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Background to the study 
 

The Seeds for Solutions (SfS) project is designed to enhance the economic security of both Malian 

refugees and the host community in the Sahel region of Burking Faso, through interventions in the 

dairy sector and support to micro-enterprise initiatives1 .This assessment is the fourth study in a 

series of household economy  surveys of Malian refugees residing in Goudebou and Mentao camps 

conducted since October 2014, and provides an analysis of changes in the livelihoods of households 

residing in the camps over this period. The initial study included a random sample of beneficiary and 

non-beneficiary households. Over the past 4 years, in line with programme plans, a number of non-

beneficiary households have been integrated in the project; however, the original sample still 

includes households who have not been directly involved in any project activities.  

 

The 2018, study was conducted in January-February and used the same Individual Household 

Method (IHM) as in previous studies. This has allowed us to compare household income levels 

between studies, as well as information on demography, assets and livelihood activities. Additional 

case study information was collected from households across the initial income range during this 

round. The objective was to identify key factors determining household well-being and progress 

towards economic self-sufficiency. 

 

Due to security restrictions, the field study team trained by Evidence for Development (EfD) in 2014 

and 2015 has worked with distance support and supervision for the last two rounds of assessments.  

All data is emailed to EfD’s director of operations on a daily basis throughout the study period. This is 

checked, queries are posted back to the field team, and after final checking and verification, 

uploaded on the open-IHM software. The same core team trained in 2014 has been involved in each 

round of assessments and is now highly skilled in data collection, documentation and use of the IHM 

software for data input. 

 

1. Executive Summary 
 

Of the initial sample of 99 households interviewed in Goudebou in 2014, 66 were identified in pre- 

survey work conducted by UNHCR’s operational partner. Of these 66 households, 54 were available 

for interview.  26 of these households were involved in activities linked to the Milk for Solutions 

project (collectors, processors, sellers or producers).  From the initial sample of 102 households 

interviewed in Mentao in 2014, 34 were identified in pre-survey work. Of these, 27 were available 

for interview. 22 of these households are involved in activities linked to the Milk for Solutions 

project. 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 See  Milk Solutions for Livelihoods and Self-Reliance of Malian Refugees and Host Communities in Burkina 

Faso: Baseline household economy data to support project monitoring and evaluation (Evidence for 
Development/UNHCR August 2015) 
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Camp  
 

Households 
interviewed 2014 

Households remaining 
2018 

Household 
interviews 2018 

Goudebou 
 

99 66 54 

Mentao 
 

102 34 27 

 

The same monitoring indicators were used in this study as in previous assessment rounds. This 

included:  

 Disposable income ie the cash remaining to the household after its food energy needs had 

been met. 

 Standard of living threshold: ability to purchase a basket of food and non-food items 

considered necessary to meet cultural norms 

 Main sources of food and cash income 

 Main asset types 

 Levels of debt 

 

For presentation purposes, individual household data has been grouped in this report into four 

‘income quartiles’ (Q1-Q4).2  

In Goudebou there was a slight increase in median disposable income per adult equivalent (DI/AE3) 

in the lower half of the distribution (Q1 and Q2). In Q3 there was a relatively small decrease in the 

median values of Q3 households (24,000 FCFA). In the richest quartile, the highest reported incomes 

fell significantly. 

Similar trends were recorded in Mentao, where income levels are broadly comparable to those in 

Gouebou. Among the poorest quartiles, (Q1 and Q2) there was a slight increase in median levels of 

DI/AE, whereas in the richest quartiles (Q3 and Q4) there was a decrease in median values. 

Households at both sites received around 46% of their food energy needs form WFP rations, and 

relied on a combination food aid, cash grants, own food production (mainly from livestock products) 

and market purchase to meet their food energy needs. 

The main sources of cash income were from livestock trading and the sale of livestock products, with 

petty trade and business also providing good returns for some households. Artisan work was not 

widely practiced among the sample. 

Livestock were the most important productive assets owned by households, (mainly goats, sheep, 

and cattle), although in both Goudebou and Mentao the size of herds had fallen significantly 

between the baseline study and the current round of assessments. 

The cost of items needed to meet the standard of living threshold (SOLT) was updated at both sites 

In Goudebou 2 fewer households fell below the SOLT in the 2018 study compared with the 2014 

baseline. In Mentao, there was no change in the number of households before the SOLT: 4 

households in the 2014 study and 4 households in the 2018 assessment. 

                                                           
2
 Note that a household in (for example) Q1 in the baseline study may have moved to a different income 

quartile by 2018 
3
 See Section 10 for an overview of IHM methodology 
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With the exception of a sharp increase at both sites in ownership of solar lamps (provided by a 

project) there was little change in the number of key ‘tradeable assets’ we are recording (bicycles, 

motor bikes, phones etc). 

 

Finally, levels of informal debt in the sample households were comparable between the two sites. 

Overall, there was a slight reduction in average levels of end of year debt. 

 

1.1. Methodology 
 

Information was collected on household demography, all sources of household income, livestock 

and other assets and questions relating specifically to project activities. Gender issues, respondents’ 

own observations on the project and key factors that have influenced their livelihoods over the 

study period are also included in the report.   In addition to this narrative report, project monitoring 

spreadsheets are available, with updated information on key project indicators. 

 

Household income was assessed using the Individual Household Method (IHM). The IHM measures a 

household’s capacity to access basic food and non-food needs. The cash remaining after basic food 

energy needs have been met (using WHO reference standards) is referred to as ‘disposable income’. 

A local standard of living threshold is set in discussion with poorer members of the population, to 

establish the cost of essential items required for ‘social inclusion’. Households that cannot meet 

their food energy needs are described as ‘food poor’. Households that cannot meet essential items 

for social inclusion (although they may be able meet basic food energy needs) are described as 

‘below the standard of living threshold’. In IHM studies, disposable income (DI) can be standardised 

‘per adult equivalent’ (AE) to compare households of different size. It can also be shown as ‘raw’ 

disposable income ie as an absolute value, not allowing for differences in household size. In the 

following charts we show the change in disposable income between the baseline year and data 

collected in Jan-Feb 2018 as DI/AE.   

 

IHM data was checked and emailed to EfD in the UK, where it was uploaded in the open-IHM 

software for further checking and analysis. Feedback to the team was provided within 24 hours, 

allowing the teams to make prompt, follow up enquiries where needed.  Additional SfS monitoring 

data collected at household level was entered in the monitoring spreadsheets.  

 

 The IHM methodology is described in detail in previous IHM Seeds for Solutions reports and in 

Section 10 of this report. 

 

2. Findings 
2.1. Goudebou 

Changes in household income 

This section analyses changes in household income recorded in the 2014 baseline and in the 2018 

study. The Goudebou sample is made up of those households interviewed in the 2014 baseline 
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survey who remain in the camp. Chart 1 compares incomes recorded in 2014 and in 2018.  Blue bars 

show individual household disposable income per adult equivalent (DI/AE) in the 2014 baseline 

study.  The adjacent brown bar shows the same household’s DI/AE in the 2018 study 

Chart 1 

 

 

Changes in DI/AE are summarised in Table 1.  

 

Only 1 household in the poorest quintile (Q1) had a lower DI/AE in the 2018 study than in the 

baseline assessment and none of the sample households fell below the ‘food poverty’ line. 

Conversely, 10 of the 13 households in Q4 experienced a drop in income. This is an indication of the 

variation of factors affecting income levels among the richest and poorest households.  

 

Table 1 

 
 
Goudebou   

Q1 (14 hh) FCFA Q2 (14 hh) FCFA Q3 (13 hh) 
FCFA 

Q4 (13 hh)     
FCFA 

2014 Average DI/AE 16,635 58, 986 123,145 695,679 

2018 Average DI/AE 37,986 64,175 114,989 283,602 

Change in Average 
DI/AE 
2014-2018 

21,351  
(increase) 

5,189( increase) 81,56 
(decrease) 

412,076 (decrease) 

     

2014 Median 13 ,107 59,643 128,058 265,701 

2018 Median 38,940 66,526 103,831 280,350 
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Change in Median 25,832 
( increase) 

6,883 (increase) 24,227 
(decrease) 

14,649( increase -
median 
 value reduces 
outlier effect) 

 

At the lower end of the distribution, there was a slight increase in average disposable incomes. 

However, among the better off households, incomes in general were lower. Better off households 

earn their income from a range of activities, including small business, salaried work for example as 

NGO employees, and as larger scale livestock traders. Whilst these activities are similar to those 

recorded in the baseline study, profit levels are on average lower. This may be attributed to external 

factors including insecurity, which have impacted on livestock trade, weather conditions affecting 

grazing conditions and market prices, reduced profits from artisan activities also linked to conflict 

and poor market access, and with less cash available, a drop in petty trade in the camp. The main 

sources of income for poorer households include selling small stock, project related activities such as 

fattening small stock (embouche) and from day labour. These appear to be providing higher returns 

than in the baseline period and respond to demands within and outside the camp. 

Standard of living threshold 

 

Focus groups with poorer female refugees identified a list of items considered to be essential for 

normal social interaction and inclusion. A household’s ability to purchase these items was calculated 

by deducting the costs from its disposable income (ie the cash remaining after basic food energy 

needs had been met4). The list standard of living items and local costs of items in both camps is 

shown in Section 9. 

 

Table 2 

Goudebou Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

2014 # of households below SOLT 14 4 0 0 18 

2018 # of hh below SOLT 11 3 2 0 16 

Change in # of households below SOLT 3 1 -2 0 2 

 

Table 2 shows a slight decrease in the number of households below the standard of living threshold 

(SOLT) between 2014 and 2018. The number of female headed households below the SOLT 

remained the same.  

Demography 

Gender 

In both studies, there were 8 female headed households. Table 3 shows the proportion of 

households in each wealth quartile that were female headed. 

 

                                                           
4  See Section 10 for a fuller description of IHM methodology. 
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Table 3 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

2014 # female headed households 2 1 2 3 8 

2018 # female headed households 1 0 2 5 8 

Change in # female headed households 1 1 0 -2 0 

 

In 2014 a higher proportion of female headed households were in the poorest quartile (Q1) than in 

2018. By 2018 there were more female headed households in the richest quintile (just under 40%) 

and fewer in the poorest two quartiles.  

 

Age of household head 

Table4 

 Q1 (14hh) Q2 (14hh) Q3 (13hh) Q4 (13hh) 

Average Age of 
HH head 2018 

52 58 51 48 

Average Age of 
HH head 2014 

47 44 50 52 

 

The average age of the household head has increased slightly since the baseline assessment, as 

would be expected. 

 

Household size 

Table 5 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Average 

Average HH size 2014 6 6 7 6 6.25 

Average household size, 2018 9 7 8 7 7.75 

Change in Average household size, 2014-2018 +3 +1 +1 +1  

 

Table 5 shows an overall increase in average household size among households in the sample, rising 

from 6.25 in baseline study to 7.75 in 2018.  The largest households in the 2018 study are found in 

the poorest quartile, which may reflect a higher dependency ratio in these households. 

 

Head of household unable to work 

Table 6 

2018 
 

Q1 (14hh) Q2 (14hh) Q3 (13hh) Q4 (13hh) 

No. household 
heads not able to 
work 

1 5 2 2 

 

Q2 had the highest number of household heads who were not able to work, and Q1 had the lowest 

number.  Households at the top end of the income distribution are more able to support non-

productive adults than those at the lower end, where an increase in the dependency ratio is likely to 

cause additional economic hardship. 
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3. Main sources of food income and cash income, 2018 
 

3.1. Food income, Goudebou 
 

In the 2018 study, households accessed, on average, around 46% of their food energy needs from 

food transfers. Most of this was in the form of WFP food rations. However, some household received 

additional food transfers from other organisations or informally, from other family members or 

friends. In contrast to earlier studies, more households in Goudebou are now producing their own 

crops (shown here in the blue bars). By far the most important crop grown by refugees is sorghum, 

although one household in the sample also produced beans, which the household retained for their 

own consumption. A majority of households keep small ruminants (goats and sheep). Most retain 

some livestock products (mostly milk) for their own consumption. Red bars indicate Kcals the 

household derives from its own livestock products. 

 

 

Chart 2 
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3.2. Cash income, Goudebou 
 

Chart 3 

 
 

Among poorer households, UNHCR’s cash transfers are their main source of cash income. Most of 

the poorest households also earn a small amount of additional from the sale of livestock and 

livestock products. Few of these households earn money from employment or petty trade. 

Employment (including trade and business enterprises) is the most important source of income 

among households in the top half of the income distribution. Better off households also have higher 

levels of income from the sale of livestock and livestock products. These households include larger 

scale livestock traders. 

Livestock assets 

Many refugees fled from Mali with livestock, which for pastoral households represented their main 

asset. As part of the IHM Milk for Solutions monitoring exercise, the number of cows and other 

livestock held by sample households has been monitored. 

Between the baseline survey to 2018, there has been a sharp drop in all livestock held in Goudebou. 

The fall in the number of cows is shown in the following table. 
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Table 7 

 

Total number of 
cows in Burkina 
Faso 

Q1 (14hh) Q2 (14hh) Q3 (13hh) Q4 (13hh) 

2014  
 

69 34 20 64 

2018 9 1 11 6 

 

Of the 27 cows held by sample households in 2018, 10 were milk producing. 8 of these were owned 

by households in the top half of the distribution and 2 by a household in the poorest quartile. 

 

Table 8 

 

2018 Q1 (14hh) Q2 (14hh) Q3 (13hh) Q4 (13hh) 

No. of milk-producing 
cows in BF by quartile 

2 0 6 2 

 

All milk producing cows were kept at a distance from the camp under the supervision of herders, so 

none of the cow owning households benefitted from them directly in the survey year. Any milk 

produced by these cows was consumed or sold by the herders as part of their annual payment.  

 

Of the 54 households in our sample, 15 households had cows in Burkina Faso in 2014. By 2018 this 

number had fallen slightly, to 12. 

 

Disaggregated data on milk producing cows was not collected in the 2014 baseline survey. However, 

a comparison of data on the total number of cows kept in Burkina Faso by survey households in 2014 

and 2018 shows a sharp decrease in the number of cows owned by refugees in Goudebou camp. 

Much of the drop is explained by the loss (or return to Mali) of 6 herds of between 20 and 60 cows. 

There has also been a significant drop in the number of other livestock held in Burkina Faso. The fall 

in the numbers of goats, sheep and dromedaries from the 54 sample households is shown in the 

following Table 9. 

 

Table 9 

 

Year Goats Sheep Small ruminants 
total 

Dromedaries 

2014 629 161 790 8 

2018 2117 423 2540 61 
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Although the scale  of the decrease is partly explained by one outlier household, whose herd of 

goats fell from over 565 in 2014 to 13 in 2018 there is an overall downward trend in numbers. The 

reasons for this were explained in the focus group interviews, where informants spoke of the 

difficulty in accessing grazing for their livestock. The pattern of livestock ownership is shown in the 

following chart  

 

Chart 4 

 
 

Small ruminants (goats and sheep) are the most widely held livestock and are owned by households 

across the income distribution. They are particularly important to poorer households, providing a 

source of both food (mainly milk) and cash.  Project interventions that have provided goats to start 

fattening businesses and/or supported training in livestock care were highly rated in both IHM 

interviews and in-depth case studies. Cows are owned by households across the income distribution.  

These are among the most valuable assets owned by households, although they are kept outside the 

camp do not provide any income from milk sales. 

Project related activities 

In 2018, 26 of the sample households were involved in the milk for solutions project as producers, 

processors, collectors or sellers 

 

Table 8 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

2014 # of Beneficiary households 3 4 6 2 15 

2018 # of Beneficiary households 6 5 8 7 26 

Change in # of Beneficiary households, 2014-2018  +3 + 1 + 2 + 5 +11 

 

These households were distributed across the income distribution as follows: 
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Table 9 

 

2018  Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

Number of milk project beneficiary households 6 5 8 7 26 

Collector 2 2 1 4 9 

Processor 1 1 4 1 7 

Seller 0 0 0 0 0 

Producer 3 2 3 2 10 

 

At the time of the 2014 baseline, only 18 households had been allocated a role in the project 

Table 10  

 2014 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

Number of milk project beneficiary households 3 4 6 2 15 

Collector 0 1 3 0 4 

Processor 2 1 2 1 6 

Seller 1 1 0 1 3 

Producer 0 1 1 0 2 

 

In 2014, the largest number of beneficiary households fell within Q3. In 2018, the largest number of 

beneficiary households was also found in Q3, although beneficiary numbers were more evenly 

distributed across the sample households.  It should be noted that although this is a random sample 

of households, the numbers are nevertheless small, so these figures should be treated with caution.   

Employment and self-employment 

 

Refugees in both Goudebou and Metao camps are involved in a wide variety of activities that 

generate income. This ranges from salaried employment by NGOs and camp authorities, to small 

businesses, petty trade in food, clothes and household items, artisan work, restaurants, charcoal 

selling, livestock fattening, milk project activities and day labour. Table 11 shows the average income 

derived from employment and self-employment (based on profit after input costs) in each income 

quartile. The average income is based on data from all households in that quartile who are engaged 

in employment or self-employment. 
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Table 11 

 

Goudebou  Q1 (FCFA) Q2 (FCFA) Q3 (FCFA0 Q4 (FCFA) 

2014  Average annual cash 
income, employment and self-
employment  

69,310 139,633 310,785 3,617,733 

2018  Average annual cash 
income employment and self-
employment  

83,233 139,180 483,736 960,004 

Change in average annual cash 
income, employment and self-
employment  

13,923 
(increase) 

453 (decrease) 172,952 
(increase) 

2,657,729 
(decrease) 

 

Average household incomes from employment and self-employment increased in Q1, and Q3. The 

greatest average decrease was in Q4. This is partly explained by a very high outlier value in the 2014 

study. The decrease in Q2 was minimal-essentially, average cash incomes remained constant in this 

quartile. Inflation over the survey period (2014-2018) has remained stable at around 2%. However, 

there have been some increases in the cost of various items included in the Standard of Living 

Threshold (SOLT). SOLT items are shown in Section 9. 

 

3.3. Credit and loans 
 

Table 12 shows the average level of debt outstanding at the end of the year, among those 

households in each quartile that had taken out loans. 

Table 12 

Average, households with loans  
 

Q1  Q2  Q3 Q4  

2014  amount owed  (FCFA) 68,975 58,019 163,555 41,600 

2018 amount owed  (FCFA) 53,208 49,227 71,000 60,250 

Change in  amount owed (FCFA) -15,767 
(decrease) 

-8,791 
(decrease) 

-92,555 
(decrease) 

18,650 
(increase) 

 

Households in both Goudebou and Mentao rely on informal loans, rather than the formal banking 

system. Poorer households take loans from shopkeepers to cover the cost of basic food and non-

food items.  Better off households use informal credit (mainly from within their own communities) 

for larger business investments. Livestock or property in Mali is used as collateral for these 

transactions. In both the 2014 baseline 2018 studies, the highest average level of end of year 

indebtedness was in Q3. There was a slight fall in the level of average end of year debt in Q1 and Q2. 

In contrast to the other quartiles, the level of end of year debt had increased in Q4, although the 

increase was relatively small.  
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3.4. Other assets 
 

We have been monitoring ownership of ‘tradable goods’ identified by UNHCR at the outset of the 

programme. Changes in ownership of these consumer assets considered relevant to living standards, 

independent transport and access to information are shown in the following table 

 

Table 13 

 
Motorcycle Bicycle Cart 

Mobile 
phone 

Solar 
panel 

Solar 
lamp Radio Television 

Total 2018 15 14 7 80 21 78 6 4 

Total 2014 10 4 6 72 21 13 10 3 

Change in 
number of 
Assets 5 10 1 8 0 65 -4 1 

         There has been an increase in the number of all listed assets, with the exception of the number of 

radios. It is likely that this decline is offset by the universal use of mobile phones as a means of both 

sending and accessing information. There has been a significant increase in the availability of solar 

lamps. These have been provided through a project initiative. In addition to solar lamps, refugees 

have also been provided with gas cooking pots (faitout gaz). These were owned by almost all 

households surveyed in both camps. 

 

4. Mentao 
 

34 households from the original sample remained in Mentao at the time of the pre-survey 

enumeration carried out by VSF field staff in December 2017. Of these, 27 households were available 

for interview by the team. 

Changes in household income 

As in Goudebou, some households moved up the income distribution between the baseline and 

2018 study, and some moved down. The reasons for these changes vary between households and 

are discussed in the Case Study section (section 7) However, the most frequent explanation is the 

death or disability of an adult on whom the household is economically dependent, or conversely, 

adults in the household accessing significant new income sources –for example salaried employment 

with an NGO or remittance income (eg from young men migrating to a gold mining area) 

Changes in income levels across the income quartiles in Mentao are shown in the Chart 5 
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Chart 5 

 

 

Table 14 
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Households 
< Poorest to   >Richest 

Mentao, Changes in Disposable Income/Adult 
Equivalent 2014-2018 

2014 Disposable income

2018 Disposable Income

Mentao Q1  (7 hh)5 
(FCFA) 

Q2  (7 hh) 
(FCFA) 

Q3  (7 hh) 
(FCFA) 

Q4  (6 hh) 
(FCFA) 

2014 Average DI/AE (FCFA) 35,087 92,770 169,258 298,492 

2018 Average DI/AE (FCFA) 30,453 86,039 128,152 237,890 

Change in Average DI/AE (FCFA)  
2014-2018 

4,634 
(decrease) 

738 
(decrease) 

41,105 
(decrease) 

60,602 
(decrease) 

     

2014 Median DI/AE (FCFA) 26,709 85,362 170,285 284,783 

2018 Median DI/AE (FCFA) 33,581 82,366 134,610 188,654 

Change in Median DI/AE (FCFA) 
2014-2018 

 6,872 
(increase) 

2,995 
(decrease) 

35,675 
(decrease) 

96,129 
(decrease) 
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Overall income levels in Mentao are broadly similar to those in Goudebou, although in Mentao, 1 

household in the 2018 study fell just below the ‘food poverty’ line (the amount is too small to show 

on the chart). The median (although not the average) income of Q1 households increased slightly, 

while there was a slight fall in incomes for Q2 and a lager drop for households in Q3 and Q4 . The 

circumstances affecting income levels are similar to those in Goudebou: worsening market access 

and less trade with Ougadougou and other urban areas, due to a deterioration in the security 

situation. 

Standard of living threshold (SOLT) 

The number of households who were not able to meet the minimum cost of standard of living items 

in Mentao did not change between 2014 and 2018. Some prices have risen slightly between the two 

studies, but overall inflation rates are low (around 2% per annum) and, as shown in Table 14, there 

has been a small increase in the median income in Q1. 

 Table 15 

Mentao Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

2014 # of hh below SOLT 4 0 0 0 4 

2018 # of hh below SOLT 4 0 0 0 0 

 Change in # of hh below SOLT - - - - - 

Demography 

Gender  

There are 4 female headed households in the 2018 sample and 5 in the 2014 sample. In 2014, none 

of these households fell below the standard of living threshold whereas in 2018, 2 of the 5 female 

headed households fell below the standard of living threshold. 

Table 16 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total 

2014 # female headed households 0 3 2 0 5 

2018 # female headed households 3 1 0 0 4 

Age of household head 

Table 17 

Average Age 
of HH head 

Q1 (7hh) Q2 (7hh) Q3 (7hh) Q4 (6hh) 

2014  58 49 44 53 

2018  59 59 52 53 
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The age of the household head is similar in both studies. It should be remembered that adult ages 

are unlikely to be accurate to the year. The reported age can be interpreted as ‘mature, middle 

aged’. Some household heads will have changed between 2014 and 2018 due to death or to 

migration of a senior household member. 

Household size 

Table 18 

 Q1 (7hh) Q2 (7hh) Q3 (7hh) Q4 (6hh) 

2014 Average household size 8 8 10 10 

2018 Average household size  9 10 9 7 

Change in Average household size 2014-
2018 

+1 + 2 -1 -3 

 

The average household size in the better off quartiles (Q3 and Q4) decreased slightly between the 

baseline study and 2014. This may reflect falling incomes and problems in maintaining larger 

households or it could be a chance result. A larger sample would be needed to draw conclusions 

with greater certainty. The average household size in 2014 was 9. There was little change in the 2018 

study, when the average household size was 8.75 members. 

Household head not able to work 

Table 19 

2018  Q1 (7hh) Q2 (7hh) Q3 (7hh) Q4 (6hh) 

Number of hh 
heads not able 
to work 
 

0  2 2 4 

 

In most instances where the head of household is not able to work, this is due to old age and if 

younger members of the household are economically active this may not cause difficulties. 

Difficulties arise in households with a high dependency ratio, where a younger household head is 

unable to work through ill health. 

5. Main sources of food income and cash income, 2018 study 
 

5.1. Food income, Mentao 
 

Chart 6 shows the main sources of food energy accessed by refugee households in Mentao from 

their own livestock or crops and from food aid transfers. Whilst households received by far the 

greater part of their nutrient requirements from WFP food aid, livestock products from their own 

animals provide an additional source of food for households across the income distribution. The 



                                     

21 
 

household’s own crop production provides only one household with a significant source of food 

energy. 

 

Chart 6 

 
 

 

As in Goudebou, refugees in Mentao receive the majority of their food energy needs from WFP 

rations. Transfers provide, on average around 46% of household food energy needs. This is the same 

proportion as in Goudebou and around 20% less than the recorded amount received as food aid in 

the baseline study6. 

5.2. Cash income, Mentao 
Chart 7 

 

                                                           
6
 Households in the baseline study received an average of around 532,300 kcals/adult equivalent in the form of 

food aid transfers. This had fallen to around 435,400 kcals/adult equivalent in the 2018 study. 
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UNHCR cash transfers are also a vital source of income for poorer households in both camps. Some 

households receive additional cash from relatives outside Burkina. Income from employment and 

self-employment becomes more important higher up the income distribution. Most households 

derive some cash income from livestock (including livestock products such as goats’ milk and 

cheese). The level of income from livestock also increases higher up the distribution. 

 
5.3. Livestock  

 

As livestock are among the refugees’ most important assets, the number of cows and other livestock 

held by households is being monitored in this study. Just as in Goudebou, the number of livestock 

held by refugees in Mentao has fallen since 2014.  

 

Cows 

Table 20 shows the dramatic fall in the number of cows owned by the sample households between 

the 2014 and 2018 studies.  The total number fell from 129 to 22.   

Table 20 

Total no. of cows in 
Burkina Faso by 
quartile 

Q1 (7hh) Q2 (7hh) Q3 (7hh) Q4 (6hh) Total no. cows 

2014 16 15 54 44 129 

2018  6 0 6 10 22 

No. of sample 
households with 
cows in Burkina 
Faso,2018 

1 0 2 3  

 

Of the 22 cows owned by Mentao households in 2018, 4 were milk producing. These were all owned 

by households in the top half of the income distribution  

 

Table 21 

No. of milk-
producing 
cows in BF by 
quartile 

Q1 (7hh) Q2 (7hh) Q3 (7hh) Q4 (6hh) 

2018   0 0 2 2 

 

In the baseline study, 11 of the 27 sample households had milk producing cows in Burkina. This had 

dropped to 3 households in the 2018 assessment. These households reported cows’ milk production, 

totalling 972 ltr. Unlike the owners of milk producing cows in Goudebou, these households were 

able to access their own cows’ milk. 
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Main livestock types 

Chart 8 

 

Sheep and goats are owned by households across the income distribution. Only 5 of the 27 

households in the sample do not own any of the main livestock types (excluding poultry, small 

numbers of which were held, mainly by poorer households).  Key informant and focus group 

discussions highlighted insecurity, animal disease, theft and low market prices as the main reasons 

for the fall in livestock numbers.  

5.4. Project related activities 
 

In 2018, 22 of the 27 sample households were involved in milk for solutions activities as producers, 

processors, collectors or sellers.  Collectors are found in Q2 and Q3. Most producers are found in Q4. 

Table 22 shows beneficiary households by project type. Q1 has the lowest number of beneficiaries in 

the sample. Beneficiaries are spread evenly across the other income quartiles 

Table 22  

 Project type, 2018 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Collector 0 5 3 0 

Processor 2 0 0 0 

Seller 0 1 1 1 

Producer 1 1 2 4 

Not involved in the project 4   1 1 

No of Beneficiaries by quartile 3 7 6 5 
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At the time of the 2014 study, project roles were still being allocated.  

 

5.5. Employment and self-employment 
 

Table 23 shows average annual income from employment and self-employment. Data for self-

employment is the annual amount remaining after input costs have been deducted. Only households 

that reported income from employment or self-employment are included in the calculation. 

 

Table 23 

Mentao :  Q1 (FCFA) Q2 (FCFA) Q3 (FCFA) Q4 (FCFA) 

2014 Average annual  cash 
income employment and self-
employment  

192,100 350,800 735,775 887,255 

2018  Average annual  cash 
income, employment and self-
employment  

114,530 357,833.3 458,000 758,541.7 

Change in average annual cash 
income employment and self-
employment  

-77,570 
(decrease) 

7,033 
(increase) 

-277,775 
(decrease) 

-128,713 
(decrease) 

 

Average annual cash income is higher in the Mentao Q1 and Q2 sample than in the Goudebou Q1 

and Q2 sample. However the sample size, particularly in Mentao, is small. Income from employment 

and self-employment is similar in Goudebou and Mentao. Goudebou’s top quartile has a higher 

average income from employment and self-employment. Further research into the trading and 

business opportunities in the two camps would be needed to draw definitive conclusion from these 

observations.  

 

5.6. Credit and loans 
 

Table  24 shows the average level of debt outstanding at the end of the year, among those 

households in each quartile that had taken out loans. Data is shown for the2014 baseline and the 

2018 study. 

The level of outstanding payments was slightly higher in Q1 and Q2 in the 2018 study, although 

there was no overall change in the average amount of owed in these two quartiles between the 

2014 baseline and 2018 study. In Q3 and Q4 the amount owed at the end of the year was 

significantly lower in the 2018 study and the amount of outstanding debt correspondingly less. More 

research and a larger sample would be needed to fully understand the reasons for this change. 

Richer households may have paid off initial investment loans, or the market situation may have 

deteriorated, leading to lower levels of investment in anticipation of lower returns. 
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Table 24 

Amount owed on average at end 
of year 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

2014  Amount outstanding (FCFA) 35,600 33,333 168,833 108,000 

2018 Amount outstanding (FCFA) 36,400 33,500 53,333 62500 

Change in Total amount owed 
(FCFA) 

800  increase 167 
(increase) 

-115500 
(decrease) 

-45500 
(decrease) 

 

6. Other assets 
 

As in Goudebou, there has been a sharp increase in access to solar energy in Mentao. The number of 

motor cycles has increased, although a single household owns 4 of these which are used for 

transport business. The number of bicycles is unchanged. There has been a fall in the number of 

mobile phones. This could be due to old phones not being replaced. On average, most households 

still own at least 2 mobile phones. Radios have not been replaced indicating that people are 

accessing news by other methods. 

 

Table 25 

 

   Motorcycle Bicycle Cart 
Mobile 
phone 

Solar 
panel 

Solar 
lamp Radio Television 

Total 2018 14 8 6 57 14 30 0 1 

Total 2014 10 8 0 71 4 13 3  1 

Change in 
number of 
Assets 4 0 6 -14 10 17 3 0 

 

 

7. Cases studies 
 

To gain a fuller understanding of the factors that influenced the economic well- being of refugee 

households in Goudebou and Mentao camps, case study interviews were conducted with a sub set 

of   households  whose incomes in the 2014 baseline indicated that they were very poor,  poor,  

middle or well off.  We included a number of female headed households in the selection which was 

comprised of both UNHCR project beneficiaries and non -beneficiaries.  

Interviewers explained the purpose of the interview, which followed a semi-structured format  and 

explained that, as with the IHM interview participation in this additional interview was entirely 

voluntary. A total of 8 case studies were conducted in Goudebou and 8 in Mentao (two each from 

each income quartile, based on data from the 2014 study).  At the time of the interviews, it was not 
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known if the household had become richer or poorer relative to other households, or if its status had 

remained more or less the same.  Analysis of the 2018 data shows that in each site, 1- 2 households 

had suffered a fall in income relative to other households, 1-2 households had become richer and 

the relative situation of the others was unchanged.  In the summary of case study findings, we 

briefly highlight common themes and points that are most relevant to future project interventions. 

 

7.1. The interview format 
 

Participants were asked first of all about their livelihoods, living standards and way of life in Mali. 

They were then asked whether they had left with any assets and if they were joining relatives in the 

camp, or if they arrived without any social networks. They were asked for their views on the 

relevance of existing networks, if they retained links with family members in Mali, and the 

importance of these links. Interviewees were then asked about their main economic activity in the 

camp, how they had become engaged in this activity, and the main challenges they faced.  The 

discussion moved on to the most important changes that had taken place in their household while 

they had been in the camp and how they had responded or adapted to these changes. They were 

asked if they were involved in any project activities, and for their views on these activities: how they 

could be improved and made more effective. Finally, they were asked what were the main factors 

that enabled households to become more self-sufficient. 

The same interview format was used in both camps, and the pattern of responses in the two 

locations were very similar. 

7.2. Findings 
Situation in Mali:  All respondents described themselves as being content with their lives in Mali. A 

majority were pastoralists, although there were some traders in the sample. Most left without major 

assets, taking only jewellery, relatively small amounts of cash, and some livestock, but leaving most 

of their animals in Mali. 

All respondents stressed the benefits of joining relatives already in the camp. Those who arrived 

without social networks spoke of the difficulties they faced without the help and support of a wider 

group of family members. They missed the ‘moral and material support, as well as financial backing 

at times of sadness and celebration’ also ‘les parents permettent de se distraire et oublier les 

angoisses.’ However, this does not appear to be an essential determinant of economic well-being:  

there were households in the top income quartile in the baseline study who had no existing 

networks when they arrived in the camp, but remained in the top quartile in the 2018 study. Most 

households felt it was important to retain links with relatives in Mali, to get reliable information on 

the situation. However, some said they had no remaining links in Mali as everyone in their family 

had fled. 

Respondents were asked about the challenges of life in the camp and characteristics that mark out 

successful households. Key factors were a strong entrepreneurial ethos, and the ability to capitalise 
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on new opportunities.  This was summed up by one household head, who was among the better off 

households in both studies. He said that projects were unnecessary for people like him. He 

appreciated the training, but the projects themselves were too slow and the groups did not work 

well. He observed that it would be better to provide finance to ‘households like theirs’ and focus 

projects on those who needed welfare support. 

7.3. Major changes in economic status 
We wanted to explore the reasons for substantial changes the economic status of households: what 

were the circumstances that led to a marked rise or fall in income.  Examples in our case studies 

indicate that personal misfortune, including the death or chronic ill health of an economically active 

adult was the main reason for a significant fall in income. This was recorded in 2 case study 

households. The greatest recorded fall in income was in a household that had been well off in Mali. 

Although they left with just 300,000 FCFA they arrived with family members who had herds on the 

border, and were initially able to sustain themselves. However, the informant’s husband died in 

2015 and they lost all their livestock. She had been ‘unable to take control of things’. Although they 

had received some help from NGOs, their main problems were lack of access to finance and her 

illiteracy. The woman said she would be ‘helped by training, greater team spirit and commercial 

market in the camp.’ This household was not a Milk for Solutions project beneficiary.   

Conversely, personal good fortune was the reason for the most marked improvements in economic 

status. For example, the most dramatic shift in economic status among sample households resulted 

in a move from Q1 to Q4 between the baseline 2014 study and 2018. This was due mainly to 

securing regular salaried employment within the camp as a caretaker.  However, profits from a 

successful small enterprise group had provided extra cash for daily living expenses. This meant the 

household was able to avoid buying on credit. Another household was able to maintain its ‘middle’ 

income ranking only because the wife secured temporary employment in a milk canteen. This 

household had lost most of its livestock and without the income from NGO employment, would have 

had great difficulty in meeting its basic needs. 

Chronically poor households (no change in circumstances between the 2014 baseline and the 2018 

study) commented on lack of information, being left out by camp organisers, and missing out as they 

‘don’t have the right connections’.  Further in-depth analysis would be needed to explore the 

reasons why some households arrive with nothing and achieve ‘self-sufficiency’ within a short period 

of time, while others remain poor and without assets.  In this specific context, for pastoral 

households the ability to re-engage with livestock and livestock trade at scale, was a critical factor. 

Similarly, a merchant who had several businesses in Mali was able to re-establish himself in the 

refugee context, linking with local wholesalers and selling goods within the camp.   The case of 

previously successful artisan households might provide a useful point of comparison:   the increasing 

isolation of the Sahel camps from Ougadougou and wider regional markets is likely to have made it 

more difficult for artisans to transfer their craft skills in the new context7 

                                                           
7
 Among our case studies, we only have one household with artisan skills. This household was unable to 

integrate with an established group of artisans for reasons of social differentiation.  A larger scale study would 
be needed to explore these issues. 
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7.4. Micro enterprise projects 
Comments on the micro-enterprise project mainly focussed the decision to work through   groups. 

There was a consensus that group activities did not work well and it would be better to give 

enterprise grants to individual households.  In addition to this, better off households advocated for 

more substantial loans to start businesses. On the question of progress to self-sufficiency, these 

households argued that the previous micro-enterprise grants were too small to promote self-

sufficiency.  One respondent extended this argument to livestock donations, explaining that 2-3 

head of livestock were not enough. ‘You need 10-30 head to make a household self-sufficient’.  

Women in the micro enterprise groups may also face challenges: a recently widowed woman 

reported that “As a woman, men involve me very little in the management of the micro enterprise”.   

Like her male counterparts, her main observation was that the low level of finance for the group 

meant that the enterprise could not succeed and advocated micro credit for small business as an 

alternative  

7.5. Challenges, changes and adaptation  
There are 3 female headed households in our small sub set of case studies. The situation of one of 

these households remained relatively stable in the middle to lower half of the distribution.  This 

household was headed by a widow who had lost her husband before the family had been forced to 

flee from Mali, and was supported mainly by the small business of an older daughter. The other two 

households experienced the death of the household head in 2015, after their arrival in Burkina Faso.  

The income of both households fell sharply between the 2014 baseline study and 2018.  

In discussing the challenges their household had faced, most respondents referred to the reduction 

in rations and to the low level of economic activity in the camp.  This problem lack of demand, which 

had affected the viability of some of the micro enterprise groups, was highlighted by both poorer 

and better off respondents.  A household with a low income in both studies stated that ‘The collapse 

of demand is making life very difficult.’  His group had been forced to sell the livestock they had 

fattened at a loss. Other traders complained of people ‘buying on credit and not paying.’  A 

household in the poorer half of the distribution in both studies had been forced to abandon artisanal 

work due to lack of demand.  

One of the female household heads also referred to the reduction of the WFP ration as a major 

change she had to deal with.  This was particularly difficult as ‘life has become more expensive on 

the camp because the prices of condiments and other items have increased’. This is reflected in the 

rise in basic Standard of Living Items documented in the study. 

Adaptation to the new conditions was mentioned by 2 households (1 in each camp); both these 

households were in the upper half of the income distribution.  A household head who had owned 

large herds and had significant wealth in Mali commented that he was held back in the camp as he 

was illiterate. He had intentionally constructed his shelter next to a school to ensure his children 

benefitted from education. These households spoke of adapting to a ‘sedentary way of life’ and had 

recognised the importance of equipping their children with the skills they needed to prosper in these 

new circumstances.  
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Others who are ‘just coping’ complained about rising living costs, livestock theft, failure of group 

activities, arguing that ‘individual assistance would be better’. 

Whilst there was widespread criticism of the working of the enterprise groups-and a clear sense that 

individual grants would have been a better mechanism, the children’s milk kitchens were welcomed. 

The absence of milk from their diets was seen by many respondents as a major challenge 

 

8. Comments from the IHM team 
 

The field research team, including  Roamba Adjaratou , Yao Salia, and Sanou Boureima  Yao, and 

Sanou have participated in all 5 IHM studies that have been conducted since 2014. For this reason, 

we asked them to put together their comments and observations   

 

8.1. Goudebou 
 

Households in Goudebou emphasised problems of high levels of debt (as documented in this study) 

and their anxiety due to the decrease in food assistance.  They also spoke of a lack of jobs (also 

shown in our survey). Some households were now starting to practice agriculture in the camp as well 

as keeping livestock.  This new activity was also noted among our sample. 

Livestock 

Most of the livestock in Goudebou are small ruminants. Some households still have some livestock 

on the Burkina Faso border (eg Fadar-Fadar, Inabao, Férrério) these are mostly cattle although there 

are also small ruminants (goats and sheep). According to the households surveyed, there has been a 

major reduction in herd size,  due to illness, theft and ‘distress’ sales in response to the decline in 

food assistance. 

In general, there is less cash available for livestock input costs (purchases of cakes, hay and cowpea 

haul) and very little cow's milk production in the households surveyed. Some households process 

goats’ milk to produce curdled milk (lait caille) but overall there has been a reduction in the 

production and use of milk and dairy products in household diets. 

Agriculture 

Refugee households in Goudebou are increasingly engaged in agriculture. The local population has 

made land available on loan, free of charge. Plots vary in size, between 0, 25 and 2 hectares. The 

main crops grown are sorghum, cowpeas and okra. Due partly to lack of inputs, yields are low and 

most of the food produced is consumed at household level. Crop residues such as sorghum stalks 

and legumes are used to feed livestock. According to some farming households, agriculture can play 

an important part in increasing autonomy and moving towards self-sufficiency and empowerment 

Seeds for Solutions project 

The focus group, which included both beneficiary and non-beneficiary households in our sample, 

made the following observations: 

Non-beneficiaries are only aware of the project through the distribution of milk to children. 

The project was well appreciated by beneficiaries.  However they highlighted the following 
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difficulties in the implementation of micro-enterprises.  

• Lack of trust between members; 

•Lack of transparency; 

• Disagreement between group members  

• No ownership of micro-enterprise activity; 

• Growing insecurity; 

• Falling selling prices on the market. 

 

These difficulties have led to the breakdown of several micro-enterprises. Nevertheless, most 

enterprises have continued to operate during the year 2017 and some have made profits. On the 

other hand, many micro-enterprises have changed their field of activity (rice sales, clothing, small 

shop item etc.) in response to poor conditions in the livestock sector. 

 

8.2. Mentao 
 

In general, micro-enterprises face many difficulties in implementing activities. Households reported  

  Falling selling prices after fattening; 

  Problem of management of micro-enterprises; 

  Lack of transparency; 

  Delayed disbursement; 

  Cases of theft and death of animals; 

  Insecurity for property and people 

In addition, most of the VSF livestock enclosure models (small ruminants) have been replaced by 

traditional models which are more robust 

 

                       
VSF enclosure                                                                    Traditional enclosure 

 

Beneficiaries made the following recommendations based on their experience of the micro 

enterprise project 

 Finance individual micro-enterprises rather than group enterprises 

 Do not raise taxes on the activities  undertaken; 

 Authorize the disbursement of the entire grant in one tranche; 

 Help beneficiaries sell animals they have fattened. 
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Security context in Djibo zone 

Surveyed household reported security threats have had an impact on their economic activities, in 

particular limiting their access to markets of the Djibo area. It is at these markets that refugees meet 

and communicate with their shepherds. Given these security threats, livestock buyers in major cities 

such as Ouagadougou and Ouahigouya are no longer travelling to these markets. 

 

9. Standard of living items, 2018                                                                                                                            
Goudebou Camp 

Date  13/02/2018 

Articles Cout des articles Indiquer par personne 
ou par ménage. 
Détailler par exemple 
le prix minimum de 
vêtements, femmes, 
hommes garçons et 
filles 

Nombre 
d’articles par an 

Cout total par an 

Vêtement  pour 
les femmes 

6 000f : soit 5 000f 
pour l’achat du 
pagne et 1 000f pour 
la couture, 
Pour celle qui porte 
les voiles, c’est 4 500 
pour l’achat du voile 
et 1 500 pour l’achat 
du petit pagne qui 
sert de doublure 
pour la transparence 
de la voile 

Personne –F-15 et plus 2 12 000 

Vêtements pour 
les hommes 

6 000f : soit 4 500 
pour l’achat du tissu 
et 1 500 pour la 
couture 

Personne –H-15 et 
plus 

2 12 000 

Vêtements  
pour les enfants  
garçons 

6 000 Personne –H- 3 à 
15ans 

2 12 000 

Vêtement pour 
les enfants  
Filles 

4 000 Personne –F-3  a  15 
ans 

2 8 000 

Pommade 750 Personne –F -1 a plus 
Personne – H -1 à 12 
ans 

1 750 

Savon  300 Personne F ou H 12 3 600 

The et sucre 4 500 Ménage 12 54 000 

lait 3 000 Personne 2-6ans 12 36 000 
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Condiments 6 000 Ménage 12 72 000 

Charbon et bois 2 000 Ménage 12 24 000 

Chaussures 1 000 Personne –F-15 et plus 3 3 000 

Chaussures 1 000 Personne –H-15 et 
plus 

5 5 000 

Chaussures 500 Personne –H- 3 à 
15ans 

2 1 000 

Chaussures 500 Personne –F-3  a  15 
ans 

2 1 000 

Transport   500 Hommes et Femmes 
(les 02 parents du 
ménage) 

2 1 000 

Communication 500 ménage 6 3 000 

 

 

Date  30/01/2018 

Mentao Camp 

Articles Cout des 
articles 

Indiquer par 
personne ou par 
ménage. Détailler 
par exemple le prix 
minimum de 
vêtements, femmes, 
hommes garçons et 
filles 

Nombre 
d’articles par 
an 

Cout total par an 

Vêtement  pour les 
femmes 

5000 Personne –F-15 et 
plus 

4 20000 

Vêtements pour les 
hommes 

12500 Personne –H-15 et 
plus 

2 15000 

Vêtements  pour les 
enfants  garçons 

6000 Personne –H- 3 à 
15ans 

2 12000 

Vêtement pour les 
enfants  Filles 

4000 Personne –F-3  a  15 
ans 

2 8000 

Pommade 500 Personne –F -1 a plus 
Peronne – H -1 a 12 
ans 

1 500 

Savon  375 Personne F ou H 12 4500 

The et sucre 3000 Ménage 12 36000 

Condiments 4000 Ménage 12 48000 

Charbon et bois 2000 Ménage 12 24000 

Chaussures 800 Personne –F-15 et 
plus 

3 2400 

Chaussures 1000 Personne –H-15 et 5 5000 
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plus 

Chaussures 500 Personne –H- 3 à 
15ans 

2 1000 

Chaussures 500 Personne –F-3  a  15 
ans 

2 1000 

Transport   500F aller 
500f retour 

Hommes et Femmes 
(les 02 parents du 
ménage) 

6 fois de 
fréquentations  

6000 

Communication 400 ménage 12 4800 

 

 

10. IHM Methodology8 
 

The Individual Household Method (IHM) is a relatively new approach to measuring and monitoring 

income at household level, and like the well-established Household Economy Approach (HEA) which 

is used for less detailed, wide area food security assessments9, is grounded in Amartya Sen’s theory 

of exchange entitlements10. The IHM allows users to disaggregate and quantify the contribution 

made by specific activities to a household’s overall economic status and its capacity to access the 

goods and services required for social inclusion and well-being. It can also be used to track change at 

household level over time, and to gain insights into the drivers of change. This information can be 

used for project monitoring purposes, including the measurement of changes in income sources, 

assets and other aspects of household economy relevant to project interventions. 

The IHM methodology classifies all income as either ‘food income’, measured in kcal, or ‘cash 

income’ measured in the local currency. Software designed by Evidence for Development calculates 

the proportion of the household’s total food energy requirement met by food income and the cost 

of purchasing the outstanding requirement, based on the mid-year market price of the most 

commonly consumed local staple foods. Any money remaining from the household’s cash income 

after it has purchased this food is described as ‘disposable income’ (DI): 

Disposable income=Sum of all household cash income-((Household food energy requirement [kcal]-

Sum of all household food income [kcal]) × Price per kcal of staple diet)  

Households that do not have sufficient income to meet their WHO reference standard food energy 

requirement are considered to be below the food poverty line and to have a negative disposable 

income. To allow for comparison between households of different size and demography, income is 

further standardised by ‘adult equivalent, giving disposable income per adult equivalent (DI/AE).  

                                                           
8
 See  www.efd.org 

9
 Seaman, J. A., Sawdon, G. E., Acidri, J. and Petty, C. (2014). The Household Economy Approach. Managing the 

impact of climate change on poverty and food security in developing countries. Climate Risk Management, 4-5, 
59–68, doi:10.1016/j.crm.2014.10.001. 
10

 Sen A Poverty And Famines: An Essay on Entitlement and Deprivation (Oxford 1981) 
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Finally, a ‘standard of living threshold’ (SoLT) is set. This represents the cost of a basket of essential 

items that are required to meet the local norms for social inclusion. Items are identified in 

consultation with groups of poorer women and men. They represent the minimum set of items that 

would be purchased annually by non-destitute poor households. This varies by locality, but will 

always include items such as clothes, soap and primary school costs. In some contexts social 

inclusion may require the purchase of tea or coffee to offer hospitality; in others blankets and fuel 

are a necessity; elsewhere health insurance may be mandatory.  The IHM software calculates the 

cost of meeting the standard of living threshold for each household:  personal costs (such as clothes, 

primary school costs, etc.) are allocated according to the age and gender of individuals in the 

household; other costs (eg batteries) are allocated per household. Households that cannot afford 

the full set of items are described as being below the standard of living threshold. 

Data is generally collected for a twelve-month period covering the most recent ‘agricultural year’. 

The agricultural year is established in consultation with the study community at the start of the 

assessment.  

10.1. IHM protocol, 2018 study 
The same protocol was followed as in the previous IHM studies conducted in Burkina Faso11 . In the 

initial study contextual information was collected on the activities through which households in the 

study area were able to generate food and cash income, and the returns from these activities, 

providing the team with a broad understanding of local livelihoods and economy.   

 

Information was also collected on the ‘staple diet’ – i.e. the basic food that a poorer household 

would buy when their own production and/or rations has out (in this case, millet) and the costs of 

essential items that households need to buy to reach the minimal ‘standard of living’ norms for their 

community. This data was also updated.  Price of main staple increased from 230 CFA (baseline 

study 2014) to 300 FCFA (2108 study).  

 

Individual household interviews were conducted by experienced enumerators. Enumerators 

conducted household interviews in the morning, then spent the rest of the day checking and 

consolidating survey information and entering this on spreadsheets. At the end of the day, data was 

emailed to EfD, where it uploaded into open-IHM software, reviewed and feedback given to the 

team leader.  The turn-around time was generally 8-12 hours. Any queries were followed up 

immediately in the field. 

 

The basic IHM dataset was collected following the same protocol used in the previous IHM baseline 

studies. IHM interviews are ‘structured conversations’ which allow for cross questioning and 

exchange between the interviewer and interviewee. Information is collected on household 

                                                           
11

 Livelihood baseline assessment of Malian refugees in Bobo-Dioulasso, Burkina Faso: Quantitative analysis of 
urban household economies (2015); Baseline assessment of Malian refugees in Burkina Faso, Part II: 
Qualitative social and economic study (2014); Livelihood baseline assessment of Malian refugees in Burkina 
Faso: Quantitative analysis of household economies (2014), all available at www.efd.org/expertise/studies-
and-reports/ 
 

http://www.efd.org/expertise/studies-and-reports/
http://www.efd.org/expertise/studies-and-reports/
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demography including the age and sex of all household members, the  number of  adults unable to 

work through disability and the period of time migrant workers were absent from the household; 

information on assets, including details of  livestock and other  productive asset holdings;  and data 

on all sources and levels of food and cash income generated by the household during the  12-month  

period preceding the survey (the period covered in the present study was Jan –Dec 2017). In 

addition to this core data, the study also established the following household-level information for 

specific project monitoring purposes: 

 The costs of all inputs used in livestock production, artisan work, petty trade and other 

commercial activities 

 Specific questions on milk production and numbers of milk producing cows 

 Credits and loans received by households, together with their purposes and levels of 

repayment. 

 Markets where milk products were sold 

 The household’s own description of its ethnicity and social group; 

 The highest level of education achieved by adults, and primary or secondary school 

attendance among children. 

This data is recorded in the project monitoring spreadsheets 

  
10.2.  Definition of terms and concepts as used in IHM analysis 

 

 Household:  A group of people sharing pooled resources and eating from a common pot. 

 

 Household food energy requirement: The sum of the food requirement of each individual in 

the household, according to their sex and age12 and time present in the household during 

the study period. 

 

 The staple diet (and price per kcal of the staple diet): The staple diet consists of the foods 

that form the basis of the local diet purchased by poor households after their own food 

production (and/or rations, in the case of refugee households) has run out. This is identified 

in consultation with local key informants. A weighted price per kilocalorie is calculated13   

based on the average (or mid-year) local market price of that diet during the study year. 

After taking account of food energy already derived from the household’s consumption of 

rations or own-produced food, the price per kcal of the staple diet is used to calculate the 

cost of purchasing the remaining calories needed to make up the household's total annual 

household food energy requirements. In this study, the staple food identified by poorer 

refugee and host community households was millet, with the cost varying between 

locations. Analysis in each of the assessment locations used the mid-year market price for 

that location. 

                                                           
12

 Food energy requirements derived from 1985 WHO reference standards: ‘Energy and protein requirements', Report of a 
Joint FAO/WHO/UNU Expert Consultation (1985), World Health Organization Technical Report Series 724. Available online 
at http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/aa040e/aa040e00.HTM 
13

 For example, if the diet is 90% maize at 20 shillings per kg (with 3,630 kcal per kg) and 10% beans at 50 shillings per kg 
(with 5,600 kcal per kg), the price of the diet (per kcal) = ((20 / 3,630) x 0.9) + ((50 / 5,600) x 0.1). 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/aa040e/aa040e00.HTM
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 Cash income: All cash income from all sources (i.e. crop sales, sale of livestock and livestock 

products, employment/self-employment, cash transfers, and the sale of wild foods). Note 

that production and input costs are deducted from cash income. Where income is derived 

from petty trade, commerce, the sale of livestock or other sources, the amount recorded 

represents the profit made by the household after production or input costs are deducted.  

This means that a ‘negative’ income can be recorded if, for example, animals are sold at a 

loss. 

 

 Food income: All sources of income as food consumed (e.g. from crops, livestock products, 

payment in kind, food gifts and transfers and wild foods). Recorded in kilocalories (kcal). 

 

 Disposable income: The cash remaining to each household after it has met its total food 

energy needs, based on WHO reference standards14. This can be a negative value, if the 

household is unable to meet its full food energy needs with its available income. 
Equation 1: Disposable income 

Disposable income =

Sum of all household cash income − ((Household food energy requirement [𝑘𝑐𝑎𝑙] −

Sum of all household food income [𝑘𝑐𝑎𝑙]) × Price per kcal of staple diet)  

 

 The relationship between food income, cash income and disposable income: Disposable 

income (DI) is an outcome measure. It represents the money that remains to a household 

after the household’s food and cash incomes have been allocated to meet its members’ 

basic food energy (kcal) needs15. In the model, cash income is used to ‘buy’ the required 

kilocalories not covered by food aid or own production, in order to meet the household’s 

basic food energy needs. The detailed information collected on the different types of food 

and cash income can be used to model impacts of changes in the prices, production or 

values of any income source(s) as well as changes to other defined variables 

 

 Adult equivalents: Disposable incomes and other figures can be standardised to take 

account of variation in household size by dividing them by the number of 'adult equivalents' 

in each household. The number of adult equivalents is calculated as the total household 

energy requirement divided by the energy requirement of a young adult (2,600 kcal per 

day)16. The standard IHM income distribution chart shows ‘disposable income per adult 

equivalent’ (DI/AE). 

 

 The food poverty line: Households that cannot access their basic food energy 

requirements17 – either through own production, transfers, food purchase using cash 

income, or a combination of these – are described as being ‘below the food poverty line’. 

                                                           
14

 Food energy requirements derived from 1985 WHO reference standards (see above). 
15

 Food energy requirements derived from 1985 WHO reference standards (ibid). 
16

 Food energy requirements derived from 1985 WHO reference standards (ibid). 
17

 Food energy requirements derived from 1985 WHO reference standards (ibid). 
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Data for these households appears below the x axis (as negative y axis values) on the 

disposable income charts. The income deficit shown on the chart is equivalent to the cost of 

purchasing the quantity of food required to meet reference food energy standards, based on 

the cost of the cheapest staple(s) that form the local staple diet, established with key 

informants. 

 

 Quantiles: Data from individual households can be grouped into ‘quantiles’ (essentially 

equal-sized data subsets) to allow for grouped analysis and to identify, where possible, 

trends and characteristics of households at similar income levels. This can be useful for 

targeting purposes, or to test assumptions concerning a particular section of the community 

or social category (for example people with disabilities, or female-headed households). To 

retain a reasonable degree of disaggregation, some of the data in this report is sub-divided 

into five equal (or almost-equal18) ‘quartiles’, grouped and presented in ascending order of 

‘disposable income per adult equivalent’ – with the poorest households starting at the 

bottom of quintile 1, and the richest households located at the top of quartile 4.  

 

 Open-IHM: Individual household data is analysed using IHM software developed by Evidence 

for Development. This has been placed on an open source platform known as ‘open-IHM’, 

which can be downloaded at http://code.google.com/p/open-ihm/ 

 

                                                           
18

 Where total numbers of households do not divide equally between quantiles, decisions must be made about which 
quintile(s) should include an extra household. There are no fixed rules, but in general the first extra household has been 
added to the poorest quintile, with further additions to other quintiles depending on the total number of odd households. 

http://code.google.com/p/open-ihm/

