by men and women; (v) developing @laethed media campaign
throughout the year based on health promotion with regai®§Ds/HIV/AIDS; and (vi
ensuring that people living witBTDsHIV/AIDS have free and unrestricted access to
medical treatmenfacilities and support services.

1 Other efforts include: addressing the increasing occurrence of Non Communicable
Diseases (NCDs)combating the prevalence of diabetes and heart disease; promoting
healthy eating habits and food nutrition programmes; advocating a general healthy life
style including regular physical exercise; discouraging smoking and excessive alcohol
consumption; pviding a hygienic and safe living environment; improving the quality of
drinking water;distribute and promote the use of insecticide treateenle¢slas a way of
combating malaria.
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17.7.5 Disabilities

The Solomon Islands is a signatory to a Unitedidhs convention to uphold the rights of people with

disabilities;and is therefore obligedt:Pr o mot e, protect and ensur e
all human rights and fundamental freedoms by all persons with disabilities and to promotefoespect
their inherent dignity. o

The 2019 Census found thae prevalence of disabilityy type of functional forms despiteerity

of disability. There werenigher prevalence of disability for femalespeciallythose residing in rural
areaand elderly population. Those having difficulty in seeing represented 10.6% of the population,
followed by difficulty in remembering (8.4%), Walking (7.8%), Hearing (5.6%),-&=ié (4.7%) and
communicating (3.7%).

These population grougenstitute a uinerable and disadvantaged group, and they are a target group
in need of specialized medical assistance.
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Although it is commendablénat the government suppo#a inclusive education policy, whiciso

includes specialized schodty disabled pupilsshe governmemeeds to do more in order to meet its
obligation as stated above. Further special facilities and resources in schools and work places are
required to cater for the special needs of people with disabilities, and specialized educaties facilit
are needed in the different provinces.

17.7.6 Education

Educational attainmeris a key component of human capital investment as well as bekey

indicator of development and quality of life in a country. Education plays an important role in
development through its links with demographic, as well as economic and social factors. In general,
there is a close and complex relationship between education, fertility, morbidity, mortality and
mobility: when couples are better educated, they tendwoecha f e wer chi |l dren, t he
status improves, and their survival rates tend to increase. Higher levels of educational attainment also
contribute to a bettegualified workforce, higher wages, and better economic performance than for
people wio have little or no formal education and training.

Personsl2 years and over who had attained a level of education lwmséae highest level of
education completedncluded primary educational attainment (24.8%); completed secondary
education (Form-3) (28.4%); completed some tertiary and other educational levels (10%. The rest
of the persons did not attend school or were below the primary level.

Whilst the population who reported never going to school declined over the census years, school
attendance is still higher for males than females with males (38%) attending full time atichgart
education compared to females (37%). The 2019 Censusoalsd §ignificant differences between

male and female enrolment rates with male enrolment (51.6%) higher than females ($&145).

2009, the number of pupils leaving school increased by close to 40%. By gender, the percentage
increase was high for femaledo dropped out of school (42.4%) compared to males (37.4%).

The goal of the Ministry of Education and Human Resources Development (MEHRD) is to provide
universal access to quality basic education for all children and improve acoelssaot and denmal
oriented community, technical, vocational, and tertiary education and training. In adthion,
Education Stratgy Framework (ESF, 2048)30)aims to achieve full enrolment fall 5 years old in

the countryTo achieve this, the cooperation of everyamthe community is paramount.

Other areas that the government is already engaging in or can could consider is increasing school
budgets (for materials and teachers) to reckas®y school drouts.In addition, expansion efforts

in the building ofvocational centers in the provinces featuring youth development programmes could
provide life skills (including family @nning). Suctprogrammesouldreduce teenage delinquency,

and teenage pregnancy, while providing the youth with skills they needpartef the work force

and community. Finally yet importantly, an effort needs to be made to encourage young girls who
have given birth to continue their education as mothers.
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Sustainability is the main constraint for universal primary and secondacatemiuin the country.
Hence, ongoing government countgrart funding is necessary to continue to sustain strategies such
as free education initiatives and fm@vision of school materials to schotitat are extremely under
resourced and in remote areas

School attendance, educational attainment, and literacy rates are much lower in the rural than in the
urban areas, which is the result of the disparities of the educational systems in the urban and rural
areas where schools lack resources and quhtd@chers. This disparity surely is one of the important
causes of rural to urban migration.

17.7.7 Labour Force and Economi@ctivity

Economic activity and labour participation are key drivers of production and economic growth. The
type of economic dwity and employment are shaped by the size of the working age population (12
years and over), the educational skill level of the labour force, and the economic resources available
to a country.

According to the definition of work or employment (paiddamnpaid), there were more persons
employed (258.4 thousand, 92.1%) than unemployed (2.1 thousand, 7.9%) in the labour force.
However, of the total employed, there were more unpaid workers (55.4%) than paid workers (44.6%).

The unemployment rate (officiadefinition) of 7.9 percentis very highi noting that the expanded
unemployment rate is twice the rater more than doubled) iall provinces, with the highest
unemployment rate of 21.6% recorded in Honiddareover, puthrunemploymentate (1534 yrs)

is above the national average of 11 % with similar rates for males (11.1%) and females (11.0%).

The combined agriculture, forestry and fishery indug the predominant industgccouning for
two-thirds (68.4%) of all employed persomsall industries About 87.0% of employment in this
sector is concentrated in the rural arddss sector isalsothe predominant sector in the economy
accounting for a third of gross domestic product (GIM®reover, theeconomy has a relatively small
informal sector beed on employment.

According to projection results, the working age population will increase substaatiaiyhe next

30 years and oveHence, he private and public sector needs to absorb an increasing number of job
seekers in future and are encouraged to collaborate in developing innovative strategies that will
promote economic diversification and growth.

The above findings further exhibit ghinequalities in employment by various seemmnomic

relationships whether by sector, industry, occupation or sex etc. The findings also reveal the
underlying complexities of the labor market in both formal and informal sectors. In ensuring inclusive
dewelopment, it is important that policies be formulated towards expanding the participation of those
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who lack opportunities or are trapped in the poverty cycle, to be involved in the development process,
including those in the informal economy.

The governme t 6 s aridimenetary policieand the national development plare best placed to
support macroeconomic growth, expand economic activtgate employmenand encourage
increased investment in the local economy. Some policy initiatives to consildelanhe formulation

of an employment or labour market policy, informal sector policy (including structural and regulatory
adjustments in the agriculture, forestry and fishing industries), or even a subsksieadesconomic
(livelihood) strategy (givethe experiences of Cowitd for people to return back to rural villages).
These, among othersentioned earlierwill support the expansion of the local economic base and
increase opportunitie®r participation by the growing population in the developnm@otess, and

into the future

Lastly but not least, theecently introduced labour mobility policy of the government through the
seasonal worker program (SWP, Australia) and the recognized seasonal employment (RSE, New
Zealand) will contribute teemployment opportuties and revenue generation (remittancés)
Solomon Islanders, especially the youth. The government should also pursue similar agreements with
othercountriessuch as United Kingdom and Canada, and even across the region, espePiafiya

New Guineaif the areas ahining and petroleum sectors)

17.7.8 Communication and internet use

The access and usembbileteleconmunications and internet has increasettethe emergence of
information and digital technologies such as thebite phone and computer technologies, internet
expansion and rise in social media technologies since-2608. Existing research in
telecommunications suggests that adogssuch technologiesan increase economic growth, attract
foreign investment, impve market efficiencies, increase accessibility to health and education and
empower women anithe younger generatioifhe telecommunication sector is presumed to provide
new opportunities and frontiers across businesses, social, economic and the poétieal An
improvement in the infrastructure and facilities of telecommunications awé la direct effect on
development

1 Telephone and Mobile phone acces®nly 0.5% of all households reported having a landline
phone available reflecting a significasitop from 2% of all households in the 2009 Census
and indicating a shift in household behavior towards the use of mobile pharese about
45% of all households now use mobile phones more commonly than landline plaomes
increase from 21% of houseldslrecorded in 2009. With the increasing use of mobile/cell
phones, increasing other service providers and providing competition could reduce user costs
and hopefullythis will widen the area oimobile phonecoverage to reach more people,
especially in rural areas. Work to expand and improve coverage to all the islands is
progressing, and the mobile phone service providers in the country are obligated to ensure that
this is achieved.
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1 Radio availability: The use of radio amongst households showed a significant decline from
24% in 2019 compared to 44% of households in 2009. There is a shift away from having radios
(as a devise) and mobile phones because radio services can be still be accessed using mobile
phanes. Moreover, another reason for this relatively low percentage of radio owners could be
connected with reception rather than affordability and/or how radios and radio programmes
are valued by the communities. One way to improve reception in remotdasatieasigh the
establishment of provincial radio stations devoting airtime to not only music but also topics
such as culture, sport, education, and health awareness programmes. In addition, government
should assist existing radio stations by improvingoddansmitters to reach out to a wider
community. Radios are crucial in disaster management for transmitting important information
to affected communities.

1 Internet access:An increase of households with an internet connection was revealed in the
2019 Censs. There were 1,971 households (1.5%) with internet access at the time of
enumeration compared to 541 (less than 1 %) of households in 2009. Moreover, about 40.7%
of persons who had a good working mobile phone accessed internet. The main reasons for
accesing internet (using a mobile phone) was mainly for social media (66.0%),
communications (62.0%) and entertainment (51.3%), respectively. Although Internet is a
significant mode of communication in modern day society and business operations, the paying
for the internet connection and data can be expensive. The government must encourage
competition by inviting differeninternet providers to provideternet access at affordable
prices. A wellfunctioning nternet syster offers online educational/learnirgpportunities
makes medical advice available tedical staff in remote aregsrovides information, news
and entertainment to the publfacilitates tourism operators and businesses.

17.7.9 ConstituencyDevelopment Fund

Parliament passed the Solomistands Constituency Development Fund 013 into operation.

In 2022, the government through the Ministry of Rural Development (MRD) begun a nationwide
process of consultations towards the review of the current CDF Act and policy. The findingsefrom th
2019 Census attempts to contribute towards this review as well as to inform policy formulation,
discussion and debate about the CDF development assistance.

Data from the 2019 Census revealed that nearly all (98.9%) of households in the Solomon Islands
were generally aware of the CDFhis is evidence of the increasedaaeness and public interest
aboutthe CDF across province®f all the households that were aware of the CIDE majority

(64.2%) of households stated that there was no positive irftgett or indirect) on their livelihoods.

This suggests that more work needs to be done in changing perceptions and attitudes of the people
about the positive contributions of the CDF.

The 2019 Census found also found that @@F had contributed negaély towards the fair

distribution of resourcesaccording to 35.0% of all households. Renewed efforts is therefore required

to counter any further increase in negative perceptions about the equitable distribution of CDF
252



assistancegoncerning the futurase and management of CQRe majority (32.7%) of households
wanted to see improvements in good governance (e.g., accountability, free of abuse and corruption)
to be considered in future management process of CDF assistances.

17.7.10 Christianity and Relgion

Christianity hasalarge influence on Solomon Islands societiiat started even before the colonial
administration with the arrival of early missionaries. Upon independence in July 1978, and with the
adoption of a parliamentary democratic systémgoyernment, it was evident that Christian principles

and values such as the fundamental rights and freedoms of the individual, and the mention of the name
of the Christian God in the preamble, and in oats and affirmations, demonstrated the integtta¢ion of
Christian faith in the life and supreme law of the country (constitution). Christianity also played a
significant role in affecting the way of life of many people especially though the provision of
education and health serviceprovided or sponsodeby a humber of denominations such as the
Catholic Church, the Anglican Church of Melanesia, the United Church, the South Sea Evangelical
Church (SSEC), and the Seven day Adventist Church (SDA).

The Church has also acted in many waya alfare and smal sagty net for vulnerable people, and

at times acted as an orphanage for abandoned children. During the ethnic tensions andtb@ Covid
era, Churches provided a place of refuge for those persons who were traumatised psychologically,
including supporfor counselling and spiritual assistance when needed.

According to the 2019 Censud2% of the populationegard themselves memberstioé Church of
Melanesiaand 20% aftoman CatholicThe SSEC comprised &% of the population,l@ut 126

regarded themselves as belong to the SDA Church; and 9% belonged to United Church, and the rest
belong to other religions.

The government must continue to support the Solomon Islands Christian Association and other
smaller Christian associationsuchas the SWIM/YWAM outreaches, and the Pentecostal Christian
groups in community outreaches and missionary work throughout the country.

17.7.11 National Statistics Development

The government National Statistics Development Strategy (NSDS)-ZTB% administered and
implemented by the National Statistics Office (SINSO) must be suppiometliding expansions to

meet new data needs for emerging policy needs (e.g., climate abiarngand in supporting key
indicators required by the governmentds the Ne
monetary policies.

Some of the key areas that the NSDS is expected to support include:
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1 Regular production and supply of key smeiconomic and demographic data and indicators
required to meet the monitoring and eval uat
development plan, MTDS, fiscal and monetary policies and other public sector specific
policies and strategies;

1 Implementing the forthcoming 2022025 Household Income and Expenditure Survey

(HIES);

Implementing the forthcoming 2026 Demographic and Health Survey (DHS);

Implementing the forthcoming 2027 National Agriculture Census/Survey;

Implementing the forthcoming 202%konal Population and Housing Census;

Support for other sheterm surveys (e., labour force survey) depending on government policy

direction and funding;

1 Support the National Elections in 2024 in terms of data provisions including population
projections;

1 Support the Boundaries Commission/Ministry of Lands in terms of new ward boundary
demarcations and expansions, and alignment to statistical enumerated areas and mapping;

1 Support for the Vital Statistics and Civil Registration system including regulatysopdata
and alignment with other data systems and data sources;

1 Support the revitalisation of statistical units within government ministries including capacity
building of staff; and

1 Support for a proposed National Identity (national ID card) Prapestipport planning and in
reducing the costs for future intercensual population censuses.
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17.7.12 Good governance

Good governance and effective poheyking should provide the framework for sustainable
development within which the interrelationship of population, environment, and all possible
socioeconomic aspects of a country can prosper cohesively.

In this regad, it is important that policynakers, planners, politicians and community leaders are
aware of the needs and aspirations ofpéeple in order to effectively provide for the specific needs

of the population, and the different population-gubups in thecountry. The government needs to
know about its countryds population structur e,
in order to plan for an adequate standard of living, and for a proper provision and distribution of goods
and services.

254



GLOSSARY

Indicator

Adult mortality (45g15)

Agei dependency ratio

Average age at (first) marriage
(SMAM)

Balance equation
Birthsd estimated number for
2019

Child-woman ratio (CWR)

Child mortality ratg(1g5)
Crude net migration rate
Deathsd estimated number for

2019

Employment population ratio

General fertility rate

Total fertility rate

Infant mortality rate (IMR)

Definition

Probability of death between the ages of 15 years
and 60 years

Number of people in th
(population <15 plus population 60+) @0 in the
Afeconomically pSOgedrsict i

Approximation of average age at marriage, based
proportion of population never married (single)

Population growth = birthk deaths + neamigration

Estimated agspecific fertility rates (ASFR)
multiplied by enumerated number of wontanage
in 2019

Number of children under age 5 per 1,000 women
aged 149

The probability of dying between age 1 and age 5
Rate of growth minus rate of natural increase

Estimated agspecific death rates [m(x)] by sex
(from life multiplied by enumeratedopulation by
age and sex in 2019

Proportion of employed people in wofaid+
unpaid)(by a given age and sex), as part of the
corresponding total number of people of the same
age and sex

Annual numbenpf births per 1,000 women of
childbearing age (189)

Sum ofthe agespecific fertility rates (aged
15 to 49 years)

Number of infant deaths (children younger than 1
year) per 1,000 births
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Institutions

Intercensal period

Labour force

Labour forceparticipation rate

Language ability

Life expectancy at birth

Life expectancy at age 20

LTR, lifetime risk of maternal
death

Literacy rate

Mean age at childbearing

Median age

Parity (average)

PMFD, proportion of deaths dut

to maternal causes

Rate of growth (%)

Boarding schools, prisons, hospitals,
hotels/hostels/guesthouses

Time period between two censuses

People employedhéid and unpaidvork) and
unemployed (excludes those not seeking
employment)

Proportion of people in the labour force (by a giver
age and sex), as part of the corresponding total
number of people of the same age and sex

see Literacy rate

Number of years a newborn batgn expect to live
on average

Number of additional years a 20 year old can expe
to live on average

The chances of a woman dying from maternal cau
over the course of her 3arreproductive life span
= 35 x maternal mortality rate

Proportion of the pagation aged 15 years and olde
or 1524 yearsvho are able to read and write a
simple sentence in any language

Average age of women wheiving birth

The age at which exactly half the population is old
and half is younger

Average number of children per woman

Ratio between numbers of reported female deaths
andmaternal deaths.

Average annual growth rate during 2022909
In (TotPop2009/TotPop1999)/10100
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Rate of natural increase

Sex ratio
Teenage fertility rate
Total fertility rate (TFR)

Under 5 mortality (95)

Crude birth rate (CBR) minus crude death rate
(CDR)

Number of males per 100 females
Number of births by women agedill® per 1,000
Average number of children per woman

The probability of dying between birth and age £
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APPENDIX 1: Population Pyramids, Solomon Islands: 1970 to 1999

APPENDICES

Table A1Population Pyramids, Solomdsiands: 1970 to 1999

Solomon Islands: 1970

1. Population by Age and Sex

Solomon Islands: 1976

1. Population by Age and Sex
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APPENDIX 2: Accuracy of Age Reportingi Indices of Age Heaping

Table A2.1: Whipple's Index for Provinces and Gender, 2019

Province Total| Malesl Female
Total 1.12 1.13 1.12
Choiseul 1.1 1.03 1.07
Western 1.07 1.05 1.06
Isabel 1.11 1.08 1.09
Central 1.15 1.18 1.16
Rennell-Bellona 1.1 1.2 1.14
Guadalcanal 1.13 1.18 1.16
Malaita 1.15 1.17 1.16
Makira 1.09 1.15 1.12
Temotu 1.08 1.14 1.1]
Honiara 1.1 1.07 1.09

Source: 2019 Solomon Islands Census

Table A2.2: Myers, Whip

ples, and UN Index, Solomon Islands: 1999 to 2019

Census year Myers' Whi ppl ed UN
Males Females Males Femaleg Secretariat

1999 6.6 5.3 109 106 19.5

2009 7.6 7.1 119 117 20.2

2019 5.7 5.7 113 112 15

Sources: Solomon Islands Censuses

Table A2.3: Myer's Index for Provinces and Gender, Solomon Isl

Province | Total| Males{ Female
Total 5.85 5.74 5.67
Choiseul 6.53 5.65 5.76
Western 5.85 5.23 5.55
Isabel 491 5.61 5
Central 8.07 10.23 8.7
Rennell-Bellona #N/A 7.41 #N/A
Guadalcanal 6.63 7.31 6.44
Malaita 7.41 8.21 7.55
Makira 4.32 572 4.72
Temotu 7.84 9.37 8.47
Honiara 5.92 5.96 5.7

Source: 2019 Solomon Islands Census

A basic interpretation of these indigdsable AX2)is provided as:

Myers Indexi the higher the index, thgreater the concentration on the age examined. Positive
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values show a preference for the digit, and negative values shows avoidance of the digit. The index
calculated for malewas5.74and 5.67 for females in 2019 compared to 7.6 for males/dnidr

femalesin the previous 2009 Censu®)d for the 1999 Solomon Islands census it was 6.6 and 5.3 for
mal es and females respectively. The nolheapngeti c a
to 90, which would result if all ages were reported at a single digit.

WhippleIndex Males and Females was 113 and 112 in 2019 compared to 119 and 117 respectively
in the 2009 Census. This measure means that the Solomon Islands populattaien/ages ending

in 0 or 5 by 13% and 12% for males and females in the 2019 Ceosugared to 19% and 17% for

males and females in the previous census. The decrease of the different indices is an indication that
age reporting in the 2@ Census is lesnaccurateompared to the 2009 Censhat in an acceptable

range

In general, it is not possible to accurately measure digit preference because an accurate distinction
between the error due to digit preference and other errors, and real fluctoatinasbe masl Hence,

none of the above indexes provides a critical value of age heaping/misreporting because of each
countryspeci fic effect of past trends of births, d
The genuine fluctuations becenthe more pronounced the smaller the population (sample) size.
Nonetheless, the fluctuations observed suggest some faulty reporting.

APPENDIX 3: Fertility E stimates using the Trussell P/F Ratio Technique, Solomon Islands:
2019
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