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Youth Labor Market in Burkina Faso: Recent Trends 
Daniel Parent1 

McGill University, Montreal 
 

 
I. Introduction 
 

As is the case in many developing countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, a very large 

fraction of young individuals stop going to school very early in life and transition into the 

labor force. In fact, according to the 2003 Survey of Household Living Conditions (SHLS), 

around 20% of young Burkinabes aged 6–11 are reported to be illiterate and over 60% of 

those aged 10–11 report having no schooling at all. Obvious concerns then are to assess how 

those young people perform in the labor force, to study how their fortunes evolve through 

time, and to compare their labor market outcomes to those of more educated individuals. At 

the same time, it would be useful to assess how the households in which those young 

individuals live fare generally in terms of relative poverty or in terms of changing economic 

circumstances so as to be able to identify potential causal mechanisms linking household 

characteristics and youth outcomes.  

The main objective of this paper is to perform such an analysis. Using the combined 

1993, 1998, and 2003 SLHS, I provide both a snapshot analysis of labor market and 

schooling outcomes at different times for groups with similar sociodemographic 

characteristics, as well as a more dynamically oriented analysis by looking at how various 

birth cohorts' average outcomes change through time as they age across survey years. This 

cohort analysis is potentially important for two related reasons. One is that standard cross-

sectional, point-in-time comparisons always run the risk of comparing groups of individuals 

who are very different and whose outcomes may be driven by some group-specific factor 

having little or nothing to do with some of the more policy-driven factors thought to have an 

impact on them. The other is that while it is certainly useful to know how people perform 

according to certain characteristics such as education attainment at a point in time, knowing 

the trajectory through time adds useful and potentially policy-relevant information on the 

dynamics of the transition from the early years in the labor market to the later years.  

                                                           
1 Special thanks to workshop participants in Ouagadougou and at the World Bank in Washington, D.C., with 
special thanks to Jean Fares for very useful comments and suggestions that greatly improved this draft. 
Remaining errors and omissions are of course my sole responsibility. 
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The paper starts with a detailed descriptive analysis of various labor market 

indicators. I focus on employment and unemployment rates broken down along various 

dimensions, such as gender, urban/rural status, age, and education attainment. I also assess 

the extent to which there are readily available human resources that could be easily mobilized 

in the context of, for example, government programs aimed at modernizing or refurbishing 

infrastructure. To do so, I exploit questions in the 2003 SHLS on the extent of multiple-job 

holding and about the individual's willingness to take on more work. As it turns out, close to 

20% of individuals working at the time of the survey would be willing to work even more, 

and most of them are already working in more than one job.  

The next section then provides a more analytical look and tries to pursue some of the 

issues in a more in-depth fashion. Among the important channels affecting the labor force 

participation behavior of young Burkinabes that I look at is how participation—that is, being 

either employed or unemployed but active—changes with changes in the household's 

economic conditions from one year to the next. This is an important issue as it informs us on 

the potential for targeted interventions at the household level that could help in ensuring that 

young men and women do not prematurely enter the labor force simply because they have to 

in order to help improve the economic fortunes of the household.  

Turning more directly to basic literacy and schooling, I also look at determinants of 

school enrollment and education attainment that can be potentially influenced by policies. 

More particularly, I study the link between the time it takes for household members to reach 

the closest primary and secondary schools and the enrollment rates of young Burkinabes as 

well as the average level of schooling within households. I find strong evidence that access 

constraints are an important determinant of enrollment and, for those who are in the labor 

force, education attainment. I also find that those who live close to an elementary and, more 

importantly, a secondary school, earn more on average compared with other households. This 

is true in rural as well as in urban areas. Those two relationships also hold when the analysis 

is performed within very refined geographical areas, namely the so-called census zones or 

strata ("zones de dénombrement"). That is to say, even if I use only the variation in average 

household schooling and income within those strata to assess the effect of living relatively 

close to a school, thus ignoring the variation across census zones, I get basically the same 

results. This suggests that education pays, if only by allowing people to learn basic literacy 
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skills, and it casts doubts on the alternative hypothesis that households with more schooling 

and greater income just happen to live closer to schools.  

II. Descriptive Analysis 

Standard Labor Market Indicators 

The first set of tables shows how standard indicators such as the employment rate and 

the unemployment rate vary across demographic characteristics and across survey years. The 

distribution of the main activity in the week preceding the interview is reported in table 1 by 

age, gender, and survey year. Note that unemployment is defined in the surveys to include 

those who have never worked but who are looking for a job.2 Although the analysis in this 

paper focuses on youth labor market and schooling outcomes, the activities are reported for 

all age groups in the population aged 10–64. Thus we can see whether there seems to be a 

change over the years in the relative outcomes of younger versus older individuals not 

enrolled in school.  

If we look at individuals in the youngest age group, it would appear that school 

enrollment decreased from 1993 to 1998 before rebounding to roughly the 1993 level in 

2003, with the same pattern in reverse for the fraction reporting only work as their main 

activity. However, it is not clear how reliable this pattern is. To see this, first consider figure 

1, which shows the school enrollment rates by gender and age across all three survey years. 

Consistent with what is reported in table 1, we can see that there is a substantial dip in 

enrollment for the youngest age groups in 1998 relative to 1993, and this is true for both 

males and females. However if, as is done in figure 2, enrollment rates are plotted by 

proximity to primary and secondary schools, there is not evidence of a decrease in enrollment 

rates from 1993 to 1998. That is, conditioning on the location of the households relative to 

schools, there is no indication that enrollment dropped at all over that time period. This 

would suggest that this apparent change is probably due more to the 1998 survey having a 

different sampling frame relative to the other two years, with more households who are 
                                                           
2In both 1993 and 1998 individuals are classified as being unemployed if they report being not occupied but 
having had a job at some point or not occupied with no prior work experience. In 2003 a further distinction 
among those with previous work experience is made by asking whether the reason the person does not work is 
due to seasonal factors. Note also that for women, being at home is the residual category applying only to 
women. That is, while the percentages sum to 100% (save for rounding errors) for men, for women they do not. 
Naturally, one would expect to have quite a lot of women both working and being at home. Which of the two is 
the main activity is left to the discretion of the respondent. 
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located far from schools in 1998 compared with 1993 and 2003.3  Unless, of course schools 

were closed between 1993 and 1998.  
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3The evidence reported in appendix table seems to support this conjecture 
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Table 1.  Distribution of Activity at Interview 

 
 Women Men Activity 
Age Group    1993    1998   2003 

 
1993    1998    2003 
 

 

10-14 yrs-old   0.27    0.22     0.26 
0.01    0.02     0.01 
0.57    0.66     0.59 
0.03    0.03     0.08 
0.05    0.02     0.03 

0.35     0.29     0.33  
0.02     0.04     0.01 
0.57     0.62     0.56 
0.02     0.02     0.07 
0.03     0.01     0.02      

School Only 
School and Work 
Work Only 
Unemployed 
Inactive 

15-19 yrs-old   0.11    0.11     0.13 
0.00    0.01     0.00 
0.70    0.75     0.73 
0.02    0.04     0.06 
0.01    0.01     0.00 

0.16     0.16     0.17 
0.01     0.02     0.01  
0.78     0.77     0.77 
0.03     0.02     0.04 
0.01     0.01     0.01 

School Only 
School and Work 
Work Only 
Unemployed 
Inactive 

20-24 yrs-old   0.03    0.05     0.05 
0.00    0.00     0.00 
0.71    0.77     0.77 
0.02    0.03     0.05 
0.01    0.01     0.00 

0.08     0.09     0.08 
0.01     0.01     0.00 
0.84     0.84     0.85 
0.06     0.04     0.06 
0.01     0.01     0.01        

School Only 
School and Work 
Work Only 
Unemployed 
Inactive 

25-34 yrs-old   0.00    0.00     0.00 
0.00    0.00     0.00 
0.79    0.85     0.83 
0.01    0.02     0.04 
0.01    0.01     0.01 

0.01     0.01     0.01 
0.00     0.00     0.00 
0.94     0.95     0.95  
0.03     0.02     0.04 
0.01     0.01     0.00        

School Only 
School and Work 
Work Only 
Unemployed 
Inactive 

35-44 yrs-old   0.00    0.00     0.00 
0.00    0.00     0.00 
0.84    0.89     0.88 
0.00    0.01     0.01 
0.01    0.01     0.01 

0.00     0.00     0.00 
0.00     0.00     0.00 
0.96     0.98     0.97 
0.02     0.01     0.02 
0.01     0.01     0.01        

School Only 
School and Work 
Work Only 
Unemployed 
Inactive 

45 yrs-old    0.00    0.00     0.00 
0.00    0.00     0.00 
0.79    0.86     0.83 
0.00    0.01     0.01 
0.07    0.06      0.06 

0.00     0.00     0.00 
0.00     0.00     0.00 
0.94     0.96     0.95 
0.01     0.01     0.02  
0.03     0.01     0.02        

School Only 
School and Work 
Work Only 
Unemployed 
Inactive 

All 10-64   0.07    0.07     0.08 
0.00    0.01     0.00 
0.73    0.79     0.77 
0.02    0.02     0.04 
0.03    0.02     0.02 

 

0.12     0.11     0.12 
0.01     0.01     0.01 
0.81     0.83     0.82 
0.03     0.02     0.04 
0.02     0.01     0.01        

School Only 
School and Work 
Work Only 
Unemployed 
Inactive 

Note: In 1998 and 2003 the interviews were partly conducted during the summer months, thus the school 
enrollment figures refer to enrollment in the relevant school year (current year for nonsummer interviews and 
prior year for summer month interviews). See text for discussion on how unemployed is defined across surveys. 
Source: Surveys of Household Living Standards  
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The second thing to note about table 1 is the fact that very few young Burkinabes 

report being both enrolled and having work as their main activity at the same time.4 This 

would tend to indicate that the transition process from school to work is of a fairly 

straightforward nature: children quit school and then work, with very few reporting doing 

both. In fact, the data indicate that there are few individuals aged 8–11 who report being 

enrolled in school at the interview and not being enrolled the year before. Even among those 

who were not enrolled the year before the survey and who are enrolled at the time of the 

interview, one suspects that a significant fraction of them are actually first-time 

schoolchildren. Overall, there is no evidence that many children move back and forth 

between school and the labor force. When they quit school, it's for good. 

Although being unemployed in a developing country with no income support 

program such as unemployment insurance to speak of is necessarily unattractive for the 

overwhelming majority of people, it would appear that the unemployment rate has increased 

within each age group during the 10-year period between 1993 and 2003. At least, this is 

quite apparent for the 10- to 14-year-olds. In other words, the fraction of 10- to 14-year-olds 

reported to be unemployed increased markedly over that time period. If we focus only on 

individuals who are not enrolled in school at the time of the interview, as is done in table 2, 

much the same conclusion emerges. In fact, the increase in the unemployment rate between 

1993 and 2003 is even more apparent for the 10- to 14-year-olds. This may be a particular 

source of concern in the case of males because, contrary to females whose employment rate 

has remained fairly constant, the employment rate of males aged 10–14 in 2003 is 

substantially smaller at 86% than it was in 1993 (91%). Again, for the same reasons as in the 

case of school enrollment, it is not clear whether the 1998 data truly reflect the underlying 

population averages or are simply an artifact of a different sampling frame. Thus, to be on the 

cautious side, it might be preferable to compare 1993 with 2003. Even then, the drop of 5% 

in the employment rate of males aged 10–14, coupled with the increase in the unemployment 

rate, does suggest that the capacity of the labor market to absorb the youngest workers 

deteriorated over the 10 years between 1993 and 2003.  

 

                                                           
4The school enrolment question is distinct from the one on the main activity during the survey week. This 
allows the construction of a school and work indicator, a combination that is not part of the available choices 
among the main activities. 
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Table 2. Employment and Unemployment Rates among Individuals not Enrolled 
 

Employment Rates 
 Women Men 
Age Group    1993     1998     2003 

 
1993     1998     2003 

10-14 yrs-old   0.78     0.88     0.82 0.91     0.94     0.86 
15-19 yrs-old   0.79     0.85     0.84 0.94     0.95     0.94 
20-24 yrs-old   0.74     0.82     0.81 0.92     0.93     0.92  
25-34 yrs-old   0.78     0.85     0.83 0.94     0.96     0.95 
35-44 yrs-old   0.81     0.87     0.84  0.96     0.97     0.97 
45 yrs-old    0.83     0.89     0.88 0.97     0.98     0.97 
Total   0.78     0.86     0.83 0.94     0.95     0.93 
 
 
 

Unemployment Rate 

 Women Men 
Age Group    1993    1998    2003 

 
1993     1998     2003 

10-14 yrs-old   0.04     0.03     0.10   0.03     0.02     0.10 
15-19 yrs-old   0.03     0.04     0.07   0.04     0.03     0.05 
20-24 yrs-old   0.03     0.03     0.05   0.06     0.05     0.07 
25-34 yrs-old   0.01     0.02     0.04   0.04     0.03     0.05 
35-44 yrs-old   0.00     0.02     0.03   0.02     0.02     0.02 
45 yrs-old    0.01     0.01     0.01   0.02     0.01     0.03 
Total   0.02     0.03     0.06   0.04     0.03     0.06 
 

To pursue this issue further, in table 3 I report the same employment and 

unemployment rate series by adding an additional category to the previous age 

group/gender/survey year cut used in table 2, namely education attainment. The idea is to see 

whether this deterioration, most visible for the youngest individuals, especially males, is 

equally present across all relevant schooling levels. The calculations in table 3 suggest that 

the drop in the employment rate observed for 10- to 14-year-old males is largely driven by 

those with no schooling at all: for both males and females, the unemployment rate shows a 

considerable increase between 1993 and 2003 going from 2–3% to 10%. However, again 

only in the case of males do we see a concomitant decrease in the employment rate. For 

females aged 10–14, both the employment and the unemployment rates increased, suggesting 

greater participation on the part of young uneducated females who are both more likely to 

work and more likely to be actively searching for work. In fact, looking at females across all 

ages and education categories, the same overall conclusion emerges: the 10-year period 

between 1993 and 2003 witnessed a substantial increase in the fraction of women employed 
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in the labor market and a substantial, in fact proportionally larger, increase in the fraction of 

females reported to be unemployed. Note the vast majority of those unemployed women are 

looking for a first job. So, while one might reasonably argue that special attention should be 

paid to female employment, as their unemployment rate is consistently above the male 

unemployment rate, a more nuanced viewpoint would be that while it is true that the female 

unemployment rate has risen, it is not because the employment situation has deteriorated. If it 

were true, employment rates would have gone down as well. That has not been the case. Note 

that because of the low fraction of females going beyond primary schooling, all conclusions 

for those with more education are necessarily resting on very imprecise estimates, especially 

for the older age groups. On a related note, 70% of females aged 10–14 have no schooling at 

all in 2003 (60% for males), so this category of very young and uneducated individuals is a 

large segment of the labor force. 
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Table 3. Employment and Unemployment Rates by Age, Year, Gender, and Education 
 

Employment Rates 

  Women Men 
Education 
Attainment 

Age Group    1993    1998     2003 
 

1993    1998     2003 

10-14 yrs-old   0.79     0.89      0.82 0.92     0.95      0.86 
15-19 yrs-old   0.83     0.88      0.87   0.96     0.97      0.96 
20-24 yrs-old   0.80     0.87      0.85   0.97     0.97      0.96 
25-29 yrs-old   0.81     0.89      0.86   0.96     0.98      0.97 
30-34 yrs-old   0.84     0.89      0.87   0.97     0.99      0.98 
35-39 yrs-old    0.85     0.90      0.90   0.97     0.99      0.97 

 
 
 

No Schooling 
 

Total   0.82     0.89      0.86   0.96     0.97      0.94 
10-14 yrs-old   0.69     0.68      0.77   0.87     0.91      0.84 
15-19 yrs-old   0.63     0.69      0.70   0.92     0.92      0.90 
20-24 yrs-old   0.57     0.56      0.69   0.90     0.89      0.92 
25-29 yrs-old   0.69     0.53      0.71   0.94     0.98      0.93 
30-34 yrs-old   0.60     0.63      0.73   0.96     0.98      0.96 
35-39 yrs-old    0.73     0.68      0.73   0.98     0.99      0.91 

 
 
Partial Primary   
 

Total   0.65     0.63      0.72   0.92     0.93      0.91 
10-14 yrs-old   0.74     0.72      0.87   0.74     1.00      0.91 
15-19 yrs-old   0.39     0.51      0.43   0.79     0.66      0.76 
20-24 yrs-old   0.37     0.39      0.47     0.69     0.75      0.72 
25-29 yrs-old   0.48     0.52      0.56   0.80     0.87      0.89 
30-34 yrs-old   0.66     0.64      0.62   0.94     0.92      0.93 
35-39 yrs-old    0.61     0.78      0.65   0.94     0.96      0.97 

 
 
 

Primary  
Completed  

Total   0.48     0.52      0.54   0.80     0.84      0.85 
10-14 yrs-old   0.55      0.00      0.68     0.74     1.00      0.91 
15-19 yrs-old   0.39      0.51      0.43     0.79      0.66     0.76     
20-24 yrs-old   0.37      0.39      0.47     0.69     0.75      0.72 
25-29 yrs-old   0.48      0.52      0.56     0.80     0.87      0.89 
30-34 yrs-old   0.66      0.64      0.62    0.94      0.92      0.93 
35-39 yrs-old    0.61      0.78      0.65    0.94      0.96      0.97 

 
 

Partial Secondary   
 

Total   0.48      0.52      0.54     0.80      0.84      0.85 
10-14 yrs-old     
15-19 yrs-old     1.00   1.00      0.00      0.64     
20-24 yrs-old   0.64      0.49      1.00   0.82      0.73      0.87 
25-29 yrs-old   0.61      0.67      0.60   0.77      0.91      0.83 
30-34 yrs-old   0.87      0.68      0.90   0.98      0.92      0.98 
35-39 yrs-old    0.87      0.80      0.93   0.95      0.96      1.00 

 
 

Secondary 
Completed    
 

Total   0.74      0.67      0.79   0.85      0.90      0.93 
10-14 yrs-old     
15-19 yrs-old      0.00 
20-24 yrs-old     0.21      0.54      0.73     0.50      0.34 
25-29 yrs-old   0.41       0.90       0.65  0.83     0.81      0.78 
30-34 yrs-old     0.87       1.00       0.94 0.97     0.88      0.95 
35-39 yrs-old     1.00       0.82       1.00  0.98     0.98      0.97 

 
 

 
Post-Second.     
 

Total    0.69      0.87       0.90 0.94     0.89      0.90 
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Table 3. (cont’d) Employment and Unemployment Rates by Age, Year, Gender, and 
Education 
 

Unemployment Rates 

  Women Men 
Education 
Attainment 

Age Group    1993     1998     2003 
 

1993     1998    2003 

10-14 yrs-old   0.03     0.03     0.10   0.02     0.02      0.10 
15-19 yrs-old   0.01     0.02     0.04   0.02     0.01      0.03 
20-24 yrs-old   0.01     0.01     0.03   0.02     0.01      0.04 
25-29 yrs-old   0.00     0.01     0.02   0.02     0.01      0.03 
30-34 yrs-old   0.00     0.01     0.02   0.01     0.01      0.01 
35-39 yrs-old    0.00     0.00     0.01 0.01     0.01      0.02 

 
 
 

No Schooling 
 

Total   0.01     0.01     0.04   0.02     0.01      0.05 
10-14 yrs-old   0.05     0.17      0.14   0.09     0.07      0.10 
15-19 yrs-old   0.10     0.18      0.17   0.07     0.06      0.08 
20-24 yrs-old   0.07     0.13      0.15   0.07     0.10      0.07 
25-29 yrs-old   0.01     0.06      0.16   0.05     0.02      0.07 
30-34 yrs-old   0.01     0.03      0.09   0.03     0.02      0.04 
35-39 yrs-old    0.01     0.03      0.13   0.01     0.01      0.06 

 
 
Partial Primary   
 

Total   0.06     0.13      0.15   0.06     0.06      0.07 
10-14 yrs-old   0.14     0.20     0.09   0.01     0.13     0.28 
15-19 yrs-old   0.05     0.19     0.28   0.07     0.05     0.10 
20-24 yrs-old   0.08     0.10     0.16   0.10     0.08     0.09 
25-29 yrs-old   0.02     0.05     0.11   0.07     0.05     0.08 
30-34 yrs-old   0.00     0.03     0.10   0.08     0.06     0.03 
35-39 yrs-old    0.03     0.02     0.00   0.05     0.01     0.04 

 
 
 

Primary  
Completed  

Total   0.05     0.11     0.16   0.07     0.06     0.08 
10-14 yrs-old   0.00     1.00     0.32   0.00     0.00     0.00 
15-19 yrs-old   0.05     0.09     0.35   0.13     0.24     0.20 
20-24 yrs-old   0.14     0.25     0.26   0.29     0.23     0.26 
25-29 yrs-old   0.10     0.12     0.16   0.16     0.11     0.11 
30-34 yrs-old   0.04     0.13     0.15   0.06     0.07     0.07 
35-39 yrs-old    0.04     0.03     0.11   0.04     0.04     0.03 

 
 

Partial Secondary   
 

Total   0.09     0.16     0.21   0.16     0.14     0.14 
10-14 yrs-old     
15-19 yrs-old        0.00         0.00     1.00     0.36 
20-24 yrs-old   0.22     0.25     0.00   0.18     0.20     0.13 
25-29 yrs-old   0.10     0.12     0.26   0.23     0.09     0.17 
30-34 yrs-old   0.05     0.05     0.10   0.02     0.05     0.02 
35-39 yrs-old    0.13     0.00     0.00   0.00     0.04     0.00 

  
 

Secondary 
Completed    
 

Total   0.11     0.10     0.13   0.14     0.08     0.07 
10-14 yrs-old     
15-19 yrs-old        1.00 
20-24 yrs-old       0.25     0.00 0.27     0.50     0.66 
25-29 yrs-old   0.48     0.05     0.24   0.17     0.16     0.17 
30-34 yrs-old   0.08     0.00     0.00   0.03     0.12     0.01 
35-39 yrs-old    0.00     0.18     0.00 0.02     0.02     0.03 

 
 

 
Post-Second.     
 

Total   0.20     0.08     0.06   0.06     0.10     0.07 
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Turning to males, however, there is evidence that the labor market of the youngest 

and least educated has deteriorated over the same time period. For the other age groups and 

across all positive schooling levels, employment rates have basically stayed more or less 

constant, save for sampling variation. Two striking features of the table showing male 

unemployment rates (and the same is also partly true for females) are that more educated 

individuals tend to have higher unemployment rates than less educated individuals do when 

they are relatively close in terms of age to the end of their schooling period (for example, one 

would expect somebody with completed secondary education to be in his or her mid- to late 

teens) and that the employment rate increases sharply as they age. Naturally, in some sense 

one would be shocked to observe near 100% employment rates for mature adults: people 

cannot afford not to work. The key question then becomes whether the jobs they eventually 

get are better than the ones that less educated workers have. I will return to this question later 

when looking at the transition across occupations over time for a given birth cohort. 

Turning next to the evolution of the same labor market indicators in urban versus 

rural areas between 1993 and 2003, we can see in table 4 that the story for males living in 

urban areas is fairly simple: employment rates increased for all age groups, including the 10- 

to 14-year-olds. Not surprisingly then, we find that employment among all those males aged 

10–14 living in rural areas dropped over that 10-year period, thus contributing to the overall 

decrease. Note that since we are conditioning on the fact that individuals are not enrolled in 

school, the concerns raised earlier about the representativeness (relative to other years) of the 

1998 data may be less relevant here. Interestingly, then, the deterioration of the labor market 

for males in the youngest age group seems potentially even more worrying as the drop in the 

employment rate in rural areas occurred after 1998. In fact, the employment rate increased 

slightly between 1993 and 1998. In any case, whether one takes the view that such a sudden 

drop is more problematic than if we view it as having occurred over a longer time period, it 

does seem as though the rural labor market for young males has deteriorated in its capacity to 

absorb those workers. Although not shown here, it should be noted that the decrease in 

employment is essentially concentrated among young males with no education. Even in rural 

areas, the labor market indicators have not changed dramatically for workers with any 

amount of schooling as basically almost all able persons are working.  
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Table 4. Employment and Unemployment Rates by Residence 
 

Employment Rates 
  Women Men 
Area of Residence Age Group    1993     1998     2003 

 
1993    1998   2003 

10-14 yrs-old   0.30     0.40     0.46 0.52     0.65     0.57 
15-19 yrs-old   0.34     0.42     0.45 0.68     0.72     0.73 
20-24 yrs-old   0.35     0.41     0.44 0.67     0.77     0.74 
25-29 yrs-old   0.42     0.51     0.53   0.80     0.87     0.85 
30-34 yrs-old   0.55     0.57      0.59   0.88     0.92     0.93 
35-39 yrs-old    0.54     0.65     0.68   0.90     0.96     0.93 

 
 

 
Urban 
 

Total   0.41     0.49     0.52   0.76     0.83     0.81 
10-14 yrs-old   0.83     0.91     0.84 0.94     0.96     0.87 
15-19 yrs-old   0.87     0.92     0.91 0.98     0.98     0.97 
20-24 yrs-old   0.82     0.91     0.90 0.97     0.98     0.98 
25-29 yrs-old   0.85     0.92     0.90   0.98     0.99     0.98 
30-34 yrs-old   0.87     0.93     0.90   0.99     0.99     0.99 
35-39 yrs-old    0.88     0.94     0.92   0.99     0.99     0.98 

 
 

 
Rural 
 

Total   0.85     0.92     0.89   0.97     0.98     0.95 

Unemployment Rates 
  Women Men 
Area of Residence Age Group    1993    1998   2003 

 
1993    1998   2003 

10-14 yrs-old   0.17     0.29     0.29 0.24     0.21     0.31 
15-19 yrs-old   0.12     0.28     0.31 0.23     0.22     0.25 
20-24 yrs-old   0.10     0.17     0.24 0.28     0.21     0.24 
25-29 yrs-old   0.06     0.09     0.16   0.17     0.11     0.13 
30-34 yrs-old   0.02     0.06     0.12   0.08     0.07     0.07 
35-39 yrs-old    0.03     0.03     0.05   0.08     0.04     0.06 

 
 

 
Urban 
 

Total   0.08     0.15     0.20   0.18     0.14     0.17 
10-14 yrs-old   0.02     0.01     0.09 0.02     0.01     0.09 
15-19 yrs-old   0.01     0.01     0.03 0.01     0.00     0.02 
20-24 yrs-old   0.01     0.00     0.01 0.01     0.00     0.01 
25-29 yrs-old   0.00     0.00     0.01   0.00     0.00     0.02 
30-34 yrs-old   0.00     0.01     0.01   0.01     0.00     0.01 
35-39 yrs-old    0.00     0.00     0.01   0.00     0.00     0.02 

 
 

 
Rural 
 

Total   0.01     0.01     0.03   0.01     0.00     0.04 
 

For females, employment rates basically increased across all age groups and in both 

rural and urban areas. The increase over the 1993–2003 periods was significantly larger in 

urban areas, but this may not be so surprising since the employment rates in 1993 were much 

lower in urban areas than in rural ones. Note as well that female unemployment rates also 

increased substantially over the same time period, but again it probably reflects the fact that 
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women are simply more likely to search for jobs than to be inactive. An argument could even 

be made that since employment has increased for females, the unemployed may be more 

motivated to search than if employment had stagnated or even decreased.  

Overall, it would appear that the male labor market, except in the case of young 

males, has shown no sign of deterioration, at least in terms of employment incidence. At the 

same, the female labor market in urban areas has grown considerably. Those two phenomena 

combined suggest that Burkina Faso’s labor market has expanded over the 10-year period 

spanning the years 1993 and 2003. One caveat to this conclusion, though, is that there is 

evidence that much of the progress occurred between 1993 and 1998, with the 1998–2003 

periods characterized by stagnation if not in fact a decline in employment, as the first panel 

of table 2 shows. A second main observation would be that education appears to play a role 

in increasing the chances of being employed, at least for males in the youngest age group 

living in rural areas. This may seem somewhat of a paradox since it is true that the 

unemployment rate increases with education. I would conjecture at this point that since the 

cost of being unemployed is so high, given the absence of income support programs, that this 

reflects the simple fact the expectations must be that it is worth waiting (or shopping) for 

better jobs and that those job opportunities will eventually materialize. It could also at the 

same time reflect the fact that only those who can afford not being employed wait for such 

jobs. It will thus be important to assess whether those expectations are realistic or not. This is 

the issue I now turn to in analyzing employment over the 1993-2003 periods for a fixed 

cohort.  

Occupational Transitions over Time 

In the previous subsection it was shown that the overall incidence of employment has 

increased between 1993 and 2003 for females while it stayed roughly the same for males. 

Yet, three observations emerging from the analysis were that employment decreased for the 

youngest males, that the decrease was driven by uneducated individuals, and that the 

unemployment rate is higher, the more educated the workers are. Here the main focus will be 

to look at the distribution of occupations from 1993 to 2003 for various cohorts of workers 

classified by age, gender, and education attainment. I will describe the process by which 

workers "grow" into their respective careers in terms of their occupation. Two key questions 

are addressed. The first is the extent to which the occupations at entry vary across education 
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attainment categories. The second is the progress over time from low-paying to high-paying 

occupations, again by education. In addition to being of independent interest, this descriptive 

analysis may help us better understand the positive correlation between the unemployment 

rate and education attainment. On a related note, it also potentially allows us to understand 

the extent to which having more education is profitable for individuals and, perhaps more 

importantly, how education attainment plays a role in improving earnings opportunities in the 

labor market. 

The approach used in this section relies on the assumption that the group of 

individuals under study is "the same" statistically in 1993, 1998, and 2003. That is to say, 

even though the samples are made of different individuals, we are working off the 

assumption that individuals in all three surveys are drawn from the same underlying 

population so that the 25- to 29-year-old individuals in 2003 are really on average the same 

as the 15- to 19-year-olds in 1993. Given the age groups I choose to focus on, the main threat 

to the validity of that assumption would probably be migration out of the country. Even 

migration within the country could pose problems if, as seems quite plausible, the occupation 

and industry structures differ significantly from one area to the next. Although having time-

varying populations, which would threaten to a degree the validity of the cohort approach, 

could be problematic, it is not obvious a priori in which directions the analysis that follows 

would be biased. One possible way would be that perhaps the better workers migrate out of 

Burkina Faso over that 10-year period leaving a pool of workers of lower average quality in 

2003. This may bias the analysis toward finding less upward occupational mobility than if 

the better workers had stayed in the country. The reverse would be true if the workers who 

migrated came from the more disadvantaged backgrounds: in that case we would 

overestimate the degree of occupational mobility over time. 

As a starting point, appendix figures 3a and 3b show the distribution of occupations 

for all those with no schooling at all who were aged 15–19 in 1993. Although, given that 

those individuals had no schooling, I could have chosen a younger age group, the overall 

appearance of the figure would have been much the same. Note that occupations and 

industries or sectors are reported in all three surveys only for individuals aged at least 10.  

Looking at those figures it seems clear that the only empirically meaningful transition 

taking place is from starting as a family helper ("aide familial" in the questionnaire) to being 
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an independent worker, possibly as the head of a new household. Even then, this is true only 

in the case of males, as the overwhelming majority of females tend to stay employed as 

family helpers even after 10 years. Also, the fraction of male independent workers increases 

significantly only in the five-year period between 1998 and 2003; the fraction does not 

change a lot during the previous five-year period. Note also that, although not shown here in 

order to save space, the picture is basically the same as the one we would see for illiterate 

individuals (as opposed to simply uneducated).  

If we now look at the occupational mobility of male workers with just a completed 

primary education (appendix figures 3c–3e), we can that see that the distribution is somewhat 

more diversified by 2003. This is particularly true for individuals living in urban areas 

(appendix figure 3e). However, it is worth noting that even though those individuals are more 

educated at the entry point (1993), the reported occupation in 1993 is still clearly family 

helper, much like it is for those with no schooling whatsoever. More or less the same 

observation holds for females with a completed primary education (appendix figures 3f–3h). 

Interestingly, the figures for both males and females suggest that someone who wants to 

argue that it would be misguided to put too much hope on upgrading the education 

attainment of young Burkinabes would seem to have a valid point if one simply looks at early 

labor market outcomes (leaving aside the possibility that family helpers with primary 

education may earn more than uneducated family helpers of the same age). However, the 

figures provide visual evidence that those who have completed primary schooling seem to 

have a few more options as time goes on.  

Turning to the occupational upgrading of those with just some partial secondary 

education, we can see in appendix figure 3i that, again, males start much at the same place 

where other less educated youth start, but the pace at which the transitions across occupations 

occurs is visibly faster now: even in 1998 the occupational composition of the sample of 20- 

to 24-year-olds is quite varied just five years after entry. In the case of 15- to 19-year-olds 

with partial secondary education, considering 1993 as the entry year in the labor market is 

probably not a bad approximation for many, contrary to the individuals with just a primary 

education or, even more so, for those without any education. In the case of females, 

unfortunately there are not enough observations in 1993 that would allow us to draw any 

meaningful inference from looking at the distribution of occupations. Consequently, 



 17

appendix figure 3j reports the distributions in 1998 and 2003 only. As is the case for males, 

the allocation of workers across occupations is more varied than is the case for the less 

educated females. Interestingly, though, women appear to be much more likely to be 

independent workers than males with similar education are. Women are also much more 

likely to be working in the trade industry (commerce) than men, whose sectors of activity are 

more diversified.5 

Finally, even though the number of workers with at least a completed secondary 

education is small, in appendix figures 3k and 3l only for those people do we see a departure 

from the pattern observed previously, namely that they do not start at the same place where 

their less educated counterparts start. They tend to work as managers or skilled workers fairly 

early into their career and the movement through time into management is quite clear, 

especially between 1998 and 2003. This is true for males, but it is also true for females. But 

again, this category of individuals does not include very many individuals and, in any case, is 

not really what we would tend to regard as a high-priority group in terms of policy.  

Looking at the overall impressions that one can get from appendix figures 3a–3l, it is 

interesting to note that for workers with at least some partial secondary education the 

eventual occupation they tend to have by 2003 is a high-paying one, at least relative to the 

occupation held by less educated workers. Given that, maybe it is not so surprising that the 

unemployment rate tends to increase with the level of education. Quite simply, if there were 

literally no better-paid jobs in the economy than the ones they can have at the time of entry 

into the labor force, there would be little point in being unemployed because the expected 

gain from receiving attractive-enough offers later would be very small. It is in this sense that 

the argument can be made that the fact that more educated workers tend to report themselves 

as being unemployed relative to less educated workers is evidence that education pays, if not 

immediately upon entry, at least eventually in their career. That being said, it is nevertheless 

remarkable that at least for people with up to a partial secondary education level, the 

occupation early in one's career is very similar across all education attainment groups for 

both genders. 

                                                           
5Educated people's sectors of activity are also much more diversified than is the case for uneducated workers, 
who are virtually all employed in primary industries (agriculture, fishing, and hunting).  
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Multiple-job Holding and Underemployment 

Although the analysis on the evolution of employment rates across survey years may 

lead one to paint a relatively optimistic picture—after all, the fraction of the population 

working increased over that time period—a useful refinement to the analysis would be to 

look at the intensity of work. In other words, we would like to know whether workers in 

Burkina Faso would want to work even more, given the opportunity to do so. This would 

inform us on the extent to which resources are underutilized relative to what workers 

themselves want. Fortunately, even though there is no direct question on the number of hours 

worked per week, just as there is no direct question on how many additional hours would 

workers be willing to work, the 2003 survey does have a question on whether respondents 

hold multiple jobs, and it also has a question on whether they would prefer to work more than 

they already are. 

The first thing to note about the incidence of multiple-job holding in table 5 is that it 

is quite clearly more of a rural phenomenon than an urban one. Among all workers with at 

least two jobs, more than 92% live in rural areas. Not surprising then, almost all (95.1%) tend 

to work in the agriculture, breeding, fishing, and hunting sectors, and their occupation is 

basically either being a family helper (57%) or an independent worker (41%). Males are also 

more likely than females to have more than one job, although the difference is modest. There 

is also evidence that multiple-job holding is more likely to occur as workers become older.  

Perhaps surprisingly, given that one might think of multiple-job holders as people 

who are relatively more in need of additional work, there is little evidence in table 6 of a 

systematic relationship between the position of the respondent's household in the income 

distribution and the incidence of multiple-job holding. In fact, the incidence appears to have 

an inverted U-shape relative to the income quintile, with the middle quintiles having more 

males and females holding multiple jobs than either those in the bottom or top quintiles. 

Finally, although multiple-job holders are somewhat more likely to have no formal education 

relative to the population of single-job workers, once we take into account the fact that they 

are more likely to live in rural areas where more people have no formal schooling, there is 

little discrepancy between their education attainment and that of other rural areas workers.  
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Table 5. Multiple-job Holding and Underemployment in 2003 
 Women Men Comments 
Age Group    Urban      Rural Urban      Rural  
10-14 yrs-old   0.11       0.08 

0.08       0.07 
0.06       0.08 
0.03       0.09 

Wants More Work (%) 
More than One Job (%) 

15-19 yrs-old   0.10       0.13 
0.08       0.14 

0.12       0.14 
0.07       0.13 

Wants More Work (%) 
More than One Job (%)     

20-24 yrs-old   0.12       0.16 
0.11       0.18 

0.13       0.20 
0.10       0.21 

Wants More Work (%) 
More than One Job (%) 

25-34 yrs-old   0.15       0.17 
0.09       0.21 

0.15       0.23 
0.11       0.28 

Wants More Work (%) 
More than One Job (%) 

35-44 yrs-old   0.15       0.18 
0.09       0.25 

0.15       0.26 
0.13       0.35 

Wants More Work (%) 
More than One Job (%) 

45 yrs-old+      0.18       0.16 
0.17       0.24 

0.16       0.22 
0.16       0.33 

Wants More Work (%) 
More than One Job (%) 

 

Table 6. Incidence of Multiple-job Holding and Household Income 
Household Income 
 Quintile      
 

Women Men 

1 0.16        0.18           
2 0.19        0.23 
3 0.22        0.24 
4 0.19        0.23 
5 0.13        0.17 

 

Turning to the fraction of workers who would be willing to take on more work, about 

16% of all workers feel that they are underemployed.6 What is more striking (and not 

apparent in table 5) is that the overwhelming majority of those who are underemployed are 

also multiple-job holders. While only about 9% of single-job workers wish they could work 

more, that fraction increases to 47% for multiple-job holders. This is remarkable given the 

fact that those individuals already work more than the other workers, at least in terms of the 

number of jobs—there is no information on hours worked. As is the case for multiple-job 

holding, males are more likely than females to want more work.  

                                                           
6I use the term underemployment in the quantitative sense, not in the sense of having people's skills being 
underutilized in their current job relative to the type of jobs those skills should warrant. 
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The general impression left from the analysis of both multiple-job holding and the 

self-reported willingness to take on more work is that there are underutilized human 

resources in Burkina Faso, especially in rural areas. Thus, even though employment rates 

showed an overall increase over the 1993–2003 period, especially for younger females, a 

significant fraction of workers are not choosing what they would consider an optimal amount 

of work, and this appears to be particularly problematic in rural areas. In addition, almost all 

those individuals are acting on their desire to work more by already reporting more than one 

job. 

Which Indicator Matters Most? 

As pointed out previously, the usefulness of the unemployment rate as a measure of 

labor market slackness is at times questionable. On one hand, given the absence of income 

support programs, a young person not enrolled in school has to work. This is particularly true 

in rural areas. On the other hand, the positive correlation between education attainment and 

reporting being unemployed is probably more a sign of people with more education being 

more able to afford waiting for a better- paid job. This is most obvious in urban areas (see 

table 3, particularly, but not exclusively, in the case of men).  

However, the very fact that there is a positive correlation between education and 

unemployment is suggestive of some rationing of well paid jobs. If there was no such 

rationing, we should not observe people queuing up for them. So it does point to certain 

demand-side problems. However, that argument cannot be pushed too far for two reasons: 

educated individuals wait for better offers because they expect those offer to materialize at 

some point and the larger the gap between well paid jobs and poorly paid ones, the choosier 

one should become in judging whether to accept an offer or not, hence the more likely one is 

to be unemployed at any given point relative to a situation where the gains to waiting are 

smaller. In some indirect way, those educated unemployed individuals tell us something 

about the return to having more education. In rural areas, though, the unemployment rate is 

basically useless as an indicator. Instead, the evidence presented above on multiple 

employment and underemployment strongly suggests that those two indicators combined 

provide valuable information on the degree of underutilization of labor in rural areas.     
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III. Analysis of Child Work, School Attendance and Returns to Education 

Income Shocks and Child Labor Force Participation 

Although the surveys are not, of course, designed to provide a true dynamic picture of 

the enrollment or employment processes, it is still possible to exploit one feature of the data 

sets to explore issues having to do with the impact of changes in household characteristics 

from the year preceding the survey to the survey year. All household are asked about all 

sources of income, and they are asked whether each reported income source showed an 

increase, a decrease, or stayed the same compared with the year before. Although there is no 

single question asking whether and how total income changed compared with the previous 

year, I finesse this issue by using two different pieces of information. First, I use the 

information on income changes for the most important income source to the household. No 

doubt this is just an approximation and, by design, it may be a suspect proxy in the case 

where households derive income from many more or less equally important sources.7 To 

make the distinction as sharp and as easy to interpret as possible, I construct a dummy 

variable equal to 1 if income decreased from one year to the next and 0 if it either increased 

or stayed the same or if the income source did not exist the year before (which is equivalent 

to an increase). The results are reported in table 7. Second, the 2003 survey asks the 

respondents whether they think the general economic situation of the household is worse than 

the year before, is bad, is the same as in the previous year, is good, or is better than the year 

before. I create a dummy variable equal to 1 if they answer that the situation either 

deteriorated or is bad. The results are reported in table 8. These two separate measures 

should, if they are informative, give roughly the same qualitative answer.  

 

 

                                                           
7The less-than-ideal quality of this measure would be expected to bias toward zero whatever impact there might 
be, thus likely providing a lower bound estimate of the true impact. 
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             Table 7.  Household Income Shocks and Labor Force Participation 
    (Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses) 

 
   Dependent Variable: Whether the individual works or is unemployed and looking for work 
 
   Panel A: Individual Aged 12 to 14 Living in Urban Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Household Income Decreased Between 
Survey Year and Year Before  

0.045 
(0.028)

0.049 
(0.029) 

0.037 
(0.029) 

0.121 
(0.046) 

0.053 
(0.027) 

0.062 
(0.032) 

0.026 
(0.028) 

0.060 
(0.044) 

Decr. In Income X Head’s Education - -0.005 
(0.003) -  - -0.016 

(0.022) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - - 0.077 

(0.086)  - - 0.275 
(0.116)  

Decrease in Income X Household Size 
    -0.007 

(0.003)    -0.001 
(0.003) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.031 
(0.042)

0.031 
(0.042) 

0.031 
(0.042) 

0.033 
(0.042) 

-0.024 
(0.040) 

-0.024 
(0.040) 

-0.020 
(0.040) 

-0.024 
(0.040) 

60+ minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

0.008 
(0.143)

0.007 
(0.144) 

0.006 
(0.139) 

0.000 
(0.141) 

0.446 
(0.172) 

0.446 
(0.172) 

0.458 
(0.168) 

0.446 
(0.172) 

30-59 minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.031 
(0.031)

0.031 
(0.031) 

0.032 
(0.031) 

0.030 
(0.031) 

0.015 
(0.030) 

0.015 
(0.030) 

0.015 
(0.030) 

0.015 
(0.030) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.061 
(0.061)

0.061 
(0.061) 

0.054 
(0.061) 

0.065 
(0.061) 

0.049 
(0.063) 

0.049 
(0.063) 

0.037 
(0.061) 

0.050 
(0.063) 

N 1575 1575 1575 1575 1692 1692 1692 1692 
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Table 7. (cont’d): Household Income Shocks and Labor Force Participation 
 

   Panel B: Individual Aged 12 to 14 Living in Rural Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Household Income Decreased Between 
Survey Year and Year Before  

0.007 
(0.016)

0.005 
(0.016) 

0.002 
(0.018) 

0.019 
(0.024) 

-0.010 
(0.016) 

-0.011 
(0.016) 

-0.005 
(0.018) 

-0.016 
(0.022) 

Decr. In Income X Head’s Education - 0.011 
(0.004) -  - 0.005 

(0.003) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - - 0.020 

(0.031)  - - -0.022 
(0.038)  

Decrease in Income X Household Size 
    -0.001 

(0.024)    0.000 
(0.001) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.060 
(0.017)

0.060 
(0.017) 

0.060 
(0.017) 

0.060 
(0.017) 

0.033 
(0.017) 

0.032 
(0.017) 

0.033 
(0.017) 

0.033 
(0.017) 

60+ minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

0.170 
(0.017)

0.170 
(0.017) 

0.170 
(0.017) 

0.170 
(0.017) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

30-59 minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.097 
(0.027)

0.098 
(0.027) 

0.096 
(0.027) 

0.097 
(0.027) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.165 
(0.033)

0.166 
(0.033) 

0.164 
(0.033) 

0.165 
(0.033) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

N 5033 5033 5033 5033 4643 4643 4643 4643 
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Table 7. (cont’d): Household Income Shocks and Labor Force Participation 
 
   Panel C: Individual Aged 8 to 11 Living in Urban Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Household Income Decreased Between 
Survey Year and Year Before  

-0.010 
(0.011)

-0.020 
(0.011) 

-0.014 
(0.012) 

0.016 
(0.018) 

-0.012 
(0.013) 

-0.005 
(0.014) 

-0.011 
(0.013) 

-0.049 
(0.018) 

Decr. In Income X Head’s Education - 0.024 
(0.011) -  - -0.021 

(0.013) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - - 0.028 

(0.035)  - - -0.005 
(0.039)  

Decrease in Income X Household Size 
    -0.002 

(0.001)    0.004 
(0.002) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.037 
(0.021)

0.037 
(0.020) 

0.037 
(0.020) 

0.036 
(0.020) 

0.033 
(0.017) 

0.032 
(0.017) 

0.033 
(0.017) 

0.033 
(0.017) 

60+ minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

0.046 
(0.119)

0.039 
(0.113) 

0.051 
(0.122) 

0.044 
(0.117) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

0.091 
(0.021) 

30-59 minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.004 
(0.012)

0.004 
(0.012) 

0.004 
(0.012) 

0.005 
(0.012) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

0.067 
(0.025) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

-0.010 
(0.021)

-0.010 
(0.020) 

-0.012 
(0.020) 

-0.010 
(0.021) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

0.151 
(0.032) 

N 2191 2191 2191 2191 2156 2156 2156 2156 
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Table 7. (cont’d): Household Income Shocks and Labor Force Participation 
 
   Panel D: Individual Aged 8 to 11 Living in Rural Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Household Income Decreased Between 
Survey Year and Year Before  

-0.023 
(0.013)

-0.031 
(0.013) 

-0.022 
(0.015) 

-0.005 
(0.018) 

-0.015 
(0.013) 

-0.014 
(0.013) 

-0.005 
(0.016) 

-0.012 
(0.018) 

Decr. In Income X Head’s Education 
 - 0.083 

(0.030) -  - -0.006 
(0.006) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - - -0.004 

(0.015)  - - -0.035 
(0.027)  

Decrease in Income X Household Size 
    -0.001 

(0.001)    0.000 
(0.001) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.078 
(0.015)

0.077 
(0.015) 

0.078 
(0.015) 

0.078 
(0.015) 

0.027 
(0.016) 

0.027 
(0.016) 

0.027 
(0.016) 

0.027 
(0.016) 

60+ minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

0.095 
(0.020)

0.094 
(0.020) 

0.095 
(0.020) 

0.095 
(0.020) 

0.053 
(0.018) 

0.053 
(0.018) 

0.053 
(0.018) 

0.053 
(0.018) 

30-59 minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

-0.044 
(0.029)

-0.047 
(0.029) 

-0.044 
(0.029) 

-0.044 
(0.029) 

0.053 
(0.031) 

0.053 
(0.031) 

0.054 
(0.031) 

0.053 
(0.031) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

-0.010 
(0.027)

-0.013 
(0.027) 

-0.010 
(0.027) 

-0.010 
(0.027) 

0.079 
(0.025) 

0.079 
(0.025) 

0.079 
(0.025) 

0.079 
(0.025) 

N 8084 8084 8084 8084 7470 7470 7470 7470 
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 Table 8. Changes in household’s Economic Conditions and Labor Force Participation 
   (Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses) 

 
   Dependent Variable: Whether the individual works or is unemployed and looking for work 
 
   Panel A: Individual Aged 12 to 14 Living in Urban Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Economic Conditions of Household 
Deteriorated Over Last Calendar Year  

0.080 
(0.045) 

0.132 
(0.057) 

0.067 
(0.046) 

-0.019 
(0.103) 

0.070 
(0.045) 

0.108 
(0.057) 

0.023 
(0.045) 

0.105 
(0.091) 

Conditions Deteriorated X Head’s 
Educ. - -0.073 

(0.044) -  - -0.035 
(0.029) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - - 0.029 

(0.122)  - - 0.643 
(0.154)  

Conditions Deteriorated X Household 
Size    0.010 

(0.010)    -0.004 
(0.009) 

30-59 minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

-0.023 
(0.071) 

-0.023 
(0.068) 

-0.016 
(0.070) 

-0.027 
(0.070) - - - - 

60+ minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

-0.190 
(0.057) 

-0.140 
(0.053) 

-0.191 
(0.061) 

-0.190 
(0.056) 

-0.067 
(0.086) 

-0.065 
(0.086) 

-0.054 
(0.085) 

-0.069 
(0.086) 

30-59 minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.093 
(0.058) 

0.105 
(0.057) 

0.091 
(0.059) 

0.102 
(0.060) 

-0.080 
(0.053) 

-0.075 
(0.055) 

-0.106 
(0.053) 

-0.081 
(0.054) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.228 
(0.129) 

0.236 
(0.132) 

0.228 
(0.125) 

0.237 
(0.132) 

-0.119 
(0.070) 

-0.115 
(0.072) 

-0.131 
(0.062) 

-0.120 
(0.071) 

N 486 486 486 486 508 508 508 508 
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Table 8, (cont’d): Changes in household’s Economic Conditions and Labor Force Participation 
 
   Panel B: Individual Aged 12 to 14 Living in Rural Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Economic Conditions of Household 
Deteriorated Over Last Calendar Year 

0.008 
(0.026) 

0.006 
(0.027) 

0.012 
(0.030) 

-0.060 
(0.055) 

0.003 
(0.025) 

0.012 
(0.025) 

-0.002 
(0.027) 

-0.060 
(0.057) 

Conditions Deteriorated X Head’s 
Educ. - 0.001 

(0.051) -  - -0.087 
(0.062) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - - -0.021 

(0.052)  - - 0.019 
(0.058)  

Conditions Deteriorated X Household 
Size    0.006 

(0.005)    0.006 
(0.005) 

30-59 minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

0.089 
(0.031) 

0.090 
(0.031) 

0.089 
(0.032) 

0.088 
(0.031) 

0.040 
(0.032) 

0.040 
(0.032) 

0.039 
(0.032) 

0.039 
(0.032) 

60+ minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

0.203 
(0.028) 

0.202 
(0.028) 

0.201 
(0.028) 

0.201 
(0.028) 

0.058 
(0.038) 

0.062 
(0.038) 

0.058 
(0.037) 

0.055 
(0.038) 

30-59 minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.093 
(0.049) 

0.093 
(0.049) 

0.094 
(0.050) 

0.093 
(0.049) 

0.032 
(0.046) 

0.031 
(0.047) 

0.032 
(0.046) 

0.036 
(0.046) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.122 
(0.060) 

0.122 
(0.060) 

0.121 
(0.062) 

0.110 
(0.061) 

0.032 
(0.046) 

0.031 
(0.053) 

0.032 
(0.053) 

0.038 
(0.054) 

N 1564 1564 1564 1564 1425 1425 1425 1425 
Source: 2003 Survey of Household Living Standard
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                                               Table 8, (cont’d): Changes in household’s Economic Conditions and 
Labor Force Participation 

 

   Dependent Variable: Whether the individual works or is unemployed and looking for work 
 
   Panel C: Individual Aged 8 to 11 Living in Urban Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Economic Conditions of Household 
Deteriorated Over Last Calendar 
Year  

0.051 
(0.035)

0.038 
(0.037) 

0.056 
(0.035) 

0.052 
(0.073) 

0.036 
(0.026) 

0.032 
(0.031) 

0.022 
(0.026) 

0.079 
(0.051) 

Conditions Deteriorated X Head’s 
Educ. - 0.036 

(0.044) -  - 0.004 
(0.017) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - - -0.046 

(0.044)  - - 0.248 
(0.246)  

Conditions Deteriorated X Household 
Size    -0.001 

(0.006)    -0.004 
(0.004) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.001 
(0.045)

0.001 
(0.045) 

0.001 
(0.044) 

0.001 
(0.045) 

-0.016 
(0.032) 

-0.016 
(0.032) 

-0.020 
(0.031) 

-0.017 
(0.032) 

60+ minutes Away From Elementary 
School 

0.076 
(0.202)

0.073 
(0.202) 

0.096 
(0.220) 

0.076 
(0.202) 

0.116 
(0.105) 

0.117 
(0.106) 

0.102 
(0.098) 

0.118 
(0.108) 

30-59 minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.035 
(0.032)

0.032 
(0.033) 

0.040 
(0.032) 

0.035 
(0.033) 

0.019 
(0.029) 

0.018 
(0.028) 

0.020 
(0.028) 

0.018 
(0.028) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

0.113 
(0.106)

0.105 
(0.107) 

0.076 
(0.095) 

0.113 
(0.106) 

-0.020 
(0.019) 

-0.021 
(0.019) 

-0.130 
(0.023) 

-0.020 
(0.020) 

N 469 469 469 469 643 643 643 643 
 
   

                             



 29  

                                            Table 8, (cont’d): Changes in household’s Economic Conditions and 
Labor Force Participation 

 
   Panel D: Individual Aged 8 to 11 Living in Urban Areas 
 

 Males Females 
 [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 
Economic Conditions of Household 
Deteriorated Over Last Calendar 
Year  

-0.009 
(0.023) 

-0.008 
(0.023) 

-0.015 
(0.025) 

-0.042 
(0.048) 

-0.009 
(0.023) 

-0.002 
(0.024) 

-0.018 
(0.028) 

-0.001 
(0.051) 

Conditions Deteriorated X Head’s 
Educ. - -0.007 

(0.056) -  - -0.098 
(0.078) -  

Decr. In Inc X Income in Bottom 
Quintile - -  0.027 

(0.046)  - - 0.026 
(0.050)  

Conditions Deteriorated X 
Household Size    0.003 

(0.004)     -0.001 
(0.004) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.092 
(0.032) 

0.092 
(0.032) 

0.091 
(0.032) 

0.092 
(0.032) 

0.052 
(0.026) 

0.052 
(0.026) 

0.052 
(0.026) 

0.052 
(0.026) 

60+ minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.101 
(0.039) 

0.101 
(0.039) 

0.101 
(0.039) 

0.099 
(0.039) 

0.017 
(0.036) 

0.017 
(0.036) 

0.017 
(0.036) 

0.017 
(0.036) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Secondary School 

-0.052 
(0.045) 

-0.052 
(0.045) 

-0.051 
(0.045) 

-0.051 
(0.045) 

-0.015 
(0.049) 

-0.014 
(0.049) 

-0.014 
(0.049) 

-0.015 
(0.049) 

60+ minutes Away From Secondary 
School 

-0.030 
(0.045) 

-0.029 
(0.045) 

-0.028 
(0.045) 

-0.029 
(0.045) 

0.019 
(0.041) 

0.020 
(0.041) 

0.020 
(0.042) 

0.019 
(0.042) 

N 2418 2418 2418 2418 2314 2314 2314 2314 
Source: 2003 Survey of Household Living Standards 
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Pursuing this idea further I then explore the issue of trying to determine which 

households are responding more strongly to changes in economic conditions. One would 

expect that the labor force participation of children from poorer or more disadvantaged 

households would be more sensitive to deterioration in economic conditions. Put 

differently, the labor force participation of teenage children from relatively wealthy 

households should not exhibit as marked a year-to-year variation as the participation of 

teenagers from poorer households. To see whether this is indeed the case, I examine the 

impact of changing economic conditions on labor participation for various groups. I first 

look at the different impact for households in which the head is uneducated. Those 

households are typically poorer than other households where the head has at least some 

primary education. Second, I look at the impact of changes in households' economic 

conditions for those households whose total income is located in the bottom quintile. 

Finally, I analyze whether the impact varies by household size.8 

The results reported in table 7 are strongly suggestive of at least two main 

conclusions. The first one is that for the youngest age group (the 8- to 11-year-old group), 

whether they are males or females, and whether they live in urban or rural areas, whatever 

effect of decreasing household income on labor force participation there is, it is fairly 

modest. Although the results for the young boys aged 8–11 living in rural areas (panel D) 

suggest that child labor force participation decreases when household income also 

decreases, one should be very cautious in interpreting the measured negative effect, 

because of a case of possible reverse causality. Indeed, given that the question asks 

whether income has changed since the year before, it may have increased because the 

child quit school to contribute to household farming activities, instead of the child leaving 

school because the household wants to take advantage of favorable opportunities. This 

somewhat "mechanical" relationship is present in all the panels of table 7, creating the 

potential for biases toward finding that child labor force participation is procyclical.  

The second main result concerns the older, probably more at risk, group of 12- to 

14-year-old males and females. It is worth noting that there is little evidence of any 

significant relationship for those living in rural areas (panel B). However, the story is 

quite different when we look at children aged 12–14 living in urban areas (panel A in 

table 7). Clearly, the results reported in columns 1 and 5 show that those children are less 

                                                           
8The correlation between per capita household income and household size is negative, but small. However, 
the negative relationship is much stronger when one looks at the quintiles of the per capita household 
income versus household size.  
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likely to participate in the labor force the greater per capita household income is. Males 

are 4.5 percentage points more likely to participate, while for females the estimate is 

somewhat larger, at 5.3 percentage points. The results are supportive of the hypothesis 

that Burkinabe households do not pull their early teenage children out of school to make 

them work to take advantage of good economic conditions. As pointed out by Edmonds 

and Pavcnik (2005), the theoretical impact of increased income on child work is a priori 

ambiguous. If one thinks of the extra income that a child could generate if he or she were 

not in school as the opportunity cost of school enrollment, more favorable conditions 

would tend to raise the pure price effect of sending one's child to school, and this pure 

price effect would tend to make labor force participation procyclical. By contrast, a larger 

income also induces a wealth effect, and, if schooling is viewed as a normal good, that 

effect would make household consume more education. The results shown here for 12- to 

14-year-old urban children are that the income effect appears to dominate.  

If we look at the estimates for different subgroups (columns 2–4 and 6–8), again 

in the case of children aged 12–14 living in urban areas, the impacts all go in the expected 

direction. Child labor force participation is less sensitive to changes in income in 

households where the head is more educated (columns 2 and 6) while it is more sensitive 

in households in the bottom quintile of the income distribution (columns 3 and 7). In fact, 

the effect is quite large for females: their labor force participation increases by 27.5 

percentage points if the household saw its income drop from one year to the next. Given 

the age group considered here, it would thus seem that whether females attend school 

instead of working is more dependent on changes in the economic fortunes of the poorest 

households than it is for males.  

Another interesting result in table 7 is that, at least for males, school proximity in 

rural areas is a more important factor in determining labor force participation for children 

living than it is in urban areas. Compared with income changes then, it is fairly clear that 

school proximity in rural areas is a key factor explaining whether children work. For 

females, the results on the impact of school proximity are somewhat different. Although 

the results for females living in rural areas are very similar to the ones for males, they 

diverge from the results for males in urban areas: we can see in panel A of table 7 that 

school proximity is a major determinant of labor force participation. So labor force 

participation contains quite clearly a gender-specific component in terms of its 

relationship with the time it takes to reach the closest school.  
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Looking at the relationship between the self-reported indicators of whether 

general economic conditions improved over the previous year (table 8), much the same 

overall conclusions emerge, with the exception of the youngest age group in urban areas. 

As in table 7, the labor force participation of individuals aged 12–14 increases when 

urban households report being economically better off relative to the year before. In 

addition, the impact is more pronounced in households in which the head is less educated 

(columns 2 and 6 in panel A) or is poor (columns 3 and 7), especially for females. Again, 

the measured effect is very large for females, suggesting a possible reason why school 

enrollment tends to decline faster for females than for males once they reach their teenage 

years. Interestingly, the evidence suggests that boys' labor force participation behavior 

responds more to shifts in households' economic conditions when the head is relatively 

less educated head than is the case for females. But the labor force participation of young 

females is more responsive than the males' to changes in households located in the bottom 

quintile of the income distribution. Panels B and D basically paint the same picture as in 

the corresponding panels in table 7. The only exception is for those aged 8–11 living in 

urban areas. Here we actually find evidence similar to what is reported for the 12- to 14-

year-olds living in urban areas, namely that deterioration in household economic 

conditions is associated with an increase in child work.9  

The policy implications that follow from this analysis are twofold. First, the 

results provide no evidence that income transfer programs that would be conditioned on 

children in the crucial early teenage years attending school would be resisted or ignored 

by households. In other words, at least in urban areas, households do not seem to have a 

strong preference for pulling their children out of school so that they can contribute 

economically. In fact, it's the opposite: when households do better economically, they 

tend to leave their children in school. In rural areas, the weight of the evidence points 

toward a neutral effect of changes in family or households fortunes on labor force 

participation. So here again it would likely not cost a fortune to induce households to opt 

into such a program. Second, the results support the notion that any macroeconomic 

policy or outcome that favors growth, and thus favors overall improvement in household 

                                                           
9It is interesting to speculate as to why we can detect it with the self-reported indicator of changes in the 
overall household economic conditions whereas we cannot with the constructed income change measure. 
One possibility is that the bias-inducing mechanical relationship between child work and household income 
by which one would expect that income should increase if children are asked to leave school to contribute, 
all else being held equal, is less of a factor with the reported change in overall economic conditions. For 
example, it could be that even if income increased somewhat, households might still report that they were 
better off the year before if increases in living costs outstripped the increase in income. 
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wealth, would lead to a reduction in child work and, ultimately, to a more educated labor 

force. 

Multivariate Analysis of Enrollment Decisions 

To formally assess the role played by various household, individual, and 

institutional characteristics in determining school enrollment, I estimate a series of probits 

by age group and by gender. The results are reported in table 9. One of the interesting 

patterns in the results across the three panels is the role played by the education of the 

head of the household. The first thing to note, of course, is that it matters a great deal for 

both genders and for all age groups. However, if we look at the youngest age group, 

whose members are enrolled in primary schools, we can see in panel A that whether the 

head also has some primary or completed primary education matters. This is also roughly 

the case in panel B. If we look instead at the older individuals in panel C, we can see that 

what matters more is whether the head has at least some secondary education. In other 

words, there is no strong relationship between enrollment at ages 15–18 and the head 

having only primary education. This pattern suggests quite strongly that education 

attainment is highly correlated across generations within households, a sign of low 

intergenerational mobility.10 

To check this conjecture in a slightly different way, I created a subsample of sons 

and fathers in 2003 and computed the correlation coefficient between the sons' and the 

fathers' education attainment for different (sons) age groups. For sons aged 20–30, the 

correlation is 0.42 and for the sons aged 30–40 it is 0.53. These are fairly high relative to 

developed countries. For the United States, which is on the high end among developed 

countries, the correlation is about 0.30 and has been at that level for a long time. It is 

lower in Scandinavian and European countries. Quite interestingly, if I repeat the same 

exercise with the 1993 data, I get significantly lower correlation coefficients, about 0.30 

for both the sons aged 20–30 and those aged 30–40. It seems as though intergenerational 

mobility in education attainment has decreased in Burkina Faso in the 10 years from 1993 

to 2003. Although this is rather impressionistic evidence, it would be cause for concern if 

it were indeed the case. 

 

                                                           
10All models control for region of residence. Although there is no direct information on the region of 
residence in the 1993 survey, there is information on the province of residence. Since both location 
variables are available in 1998, I simply use the mapping from province to region in 1998 to assign the 
region of residence in 1993.  
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Table 9. School Enrollment Probits  
(Standard Errors in Parentheses) 

 
   Panel A. Individuals Aged 7-11 
 

 Males Females 
 1993 1998 2003 1993 1998 2003 
Head’s Educ.: Some Primary 0.039 

(0.042) 
0.141 

(0.046) 
0.133 

(0.045) 
0.112 

(0.049) 
0.092 

(0.037) 
0.145 

(0.043) 
Head’s Educ.: Primary 
Completed 

0.284 
(0.055) 

0.130 
(0.047) 

0.202 
(0.077) 

0.206 
(0.043) 

0.163 
(0.048) 

0.248 
(0.072) 

Head’s Educ.: Some Secondary 0.272 
(0.060) 

0.329 
(0.068) 

0.409 
(0.072) 

0.212 
(0.064) 

0.284 
(0.065) 

0.179 
(0.067) 

Head’s Educ.: Secondary 
Completed 

0.500 
(0.076) 

0.375 
(0.136) 

0.275 
(0.217) 

0.176 
(0.160) 

0.586 
(0.152) 

0.366 
(0.178) 

Head’s Educ.: Post-Secondary See Note 0.375 
(0.136) See Note 0.097 

(0.095) 
0.104 

(0.071) 
0.214 

(0.142) 
Head handicapped 0.055 

(0.056) 
-0.018 
(0.034) 

0.109 
(0.053) 

0.022 
(0.051) 

-0.004 
(0.028) 

-0.072 
(0.043) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

-0.089 
(0.029) 

-0.075 
(0.020) 

-0.017 
(0.022) 

-0.062 
(0.028) 

-0.055 
(0.014) 

-0.063 
(0.021) 

60+ minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

-0.226 
(0.048) 

-0.205 
(0.022) 

-0.178 
(0.029) 

-0.177 
(0.027) 

-0.181 
(0.017) 

-0.101 
(0.025) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Secondary School 

-0.023 
(0.033) 

-0.067 
(0.028) 

0.030 
(0.035) 

-0.056 
(0.021) 

-0.041 
(0.019) 

-0.044 
(0.023) 

60+ minutes Away From 
Secondary School 

-0.149 
(0.029) 

-0.144 
(0.032) 

0.007 
(0.033) 

-0.110 
(0.026) 

-0.128 
(0.025) 

-0.087 
(0.029) 

Household Size -0.011 
(0.002) 

-0.003 
(0.001) 

-0.016 
(0.002) 

-0.013 
(0.002) 

-0.002 
(0.001) 

-0.018 
(0.002) 

Household Income in Second 
Quintile 

0.008 
(0.030) 

-0.004 
(0.029) 

-0.006 
(0.029) 

-0.018 
(0.032) 

0.006 
(0.023) 

0.069 
(0.030) 

Household Income in Third 
Quintile 

-0.022 
(0.030) 

0.050 
(0.028) 

0.054 
(0.029) 

0.005 
(0.036) 

-0.005 
(0.024) 

0.072 
(0.030) 

Household Income in Fourth 
Quintile 

0.038 
(0.033) 

0.040 
(0.028) 

0.040 
(0.030) 

0.038 
(0.036) 

0.005 
(0.024) 

0.109 
(0.032) 

Household Income in Fifth 
Quintile 

0.022 
(0.032) 

0.048 
(0.033) 

0.039 
(0.038) 

0.097 
(0.038) 

-0.003 
(0.001) 

0.111 
(0.037) 

Pseudo R2 0.347 0.348 0349 0.406 0.389 0.413 
N 5254 5095 3733 4803 4822 3676 
Note: All individuals for whom the head of household had the indicated level of education were 
enrolled in school, hence those observations were dropped. Other regressors include region of 
residence, whether the head of household is handicapped, the time it takes to reach the food market, 
and whether other siblings are also enrolled. 
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Table 9, (cont’d): School Enrollment Probits 
 
   Panel B. Individuals Aged 12-14 
 

 Males Females 
 1993 1998 2003 1993 1998 2003 
Head’s Educ.: Some Primary 0.120 

(0.104) 
0.066 

(0.058) 
0.148 

(0.065) 
0.046 

(0.057) 
0.125 

(0.066) 
0.074 

(0.049) 
Head’s Educ.: Primary 
Completed 

0.053 
(0.066) 

0.146 
(0.070) 

0.162 
(0.106) 

0.105 
(0.049) 

0.119 
(0.049) 

0.170 
(0.088) 

Head’s Educ.: Some Secondary 0.290 
(0.092) 

0.344 
(0.083) 

0.246 
(0.091) 

0.114 
(0.048) 

0.157 
(0.052) 

0.200 
(0.072) 

Head’s Educ.: Secondary 
Completed See Note 0.525 

(0.199) 
0.300 

(0.224) 
0.277 

(0.124) 
0.250 

(0.125) 
0.104 

(0.128) 
Head’s Educ.: Post-Secondary See Note 0.583 

(0.113) 
0.598 

(0.156) 
0.065 

(0.082) 
0.195 

(0.116) 
0.026 

(0.080) 
Head handicapped -0.053 

(0.065) 
-0.021 
(0.045) 

-0.012 
(0.066) 

-0.032 
(0.043) 

0.063 
(0.047) 

0.104 
(0.071) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

-0.017 
(0.038) 

0.038 
(0.031) 

-0.038 
(0.032) 

-0.026 
(0.026) 

-0.015 
(0.020) 

-0.036 
(0.029) 

60+ minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

-0.014 
(0.050) 

-0.019 
(0.038) 

-0.185 
(0.040) 

-0.026 
(0.048) 

-0.067 
(0.030) 

-0.065 
(0.038) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Secondary School 

-0.070 
(0.039) 

-0.074 
(0.033) 

-0.110 
(0.034) 

-0.049 
(0.021) 

-0.068 
(0.022) 

-0.023 
(0.029) 

60+ minutes Away From 
Secondary School 

-0.115 
(0.038) 

-0.177 
(0.037) 

-0.138 
(0.041) 

-0.090 
(0.025) 

-0.176 
(0.033) 

-0.013 
(0.033) 

Household Size -0.011 
(0.002) 

-0.001 
(0.001) 

-0.009 
(0.002) 

-0.006 
(0.001) 

-0.002 
(0.001) 

-0.010 
(0.003) 

Household Income in Second 
Quintile 

0.054 
(0.042) 

0.042 
(0.036) 

-0.012 
(0.041) 

-0.029 
(0.028) 

-0.039 
(0.026) 

0.007 
(0.034) 

Household Income in Third 
Quintile 

0.001 
(0.041) 

0.070 
(0.040) 

0.045 
(0.043) 

-0.033 
(0.026) 

-0.004 
(0.027) 

0.042 
(0.039) 

Household Income in Fourth 
Quintile 

0.042 
(0.065) 

0.025 
(0.044) 

0.032 
(0.045) 

0.036 
(0.040) 

-0.001 
(0.027) 

0.025 
(0.036) 

Household Income in Fifth 
Quintile 

-0.003 
(0.042) 

0.001 
(0.042) 

0.064 
(0.047) 

0.018 
(0.032) 

-0.030 
(0.028) 

-0.029 
(0.038) 

Pseudo R2 0.345 0.350 0.390 0.400 0.403 0.421 
N 2489 2539 2023 2454 2330 1879 
Note: All individuals for whom the head of household had the indicated level of education were 
enrolled in school, hence those observations were dropped. Other regressors include region of 
residence, whether the head of household is handicapped, the time it takes to reach the food market and 
whether other siblings are also enrolled. 
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Table 9, (cont’d): School Enrollment Probits 

 
Panel C. Individuals Aged 15-18 

 

Going back to table 9, it is interesting to note that controlling for the head's 

education attainment, the position of the household in the income distribution does not 

appear to be a major driving force of enrollment. While there is some evidence of an 

income gradient, the magnitude is quite modest relative to the head's education, and the 

coefficients are mostly not statistically significant. However, as we saw in the previous 

section, the main effect of being in the lowest income quintile may be modest, but it 

becomes a much more significant determinant of enrollment if the household experiences 

a decrease in income from one year to the next.  

 Males Females 
 1993 1998 2003 1993 1998 2003 
Head’s Educ.: Some Primary 0.034 

(0.022) 
0.021 

(0.035) 
0.027 

(0.035) 
0.036 

(0.022) 
0.050 

(0.042) 
0.002 

(0.016) 
Head’s Educ.: Primary 
Completed 

0.019 
(0.029) 

0.083 
(0.033) 

0.057 
(0.040) 

0.043 
(0.021) 

0.107 
(0.037) 

0.081 
(0.038) 

Head’s Educ.: Some 
Secondary 

0.097 
(0.038) 

0.217 
(0.046) 

0.074 
(0.035) 

0.103 
(0.036) 

0.114 
(0.034) 

0.033 
(0.036) 

Head’s Educ.: Secondary 
Completed 

0.133 
(0.108) 

0.384 
(0.147) 

0.486 
(0.182) 

0.089 
(0.076) 

0.147 
(0.089) 

0.010 
(0.032) 

Head’s Educ.: Post-Secondary 0.212 
(0.110) 

0.325 
(0.099) 

0.327 
(0.126) 

0.069 
(0.039) 

0.114 
(0.054) 

-0.007 
(0.016) 

Head handicapped -0.003 
(0.039) 

-0.016 
(0.026) 

-0.041 
(0.029) 

0.003 
(0.015) 

-0.010 
(0.017) 

-0.018 
(0.034) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

0.052 
(0.021) 

0.036 
(0.025) 

-0.009 
(0.019) 

0.024 
(0.017) 

-0.004 
(0.012) 

-0.016 
(0.012) 

60+ minutes Away From 
Elementary School 

-0.072 
(0.019) 

0.027 
(0.027) 

-0.080 
(0.018) 

0.035 
(0.045) 

-0.020 
(0.018) 

-0.024 
(0.017) 

30-59 minutes Away From 
Secondary School 

-0.072 
(0.01) 

-0.043 
(0.015) 

-0.023 
(0.017) 

-0.027 
(0.006) 

-0.018 
(0.010) 

-0.005 
(0.010) 

60+ minutes Away From 
Secondary School 

-0.172 
(0.024) 

-0.147 
(0.025) 

-0.076 
(0.021) 

-0.088 
(0.014) 

-0.077 
(0.019) 

-0.071 
(0.018) 

Household Size -0.006 
(0.001) 

-0.002 
(0.001) 

-0.006 
(0.002) 

-0.002 
(0.001) 

-0.001 
(0.001) 

-0.003 
(0.001) 

Household Income in Second 
Quintile 

-0.002 
(0.027) 

0.004 
(0.024) 

-0.051 
(0.031) 

0.002 
(0.019) 

-0.017 
(0.015) 

-0.011 
(0.020) 

Household Income in Third 
Quintile 

0.039 
(0.028) 

0.008 
(0.025) 

0.080 
(0.033) 

0.031 
(0.020) 

-0.005 
(0.016) 

0.022 
(0.022) 

Household Income in Fourth 
Quintile 

-0.012 
(0.021) 

0.021 
(0.026) 

0.068 
(0.032) 

0.033 
(0.018) 

-0.003 
(0.015) 

0.030 
(0.026) 

Household Income in Fifth 
Quintile 

0.057 
(0.029) 

0.018 
(0.025) 

0.127 
(0.040) 

0.066 
(0.022) 

0.009 
(0.017) 

0.061 
(0.029) 

Pseudo R2 0.389 0.397 0.378 0.423 0.387 0.433 
N 2860 2865 2321 2629 2774 2260 
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One key factor influencing (or at least being associated with) school enrollment is 

the time it takes to get to either a primary school or a secondary school. Although similar 

variables have been used in the economics of education literature in developed (Card 

1995) and developing (Laszlo 2005) countries, the variable is usually the distance from 

the home to the school. While thinking either in terms of time or distance may matter less 

in developed countries, it is plausible that it matters more in developing ones because the 

main modes of transportation to get to school are more heterogeneous. Looking across all 

three panels of table 9, we can see quite clearly that higher enrollment is associated with 

having a school nearby. In addition, it is interesting to note that as we move across panels, 

and thus age groups, the time-to-school variables, which matter more, are the ones that 

one would think should be more closely associated with the older individuals' decision to 

enroll or not, namely the time it takes to get to a secondary school. To be sure, those 

variables no doubt reflect other causal channels that happen to be correlated with the time 

it takes to get to school. An indication of this can be seen in the fact that the time to 

primary school variable is still a statistically (and economically) significant determinant 

of enrollment for secondary school–aged individuals, although the magnitude is smaller 

than it is for primary school–aged children. Similarly, the time it takes to reach a 

secondary school is negatively associated with the enrollment of primary school aged 

children. It seems unlikely that some households would choose not to enroll their children 

in primary schools because of the nonavailability of secondary schools. So, it is clear that 

those variables pick up many other things besides just the time to school dimension. Still, 

the fact that the variables' effects vary in the expected fashion across age groups suggests 

that the direct enrollment effect of facing constraints in accessing schools plays a role. 

Another caveat is that the location of schools relative to households is potentially 

endogenous. Governments have the choice of where to locate either primary or secondary 

schools, and households have certain latitude as to their decision to settle closer to 

schools. In the context of this paper, especially when I turn below to estimating the return 

to education, the first type of endogeneity is probably not as problematic as the second. If 

the choice process of school location by governments contains at least some component 

that is more or less random relative to household characteristics, school enrollment and 

ultimately education attainment outcomes are determined, at least partly. The second 

endogeneity problem could be more of an issue, but it is testable.  More on that below: 

A final remark about table 9 is that there seems to a small but consistent 

difference in the effect that school proximity in terms of time has on males versus 
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females. Most of the measured coefficients are smaller for females, suggesting that those 

constraints operate more in the case of males, although, again, the differences are fairly 

small. Yet, even if the effects of those variables are somewhat smaller for females, the 

explanatory power of the set of explanatory variables is always greater for females than it 

is for males. 

The Economic Return to Schooling in 2003  

The positive cross-sectional correlation between schooling and labor market 

earnings is one of the most studied and most stable economic relationships: as shown in, 

for example, Psacharopoulos and Patrinos (2002), dozens of studies show that more 

educated people earn more on average, and this is true whether the focus is on developing 

countries or developed countries. In fact, the measured returns are generally larger in 

developing countries. 

In this section, I focus on the economic return to schooling in Burkina Faso by 

focusing on average household income and schooling levels. In other words, I aggregate 

the data at the household level by looking at the relationship between the household per 

capita income and the average household education attainment.  

There are two related reasons why I choose to focus on household income instead 

of, say, the individual earnings in a paid (formal) job. The first one is there are relatively 

few Burkinabes reporting earnings from formal paid employment. Using individual 

measures of earnings would thus result in decreasing the sample size dramatically. But 

the more fundamental issue is that the representativeness of the resulting sample would be 

highly questionable. Hence, any policy implications derived from such an exercise would 

potentially be highly misleading. Note that the impacts shown in this section represent so-

called cross-sectional estimates in that they are derived simply by comparing the per 

capita income of different households with different levels of education. More to the 

point, the estimated returns to schooling are measured relative to households with no 

schooling at all.  

The first set of tables shows simple ordinary least squares estimates of the return 

to schooling by gender. Note first that education attainment is aggregated in five 

categories: no education, partial primary, primary completed, partial secondary, 

secondary completed, and post-secondary. Thus, compared with much of the literature on 

the economic return to schooling, at least for developed countries, which looks at the 
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return to an additional year of schooling, one would expect the return here to be large, as 

the education classes described above each potentially represent several years of 

schooling. The samples in all tables consist of individuals aged 10–60 not enrolled in 

school. 

Table 10. Rate of Return to Schooling 
 

Dependent Variable: Log of Household Total Income per Head in 2003 
 

 OLS OLS Census Zone 
Fixed-Effects 

Census Zone 
Fixed-Effects 

Variables [1] [2] [3] [4] 
Household Average 
Educational Attainment 

0.350 
(0.019) 

0.211 
(0.028) 

0.285 
(0.018) 

0.175 
(0.029) 

Number of Household 
Members Enrolled in 
School 

0.085 
(0.045) 

0.102 
(0.044) 

0.050 
(0.041) 

0.057 
(0.041) 

Head of Household 
Educational Attainment 

- 0.125 
(0.019) 

- 0.101 
(0.021) 

Fraction of Females in 
Household 

-0.113 
(0.065) 

-0.143 
(0.065) 

-0.066 
(0.063) 

-0.089 
(0.063) 

Household Size 0.059 
(0.005) 

0.060 
(0.005) 

0.058 
(0.004) 

0.059 
(0.004) 

Lives in Rural Area -0.521 
(0.071) 

-0.528 
(0.007) 

- - 

Average Age of 
Household Members 

0.043 
(0.010) 

0.039 
(0.010) 

0.031 
(0.009) 

0.028 
(0.009) 

Average Age Squared X 
100 

-0.060 
(0.010) 

-0.050 
(0.015) 

-0.042 
(0.013) 

-0.037 
(0.013) 

Regional Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Number of 
Observations: 7,125 

    

Notes: OLS standard errors are adjusted for the clustering at the census zone level. Individual 
educational attainment is aggregated into 5 categories: none, partial primary, primary completed partial 
secondary, secondary completed, and post-secondary. 

 

The results in table 10 show that the ordinary least squares estimates appear to be 

in line with previous results although again it may not be straightforward to make a direct 

connection with the return to an additional year of schooling. If, as a rough 

approximation, I assign respectively 0, 3, 6, 9, 12, and 14 years of schooling to the 

corresponding categories, the estimated return to education is 11.5% per year, which is on 

the high end of the range of returns estimated in developed countries, but quite in line 

with estimates from developing countries (Psacharopoulos and Patrinos 2002). Of course, 

such assignments are fairly arbitrary. Interestingly, we can see in column 2 that whether 

the head's education attainment is included in the regression makes a substantial 

difference, as the estimated return per category of schooling drops by over 35%. This 

strongly suggests that household and family background factors are very important joint 
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determinants of education attainment.11 Also, in results not reported here, if instead of 

using education attainment as the explanatory variable I use a dummy variable for 

whether the household head is literate, I find a very large effect of literacy on household 

income occurs.  

Perhaps even more interesting, if I limit the sample to households in which the 

head actually has some primary education (so education attainment per se is not the real 

issue), I again find a large effect of head literacy on household income. So, the basic 

skills that people actually pick up in school do seem to play an important role in the 

welfare of the household.  
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Figure 4. Distribution of Log Household Per Capita Income In Rural Areas

Graphs by year

 

In order to get a better idea of where in the education attainment distribution 

schooling seems to have bigger impact, figure 4 shows the relationship between education 

and household income in rural and urban areas separately. Although the relationship 

between schooling and earnings is very well approximated by a linear term in urban 

areas, we can see that in rural areas the return to schooling increases markedly once 

someone gets some partial secondary education. A caveat to this interpretation, of course, 

                                                           
11Although not shown here, the same regressions run on the subsample of individuals living in rural areas 
produced similar results, if slightly smaller in terms of magnitude. Conversely, the estimated returns were 
larger for people living in urban areas.  
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is that those with more education may be systematically different from those with less 

education. I now turn to that issue.  

  As mentioned above, many unmeasured confounding factors could be driving the 

estimated positive relationship between schooling and household income. For example, it 

is likely that unmeasured household and institutional characteristics exhibit considerable 

heterogeneity across geographic areas and that this variation is somehow systematically 

related to both schooling and household income, thus creating the potential for substantial 

biases. Although the regressions include dummy variables to control for region of 

residence, other more refined regional variation, driven in part by, say, ethnic differences, 

could have an impact on the results. To see whether that is the case, columns 3 and 4 

show the results when unrestricted census zone dummy variables are added to the model. 

The surveys are done in more than 400 such zones (or clusters, whose numbers vary 

somewhat across survey years), thus partitioning the country to a very fine level. With 

census zone fixed-effects the estimated returns are obtained by exploiting only the 

within–census zone variation in household income and schooling. It turns out that the 

resulting drop is relatively modest, with most of the impact left intact.  

Although controlling for census zone unmeasured heterogeneity appears not to 

make a major difference to the results, it still does not control for the joint endogeneity of 

both education attainment and household income. This joint endogeneity problem stems 

for two main sources. The first one has to do with unmeasured household ability, which 

could be positively correlated with both schooling and income. In short, more able 

households would earn more income even in the absence of education, and they just 

happen to have more education also. The second set of factors is associated with the 

marginal cost of acquiring extra education. Note that this cost need not be limited to being 

purely monetary. Households with either little taste for education and households with 

financial constraints are observationally the same in that they both are likely to have fairly 

high discount rates: to be induced to get more education, they would need to get a large 

return out of it. This line of argument comes from Becker's classic schooling model in 

which individuals face constraints and have preferences and abilities related to acquiring 

education. Under the assumption of a declining (individual-specific) marginal rate of 

return to education and of an increasing (individual-specific) marginal cost of acquiring 

it, we would see a distribution of education attainment in any given population as long as 

there is some heterogeneity on either the cost side or the ability side.  
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Given that even controlling for region of residence at a very fine level does not 

solve the fundamental endogeneity problem discussed above, we ideally need to find a 

plausibly exogenous source of variation in education attainment that allows us to identify 

the true average marginal return to education. To do so, I use the measures of access to 

schooling, either primary or secondary, as exclusion restrictions in a simultaneous 

equation system. To provide for an extra source of variation I also, interact the measure of 

access to secondary schooling with the education attainment of the head of the household. 

The idea of such an interaction is that one would expect poorer households' education 

attainment decisions to be more sensitive to the proximity of a primary or secondary 

school.  
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Figure 5. Distribution of Log Household Per Capita Income in Rural Areas

Graphs by year

 

Before describing the results, it might be instructive to first show the relationship 

between school proximity and household per capita income, without controlling for any 

other covariate (including education). This is done is figure 5, which plots the log of 

household per capita income by proximity to a secondary school for households living in 

rural areas, by survey year.12 This picture shows quite clearly that there is a positive 

correlation between per capita household income and school proximity. The assumption 

                                                           
12Proximity in figure 5 is defined as whether a household is located within 30 minutes of secondary school 
compared with being located at least 1 hour away. Note that a multivariate regression (excluding average 
household education attainment) confirms the visual impression left by figure 5. 
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made in this section is that this relationship derives from the positive effect of proximity 

on education attainment.  

The first thing to note about the results shown in columns 1 and 2 of table 11 is 

that the instruments are very good predictors of household education attainment, as we 

can see from the first-stage F-statistic. Second, the estimated instrumental variable returns 

are at least as large as the ordinary least squares estimate and substantially larger than the 

fixed-effects ones. This would suggest that if ability is biasing the ordinary least squares 

estimates upward, other, empirically more important factors are biasing them in the other 

direction. Those other factors could be measurement error or factors related to access to 

school constraints. Given the constraints faced by Burkinabe households in terms of 

having access to schools, that dimension is likely to play a substantial role here. With the 

instruments used here, one can think of the instrumental variable results as representing 

the marginal return to schooling for those whose level of education attainment was 

affected by the instruments (Imbens-Angrist 1994). That being said, even with this type 

of underlying mechanism in mind, the very large return estimated in model 3, in which I 

allow for the household head's education to have a direct effect on income, appears 

unrealistically high. One likely reason for this is that the variation in the education of 

heads of households is relatively small. What model 3 attempts to do is to use both the 

variation in the head's education interacted with the time it takes to reach a secondary 

school to predict average household education at the same time it is used to predict 

income conditional on predicted education. This is asking quite a lot from that variable, 

and in fact it results in having the effect of the household head's education on income 

(conditional on predicted education) being large and negative, which does not make much 

sense.  
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Table 11. Instrumental Variables Estimates of Rate of Return to Schooling

 Dependent Variable: Log of Household Total Income Per Head in 2003

Model [1] Model [2] Model [3]

Variables First-Stage IV-Estimate First-Stage IV-Estimate First-Stage IV-Estimate

Household Average Educational Attainment 0.369 0.385 1.497
(0.030) (0.028) (0.624)

Number of Household Members Enrolled 0.292 0.080 0.292 0.104 0.256 -0.185
in School (0.020) (0.045) (0.020) (0.047) (0.017) (0.171)
Head of Household's Educational Attainment - - - - 0.642 -0.642

(0.011) (0.367)
Fraction of Females in Household -0.284 -0.115 -0.284 -0.109 -0.286 -0.209

(0.032) (0.070) (0.032) (0.070) (0.026) (0.193)
Household Size -0.009 0.045 -0.009 0.045 -0.005 0.051

(0.002) (0.006) (0.002) (0.005) (0.002) (0.006)
Lives in Rural Area -0.389 -0.600 -0.389 -0.613 -0.295 -0.274

(0.020) (0.071) (0.020) (0.080) (0.017) (0.199)

Time to Primary School 0.014 - 0.014 0.171 -0.032 0.201
(0.011) (0.011) (0.046) (0.009) (0.051)

Time to Secondary School -0.263 - -0.263 -0.043 -0.063 0.049
(0.011) (0.011) (0.040) (0.010) (0.068)

Head's Education X Time to Second. School 0.322 - 0.322 - -0.036 -
(0.004) (0.004) (0.007)

First-Stage F 2430.9 6731.9 28.24
Overidentification Test Statistic 12.597 Just Identified Just Identified
[P-Value] 0.002

Number of Observations: 7,125  

 

 

Table 12. Panel Data  IV Estimates

 Dependent Variable: Log of Household Total Income Per Head in 2003

Fixed-Effects IV Models
Model [1] Model [2] Model [3]

Variables First-Stage IV-Estimate First-Stage IV-Estimate First-Stage IV-Estimate

Household Average Educ. Attainment 0.354 0.350 0.793
(0.027) (0.027) (0.603)

Head of Household's Educ. Attainment - - - - 0.598 -0.241
(0.012) (0.336)

Time to Primary School 0.001 - 0.001 -0.019 -0.024 -0.009
(0.014) (0.014) (0.029) (0.012) (0.032)

Time to Secondary School -0.232 - -0.232 -0.030 -0.020 -0.013
(0.016) (0.016) (0.031) (0.014) (0.040)

Head's Educ. X Time to Second. School 0.296 - 0.296 - -0.029 -
(0.004) (0.004) (0.007)

First-Stage F 1437.29 4286.15 14.95
Overidentification Test Statistic 2.191 Just Identified Just Identified
[P-Value] 0.334

Number of Observations: 7,125

In terms of the results from models 1 and 2, one thing to note is that the precision 

of the instrumental variable estimate is very good. This stems form the predictive power 

of the instruments. However, an overidentifying test performed on model 1 would appear 
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to suggest quite strongly that at least one of the instruments is in fact not exogenous, thus 

violating the conditions for identifying the causal effect of education on income. It could 

also mean that the instruments are valid but that the returns to education are sufficiently 

heterogeneous across households and that the instruments act differently on different 

households, in the local average treatment effects sense. To a certain extent this is an 

untestable proposition.  

To see whether the cross-sectional heterogeneity in returns to education is 

attributable at least partly to geographical differences, in table 12 I exploit the 

longitudinal structure (along census regions lines) of the data to estimate fixed-effects 

instrument variable models. Two things are worth mentioning with respect to models 1 

and 2. Whether one allows for the time to school measures to have a direct effect on 

household income or not does not make any substantial difference, in good part because 

those main effects are both modest and not statistically significant. On a related note, 

excluding the time to school variables along with the interaction of the time it takes to get 

to a secondary school with the education attainment of the head allows testing the 

overidentification restrictions. And here, contrary to the analogous model in table 11, the 

overidentifying restrictions easily pass the test. This is fairly suggestive that much of the 

heterogeneity across households in the returns to education that could have been the 

source of the test rejecting the same overidentifying restrictions in table 11 were driven 

by variation across census regions. Remember that this cross-region variation is absorbed 

with the fixed-effects and the models in table 12 use only the within census region 

variation to estimate the return to education. Finally, note again that the returns estimated 

with model 3 are again suspiciously large, although they are substantially smaller than in 

table 11. And again, the direct effect of the head of household's education, controlling for 

the predicted schooling, is negative. This simply does not appear realistic. As explained 

above, the likely problem is that there is just not sufficient variation in the head's 

education attainment variable, with such a large fraction of them having no schooling at 

all.  

As a conclusion to this section, the returns to education are large and there is no 

indication that the simple cross-sectional estimates overstate the true effect of education 

on household income. Perhaps a more fundamental question worth exploring is the nature 
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of those large effects. One possible candidate is that rural households with more 

education use better farming technology.13 

IV. Conclusion 

Main Findings 

1. The descriptive evidence shows that overall employment rates of males and females 

have increased from 1993 to 2003, with nearly all of the increase having been 

generated by females. 

2. At the same time, the unemployment rates of females have also increased, especially 

for younger, more educated individuals. Male unemployment rates also showed signs 

of having increased over the same time period.  

3. The increase in the unemployment rate of females is not suggestive of any particular 

problem in the labor market specific to females. Instead it is plausible that the increase 

in the female employment rate has encouraged more females to search for jobs. 

4. Although the same explanation of increased search activity could also be invoked for 

males, the fact that the employment rates across age groups have been more stagnant 

may be a sign that the labor market prospects of males have deteriorated somewhat. 

One candidate explanation is that females have to some extent displaced some males. 

However, the fact that employment rates have largely held steady for most males 

suggests that this has not been a major factor. In other words, we do not 

simultaneously see an increase in female employment and a decrease in male 

employment for any particular group.  

5. Most workers, females as well as males, make their entry into the labor force in the 

same occupation, irrespective of their education attainment, except for the very few 

with at least a completed secondary education. However, having more education 

relative to having none makes for faster transitions to better-paying occupations over 

the 10-year period from 1993 to 2003. Therefore, education has a positive effect on 

careers, even if the port of entry is similar for the vast majority of workers. 

6. Roughly one worker out of five had at least two jobs at the time of the 2003 interview. 

Interestingly, those multiple-job holders are also much more likely than single-job 

workers to report that they are willing to take on even more work. 

7. There is fairly strong evidence that the labor force participation of young teenagers 

living in urban areas is countercyclical relative to changes in household income. In 

                                                           
13See Laszlo (2005) for an analysis along those lines for Peru and Jolliffe (2002) for Ghana.  
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other words, they tend to enter the labor force when households' economic conditions 

worsen. This is particularly true for poorer households. The evidence is more mixed 

for rural children of the same age group, although one of the two measures of changes 

in household economic conditions produces similar results. For very young children, 

aged 8–11, there is little evidence of a similar mechanism. However, there is little 

evidence for any age group that households take advantage of better economic 

conditions to pull their children out of school and make them work.  

8. School proximity is a major determinant of school enrollment. 

9. Per capita household income is greater for households living relatively close to a 

school, especially secondary schools. This is true even within narrowly defined 

geographical areas. 

10. The previous two points are strongly suggestive that the rate of return to schooling 

appears to be substantial. The same is true if one performs the analysis by replacing 

education attainment categories with simply being literate 

Policy Implications 

1. It is unlikely that overall macroeconomic policies that reduce poverty (such as freer 

trade, which would enhance the demand for agricultural products) would result in 

more child work at the detriment of basic schooling and literacy. The results in this 

paper suggest that household value education and take advantage of education 

opportunities when they can afford it. This is particularly true in urban areas. This 

suggests that conditional cash transfers to households to encourage them to keep (or 

simply put) their children in schools would not be resisted by households. This is an 

important implication because the more households resist such policies, the less 

effective they are for given cash outlay and the more expensive they become for a 

given performance target.  

2. On a related note, households that have access to schools do tend to take advantage of 

it. Improving access to schools either through building more schools or improving 

transportation infrastructure seems to represent a potentially promising public 

investment.  

3. There are available and willing labor resources in Burkina Faso that could be 

summoned to participate in such infrastructure projects. This is particularly true in 

rural areas, where a significant fraction of individuals are simultaneously working in 

multiple jobs and yet are still willing to take on more work. 
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4. That being said, such policies would not work very well if the quality dimension of 

education is not kept at least constant. It would not do much good if there are very few 

additional teachers that can be hired, if those that can be hired are not well qualified 

and well motivated to work in largely rural areas, or if related capital expenditures 

(books, basic instruction material) are not forthcoming.   
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Appendix Table 1. Distribution of the Time It Takes to Get to School (%)

Elementary School Secondary School

1993 1998 2003 1993 1998 2003

Less Than ½ Hour 0.68 0.58 0.61 0.19 0.16 0.23

½ Hour to 1 Hour 0.21 0.21 0.25 0.26 0.15 0.22

More than 1 Hour 0.11 0.21 0.14 0.56 0.69 0.55

Source. 1993, 1998, and 2003 Surveys on Household Living Standards.  
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Figure 3b. 15−19 Female Cohort in 1993 With No Education
Graphs by Age and Year  
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Figure 3d. 15−19 Male Cohort in 1993 With Completed  Primary Education: Rural
Graphs by Age and Year  
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Figure 3e. 15−19 Male Cohort in 1993 With Completed  Primary Education: Urban
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Figure 3f. 15−19 Female Cohort in 1993 With Completed Primary Education
Graphs by Age and Year  
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Figure 3g. 15−19 Female Cohort in 1993 With Completed Primary Education: Rural
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Figure 9h. 15−19 Female Cohort in 1993 With Completed Primary Education: Urban
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Figure 3i. 15−19 Male Cohort in 1993 With Partial  Secondary Education
Graphs by Age and Year  
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Youth Labor Market
in Burkina Faso:
Recent Trends

Daniel Parent

Summary Findings

As is the case in many developing countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, a
very large fraction of young individuals stop going to school very early
in life and transition into the labor force. In fact, according to the 2003
Survey of Household Living Conditions (SHLS), around 20% of young
Burkinabes aged 6–11 are reported to be illiterate and over 60% of
those aged 10–11 report having no schooling at all. Obvious concerns
then are to assess how those young people perform in the labor force,
to study how their fortunes evolve through time, and to compare their
labor market outcomes to those of more educated individuals. At the
same time, it would be useful to assess how the households in which
those young individuals live fare generally in terms of relative poverty
or in terms of changing economic circumstances so as to be able to
identify potential causal mechanisms linking household characteristics
and youth outcomes.
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