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Résumé 

L’économie burkinabè, basée sur l’agriculture, occupe environ 70% de la population active. 
Sa contribution à la formation du PIB est estimée à 35% en moyenne. Dans ce secteur, 
travaillent 83% des femmes qui assurent 75% de la production alimentaire malgré leur accès 
limité à la terre et aux ressources productives.  

Face à ces contraintes, le Gouvernement a adopté des mesures visant à améliorer les 
conditions de vie des femmes rurales par leur accès à la terre et aux intrants agricoles 
notamment. Notre étude évalue à l’aide d’un modèle d’équilibre général calculable statique 
les effets macroéconomiques et sectoriels de ces mesures sur l’emploi et le revenu des femmes. 
D’après les résultats, l’accroissement de l’offre de terre, d’équipement agricole, et la réduction 
du coût de l’engrais contribuent à la sécurité alimentaire, la croissance économique et 
l’amélioration des conditions de vie des femmes par la création d’emploi et l’amélioration du 
revenu des ménages.  

 
Mots clés : Politiques agricoles, emploi, revenu, productivité, terre, EGC. 
Code JEL : Q18, Q15, C68, J16. 

 
Abstract  

The Burkina Faso economy is based on agriculture, employing about 70% of the active 
population. Its contribution to GDP is estimated at 35% on average. In agricultural sector, 83% 
of women produce 75% of food production despite their limited access to land and productive 
resources. 
Faced to these constraints, the Government has adopted measures to improve the living 
conditions of rural women through their access to land and agricultural inputs in particular. Our 
study uses a static computable general equilibrium model to assess the macroeconomic and 
sectorial effects of these measures on women's employment and income. The results show that, 
increasing the supply of land, agricultural equipment, and reducing the cost of fertilizer 
contribute to food security, economic growth and improve living conditions of women through 
job creation and improved household income. 
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I. Introduction 

 In Burkina Faso, as in other West African countries, agriculture is considered to be the 

most important sector of activity.  Indeed, according to the World Bank (2008), it represents 

40% of exports, generates on average 35% of GDP and employs up to 70% of the active 

population in West Africa.  This importance is also reflected in the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs), in particular through Goal II. The goal is to "eliminate hunger, ensure food 

security, improve nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture". Agriculture is also the main 

source of income for farm producers, allowing them to meet their basic social needs (health, 

education, etc.). 

 The contribution of women's labour to the agricultural sector is indisputable (Bisiliat 

and Fieloux, 1992), with women representing 52% of the population. 83% of them work in 

this sector where they occupy 60% of the production activities (Ministry for the Advancement 

of Women, 2016; NISD, 2010). However, although access to land, credit and agricultural input 

subsidies, including fertilizers, seeds and new technologies, especially agricultural equipment 

(ploughs, tractors, etc.), is important to ensure women's food and financial empowerment, 

very few women have access to them. In fact, only 8.2% of women own land individually 

compared to 45.5% of men (SNPEF, 2015) and 32% of married women own land (EDS, 2010). 

In addition, only 8% of developed land is used by women (GRAF, 2007). The average area 

cultivated by women is 1 ha compared to 3 ha for men. This low access rate of women to land 

is mainly the result of customary rules that only grant women user rights. The land is owned 

by men but most of its work is given to women.  

 In fact, according to the FAO (2000), traditional and customary law prevail over 

community members' access to land and productive resources. Thus, land is no longer 

considered a commercial product, but is managed according to family, parental and 

customary structures.  The OECD (2014) points out that there is a relationship between 

inheritance rights and access to land because of the fact that men are the primary beneficiaries 

of inheritance and therefore necessarily own the majority of the land. This is confirmed by 

FAO (2000), which states that women have access to land only through their male relatives or 

family members.  
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 Farms are characterized by low productivity (Tittonell and Giller, 2013). The average 

rate of increase in agricultural productivity over the decade from 2002 to 2012 is estimated 

at 3% (National Food and Nutritional Security Policy, 2013). This low productivity is more 

pronounced amongst women, which affects their income and their financial capacity to meet 

the daily needs of the family. The Ministry of Agriculture and Hydraulic Development (MAAH), 

through the Permanent Agriculture Survey (2012) shows that the average wage gap between 

men and women is 51.95% (MAAH: Policy Brief, 2015). Yet, "women reinvest up to 90% of 

their income in their families and communities, compared to only 30 to 40% for men" (OECD, 

2008, P.83). These findings show that an effective poverty reduction policy in Burkina Faso 

should focalise on the economic empowerment of women. 

 Taking into account the importance of agriculture and the role of women in the 

development process, Burkina Faso has adopted land tenure policies and laws to improve 

land access for poor rural women. This is particularly the case with the Sustainable Rural 

Development Programme (PDRD), the National Rural Sector Programme (PNSR), and law No. 

034-2012/AN of 2 July 2012 supporting agrarian and land reorganization, mentioning fairness 

and gender sensitivities among its general principles in article 3. More recently, in the five-

year presidential programme (2015-2020), the State is committed to increasing the proportion 

of developed land for women (this programme plans to allocate 30% of developed land for 

women). 

 Participation in the fertilizer subsidy program is affected by the problem of self-

selection. In addition to the cost of transporting this product from the regional office to the 

provincial capital, farmers must bear the cost of transporting it from the provincial capital to 

their homes or farms. They must also pay cash for the subsidized fertilizer. As a result, only 

farmers able to cover these costs (men) will have access to subsidized fertilizer. This restriction, 

which ousts women and reduces their access to subsidized inputs, is mainly related to the 

small size of their farms and the limited resources available. 

 Furthermore, with a view to improving agricultural productivity, the Burkinabe State 

has been implementing since 2011 an operation to provide equipment at subsidized prices 

for the benefit of small producers, especially women. This was part of the re-enforcement of 

the agricultural mechanization program called "Operation 100,000 ploughs". This 
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programme consists of making 100,000 agricultural tools available to small producers, 50% 

of which will be used by women over a five-year period, at the rate of 20,000 units per year 

(Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security, 2014). In the same vein of accelerating agricultural 

productivity, the current Government has implemented a programme to subsidize agricultural 

equipment and draught animals for vulnerable producers, particularly women. Indeed, for the 

2018-2019 season, 27,200 units of agricultural equipment and about 10,500 draught animals 

are available to vulnerable producers1.   

 The overall objective of this study is to assess the impact of agricultural policies in 

terms of women's access to land and agricultural inputs (fertilizers and agricultural equipment) 

on women's employment and income in Burkina Faso. More specifically, it is a question of 

evaluating: 

• the impact of increasing the supply of land allocated to women on their employment 

and incomes;   

• the effect of a reduction in women's fertilizer costs on their employment and incomes; 

• the impact of an increase in agricultural productivity, through the increase in women's 

supply of agricultural equipment capital on their employment and incomes. 

There are two contributions to this study. The first one is of a methodological nature because 

it uses a static computable general equilibrium model that integrates gender. The second one 

is based on the expected results to determine the impact of agricultural policies on women's 

employment and income in Burkina Faso and to guide government actions and policies in the 

agricultural sector with a view to boosting it for greater economic empowerment of women. 

To our knowledge, nobody has dealt with this topic in depth in the case of Burkina Faso.  

 The paper is structured as follows: the second section reviews the literature on the 

targeted subject. The third section presents the social accounting matrix developed as the 

data base for the CGE model. The fourth describes the CGE model used. In section five, a 

 
1 http://www.sidwaya.bf/m-21739-distribution-des-intrants-et-equipements-agricoles-le-nouveau-mecanisme-

explique-a-tenkodogo.html   
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brief overview of political commitments on the subject is presented. Finally, section six deals 

with simulations, presents scenarios and analyses the results. 

 

 

 

 

II. Literature review 

 This study analyses the impact of agricultural policy in terms of women's access to land 

and fertilizer, and the improvement in agricultural productivity through an increase in the 

supply of agricultural equipment on their employment and income.  

 The literature concerning the impact of input subsidies on agricultural productivity and 

household income presents different conclusions. Indeed, theoretically, the subsidy has both 

a price and income effect. The price effect is reflected in a decrease in the prices of subsidized 

products, which normally leads to an increase in the level of demand and in our case of 

fertilizer use. Regarding the income effect, the subsidy seems like a transfer of funds that helps 

to ease producers' budgetary constraints.  

 It is known that in the presence of budgetary constraints, maximization of profits does 

not provide the expected result (Lee and Chambers, 1986). The relaxation of budgetary 

constraints would therefore allow producers to increase the use of fertilizer or reallocate 

surplus resources to the purchase of other production factors that improve production. Yet, 

according to the production theory, increased fertilizer use contributes to increased 

production. The subsidy also allows producers to increase their efficiency rates, by obtaining 

higher yields at a lower cost.  

 Empirically, authors (such as Carter et al., 2013; Chiwawa et al., 2012) find from 

econometric models that fertilizer subsidies are a factor in improving agricultural productivity.  

 Sabo et al (2010) analyse the impact of chemical fertilizer subsidies for cereals in 

Burkina Faso using a CGE Microsimulation Model. They find that chemical fertilizer subsidies 

allocated for rice and maize production have a positive effect on agricultural income through 

the increased production of rice, maize and cotton. The impact of subsidies on maize 



 5 

production is 2 to 3 times greater than that for rice production. In addition, the impact of 

chemical fertilizer subsidies on maize, rice and cotton production appears to be greater for 

small and very small producers than for large and very large producers. According to these 

authors, subsidies for chemical fertilizers would constitute a pro-poor measure. 

 In the long term, increasing women's agricultural productivity leads to a snowball 

effect on society. Indeed, a joint study carried out by the World Bank, FAO and IFAD (2009) 

showed that there is a correlation between the increased income of women and their 

increasingly stronger bargaining power within the family as the nutritional condition of 

children improves. According to this study, women spend more of their earned income than 

men, on food and children's needs (health, education and other family services). 

 On another note, based on the theory of decision-making in the face of uncertainty 

and institutional issues, other authors indicate that the contribution of fertilizer subsidies to 

improving agricultural productivity and cultivated land remains very limited (Chibwana et al., 

2013; Dorward et al., 2008; Ricker-Gilbert et al., 2011; Seck, 2013; Fisher and Shively, 2005).  

 In a climate of uncertainty in agriculture, subsidy programs often face leakage 

problems. Indeed, farmers, who generally face financial constraints, are very likely to direct 

the monetary gains from the subsidy towards final consumption (preference for the short-

term) rather than acquiring additional land or equipment. In addition, they may be tempted 

to resell the fertilizer. Subsidy programs also face a management issues. Programs can be 

politicised in a way that ultimately the beneficiaries targeted by the program do not have 

access to fertilizer at the subsidized price. 

 Beyond improving women's productivity and income through easy access to inputs, 

the issue of women's access to land is also one of the major issues and challenges for 

improving agricultural productivity, with land being the main production factor. 

 Conceptually, one could assume that land tenure could enable women to increase 

their incentives to invest by creating jobs.  This would serve as a guarantee, which would 

improve their access to credit and rationalise the functioning of the land market (Feder and 

Onchan, 1987; Feder et al., 1988).    
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 Thus, according to Guétat-Bernand (2014), there is a large gap between men and 

women in terms of access to productive agricultural resources. Yet women represent the bulk 

of the agricultural labour force. The author emphasizes that if the gender gap in agriculture is 

to be reduced, there is a need for an effective policy and an enabling environment that 

guarantees women land rights. They also require access to natural resources, financial 

services, the creation of decent work opportunities, education, information and technology 

to which men are entitled, as well as greater participation in decision-making processes. 

 In addition, according to FAO (2011), if men had the same level of productivity as 

women, agricultural production in developing countries would increase by 2.5 to 4%. This 

would reduce the number of hungry people in the world by 12 to 17%, or 100 to 150 million 

people.  

 Similarly, an OECD calculation indicates that if women in Sub-Saharan Africa had equal 

access to productive resources such as land, seeds and fertilizers, agricultural productivity 

could increase by 20%. The study firstly showed that because women have limited access to 

agricultural inputs in sub-Saharan Africa, plots exploited by women are less productive than 

those exploited by men.  

 With regard to agricultural productivity, most studies have focused on assessing its 

impact on economic growth, poverty and household incomes. The study carried out by Diallo 

et al (2013) analyses the impact of an increase in agricultural productivity on economic growth 

and poverty in Senegal. Using a recursive dynamic general equilibrium model and micro-

simulation, the authors find that the increase in agricultural productivity leads to an increase 

in agricultural value added compared to the reference scenario, resulting in an increase in 

GDP and a decrease in the incidence of poverty.  

Cabral (2011) in a study on agricultural investment, growth and poverty reduction in Guinea-

Bissau simulates an increase in the productivity performance rate using a dynamic CGE model.  

 The results show that the increase in productivity leads to an increase in value added 

in all the sectors of the economy in general. The agriculture sectors in particular result in an 

increase in GDP. There has also been an increase in household income and a reduction in 

poverty. 
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 Concerning the studies reviewed, very few have used both the CGE model and 

addressed the issue of women's access to land and the improvement of women's agricultural 

productivity. To our knowledge, the studies dealing with agricultural productivity have not 

taken gender into consideration. This study aims to contribute in this way, by analysing the 

impact of agricultural policies in terms of land access and improvement of agricultural 

productivity, through subsidies for agricultural equipment on income and employment while 

taking into account gender aspects. 

  

 

 

 

 

III. Data and Methodology 

 The CGE model is based on a Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) modified according to 

the specificities of the study. This section is divided into two parts. The first part will focus on 

the description of the SAM and the second part will cover the methodology. 

 

 

3.1. Data: Description of the Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) 

The computable general equilibrium model used in this study is calibrated from the 2013 

agricultural SAM, developed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Hydraulic Development, in 

partnership with the National Institute of Statistics and Demography (INSD). This SAM 

includes 74 sectors or activities, 134 products, 5 production factors (3 types of labour factors 

and 2 types of capital (agricultural and non-agricultural capital)), 4 household categories 

defined according to place of residence and level of income, 5 institutional agents (3 

categories of enterprises, the government and the rest of the world), the account representing 

the investments and savings.  

 For the purposes of our work, this initial SAM is disaggregated by integrating gender 

from the data obtained in the 2013 Permanent Agriculture Survey (PAS) and the 2014 
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Continuous Multisectoral Survey. The sector accounts are reduced to 27, including 9 

agricultural sectors, and the products reduced to 29, including 10 agricultural products. Since 

we are particularly interested in the agricultural sector, it is the agricultural sectors that 

undergo a detailed disaggregation of production factors. Thus the production factors of the 

agricultural sectors are disaggregated as follows: the agricultural labor factor, initially two in 

number, becomes four, and is broken down into men's work on the land of male landowners, 

in men's labor on land owned women, in women's labor on land owned women and in 

women's work on the land of men owners. 

 Concerning agricultural capital, it is subdivided into the land capital of male or female 

agricultural owners as well as the agricultural equipment capital of male or female owners. 

Fertilizer capital is added as a production factor at the agricultural sector level and is 

disaggregated into fertilizer capital used by women and fertilizer capital used by men.  Our 

model thus continues the tradition in the literature of introducing the concept of "extended" 

value added, since the fertilizer factor is not considered as intermediate consumption that can 

be combined with the primary production factors. 

 Concerning non-agricultural sectors, the non-agricultural labour factor is decomposed 

into non-agricultural work for men and non-agricultural work for women. Non-agricultural 

capital is broken down into women's non-agricultural capital and men's non-agricultural 

capital. The four categories of households are maintained, while institutional agents are 

reduced to three (Firms, Government and Rest of the World). Thus, the structure of the SAM 

of this study is different from the original SAM (see appendix).  

 In view of this new structure, changes are made to the values present in the original 

SAM. The disaggregation of the value added of the different sectors of agriculture in the initial 

SAM from labour input is done using data from the EMC (2014) and the PAS (2013). For the 

other sectors, the disaggregation is done using the data from the EMC (2014).  
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Table 1: Distribution of the labour factor by sector and gender 

Sectors Women’s 

Work 

Sectors Women’s  

Work 

Sectors Women’s 

Work 

Agriculture 56,16 Manufacturing 

industry 

52,53 Service 44,8 

C MIL SOR 52,4 ACTEL 22,2 ACT_COMM 59,8 

C RIZ 63,9 SYL 59,4 ACT_HEB_RES 76,6 

AUTRCEREALE 51,1 ACT_PECH_CHA 9,4 ACT_TRA_TEL 4 

CTUB 46,5 ACT_EXTR 29,5 ACT_FIN 35,4 

COL 78,3 IND_AGRO 66,2 ACT_ADP_PU 37,3 

C FR_LEG 55,5 FAB_BOI_TAB 93,1 AUTR_ACT_SER 55,7 

AUTRCUL 45,4 FAB_TEX_HAB 47,2   

  ACT_MENU 44,6   

  FAB_SAV_MED 72,3   

  MANI 47,4   

  AUTPRO_CHIM 66,7   

  ACT_CONS 5,8   

Source: Authors' calculation based on EMC data, 2014. 

 

 To disaggregate the value added of the different sectors of the initial SAM from the 

agricultural capital factor (land), the proportion of land allocated to each crop by gender (see 

Table 2) was also calculated from the PAS (2013) data. 

 
Table 2: Distribution of land by gender and crop type (in percentage terms)  

Crop Men Women 

C MIL_SOR 74,1 25,9 

C MAÏS 73,4 26,6 

C RICE 76,1 23,9 

C FONIO 83,1 16,9 

COL 77,3 22,7 

C TUB 70,5 29,5 

C LEGUM 61,8 38,2 

CFR_LEG 71,5 28,5 

AUTRCUL 76 24 

Source: Authors' calculations based on PAS data, 2013. 
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 Regarding the disaggregation of household income derived from production factors, 

the income share of each factor type per household category (see Table 3) were calculated. 

 
Table 3: Distribution of income for Production Factors (in percentage terms) 

 
Agricultural 

Work  
Non 

Agricultural 
Work 

Agricultural 
Capital 

Non 
Agricultural 

Capital 

Fertilizer 
Capital  

MRP 30 2 20,5 0,2 
 

MUP 1 1 1 0,8 
 

MRNP 65 35,8 74,5 18,1 94,9 
MUNP 4 61,2 4 24,8 5,1 
FIRM 

   
36,6 

 

GVT 
   

19,5 
 

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from the SAM, 2013, PAS, 2013. 

 

 Agricultural labour is first divided into male and female agricultural labour. Then, we 

disaggregate men’s labour into male labour on the land of male landowners (LDmM) and 

male labour on the land of female landowners (LDmW). Also, women's labour is 

disaggregated into women's labour on land owned by women (LDwW) and women's labour 

on land owned by men (LDwM). 

 Agricultural capital (KDA) is also broken down, firstly into agricultural land capital and 

agricultural equipment capital. The agricultural land capital is then divided by gender type, 

women's land capital (KDTW) and men's land capital (KDTM). Agricultural equipment capital 

is also divided by gender type, women-owned agricultural equipment capital (KDEQM) and 

men-owned agricultural equipment capital (KDEQW). The fertilizer production factor (KDE) is 

also broken down by gender type, KDEW for women and KDEM for men. 

 The table below shows the distribution of the value added to the agriculture sector 

according to the sectors and the production factors. It shows that the production factor that 

contributes most to the value added of the agricultural sector is women's agricultural work, 

with 50.66% compared to 32.82% for men. Their contribution is higher in the oilseed (21.77%) 

and millet sorghum (9.58%) sectors. On the other hand, the contribution of women's 

agricultural capital is low in terms of contribution to the value added in the agricultural sector 

i.e. 4.26% compared to 12.26% for men. This could be explained by the low allocation of 
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productive resources (land and fertilizers) to women. It is also noted that income from female 

unskilled labour is the third largest source of household income after transfers received from 

other households and from non-agricultural capital (see Table 10, Appendices). 

 It is noted that the agricultural sector does not bear a production tax but benefits from 

subsidies. On the other hand, it bears import tax on a few products which represent 0.51% of 

the total amount of import taxes. These taxes are one of the Government's sources of 

revenue.  

 
Table 4: Distribution of Agricultural Value added by Sector and Production factor (in %)  

Factors    
        
Sectors 

LDmM LDmW LDwW LDfM KDTM KDTW KDEQM KDEQW KDEM KDEW 

CMAIZE 3,2985 1,1954 1,2491 3,4469 0,0659 0,0239 0,0145 0,0052 1,3704 0,4966 
CRICE 1,4411 0,4526 0,8011 2,5509 0,0465 0,0146 0,0102 0,0032 0,2785 0,0875 
MILSOR 6,4499 2,2544 2,4818 7,1003 0,2186 0,0764 0,0480 0,0168 4,1788 1,4606 
CFONIO 0,0785 0,0160 0,0167 0,0820 0,0022 0,0005 0,0005 0,0001 0,0008 0,0002 
CTUBER 4,9732 2,0810 1,8087 4,3225 0,0340 0,0142 0,0075 0,0031 0,0098 0,0041 
CVEGET 1,6299 1,0075 1,0528 1,7032 0,0031 0,0019 0,0007 0,0004 0,0538 0,0332 
COL 4,6645 1,3698 4,9426 16,8311 1,5466 0,4542 0,1530 0,0449 1,2812 0,3762 
CFR_VEG 1,1891 0,4740 0,5911 1,4830 2,0272 0,8081 0,4450 0,1774 0,1197 0,0477 
OTHERCR 0,1840 0,0581 0,0483 0,1530 0,2795 0,0883 0,0613 0,0194 0,0011 0,0004 
Total 23,9087 8,9087 12,9923 37,6729 4,2236 1,4820 0,7406 0,2705 7,2941 2,5065 

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 

 

 

 

3.2. Methodology 

 This study uses a static computable general equilibrium model. This model is based 

on the PEP 1-1 standard CGE model developed by Decaluwé et al (2013). Due to the 

specificities of our study, gender type is integrated into the model. We have also drawn 

inspiration from the work of Fofana, Cockburn and Decaluwé (2003) and the associated 

references.  
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3.2.1. The production 

 We assume that there are many producers trying to maximize their profits by reducing 

production costs for a given technology and market prices. Agricultural sector production is 

a nested function at five levels. At the first level, value added and intermediate consumption 

provide the output according to a Leontief-type production function. It is at this second stage 

that our approach is different from the PEP Model.  

 Indeed, we consider that there are two types of agricultural producers: a "female" 

producer, i.e. production carried out by a female landowner, and a "male" producer, where 

production is carried out on land that belongs to a man. This hypothesis is crucial because it 

implies that we assume that the production technology (at least in terms of value added, i.e. 

in the use of primary production factors) used by a female owner and a male owner of the 

land is not identical. Our approach is to follow the learnings of the literature, which seems to 

indicate, without necessarily being empirically proven, that the use of production means and 

factor productivity are different depending on the type and, in particular, the gender of the 

farmer.  

 Thus, the combination of the value added of women owners and men owners makes 

it possible to obtain the value added of the sectors of the economy according to a constant 

elasticity of substitution (CES) production function. At the third level, and this for both female 

and male owners, value added is composed of the composite demand for labour and the 

composite demand for capital, assuming that these two composite factors are imperfectly 

substitutable according to a CES production function. 

 At the fourth level, female or male agricultural workers, combined with each other, will 

constitute composite work (male or female owners). Thus, the combination of the demand of 

composite land-fertilizer capital and agricultural equipment capital makes it possible to obtain 

the composite capital using a constant elasticity of substitution (CES) function for both female 

and male owners. 

 Finally, at the fifth level, the composite land-fertilizer capital of women landowners 

combines the land held by a woman and the fertilizer held by women landowners according 

to a CES-type function. Also, the composite capital of male landowners combines land owned 

by male landowners, as well as male held fertilizers (CES function). We assume that capital is 
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mobile for agricultural activities and fixed for others because, in the short term, farmers can 

easily change crops or even combine several crops on the same plot, while this is not possible 

for the other sectors. 

 Fertilizer capital, unlike other types of capital, is considered to be endogenous in the 

model and it is the price of fertilizer that is thus fixed. The demand for fertilizer is then 

determined by the model according to current prices. Traditionally, fertilizer is not a 

production factor for which the provision is given but an intermediate consumption whose 

demand is linked proportionally to the level of production.  

 In our case, however, there is no longer any intermediate consumption (the SAM has 

been adapted to eliminate this intermediate consumption for all agricultural sectors) of 

fertilizer by the agricultural sectors because the demand for fertilizer now depends on the 

demand for the composite land-fertilizer capital. The demand for fertilizer is therefore 

sensitive to changes in the relative prices of land and fertilizers. A decrease in fertilizer prices 

will therefore result in an increase in the demand through a substitution effect.  

 Similarly, an increase in the provision of land for male or female landowners will lead 

to an increase in fertilizer demand through a volume effect, regardless of prices. The 

production structure of a typical agricultural sector is presented in the table below. Both value 

added for women and men is broken-down.   
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Figure 1: Production structure of an agricultural sector  

 

Source: The authors  

 

3.2.2. The demand 

 The model takes into account four types of agents: households, firms, government and 

the rest of the world. In fact, the model assumes that the consumption behaviour of a 

representative household is equivalent to maximizing its utility under the constraint of income 

according to the Stone-Geary function, allowing the hypothesis of minimum consumption for 

each good in the economy. It is also assumed that households derive their income from 

payments for production factors (labour and capital) but also from transfers received from the 

government and the rest of the world. Household income is used for consumer spending, tax 

payments and savings.  

 Concerning the government, its income is derived from taxes, transfers received and 

a part from capital return. Government revenues are spent on current public expenditure for 

the provision of public services, investments transfer payments to households and savings. As 

for firms, they receive a share of income from capital return, pay dividends to households and 

foreigners, pay taxes to the government and make savings.  
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 The relationship between the rest of the world and the domestic economy is 

determined by the substitutability between imported and locally produced products on the 

supply side (Armington hypothesis) and by the substitutability between the domestic and 

international markets on the consumer side. Relative prices of foreign goods (defined by fixed 

international prices, exchange rates and government interventions) determine the distribution 

of supply and demand between domestic and international markets. 

 

3.2.3. Taking unemployment into account in the model and model closure 

 As indicated earlier, although our model is based on the PEP1-1 model, it differs 

significantly from it, particularly in the representation of the labour market.  Thus, the 

assumptions of full factor employment, wage flexibility and equality between labour supply 

and labour demand by type of work and by sector of activity are rejected. In our study, we 

assume that the labour market is not in balance and that available workers remain 

unemployed. 

 The notion of unemployment must be used with caution in a country like Burkina Faso, 

but the fact remains that available workers are unemployed and this is what we will measure 

as "unemployment". In our model, we have two main categories of labour: female and male 

workers.  Workers offer their labour on the female labour market or on the male labour market. 

They may be in four situations: working for a female land owner, working for a male land 

owner, or working in another sector other than agriculture, or being without work 

(unemployed). This applies to both men and women. Thus men can (1) work for a woman who 

owns the land, (2) for a man who owns the land, (3) in another sector (4) be unemployed.  

Thus, the equilibrium of the labour market is given by:  

𝐿𝑆𝑓	(𝑙3) =*𝐿𝐷(𝑙3, 𝑗)
!

+ 𝑐ℎ𝑓(𝑙3) 

𝐿𝑆ℎ	(𝑙4) =*𝐿𝐷(𝑙4, 𝑗)
!

+ 𝑐ℎℎ(𝑙4) 

Where: 

𝐿𝑆𝑓	(𝑙3) is the labour supply of women by type of work  𝑙3, 
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𝐿𝐷(𝑙3, 𝑗) is the women's labour demand by type of work 𝑙3 and by sector of activity, 

𝑐ℎ𝑓(𝑙3) is the number of unemployed women by type of work  𝑙3, 

𝐿𝑆ℎ	(𝑙4) is the labour supply of men by type of work  𝑙4, 

𝐿𝐷(𝑙4, 𝑗) is the men’s labour demand by type of work 𝑙4 and by sector of activity, 

𝑐ℎℎ(𝑙4) is the number of unemployed men by type of work 𝑙4. 

 To integrate unemployment into the model, we drew inspiration from Blanchflower 

and Oswald’s study (1995). According to these authors, the wage rate is a function of the rate 

of unemployment, the elasticity of the unemployment rate and a scale parameter. Studies 

have shown that the wage and unemployment curve is theoretically identical across countries, 

and stable over time, and its elasticity is generally close to -0.1 (Decaluwé et al., 2011). This 

value of -0.1 is also used in this study. Thus, the wage rate equation is given by the 

relationship: 

𝑊(𝑙3) = 	𝐴𝑊𝑓(𝑙3) ∗ 𝑢𝑛𝑓(𝑙3)"_$%&(()) 

𝑊(𝑙4) = 	𝐴𝑊ℎ(𝑙4) ∗ 𝑢𝑛ℎ(𝑙4)"_$%+((,) 

With: 

𝑊(𝑙3) the wage rate by type of work for women, 

𝐴𝑊𝑓(𝑙3) the scale parameter in the wage curve specified for women's work	𝑙3 category, 

𝑢𝑛𝑓(𝑙3) the unemployment rate by type of work	𝑙3 of women, 

𝜎_𝑤𝑐𝑓(𝑙3) the elasticity of the wage curve specified for job category	𝑙3 of women, 

𝑊(𝑙4) the wage rate by type of work	𝑙4 for men, 

𝑢𝑛𝑓(𝑙3) the unemployment rate by type of work	𝑙3 of women, 

𝜎_𝑤𝑐𝑓(𝑙3) the elasticity of the wage curve specified for job category	𝑙3 of women, 

  

In terms of model closure, we consider that in the goods and services market, the 

equality between supply and demand is achieved by adjustments in relative prices. In the 

model, the exchange rate is the numéraire. International import and export prices are 

exogenous in the model under the assumption that Burkina Faso is a small country and has 

no influence on international prices. The current account is exogenous in the model. Total 
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investment is the sum of the savings of economic agents. The supply of capital is equal to the 

demand. The total investment is the sum of the agents' savings.  

 

 

 

 

IV. Application and results 

 This section presents the simulation scenarios, the results of these scenarios and draws 

up economic policy recommendations. 

 

4.1. Simulation scenarios 

This paper presents three simulation scenarios. 

Scenario 1: Increase in the supply of land allocated to women by 70%. This level of 

simulation is in line with national benchmarks for improving women's living conditions. The 

Government's current policy in terms of women's access to land aims to allocate 30% of 

agricultural land to women. In total, the country has a potential of 733,500 hectares in terms 

of agricultural land, including 500,000 hectares of agricultural wetland and 233,500 hectares 

of irrigable land. 

 12% of the wetland and 20% of the irrigable land are already converted, for a total of 

106,700 hectares. 92% of these agricultural areas are farmed by men and only 8% by women, 

or 8,536 hectares. The five-year objective of the Burkinabe State was to convert 25,000 

hectares to agricultural land by 2020, 30% of which will be allocated to women. However, for 

the 2016-2017 period, the State has converted 20,000 hectares and intends to maintain this 

rate for future periods, i.e. an increase in the area cultivated by women by 6,000 hectares. 

Women, who currently farm 8,536 ha, will see their farmed area increased by 6,000 ha, for a 

total of 14,536 ha, increasing their current area by 70%2. This will allow to meet the agricultural 

policy objectives of improving women's access to agricultural land. 

 
2 (!"	$%&'()%&

()%&
 *100). 



 18 

Scenario 2: Reduction in the cost of acquiring fertilizer for women landowners by 10% 

 In Burkina Faso, government-subsidized fertilizers are given more to cotton farmers 

through cotton producer groups. But women do not invest enough in cotton growing. This 

explains why they benefit less from these subsidized fertilizers, even though they belong to 

the most vulnerable portion of the population.  To enable women to benefit from subsidized 

fertilizers, we propose a discriminatory practice in their favour. We suggest that the 

government should implement a refund mechanism for women.  

 In the case of Burkina Faso, (chemical) fertilizers are not locally produced and the prices 

of the product on the local market are determined by import prices plus taxes or subsidies on 

fertilizers. In the absence of public intervention, through a tax or subsidy, the price of fertilizer 

is exogenous and farmers' demand for fertilizer will be determined by the equality between 

marginal fertilizer productivity (the yield on "fertilizer capital") and the price of the product. A 

fertilizer subsidy for women only could therefore be taken into account by partially refunding 

the costs incurred for their purchase.  The fertilizers would be bought by the women at market 

price but they would get a partial refund from the government on purchases made. 

Scenario 3: This scenario is in line with the Government's policy of modernizing 

agricultural holdings by accelerating the mechanization of agriculture to improve productivity. 

In fact, this policy also aims to continue the "Operation 100,000 ploughs " launched in 2011, 

which consists of making 100,000 agricultural equipment available to small producers, 50% 

of which will be used by women over a five-year period, at the rate of 20,000 units per year 

(including 10,000 units for women). Furthermore, the current equipment provision in Burkina 

Faso is estimated at 83788 units. An annual increase of 10,000 units of agricultural equipment 

for women amounts to an increase of about 10% (-....
/)0//

∗ 100 = 11,93%). This simulation is 

also based on one of the targets of the National Plan for Economic and Social Development 

(PNDES), which aims to increase agricultural productivity by increasing primary sector 

productivity by 50% by 2020 resulting in an average annual increase of 10%.  
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4.2. Analysis and discussion of simulation results  

This section presents the results of the three simulations. 

Simulation 1: Increase in the supply of land allocated to women by 70%. 

 The increase in women owned land supply increases the value added of the factor 

composite production factor of female labour and capital (which reaches 26.71% for other 

crops, 20.93% for fruit and vegetables and 3.46% for oilseeds) and total production (which 

reaches 7.88% for other crops, 4.48% for fruit and vegetables and 0.96% for oilseeds) equally 

in the agricultural sectors.  

 As fertilizer demand is endogenous, the increase in women's land supply leads to an 

increase in demand for fertilizer for crops such as rice, tubers, pulses, oilseeds and other crops. 

As fertilizer costs are fixed and determined by import prices, the increase in the provision of 

land, increases the demand of fertilizer for some crops even if the cost of land is declining. 

The increase in production also leads to an increase in the demand for labour for these same 

crops. This leads to an increase in labour income for each household category. 

 The increase in women's land supply has spill-over effects on some non-agricultural 

activities. This may be due to the demand effect (increase in demand due to the revenue 

effect on household incomes) which in turn generates an increase in production and leads to 

an increase in employment. 

 The combined effect of increased agricultural and non-agricultural production 

contributes to an increase in real GDP (0.18%) leading to an increase in government income 

(0.28%) and savings (0.82%). This impact is relatively small, but it should be remembered that 

the land provision for women landowners in relation to all the production factors used in 

agricultural activities is around 0.32%. The impact of a 70% increase in this stock can only 

have minimal macroeconomic effects, even if the sectoral effects are more significant. 
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Graph 2: Evolution of some of the variables in simulation 1  

 

Source: The authors  
 

Simulation 2: Reduction of fertilizer purchase costs for women by 10%. 

 The decrease in the cost of fertilizer for women leads to an increase in demand for the 

product by women landowners in all agricultural activities by 8.5% (on average). With a 

constant allocation of land, this more intensive use of fertilizers creates an increase in the value 

added from land owned by women and ultimately, in production.  In fact, there is a positive 

impact on value added from the factor composite production factor of female labour and 

capital in the agricultural sectors (which reaches 1.66% for millet sorghum, 1.26% for maize, 

0.51% for oilseeds).  This upturn in activity by women landowners generates an increase in 

the demand for labour in favour of the agricultural sectors: tubers, pulses, oilseeds, fruit and 

vegetables and other crops. The decrease in fertilizer costs does not directly affect male 

landowners because they are not benefiting directly from the measure.   

 This shock on women's fertilizer costs has a positive but indirect impact on certain non-

agricultural sectors (livestock farming, forestry, agri-food industries, beverage manufacturing 

- tobacco, textiles - clothing, trade...). This impact can be explained by a demand effect that 

generates an increase in production which leads to an increase in demand for employment. 
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 The combined effect of agricultural and non-agricultural growth generates an increase 

in real GDP (0.033%) and leads to a small increase in government income (0.018%) and 

savings (0.07%).  The macroeconomic impact of this policy of reducing fertilizer costs is 

extremely low, but in the case of Burkina Faso, fertilizer use is still of minor importance, since 

this production factor represents only 2.17% of total GDP and that of women landowners 

even weaker (0.55%). 

  
Graph 3: Evolution of some of the variables in simulation 2 

 

Source: The authors  

 

Simulation 3: Increase in the supply of agricultural equipment for women by 10%  

 The increase in the supply of agricultural equipment for women, leads to an increase 

in the request for tools in all agricultural sectors since the associated running costs are 

substantially reduced (-0.031%). There is also an increase in the demand for the composite 

land-fertilizer capital for rice, tubers, pulses, oilseeds and other crops. This also increases the 

labour demand for these same crops. Also, the labour demand is increasing in the non-

agricultural sectors (livestock, forestry, agri-food industry, trade, accommodation and 

catering). It should also be noted that there has also been an increase in value added for 

women’s composite of labour and capital and total production in all agricultural sectors.  
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 This simulation results in knock-on effects on some non-agricultural sectors. This can 

be explained by the demand effect which leads to an increase in production and employment. 

Overall, this leads to an increase in real GDP (0.005%) leading to an increase in government 

income (0.007%) and savings (0.023%). Household income from capital and labour has 

increased, with the exception of poor rural households.  

 We have not yet simulated the combination of the three economic policy measures 

(increase in land allocation, reduction in fertilizer costs and increase in the stock of agricultural 

tools) but, even if we do, we would expect relatively small effects since, overall, the 

contribution of women landowners to agricultural GDP (26.16%) remains low. However, our 

results clearly indicate that this type of action can have positive effects on women's 

employment and income, and can perhaps change substantially the structure of agricultural 

production in Burkina Faso in the long term.  

 
Graph 4 : Evolution of some of the variables in simulation 3  

 

Source: Authors, 2018. 

 

  

-0.08
-0.05
-0.02
0.01
0.04
0.07
0.1
0.13
0.16
0.19
0.22
0.25
0.28
0.31
0.34
0.37
0.4

CMAIS CRIZ MILSOR CFONIO CTUBER CLEGUM COL CFR_LEG AUTRCUL

Simulation 3

LDfF LDfH VAF XST



 23 

V. Conclusion and economic policy implications 

 The Burkinabe economy is mainly based on the agricultural sector. This sector is mainly 

dominated by women. However, women have limited access to land and agricultural inputs 

Thus, the government, through the National Rural Sector Programme (PNSR), which is the 

implementation of the National Policy for Economic and Social Development (PNDES) in rural 

areas, aims, among other things, to increase the proportion of land allocated to women, to 

facilitate their access to agricultural inputs (fertilizers, agricultural tools, etc.) and to increase 

their agricultural productivity.  

 Bearing in mind these government objectives, our study aims to assess the impact of 

these policies on women's employment and income.  Hence, the study uses a static 

computable general equilibrium model. Three simulation scenarios are given in this study. At 

the macroeconomic level, the results of these three simulations have overall positive impacts 

on GDP, value added, total output, female employment and the income of economic agents. 

At the sectoral level, the analysis of the simulations shows an increase in demand for women's 

labour in the agricultural sectors, which results in spill-over effects in the non-agricultural 

sectors, which are female labour-intensive. 

 Thus, policies in favour of women contribute to food security, economic growth and 

the improvement of women's living conditions through job creation and increased household 

income. 

In terms of economic policy implications, it is recommended that the Government: 

- make agricultural tools available to women through more accessible conditions i.e. 

subsidies and donations; 

- continue the policies already in place, in particular the “Operation 100,000 charrues3” 

with 50% allocated to women; 

- ensure the implementation of the policy concerning the allocation of 30% of the 

developed land for women; 

 
3 “Operation 100,000 ploughs” 
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- carry out a discriminatory practice in the favour of women by subsidizing the cost of 

acquiring fertilizers.   

 As a follow-up to this study, it would be interesting to reflect on the consequences of 

the variation in world fertilizer prices on agriculture in Burkina Faso. 
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Appendices 

1. Description of the SAM 

a. Distribution of value added between factors of production and sectors 

The distribution of value added by activity shows that the agriculture sector, which consists of 

the sub-sectors: maize, rice, sorghum millet, fonio, tubers, pulses, oilseeds, vegetables and 

other crops (22.39%), general government activities (19.65%), trade (12.49%) and livestock 

(12.12%), contribute the most to value added. The table shows that more than half of the 

value added by the agricultural sector (50.66%) comes from the remuneration of the female 

labour factor in agricultural activities. 

 

Table 5: Distribution of value added (in %) 
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Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 

 

b. Household income structure 

The household income structure shows that households derive their income mainly from non-

agricultural capital income (31.95%), men's non-agricultural labour income (15.7%), women's 

agricultural labour income (14.46%), women's non-agricultural capital income (11.9%), 

women’s non-agricultural labour income (9.66%) and men's agricultural labour income 

(9.36%). 
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Table  6: Household income structure (%) 
 

MRP  MUP  MRNP  MUNP  Total 
household 

Men's agricultural labour income from 
men's operations 

18,02 4,2 9,77 0,65 6,82 

Men's agricultural labour income from 
women's operations 

6,71 1,56 3,64 0,24 2,54 

Non-agricultural labour income for 
men 

2,76 9,65 12,38 23,08 15,7 

Women's agricultural labour income 
from women's operations 

9,79 2,28 5,31 0,36 3,71 

Women's agricultural labour income in 
men's operations  

28,39 6,61 15,39 1,03 10,75 

Non-agricultural labour income for 
women  

1,7 5,94 7,62 14,21 9,66 

Income from men's land capital 3,22 1,1 2,92 0,17 1,78 
Income from women's land capital 1,09 0,37 0,99 0,06 0,61 
Income from men's agricultural 
equipment capital  

0,38 0,13 0,35 0,02 0,21 

Income from women's agricultural 
equipment capital 

0,14 0,05 0,13 0,01 0,08 

Income from men's fertilizer capital 0 0 4,35 0,26 2,08 
Income from women's fertilizer capital 0 0 1,49 0,09 0,72 
Income from men's non-agricultural 
capital 

0,81 22,47 18,21 27,21 20,05 

Income from women's non-agricultural 
capital 

0,48 13,34 10,81 16,16 11,9 

Transfer received from other 
households 

18,98 15,23 0,67 9,33 6,59 

Transfer received from firms 0,49 5,12 0,34 2,63 1,39 

Transfer received from the 
Government 

2,58 3,87 1,62 2,32 2,05 

Transfer received from the rest of the 
world 

4,46 8,08 4,01 2,17 3,36 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 

 

c. Structure of household consumption expenditure 

Analysis of household consumption expenditure indicates that consumer spending on 

agricultural products takes up 30.68% of poor rural household’s incomes (MRP), 24.51% of 

poor urban household’s incomes (MUP), 19.36% of non-poor rural household’s incomes 

(MRNP) and 14.88% of the non-poor urban household’s incomes (MUNP). It can therefore be 

concluded from this analysis that agricultural products are consumed more by poor 

households. 
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Table 7: Structure of household consumption expenditure (in %) 

  MRP  MUP  MRNP  MUNP  

MAIS 4,18 7,66 2,47 2,72 

RIZ 1,18 2,17 1,05 1,58 

MILSOR 13,46 5,3 6,9 0,86 

FONIO 0,62 1,14 0,37 0,4 

TUBER 3,41 2,76 3,96 5,83 

HAR 2,86 2,13 1,55 0,84 

VOUAN 0,23 0,17 0,13 0,07 

OLEA 2,85 1,1 1,66 1,2 

FRUI_LEGU 1,89 2,08 1,27 1,37 

AUTCULT 0 0 0 0,01 

Total agriculture 30,68 24,51 19,36 14,88 

PROD_ELEV 9,62 6,81 10,78 8,74 

PROD_SYL 2,11 2,58 1,83 1,71 

PRO_PE_CHA 0,46 0,67 0,43 0,96 

PROEXTR 0 0 0 0,08 

PRO_IND_AG 19,71 25,94 18,64 22,42 

BOIS_TAB 16,85 13,19 10,75 7,91 

TEX_HAB 1,68 0,68 2,92 1,1 

MENU_ART 0,68 0,11 2,24 1,86 

MED_SAV 0,97 0,97 1,49 1,42 

PROMANI 4,98 3,03 11,46 3,83 

PRO_AUTPRO_CHIM 0,15 0,02 0,49 0,41 

PRO_Engrais 0 0 5,94 0,48 

TRAV_CONS 0,07 0,01 0,13 0,07 

COMME 0 0 0 0 

SER_HOT_HEB 1,16 0,18 3,84 3,19 

SER_TRA_TEL 0,59 0,71 0,97 8,76 

SERFIN 0,74 0,11 2,46 2,05 

SERADPU 0,89 2,14 1,13 5,04 

AUTSER 8,66 18,34 5,14 15,09 

Total 100 100 100 100 

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 
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d. Structure of Government revenues 

The Government's main sources of income are non-agricultural capital income (26.12%), 

transfers received from the rest of the world (23.37%) and direct taxes (20.30%).   

Domestic income (the total net transfers received from the rest of the world) comes more from 

other sectors of the economy (55.30%). As the agricultural sector is generally not taxed 

(except for a low import tax), it generally receives a subsidy of 0.03% and the other chemical 

products sector accounts for 1.05%.  

 

Table 8: Structure of Government revenue (%) 
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Source of Income 
Production tax  -5,13 1,03 104,1 0 0 100 1,68 

Direct tax 0 0 0 100 0 100 20,30 
        
Import tax  0,51 5,21 94,28 0 0 100 11,81 

Indirect tax 0 2,05 97,95 0 0 100 16,72 
Transfers received 0 0 0 0 100 100 23,37 
Men's non-agricultural 
capital income 

0 0,16 99,84 0 0 100 16,39 

Women's non-agricultural 
capital income 

0 0,53 99,47 0 0 100 9,73 

Contribution by sector and 
agents 

-0,03 1,05 55,30 20,30 23,37 100   

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 

 

e. Structure of Government expenditure  

The structure of government expenditure shows that more than half of government income is 

spent on consumption expenditure (education, health, others) (55.4%), more than 30% on 

savings and the rest on transfers (transfers to households (3.78%), transfers to firms (4.83%) 

and transfers to the ROW (2.14%).  
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Table 9: Structure of Government expenditure (%) 
 

Government 

Consumption  55,4 

Transfers to households  3,78 

Transfers to firms 4,83 

Transfers to the ROW 2,14 

Savings 33,85 

Total 100 

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013.à 

 

f. Rest of the world 

The table summarizes the production relationships between Burkina Faso and the rest of the 

world. Indeed, exports represent 17.43% of total production. As far as agriculture is 

concerned, 26.56% of its production is exported, agricultural products represent 24.86% of 

total exports. Analysis of the table shows that the import penetration rate (IM/Q) of the 

economy is 24.90%, which means that Burkina Faso is 75.10% self-sufficient  

The import penetration rate in agriculture is 2.33%, which implies that the country is 97.67% 

self-sufficient. Also, little importation of agricultural products occurs, with this representing 

only 1.04% of the total import volume. For other chemicals, exports represent 10.63% of total 

production and 0.15% of export volume. However, fertilizer products belonging to the "other 

chemical product" sector are all imported. 
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Table 10: Relationship with the rest of the world (%) 

 Sectors EX/XST EX/EXT 
CMAIS 5,28 0,46 
CRIZ 0,83 0,04 
MILSOR 0,34 0,06 
CFONIO 7,62 0,01 
CTUBER 1,76 0,18 
CLEGUM 5,28 0,23 
COL 56,60 22,51 
CFR_LEG 22,81 1,33 
AUTRCUL 3,99 0,03 
Total agriculture 26,56 2,76 
ACTEL 4,01 1,89 
SYL 0,28 0,04 
ACT_PECH_CHA 0 0 
ACTEXTR 92,32 53,03 
IND_AGRO 1,72 0,69 
FAB_BOI_TAB 1,11 0,20 
FAB_TEX_HAB 18,05 0,61 
ACTMENU 0,39 0,01 
FAB_SAV_MED 5,11 0,03 
MANI 17,54 2,33 
AUTPRO_CHIM 10,63 0,15 
Total Bien 28,57 83,86 
ACTCONS 4,96 2,10 
ACTCOMM 0 0 
ACT_HEB_RES 0 0 
ACT_TRA_TEL 13,37 4,30 
ACTFIN 28,63 3,21 
ACT_ADP_PU 1,40 1,26 
AUTR_ACT_SER 14,68 5,29 
Total service 5,76 16,14 
Total  17,43 100 

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 
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Table 11: Relationship with the rest of the world (%) 

 Products IM/Q IM/IMT 

MAIS 0,07 0,002 
RIZ 1,38 0,04 
MILSOR 0,27 0,03 
FONIO 1,62 0,002 
TUBER 1,07 0,07 
HAR 0,06 0,002 
VOUAN 0 0 
OLEA 0,55 0,06 
FRUI_LEGU 7,66 0,24 
AUTCULT 58,52 0,60 
Total agriculture 2,33 1,04 

PROD_ELEV 0,07 0,02 
PROD_SYL 0,03 0,003 
PRO_PE_CHA 0,39 0,003 
PROEXTR 55,93 0,27 
PRO_IND_AG 23,99 7,90 
BOIS_TAB 16,22 2,20 
TEX_HAB 53,34 2,02 
MENU_ART 38,13 1,47 
MED_SAV 85,89 2,73 
PROMANI 84,07 36,64 
PRO_AUTPRO_CHIM 85,77 5,00 
PRO_ENGRAIS 100 4,82 
Total Bien 32,89 64,12 

TRAV_CONS 5,29 1,55 
COMME 0 0 
SER_HOT_HEB 0 0 
SER_TRA_TEL 15,96 3,37 
SERFIN 32,83 2,49 
SERADPU 0,71 0,40 
AUTSER 58,26 28,08 
Total service 17,37 35,88 

Total  24,90 100 

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 
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g. Structure of the domestic demand 

The table below shows the structure of domestic demand in Burkinabe economy in terms 

of private final consumption, public consumption, intermediate consumption, investment and 

stock variation. The table shows that manufactured products (14.84%), other services products 

(13.66%), public administration services (13.24%) and agricultural products (11.32%) have the 

highest domestic demand. Agricultural products, the fourth source of intermediate demand, 

involves the strong integration of the agricultural sector into the Burkinabe economy.  

Analysis of the table also shows that, depending on the nature of the demands, there is a 

higher demand among households (35.85%) and industries (33.64%).  Investment demand 

represents only 18.88% of total demand. 

 

Table 12: Structure of the domestic demand (%) 
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MAIS 80,22 0,00 23,59 0,00 -3,81 100 1,29 
RIZ 66,40 0,00 35,22 0,00 -1,62 100 0,68 
MIL_SOR 68,48 0,00 38,91 0,00 -7,38 100 3,08 
FONIO 161,76 0,00 6,18 0,00 -67,94 100 0,10 
TUBEER 97,87 0,00 2,13 0,00 0,00 100 1,64 
HAR 95,41 0,00 4,59 0,00 0,00 100 0,57 
VOUAN 77,81 0,00 22,19 0,00 0,00 100 0,06 
OLEA 20,87 0,00 75,94 4,61 -1,42 100 2,89 
FRUI_LEGU 66,46 0,00 33,54 0,00 0,00 100 0,76 
AUTCULT 0,73 0,00 99,27 0,00 0,00 100 0,25 
PROD_ELEV 45,49 0,00 34,98 19,53 0,00 100 7,78 
PROD_SYL 30,89 0,00 69,11 0,00 0,00 100 2,15 
PRO_PE_CHA 79,00 0,00 21,00 0,00 0,00 100 0,28 
PROEXTR 3,66 0,00 94,33 2,00 0,00 100 0,25 
PRO_IND_AG 78,89 0,00 20,42 0,82 -0,13 100 9,16 
BOIS_TAB 91,39 0,00 7,14 1,47 0,00 100 4,23 
TEX_HAB 55,77 0,00 42,39 3,52 -1,67 100 1,35 
MENU_ART 60,61 0,00 36,86 5,17 -2,63 100 1,09 
MED_SAV 43,09 0,00 56,91 0,00 0,00 100 1,15 
PROMANI 18,88 0,00 23,84 57,28 0,00 100 14,84 
PRO_AUTPRO_CHIM 8,56 0,00 91,44 0,00 0,00 100 1,69 
PRO_ENGRAIS 100,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 100 1,13 
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TRAV_CONS 0,45 0,00 2,29 97,27 0,00 100 7,89 
COMME 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 100 0,00 
SER_HOT_HEB 71,12 0,00 28,88 0,00 0,00 100 1,59 
SER_TRA_TEL 24,26 0,00 75,74 0,00 0,00 100 5,15 
SERFIN 35,06 0,00 64,94 0,00 0,00 100 2,07 
SERADPU 6,49 91,49 2,02 0,00 0,00 100 13,24 
AUTSER 24,06 0,00 70,18 5,91 -0,15 100 13,66 
Total 35,85 12,11 33,64 18,88 -0,48 100 100 

Source: Authors' calculations based on SAM data, 2013. 

 

Table 13: Some macroeconomic variables (%) 

Macroeconomic variables  Simulation 1 Simulation 2 Simulation 3 
Women's agricultural value 
added  

3,085 0,739 0,097 

Total production of agricultural 
products 

0,817 0,149 0,024 

Imports of agricultural products -5,187 -0,10 -0,222 
Exports of agricultural products 1,596 0,214 0,041 

Government Revenue 0,284 0,018 0,007 

Government savings 0,82 0,070 0,023 

Real household consumption 0,085 0,018 0,003 

Real GDP 0,18 0,034 0,006 

Source: Authors, 2018. 

 
Table 14: Evolution of some variables of simulation 1 (%) 

SIMULATION 1 
Sector of activity KDTM KDEW LDwW LDwM VAW XST 
CMAIS 70,199 -0,001 -0,024 -0,029 0,386 0,089 
CRIZ 70,254 0,031 0,008 0,003 0,551 0,139 
MILSOR 70,049 -0,089 -0,112 -0,117 0,504 0,052 
CFONIO 68,947 -0,737 -0,759 -0,765 -0,079 -0,643 
CTUBER 70,296 0,055 0,033 0,027 0,220 0,089 
CLEGUM 70,313 0,065 0,043 0,038 0,095 0,064 
COL 70,658 0,268 0,245 0,240 3,469 0,969 
CFR_LEG 69,094 -0,651 -0,673 -0,678 20,934 4,984 
AUTRCUL 74,726 2,658 2,635 2,629 26,713 7,885 

Source: Authors, 2018. 
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Table 15: Evolution of some variables of simulation 2 (%) 

SIMULATION 2 
Sector of activity KDEW LDwW LDwM VAW XST 
CMAIS 8,602 -0,155 -0,157 1,260 0,226 
CRIZ 8,699 -0,067 -0,068 0,482 0,071 
MILSOR 8,443 -0,301 -0,303 1,661 0,208 
CFONIO 8,621 -0,138 -0,14 -0,079 -0,114 
CTUBER 8,768 -0,003 -0,005 0,024 0,018 
CLEGUM 8,746 -0,023 -0,024 0,126 0,044 
COL 8,846 0,069 0,067 0,512 0,172 
CFR_LEG 8,776 0,004 0,003 0,199 0,062 
AUTRCUL 8,838 0,061 0,059 0,082 0,070 

Source: Authors, 2018. 

 

 

Table 16: Evolution of some variables of simulation 3 (%) 

 

Source: Authors, 2018. 

 

 

Table 17: Microeconomic impact on household income (%) 

 

SIMULATION 3 
Sector of activity KDEQW LDwW LDwM VAW XST 
CMAIS 10,011 -0,001 -0,001 -0,0008 0,004 
CRIZ 10,013 5,1E-05 -7,4E-05 0,0002 0,006 
MILSOR 10,008 -0,004 -0,004 -0,004 0,002 
CFONIO 9,987 -0,023 -0,023 -0,022 -0,017 
CTUBER 10,014 0,001 0,001 0,0011 0,003 
CLEGUM 10,014 0,001 0,001 0,0014 0,002 
COL 10,017 0,004 0,004 0,005 0,018 
CFR_LEG 9,979 -0,030 -0,030 -0,028 0,200 
AUTRCUL 10,138 0,114 0,114 0,117 0,322 

 
SIMULATION 1 SIMULATION 2 SIMULATION 3 

AGENTS YH YHK YHL YHTR YH YHK YHL YHTR YH YHK YHL YHTR 

MRP -0,018 -1,933 0,073 0,017 -0,74 0,007 -0,088 -0,052 -0,003 -0,071 0 0,001    

MUP 0,198 0,358 0,078 0,032 0 0,062 -0,039 -0,020 0,004 0,01 0,001 0,002    

MRNP 0,093 0,119 0,076 0,005 -0,058 -0,065 -0,055 -0,050 0,001 0,001 0 0,001    

MUNP 0,25 0,445 0,083 0,034 0,021 0,058 0,006 -0,020 0,007 0,013 0,002 0,002    


