
 
International Journal of Economic Policy in Emerging
Economies
 
ISSN online: 1752-0460 - ISSN print: 1752-0452
https://www.inderscience.com/ijepee

 
Contribution of non-timber forest products to food security of
households bordering the Pô-Nazinga-Sissili ecological complex
in Burkina Faso
 
Soumaïla Sawadogo
 
DOI: 10.1504/IJEPEE.2023.10056049
 
Article History:
Received: 02 September 2022
Last revised: 14 November 2022
Accepted: 26 December 2022
Published online: 22 May 2023

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

Copyright © 2023 Inderscience Enterprises Ltd.

https://www.inderscience.com/jhome.php?jcode=ijepee
https://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJEPEE.2023.10056049
http://www.tcpdf.org


   

  

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   420 Int. J. Economic Policy in Emerging Economies, Vol. 17, No. 3, 2023    
 

   Copyright © The Author(s) 2023. Published by Inderscience Publishers Ltd. This is an Open Access Article 
distributed under the CC BY license. (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) 
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Contribution of non-timber forest products to food 
security of households bordering the  
Pô-Nazinga-Sissili ecological complex in  
Burkina Faso 

Soumaïla Sawadogo 
Centre for Economic and Social Studies, 
Documentation and Research (CEDRES), 
Thomas Sankara University, 
03 BP 7210 Ouagadougou 03; Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso 
and 
Laboratory of Economics and Rural Development (LED), 
Gembloux Agro-Bio Tech. – University of Liège, Belgium 
Email: soumailasawadogo91@yahoo.fr 

Abstract: The current paper analyses the contribution of non-timber forest 
products (NTFPs) to households’ food security bordering the complex  
Pô-Nazinga-Sissili, a protected area in south Burkina Faso. Using primary data 
from a sample of 263 randomly selected households, two food security 
indicators, the Household Dietary Diversity Score and the Household Food 
Insecurity Access Scale, were calculated. Binary logistic regression and 
ordered multinomial logistic regression of these respective indicators on the 
socioeconomic characteristics of households, with a particular focus on 
economic dependence on NTFPs, have shown that NTFPs are means to 
improve household food security. It would be more appropriate for NTFPs to 
be deeply incorporated into public food security policies, especially in rural 
areas. 
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1 Introduction 

Food insecurity is an economic phenomenon that affects the entire world. Approximately 
two billion people worldwide, or more than 25% of the world’s population, faced 
moderate to severe food insecurity in 2018 (FAO et al., 2019). Food insecurity affects 
regions of the world differently. For instance, while only 8% of the population in North 
America and Europe is affected by food insecurity, more than 52% of the African 
population suffers from this phenomenon (FAO et al., 2019). 

Sub-Saharan Africa is the world region mainly affected by moderate or severe forms 
of food insecurity, with a prevalence of 57.7% (FAO et al., 2019). Like other populations 
in this region, many households in Burkina Faso suffer from food insecurity. In 2012, 
about 19% of these households suffered from this phenomenon, of which 1% was 
affected by its severe form (World Food Programme, 2014). Almost 20% of Burkinabe 
households reported running out of food seven days before data collection in the 2014 
continuous multisectoral survey (National Institute of Statistics and Demography of 
Burkina Faso, 2015). 

Factors behind food insecurity include climate change (Friel, 2010; Pickson and 
Boateng, 2022), conflicts (George and Adelaja, 2022; Nnaji et al., 2022), poverty 
(Mahadevan and Hoang, 2016), and poor agricultural and food policies (Nnaji et al., 
2022). Optimal use of forests can solve the food insecurity of rural households by 
providing wild food, cash income, food diversity and cooking energy and improving the 
resilience of the ecological and social systems surrounding agriculture (Gitz et al., 2021). 
These forest goods and services can be classified into three main groups: wood,  
non-timber forest products (NTFPs) and other environmental resources (Angelsen and 
Wunder, 2003). 

NTFPs are part of the category of supply ecosystem services (Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment, 2005). Theoretically, NTFPs affect households’ food security by mainly 
three channels. Firstly, they contribute to households’ food security by providing natural 
food to support the current consumption of these households (Abdulla, 2013; Angelsen 
and Wunder, 2003). Secondly, NTFPs can serve as safety nets during shocks especially 
for vulnerable households (Angelsen et al., 2014; Sunderlin et al., 2005). Thirdly, they 
can also act on food security by providing cash income to households involved in NTFPs’ 
value chain (Abdulla, 2013; Chukwuone and Okeke, 2012). Indeed, cash income from 
NTFPs can be used to buy other commodities for households’ food consumption. 

NTFPs contribute to food security for about 20% of the world’s population, 
especially landless women, children, peasants, and other distressed people (FAO, 2018). 
Indeed, world food from NTFPs was estimated at over 76 million tonnes (FAO, 2014). 
Between 2017 and 2020, the consumption of NTFPs reduced the proportion of 
households that suffered from moderate or severe food shortages from 72% to 62% in 
four regions of Burkina Faso (Tree Aid, 2021). But many empirical studies (Abdulla, 
2013; Chukwuone and Okeke, 2012; Ekwugha, 2016; Guerrero et al., 2015; Jimoh and 
Haruna, 2007; Mipun et al., 2019) on the link between NTFPs and food security explore 
individually these three channels by which NTFPs can act on households’ food security. 
The current article analyses this link through the channel of direct consumption of NTFPs 
by calculating two food security indicators [the household dietary diversity score 
(HDDS) and the household food insecurity access scale (HFIAS)] and through the 
income channel by examining the role of the economic dependence on NTFPs on food 
security. This dependence represents the proportion of NTFPs in household income. 
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While it is true that the contribution of NTFPs to food security at the macroeconomic 
level is recognised, there appears to be a lack of studies in the microeconomic sense in 
many NTFP-rich countries such as Burkina Faso which has two major ecological 
complexes of protected areas. These two complexes are the W-Arly-Pendjiari with 
10,795 square kilometres and the Pô-Nazinga-Sissili with 3,792 square kilometres 
(Bouché et al., 2014; Bathiono, 2009). The contribution of NTFPs to human well-being, 
such as food security, around these complexes, is unknown due to the lack of national 
statistics on this issue (MAAHD, 2017). Hence the central question of this research: what 
is the contribution of NTFPs to the food security of rural households in Burkina Faso? 
Thus, this research aims to analyse the role of NTFPs in the food security of rural 
households in Burkina Faso. Considering the above statistics, this article hypothesises 
that NTFP exploitation improves households’ food security in rural Burkina Faso. 

The rest of this paper consists of three sections. Section 2 presents a brief literature 
review on food security and its relationship to NTFPs. The methodology for analysing the 
contribution of NTFPs to rural household food security is developed in Section 3. The 
last section presents and discusses the results of the research. 

2 Literature review 

The current section begins with a discussion of the food security concept’s history. The 
dimensions of that concept and its indicators are presented herein. Finally, a literature 
review on the relationship between NTFP exploitation and households’ food security is 
given. 

2.1 History of the concept of food security 

Food security is a concept that has evolved enormously over the years between 
researchers and development actors. At the dawn of 2000, food security already had more 
than 200 definitions and 450 indicators (Hoddinott, 1999). 

Before the 1970s, the problem in the diet of the world’s population was called a 
‘hunger problem’ and was characterised by insufficient food supply compared to the 
demand (Cafiero et al., 2014). After the World Food Conference organised by the United 
Nations, following the food and oil crises that shook the world from 1972–1974, food 
security emerged. At that time, food security was defined as the ability to constantly 
supply the world with commodities and support growth in food consumption while 
controlling fluctuations in quantities and prices (Committee on World Food Security, 
2012). 

In the 1980s, food security analysis focused on people’s access to food due to the 
emergencies of famine and malnutrition observed in developing countries, even in 
relative to crop abundance at the national level (Sen, 1981). This situation marked the 
birth of the term household food security and already indicated that the analysis of food 
insecurity must be done at the household level (Cafiero et al., 2014). 

In the 1990s, the World Food Summit, held in Rome in 1996, saw the collapse of the 
single-minded focus on the adequacy of dietary energy intake to consider economic and 
nutritional considerations (FAO, 1996). The summit recognised that food security at the 
individual, family, national, regional, and global levels is achieved when all people 
constantly have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food that 
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enables them to meet their needs and preferences for a healthy and active life (FAO, 
1996). This definition was revised in 2001 to consider the social dimension of access to 
food (FAO, 2002). 

Since 2000, the United Nations development agencies’ definition of food security has 
remained stable. Indeed, these organisations define food security as “the situation in 
which everyone always has material, social and economic access to sufficient, safe, and 
nutritious food to meet food needs and preferences and can thus lead a healthy and active 
life” (FAO, 2009). Four dimensions of food security emerged from this definition: 
availability of food supplies, accessibility of food supplies, stability of food supplies, and 
use of food. 

2.2 Dimensions of food security 

One dimension of food security is food availability. This dimension refers to the amount 
of food in a country or region. It can be provided through domestic production, food 
imports, and food aid (MAAHD, 2017). It, therefore, concerns the physical availability of 
food. 

The accessibility of food for a household corresponds to its capacities in terms of 
production and exchange. This accessibility can be physical or economical. Physical 
accessibility refers to regular and timely access to food trading places, while affordability 
relates to household purchasing power (MAAHD, 2017). Poor households may therefore 
be in a situation of inaccessibility to food because of low incomes or too high prices due 
to shocks. 

The stability of food supplies refers to the regularity of food availability in space and 
time. Several parameters must be considered to ensure this dimension: the stability of 
domestic production, the adequacy of storage infrastructures and marketing systems, the 
interannual and intraregional fluctuation of prices, and the cyclical fluctuation of supply 
and demand on international markets. 

The use of food products refers to the nutritional aspect of the food that households 
consume. Thus, food products consumed by households must meet their preferences and 
individuals’ needs for protein-energy elements and micronutrients (World Food 
Programme, 2014). 

2.3 Indicators of food security 

In parallel with the evolution of the definition of the concept of food security, several 
indicators have been designed by researchers and development actors to characterise it 
(FAO, 1996). These indicators can be divided into groups according to whether they 
measure food security directly or indirectly. These are the group of indicators based on 
food consumption adequacy and those that deal with food insecurity as a state capable of 
being identified and analysed by behavioural experiences and reactions that seemed 
familiar to most cultures. But Cafiero et al. (2014) estimated that combining indicators 
from these two groups guarantees better household analysis results. 

Among others, indicators based on food consumption adequacy are the prevalence of 
undernourishment, the food consumption score, and the HDDS. But these indicators, 
taken individually, do not allow a complete understanding of the food security 
experienced by households since they have no basis to guarantee the reliability of the 
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results obtained in practice and to make comparisons between different applications of 
this method (Cafiero et al., 2014). 

The second group of indicators, called ‘scale’ indicators, are based on the food 
experiences of households and individuals. They indirectly capture food security by 
measuring household food consumption behaviours (Ndiaye, 2014). These are mainly the 
HFIAS promulgated by the Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance (FANTA) Initiative, 
the Food Insecurity Experience Scale developed by FAO (Cafiero et al., 2014) and the 
adaptation strategies index (Maxwell and Caldwell, 2008). Also, depending on their 
fields of application, food security indicators can be classified into two levels: the macro 
level, which includes the national and regional levels, and the micro level, which unites 
households. 

NTFPs’ contribution to household food security analysis occurs at the household 
level. Thus, the HDDS can be used with other indicators based on household experience, 
such as the HFIAS, to understand better these households’ access to certain food groups 
(Cafiero et al., 2014). Also, these indicators are relatively simple to calculate and 
consider several aspects of food security such as food frequency, diversity and eating 
behaviour. Therefore, the current research uses HDDS and HFIAS to measure rural 
households’ food security. 

2.4 NTFPs and food security 

NTFPs have a long history in human life (Chukwuone and Okeke, 2012). They contribute 
to strengthening and diversifying households’ food status, mainly rural ones (Angelsen 
and Wunder, 2003). These products enter the households’ nutritional diet through 
condiments and as supplements to agricultural products (Ekwugha, 2016). Households 
that collect NTFPs can diversify their diets, not only through the diversity of collected 
NTFPs but, more importantly, through the fact that the shares sold of these products 
allow these households to purchase other food groups, such as cereals. 

NTFPs act as a food safety net for vulnerable households. They allow households to 
smoothen their consumption during lean food seasons (Delacote, 2007). They are also a 
food source for many households during crises such as severe illness or death of their 
economic pillar (Pouliot and Treue, 2013). NTFPs are rich in nutritional value. They 
strengthen the nutritional status of individuals, especially for people with low immunity 
and chronic diseases (Barany et al., 2004). They provide essential micronutrients and 
vitamins for children’s growth in remote or forest-bordering areas (Guerrero et al., 2015). 
NTFP foods include Parkia biglobosa seeds, honey, shea butter, baobab leaves and red 
kapok flowers. 

Empirically, many studies, such as Abegaz (2017), Abubakari and Abubakari (2015), 
Arora and Nabi (2022), Drammeh et al. (2019), and Ningi et al. (2022) on households’ 
food security determinants in rural areas do not integrate NTFP exploitation as a factor 
that influences this phenomenon. These studies focused on the socioeconomic 
determinants of food security, such as the sex and education of the household’s head. A 
few studies, like Abdulla (2013) and Barany et al. (2004) that considered this dimension 
analysed NTFP’s contribution to food security through the total income provided by 
NTFPs’ exploitation. Also, these studies measured households’ food security with one 
indicator. The current article analyses the contribution of NTFP to households’ food 
security through the relative NTFP income, also called economic dependence on NTFP 
of households. Moreover, households’ food security status is not assessed in this paper by 
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only one indicator but two: the HDDS, which permits assessing the household’s food 
(direct) consumption in a short period, and the HFIAS, which evaluates food insecurity 
signs experienced by households during a relatively long period. 

3 Methodology for analysing the contribution of NTFPs to rural 
households’ food security 

Three points constitute the current section. Firstly, it presents the theoretical and 
empirical models adopted to analyse the contribution of NTFPs to rural households’ food 
security. Secondly, it describes the data collection methodology. Lastly, it underlines the 
choice and description of variables to analyse the contribution of NTFPs to rural 
households’ food security. 

3.1 Theoretical and empirical models for the analysis of food security 
determinants 

The current point presents the theoretical and empirical models used in the current 
research. 

3.1.1 Theoretical model 
This article takes the sustainable livelihood approach developed by Chambers and 
Conway (1992) and Scoones (1998) to analyse the effects of NTFP exploitation on 
households’ food security. Food security for a household implies that it must first have 
capital that allows it to buy, provide, and consume food. A mathematical formalisation of 
this relationship is given through equation (1). 

( , , , , )SA f H F P S N=  (1) 

where SA is a binary variable measuring household food security. H, F, P, S and N 
represent respectively the household’s human capital, financial capital, physical capital, 
social capital, and the natural capital to which this household has access. 

3.1.2 The functional form of the model 
In this research, any household is either food secure or food insecure, depending on the 
value of the food security indicator. Thus, analysing the food security of these households 
is to analyse the probability of these households being or not food insecure. For this 
purpose, the food insecurity status of a household is a dichotomous endogenic variable. 
Logit or probit are indicated for these cases (Greene, 2003). Given the ease with which 
the logit model can be used to interpret the estimated coefficients (Harari-Kermadec, 
2009), it is considered in the rest of the current research. 

The logit model has already been widely used in the literature on the analysis of the 
determinants of household food security (Abegaz, 2017; Abubakari and Abubakari, 2015; 
Sekhampu, 2013). Two of the variants of this model are used in this research. These are 
the binary logit model and the ordered multinomial logit model. The binary logit model is 
used with the HDDS, while the ordered multinomial logit model is used with the 
household HFIAS score. 
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For analysis with HDDS, consider Yi* a latent variable representing the number of 
food groups consumed by the household in the last 24 hours. Suppose Yi* is explained by 
the socioeconomic characteristics of the household. Let us designate by Y the binary 
variable indicating 1 if the household is food insecure and 0 if it is food secure. The 
relationship between Yi and Yi* is given by equation (2). 

*
*

*

1 0
+

0 0
i

i i i i
i

if Y
Y where Y X ε

if Y
≥

= = <
β  (2) 

With the vector of variables Xi explicating the number of food groups consumed, β the 
vector of the parameters to be estimated and εi the error terms. The probability Pi that this 
household is food insecure is given by equation (3). 

log +
1

i
i i

i

P X ε
P

  = − 
β   (3) 

This model is estimated by the maximum likelihood method. Following Selvester et al. 
(2008), the food insecurity status of the household is a binary variable taking the value 1 
if HDDS is less than four and the value 0 if HDDS is greater than four. Let’s assume 
Secure, this status. Thus, more explicitly: 

1 4
0 4

i
i

i

if HDDS household i is food insecure
Secure

if HDDS household i is food secure
< 

=  ≥ 
 

Therefore, the empirical equation to be estimated is in the form of equation (4). 

( ) 0 1 2 3

4 5 6 7

8 9 10

11 12 13

+ . 0 + _ + _ 2
+ + + +
+ + +
+ + + +

i i i i

i i i i

i i i

i i i i

logit secure iVil dep PFNL dep PFNL
SexeCM AgeCM StatresidCM EducCM
MemGUFCM ExperPFNLCM TailleM
Ratidep DistAP Duredeficit ε

= β β β β
β β β β
β β β
β β β

 (4) 

where βj with j = 0, 1, …, 13 the parameters to be estimated and εi the error term. The 
variables SexeCM, AgeCM, StatresidCM, EducCM, MemGUFCM and ExperPFNLCM 
represent the gender, age, residence status, literacy status, membership of a forest users’ 
group and the number of years of experience of the head of household respectively. The 
variables Vil0, dep_PFNL, dep_PFNL2, TailleM and Ratidep represent the village of 
residence, economic dependence on NTFPs, squared economic dependence on NTFPs, 
size and demographic dependence ratio of the household respectively. The variable 
DistAP measures the distance between the household’s residence and the nearest PA. The 
variable Duredeficit measures the duration of the food deficit experienced by the 
household in the period September 2019 and October 2020. 

The analysis with the HFIAS is like that of the HDDS, with the only difference being 
that the HFIAS takes four ordered values. Thus, considering a household i with a noted 
HFIAS score, its situation in terms of food insecurity can be expressed as follows: 
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1 0
2 1 9

3 10 18
4 19 27 0

i

i
i

i

i

if HFIAS the household is food secure
if HFIAS the household is low food insecure

Secure
if HFIAS the household is moderately food insecure
if HFIAS the household is severely food insecure

= 
 ≤ ≤ =  ≤ ≤ 
 ≤ ≤ = 

 

In this case, the empirical model to be estimated is in equation (5). 

( ) 0 1 2 3 2

4 5 6 7

8 9 10

11 12 13

+ . 0 + +
+ + + +
+ + +
+ + + +

i ii i PFNL PFNL

i i i i

i i i

i i i i

logit Secure iVil dep dep
SexeCM AgeCM StatresidCM EducCM
MemGUFCM ExperPFNLCM TailleM
Ratidep DistAP Duredeficit μ

=∝ ∝ ∝ ∝
∝ ∝ ∝ ∝
∝ ∝ ∝
∝ ∝ ∝

 (5) 

where αj with j = 0, 1, …, 13 are the parameters to be estimated and μi the error term. 

3.2 Data collection methodology 

This section consists of two subsections. The first section presents the research area, and 
the second outlines the original data collection. 

Figure 1 Presentation of the study area (see online version for colours) 

 

Source: Author’s construction 
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3.2.1 The Pô-Nazinga-Sissili protected area complex 
The current research focused on the villages bordering corridor no. 1 of the Pô-Nazinga-
Sissili protected area complex (PONASI-PAC) in southern Burkina Faso. Figure 1 shows 
this study area. PONASI-PAC is located near the border with Ghana, straddling the South 
Central and Central West regions, with an area of more than 3,792 square kilometres 
(Bathiono, 2009). It consists of seven PAs: the Kaboré Tambi National Park, the Nazinga 
Game Ranch (NGR), the Sissili hunting concession, and the village hunting areas of the 
NGR, the village hunting areas of the Sissili, corridor no. 1 and corridor no. 2. 

Corridor no. 1 is an elephant passage corridor linking the Kaboré Tambi National 
Park and the NGR. It was demarcated in 2006 (Bathiono, 2009). This corridor struggles 
to find a legal status for its protection despite its ecological and strategic importance. This 
situation places it at the heart of the PONASI Research and Development Project, which 
began in 2018 with the main objective of encouraging the achievement of this legal status 
through scientific research aimed at the conservation of biodiversity and the economic 
development of local populations. This project is mainly carried out in the villages 
impacted by the delimitation of corridor no. 1, which are Kollo, Saro, Oualem, Tiakané, 
Yaro and Bourou. 

3.2.2 Data collection 
Data used in the current article come from a sample of 263 households constructed using 
the stratified random sampling technique, with the strata representing the six villages 
(Bourou, Kollo, Oualem, Saro, Tiakané and Yaro) in the study area. This technique 
required the constitution of a sampling frame by a census which saw the enumeration of 
943 resident households with 6425 persons. With a sampling rate of 27.9%, the study 
sample is composed as follows: 27 households from Bourou, 44 households from Kollo, 
22 households from Oualem, 29 households from Saro, 121 households from Tiakané and 
20 from Yaro. 

Three data groups were collected over 12 consecutive months, from August 2020 to 
July 2021: household income, food consumption and food insecurity manifestations, and 
socioeconomic characteristics of households. Income data were quarterly collected in 
October 2020, January 2021, April 2021, and July 2021. All sources of income were 
identified and then grouped into eight classes: income from NTFPs, income from timber 
forest products, income from agriculture, income from livestock, wage income,  
non-forest environmental income, cash and non-monetary transfers, and other sources of 
income. This group is based on the collection methodology of the CIFOR (2007). 

Data for households’ food security indicators are collected with HDDS and HFIAS 
questionnaires. The socioeconomic characteristics of households were collected with the 
HDDS and HFIAS surveys in early October 2020, corresponding to the last days of the 
lean food season in the study area. To calculate the HDDS, the method of Swindale and 
Bilinsky (2006) was used. Data for the calculation of the HFIAS were collected by using 
the method of Coates et al. (2007). 

3.3 Choice and description of model variables 

This point describes the variables used for the econometric regression. 
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3.3.1 Dependent variables 
The current paper uses two dependent variables: the HDDS and the HFIAS. The HDDS 
was published in 2006 as an indicator of household access to food as part of the FANTA 
II project (Swindale and Bilinsky, 2006). FAO uses the HDDS to measure household 
food access and food diversity (Selvester et al., 2008). Dietary diversity is the number of 
food groups a household consumes during a given period. The HDDS provides an 
overview of a household’s ability to access food based on information collected about 
that household within a 24-hour reference period (Kennedy et al., 2011). 

For the HDDS calculation, 12 food groups are identified. These are: 

1 cereals 

2 roots and tubers 

3 vegetables 

4 fruits 

5 meat, poultry, and offal 

6 eggs 

7 fish and seafood 

8 legumes, nuts, and seeds 

9 milk and dairy products 

10 oils and fats 

11 sugars and honey 

12 spices, condiments, and beverages (Kennedy et al., 2011). 

Each group is assigned a weight of 1 if at least one of its constituent foods is consumed 
during the 24-hour reference period and 0 otherwise. The HDDS for a given household 
then varies from 0 to 12, indicating the number of food groups consumed. 

Generally, three criteria can be used for classifying households based on their  
food-secure and non-food-secure HDDS scores (Selvester et al., 2008; Swindale and 
Bilinsky, 2006). The first criterion is to take as a decision-making threshold the average 
HDDS of 33% of the most economically wealthy households (Swindale and Bilinsky, 
2006). The second criterion is to set the threshold at the level of the average HDDS 
calculated using 33% of the highest HDDS in the sample (Swindale and Bilinsky, 2006). 
The latter criterion is possible if the information on the incomes of the individual 
households in the sample is unavailable. This criterion classifies all households with an 
HDDS strictly below 4 as food insecure households (Selvester et al., 2008). For 
simplicity, this research adopts the latter criterion to classify the households in the 
sample. 

The FANTA project developed the HFIAS as a food security indicator between 2001 
and 2006. It is a simple tool for measuring food insecurity’s ‘access’ dimension 
(Gebreyesus et al., 2015). This indicator is based on the idea that food insecurity leads to 
predictable reactions and responses that can be captured and quantified through a survey 
and then summarised on a scale (Coates et al., 2007). 
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The HFIAS score is a discrete variable taking values ranging from 0 to 27. The higher 
it is, the more severe the food insecurity experienced by the household (Selvester et al., 
2008). Classification of household food insecurity determinants is made to facilitate 
analysis of household groups based on the value of their HFIAS scores. Thus, drawing 
inspiration from Salarkia et al. (2014) and Selvester et al. (2008), the four groups are: 

1 if HFIAS = 0, the corresponding household is food secure 

2 if HFIAS is between 1 and 9, the corresponding household is low food insecure 

3 if HFIAS is between 10 and 18, the household is moderately food insecure 

4 the household is severely food insecure if HFIAS is between 19 and 27. 

3.3.2 Explanatory variables 
The determinants of food security for a household can be classified into:  
socio-demographic characteristics and economic characteristics. Selvester et al. (2008) 
found that the HDDS and HFIAS indicators for measuring food security are strongly 
related to these two groups. Household’s socio-demographic characteristics that may 
explain its food insecurity include the age of the household head (HH), their level of 
education, their sex, and the size of their household (Arora and Nabi, 2022; Ningi et al., 
2022). The economic characteristics of the household that may explain its food security 
are the demographic dependency ratio and the total household income (Abegaz, 2017; 
Asghar and Muhammad, 2013; Sekhampu, 2013). 

In rural areas, households engage in several activities, such as crop farming, livestock 
rearing, or the collection of NTFPs. The older the HH, the more experience he acquires in 
these activities and the more his household can ensure food security. Thus, the HH’s age 
and household food security are positively linked (Sekhampu, 2013). So, in the current 
paper, HH’s age is expected to affect food insecurity negatively. 

The gender of the HH can be a determining factor in household food security. In 
addition, it is established that the collection of NTFP is generally carried out by women 
accompanied by their children. This collection provides substantial income to their 
associated households (Angelsen et al., 2014). Thus, a positive effect of the variable 
‘female sex’ on household food security is expected in the current article. Indeed, 
Sekhampu (2013) has found a positive effect between the female sex and food security in 
his work. 

Several studies have shown that the HH’s level of education positively influences 
his/her household’s food security status (Abdullah et al., 2019; Asghar and Muhammad, 
2013; Yabile, 2013). A well-educated HH can better plan the production and 
consumption decisions of his/her household with the available resources to ensure the 
household’s food security. So, in the current paper, HH’s education level is expected to 
negatively affect household food insecurity. 

A large household means more mouths to feed, especially in developing countries. 
Some researchers like Asghar and Muhammad (2013) and Yabile (2013) found a 
negative effect of household size on food security. But a large household can mean many 
workers, which can lead to enough food for household members (Drammeh  
et al., 2019). Thus, in the current article, the expected effect of household size on food 
security is ambiguous. Table 1 presents variables used to explain the food situation of 
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households. Each variable is accompanied by its definition, abbreviation, nature and 
expected sign of food insecurity. 
Table 1 Variables used for food security analysis 

Setting the variable Abbreviation Nature Expected 
sign 

The household’s dietary diversity score 
(HDDS): 1 if HDDS is between 0 and 3; 0 
if HDDS is between 4 and 12. 

Secure Binary Dependent 
variable 

The HFIAS: 1 if HFIAS = 0; 2 if HFIAS is 
between 1 and 9; 3 if HFIAS is between 10 
and 18; 4 if HFIAS is between 19 and 27. 

Secure Ordered 
multinomial 

Dependent 
variable 

Age of the HH AgeCM Natural number - 
Education of the HH: 1 = literate;  
0 = non-educated 

EducCM Dummy - 

Sex of HH: 1 = female; 0 = male SexCM Dummy - 
The residence status of the HH:  
1 = indigenous; 0 = migrant 

StatresidCM Dummy +/- 

Demographic dependency ratio: ratio of all 
children (0 to 14 years) and older people 
(over 65 years) to the total number of 
persons of working age in the household 
(15 to 65 years). 

Ratiodep Decimal + 

The household size in adult equivalent TailleM Natural number +/- 
Economic dependence on NTFP Dep_PFNL % - 
The square of economic dependence on 
NTFP 

Dep_PFNL2 % +/- 

The distance between the household’s 
residence and the nearest protected area 

DistAP Km +/- 

Duration of food deficiency Duredeficit Month + 
Bourou Bourou Reference  
Kollo Kollo Dummy +/- 
Oualem Oualem Dummy +/- 
Saro Saro Dummy +/- 
Tiakané Tiakané Dummy +/- 
Yaro Yaro Dummy +/- 

Source: Author from literature review 

The household’s demographic dependency ratio is given by the inactive persons to the 
active ones. The inactive are individuals under 15 and those over 65 (Atkinson et al., 
1995). The higher this ratio, the higher the food insecurity score since the number of 
mouths to feed is large. Thus, researchers have found a negative effect between the 
dependency ratio and household food security (Asghar and Muhammad, 2013). So, the 
household’s demographic dependency ratio is expected to have a positive effect on food 
insecurity. 

The economic dependence of households on NTFP is the variable of interest for this 
research. It is the percentage contribution of NTFPs to total household income. We 
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assume that households that earn significant shares of their income from the operation of 
NTFPs are more likely to be food secure. Indeed, several NTFPs are consumed in the 
study area as staple foods or condiments that contribute to the calorific needs of 
individuals. As there is a lack of studies on the link between economic dependence on 
NTFPs for households and their food security status, we assumed that this dependence 
positively affects households’ food security (or negatively affects food insecurity). To 
verify the presence of a threshold effect in this relationship, we incorporated the square of 
the economic dependence on NTFPs. 

Belonging to a specific zone can affect food security (Abegaz, 2017). To avoid 
problems of autocorrelation between the explanatory variables, the village Bourou is 
retained as a counterfactual. This village was chosen after a random selection. Thus, the 
effect of belonging to a specific village on food security is given concerning Bourou. 

Variables specific to this research were added to the list of explanatory variables. 
These are the experience in NTFP exploitation of the HH, the distance between the 
household’s residence and the nearest protected area (PA). Like the economic 
dependence on NTFPs, these three variables have been little studied, to our knowledge, in 
terms of their relationship to household food security. So, the expected signs of these 
variables on households’ food insecurity are ambiguous. 

4 Results and discussion 

The current section presents the descriptive statistics of the quantitative variables, it 
provides statistics on food security indicators based on household characteristics, and it 
exposes the economic determinants of household food security through two logistical 
econometric regressions. 

4.1 Descriptive statistics 

Table 2 summarises the statistics on the quantitative variables used. On average, 
households in the research area consumed about six food groups in the 24 hours prior to 
data collection if NTFPs are included in the HDDS estimation process. This average 
drops to four if NTFPs are excluded. Also, the results of the difference-in-means test 
showed that the mean of food groups consumed with the inclusion of NTFPs is higher 
than that obtained by excluding NTFPs. Thus, NTFPs contribute to increasing the number 
of food groups consumed by households and ensuring food security. But either means 
shows that households generally have an acceptable dietary diversity score. They, 
therefore, are food secure according to the criterion of Selvester et al. (2008). 

Concerning the occurrence of signs of food insecurity during the four weeks before 
data collection, an average score of eight is found. This score is less than nine, which 
targets low food insecurity (Salarkia et al., 2014; Selvester et al., 2008). Households 
bordering corridor No. 1 of the PONASI-PAC are, on average, in low food insecurity. 
The median value of the HFIAS also supports this conclusion since 50% of households 
have an occurrence score less than or equal to 10. 

Of the 263 households interviewed in this survey, the average age of HHs is 45. Most 
HHs are young. For instance, 25% of HHs are under 35, and 50% are under 42. Youths 
provide a labour force on farms and an asset for labour-intensive NTFP exploitation. In 
addition, the average economic dependence on NTFP is about 15%. It should be noted 
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that 25% of households have an economic dependence on NTFPs less than or equal to 
8% against a median dependence of 12%. 
Table 2 Descriptive statistics 

Variable 
First 

quartile 
Q1 

Second 
quartile 

Q2 

Third 
quartile 

Q3 
Average* Standard 

deviation Minimum Maximum 

Food groups  
consumed in the last 
24 hours – with NTFPs 

4 6 7 5.76 1.88 2 12 

Food groups  
consumed in the last 
24 hours – without 
NTFPs 

3 4 6 4.27 2.03 1 12 

Occurrence of signs of 
food insecurity 

4 7 10 7.56 5.09 0 27 

Dependence on NTFPs 0.08 0.12 0.19 0.15 0.13 0.03 0.88 
Age of HH 35 42 54 44.77 13.9 19 90 
Experience of HH in 
NTFPs collection 

0 7 30 14.83 17.39 0 62 

Household size 5 6 8 7 3.4 1 21 
Distance from 
residence to the 
protected area 

4 10 14 8.91 5.25 0.5 19 

Months in food deficit 0 0 2 0.95 1.63 0 10 
Demographic 
dependency ratio 

0.5 1 1.5 1.07 0.75 0 5 

Note: *The difference-in-means test showed that the mean HDDS calculated with the 
inclusion of NTFPs is higher than that obtained with the exclusion of NTFPs. 

Source: Author, based on global survey data 

Table 2 shows that the HHs has an average experience in collecting NTFP of 15 years, 
even though 25% of HHs do not practice this activity. The average household size in the 
research area is seven people, while the average distance between the household 
residence and the nearest PA is 8.9 km. But 25% of households are within 4 km of the 
nearest PA. Also, 50% of households claim to have experienced at least one month of 
food deficit between September 2019 and October 2020. The average household 
dependency ratio is 1.1. 

4.2 Household food security by socioeconomic characteristics 

Table 3 summarises the distribution of households about food security indicators and 
socioeconomic characteristics. The sample includes 10.7% of households headed by 
women. Concerning the education of HHs, 60.1% are non-educated; while 3.8% have a 
secondary education. The sample includes 23.2% of migrant households. The Kassena 
people represent the majority ethnic group with a percentage of 85.2%. Only 7.6% of 
households’ heads are affiliated with a Forest User Group (FUG). 
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Table 3 Distribution of households by food status and socioeconomic characteristics (in %) 
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4.2.1 Dietary diversity score and socioeconomic characteristics of households 
Considering the HDDS, 69.6% of the 263 households surveyed are food secure (Selvester 
et al., 2008). The analysis by village shows that apart from Oualem where only 55% of its 
population is food secure, the other villages have food security rates exceeding 70%. For 
example, more than half of households in the research area consumed at least four food 
groups 24 hours before data collection. At this step, the gender of the HH does not appear 
to influence household food security. Indeed, the percentage of food-secure households 
for both sexes is about 70%. 

The level of education does not appear to have a linear relationship with household 
food security. Indeed, only 57% of households headed by heads who have reached the 
post-primary level compared to 63% of households headed by non-educated heads are 
food secured. Similarly, all households headed by chiefs who attended Koranic School 
(medersa) are food secured. Direct observation in the field showed that the heads of these 
households are generally Fulani. 

Indigenous households are slightly more food secure (70.8%) than migrant 
households (65.6%). All Fulani households (100%) included in the sample are food 
secured against 33% for Nakana, 69.2% for Kassena, 65.2% for Mosse and 50% for 
Gourmantche. Social capital seems to positively affect household food security since 
85% of households that have joined a FUG are food secure compared to 68% of 
households that are not affiliated with it. 

4.2.2 Food insecurity access scale and socioeconomic characteristics of 
households 

Following the thresholds established by Salarkia et al. (2014) and Selvester et al. (2008), 
Table 3 shows that only 11% of households are food secure. Also, 56% of households are 
low food insecure, 28% moderate, and 4% severely food insecure. Low food insecurity 
appears to affect the village of Bourou, with 81.5% of its households suffering from it. As 
for moderate food insecurity is more observed in Kollo, with 40% of its households 
suffering from it. However, the village of Oualem is the first to experience severe food 
insecurity, with 13.6% of its inhabitants’ households suffering from it. 

Of the 263 households in the sample, 28 are headed by women, of which only 7% are 
food secure, 42.3% are low food insecure, and 46.4% are moderately food insecure. In 
contrast, 11.5% of households headed by men are food secure, and nearly six out of ten 
male-headed households live in low food insecurity. Households headed by literate 
leaders are all food insecure according to the HFIAS measure. 

Food insecurity measured by HFIAS appears to be related to the residence status of 
the household. Indeed, only 7% of migrant households are food secure, while 12% of 
indigenous households are. The Kassena, generally indigenous to the area, have a food 
security rate of 9.5% compared to 4.5% for the Fulani, almost all migrants. But no Fulani 
household, Gourmantche or Nakana, is in food security according to the HFIAS measure. 
Apart from the Gourmantche, who suffer only from moderate food insecurity, most other 
ethnic groups suffer from low food insecurity. Also, membership in a FUG does not seem 
to affect household food security since only 5% of households affiliated with a FUG are 
food secure. 
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Table 4 Determinants of food insecurity 
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4.3 The economic determinants of food (in)security in the vicinity of  
PONASI-PAC 

Table 4 summarises the links between the food security indicators, namely the HDDS and 
the HFIAS, and the socioeconomic characteristics of households around corridor No. 1 of 
PONASI-PAC. The probability values (Prob > chi2) for both econometric regressions are 
less than 0.01. So, both models, taken individually, are globally significant. The 
estimated coefficients relate to household food insecurity. 

Considering HDDS regression, six of the explanatory variables are significant. 
Indeed, Table 4 shows that the coefficient of economic dependence on NTFPs is 
statistically non-zero, which means that this variable positively influences the probability 
of households being food insecure. But this positive influence is valid for a certain 
threshold since the variable ‘square of economic dependence on NTFPs’ is also 
significant with a negative influence on food insecurity. This threshold, obtained by 
cancelling out the partial derivative of the (probability) function of food insecurity, is 
equal to 24%. Thus, households that collect more than 24% of their income through 
NTFP exploitation are more likely to be food secure than households that collect less. 
This result can be explained by the fact that NTFP exploitation gives much income to 
households engaged in this activity which permits them to diversify their diet with a high 
diversity of NTFPs and others bought food. 

Household size has a negative coefficient and is statistically non-zero. Thus, an 
increase in household size leads to a decrease in the probability of that household living 
in a food insecurity situation. This result contradicts Asghar and Muhammad (2013) and 
Yabile (2013), for whom food insecurity problems are generally associated with large 
households. Furthermore, it corroborates the results of Drammeh et al. (2019). One 
explanation for this result may be that households in the riparian zone of PONASI-PAC 
have many NTFP collectors. These collected NTFPs contribute to households’ direct 
feeding by forcing the housewife’s condiments basket. NTFPs also contribute to the 
financing of the food budget thanks to the cash income from selling certain NTFPs with 
high economic value, such as honey, nere seeds, and shea nuts. This cash income 
constitutes about 58% of the total income that NTFPs provide to these households. 

The variable ‘education of the HH’ is significant. Its negative coefficient shows that 
households with literate heads are less likely to be food insecure than households with 
non-educated heads. This result corroborates those of other researchers, such as Asghar 
and Muhammad (2013) and Yabile (2013), who have already found that education is a 
variable that positively explains the state of household food security. Indeed, a literate 
HH can help the household cook to diversify their diet. He/she can also lead their 
household in productive activities, which permits to get much income. 

The variable ‘HH’s experience’ in the NTFP collection is significant, with a negative 
coefficient. It, therefore, harms the likelihood of a household being food insecure. The 
value of its odd ratio shows that households with experience in collecting NTFPs are less 
likely to experience food insecurity than others. This result can be explained by the fact 
that heads of households with extensive expertise in NTFP collection are more likely to 
encourage their household members to do the same. 

The variable ‘distance between household residence and the nearest PA’ is significant 
with a negative coefficient. Thus, it harms the likelihood of a household being food 
insecure. This result is paradoxical since, usually; proximity to PAs allows households to 
collect more NTFP there, thanks to the high wealth of NTFP PAs. This proximity is also 
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synonymous with short travel times to reach the PAs. One explanation for this situation is 
probably linked to movement insecurity in the study area (Ministry of Defence of 
Burkina Faso, 2019). 

Table 4 also shows that compared to Bourou village, residing in Oualem or Tiakané 
influences the food security status of households. Indeed, these villages stand out in the 
estimates with positive and statistically non-zero coefficients. Thus, households in these 
villages are more likely to experience food insecurity than those in Bourou village. 

Five variables are significant considering the regression of the HFIAS on the 
socioeconomic factors of households. Some of the significant variables in the HDDS 
regression model retain their influence in the HFIAS regression. These are the economic 
dependence on NTFP and the education of the HH. In addition, the duration of food 
deficit experienced by the household, the adherence of the HH to a FUG, and the fact that 
a HH is a resident of Kollo Village compared to Bourou Village have significant effects 
on food security in the regression of the HFIAS. 

The duration of the food deficit carries a positive coefficient in explaining the 
manifestations of food insecurity captured by the HFIAS. It shows that households with 
several months of cereal deficit are more likely to be food insecure. Also, compared to 
the village Bourou, households residing in Kollo are more likely to experience food 
insecurity as measured by the HFIAS. The odds ratio associated with the ‘Kollo’ 
modality of the multinomial variable ‘village’ equals 3.75. Thus, living in Kollo is four 
times more likely to experience food insecurity than in Bourou. 

The HH’s membership in a FUG has a positive and significant relationship with the 
manifestations of food insecurity in the household. FUGs are spaces for exchange for 
their members. It also appears from Table 4 that the HH’s education is significant in the 
explanation of the HFIAS scores. Its negative coefficient shows that households with 
literate HHs are less likely to experience food insecurity than non-educated HHs. 

5 Conclusions 

This article aims to analyse the effects of NTFP exploitation on the food security of rural 
households in the villages bordering corridor No. 1 of PONASI-PAC. The data come 
from a sample of 263 randomly selected households. Two food security indicators at the 
household level were calculated: the HDDS and the HFIAS. These indicators were 
regressed on households’ characteristics using Logit models. The results showed that 
including NTFPs in the HDDS calculation significantly increased the number of food 
groups consumed by households, making them more likely to be more food secure. 
Results also showed that households that derived almost a quarter of their total income 
from this activity are more likely to live in food security, as measured by the number of 
food groups consumed in the last 24 hours. According to this criterion, nearly 70% of 
households are in a food security position. But, only 11% are food secure according to 
the HFIAS indicator. 

The discrepancy between the values of the two food security indicators can be 
explained by the reference period for administering the two questionnaires. While the 
HDDS records the food groups consumed by households 24 hours before data collection, 
the HFIAS captures experiences of food insecurity and their occurrences over the four 
weeks preceding the collection. Thus, the results show that households manage to bring 
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together several food groups over 24 hours but find it challenging to get them together 
over four consecutive weeks. 

Econometric regression by the logit model showed that economic dependence on 
NTFPs significantly explained the households’ food security status. Explanation of food 
groups consumed by households showed that there is a quadratic relationship between 
economic dependence on NTFPs and the likelihood of a household experiencing food 
insecurity. However, a positive linear relationship has been established between this 
dependence and the number of signs of food insecurity. 

The current article indicates that principally, NTFP exploitation, education status of 
the HH, household size and the location of households nearest protected areas are keys to 
boosting households’ food security in rural Burkina Faso. Some constraints to achieving 
this food security are specific to the village localisation (next to a protected forest) in 
some rural areas. 

As policy recommendations, it is essential to better integrate NTFPs into countries’ 
food policies. Literacy of HHs would also lead to increased food security for their 
households. The current article tries to investigate the role of NTFP exploitation in 
households’ food security status by measuring this food security only with two indicators: 
the HDDS, which measures food diversity and the HFIAS, which specialises in signs of 
food insecurity. In the future, the nutrition aspect of food security can also be considered 
to have a whole vision of NTFP’s contribution to food security by integrating an 
appropriate indicator for this purpose. 

Acknowledgements 

The author would like to thank all the households and his teachers and colleagues who 
contributed to this study. He particularly wishes to thank Prof. Omer S. Combary and  
Dr. Fabio Berti for their relevant contributions. This research was supported by the 
Research and Development Project on the Pô-Nazinga-Sissili ecological complex in 
Burkina Faso, funded by the Academic of Research and Higher Education (Belgium). 

References 
Abdulla, A.M. (2013) ‘Non-timber forest products and food security: the case of Yabelo Woreda, 

Borana Zone, Ethiopia’, Food Science and Quality Management, Vol. 22, No. 12, pp.9–22. 
Abdullah, Zhou, D., Shah, T., Ali, S., Ahmad, W., Din, I.U. and Ilyas, A. (2019) ‘Factors affecting 

household food security in rural northern hinterland of Pakistan’, Journal of the Saudi Society 
of Agricultural Sciences, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp.201–210. 

Abegaz, K.H. (2017) ‘Determinants of food security: evidence from Ethiopian rural household 
survey (ERHS) using pooled cross-sectional study’, Agriculture & Food Security, Vol. 6,  
No. 70, pp.1–7. 

Abubakari, F. and Abubakari, F. (2015) ‘Determinants of household food security and climate 
change impacts on agriculture in Ghana’, Academic Research Journal of Agricultural Science 
and Research, Vol. 3, No. 7, pp.178–183. 

Angelsen, A. and Wunder, S. (2003) Exploring the Forest – Poverty Link: Key Concepts, Issues 
and Research Implications, CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia. 

Angelsen, A., Jagger, P., Babigumira, R., Belcher, B., Hogarth, N.J., Bauch, S., Börner, J.,  
Smith-Hall, C. and Wunder, S. (2014) ‘Environmental income and rural livelihoods: a  
global-comparative analysis’, World Development, Vol. 64, No. 1, pp.S12–S28. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   440 S. Sawadogo    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Arora, S. and Nabi, T. (2022) ‘Determinants affecting household food security in India: a critical 
review’, International Journal of Economic Policy in Emerging Economies, Vol. 15, Nos. 2–4, 
pp.317–330, Inderscience Publishers. 

Asghar, Z. and Muhammad, A. (2013) Socio-Economic Determinants of Household Food 
Insecurity in Pakistan, Munich Personal RePEc Archive, Munich, pp.1–21. 

Atkinson, A.B., Rainwater, L. and Smeeding, T.M. (1995) Income Distribution in OECD 
Countries: Evidence from the Luxembourg Income Study, OCDE, France [online] 
http://www.oecd.org/els/soc/Income-distribution-in-OECD-countries-1995-SPS18.pdf 
(accessed 8 April 2020). 

Barany, M., Hammett, A.L., Stadler, K.M. and Kengni, E. (2004) ‘Non-timber forest products in 
the food security and nutrition of smallholders afflicted by HIV/AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa’, 
Forests, Trees and Livelihoods, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp.3–18. 

Bathiono, Y. (2009) Etude du potentiel faunique des corridors communautaires de biodiversité de 
l’écosystème naturel PO-NAZINGA-SISSILI au Burkina Faso et propositions pour leur 
évolution, M.S. thesis, Institut International d’Ingénierie de l’Eau et de l’Assainissement, 
Burkina Faso, Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso [online] http://documentation.2ie-
edu.org/cdi2ie/opac_css/doc_num.php?explnum_id=1717 (accessed 6 April 2022). 

Bouché, P., Henschel, P., Ouédraogo, M., Kouton, M., Kiantaga, E., N’Sera, P., Sinadouwirou, T., 
Chabi-Yaouré, N.F., Namoano, G., Sabdano, N., Péma, B., Sanou, Y., Sandwidi, H.,  
Sebgo, H., Biga, I., Asselain, M. and Sahailou, S. (2014) Inventaire des grands carnivores de 
l’écosystème W-Arly-Pendjari, PNUD/UEMOA, Ouagadougou. 

Cafiero, C., Melgar‐Quiñonez, H.R., Ballard, T.J. and Kepple, A.W. (2014) ‘Validity and reliability 
of food security measures’, Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, Vol. 1331, No. 1, 
pp.230–248. 

Centre for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) (2007) The PEN Technical Guidelines, 
CIFOR, Bogor [online] https://www.cifor.org/pen/the-pen-technical-guidelines/ (accessed  
7 April 2022). 

Chambers, R. and Conway, G. (1992) Sustainable Rural Livelihoods: Practical Concepts for the 
21st Century, Institute of Development Studies, UK [online] https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/ 
opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/775 (accessed 11 May 2022). 

Chukwuone, N.A. and Okeke, C.A. (2012) ‘Can, non-wood forest products be used in promoting 
household food security? Evidence from savannah and rain forest regions of Southern 
Nigeria’, Forest Policy and Economics, Vol. 25, No. 12, pp.1–9. 

Coates, J., Swindale, A. and Bilinsky, P. (2007) Echelle de l’Accès Déterminant  
l’Insécurité Alimentaire Des Ménages (EAIAM) Pour La Mesure de l’accès Alimentaire Des 
Ménages : Guide d’indicateurs (v. 3), FHI 360/FANTA, Washington, D.C. [online] 
https://www.unscn.org/web/archives_resources/files/Household_food_insecurity_Fr.pdf 
(accessed 10 August 2022). 

Committee on World Food Security (CSF) (2012) S’entendre sur la terminologie : sécurité 
alimentaire, sécurité nutritionnelle, sécurité alimentaire et nutrition, sécurité alimentaire et 
nutritionnelle, Trente-neuvième session [online] http://www.fao.org/3/MD776F/MD776F.pdf 
(accessed 29 April 2022). 

Delacote, P. (2007) ‘Agricultural expansion, forest products as safety nets, and deforestation’, 
Environment and Development Economics, Vol. 12, No. 2, pp.235–249, Cambridge University 
Press. 

Drammeh, W., Hamid, N.A. and Rohana, A.J. (2019) ‘Determinants of household food insecurity 
and its association with child malnutrition in Sub-Saharan Africa: a review of the literature’, 
Current Research in Nutrition and Food Science Journal, Vol. 7, No. 3, pp.610–623. 

Ekwugha, U.E. (2016) ‘Evaluation of the contributions of selected, non-timber forest products to 
food security and income generation, in Imo State, Nigeria’, Journal of Research in Forestry, 
Wildlife and Environment, Vol. 8, No. 4, pp.10–17. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Contribution of NTFPs to food security of households 441    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) (1996) ‘Rome declaration on world food security and 
world food summit plan of action’, World Food Summit, Rome, 13–17 November [online] 
http://www.fao.org/3/w3613e/w3613e00.htm (accessed 19 April 2022). 

Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) (2002) The State of Food Insecurity in the World 2001, 
FAO [online] http://www.fao.org/3/y1500e/y1500e04.pdf (accessed 19 April 2022). 

Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) (2009) Projet de Déclaration du Sommet mondial sur la 
sécurité alimentaire, Sommet mondial sur la sécurité alimentaire, Projet de  
déclaration [online] https://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/wsfs/Summit/Docs/Declaration/ 
K6050REV10F.pdf (accessed 19 April 2022). 

Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) (2014) Situation des forêts du monde 2014 : mieux tirer 
parti des avantages socioéconomiques des forêts, FAO, Rome. 

Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) (2018) La situation des forêts du monde : les forêts au 
service du développement durable, FAO, Rome, Italie [online] https://www.fao.org/ 
3/I9535FR/i9535fr.pdf (accessed 16 July 2022). 

Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO), International Fund for Agricultural Development, 
World Health Organization, World Food Programme, United Nations International Children’s 
Emergency Fund (2019) L’État de la sécurité alimentaire et de la nutrition dans le monde 
2019. Se prémunir contre les ralentissements et les fléchissements économiques, FAO, Rome 
[online] https://www.fao.org/3/ca5162fr/ca5162fr.pdf (accessed 17 April 2022). 

Friel, S. (2010) ‘Climate change, food insecurity and chronic diseases: sustainable and healthy 
policy opportunities for Australia’, New South Wales Public Health Bulletin, Vol. 21, No. 6, 
pp129–133. 

Gebreyesus, S.H., Lunde, T., Mariam, D.H., Woldehanna, T. and Lindtjørn, B. (2015) ‘Is the 
adapted household food insecurity access scale (HFIAS) developed internationally to measure 
food insecurity valid in urban and rural households of Ethiopia?’, BMC Nutrition, Vol. 1,  
No. 2, p.10. 

George, J. and Adelaja, A. (2022) ‘Armed conflicts, forced displacement and food security in host 
communities’, World Development, Vol. 158, No. 10, p.105991. 

Gitz, V., Pingault, N., Meybeck, A., Ickowitz, A., McMullin, S., Sunderland, T., Vinceti, B., et al. 
(2021) Contribution of Forests and Trees to Food Security and Nutrition, Center for 
International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Bogor, Indonesia [online] https://doi.org/10.17528/ 
cifor/008006. 

Greene, W.H. (2003) Econometric Analysis, 5th ed., Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ. 
Guerrero, M., Razal, R. and Ramnath, M. (2015) ‘Non-timber forest products for food security, 

income generation and conservation in Asia’, XIV World Forestry Congress, Durban, South 
Africa. 

Harari-Kermadec, H. (2009) Econométrie 2 : données qualitatives, probit et logit, Université Paris 
1 [online] http://samm.univ-paris1.fr/IMG/pdf/pdf_probit.pdf (accessed 11 April 2022). 

Hoddinott, J. (1999) Choosing Outcome Indicators of Household Food Security, Vol. 7, 
International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, DC 20006 USA. 

Jimoh, S.O. and Haruna, E.A. (2007) ‘Contributions of non-timber forest products to household 
food security and income around Onigambari forest reserve, Oyo State, Nigeria’, Journal of 
Environmental Extension, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp.28–33. 

Kennedy, G., Ballard, T. and Dop, M-C. (2011) Guidelines for Measuring Household and 
Individual Dietary Diversity, FAO, Rome. 

Mahadevan, R. and Hoang, V. (2016) ‘Is there a link between poverty and food security?’, Social 
Indicators Research, Vol. 128, No. 1, pp.179–199. 

Maxwell, D. and Caldwell, R. (2008) The Coping Strategies Index Field: Methods Manual, 2nd 
ed., Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere, Inc. (CARE), US Agency for 
International Development. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   442 S. Sawadogo    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (Ed.) (2005) Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Synthesis, 
Island Press, Washington, DC [online] https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/ 
document.356.aspx.pdf (accessed 20 April 2022). 

Ministry of Agriculture and Hydro-Agricultural Developments of Burkina Faso (MAAHD) (2017) 
Revue stratégique ‘Faim zéro’ au Burkina Faso : état des lieux de la situation alimentaire et 
nutritionnelle, Ministère de l’Agriculture du Burkina Faso [online] 
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000074241/download/ (accessed 18 April 2022). 

Ministry of Defence of Burkina Faso (2019) Communiqué de presse – Un leader terroriste et cinq 
(05) de ses hommes neutralisés lors d’une opération au Centre-Sud, Gouvernement du 
Burkina Faso. 

Mipun, P., Bhat, N.A., Borah, D. and Kumar, Y. (2019) ‘Non-timber forest products and their 
contribution to healthcare and livelihood security among the Karbi tribe in Northeast India’, 
Ecological Processes, Vol. 8, No. 41, p.21. 

National Institute of Statistics and Demography of Burkina Faso (2015) Profil de pauvreté et 
d’inégalités en 2014 – Profil de pauvreté et d’inégalités, ministère de l’Économie et des 
finances (Burkina Faso) Ouagadougou [online] http://cns.bf/IMG/pdf/profil_de_pauvrete_ 
et_d_inegalite_en_2014.pdf (accessed 17 March 2022). 

Ndiaye, M. (2014) Indicateurs de la sécurité alimentaire, FAO, Saly, Sénégal [online] 
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/food-security-capacity-building/docs/Nutrition/ 
SahelWorkshop/2.2.WFP_Int%C3%A9grationIndicateursFSetNut.pdf (accessed 19 April 
2022). 

Ningi, T., Taruvinga, A., Zhou, L. and Ngarava, S. (2022) ‘Factors that influence household food 
security in Hamburg and Melani, Eastern Cape, South Africa’, African Journal of Science, 
Technology, Innovation and Development, Vol. 14, No. 4, pp.1050–1058, Routledge. 

Nnaji, A., Ma, W., Ratna, N. and Renwick, A. (2022) ‘Farmer-herder conflicts and food insecurity: 
evidence from rural Nigeria’, Agricultural and Resource Economics Review, Vol. 51, No. 2, 
pp.391–421. 

Pickson, R.B. and Boateng, E. (2022) ‘Climate change: a friend or foe to food security in Africa?’ 
Environment, Development and Sustainability, Vol. 24, No. 3, pp.4387–4412. 

Pouliot, M. and Treue, T. (2013) ‘Rural people’s reliance on forests and the, non-forest 
environment in West Africa: evidence from Ghana and Burkina Faso’, World Development, 
Vol. 43, pp.180–193. 

Salarkia, N., Abdollahi, M., Amini, M. and Neyestani, T.R. (2014) ‘An adapted household food 
insecurity access scale is a valid tool as a proxy measure of food access for use in urban Iran’, 
Food Security, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp.275–282. 

Scoones, I. (1998) Sustainable Rural Livelihoods: A Framework for, IDS Working Paper, No. 72. 
Sekhampu, T.J. (2013) ‘Determination of the factors affecting the food security status of 

households in Bophelong, South Africa’, International Business & Economics Research 
Journal (IBER), Vol. 12, No. 5, pp.543–550. 

Selvester, K., Fidalgo, L., Ballard, T., Kennedy, G., Dop, MC and Mistura, L. (2008) Report on 
Use of the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale and Household Dietary Diversity Score in 
Two Survey Rounds in Manica and Sofala Provinces, Mozambique, 2006-2007,  
FAO, Rome, Italie [online] http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/eufao-fsi4dm/doc-
training/moz_diet.pdf (accessed 24 April 2022). 

Sen, A. (1981) Poverty and Famines: An Essay on Entitlement and Deprivation, Oxford University 
Press, USA [online] https://www.prismaweb.org/nl/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Poverty-and-
famines%E2%94%82Amartya-Sen%E2%94%821981.pdf (accessed 23 April 2022). 

Sunderlin, W.D., Angelsen, A., Belcher, B., Burgers, P., Nasi, R., Santoso, L. and Wunder, S. 
(2005) ‘Livelihoods, forests, and conservation in developing countries: an overview’, World 
Development, Vol. 33, No. 9, pp.1383–1402. 

 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Contribution of NTFPs to food security of households 443    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Swindale, A. and Bilinsky, P. (2006) Score de Diversité alimentaire des Ménages (SDAM) pour la 
mesure de l’accès alimentaire des ménages : Guide d’indicateurs, Projet d’Assistance 
technique en matière d’Alimentation et de Nutrition (FANTA) l’Académie pour le 
Développement de l’Education, Washington, D.C [online] https://www.unscn.org/layout/ 
modules/resources/files/HDDS_for_measurement_of_household_food_access_fr.pdf 
(accessed 28 April 2022). 

Tree Aid (2021) Growing Food and Incomes from Tree Products [online] https://www.treeaid.org/ 
media/etuok332/tree-aid-impact-report-growing-food-and-incomes-from-forest-products-in-
rural-burkina-faso-october-2021.pdf (accessed 20 October 2022). 

World Food Programme (2014) Analyse globale de la vulnérabilité, de la sécurité alimentaire et de 
la nutrition (AGVSAN) : Burkina Faso [online] https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/ 
public/documents/ena/wfp266835.pdf?_ga=2.208732882.1729864517.1587193931-
1928526115.1587193931 (accessed 18 April 2022). 

Yabile, K.R. (2013) ‘Déterminants de la sous-alimentation des ménages en Côte d’Ivoire : cas des 
régions centre et centre-est’, European Scientific Journal, Vol. 9, No. 14, pp.207–228. 


