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1. Perceived Shocks, Vulnerability, Food Insecurity
and Poverty in Burkina Faso

A. BACKGROUND: BURKINA FASO, A COUNTRY OF SHOCKS?

1.1 Burkina Faso is a very poor and vulnerable economy facing a number of external
and internal shocks. Actually, the recurring climate uncertainties and exogenous shocks result
in an erratic economic growth with however a 2% average annual increase in GDP per capita
over the period between 2000 and 2009'. The Burkinabe economy is dominated by the tertiary
(services) and primary (agriculture) sectors. Poverty remains the main concern with a national
poverty incidence of 46.7 % in 2009/10 including 52.8% in rural areas and 25.2% in urban areas.
The independent agricultural sector remains the most affected sector with a 53.8% poverty
incidence as compared with only 7.6% of poor in the public sector. The fact that the economic
activity is strongly dependent on exogenous factors raises the vulnerability issue in particular in
agricultural areas.

1.2 The main shocks having affected the Burkina Faso economy include external shocks
and internal shocks. Among the key external shocks are the fluctuating international prices of
agricultural products (World Bank, 2009), the 2008/2009 worldwide financial crisis (Balma and
al., 2010) and the regional instability such as the Cote d’Ivoire crisis which has marked the last
decade (Sakurai and Savadogo, 2009). The internal risks involve inter alia climate uncertainties
(rainfall variability and series of droughts that result in famine and food insecurity), health-
related risks as well as social risks”.

1.3 The following approach uses EICVM household survey to understand the main
shocks the households faced in 2009. This approach, while subjective and qualitative, seems
adequate to better grasp the issues which affect the households’ vulnerability insofar as shocks
have different effects on households due to the heterogeneous nature of households. The two
main issues which negatively affect the wellbeing of households are the rise in consumer prices
and the health issues of household members. Indeed, approximately 20% of the households
admit price increases as the major issue while a similar percentage rather points to household
member health issues (See Table 1.1). These two main issues are followed by famine and food
shortage issues and next by drought and insufficient rainfall which are each acknowledged as
major shocks by a proportion of approximately 14% of the households. These four issues always
follow this mostly indicated order when households are invited to identify the second major issue
they are confronted with.

! Burkina Faso SCADD, Strategy for Accelerated Growth and Sustainable Development 2011-2015.
2 See World Bank (2009) for a typology of the main shocks having affected Burkina Faso.
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Table 1.1: The main shocks faced by households in Burkina Faso in 2009

Nature of shocks First issue Second issue Third issue
Consumer prices increase 20.1% 23.0% 26.1%
Health problem of household members 19.9% 16.6% 12.4%
Famine and food shortage 14.2% 12.7% 6.3%
Drought and insufficient rainfall 14.1% 10.5% 9.2%

1.4  But these shocks are not homogeneously distributed across the country. For example,
the drought issue is likely to affect more directly and more seriously households living in
agricultural areas than households living in urban areas. Similarly, rural households which
mostly rely on on-farm consumption might be less affected by the effects of food product price
increases than urban households. It might then be interesting to examine how the shocks are
distributed across the geographical areas of the country. These differences are shown particularly
in Figures 1.1 and 1.2.

1.5 Figure 1.1 shows that the impact of shocks on the households varies according to the
area of residence. Thus, for urban households the rise in consumer prices is identified as the
main shock by 40% of the households whereas on the other hand drought and rain deficiency
seem to affect very few of these households (less than 3%). The health issue of household
members remains important in urban areas (21%) as well as in rural areas (19%). Risks linked to
household members’ health, when affecting active members of the household, are likely to
reduce their productivity and their contribution to the income. On the other hand, the health
problem of any member of the household can entail medical care expenses, which may reduce
the budget shares devoted to other dimensions of welfare like education, food and material
wellbeing. Unlike the situation in urban zones, drought and rain deficiency stand as a critical
issue for 18% of rural households. While the rise in prices also remains a problem in rural areas
because it affects 13% of the households, it is not as serious as in cities. Famine and food
shortage issue remains relatively important mainly in rural areas where it affects nearly 16% of
the households as compared to 9% in urban zones.

Figure 1.1: Main shocks faced by household by the place of residence
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1.6 Figure 1.2 shows the regional differences in the shocks experienced by households.
Regarding price increases, the Centre which is predominantly an urban area with the capital city
Ouagadougou seems to be the most affected. It is followed by the Haut-Bassins region which is
also a predominantly urban area, while the Plateau Central, Centre-Sud, Centre-Nord and Centre-
Est regions remain the least affected by price increases. The percentage of households which
have identified this issue as a critical issue ranges from 6.7% for the Centre-Nord to nearly 36%
for the Centre region. While concerning the household member health issue, important
differences are still reported, the variance seems less significant than for price increases. In fact,
the Cascades region appears to be the most affected with a proportion of 31% of the households
while the Est region turns out to be the least concerned with only 13% of the households. For
most of the regions, this percentage is around 20% and higher, which suggests that risks linked to
health stand as a major concern for all the regions of the country. With regard to the drought and
rain deficiency issue, the Sahel region appears unsurprisingly to be the most affected with a
proportion of around 28% of the households. It is followed by the Nord (20%), Centre-Nord
(22%) and Est (21%) regions which are the 3 regions of the country bordering the Sahel region.
By contrast, the Centre region is less confronted with this issue as it affects less than 3% of the
households. Finally, with regard to the famine and food shortage issue, the Haut-Bassins and
Cascades regions seem to be the least affected since this shock, regarded as a major issue, affects
only less than 5% of the households. Three regions namely the Centre-Ouest, the Nod and the
Sahel are those regions mostly affected by famine and food shortage, with a proportion of
households slightly higher than 20%. The Boucle du Mouhoun region seems to be relatively less
affected with 8% of the households, while the other regions of the country show proportions of
households ranging between 10% and 20%.

Figure 1.2: Distribution of shocks according to regions
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1.7 In general, Burkina Faso enjoys relative price stability as is the case for other
Member States of the Franc zone. Thus the severity of the effects of price increases
experienced by households in 2009 seems in fact due to the world financial and economic crisis
which occurred as from 2008. Moreover, there are differences between poor and non-poor
households when considering the risks they face. The household member health issue was
identified by the poor households as the main shock for a proportion of nearly 20%, which
represents the same proportion for non-poor households (Figure 1.3). However, in contrast with
poor households, non-poor households are mostly affected by the rise in consumer prices, in a
proportion of 24%, whereas this issue is ranked as the least important of the 4 shocks from the
perspective of poor households who reported it only in a proportion of 13.8%. The most common
issue shared by households is the members’ health issue. Other shocks like famine and food
shortage, as well as drought and rain deficiency affect poor more than non-poor with proportions
of respectively 17.5% and 16.3% of the household as opposed to 12.2% and 12.7%. In the light
of the Figure, it is obvious that shocks do not affect only poor households but are likely to affect
all the households in Burkina Faso.

Figure 1.3: Main shocks faced by poor and non-poor
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1.8 In short, the Burkinabe households face a number of shocks which make them
vulnerable. Out of the four major shocks selected (rise in consumer prices, members’ health
issue, drought and rain deficiency, famine and food shortage), the members’ health issue seems
to be most commonly shared by households even though some regional differences are noticed.
Considering the wide range of shocks, both aggregate and idiosyncratic, questions might be
asked about the level of vulnerability in the country.

B. POVERTY AND VULNERABILITY
1.9 Considering the numerous shocks the Burkinabe households face, vulnerability

issues in particular those concerning poor households are raised with acuteness. The
vulnerability analysis makes it possible to distinguish between households from the perspective
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of risks to fall into poverty or to remain in it. But it also concerns non-poor households since the
latter are also confronted with risks they are not well equipped to combat. To conduct an
adequate analysis, Panel data are usually required. These data make it possible to monitor the
flows of entry in and exit from the state of poverty and to possibly identify the determinants of
this dynamics. In the absence of such data, as this is often the case in poor countries like Burkina
Faso, some approaches based on cross-sectional surveys enable to complete a vulnerability
analysis based on probabilities of entry into and exit from poverty rather than on actual flows of
entry and exit. The most commonly used approach is the approach of Chaudhuri (2003) and
Chaudhuri et al. (2002). This methodology, which is described in Box 1.1, will be used in this
case drawing upon the 2009 EICVM data.

Box 1.1: Vulnerability analysis methodology

The Chaudhuri (2003) and Chaudhuri et al. (2002) approach consists in estimating a household per capita
consumption model using the three-step generalized least squared. This approach is extended as suggested
by Sarris and Karfakis (2010) to integrate the shocks in regression. Let’s assume the following model:

! !
InC,=X,+S,A+u,. (1)
C, is the per capita consumption of the household h, X, a set of observable household characteristics, S, a
vector of identifiable shocks (both idiosyncratic and covariate), and u, the error term. In the present model,
the error term might be correlated with X , as follows:
2 ’
u,=X,0+¢,. 2)
From these two specifications, parameters 6 and [} are estimated using the generalized least squares
feasible in three steps. The first step consists in estimating model (1) using the ordinary least squares. The

error term U , obtained is then used to estimate the 6 always by using the ordinary least squares on the

model (2).
The second step consists, first, in modifying the model (2) as follows:

ty _ & 9+
X0 X0 X0

Model (3) is then estimated using the ordinary least squares, which makes it possible to obtain an

()

asymptotically efficient estimator of 6@ which is noted as O,rccr-

The third step consists then in modifying model (1) in the following way:
InC X, S u
h h h h , (4)

=/ B A+
VXibucon X, Bucon

+
) >
\/X #Oucor \/X #Oucar
And next to finally estimate model (4) obtained through using the ordinary least squares in order to have an
asymptotically efficient estimator of B and A . Les estimators O, and p,,., are then used to

determine predicted household consumptions and identify the vulnerable groups.

1.10  Box 1.2 draws the typology of four groups defined in the vulnerability analysis: the
chronic poor, the transient poor, the vulnerable non-poor and the non vulnerable non-
poor. In this nomenclature, really vulnerable individuals are those coming from households of
the first and third groups, as those of the fourth group (non-vulnerable non-poor) are less likely
to fall into poverty whereas the second group comprises poor people with high probabilities to
exit this state.



Box 1.2: Typology of vulnerability

The vulnerability analysis in this case distinguishes four groups:

(i) The chronic poor
This group includes all the households whose current and predicted per capita consumptions both stand
below the poverty line.

(ii)  The transient poor
This group comprises households whose current per capita consumption is below the poverty line in
contrast with predicted consumption.

(iii)  The vulnerable non-poor

This group is comprised of two types of households: those situated above the poverty line while the
predicted consumption rather places them below, and those whose current and predicted consumptions are
above the poverty line but whose probability of being poor is higher than 0.5.

(iv)  The non-vulnerable non-poor
They belong to the group of households whose current and predicted consumptions are above the poverty
line but with their probability of being poor below 0.5.

1.11 The vulnerability analysis results at the national level, based on the area of
residence and according to the gender of the household head are presented in Table 1.2.
Thus, out of the 46.7% of poor recorded in 2009 in Burkina, nearly the two-thirds of them, or
30.6% of the population, are have high probabilities to live in chronic poverty, while the
remainder, that is to say 16.1% of the population, thanks to their assets endowment and to their
social and demographic characteristics have chances to escape short-term poverty. Similarly, a
certain proportion among the 53.3% of non-poor, that is to say 14.2% of the population, lives in
a precarious situation as they may at any time fall into poverty. As for 39% of the population,
they are regarded as non-poor with little probability to experience poverty.

1.12  The breakdown analysis by place of residence shows that the percentage of chronic
poor is four times higher in rural areas than in urban areas, with respective rates of 36.7%
and 9%. However, the proportion of the transient poor is almost the same (approximately 16%)
in the two areas. It however highlighted that rural areas remain by far more vulnerable than
urban areas. In fact, when considering the current non-poor, they account for 16.3% of the rural
population likely to turn poor while they account for only 7% of the urban population. There are
also quite substantial differences in the analysis when considering the gender of the household
head. Chronic poor thus appear more numerous in terms of percentage in male-headed
households (31.6%) than in female-headed households (19%). Moreover, these households have
fewer opportunities to exit poverty since the proportion of transient poor within them is 16% as
compared with 18.6% for female-headed households. This result as well as the one obtained by
the poverty analysis can be simply explained by differences in the household size’. Indeed,
households headed by women are on average of smaller size than those headed by men while the

* A more mixed result is obtained by McCulloch and Calandrino (2003) who find that, if male-headed households
are more vulnerable than female-headed households, they however suffer from chronic poverty less than the latter.
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level of poverty based on the per capita approach is strongly correlated to the size of the
household. In this case the average size of the households is 4.3 for female-headed household
against 7.2 for the others. When considering non-poor individuals likely to fall into poverty, they
account for 14.4% of the total population of these households while they are estimated to be
11.3% in the female-headed households.

Table 1.2: The typology of vulnerability in 2009

Chronic poor Transient poor Vulnerable non- Non-vulnerable
poor non-poor

National 30.6% 16.1% 14.2% 39.1%
Place of residence

Rural 36.7% 16.1% 16.3% 30.9%
Urban 9.0% 16.2% 6.9% 67.9%

Sex of household head

Female 19.1% 18.6% 11.3% 51.0%
Male 31.6% 15.9% 14.4% 38.0%

1.13  The analysis also shows significant regional disparities in the country (Figure 1.4).
As Part A of the Figure highlights it, chronic poor are much more concentrated in the Est and
Nord Regions where more than 50% of the regional population is concerned. Then comes the
Sud-Ouest region with 47.4%, followed by the Centre-Est (44.4%). On the other hand, regions
with a relatively weak proportion of chronic poor include the Centre and the Cascades regions
with a percentage of approximately 11%. The Centre-Nord and the Sahel also present lower
levels as compared to the other regions with proportions of respectively 16% and 16.5%. These
four regions have unsurprisingly the highest rates of non-vulnerable non-poor since the latter
account for approximately 50% and more individuals living there (see part B of Figure 1.4). As
for transitory poverty it appears to be more significant in the Sahel, Centre-Nord and Centre-Sud
regions where more than 20% of the poor individuals are likely to escape short-term poverty.
The Sud-Ouest remains a region where poor have fewer opportunities to see their situation
improve (see part C of Figure 1.4). In fact, out of the 57% of poor in the region, only 16.6%,
which accounts for 9.5% of the total population, have good chances to exit poverty. Concerning
those non-poor individuals but at risk of falling into poverty, they are relatively more numerous
in terms of proportion in the Centre-Est region where their estimated number is more than 20%
of the regional population. They are on the other hand less numerous in the Centre, Centre-Nord
and Sahel regions where they account for less than 10% in general (see part D of Figure 1.4).



Figure 1.4: Regional distribution of vulnerability
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1.14 Education makes it possible for individuals to develop their human capital potential.
Thus, as McCulloch and Calandrino (2003) suggest, the absence of schooling or the low
educational attainment of the heads of households makes those households much more
vulnerable than households headed by individuals with a good educational attainment. The
vulnerability analysis based on the head of household’s educational level, presented in Figure
1.5, confirms this trend. The proportion of individuals suffering from chronic poverty
significantly decreases when shifting from households headed by individuals with no schooling
(34%) to those whose heads have a primary school education (22%) to become almost non-
existent when the head has a secondary school education and more (1.2%). We notice that most
of the poor people whose head has at least a secondary school education are transient poor and
belong to households which have opportunities to escape poverty. They are 8 times more
numerous than the chronic poor and account for nearly 10% of the population concerned. Among
the non-poor who are estimated to be 89% of this population, a very few number (1.3%) is
vulnerable and therefore likely to turn poor. As a result, secondary and post-secondary
educational attainments seem to be a means to address individuals’ vulnerability.



Figure 1.5: Distribution of vulnerability according to
the education level of household head
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Figure 1.6: Distribution of vulnerability according to household size
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1.15 The monetary poverty analysis shows that there is a strong correlation between
individuals’ poverty and the size of their respective household. Similar results are obtained
with the vulnerability analysis since Figure 1.6 clearly shows that large sized households are the
most vulnerable. While chronic poverty is almost non-existent in households composed of 2
members or less and low in households of 3 or 4 members, the percentage of chronic poor
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quickly increases with the sample size to be specifically 19%, 26% and 45% for households
comprised respectively of 5 to 6 members, 7 to 8 members and 9 members or more. Poor
belonging to households of less than 5 members are rather in a transitory situation with higher
probabilities of seeing their economic situation improve. Even with regard to the non-poor, their
vulnerability increases according to the number of household members. Households in rural
areas are generally of larger size than households in urban areas with an average size of 7.4
against 5.6. For large sized households, there is a higher probability to see a shock occur in the
area of health. Actually, larger a family is more increased is the risk for one or several of its
members to experience health problems, which is likely to make these families vulnerable.
However the effect of the shock felt with the illness of a member should be more important in
small sized households than in large sized households, especially when the sick member usually
brings a share in the household’s income.

1.16 In general it is noted that vulnerability strongly depends on the employment sector
of the household head. The observation of Figure 1.7 shows that there are no chronic poor in
households headed by individuals working in the public sector. The 7.6% poverty rate recorded
in this sector includes only transient poor. On the other hand, chronic poor are found in more
considerable proportions in the agricultural sector (37.3%), among households headed by people
out of the labor force and by unemployed (25.5%) and in independent sectors other than the
agricultural sector. Regarding the private sector, there are relatively fewer chronic poor with a
proportion of around 5%, which is 3 times less than the number of the sector’s transient poor
who are estimated to be 15.6%. Except for public sector households, the transient poor account
for around 15% of the respective populations in each sector. Concerning the non-poor, which
account for 92.5% in the public sector, very few among them are likely to fall into poverty, that
is to say 1.7% of the population of households whose head works in the sector. They are also
relatively few in the private sector with nearly 6%.

Figure 1.7: Distribution of vulnerability according to employment sector
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1.17 The concept of poverty is different from that of vulnerability as defined in this case
according to Chaudhuri and al. (2002) and Christiaensen and Subbarao (2005) to be
expected poverty. The incidence of poverty is obtained by adding up the number of chronic
poor and the number of transient poor while the incidence of vulnerability is obtained by adding
up the number of chronic poor and the number of vulnerable non-poor. Thus, the incidence of
vulnerability can be higher or not to the incidence of poverty depending on the number of
transient poor and the number of vulnerable non-poor. The differences in the measurement of the
two concepts can be analyzed according to some socio-demographic characteristics. The
difference between the vulnerability rate and the poverty rate thus informs about future possible
changes in poverty. When this difference is negative, it suggests that poverty is likely to decline
in the future. The reverse rather means that poverty is likely to increase. At the national level, the
vulnerability level appears slightly lower than the poverty level with an incidence of 44.8%
against 46.7%. As a result, Burkina Faso presents rather optimistic prospects with regard to
future reduction in poverty if this trend is not jeopardized by some major shocks. The analysis
based on the area of residence gives an incidence of vulnerability very close to that of poverty in
rural areas, or 53% against 52.8%. This is not the case in urban areas since the incidence of
vulnerability is set in these areas at 16.2% against 25.2% for the incidence of poverty. The
analysis by region highlights another scenario. The poorest regions tend to have the highest
vulnerability rates. Moreover, according to Figure 1.8, the five poorest regions of the country
(Nord, Est, Centre-Est, Sud-Ouest and Plateau Central) are running the risk to see their poverty
rate increase by almost 5% or more in the future. On the other hand, the Sahel and Centre-Nord
remain rather characterized by excellent prospects mainly a strong probability of poverty
reduction by almost 15 percentage points.

Figure 1.8: Differences between vulnerability and poverty incidences by regions
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1.18 One question is about whether expected poverty depends on income threshold as
does the level of poverty. In fact the difference between vulnerability and poverty will strongly
depend on the behavior of households standing around the poverty line. Indeed, while these

-11 -



households have opportunities to increase their incomes, households which are slightly below the
poverty line might be able to exit this state, and the poverty level will tend to be higher than the
vulnerability level. If on the other hand these households rather face constraints that are likely to
make their incomes decline, households which are slightly above the poverty line are at risk of
falling into poverty and in this case the vulnerability rate is usually higher than the poverty rate.
Thus, making the poverty line vary will result in a more complete diagram of the vulnerability
trend in the different classes of income. This exercise for the burkinabé case is shown in
Figure 1.9. Generally, when studying low income households, the difference between the
vulnerability level and the poverty level is negative, which means that households have, through
their socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, resources to increase their incomes and
improve their economic situation. For all the households as well as for the rural households, the
effect in terms of future poverty reduction, which is thus negative, increases in absolute value
when the threshold varies from CFAF 50 000 to CFAF 90 000. Then this effect begins to
decrease while remaining negative before being null around CFAF 130 000 for rural areas and
CFAF 140 000 at national level. Starting from these levels upwards, the effect becomes positive,
which means that households with incomes above are more likely to see their incomes decrease
than increase. The situation in urban areas follows the same trend but with some differences in
scope of effects. For them the vulnerability level still remains lower than the poverty level,
which justifies the negative differences observed for thresholds below CFAF 250 000. For
thresholds above this level, even if the differences turn positive, their scope is rather weak since
a difference of no more than 2 percentage points is obtained. Relatively rich urban households
seem to be less vulnerable compared to their rural counterparts.

Figure 1.9: Differences between vulnerability and poverty
incidences over the poverty line
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1.19 It is also possible to define the stochastic dominance based on expected poverty.
Actually, a few authors (Chaudhuri, 2003; Christiaensen and Subbarao, 2005) show that there
exists a kind of equivalence between the definition given to vulnerability based upon expected
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poverty and the definition given by Ligon and Schechter (2003) who identify vulnerability as
low expected utility. Thus dominance in expected poverty can be reflected in dominance in
wellbeing or expected utility. When considering two regions A and B, we will state for example
that Region A dominates Region B in terms of vulnerability or expected poverty (expected
utility) if, whatever the level of poverty threshold Z is, the vulnerability in B always remains
higher than the vulnerability in A. This means that whatever the distribution portion is,
households in region A have better opportunities than those in Region B to escape poverty or not
to suffer from it. Figure 1.10 illustrates comparisons of poverty according to a number of socio-
economic characteristics of the household head such as the educational attainment, the
employment sector, the gender as well as the area of residence. The results show a dominance of
poverty within individuals headed by someone with no schooling, within individuals whose head
has a primary school education and very clearly within those individual headed by someone with
at least a secondary school education. The difference between the secondary education level and
the primary education level is also rather marked. Even though primary education should be
valued through universal primary education centered programmes, it appears much more
profitable nowadays, in order to combat poverty and vulnerability, to go beyond the Millennium
Development Goal (MDG) which aims at ensuring primary education for all children so as to
foster secondary education. The Figure also confirms the results previously obtained by the
Burkina Faso vulnerability profile analysis. Actually, rural households headed by women have
higher vulnerability dominance than those headed by men while rural households are clearly
dominated by urban households. Regarding disparities between sectors the previous results are
also confirmed and show that public sector households dominate households of the other sectors
in terms of vulnerability with as usual the agricultural sector being dominated by all the others.

Figure 1.10: Vulnerability curves in function of household socioeconomic characteristics
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1.20  Similarly it is admitted that the regional vulnerability trend may depend on the
poverty line used. The change in classification generated by a poverty line different from the
initial threshold can be captured with Spearman’s coefficient. We start with an initial situation in
which the poverty line is the CFAF 130 735 line estimated for 2009. In comparison with the
classification between regions in terms of vulnerability, changes can be observed in the
classification when different poverty lines are applied. When the Spearman's rank correlation
coefficient is equal to 1 it means that the change in threshold, even though affecting the average
vulnerability level, does not question the initial classification. On the other hand, a -1 coefficient
reflects a full inversion in the ranking of the regions, while a 0 coefficient means that the
classification is independent from the initial one. When there is a complete stochastic dominance
between all the regions, it means that none of the 13 vulnerability curves crosses the other and
these curves still remain overlapped whatever the poverty line is. In this case the initial
classification is not modified and the Spearman’s coefficient remains equal to 1. As illustrated by
Figure 1.11, the Spearman’s coefficient varies from -0.3 to 1 when the CFAF 50 000 poverty line
is changed into a CFAF 500 000 poverty line. This suggests that the ranking of the regions based
on the vulnerability level significantly changes depending on the population considered. The re-
ranking shows a very high level when considering rather low incomes as being the poverty line,
specifically Spearman’s coefficients below 0.5 when the threshold ranges between CFAF 50 000
and CFAF 70 000. Re-rankings between regions are also observed when using amounts that are
higher to the initial threshold. The Spearman’s coefficient however goes below 0.5 only when
the amount is over CFAF 300000.

Figure 1.11: Spearman correlation coefficient between
regions over the poverty line

Spearman coefficient

1)

-5

T T T T T T T T T T
50000 10000%&'?’150000 200000 250000 300000 350000 400000 450000 500000
(‘,\\{b
DS

Poverty line

C. FoOOD INSECURITY

1.21 While there is no trivial definition of the concept of food security (or food
insecurity), this concept commonly rests, according to Barrett (2010) on three pillars:
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availability, access, and utilization. Indeed food products first need to be available. Then it is
necessary for individuals to be able to accede to them either as part of on-farm consumption, or
through the market or other mechanisms. Finally, the food products need to be consumed as
efficiently as possible to ensure that individuals meet their nutritional needs. Some shocks noted
in Burkina Faso (drought, rain shortage and diseases) are likely to affect food availability by
reducing food production in particular. Other shocks such as price increases are likely to limit
access to them.

1.22  Given that food insecurity is thus a rather complex concept, several measures are
often proposed, each reflecting a given aspect of the issue. The two most commonly used
measures are the FAO measure based on under-nutrition and anthropometric measures of
children under 5 years (Broca, 2002). The FAO approach is based on the caloric approach of
households’ food consumption. Food insecurity then is established in cases where the
household’s caloric intake is below the minimum intake recommended for this household
according to its size and composition. The weakness of this measure lies in the fact that it does
not take into account the actual intra-household caloric allocation. Moreover, this measure
considers only availability of and access to food products and ignores the third pillar of food
security which is utilization. Anthropometric measures on the other hand integrate this third
pillar and are able to provide quite differentiated food insecurity results for children of the same
household. However, as Young and Jaspers (2006) noted, these indicators can also reflect other
aspects such as children’s health, water quality and other nutrition determinants rather than
specifically measuring the level of food insecurity.

1.23  Alternative measures of food insecurity are based on subjective approaches. In these
cases, it is the surveyed head of household who states if he deems that the household has
experienced or not difficulties to meet its food requirements. This type of measure is applied in
this report with the view to try to understand the food insecurity issue in Burkina Faso. The
following question was put as part of both EBCVM and EICVM surveys: “have you ever had
during the last 12 months difficulties to meet the household’s food requirements?” Answers to
this question are primarily of 4 categories: “never”, “rarely”, “sometimes”, “often or always”.
Nouve et al. (2009) accept the two last categories as characterizing household food
precariousness. This report makes a distinction according to the level of insecurity experienced
by households. Therefore, minor, moderate and severe food insecurities, correspond respectively
to the three last categories. However, Nouve et al. (2009) raise the heterogeneity issue which is

generally inherent in subjective assessments of the wellbeing.

1.24 Table 1.3 shows the food insecurity situation in 2009 and its trend as compared to
2003. Minor food insecurity increased by 1.3 percentage point in 2009 compared with 2003
when it concerned 17% of the individuals in the country. Severe food insecurity increased by 3.2
percentage points to stand at 21.4% in 2009. Moderate food insecurity, which is at a 24% rate in
20009 rather dropped in comparison to 2003 with 6.8 percentage points. In general, the increase in
severe food insecurity is especially due to the situation in urban areas where it rose by 14
percentage points against 0.4 for rural areas. This increase in food precariousness occurs at a
time when the country experiences a financial and economic crisis which resulted inter alia in a
rise in food product prices. Moreover a rather marked difference is noted between female headed
households and male headed households. For example, concerning severe food insecurity the
proportion of individuals affected in 2009 is 28.6% for households headed by women and 20.7%
for households headed by men. But as previously noted, this difference might simply be due to
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heterogeneity between sexes. Indeed, there is no ruling out that women are more likely to report
higher insecurity than men.

Table 1.3: Food insecurity in 2009 and change from 2003

Minor food insecurity Moderate food Severe food insecurity
insecurity
2009 Diff % 2009 Diff % 2009 Diff %
2003 2003 2003

National 18.2% 1.3% 24.0% -6.8% 21.4% 3.2%
Place of residence
Rural 18.6% 1.9% 24.3% -71.5% 19.9% 0.4%
Urban 16.7% -1.2% 23.0% -6.0% 26.4% 13.9%
Sex of household head
Female 14.2% -0.6% 26.1% -3.6% 28.6% -1.6%
Male 18.5% 1.5% 23.8% -7.1% 20.7% 3.2%

1.25 The regional food insecurity analysis also reveals significant disparities. As shown in
Figure 1.12, the most disadvantaged region seems to be the Sahel region where more than 35%
of the population suffered from severe food insecurity in 2009. By contrast, two regions namely
the Boucle du Mouhoun and Cascades appear to be less affected by severe food insecurity, with
less than 10% of their population concerned. The North and East regions, which are however the
poorest regions of the country, are less affected by food insecurity than other regions such as the
Center, the Center North, the Center West or the South West. Minor food insecurity concerns to
a higher degree the North region with a proportion of more than 25% of the individuals affected,
followed by the Boucle du Mouhoun and Center East regions. Moderate food insecurity remains
more concentrated in the East and Center East regions where it affects more than 30%
individuals.

Figure 1.12: Food insecurity by regions in 2009
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1.26  Figure 13 highlights the regional food insecurity trends. For instance, from 2003 to
2009, severe food insecurity increased in the Sahel and Centre regions by more than 20
percentage points. It also significantly increased in the Hauts-Bassins, Centre-Nord and Est
regions and, more slightly, in the Sud-Ouest and the Centre-Sud regions. Unlike these regions,
the most significant declines are recorded in the Plateau Central region (more than 25 percentage
points), in the Nord region (more than 10 percentage points) and in the Boucle du Mouhoun
region by just less than 10 percentage points. Moderate food insecurity also dropped in all the
regions in general, except for the Centre-North region where it remained stable and in the Center
East region where it rose by more than 7 percentage points.

Figure 1.13: Differences in regional food insecurity between 2003 and 2009
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1.27 Analyzing food insecurity considering the educational attainment of the head of
household leads to rather mixed results (Figure 1.14). No particular difference is noticed
between households according to whether the head has no schooling or has a primary school
education. Actually, severe or moderate food insecurity levels are more or less the same for these
households. However a lower level of food insecurity is recorded when the head of household
has at least a secondary school education.

-17 -



Figure 1.14: Food insecurity by education level of household head
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1.28 Unlike what is usually observed in poverty analysis, particularly with the positive
correlation between the size of households and the poverty rate, observing Figure 1.15 shows
that differences in terms of food insecurity between different sized households are not only
small, but also don’t seem to follow a particular trend. The proportion of households both for
severe or moderate food insecurity ranges in general between 20% and 25%.

Figure 1.15: Food insecurity by household size
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1.29  According to Figure 1.16, households headed by an individual working in the public
sector relatively experience severe food insecurity at a lesser extent (less than 10%),
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compared with other sector households in which more than 20% rates are recorded. The
agricultural sector, which has the largest proportion of poor, is by contrast preceded by the
private sector and the other independent nonagricultural sectors in terms of severe food
insecurity. This can be explained by the significant on farm-consumption in the agricultural
sector households, which are likely to be less affected by price shocks than households which
primarily depend on the market to meet their food requirements.

Figure 1.16: Food insecurity by employment sector of household head
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D. IS FOOD INSECURITY A POVERTY ISSUE?

1.30 In this step, the point is about knowing if food insecurity based on this subjective
approach affects especially poor than non-poor. A classification is then made considering the
situation in relation with poverty and with respect to food insecurity. Thus, eight (8) classes are
defined for which the extreme underprivileged situation is characterized by a combination of
monetary poverty and severe food insecurity. This class is followed by the class of poor suffering
from moderate food insecurity, then by the class of poor having experienced food insecurity. The
fourth class is represented by poor who have experienced no type of food insecurity. The above
four classes all include non-poor and are classified in the same way as poor with regard to their
food situation. The most privileged class is the class of non-poor who have never been affected
by food insecurity.

1.31 Figure 1.17 shows such a classification both at national level and with respect to the
area of residence. While it highlights that the largest class in terms of percentage of individuals
is the class of non-poor protected from food insecurity (about 21%, 19% and 30% respectively
for the whole country, the rural areas and the urban areas), the extreme underprivileged situation
also appears to be important since more than 10% of the population is not only poor, but also
seems to be affected by severe food insecurity. Moreover, nearly 60% of the non-poor
experienced food insecurity with various degrees. These results, though to be considered
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cautiously because of the heterogeneity issue inherent in subjective approaches, show the
significance of shocks in Burkina Faso. Therefore, food insecurity is not the prerogative of the
only poor but can affect even individuals belonging to the well-off classes of the society.

Figure 1.17: Poverty and food insecurity by place of residence
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1.32  The analysis based on the educational attainment of the household head shows
significant disparities (see Figure 1.18). While the proportion of non-poor not affected by food
insecurity remains the highest among all the classes, the differences are very significant since
they range at 18%, 26% and 51% for households run respectively by heads with no schooling,
with a primary school education and with a secondary school education and more. Concerning
those most underprivileged individuals, a rather significant percentage is noted in households
whose heads have at least a primary school education. This percentage is slightly higher for
households headed by individuals with a primary school education (12,3%) than when the heads
of households have no schooling (11,5%) while it is a little less than 5% in households headed by
an individual with a secondary school education or more. It is also evidenced that a constantly
great majority of non-poor experience food insecurity when they belong to households headed by
individuals with a primary school education or less. This portion hardly accounts for 40% of all
the non-poor in households whose heads have at least a secondary school education.

1.33 Figure 1.19 shows the situation according to the sector of employment of the
household head. The results here highlight that public sector households count more than 60%
of non-poor and individuals protected from food insecurity. This proportion is 33% for the
private sector, 27% for the other independent sectors, 24% for the unemployed and people out of
the labor force, and only 18% for individuals whose heads belong to the agricultural sector. On
the other hand, the most underprivileged (poverty and severe food insecurity) come in majority
from the groups of unemployed and people out of the labor force (13%), followed by the
population of the agricultural sector (12%). They seldom reach 2% in the public sector and
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nearly 9% in the private sector. The results confirm that food insecurity is not a phenomenon
exclusively experienced by poor since some proportions of non-poor face food insecurity issues
despite some variations from one sector to another.

Figure 1.18: Poverty and food insecurity by education level of household head
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Figure 1.19: Poverty and food insecurity by employment sector of household head
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