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1. [bookmark: _Toc417206513]INTRODUCTION

In July, 2008, the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) entered into a $480.9 million Compact Agreement with the government of Burkina Faso. The overall goal of the Millennium Challenge Account – Burkina Faso (MCA-BF) is to reduce poverty in Burkina Faso through economic growth. Burkina Faso plans to achieve this goal through strategic investments in four projects:
Agriculture Development Project (ADP)
Rural Land Governance Project (RLG)
Roads Project 
Burkinabe Response to Improve Girls' Chances to Succeed (BRIGHT 2) Schools Project 

These projects are expected to increase investment in land and rural productivity through improved land tenure security and land management; expand the productive use of land in order to increase the volume and value of agricultural production in project zones; enhance access to markets through investments in road network; and increase primary school completion rates for girls.
As indicated in Exhibit 1, $141.9 million or approximately 30% of the total Compact Budget is devoted to the ADP Project, $59.9 (12%) million to the RLG project, 194.1 million (40%) to the Roads Project, $28.8 million (6%) to the BRIGHT 2 project, $48.2 million for Program Administration (10%), and $7.8 million for Monitoring and Evaluation (2%). 

The geographic location of the Compact activities is depicted in Exhibit 2. The Roads Project funds the rehabilitation of significant segments of three national roads in the North and Western part of the country, as well as 14 rural roads in the Comoé province. The ADP Project key intervention areas are located in the northern province of Sourou and the southern province of Comoé. The impact evaluation of the Roads and ADP projects are described in separate design reports.[footnoteRef:1]  The BRIGHT 2 project covers several provinces in the Eastern part of the country. The RLG Project has being implemented in two phases: Phase I, now complete, was implemented in 17 communes, and Phase II in 30 communes. Phase I was intended to be a pilot phase of the RLG Project to determine the feasibility of proceeding into a larger Phase II implementation. The location of Phase I and II communes is indicated in dark and light green colors in Exhibit 1. [1:  IMPAQ International: Evaluation Design Report Impact of the Roads Project BF, submitted to MCC March 2012.
IMPAQ International: Preliminary Evaluation Design Report Impact of the Agricultural Development Project and Rural Land Governance Project Burkina Faso - DRAFT, submitted to MCC August 2012.] 


To produce empirical evidence about the effectiveness of these projects and inform future poverty alleviation programs and strategies, the Compact incorporated Monitoring and Evaluation as a key function in the program implementation mechanism. MCC has contracted with IMPAQ International to carry out rigorous impact evaluations of the Roads, Agricultural Development and Rural Land Governance Projects. It should be noted that the evaluation design for the RLG Phase I and ADP projects was developed in 2011 by MCC’s previous evaluation contractor – IRIS Center. Regarding the RLG Phase I Evaluation, the design and the data collection instruments were agreed upon and most data were collected prior to IMPAQ’s involvement. Nonetheless, IMPAQ is responsible for the impact evaluation results moving forward.

[bookmark: _Toc357765953][bookmark: _Toc417206806]Exhibit 1: Distribution of Compact Funds
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				Note: Amount in USD Millions
Source: MCC quarterly status report, March 2014

In this report we provide findings from the baseline data collected for the Phase I of the RLG project. We describe household characteristics as well as baseline values of measures that will eventually be used to assess the impacts of the RLG interventions. This report is structured as follows: the remainder of this chapter presents a general overview of the RLG project; Chapter 2 describes the impact evaluation design and data collection activities; Chapter 3 presents findings from the baseline data for Phase I; Chapter 4 concludes with a summary of lessons learned and next steps for impact evaluation.
Rural Land Governance Project

Burkina Faso, like many low-income countries, is in the early stages of structural transformation. The country has low land and labor productivity as well as high agricultural transportation costs. The Burkina Faso Compact is designed to address many of the issues that promote pro-poor growth.[footnoteRef:2] Pro-poor growth has been broadly defined by a number of international organizations as growth that leads to significant reductions in poverty.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  Byerlee et al. “Agriculture, Rural Development, and Pro-poor Growth Country Experiences in the Post-Reform Era” Agriculture and Rural Development Discussion Paper 21, World Bank (2005).]  [3:  Page, J. “Strategies for Pro-Poor Growth: Pro-Poor, Pro-Growth or Both? World Bank (2005).] 


Land is an important asset in Burkina Faso. It can support the livelihoods of a large fraction of the population through farming, livestock production, and related activities, with approximately 72% of the country's population living in rural areas in 2013.[footnoteRef:4] Land also represents an important form of investment and wealth that can transfer across generations. When land rights are based on unwritten and/or ill-defined systems of tenures, this can create conditions for conflicts that can affect especially the poor and vulnerable groups such as women and migrants. In this context, the lack of well-defined and sound property rights may represent an obstacle to economic growth to  [4:  World Development Indicators, World Bank, accessed September 2014.] 
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the extent that it hampers access to land, an efficient and productive use of land, and thus rural productivity. The RLG project is expected to improve land tenure security, management, and access to land, thereby relaxing some of these constraints from the obstacle. In particular, the RLG project consists of the following activities:

1. Legal and procedural change and communication. This activity supported the Government of Burkina Faso’s efforts to develop and implement improved rural land legislation and to develop, revise and implement other legal and procedural frameworks. Specifically, MCC funding supported the: 
(1.1) finalization of the Rural Land Law (Loi No. 034/2009 Portant Régime Foncier Rural) implementing regulations and revisions of the Agrarian and Land Reorganization legislation (Réorganisation Agraire et Foncière, RAF), together with support for other legal reforms, including technical advisory services related to the rural land tenure law;
(1.2) participatory stakeholder processes and validation; and 
(1.3) finalization of communications and outreach tools to ensure national awareness and applicability of the Government’s policy and legal reforms, including the implementation of a stakeholder communications strategy and the development of manuals for the local-level application of new legal provisions and tools. 

2. Institutional development and capacity building. This activity, in conjunction with the Legal and Procedural Change and Communication activity, aimed to improve institutional capacity to deliver land services in 47 project communes.  Activities for Phase II 30 communes began after a phasing decision in 2013. Specifically, MCC funding supported: 
(2.1)	improved land registration and mapping services, including institutional modernization analyses, training and capacity building, the purchase of equipment, imaging products, and surveying technology; 
(2.2)	decentralization of land tenure services, including establishment and training for new commune-level rural land services offices (Services Fonciers Ruraux, SFRs) and the construction and basic equipment of up to 47 municipal buildings to provide offices for the decentralized municipal land services while serving as offices for other key local government functions; and 
(2.3)	capacity building to mediate in land conflicts, including (i) capacity building within the judicial system by training judges, lawyers and associated personnel; (ii) drafting of new law school curriculum modules focusing on land law and land conflict; (iii) establishment of village level conflict resolution commissions (Commission de Conciliation Foncière Villageoise - CCFVs) that mediate land conflict and support SFRs; (iv) training of municipal officials, local village councils and local land services personnel on land conflict mediation; and (v) support for mobile land conflict tribunals. 

3. Site-specific land tenure interventions. This activity supported a variety of site-specific land rights formalization sub-activities.  Sub-activities included: 
(3.1)	participatory land use management planning in 17 Phase I Communes and 30 Phase II communes[footnoteRef:5], including training, mapping, operational costs, and the necessary assistance by regional and provincial institutions; and  [5:  This activity employs a cluster approach to project design. It is based on 15 clusters, each of which contains up to three to four municipalities. ] 

(3.2)	Provision of APFR-like certificates (Attestation de Propriété Foncière Rurale) to households in Ganzourgou Province in 2010.
(3.3) 	Preparation of land titles and land leases for recipients of farmland in the new Di Irrigation Perimeter (the Perimeter was developed under the Agriculture Development Project) in 2014;
(3.4) 	Preparation of leases for users of land in existing irrigation perimeters near the Di Perimeter in 2014;
(3.5) 	Preparation of rural land possession certificates (APFRs) for non-irrigated land in the Project’s 47 implementation communes from 2013-2014; and


As described above, the RLG project has been implemented in a phased approach consisting of a pilot phase (Phase I) and an extension phase (Phase II). Phase I provided the following activities in years 1 and 2: legal reform and institutional strengthening in 17 communes.  These activities were followed by APFRs and other formalization activities in year 3.  Phase II provided similar activities in 30 additional communes.  It is important to note that in Phase II, there was no national level legislative assistance since the main legal changes were completed at the national level as part of Phase I.  

The decision to implement some of the sub-activities of the RLG Project in two phases was a response to the complexity of the Project. Some sub-activities were designed to be first carried out in 17 pilot communes in a pilot phase; successful completion (based on satisfaction of four criteria) of this phase would determine whether certain of the sub-activities could be scaled up to 30 additional communes in a second phase. This approach was a way to mitigate completion risks and it provided a decision point for eliminating sub-activities which did not show sufficient progress.  It also allowed MCC to collect data to inform an economic rate of return analysis and to ensure necessary high-level reforms were completed before full rollout.

An impact evaluation analysis is necessary for measuring the benefits of the project. The impact evaluation strategy for Phase I (described in more detail in the next section) includes data collection through a baseline (i.e. pre-intervention) survey, a follow-up (interim) survey and end- line survey [footnoteRef:6] in 17 treatment pilot communes and 17 comparison communes. The process for selecting the 17 treatment and 17 comparison communes is described in section 2.1.  [6:  The exact timing of the end-line survey to capture full program impacts has yet to be determined.] 


This report presents findings from the analysis of data collected during the baseline period in early 2010 (February-March 2010).  The Baseline data were made available to IMPAQ in early 2012. The follow-survey (interim) data were collected in March 2012. The exact timing of the end line survey has yet to be established.

2. [bookmark: _Toc417206514]EVALUATION DESIGN, METHODS, AND DATA

This chapter describes the design of the proposed impact evaluation for Phase I and how the baseline data were collected.  Specifically, Section 2.1 describes the RLG conceptual framework and lays out the central research questions; Section 2.2 describes our evaluation design; Section 2.3 describes the survey methodology; and Section 2.4 describes the data sources and data quality issues. 

2.1 [bookmark: _Toc417206515]Conceptual Framework and Research Questions

MCC and MCA-BF have developed a logic model, refined by IMPAQ, for the RLG project presented in Exhibit 3. This logic model will guide our approach to the evaluation of the RLG activities. The boxes on the top of Exhibit 2 show the three main RLG activities. The boxes at the bottom shows the ultimate objectives of these activities—increased agricultural productivity, increased productive investments, improved knowledge base on land allocation and productivity. The activities of the RLG are designed to achieve these objectives by impacting directly on land tenure security and management, conflict resolution, households’ perception of land security, and the efficiency of land institutions. 

As direct results of the three main activities, the RLG project produced a wide array of outputs (See corresponding box in Exhibit 2), including the adoption of a Rural Land Law (Loi No. 034/2009) and its primary application decrees, amendments of the RAF, establishment of decentralized local land services (SFRs) and Village Land Conflict Conciliation Committees (CCFVs), improvements in land registration and mapping capacity (Continuous Operating Reference Station, CORS), and the formalization of land certificates at the local level (APFRs). These outputs can have important short-run impacts on individuals and households through direct savings and an increased ability to realize full returns from investments, as shown in Short-Run Impacts in Exhibit 2. Specifically, direct savings can be realized because of improved access to land institutions at the village level. They can also be realized because of the reduced cost of land conflicts either through less time and financial resources devoted to resolve the conflicts or through a reduced number of conflicts. The increased ability to realize full returns from land investments can be achieved because of higher land tenure security, less property damage and an increase in formal transactions.  

Direct savings and a greater ability to realize full returns from land investments will increase household income for project beneficiaries and generate sustainable long-run impacts for rural Burkinabé households in three ways, as depicted at the bottom of Exhibit 2. First, direct savings will increase investments in farm and land inputs such as machinery, irrigation, drainage and soil conservation methods. The RLG project will lead to higher farm outputs and productivity in existing uses. Second, the RLG project will increase farm productive investment of households and firms by shifting land use patterns to higher-value crops and non-agricultural activities, and by expanding areas under cultivation. Third, direct savings will improve access to land, land allocation procedures and land utilization. The RLG project can ultimately lead to an improved knowledge base about efficient land allocation, productive investments and land utilization.


[bookmark: _Toc417206808]Exhibit 3: Logic Model for the RLG Project
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The role of the program logic is to provide guidance in identifying the key research questions the evaluation must address. Based on the program logic, the main broad research questions analyzed in this report are whether the RLG program led to:
An improvement in perception of land security? 
An increase in access to land?
A reduction in the number of land conflicts?
An increase of formal land titles?
An increase in the volume of agricultural production and agricultural income? 

To address these questions we will use data collected from household and parcel level surveys.  For various reasons described below, we focus on the following outcomes: on (1) individual perception of security about their land, (2) information on the conflicts households experienced on their land, (3) agricultural production, and (4) income. 


2.2 [bookmark: _Toc417206516]The Evaluation Design

The Rural Land Governance (RLG) project was launched in August 2009. It was designed to be implemented in two phases. For Phase I, MCA-BF selected 17 treatment communes and 17 comparison communes.  The communes were selected by MCA-BF and were approved by MCC during the Compact development stage. Based on a review of available documents and some discussions with stakeholders involved early in the RLG project, we have identified only limited documentation about the selection process.  The following information is known about the commune selection process: 
MCA-BF selected 17 Phase I and 30 Phase II treatment communes using the following criteria[footnoteRef:7]:  [7:  See document “MCA proposal for final selection of CRs oct 2007_vOct16.doc” and “LISTE DE 47 COMMUNES 300608.doc” received from MCA in July and August 2014.] 

· communes were clustered in 15 groups, so that a concentration of several rural communes could facilitate the coordination of MCA programs; 
· Commune is near or within the new and old -agricultural development areas (zones d’aménagements-ZAs)  of MCA program;[footnoteRef:8] [8:   In particular, the following new and existing ZAs  have been considered: 
Irrigation perimiter in Di (2000ha) ; 
Irrigation perimiter in Dangoumana (2000ha); 
Irrigation perimiter  along the Comoé  river (1,500 ha) ; 
Livestock markets in Léo et Niangoloko;
Pastoral zones in Sondré Est ; Pastoral Zones in Nouaho ; 
Hydro-agricultural infrastructure in Sourou, Kou valley, Banzon, Bam lake and Savili.] 

· Commune has important land tenure issues;
· Commune is near areas subject to intervention from other partners and/or Compact road investments.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  For example, 3 communes from Ganzourgou province were chosen because of experience of working with other development agencies in that area. In particular, the Rural Land Planning (PFR) pioneered tools for formalization of customary land rights in Ganzourgou that served as models for some of the innovations of subsequent rural land policy and legislation - See Chaveau (2003).] 

Inasmuch as the treatment communes were not selected randomly, an evaluation of the impact of the RLG project must be based on quasi-experimental methods. In a quasi-experimental evaluation design, program impacts are estimated by comparing treatment group outcomes with outcomes from a comparison group. To reduce the selection bias of quasi-experimental impact estimates, comparison groups should be chosen to be as similar as possible to the treatment group on all characteristics that might affect the outcomes. Thus, the main challenge of quasi-experimental impact evaluations is to identify comparison groups that represent a reasonable counterfactual to the treatment group.

Thus, after identifying treatment communes, the next step was to identify a similar comparison commune for each treatment commune. Based on extensive discussions with MCA-BF and MCC, we understand that the 17 comparison communes for RLG Phase I have been selected by MCA-BF according to the following criteria[footnoteRef:10]: [10:  See conference call notes: MCC_MCA_IMPAQ_MeetingNotes_2014.07.31.docx] 

· Similarity of population;
· Being in the same province;
· Importance of land conflicts and similarity in land administration system; and
· The nearest comparison commune was chosen;
The list of treatment and comparison communes for RLG Phase I is presented in Table 1: 

[bookmark: _Toc417206826]Table 1: RLG Phase I Treatment and Comparison Communes
	Treatment
	
	Comparison
	

	Commune
	Province
	Commune
	Province

	[bookmark: _Toc417206517]Bama
	[bookmark: _Toc417206518]Houet
	[bookmark: _Toc417206519]Beregadougou
	[bookmark: _Toc417206520]Comoé

	[bookmark: _Toc417206521]Banfora
	[bookmark: _Toc417206522]Comoé
	[bookmark: _Toc417206523]Bieha
	[bookmark: _Toc417206524]Sissili

	[bookmark: _Toc417206525]Boudry
	[bookmark: _Toc417206526]Ganzourgou
	[bookmark: _Toc417206527]Bomborokuy
	[bookmark: _Toc417206528]Kossi

	[bookmark: _Toc417206529]Di
	[bookmark: _Toc417206530]Sorou
	[bookmark: _Toc417206531]Bouroum- Bouroum
	[bookmark: _Toc417206532]Poni

	[bookmark: _Toc417206533]Djibo
	[bookmark: _Toc417206534]Soum
	[bookmark: _Toc417206535]Dande
	[bookmark: _Toc417206536]Houet

	[bookmark: _Toc417206537]Guiba
	[bookmark: _Toc417206538]Zoundweogo
	[bookmark: _Toc417206539]Gaongo
	[bookmark: _Toc417206540]Bazega

	[bookmark: _Toc417206541]Kampti
	[bookmark: _Toc417206542]Poni
	[bookmark: _Toc417206543]Gourcy
	[bookmark: _Toc417206544]Zondoma

	[bookmark: _Toc417206545]Kongoussi
	[bookmark: _Toc417206546]Bam
	[bookmark: _Toc417206547]Kompienga
	[bookmark: _Toc417206548]Kompienga

	[bookmark: _Toc417206549]Leo
	[bookmark: _Toc417206550]Sissili
	[bookmark: _Toc417206551]Meguet
	[bookmark: _Toc417206552]Ganzourgou

	[bookmark: _Toc417206553]Loumbila
	[bookmark: _Toc417206554]Oubritenga
	[bookmark: _Toc417206555]Nobere
	[bookmark: _Toc417206556]Zounweogo

	[bookmark: _Toc417206557]Mogtedo
	[bookmark: _Toc417206558]Ganzourgou
	[bookmark: _Toc417206559]Pabre
	[bookmark: _Toc417206560]Kadiogo

	[bookmark: _Toc417206561]Ouahigouya
	[bookmark: _Toc417206562]Yatenga
	[bookmark: _Toc417206563]Ramongo
	[bookmark: _Toc417206564]Boulkimiénde

	[bookmark: _Toc417206565]Ouargaye
	[bookmark: _Toc417206566]Koulpelogo
	[bookmark: _Toc417206567]Sabce
	[bookmark: _Toc417206568]Bam

	[bookmark: _Toc417206569]Pama
	[bookmark: _Toc417206570]Kompienga
	[bookmark: _Toc417206571]Tongomayel
	[bookmark: _Toc417206572]Soum

	[bookmark: _Toc417206573]Sabou 
	[bookmark: _Toc417206574]Boulkimiénde
	[bookmark: _Toc417206575]Ye
	[bookmark: _Toc417206576]Nayala

	[bookmark: _Toc417206577]Sono
	[bookmark: _Toc417206578]Kossi
	[bookmark: _Toc417206579]Yonde
	[bookmark: _Toc417206580]Koulpelogo

	[bookmark: _Toc417206581]Zam
	[bookmark: _Toc417206582]Ganzourgou
	[bookmark: _Toc417206583]Zoungou
	[bookmark: _Toc417206584]Ganzourgou


Note: The comparison communes are listed in alphabetical order and do not represent the matched comparison commune. We do not have documentation showing which comparison commune was associated to each treatment commune. Source: BERD “Rapport Final Version Definitive”, 2010
Based on the identification of treatment and comparison communes, we proposed to use a difference-in-differences (DID) with comparison group analytic design to evaluate the impacts of the Phase I of the RLG Project. 

The DID model compares the before and after changes in outcomes between households in intervention communes (treatment group) and households in (matched) comparison communes (comparison group). It is important to note that DID methodology does not require baseline (pre-intervention) conditions to be the same in treatment and comparison groups. In order to econometrically identify the causal effects of RLG activities on a wide array of outcomes listed in the research questions, the identifying assumption of the DID model requires that the comparison group must accurately represent the change in outcomes that would have been experienced by the treatment group in absence of the intervention (counterfactuals). In other words, the trends (changes) in outcomes between the treatment and comparison groups should be similar in absence of the treatment. Exhibit 4 illustrates the DID model.

[bookmark: _Toc417206809]Exhibit 4: Difference-in-Differences (DID) Model

[image: ]

As indicated in Exhibit 4, there are more conflicts before the intervention at baseline in treatment communes than in comparison communes. The number of conflicts decreases over time in both treatment and comparison communes, but they decrease more in treatment communes after the RLG Project has been implemented. The dashed line in Exhibit 4 represents the trend the treatment communes would have experienced in conflicts in absence of the intervention. In such a DID design, the difference in outcome before and after the intervention for the comparison group (D-C) is subtracted from the change in outcome for the treatment group (B-A); or equivalently, the difference in outcomes between treatment and comparison groups at baseline is subtracted from the difference in outcomes between treatment and comparison groups at follow-up, i.e. DID Program Impact = (B-A) - (D-C)  = (A-C) - (B-D). 

As described above, the DID set-up allows for different baseline characteristics. For example, an initial discrepancy in land conflict between treatment and comparison communes would not pose a concern per se, as long as this difference in initial conditions remains the same in absence of the intervention. The impact analysis will control for differences initial condition in the treatment and comparison areas. Nevertheless, a potential concern is that, if pre-program observable characteristics of the treatment and comparison group households are very different, they might experience dissimilar changes in their outcomes independent of the intervention (i.e. a violation of the common trend assumption). 
Despite the careful matching of comparison communes, the selection has been based on commune level information and relatively broad criteria from available RLG implementation documentation, it is still possible that households in the treatment and matched comparison areas differ along several dimensions, in particular along characteristics for which there was no information at the time of the matching process. This issue can be assessed by comparing all baseline household characteristics across treatment and comparison communes. Although the DID framework allows for controlling initial differences in characteristics through covariates in the multivariate regression model, if households look substantially different at baseline, we will still face the potential risk of violation of DID identifying assumption, this is a threat for the causal interpretation of the impact analysis results. 

The identifying assumption of the common trend cannot be directly tested without experimental data[footnoteRef:11]. However, we can perform additional statistical analysis to assess the robustness of the impact estimates. For example, with additional information about the implementation dates of SFRs and CCFVs in each commune we could conduct falsification tests. Suppose communes implemented the program at different times and data collection happens in between. This might be the case for the follow-up data collection for Phase I. This implies that at the time the follow-up data collection some treatment communes have in fact not been treated yet. We could use these communes as “pseudo” treatment to perform DID analysis. Given that these communes are not actually treated, we should find no effect on any outcome. Another way to test the plausibility of results is to look at outcomes or sub-groups that are unlikely (or less likely) to be affected.  [11:  If multiple waves of pre-program data are available, we can suggestively assess the identifying assumption by examining the outcome trends for treatment and comparison communes before the intervention starts. Unfortunately, only one wave of baseline data is available for the RLG project evaluation.] 


The choice of a quasi-experimental method like DID requires an extensive data collection effort.  Specifically, DID requires researchers to collect primary data on households living in the treatment and comparison areas, before (i.e. baseline) and after (follow-up) the implementation of the project. As a result, to implement the DID method, we need to collect data on the key outcomes to be analyzed as well as on households’ background characteristics to serve as control variables in regression models. 

The following sections describe the sampling requirements, sample selection and description of the survey instruments used to collect the data.

2.3 [bookmark: _Toc417206585]Survey Methodology

The survey methodology was developed in 2010 by IDEA Consult International in collaboration with Bureau d’Etude et de la Recherche pour le Developpment (BERD), the Survey Firm selected by MCA-BF to be in charge of the data collection.  The survey methodology is described in detail in BERD’s report: “Enquete sur le foncier auprès de 17 communes pilotes et de 17 communes de comparison” (BERD, May 2010).  Below, we review the main features of the methodology as described in the report.


2.3.1 [bookmark: _Toc388980995][bookmark: _Toc417206586]Sampling Design

To determine the sample size for RLG Phase I evaluation, it was assumed that the key parameter of interest (with a given degree of statistical confidence) is the proportion of households experiencing at least one land conflict (for each commune). In other words, what sample is needed to estimate the percentage of households who say to experience a land conflict? Details about formulas and assumptions are described in the aforementioned BERD’s report. Based on these computations, BERD established that a minimum sample of 3,552 households (104 in each communes) was required to achieve accurate and precise estimates of the parameter of interest with 95% confidence and a 6% margin of error (2nd column Table 2).[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Table 2 presents estimated sample size under different parameter assumptions. The assumption about the proportion of household that experience conflict at baseline (11%) was based on results of existing survey (see BERD report for details). Final sample size was chose to be 3,600 to allow for some non-response.] 

 
[bookmark: _Toc417206827]Table 2: Sample Size Computations Phase I
	t (95% confidence level)
	1.96
	1.96
	1.96

	e= margin of error
	0.05
	0.06
	0.1

	[bookmark: _Toc417206587]p = proportion of households affected by land conflict at baseline
	0.11
	0.11
	0.47

	[bookmark: _Toc417206588]n = (t/e)² x p(1-p) is the minimum household sample size required to estimate p in each of the 34 communes 
	150
	104
	96

	[bookmark: _Toc417206589]Total sample size: 
	5,100
	3,552
	3,264


Source: BERD “Rapport Final Version Definitive” 2010

The survey employed a two stage cluster sampling methodology. The villages (clusters) were the primary sampling units while the households were the secondary sampling units. To meet the required sample size, it was established to sample 8 households per village for a total of approximately 450 villages in the 34 communes. A list of administrative villages provided by the Quatrième Recensement Général de la Population et de l'Habitat (RGPH2006) served as the sampling frame to select primary sampling units in the first stage.[footnoteRef:13] After villages had been selected in the first stage, an enumeration of households was done in selected villages in order to obtain an up-to date sampling frame to select households. A team of 7 persons, including a supervisor, four interviewers and two cartographers undertook the enumeration and sampling task. Based on updated enumeration data, 8 households were sampled in each village.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  A total of 257 villages were sampled from the 17 treatment communes, and 193 from the control communes. The distribution of villages across treatment and comparison area was determined to reflect the distribution of the total population in the two overall areas. Then, the distribution of villages across communes was determined based on the population of the communes (more villages were sampled from the larger communes).]  [14:  Another random sample of 5 households from the 8 was then selected. Only these 5 households were administered all questionnaires (household, individuals, parcel, revenues). In other words, the parcel and revenues questionnaires were administered to 5 households per village, which is a random sample from the 8 households that completed the household questionnaires. Previous studies of the General Directorate for the Advancement of Rural Economy (DGPER) have shown that in the field of agricultural statistical surveys, the administration of the questionnaires in 5 households was sufficient to obtain reliable results while avoiding the cluster effect. ] 

2.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc417206590]Data Collection

The survey firm initially recruited 150 candidates to be trained as interviewers, and 20 candidates to be trained as cartographers. Given the importance to translate key concepts into local languages, three translators were also included in the training team. At the end of training, candidates had to take a test that allowed selecting 80 interviewers and 20 controllers among the candidates.

After the recruiting and training stage, four teams were formed, each one taking charge of a specific area were the survey was going to be fielded.  Four supervisors were in charge of the teams and of directing all field activities. Each supervisor had under his/her responsibility five controllers. Each controller directed an operational team of four interviewers (two men and two women), and two cartographers.

More details on the specifics of data collection activities are documented by BERD (2010). Baseline data were collected in early 2010 on 3,552 households. These data included 30,057 individuals (including 10,361 age 18 and above) and 6,481 land parcels.

The next section provides an overview of the survey instruments used.

2.3.3 [bookmark: _Toc388980996][bookmark: _Toc417206591]Questionnaires

A total of four questionnaires were administered to the sample households and its members. These questionnaires were designed to collect information on households, individuals, land parcels, and agricultural revenue. The modules are structured as follows:

Household Questionnaire 
Section A: household identification
Section B: household composition and characteristics of household members
Section C: migration and household living conditions

Individual Questionnaire (individuals age 18+)
Section D: perception on land security
Section E: confidence in the mechanisms of conflict resolution, and conflicts
Section F: assets and non-agricultural revenues

Parcel Questionnaire
Section H: characteristics of the parcels
Section I: land conflicts
Section J: agricultural production

Agricultural Revenues Questionnaire
Section K: agricultural revenues

2.4 [bookmark: _Toc365583541][bookmark: _Toc417206592]Data Limitations

A difficulty during data collection arose in the collection of agricultural production data.  That is, collecting these data required individuals to recall detailed information on agricultural production over several seasons. As a result of the difficulties in recollecting accurate agricultural production data over several seasons, the quality of data on agricultural production and revenues associated with this production are seriously flawed and are not presented.  In addition, agriculture income data are available only in cases where farmers sold a share of their output.  This means that it is not possible to impute the value of non-marketed farm production hence there is no way to estimate household income from agriculture. Consequently a key outcome variable, household farm income, is missing and cannot be used in the impact evaluation. 

It is also important to point out that no data from the commune/village level was included even though limited information at those levels have been collected for project implementation monitoring purpose. There have been several data quality issues associated with the commune/village level data including large discrepancies between information from the individual and parcel level data and the commune/village level data, so we did not include the commune/village level data in our baseline analysis. 

In addition to these baseline data collection problems, we anticipate another potential problem in evaluating program impacts.  That is, the evaluation design calls for the initial follow-up data to be collected less than two years after the baseline survey (in 2012).  This relatively short span between the baseline and initial follow-up surveys may be a problem for measuring program impacts.  That is, it is unlikely that the impact evaluation will detect any impacts on agricultural production and revenue given the short gap between the baseline and initial follow-up surveys. Thus and impact evaluation of the pilot RLG program is unlikely to show statistically significant impacts on agricultural production and revenue over such a short observation period.  

For these reasons, our analysis will focus more on the impact of the program on qualitative outcomes rather than quantitative outcomes.  For example, our impact analysis will examine outcomes such as perception of land security and land conflicts.  

















3. [bookmark: _Toc417206593]RESULTS

In this chapter we present characteristics of households and individuals living in the treatment and comparison communes at baseline. The order of tables follows the order of the questionnaires presented in section 2.3.2. In each table we present: 
A. mean and standard deviation for the entire sample, 
B. mean and standard deviation of the treatment sample, 
C. mean and standard deviation of the comparison sample, and 
D. difference between the means of the treatment and comparison samples (B-C). 

For some key variables of interest, and when the information collected in the questionnaire was available by the gender of the respondents, the tables also present results for both the entire sample of respondents and separately for men and women. 

3.1 [bookmark: _Toc417206594]Household Background Characteristics at Baseline 

In Table 3, we present the household head’s background characteristics and the migration of the household. For example, we present the proportion of surveyed household heads by gender, presence, and marital status. As shown in the table, most households in the study area are headed by a male (approximately 94%); most household heads are married (92.0%); and the household heads’ average age is 49 years old. Educational attainment of heads of households was low; approximately 19% are literate (i.e., they can read or write in some language). The average household size in the study area is 8.6. 

Also shown in Table 3 is the household migration pattern. Most households (83.5%) always lived in the village where they currently live. Among those who did not always live in the same village, 60% migrated into the current village because land was easier to obtain. Few households migrated away from their original villages because of disputes related to land. 

Comparing the baseline characteristics of households in the treatment and comparison communes indicates that households look quite similar along several demographic dimensions. One characteristic, however, that is statistically different is always living in the same village.  Specifically, households in the comparison area are 7.7 percentage points more likely to have always lived in the same village compared to treatment households. Thus, the sample of comparison households may be more stable than the sample of treatment households. This difference between the treatment and comparison samples may be relevant for the impact evaluation. 
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[bookmark: _Toc417206828]Table 3: Household Demographics 
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)

	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference 
in means 
	SE

	Household Head's Characteristics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	3512 
	2002
	1510
	3512

	Male
	0.9356
	(0.2455)
	0.9433
	(0.2313)
	0.9253
	(0.2631)
	0.0180*
	(0.0101)

	Present
	0.9390
	(0.2394)
	0.9309
	(0.2538)
	0.9499
	(0.2182)
	-0.0191*
	(0.0100)

	Age (years)
	49.1014
	(15.4814)
	49.2235
	(15.3455)
	48.9367
	(15.6663)
	0.2868
	(0.6228)

	Married
	0.9208
	(0.2700)
	0.9309
	(0.2537)
	0.9073
	(0.2901)
	0.0236**
	(0.0105)

	Literate
	0.1869
	(0.3898)
	0.2015 
	(0.41012)
	0.1672
	(0.3732)
	0.034***
	(0.0168)

	Household Size
	
	
	
	

	       N
	3524
	2010
	1514
	3524

	       Number of household members
	8.547
	(5.4208)
	8.6905
	(5.5078)
	8.3544
	(5.4342)
	0.3361
	(0.2564)

	Household Migration
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	3514
	2003
	1511
	3514

	Always lived in this village
	0.8345
	(0.3716)
	0.8018
	(0.3987)
	0.8786
	(0.3267)
	-0.0768***
	(0.0219)

	N 
	569
	371
	198
	569

	Migrated because land
is easy to get in current village
	0.5987
	(0.4906)
	0.6045
	(0.4896)
	0.5861
	(0.4938)
	0.0183
	(0.0530)

	N 
	567
	372
	195
	567

	Migrated because of land
disputes in village of origin
	0.0299
	(0.1703)
	0.0325
	(0.1775)
	0.0240
	(0.1535)
	0.0085
	(0.0146)


Notes: For each variable, means and standard deviation (S.D.) are presented, along with differences (and standard errors of the difference) between the treatment and comparison group. (a) The number of observations may not be equal to the total number of units surveyed because of missing information in the variable analyzed. The difference in means is computed in a regression framework, where the dependent variables is the variable of interest and the only control is the treatment indicator, incorporating sampling weights and clustering standard errors at the village level. 
Statistically significant at 10 percent (*), 5 percent (**) and 1 percent (***)
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Table 4 presents a summary of the livestock and non-land assets owned by households.  Livestock ownership is not only an indication of household wealth but also a potential source of income generation. Not surprisingly, among the 34 rural communes of Phase I, the three most common household assets in order of abundance are sheep/goats, cows and others animals that are used to work land.  Specifically, households own on average: 9.1 sheep/goats, 3.4 cows, and 1.3 other animals. The least common assets held are gas stove, radio and television. As indicated in the table, at baseline, households in treatment and comparison areas are very similar. In fact, there is no difference between the assets owned by treatment and comparison households with one exception.  Treatment households are more likely to own a radio than comparison households by nine percentage points (84% versus 75%).

Table 5 presents results for the main characteristics of the dwelling (i.e. types of walls, roof, floor and access to electricity). The data show that over 90% household live in a dwelling where the walls are made of adobe and the roof of straw, while approximately 65% the dwellings’ floor are made of clay. Again, most variables are not statistically different between treatment and comparison areas, except for the variable describing the nature of the walls: in the entire sample, approximately 5% of households live in a house with walls made of durable materials (concrete, stone, bricks), but the proportion is 2 percentage points higher for treatment households relative to comparison households.

Finally, the last part of Table 5 describes household access to land. This information comes from the individual level questionnaire, where each individual age 18 and above is asked whether he/she has some land to personally cultivate. A household is defined to have access to land if at least one of its members has some land. The table shows the proportion of household with access to land.  Overall, 66% of households have access to land and the average number of plots per household is 2.5. However, there is a difference between treatment and comparison households; access to land is statistically significantly higher (4.3 percentage points) in comparison households than treatment households. However, conditional on having access to land, there are no statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison areas in the average number of plots owned.

Overall, these results show that most of households’ characteristics are similar across treatment and comparison areas. However, differences still remain along some dimensions. It will be important to control for these characteristic differences when analyzing program impacts.
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[bookmark: _Toc417206829]Table 4: Household Property
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	Assets  Owned
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	3552
	2028
	1524
	3552

	Cows
	3.4421
	(10.8102)
	3.4256
	(10.0317)
	3.4644
	(11.7847)
	-0.0387
	(0.5680)

	Horses
	0.0797
	(1.8368)
	0.0569
	(1.5809)
	0.1106
	(2.1348)
	-0.0537
	(0.0647)

	Donkeys
	0.6960
	(10.5704)
	0.7061
	(13.5126)
	0.6823
	(3.9983)
	0.0238
	(0.3297)

	Sheep/goats
	9.1078
	(14.8676)
	8.9890
	(15.1635)
	9.2683
	(14.4615)
	-0.2792
	(0.7261)

	Working animals
	1.3528
	(1.5790)
	1.3337
	(1.6044)
	1.3785
	(1.5441)
	-0.0448
	(0.0811)

	Plow
	0.7964
	(0.8761)
	0.7782
	(0.9040)
	0.8210
	(0.8366)
	-0.0429
	(0.0422)

	Cart
	0.4487
	(0.5993)
	0.4670
	(0.6309)
	0.4240
	(0.5530)
	0.043
	(0.0282)

	Gas stove
	0.0271
	(0.2682)
	0.0293
	(0.2551)
	0.0241
	(0.2850)
	0.0052
	(0.0095)

	Improved home
	0.0739
	(0.3909)
	0.0791
	(0.3664)
	0.0670
	(0.4218)
	0.0122
	(0.0182)

	Radio
	0.8004
	(0.8327)
	0.8397
	(0.8369)
	0.7474
	(0.8243)
	0.0923***
	(0.0353)

	Television
	0.0626
	(0.3707)
	0.0667
	(0.4068)
	0.0570
	(0.3154)
	0.0097
	(0.0128)


Notes: see notes for Table 3.
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[bookmark: _Toc417206830]Table 5: Characteristics of the House
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	Nature of Walls of Main Building
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	3529
	2012
	1517
	3529

	Cement / concrete / stone /brick   
	0.0499
	(0.2178)
	0.0587
	(0.2351)
	0.0381
	(0.1915)
	0.0206**
	(0.0100)

	Adobe / Adobe
	0.9121
	(0.2832)
	0.9183
	(0.2740)
	0.9037
	(0.2951)
	0.0146
	(0.0163)

	Straw / other
	0.0380
	(0.1912)
	0.0230
	(0.1500)
	0.0582
	(0.2342)
	-0.0352**
	(0.0137)

	Nature of Roof of Main Building
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	3529
	2012
	1517
	3529

	Straw / thatch / soil
	0.5134
	(0.4999)
	0.4970
	(0.5001)
	0.5355
	(0.4989)
	-0.0385
	(0.0280)

	Metal sheet
	0.4819
	(0.4997)
	0.5021
	(0.5001)
	0.4547
	(0.4981)
	0.0474*
	(0.0281)

	Dale/Tile
	0.0015
	(0.0383)
	0.0005
	(0.0224)
	0.0028
	(0.0527)
	-0.0023
	(0.0015)

	Other
	0.0033
	(0.0570)
	0.0005
	(0.0217)
	0.0070
	(0.0836)
	-0.0066
	(0.0057)

	Nature of Floor of Main Building
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	3527
	2011
	1516
	3527

	Clay / sand
	0.6429
	(0.4792)
	0.6355
	(0.4814)
	0.6529
	(0.4762)
	-0.0174
	(0.0266)

	Household has Electricity
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	3531
	2014
	1517
	3531

	Yes
	0.0118
	(0.1079)
	0.0129
	(0.1128)
	0.0103
	(0.1009)
	0.0026
	(0.0052)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household Land
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	3503
	1997
	1506
	3503

	Access to Land 
	0.6590
	(0.4741)
	0.6409
	(0.4799)
	0.6834
	(0.4653)
	-0.0426**
	(0.0201)

	N 
	2290
	1277
	1013
	2290

	Number of Plots, if any
	2.4913
	(1.7560)
	2.5071
	(1.6303)
	2.4712
	(1.9039)
	0.0359
	(0.1123)


Notes: see notes to Table 3.	
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3.2 [bookmark: _Toc417206595]Perception of Land Security, Land Acquisitions, and Land Conflicts at Baseline

Respondents were asked a detailed set of questions on perception about land tenure security, opinions about the various authorities in conflict resolution and conflicts experienced on land they once held. In this section, we present the baseline findings on all these aspects.

3.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc388981000][bookmark: _Toc417206596]Perceptions of Land Security

The data on respondents’ perception of land security come from the individual level questionnaire administered to individual household members age 18 and above. Individuals were asked a set of questions about their perception of land security and confidence in various conflict resolution mechanisms. These perception questions were designed to capture short-term outcomes that are likely influenced by the intervention (see program logic). The survey collected information on these perceptions from 10,361 individuals age 18 and above.

Respondents were asked their opinion about whether some land related “scenarios” present a problem for the household or for the village. Following options are given to the respondents for each scenario: 
Does not represent a problem; 
Some problems;
Big problems; or 
Do not know. 

Respondents were asked whether they are concerned about (1) the arrival of new people into the village, (2) the return of previous villagers to reclaim their old possessed land, and so on.[footnoteRef:15] Results are presented in Table 6. The table is structured as follows: each panel describes a different variable, and results are presented for the entire sample of respondents (males and females combined) as well as by gender. For example, the first variable in the table describes individuals’ opinion about whether the arrival of new population in the village for the purpose of cultivating land increases the risk of land conflicts for the household. The results show the proportion of individuals who responded to each of the response options.  [15:  All the questions asked whether the issue is a problem for the household, for the village at the present time, for the village in the next two years or next 10 years. We report information related to the household and village at the present time.] 


As indicated in Panel A of Table 6, three-quarters (75.1%) of all respondents thought that the arrival of new populations would not represent a problem for their household; 18.8% responded that it would represent some problems; and 5.2% said that the arrival would present a big problem.  It is interesting to note that the percentage of respondents reporting that the scenario does not represent a problem for the household remains around three quarters also for the following scenarios: arrival of new people for other types of investments (Panel B), return of previous villagers (Panel C) and inheritance disputes among villagers (Panel D). However, the reverse is true for the scenario related to crops/property damages caused by animals, where 70% of respondents actually believe that crops and property damaged caused by animals do create (some/big) problems for the household (Panel E). In addition, the majority of respondents (56%) have some or major worries about land conflicts for their household (Panel F).  Finally, the results indicate that for the respondents all these scenarios represent more of a problem for their village than for their own household. For example, approximately 26% of respondents believe that the arrival of new people to exploit land is a problem for the village compared to 18% of those who believe it is a problem for the household. 

By looking at the differences between treatment and comparison group members, some significant differences emerge. In particular, more individuals in the treatment group responded that the arrival of new people would be somewhat problematic for their household (19.6%) compared to respondents in the comparison group (16.0%) – a statistically significant (3.6 percentage point) difference. The results in Table 6 indicate other areas with statistically significant differences in land security perception between the treatment and comparison groups.  For example, by looking at all respondents (combined female/male sample), more treatment group respondents said that the arrival of new people represents some problem for the village (29.4%) while a smaller proportion (21.4%) of the comparison respondents had the same response.  A similar pattern (i.e., higher proportion of treatment group than comparison group) believed that the following scenarios would be somewhat problematic for the household:
The arrival of new people in the village looking for land for investments reasons,
The return of previous village residents to reclaim land they once held in the village, and
Disputes among village residents related to inheritance matters. 

Further analysis of the results in Table 6 reveals that a similar pattern exists for concern about the impact of the scenarios on the village. That is, for most scenarios, treatment group respondents were more concerned than comparison group about the potential effect of these scenarios on the village.  For example, as illustrated in Panel D of Table 6, more treatment group respondents (8.6%) than comparison group respondents (5.6%) thought that inheritance disputes would increase land conflicts in the village.  In sum, more treatment group respondents than comparison group respondents indicated that the various scenarios would increase conflicts in the village. 

By looking at the results by gender we can see that the pattern of the results is similar between men and women. In particular, for most variables, the results indicate that men and women are similarly concerned about the various scenarios presented, and the treatment/comparison group differences observed in the entire sample is also observed among male and female respondents. For example, the arrival of new population does not represent a problem for approximately 75% of both female and male respondents and more males in the treatment group responded that the arrival of new people would be somewhat problematic (19.2%) compared to male respondents in the comparison group (16.2%) – a statistically significant (3 percentage point) difference. A similar difference holds for females.
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[bookmark: _Toc417206831]Table 6: Perceptions of Land Security 
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All (T + C)
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	Difference 
in means
	SE

	Panel A: ARRIVAL OF NEW PEOPLE TO CULTIVATE LAND

	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9612
	5544
	4068
	9612

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7512
	(0.4323)
	0.7339
	(0.4420)
	0.7751
	(0.4176)
	-0.0412**
	(0.0181)

	Some problems
	0.1808
	(0.3849)
	0.1958
	(0.3969)
	0.1601
	(0.3667)
	0.0357***
	(0.0134)

	Big problems
	0.0515
	(0.2211)
	0.0566
	(0.2311)
	0.0445
	(0.2063)
	0.0121
	(0.0093)

	Do not know
	0.0165
	(0.1273)
	0.0137
	(0.1163)
	0.0203
	(0.1410)
	-0.0066*
	(0.0034)

	    Increases land conflicts for  village 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9867
	5680
	4187
	9867

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6361
	(0.4811)
	0.5983
	(0.4903)
	0.6881
	(0.4633)
	-0.0898***
	(0.0211)

	Some problems
	0.2607
	(0.4390)
	0.2943
	(0.4558)
	0.2143
	(0.4104)
	0.0800***
	(0.0169)

	Big problems
	0.0699
	(0.2551)
	0.0777
	(0.2677)
	0.0592
	(0.2361)
	0.0185*
	(0.0104)

	Do not know
	0.0333
	(0.1794)
	0.0297
	(0.1696)
	0.0383
	(0.1920)
	-0.0087*
	(0.0051)

	Females
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	5410
	3092
	2318
	5410

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7524
	(0.4317)
	0.7353
	(0.4413)
	0.7755
	(0.4174)
	-0.0402**
	(0.0200)

	Some problems
	0.1815
	(0.3855)
	0.1985
	(0.3990)
	0.1587
	(0.3654)
	0.0399**
	(0.0156)

	Big problems
	0.0417
	(0.1999)
	0.0462
	(0.2099)
	0.0357
	(0.1855)
	0.0105
	(0.0095)

	Do not know
	0.0244
	(0.1542)
	0.0200
	(0.1401)
	0.0302
	(0.1712)
	-0.0102*
	(0.0054)

	    Increases land conflicts for  village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5555
	3172
	2383
	5555

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6492
	(0.4773)
	0.6178
	(0.4860)
	0.6914
	(0.4620)
	-0.0736***
	(0.0219)

	Some problems
	0.2470
	(0.4313)
	0.2776
	(0.4479)
	0.2058
	(0.4044)
	0.0718***
	(0.0182)

	Big problems
	0.0558
	(0.2296)
	0.0630
	(0.2431)
	0.0462
	(0.2099)
	0.0169*
	(0.0100)

	Do not know
	0.0480
	(0.2137)
	0.0415
	(0.1996)
	0.0566
	(0.2311)
	-0.0151*
	(0.0079)

	Males
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	4202
	2452
	1750
	4202

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7496
	(0.4333)
	0.7322
	(0.4429)
	0.7746
	(0.4180)
	-0.0424**
	(0.0210)

	Some problems
	0.1799
	(0.3841)
	0.1924
	(0.3943)
	0.1620
	(0.3685)
	0.0304*
	(0.0166)

	Big problems
	0.0642
	(0.2451)
	0.0696
	(0.2546)
	0.0563
	(0.2306)
	0.0133
	(0.0126)

	        Do not know
	0.0063
	(0.0793)
	0.0058
	(0.0759)
	0.0071
	(0.0839)
	-0.0013
	(0.0030)

	    Increases land conflicts for  village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       N (a)
	4312
	2508
	1804
	4312

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6192
	(0.4856)
	0.5738
	(0.4946)
	0.6838
	(0.4651)
	-0.1099***
	(0.0259)

	Some problems
	0.2783
	(0.4482)
	0.3153
	(0.4647)
	0.2256
	(0.4181)
	0.0897***
	(0.0221)

	Big problems
	0.0881
	(0.2835)
	0.0961
	(0.2948)
	0.0766
	(0.2661)
	0.0195
	(0.0141)

	        Do not know
	0.0144
	(0.1193)
	0.0147
	(0.1204)
	0.0140
	(0.1177)
	0.0007
	(0.0043)

	Panel B: ARRIVAL OF NEW PEOPLE FOR OTHER INVESTMENTS


	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9847
	5671
	4176
	9847

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7715
	(0.4199)
	0.7583
	(0.4281)
	0.7898
	(0.4075)
	-0.0314*
	(0.0163)

	Some problems
	0.1599
	(0.3665)
	0.1678
	(0.3737)
	0.1489
	(0.3560)
	0.0189
	(0.0125)

	Big problems
	0.0484
	(0.2146)
	0.0556
	(0.2292)
	0.0384
	(0.1922)
	0.0172**
	(0.0081)

	Do not know
	0.0202
	(0.1407)
	0.0182
	(0.1338)
	0.0229
	(0.1496)
	-0.0047
	(0.0038)

	    Increases land conflicts for  village 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9846
	5670
	4176
	9846

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6926
	(0.4615)
	0.6719
	(0.4696)
	0.7211
	(0.4485)
	-0.0491***
	(0.0180)

	Some problems
	0.2102
	(0.4075)
	0.2253
	(0.4178)
	0.1893
	(0.3918)
	0.0359**
	(0.0149)

	Big problems
	0.0603
	(0.2381)
	0.0707
	(0.2563)
	0.0461
	(0.2097)
	0.0246***
	(0.0089)

	Do not know
	0.0369
	(0.1886)
	0.0321
	(0.1763)
	0.0435
	(0.2041)
	-0.0114**
	(0.0054)

	Females
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5547
	3169
	2378
	5547

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7780
	(0.4156)
	0.7651
	(0.4240)
	0.7953
	(0.4035)
	-0.0302
	(0.0184)

	Some problems
	0.1458
	(0.3530)
	0.1540
	(0.3610)
	0.1348
	(0.3416)
	0.0191
	(0.0135)

	Big problems
	0.0468
	(0.2112)
	0.0556
	(0.2291)
	0.0350
	(0.1837)
	0.0206**
	(0.0091)

	Do not know
	0.0294
	(0.1689)
	0.0253
	(0.1571)
	0.0349
	(0.1834)
	-0.0095
	(0.0059)

	    Increases land conflicts for  village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5547
	3169
	2378
	5547

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6980
	(0.4592)
	0.6795
	(0.4667)
	0.7228
	(0.4477)
	-0.0433**
	(0.0200)

	Some problems
	0.1921
	(0.3940)
	0.2074
	(0.4055)
	0.1715
	(0.3770)
	0.0359**
	(0.0160)

	Big problems
	0.0579
	(0.2336)
	0.0699
	(0.2550)
	0.0417
	(0.2000)
	0.0282***
	(0.0101)

	Do not know
	0.0520
	(0.2220)
	0.0431
	(0.2032)
	0.0639
	(0.2447)
	-0.0208**
	(0.0084)

	Males
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	4300
	2502
	1798
	4300

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7632
	(0.4252)
	0.7498
	(0.4332)
	0.7823
	(0.4128)
	-0.0326
	(0.0199)

	Some problems
	0.1780
	(0.3825)
	0.1852
	(0.3886)
	0.1677
	(0.3737)
	0.0176
	(0.0171)

	Big problems
	0.0505
	(0.2189)
	0.0557
	(0.2293)
	0.0430
	(0.2030)
	0.0126
	(0.0101)

	Do not know
	0.0084
	(0.0910)
	0.0093
	(0.0962)
	0.0070
	(0.0832)
	0.0024
	(0.0029)

	 Increases land conflicts for  village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	4299
	2502
	1797
	4299

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6856
	(0.4643)
	0.6624
	(0.4730)
	0.7187
	(0.4497)
	-0.0564**
	(0.0230)

	Some problems
	0.2335
	(0.4231)
	0.2477
	(0.4318)
	0.2131
	(0.4096)
	0.0346*
	(0.0202)

	Big problems
	0.0635
	(0.2439)
	0.0716
	(0.2579)
	0.0519
	(0.2218)
	0.0198*
	(0.0111)

	Do not know
	0.0175
	(0.1310)
	0.0183
	(0.1340)
	0.0163
	(0.1267)
	0.0020
	(0.0043)

	Panel C: THE RETURN OF PREVIOUS VILLAGE RESIDENTS


	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9844
	5671
	4173
	9844

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7495
	(0.4333)
	0.7262
	(0.4459)
	0.7817
	(0.4132)
	-0.0554***
	(0.0177)

	Some problems
	0.1602
	(0.3668)
	0.1706
	(0.3762)
	0.1459
	(0.3531)
	0.0247**
	(0.0115)

	Big problems
	0.0807
	(0.2724)
	0.0935
	(0.2912)
	0.0630
	(0.2430)
	0.0305***
	(0.0105)

	Do not know
	0.0096
	(0.0973)
	0.0097
	(0.0979)
	0.0094
	(0.0966)
	0.0003
	(0.0024)

	 Increases land conflicts for the village 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9842
	5669
	4173
	9842

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6452
	(0.4785)
	0.6133
	(0.4870)
	0.6893
	(0.4628)
	-0.0760***
	(0.0211)

	Some problems
	0.2364
	(0.4249)
	0.2500
	(0.4331)
	0.2176
	(0.4126)
	0.0325**
	(0.0155)

	Big problems
	0.0945
	(0.2925)
	0.1113
	(0.3146)
	0.0713
	(0.2573)
	0.0400***
	(0.0114)

	Do not know
	0.0239
	(0.1527)
	0.0253
	(0.1571)
	0.0219
	(0.1463)
	0.0034
	(0.0044)

	Females

	 Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	5551
	3172
	2379
	5551

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7441
	(0.4364)
	0.7220
	(0.4481)
	0.7740
	(0.4184)
	-0.0520**
	(0.0206)

	Some problems
	0.1657
	(0.3719)
	0.1765
	(0.3813)
	0.1512
	(0.3583)
	0.0253*
	(0.0147)

	Big problems
	0.0759
	(0.2649)
	0.0863
	(0.2808)
	0.0619
	(0.2410)
	0.0244**
	(0.0112)

	Do not know
	0.0142
	(0.1185)
	0.0152
	(0.1224)
	0.0129
	(0.1130)
	0.0023
	(0.0035)

	  Increases land conflicts for the village
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5551
	3173
	2378
	5551

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6411
	(0.4797)
	0.6162
	(0.4864)
	0.6747
	(0.4686)
	-0.0585**
	(0.0243)

	Some problems
	0.2379
	(0.4258)
	0.2464
	(0.4310)
	0.2264
	(0.4186)
	0.0200
	(0.0198)

	Big problems
	0.0878
	(0.2830)
	0.1018
	(0.3024)
	0.0689
	(0.2533)
	0.0329***
	(0.0120)

	Do not know
	0.0332
	(0.1791)
	0.0356
	(0.1852)
	0.0300
	(0.1706)
	0.0056
	(0.0062)

	Males

	Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	4293
	2499
	1794
	4293

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7565
	(0.4293)
	0.7316
	(0.4432)
	0.7920
	(0.4060)
	-0.0604***
	(0.0195)

	Some problems
	0.1531
	(0.3602)
	0.1632
	(0.3696)
	0.1388
	(0.3458)
	0.0244*
	(0.0128)

	Big problems
	0.0869
	(0.2817)
	0.1026
	(0.3035)
	0.0645
	(0.2457)
	0.0381***
	(0.0131)

	Do not know
	0.0035
	(0.0591)
	0.0027
	(0.0515)
	0.0047
	(0.0684)
	-0.0020
	(0.0022)

	Increases land conflicts for the village
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	4291
	2496
	1795
	4291

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6506
	(0.4769)
	0.6097
	(0.4879)
	0.7088
	(0.4544)
	-0.0991***
	(0.0238)

	Some problems
	0.2344
	(0.4237)
	0.2546
	(0.4357)
	0.2057
	(0.4043)
	0.0489***
	(0.0174)

	Big problems
	0.1032
	(0.3042)
	0.1233
	(0.3289)
	0.0744
	(0.2626)
	0.0489***
	(0.0142)

	Do not know
	0.0118
	(0.1081)
	0.0124
	(0.1106)
	0.0110
	(0.1045)
	0.0013
	(0.0038)

	Panel D: INHERITANCE DISPUTES AMONG VILLAGERS

	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9842
	5669
	4173
	9842

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7477
	(0.4344)
	0.7347
	(0.4415)
	0.7656
	(0.4237)
	-0.0308*
	(0.0164)

	Some problems
	0.1787
	(0.3831)
	0.1849
	(0.3882)
	0.1701
	(0.3758)
	0.0147
	(0.0130)

	Big problems
	0.0574
	(0.2326)
	0.0664
	(0.2489)
	0.0450
	(0.2072)
	0.0214***
	(0.0079)

	Do not know
	0.0162
	(0.1264)
	0.0140
	(0.1176)
	0.0193
	(0.1376)
	-0.0053
	(0.0040)

	    Increases land conflicts for village 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9847
	5672
	4175
	9847

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6114
	(0.4875)
	0.5857
	(0.4926)
	0.6468
	(0.4780)
	-0.0611***
	(0.0205)

	Some problems
	0.2790
	(0.4486)
	0.2921
	(0.4548)
	0.2610
	(0.4392)
	0.0311*
	(0.0176)

	Big problems
	0.0733
	(0.2607)
	0.0856
	(0.2798)
	0.0564
	(0.2307)
	0.0292***
	(0.0088)

	Do not know
	0.0363
	(0.1870)
	0.0366
	(0.1878)
	0.0358
	(0.1858)
	0.0008
	(0.0056)

	Females
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5545
	3167
	2378
	5545

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7523
	(0.4317)
	0.7358
	(0.4410)
	0.7745
	(0.4180)
	-0.0387**
	(0.0194)

	Some problems
	0.1682
	(0.3741)
	0.1762
	(0.3810)
	0.1575
	(0.3643)
	0.0187
	(0.0152)

	Big problems
	0.0572
	(0.2322)
	0.0694
	(0.2541)
	0.0407
	(0.1977)
	0.0287***
	(0.0092)

	Do not know
	0.0223
	(0.1478)
	0.0186
	(0.1353)
	0.0273
	(0.1630)
	-0.0086
	(0.0058)

	    Increases land conflicts for village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5547
	3168
	2379
	5547

	Does not represent a problem
	0.6236
	(0.4845)
	0.6033
	(0.4893)
	0.6511
	(0.4767)
	-0.0478**
	(0.0224)

	Some problems
	0.2602
	(0.4388)
	0.2668
	(0.4423)
	0.2513
	(0.4339)
	0.0154
	(0.0190)

	Big problems
	0.0703
	(0.2557)
	0.0859
	(0.2802)
	0.0494
	(0.2167)
	0.0365***
	(0.0099)

	Do not know
	0.0458
	(0.2092)
	0.0441
	(0.2053)
	0.0482
	(0.2143)
	-0.0041
	(0.0078)

	Males
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	4297
	2502
	1795
	4297

	Does not represent a problem
	0.7418
	(0.4377)
	0.7334
	(0.4423)
	0.7537
	(0.4310)
	-0.0203
	(0.0191)

	Some problems
	0.1922
	(0.3941)
	0.1959
	(0.3969)
	0.1870
	(0.3900)
	0.0088
	(0.0157)

	Big problems
	0.0576
	(0.2331)
	0.0626
	(0.2422)
	0.0506
	(0.2193)
	0.0119
	(0.0101)

	Do not know
	0.0084
	(0.0911)
	0.0082
	(0.0901)
	0.0086
	(0.0925)
	-0.0004
	(0.0036)

	    Increases land conflicts for village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	4300
	2504
	1796
	4300

	Does not represent a problem
	0.5955
	(0.4909)
	0.5635
	(0.4960)
	0.6412
	(0.4798)
	-0.0777***
	(0.0239)

	Some problems
	0.3034
	(0.4598)
	0.3240
	(0.4681)
	0.2739
	(0.4461)
	0.0502**
	(0.0211)

	Big problems
	0.0772
	(0.2670)
	0.0853
	(0.2793)
	0.0657
	(0.2479)
	0.0195*
	(0.0117)

	Do not know
	0.0239
	(0.1527)
	0.0272
	(0.1627)
	0.0192
	(0.1372)
	0.0080
	(0.0057)

	Panel E: CROPS/PROPERTY DAMAGES CAUSED BY ANIMALS


	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9848
	5676
	4172
	9848

	Does not represent a problem
	0.2945
	(0.4558)
	0.2871
	(0.4525)
	0.3046
	(0.4603)
	-0.0175
	(0.0201)

	Some problems
	0.4505
	(0.4976)
	0.4390
	(0.4963)
	0.4664
	(0.4989)
	-0.0274
	(0.0204)

	Big problems
	0.2509
	(0.4336)
	0.2690
	(0.4435)
	0.2259
	(0.4182)
	0.0431**
	(0.0210)

	Do not know
	0.0041
	(0.0639)
	0.0049
	(0.0698)
	0.0030
	(0.0547)
	0.0019
	(0.0013)

	Increases  land conflicts for village 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9853
	5676
	4177
	9853

	Does not represent a problem
	0.1738
	(0.3789)
	0.1675
	(0.3735)
	0.1824
	(0.3862)
	-0.0149
	(0.0141)

	Some problems
	0.5131
	(0.4999)
	0.4962
	(0.5000)
	0.5364
	(0.4987)
	-0.0402**
	(0.0204)

	Big problems
	0.3038
	(0.4599)
	0.3278
	(0.4695)
	0.2705
	(0.4443)
	0.0573**
	(0.0237)

	Do not know
	0.0094
	(0.0964)
	0.0085
	(0.0917)
	0.0106
	(0.1025)
	-0.0021
	(0.0023)

	Females

	    Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	5551
	3172
	2379
	5551

	Does not represent a problem
	0.2811
	(0.4496)
	0.2723
	(0.4452)
	0.2928
	(0.4552)
	-0.0205
	(0.0236)

	Some problems
	0.4569
	(0.4982)
	0.4548
	(0.4980)
	0.4598
	(0.4985)
	-0.0050
	(0.0240)

	Big problems
	0.2560
	(0.4365)
	0.2656
	(0.4417)
	0.2430
	(0.4290)
	0.0226
	(0.0230)

	Do not know
	0.0060
	(0.0774)
	0.0073
	(0.0849)
	0.0044
	(0.0660)
	0.0029
	(0.0021)

	Increases  land conflicts for village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5549
	3169
	2380
	5549

	Does not represent a problem
	0.1625
	(0.3689)
	0.1556
	(0.3625)
	0.1717
	(0.3772)
	-0.0161
	(0.0164)

	Some problems
	0.5151
	(0.4998)
	0.5108
	(0.5000)
	0.5209
	(0.4997)
	-0.0101
	(0.0239)

	Big problems
	0.3098
	(0.4625)
	0.3217
	(0.4672)
	0.2937
	(0.4556)
	0.0280
	(0.0270)

	Do not know
	0.0126
	(0.1117)
	0.0119
	(0.1083)
	0.0137
	(0.1162)
	-0.0018
	(0.0033)

	Males

	Increases land conflicts for the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	4297
	2504
	1793
	4297

	Does not represent a problem
	0.3118
	(0.4633)
	0.3057
	(0.4608)
	0.3205
	(0.4668)
	-0.0147
	(0.0231)

	Some problems
	0.4422
	(0.4967)
	0.4191
	(0.4935)
	0.4753
	(0.4995)
	-0.0562**
	(0.0233)

	Big problems
	0.2444
	(0.4298)
	0.2732
	(0.4457)
	0.2031
	(0.4024)
	0.0701***
	(0.0245)

	Do not know
	0.0016
	(0.0401)
	0.0019
	(0.0438)
	0.0012
	(0.0341)
	0.0008
	(0.0012)

	Increases  land conflicts for village 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	4304
	2507
	1797
	4304

	Does not represent a problem
	0.1883
	(0.3910)
	0.1825
	(0.3863)
	0.1967
	(0.3976)
	-0.0142
	(0.0184)

	Some problems
	0.5105
	(0.4999)
	0.4778
	(0.4996)
	0.5572
	(0.4969)
	-0.0794***
	(0.0237)

	Big problems
	0.2960
	(0.4565)
	0.3355
	(0.4723)
	0.2396
	(0.4269)
	0.0959***
	(0.0266)

	Do not know
	0.0052
	(0.0716)
	0.0042
	(0.0647)
	0.0065
	(0.0804)
	-0.0023
	(0.0023)

	Panel F: LAND CONFLICTS ARE A SOURCE OF WORRY


	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 For the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9853
	5680
	4173
	9853

	Does not represent a source of worry
	0.4269
	(0.4946)
	0.4333
	(0.4956)
	0.4180
	(0.4933)
	0.0154
	(0.0257)

	Some worry
	0.3636
	(0.4810)
	0.3452
	(0.4755)
	0.3890
	(0.4876)
	-0.0438**
	(0.0217)

	Major worry
	0.2096
	(0.4070)
	0.2215
	(0.4153)
	0.1931
	(0.3947)
	0.0285
	(0.0211)

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	For the village
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	9848
	5677
	4171
	9848

	Does not represent a source of worry
	0.3378
	(0.4730)
	0.3343
	(0.4718)
	0.3427
	(0.4747)
	-0.0085
	(0.0250)

	Some worry
	0.4216
	(0.4938)
	0.4144
	(0.4927)
	0.4316
	(0.4954)
	-0.0173
	(0.0222)

	Major worry
	0.2406
	(0.4275)
	0.2514
	(0.4338)
	0.2256
	(0.4181)
	0.0257
	(0.0225)

	Females
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 For the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	5547
	3169
	2378
	5547

	Does not represent a source of worry
	0.4316
	(0.4953)
	0.4476
	(0.4973)
	0.4100
	(0.4919)
	0.0377
	(0.0295)

	Some worry
	0.3568
	(0.4791)
	0.3298
	(0.4702)
	0.3932
	(0.4886)
	-0.0634**
	(0.0253)

	Major worry
	0.2116
	(0.4085)
	0.2226
	(0.4160)
	0.1969
	(0.3977)
	0.0257
	(0.0227)

	 For the village
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	5543
	3167
	2376
	5543

	Does not represent a source of worry
	0.3483
	(0.4765)
	0.3517
	(0.4776)
	0.3437
	(0.4750)
	0.0080
	(0.0281)

	Some worry
	0.4089
	(0.4917)
	0.3980
	(0.4896)
	0.4236
	(0.4942)
	-0.0256
	(0.0251)

	Major worry
	0.2428
	(0.4288)
	0.2503
	(0.4332)
	0.2327
	(0.4227)
	0.0176
	(0.0253)

	Males

	    For the household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	4306
	2511
	1795
	4306

	Does not represent a source of worry
	0.4208
	(0.4937)
	0.4154
	(0.4929)
	0.4286
	(0.4950)
	-0.0133
	(0.0275)

	Some worry
	0.3722
	(0.4835)
	0.3645
	(0.4814)
	0.3834
	(0.4863)
	-0.0189
	(0.0239)

	Major worry
	0.2069
	(0.4052)
	0.2202
	(0.4144)
	0.1880
	(0.3908)
	0.0322
	(0.0235)

	    For the village
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N (a)
	4305
	2510
	1795
	4305

	Does not represent a source of worry
	0.3243
	(0.4682)
	0.3123
	(0.4635)
	0.3415
	(0.4743)
	-0.0291
	(0.0267)

	Some worry
	0.4380
	(0.4962)
	0.4349
	(0.4958)
	0.4424
	(0.4968)
	-0.0074
	(0.0249)

	Major worry
	0.2377
	(0.4257)
	0.2528
	(0.4347)
	0.2162
	(0.4118)
	0.0366
	(0.0245)


Notes: see notes to Table 3.
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Finally, Table 7 represents individuals’ responses about who plays a role in conflict resolution, for the entire sample of respondents and by gender. The results indicate that a significant proportion of respondents report that the land chief and other traditional authorities play a role in conflict resolution (33% and 38%, respectively),[footnoteRef:16] followed by CVD (29%) and other institutions in smaller proportions. Further inspection of the data (not shown in the table) indicate that among those who believe that the land chief has a role in conflict resolution, over 87% has great confidence in their land chief for conflict resolution, and among those who believe that other traditional authorities has a role in conflict resolution, over 84% has great confidence. [16:  The land chief (chef de terre) is typically the manager of the land at the village level. In may or may not coincide with the head of the village (chef du village).   In some cases the land chief can have more powerful authority than the head of the village. Other traditional authorities can be some prominent citizens of the village, most of time linked to lineage, caste, clan, etc.
] 


By looking at the results by gender we can see that, except for the land chief, a higher proportion of men than women generally report that the various authorities play a role in conflict resolution. For example, 35% of male respondents believe the CVD plays a role in conflict resolution compared to 24% of females. Further inspection of the data (not shown in the table) indicates that that among those who believe that a given institution plays a role in conflict resolution, the degree of confidence tend to be similar between men and women. For example, among respondents who believe that the CVD has a role in conflict resolution, approximately 79% of men and 81% of women have a great in confidence in the capacity of the CVD to solve the conflict.

It is interesting to note, however, that there are statistically significant differences in opinion between respondents in treatment and comparison communes regarding who is important in resolving land disputes. For example, more treatment group respondents said that the land chief plays a role in the resolution of land conflicts (35.9%) compared to respondents in the comparison group (28.9%). A similar pattern (i.e., higher proportion of treatment group than comparison group) believed that the following institutions have an important role in the resolution of land disputes: gendarmerie (7.4% vs. 3.3%), village development council (CVD) (31.2% vs. 25.1%) and high court (TGI) (2.1% vs.1.5%).  In addition, the differences observed between treatment and comparison groups for all respondents are also observed for the men and women samples.

All of these differences between respondents in the treatment group and respondents in the comparison group suggest that there were important qualitative differences between the treatment and comparison groups at baseline. Furthermore, these differences are also apparent in the village administrative records. From 2007 until the survey was conducted, there were 4852 land conflicts reported to the village chiefs in total, while only 1211 of them took place in the 17 comparison communes. These differences may affect the analysis of program impacts and must therefore be included as control variable in any impact evaluation regression. 
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[bookmark: _Toc417206832]Table 7: Players in Conflict Resolution 
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	All Respondents

	Who plays a role in land dispute resolution

	N 
	10361
	6046
	4315
	10361

	Land chief
	0.3302
	(0.4703)
	0.3587
	(0.4796)
	0.2896
	(0.4536)
	0.0691***
	(0.0248)

	Other traditional authorities
	0.3790
	(0.4851)
	0.3739
	(0.4838)
	0.3863
	(0.4869)
	-0.0124
	(0.0235)

	Prefecture
	0.1341
	(0.3408)
	0.1090
	(0.3116)
	0.1697
	(0.3754)
	-0.0607***
	(0.0155)

	Police
	0.0618
	(0.2408)
	0.0584
	(0.2345)
	0.0666
	(0.2493)
	-0.0082
	(0.0099)

	Gendarmerie
	0.0567
	(0.2313)
	0.0735
	(0.2610)
	0.0326
	(0.1776)
	0.0409***
	(0.0078)

	CVD (Village Development Commitee)
	0.2903
	(0.4539)
	0.3182
	(0.4658)
	0.2506
	(0.4334)
	0.0676***
	(0.0213)

	Town Hall 
	0.1229
	(0.3283)
	0.1196
	(0.3245)
	0.1275
	(0.3335)
	-0.008
	(0.0139)

	TGI (tribunal grand instance)
	0.0186
	(0.1351)
	0.0214
	(0.1447)
	0.0146
	(0.1199)
	0.0068**
	(0.0034)

	Others
	0.1060
	(0.3078)
	0.0864
	(0.2810)
	0.1338
	(0.3404)
	-0.0474***
	(0.0176)

	Do not know
	0.0624
	(0.2419)
	0.0586
	(0.2349)
	0.0678
	(0.2514)
	-0.0092
	(0.0083)

	Females
	
	
	
	

	Who plays a role in land dispute resolution

	N 
	5833
	3371
	2462
	5833

	Land chief
	0.3371
	(0.4728)
	0.3721
	(0.4834)
	0.2887
	(0.4533)
	0.0834***
	(0.0275)

	Traditional authorities
	0.3546
	(0.4784)
	0.3493
	(0.4768)
	0.3619
	(0.4806)
	-0.0126
	(0.0240)

	Prefecture
	0.0994
	(0.2993)
	0.0789
	(0.2696)
	0.1279
	(0.3341)
	-0.0490***
	(0.0151)

	Police
	0.0519
	(0.2218)
	0.0446
	(0.2063)
	0.0620
	(0.2413)
	-0.0175
	(0.0113)

	Gendarmerie
	0.0446
	(0.2064)
	0.0595
	(0.2366)
	0.0239
	(0.1527)
	0.0356***
	(0.0079)

	CVD (Village Development Commitee)
	0.2438
	(0.4294)
	0.2729
	(0.4455)
	0.2034
	(0.4026)
	0.0695***
	(0.0223)

	Town Hall 
	0.0973
	(0.2964)
	0.0992
	(0.2990)
	0.0948
	(0.2929)
	0.0044
	(0.0151)

	TGI (tribunal grand instance)
	0.0151
	(0.1219)
	0.0199
	(0.1397)
	0.0084
	(0.0912)
	0.0115***
	(0.0040)

	Others
	0.0907
	(0.2872)
	0.0756
	(0.2643)
	0.1117
	(0.3150)
	-0.0361**
	(0.0172)

	Do not know
	0.0861
	(0.2806)
	0.0845
	(0.2781)
	0.0884
	(0.2839)
	-0.0039
	(0.0122)

	Males
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Who plays a role in land dispute resolution

	N 
	4528
	2675
	1853
	4528

	Land chief
	0.3212
	(0.4670)
	0.3418
	(0.4744)
	0.2907
	(0.4542)
	0.0511*
	(0.0270)

	Traditional authorities
	0.4105
	(0.4920)
	0.4048
	(0.4909)
	0.4189
	(0.4935)
	-0.0142
	(0.0273)

	Prefecture
	0.1787
	(0.3831)
	0.1468
	(0.3540)
	0.2256
	(0.4181)
	-0.0788***
	(0.0205)

	Police
	0.0746
	(0.2628)
	0.0758
	(0.2648)
	0.0727
	(0.2598)
	0.0031
	(0.0121)

	Gendarmerie
	0.0722
	(0.2589)
	0.0912
	(0.2879)
	0.0443
	(0.2059)
	0.0468***
	(0.0111)

	CVD (Village Development Commitee)
	0.3502
	(0.4771)
	0.3750
	(0.4842)
	0.3137
	(0.4641)
	0.0612*
	(0.0247)

	Town Hall 
	0.1557
	(0.3626)
	0.1451
	(0.3523)
	0.1713
	(0.3769)
	-0.0262
	(0.0173)

	TGI (tribunal grand instance)
	0.0232
	(0.1505)
	0.0233
	(0.1510)
	0.0230
	(0.1499)
	0.0003
	(0.0049)

	Others
	0.1256
	(0.3315)
	0.1000
	(0.3001)
	0.1634
	(0.3699)
	-0.0634***
	(0.0202)

	Do not know
	0.0318
	(0.1755)
	0.0261
	(0.1596)
	0.0402
	(0.1965)
	-0.0141*
	(0.0074)


Notes: see notes to Table 3.
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3.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc388981001][bookmark: _Toc417206597]Land Acquisition and Land Abandonment due to Conflicts at Baseline

The ability to acquire land is another aspect of overall land security, and to capture this aspect respondents were asked whether they tried to obtain any new land since May 2006; if so, whether they were able to obtain the land. The results in Table 8 show that 17.3% of respondents tried to obtain new land. As indicated in the table, there are statistically significant differences in the responses of the treatment and comparison groups. Fewer individuals in treatment communes (16.3%) tried to get new land than individuals in the comparison communes (18.8%). Among respondents who made an attempt to obtain land, 71.6% were able to obtain it, but the percentage is lower in the treatment communes than in the comparison communes (67.5% vs. 76.5%). 

[bookmark: _Toc417206833]Table 8: Land Acquisition 
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)

	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	Land acquisition attempt
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N (a)
	9843
	5672
	4171
	9843

	Yes
	0.1730
	(0.3790)
	0.1628
	(0.3692)
	0.1881
	(0.3908)
	-0.0253**
	(0.0124)

	Land acquired
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	1689
	925
	764
	1689

	Yes
	0.7160
	(0.4510)
	0.6749
	(0.4687)
	0.7645
	(0.4246)
	-0.0896***
	(0.0298)


Note: see notes to Table 3.

Table 9 presents results about the incidence of land conflicts that forced the individual to abandon land. Results are presented for the entire sample of respondents and by gender. In particular, respondents were asked whether they previously exploited land that they do not currently exploit, and whether they had abandoned that land because of conflicts. Respondents were then asked about the nature of the conflict(s) experienced on the abandoned land. The responses summarized in Table 9 indicate that 23.1% of all respondents exploited land in the past that they do not currently exploit.  As indicated in the table, there are significant differences in the responses of the treatment and comparison groups. That is, fewer individuals in the treatment group responded that they had land in the past compared to individuals in the comparison group (21.6% versus 25.3%).  

Among the 23.1% of respondents who had land in the past, 12.1% abandoned its use because of conflicts.  Here also there are statistically significant differences between treated and comparison groups. In particular, more treatment group respondents said they abandoned land because of land conflicts (14.4%) compared to respondents in the comparison group (9.2%). The difference is statistically significant.  The results in Table 9 also show that a substantial majority of the respondents who had abandoned land because of conflicts experienced some type of land conflict on the abandoned land during the 2008/2009 agricultural season (70.7%). It is interesting to note that this proportion with land conflicts is very similar for the treatment and comparison groups at the individual level.[footnoteRef:17] At the household level, 71.3% of the households experienced land conflicts during the 2008/2009 agricultural season, with 73.5% and 66.9% in the treatment and comparison areas, respectively. Moreover, 22.4% of the households experienced land conflict due to property rights. [17:  The questionnaire asks about number of conflicts also experienced during the 2007/2008, 2006/2007 seasons, and before 2006/2007. However, given the long time lag and difficulty in reporting there are several missing values in those variables, and results are thus not reported.] 


Looking at the results by gender, the table indicates that a much larger proportion of men than women (31.8% vs. 16.4%) had land in the past that they do not currently exploit. For both men and women, fewer individuals in the treatment group responded that they had land in the past compared to individuals in the comparison group (29.7% versus 34.8% for men, and 15.2% vs. 18.2% for women.).  

Looking across the incidence of land abandonment by gender, the results indicate that more women abandoned land in the past because of conflict: 14.5% of female respondents who exploited land in the past abandoned its use because of conflicts (compared to 10.45% of male respondents). It is important to note that this does not indicate that women had more conflicts; rather, it implies that, conditional on facing a conflict, females are more likely to abandon the use of their land. This might be related to the fact that women’s access to land in rural Burkina Faso is often precarious, and women have limited ability to know and use the procedures and institutions that can secure their land rights and therefore are more likely to lose their land when faced with land related conflicts.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  USAID Country Profile Property Rights and Resource Governance, Burkina Faso.] 


The results also show that there are statistically significant differences between male treatment and comparison group members in the incidence of land abandonment. In particular, more male treatment group respondents said they abandoned land because of land conflicts (13%) compared to respondents in the comparison group (7.1%). The difference is statistically significant.  

Table 10 describes the parties involved in the conflict, the cause of the conflict and other key aspects of the conflict that prompted the respondents to abandon land.[footnoteRef:19] The results indicate that, by far, the main party in land disputes was other members of the same village (47.3%).  The next most important party, with only 6.1%, was members of other villages.     [19:  The questionnaire asked individuals about the 3 most important conflicts. Since the majority of individuals said to have had only one conflict, results are shown only for the first conflict reported.] 


By far, the most frequent cause of land conflict reported by the respondents is inheritance (34.4%).  Inheritance is followed by property/user rights (19.7%) as the next most important cause of land conflict. In many cases (43.4%), the conflict was resolved (i.e. there was a verdict). Interestingly, most of these conflicts (74.3%) were resolved informally (à l’ amiable, i.e. without recurring to any formal institution). A comparison of the treatment and comparison group responses indicates no statistically significant difference.  That is, both treatment and comparison group respondents had similar responses on land conflicts and their resolution. Finally, a cross tabulation of the data (not shown in the table) also indicates that the likelihood of a resolution (i.e. having a verdict) also varies by the type of conflict and by the sex of the respondent experiencing the conflict: for example, while only 27% of conflicts related to inheritance matters are resolved, the percentage increases to 66% for conflicts related to property/user rights. In addition, male respondents who experienced a conflict are also more likely than women to report to have had a resolution (51% vs. 34%).  
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[bookmark: _Toc417206834]Table 9: Land Abandoned because of Conflicts and Conflict Characteristics (Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Land exploited in the past
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	10361
	6046
	4315
	10361

	Yes
	0.2314
	(0.4218)
	0.2164
	(0.4118)
	0.2528
	(0.4347)
	-0.0365**
	(0.0141)

	Abandoned land due to conflicts 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	2400
	1339
	1061
	2400

	Yes
	0.1208
	(0.3259)
	0.1443
	(0.3515)
	0.0921
	(0.2893)
	0.0522***
	(0.0177)

	        N 
	282
	187
	95
	282

	        Number of conflicts in 2008/9
	0.7027
	(0.4579)
	0.707
	(0.4564)
	0.6945
	(0.4631)
	0.0125
	(0.0593)

	Females
	
	
	
	

	Land exploited in the past
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	5833
	3371
	2462
	5833

	Yes
	0.1645
	(0.3708)
	0.1521
	(0.3592)
	0.1817
	(0.3856)
	-0.0295**
	(0.0150)

	Abandoned land due to conflicts 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	957
	526
	431
	957

	Yes
	0.1451
	(0.3524)
	0.1649
	(0.3714)
	0.1221
	(0.3278)
	0.0428
	(0.1228)

	       N
	137
	85
	52
	137

	       Number of conflicts in 2008/9
	0.7958
	(0.4217)
	0.7750
	(0.4201)
	0.8283
	(0.4261)
	-0.0534
	(0.0790)

	Males
	
	
	
	

	Land exploited in the past
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	4528
	2675
	1853
	4528

	Yes
	0.3176
	(0.4656)
	0.2970
	(0.4570)
	0.3480
	(0.4765)
	-0.0510***
	(0.0150)

	Abandoned land due to conflicts 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	1443
	813
	630
	1443

	Yes
	0.1045
	(0.3060)
	0.1310
	(0.3377)
	0.0711
	(0.2572)
	0.0599***
	(0.0193)

	N
	145
	102
	43
	145

	Number of conflicts in 2008/9
	0.6299
	(0.4986)
	0.6619
	(0.4958)
	0.5556
	(0.5028)
	0.1063
	(0.0926)


[bookmark: _Toc417206835]Table 10: Conflict Characteristics and Resolution
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)

	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	 Protagonist of conflict
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	282
	187
	95
	282

	Villagers
	0.4726
	(0.5001)
	0.4258
	(0.4958)
	0.5619
	(0.4988)
	-0.1361
	(0.0836)

	Traditional village authorities
	0.0412
	(0.1991)
	0.0461
	(0.2102)
	0.0319
	(0.1767)
	0.0142
	(0.0251)

	State
	0.0495
	(0.2172)
	0.0382
	(0.1923)
	0.0709
	(0.2580)
	-0.0327
	(0.0327)

	Population outside the village
	0.0613
	(0.2403)
	0.0575
	(0.2333)
	0.0686
	(0.2541)
	-0.0112
	(0.0326)

	Returning populations
	0.0082
	(0.0903)
	0.0125
	(0.1113)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0125
	(0.0090)

	Brothers/sisters
	0.0148
	(0.1209)
	0.0174
	(0.1311)
	0.0098
	(0.0990)
	0.0076
	(0.0139)

	Family of dead husband
	0.0069
	(0.0831)
	0.0106
	(0.1025)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0106
	(0.0074)

	Other family members
	0.0285
	(0.1666)
	0.0354
	(0.1853)
	0.0152
	(0.1229)
	0.0202
	(0.0180)

	Others
	0.0227
	(0.1491)
	0.0345
	(0.1830)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0345**
	(0.0172)

	 Reason of Conflict
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	282
	187
	95
	282

	Inheritance
	0.3442
	(0.4759) 
	0.3406
	(0.4752) 
	0.3511
	(0.4798) 
	 -0.0105
	 (0.0833)

	Property/user rights
	0.1974
	(0.3987)
	0.1734
	(0.3796) 
	0.2433
	(0.4313) 
	 -0.0699
	 (0.0571)

	Investment reasons
	0.0306
	(0.1725) 
	0.0358
	(0.1863) 
	0.0206
	(0.1427) 
	 0.0153
	 (0.0199)

	Damage caused by animals
	0.0516
	(0.2217) 
	0.0515
	(0.2216) 
	0.0519
	(0.2230)
	 -0.0004
	 (0.0299)

	Borders
	0.0139
	(0.1172) 
	0.0211
	(0.1442) 
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	 0.0211
	 (0.0129)

	Access to grazing land
	0.0205
	(0.1419) 
	0.0153
	(0.1230) 
	0.0304
	(0.1725) 
	-0.0151
	(0.0193)

	Administration
	0.007
	(0.0835) 
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0204
	(0.1420) 
	-0.0204
	(0.0143)

	Environmental regulations
	0.0173
	(0.1306) 
	0.0157
	(0.1246) 
	0.0204
	(0.1420) 
	-0.0047
	(0.0170)

	Other reasons
	0.0217
	(0.1458) 
	0.0279
	(0.1650) 
	0.0098
	(0.0990) 
	0.0181
	(0.0159)

	Verdict about the conflict
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	193
	124
	69
	193

	Whether there is verdict 
	0.4342
	(0.4969)
	0.4328
	(0.4975)
	0.4366
	(0.4996)
	-0.0038
	(0.0816)

	Conflict resolution
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	81
	51
	30
	81

	Informal resolution
	0.7425
	(0.4400)
	0.7554
	(0.4341)
	0.7204
	(0.4565)
	0.035
	(0.1184)


Note: see notes to Table 3.
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3.3 [bookmark: _Toc417206598]Individual Assets, Non-Agricultural Revenues and Land Ownership at Baseline

The last part of the individual questionnaire asks the respondents about the ownership of certain types of personal assets (like cell phone, bicycle etc.), about non-agricultural revenues, and access to land. The first panel in Table 11 indicates that 16.6% of respondents said they owned a cell phone, 52.2% a bike, 9.7% a motorcycle and 0.2% a car. However, the rate of ownership for the various assets is statistically higher for individuals in the treatment group. For example, more individuals in the treatment group owned a cell phone (17.1%) and a bicycle (53.3%) compared to individuals in the comparison group (15.8% and 50.7%, respectively).

The second panel of the table describes the proportion of individuals with some sources of non-agricultural revenues. The most prevalent source of non-agricultural revenues among respondents is revenues from nonfarm businesses (29.5%), followed by revenues from livestock activities (24.4%) and transfers (14.6%). As indicated in the table, there are statistically significant differences among various types of non-agricultural revenues between treatment and comparison groups. For example, fewer individuals in the treatment communes had revenues from transfers (13.1%). A similar pattern (i.e. smaller proportion of the treatment than comparison group) holds for revenues obtained from livestock, forestry and craft products.

Finally, the last panel of Table 11 displays the incidence in access to land: 36.4% of the respondents had some land for personal use, with a significant difference between treatment and comparison communes. Fewer individuals in the treatment communes had access to land (34%) compared to individuals in the comparison communes (39.8%). Among individuals with land, the average number of plots is slightly larger for respondents in the treatment group (1.6) as compared to respondents in the comparison group (1.5).
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[bookmark: _Toc417206836]Table 11: Individual Assets
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	Individual's Property
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	10361
	6046
	4315
	10361

	Cellphone
	0.1657
	(0.3718)
	0.1713
	(0.3768)
	0.1578
	(0.3646)
	0.0135*
	(0.0082)

	N 
	9867
	5680
	4187
	9867

	Bicycle
	0.5221
	(0.4995)
	0.5330
	(0.4990)
	0.5071
	(0.5000)
	0.0259*
	(0.0155)

	N 
	9843
	5672
	4171
	9843

	Moto
	0.0970
	(0.2960)
	0.1051
	(0.3067)
	0.0858
	(0.2801)
	0.0193***
	(0.0071)

	N 
	9794
	5642
	4152
	9794

	Cars
	0.0020
	(0.0450)
	0.0031
	(0.0559)
	0.0005
	(0.0222)
	0.0026***
	(0.0008)

	Individual's Non Agricultural Revenue by Source
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N of obs.
	10361
	6046
	4315
	10361

	Pay / salary
	0.0392
	(0.1941)
	0.0391
	(0.1938)
	0.0395
	(0.1947)
	-0.0004
	(0.0059)

	Nonfarm business
	0.2951
	(0.4561)
	0.2985
	(0.4576)
	0.2902
	(0.4539)
	0.0083
	(0.0151)

	Transfer
	0.1462
	(0.3533)
	0.1313
	(0.3378)
	0.1675
	(0.3734)
	-0.0362***
	(0.0130)

	Pensions
	0.0039
	(0.0627)
	0.0035
	(0.0590)
	0.0046
	(0.0676)
	-0.0011
	(0.0014)

	Livestock products
	0.2444
	(0.4298)
	0.2241
	(0.4170)
	0.2733
	(0.4457)
	-0.0492***
	(0.0165)

	Forest products
	0.0630
	(0.2429)
	0.0504
	(0.2187)
	0.0809
	(0.2727)
	-0.0305***
	(0.0089)

	Handcrafts products
	0.0377
	(0.1905)
	0.0313
	(0.1740)
	0.0468
	(0.2113)
	-0.0156**
	(0.0074)

	Other sources of income
	0.0620
	(0.2411)
	0.0727
	(0.2596)
	0.0468
	(0.2112)
	0.0258**
	(0.0113)

	Individual's Ownership of Plot
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	10361
	6046
	4315
	10361

	Has any plot
	0.3640
	(0.4812)
	0.3397
	(0.4736)
	0.3985
	(0.4897)
	-0.0588***
	(0.0160)

	N 
	3737
	2063
	1674
	3737

	Number of  plots, if any
	1.5269
	(0.7651)
	1.5654
	(0.8159)
	1.4802
	(0.6958)
	0.0851**
	(0.0345)


Note: see notes to Table 3.
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3.4 [bookmark: _Toc417206599]Characteristics of the Parcels at Baseline

In this section, we describe the results from the parcel level questionnaire. Respondents were asked a detailed set of questions on parcel location, parcel size, mode of acquisition, lease documents and conflicts experienced on their land, etc. In this section, we present the baseline findings on all these aspects.

Results are presented for the entire sample of respondents and by gender of the household member exploiting the parcel. Data were collected for 5680 parcels (belonging to 3737 individuals and 2290 households).[footnoteRef:20] The top panel of Table 12 describes the basic characteristics of the parcels: the average parcel size measured approximately 1.6 hectares, with no statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison communes. The household member in charge of the parcel is a male for 67.1% of the parcels, and this number is statistically larger for parcels in the treatment group (69.5%) compared to parcels in the comparison group (63.9%). Most parcels (95.2%) are also located in the same village where the household lives.  There are statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison groups in parcel location (plain versus valley) and irrigation status. For example, more parcels in the treatment communes are irrigated (9.7%) compared to parcels in the comparison communes (4.6%).  [20:  Data from BERD contained information of 6181 parcels. However several rows of data appeared to be duplicates and have been dropped.] 


The rest of the table indicates that access to land was gained mostly through inheritance: the proportion of parcels obtained by inheritance is 46.6%, followed by gift from the household head (22.9%) or gift from other persons (20.4%). There are statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison groups. For example, fewer parcels in the treatment group were obtained as gift from the household head (20.6%) compared to parcels in the comparison group (25.8%). 

The table also describes the land tenure status of the parcels. Most parcels (93.9%) are held without any title, with statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison groups. In fact, fewer parcels in the treatment group have no title (91.3%) compared to parcels in the comparison group (97.3%). Among those parcels that do have some form of land rights documents, only a very small number have a formal land title, while most are held via “permis d’exploitation” - use permit. Examining the difference between treatment and comparison groups, land parcels in the treatment group have a greater likelihood to be under “use permit” (7%) compared to parcels in the comparison group (0.2%).

An analysis of the results by gender indicates that parcels exploited by males are larger than those exploited by women (2 ha vs. 0.5 ha). There are also differences in how parcels are acquired: many more men than women acquired their parcels by inheritance (63% vs. 12%); 61% of women acquired their parcel through a gift from the household head compared to only 4% of men. These findings seem to be consistent with the fact that in many rural areas the legal right to inherit is generally inaccessible to most women due to the customary practice of a man’s property passing to the male members of his family.[footnoteRef:21] Finally, an even larger proportion of parcels held by women compared to men are held without any land document (96.6% vs. 92.3%). [21:  USAID Country Profile Property Rights and Resource Governance, Burkina Faso] 

[bookmark: _Toc417206837]Table 12: Parcel Characteristics
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	
Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Characteristics of the parcels
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	Area (in hectares)
	1.6022
	(2.2250)
	1.6441
	(2.3951)
	1.5485
	(1.9847)
	0.0956
	(0.1084)

	Exploitant is a male
	0.6705
	(0.4701)
	0.6951
	(0.4604)
	0.6388
	(0.4804)
	0.0563***
	(0.0217)

	Parcel located in the village
	0.9516
	(0.2146)
	0.9541
	(0.2092)
	0.9484
	(0.2213)
	0.0058
	(0.0099)

	Parcel located on plain
	0.7324
	(0.4427)
	0.7081
	(0.4547)
	0.7637
	(0.4249)
	-0.0556***
	(0.0205)

	Parcel located on valley
	0.1956
	(0.3967)
	0.2190
	(0.4136)
	0.1655
	(0.3717)
	0.0535***
	(0.0174)

	Parcel located on versant
	0.0720
	(0.2586)
	0.0730
	(0.2601)
	0.0708
	(0.2566)
	0.0021
	(0.0110)

	Parcel irrigated
	0.0750
	(0.2634)
	0.0972
	(0.2963)
	0.0464
	(0.2105)
	0.0508***
	(0.0135)

	Acquisition method
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	Borrowed
	0.0176
	(0.1315)
	0.0200
	(0.1402)
	0.0145
	(0.1194)
	0.0056
	(0.0046)

	Purchase
	0.0026
	(0.0506)
	0.0036
	(0.0601)
	0.0012
	(0.0348)
	0.0024*
	(0.0014)

	Lease
	0.0054
	(0.0732)
	0.0077
	(0.0872)
	0.0024
	(0.0494)
	0.0052
	(0.0033)

	Sharecropping
	0.0049
	(0.0697)
	0.0041
	(0.0637)
	0.0059
	(0.0766)
	-0.0018
	(0.0022)

	Inheritance
	0.4657
	(0.4989)
	0.4609
	(0.4985)
	0.4718
	(0.4993)
	-0.0108
	(0.0255)

	Gift from HH head
	0.2287
	(0.4200)
	0.2055
	(0.4041)
	0.2584
	(0.4378)
	-0.0529***
	(0.0198)

	Gift from others
	0.2037
	(0.4028)
	0.1980
	(0.3985)
	0.2110
	(0.4081)
	-0.0131
	(0.0220)

	Public attribution
	0.0413
	(0.1991)
	0.0707
	(0.2563)
	0.0037
	(0.0604)
	0.0670***
	(0.0121)

	Other
	0.0302
	(0.1712)
	0.0295
	(0.1692)
	0.0312
	(0.1738)
	-0.0017
	(0.0072)

	Land Tenure
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	No title
	0.9395
	(0.2385)
	0.9131
	(0.2817)
	0.9732
	(0.1614)
	-0.0601***
	(0.0154)

	Occupation permit
	0.0169
	(0.1288)
	0.0122
	(0.1098)
	0.0229
	(0.1496)
	-0.0107
	(0.0072)

	Use permit
	0.0408
	(0.1979)
	0.0710
	(0.2569)
	0.0020
	(0.0449)
	0.0690***
	(0.0129)

	Lease
	0.0002
	(0.0130)
	0.0003
	(0.0174)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0003
	(0.0003)

	Land title
	0.0013
	(0.0354)
	0.0019
	(0.0435)
	0.0004
	(0.0206)
	0.0015
	(0.0010)

	Urban permit to live
	0.0014
	(0.0379)
	0.0014
	(0.0379)
	0.0014
	(0.0378)
	0
	(0.0012)

	Females
	
	
	
	

	Characteristics of the parcels
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	Area (in hectares)
	0.5394
	(0.6741)
	0.5444
	(0.6798)
	0.5341
	(0.6683)
	0.0103
	(0.0491)

	Parcel located in the village
	0.9596
	(0.1970)
	0.9685
	(0.1749)
	0.9500
	(0.2181)
	0.0185
	(0.0124)

	Parcel located on plain
	0.7047
	(0.4563)
	0.6680
	(0.4712)
	0.7444
	(0.4364)
	-0.0765**
	(0.0314)

	Parcel located on valley
	0.2353
	(0.4243)
	0.2779
	(0.4482)
	0.1891
	(0.3918)
	0.0889***
	(0.0292)

	Parcel located on versant
	0.0600
	(0.2376)
	0.0541
	(0.2263)
	0.0665
	(0.2493)
	-0.0124
	(0.0157)

	Parcel irrigated
	0.0690
	(0.2535)
	0.0896
	(0.2858)
	0.0467
	(0.2110)
	0.0430**
	(0.0201)

	Acquisition method
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	Borrowed
	0.0155
	(0.1234)
	0.0235
	(0.1516)
	0.0067
	(0.0819)
	0.0168**
	(0.0073)

	Purchase
	0.0005
	(0.0231)
	0.0010
	(0.0320)
	0.0000
	0.0000
	0.0010
	(0.0010)

	Lease
	0.0016
	(0.0400)
	0.0014
	(0.0368)
	0.0019
	(0.0432)
	-0.0005
	(0.0023)

	Sharecropping
	0.0010
	(0.0321)
	0.0020
	(0.0444)
	0.0000
	0.0000
	0.0020
	(0.0014)

	Inheritance
	0.1208
	(0.3260)
	0.1105
	(0.3137)
	0.1321
	(0.3388)
	-0.0216
	(0.0217)

	Gift from HH head
	0.6112
	(0.4876)
	0.5935
	(0.4914)
	0.6305
	(0.4830)
	-0.0370
	(0.0322)

	Gift from others
	0.2250
	(0.4177)
	0.2362
	(0.4250)
	0.2129
	(0.4096)
	0.0233
	(0.0287)

	Public attribution
	0.0082
	(0.0904)
	0.0149
	(0.1211)
	0.0010
	(0.0324)
	0.0138***
	(0.0050)

	Other
	0.0160
	(0.1256)
	0.0171
	(0.1296)
	0.0149
	(0.1211)
	0.0022
	(0.0066)

	Land Tenure
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	No title
	0.9658
	(0.1818)
	0.9688
	(0.1739)
	0.9626
	(0.1899)
	0.0062
	(0.0145)

	Occupation permit
	0.0194
	(0.1379)
	0.0069
	(0.0828)
	0.0329
	(0.1785)
	-0.0260**
	(0.0113)

	Use permit
	0.0132
	(0.1142)
	0.0233
	(0.1510)
	0.0023
	(0.0476)
	0.0210**
	(0.0086)

	Lease
	0.0005
	(0.0227)
	0.0010
	(0.0314)
	0.0000
	0.0000
	0.0010
	(0.0010)

	Land title
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Urban permit to live
	0.0011
	(0.0330)
	0.0000
	0.0000
	0.0023
	(0.0476)
	-0.0023
	(0.0023)

	Males
	
	
	
	

	Characteristics of the parcels
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	Area (in hectares)
	2.1246
	(2.5166)
	2.1264
	(2.6996)
	2.1220
	(2.2370)
	0.0044
	(0.1364)

	Parcel located in the village
	0.9477
	(0.2227)
	0.9479
	(0.2223)
	0.9475
	(0.2232)
	0.0004
	(0.0117)

	Parcel located on plain
	0.7461
	(0.4353)
	0.7257
	(0.4463)
	0.7746
	(0.4180)
	-0.0489**
	(0.0226)

	Parcel located on valley
	0.1760
	(0.3809)
	0.1931
	(0.3948)
	0.1521
	(0.3593)
	0.0410**
	(0.0197)

	Parcel located on versant
	0.0779
	(0.2681)
	0.0812
	(0.2733)
	0.0733
	(0.2607)
	0.0080
	(0.0123)

	Parcel irrigated
	0.0779
	(0.2680)
	0.1005
	(0.3007)
	0.0463
	(0.2102)
	0.0542***
	(0.0156)

	Acquisition method
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	Borrowed
	0.0186
	(0.1353)
	0.0185
	(0.1348)
	0.0188
	(0.1359)
	-0.0003
	(0.0060)

	Purchase
	0.0036
	(0.0596)
	0.0048
	(0.0688)
	0.0019
	(0.0436)
	0.0029
	(0.0020)

	Lease
	0.0072
	(0.0848)
	0.0104
	(0.1016)
	0.0028
	(0.0526)
	0.0077*
	(0.0041)

	Sharecropping
	0.0068
	(0.0820)
	0.0050
	(0.0705)
	0.0092
	(0.0957)
	-0.0042
	(0.0033)

	Inheritance
	0.6352
	(0.4814)
	0.6146
	(0.4868)
	0.6638
	(0.4726)
	-0.0492
	(0.0336)

	Gift from HH head
	0.0406
	(0.1974)
	0.0353
	(0.1847)
	0.0480
	(0.2138)
	-0.0126
	(0.0121)

	Gift from others
	0.1932
	(0.3949)
	0.1812
	(0.3853)
	0.2100
	(0.4074)
	-0.0288
	(0.0271)

	Public attribution
	0.0576
	(0.2330)
	0.0952
	(0.2935)
	0.0051
	(0.0715)
	0.0900***
	(0.0165)

	Other
	0.0372
	(0.1893)
	0.0349
	(0.1837)
	0.0404
	(0.1969)
	-0.0054
	(0.0094)

	Land Tenure
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	No title
	0.9265
	(0.2610)
	0.8887
	(0.3145)
	0.9793
	(0.1426)
	-0.0905***
	(0.0185)

	Occupation permit
	0.0157
	(0.1241)
	0.0145
	(0.1196)
	0.0172
	(0.1302)
	-0.0027
	(0.0070)

	Use permit
	0.0544
	(0.2268)
	0.0920
	(0.2890)
	0.0019
	(0.0433)
	0.0901***
	(0.0161)

	Lease
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Land title
	0.0019
	(0.0432)
	0.0027
	(0.0522)
	0.0007
	(0.0258)
	0.0021
	(0.0014)

	Urban permit to live
	0.0016
	(0.0400)
	0.0021
	(0.0454)
	0.0010
	(0.0310)
	0.0011
	(0.0012)


Note: see notes to Table 3.
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3.5 [bookmark: _Toc417206600]Perceived Capacity of Action on the Parcel at Baseline

The perceived capacity of the individual to sell or transfer a parcel of land is closely tied to land tenure security. Undefined systems of tenures make land transactions more difficult because rights cannot be verified. To understand more about this aspect, respondents were asked whether they have the authorization to sell, rent or perform other specific actions on the parcel. The individuals could respond as follows:
Yes, can act without any authorization 
Yes, can act with some authorization 
No, the action cannot be performed

The results, presented in Table 13, indicate that the many respondents cannot perform some specific actions on their parcel. For example, 62.7% of the respondents cannot give land to others; 57.4% cannot lend parcels to others; 70.5% cannot rent to others; and 82.2% cannot sell to others.  As indicated in the table, there are statistically significant differences between treatment group members and comparison group members. For example, 57% of respondents in the treatment group cannot give parcels to others compared to 69.6% in the comparison group. A similar pattern (i.e., smaller proportion in the treatment group than comparison group who cannot perform the specific action) can be found also for the following:
Lend the parcel: 52.8% in treatment; 63.4% in comparison group, 
Rent the parcel: 65.9% in treatment; 76.6% in comparison) group, and
Sell the parcel: 78% in treatment; 87.5% in comparison group. 

An examination of the results by gender indicates that a much higher proportion of women than men cannot perform the specific actions, or, if they can, require permission. For example, almost 78% of women cannot give the parcel to others, compared to 55.4% of men. Between 75% and 84% of women cannot lend or rent the parcel to others compared to 59%-64% of men. This indicates that women’s access to land is generally subordinate to that of men since they can generally only access land or operate on their land with male approval. 

Differences between treatment and comparison groups can also be observed in the men and women sub-samples: in particular, the results indicate that for both men and women, a smaller proportion of respondents in the treatment group than comparison group cannot perform the specific action.
Finally, the last row of Table 13 shows that, for a large proportion of respondents (36.6%), there are some concerns about the possibility of loss in the future (35% of men vs. 39.8% of women).  This perception is similar between treatment and comparison group respondents.
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[bookmark: _Toc417206838]Table 13: Perceived Capacity of Action on the Parcel
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	All Respondents

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Give the parcel to others
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes, without authorization
	0.2374
	(0.4255)
	0.2791
	(0.4486)
	0.1839
	(0.3875)
	0.0952***
	(0.0217)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1350
	(0.3418)
	0.1464
	(0.3536)
	0.1204
	(0.3255)
	0.0260*
	(0.0149)

	no
	0.6276
	(0.4835)
	0.5745
	(0.4945)
	0.6957
	(0.4602)
	-0.1212***
	(0.0256)

	Give the parcel to your heirs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	        N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes, without authorization
	0.6327
	(0.4821)
	0.6502
	(0.4770)
	0.6102
	(0.4878)
	0.0401
	(0.0245)

	yes, with authorization
	0.2484
	(0.4321)
	0.2397
	(0.4270)
	0.2595
	(0.4384)
	-0.0197
	(0.0224)

	no
	0.1189
	(0.3237)
	0.1100
	(0.3130)
	0.1304
	(0.3368)
	-0.0203
	(0.0144)

	Lend the parcel to others
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	        N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes, without authorization
	0.2751
	(0.4466)
	0.3176
	(0.4656)
	0.2206
	(0.4147)
	0.0971***
	(0.0215)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1505
	(0.3576)
	0.1542
	(0.3612)
	0.1458
	(0.3530)
	0.0084
	(0.0164)

	no
	0.5744
	(0.4945)
	0.5282
	(0.4993)
	0.6336
	(0.4819)
	-0.1055***
	(0.0248)

	Rent the parcel to others
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	          N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes, without authorization
	0.1980
	(0.3985)
	0.2390
	(0.4265)
	0.1453
	(0.3525)
	0.0937***
	(0.0197)

	yes, with authorization
	0.0966
	(0.2954)
	0.1024
	(0.3032)
	0.0890
	(0.2848)
	0.0134
	(0.0136)

	no
	0.7055
	(0.4559)
	0.6586
	(0.4743)
	0.7657
	(0.4237)
	-0.1071***
	(0.0234)

	Sell the parcel to others
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	        N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes, without authorization
	0.1253
	(0.3310)
	0.1591
	(0.3658)
	0.0818
	(0.2742)
	0.0772***
	(0.0157)

	yes, with authorization
	0.0527
	(0.2235)
	0.0605
	(0.2385)
	0.0427
	(0.2022)
	0.0178*
	(0.0100)

	no
	0.8220
	(0.3825)
	0.7804
	(0.4140)
	0.8755
	(0.3302)
	-0.0951***
	(0.0194)

	Plant trees on  the parcel 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	        N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes, without authorization
	0.5483
	(0.4977)
	0.5648
	(0.4959)
	0.5270
	(0.4994)
	0.0378
	(0.0257)

	yes, with authorization
	0.2067
	(0.4050)
	0.2035
	(0.4027)
	0.2109
	(0.4080)
	-0.0074
	(0.0186)

	no
	0.2450
	(0.4301)
	0.2317
	(0.4220)
	0.2621
	(0.4399)
	-0.0304
	(0.0242)

	Bury a body on the parcel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	        N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes, without authorization
	0.2811
	(0.4496)
	0.3028
	(0.4596)
	0.2533
	(0.4350)
	0.0496**
	(0.0211)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1139
	(0.3177)
	0.1047
	(0.3062)
	0.1257
	(0.3316)
	-0.021
	(0.0149)

	no
	0.6050
	(0.4889)
	0.5925
	(0.4914)
	0.6211
	(0.4852)
	-0.0286
	(0.0257)

	Worried about losing the parcel 

	       N
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	yes
	0.3666
	(0.4819)
	0.3754
	(0.4843)
	0.3554
	(0.4787)
	0.0200
	(0.0262)

	Females
	
	
	
	

	Give the parcel to others
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes, without authorization
	0.0630
	(0.2430)
	0.0815
	(0.2738)
	0.0429
	(0.2027)
	0.0386**
	(0.0157)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1597
	(0.3665)
	0.2028
	(0.4023)
	0.1131
	(0.3169)
	0.0896***
	(0.0265)

	no
	0.7773
	(0.4162)
	0.7157
	(0.4513)
	0.8440
	(0.3631)
	-0.1282***
	(0.0318)

	Give the parcel to your heirs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes, without authorization
	0.4241
	(0.4943)
	0.4358
	(0.4961)
	0.4114
	(0.4924)
	0.0244
	(0.0391)

	yes, with authorization
	0.3907
	(0.4880)
	0.4016
	(0.4905)
	0.3789
	(0.4854)
	0.0227
	(0.0377)

	no
	0.1852
	(0.3886)
	0.1626
	(0.3692)
	0.2097
	(0.4073)
	-0.0471
	(0.0287)

	Lend the parcel to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes, without authorization
	0.0798
	(0.2711)
	0.0889
	(0.2847)
	0.0700
	(0.2553)
	0.0189
	(0.0174)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1743
	(0.3795)
	0.2062
	(0.4048)
	0.1398
	(0.3470)
	0.0664**
	(0.0258)

	no
	0.7459
	(0.4355)
	0.7049
	(0.4563)
	0.7902
	(0.4074)
	-0.0853***
	(0.0315)

	Rent the parcel to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	          N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes, without authorization
	0.0498
	(0.2176)
	0.0659
	(0.2482)
	0.0324
	(0.1770)
	0.0335**
	(0.0130)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1120
	(0.3155)
	0.1406
	(0.3477)
	0.0811
	(0.2731)
	0.0595***
	(0.0228)

	no
	0.8382
	(0.3684)
	0.7936
	(0.4050)
	0.8866
	(0.3173)
	-0.0930***
	(0.0281)

	Sell the parcel to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes, without authorization
	0.0289
	(0.1676)
	0.0430
	(0.2029)
	0.0137
	(0.1164)
	0.0292***
	(0.0106)

	yes, with authorization
	0.0524
	(0.2229)
	0.0741
	(0.2621)
	0.0288
	(0.1675)
	0.0453***
	(0.0170)

	no
	0.9187
	(0.2734)
	0.8829
	(0.3217)
	0.9574
	(0.2020)
	-0.0745***
	(0.0226)

	Plant trees on  the parcel 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	        N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes, without authorization
	0.2888
	(0.4533)
	0.3055
	(0.4608)
	0.2707
	(0.4446)
	0.0348
	(0.0324)

	yes, with authorization
	0.3224
	(0.4675)
	0.3178
	(0.4659)
	0.3273
	(0.4695)
	-0.0095
	(0.0351)

	no
	0.3888
	(0.4876)
	0.3767
	(0.4848)
	0.4020
	(0.4906)
	-0.0253
	(0.0404)

	Bury a body on the parcel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes, without authorization
	0.0725
	(0.2594)
	0.0767
	(0.2663)
	0.0680
	(0.2518)
	0.0087
	(0.0178)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1322
	(0.3388)
	0.1341
	(0.3410)
	0.1301
	(0.3366)
	0.0040
	(0.0245)

	no
	0.7953
	(0.4036)
	0.7892
	(0.4081)
	0.8019
	(0.3988)
	-0.0128
	(0.0337)

	Worried about losing the parcel 

	       N
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	yes
	0.3984
	(0.4897)
	0.4108
	(0.4922)
	0.3849
	(0.4868)
	0.0259
	(0.0354)

	Males
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Give the parcel to others
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes, without authorization
	0.3231
	(0.4677)
	0.3657
	(0.4817)
	0.2637
	(0.4408)
	0.1021***
	(0.0286)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1229
	(0.3284)
	0.1217
	(0.3270)
	0.1245
	(0.3303)
	-0.0028
	(0.0173)

	no
	0.5540
	(0.4971)
	0.5126
	(0.5000)
	0.6118
	(0.4875)
	-0.0992***
	(0.0317)

	Give the parcel to your heirs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes, without authorization
	0.7352
	(0.4413)
	0.7443
	(0.4363)
	0.7226
	(0.4479)
	0.0218
	(0.0261)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1784
	(0.3829)
	0.1687
	(0.3746)
	0.1919
	(0.3939)
	-0.0232
	(0.0240)

	no
	0.0864
	(0.2809)
	0.0870
	(0.2818)
	0.0855
	(0.2797)
	0.0015
	(0.0128)

	Lend the parcel to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes, without authorization
	0.3711
	(0.4832)
	0.4180
	(0.4933)
	0.3057
	(0.4609)
	0.1123***
	(0.0276)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1388
	(0.3458)
	0.1314
	(0.3379)
	0.1492
	(0.3564)
	-0.0178
	(0.0188)

	no
	0.4901
	(0.5000)
	0.4506
	(0.4977)
	0.5451
	(0.4981)
	-0.0945***
	(0.0296)

	Rent the parcel to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	          N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes, without authorization
	0.2708
	(0.4444)
	0.3149
	(0.4646)
	0.2092
	(0.4068)
	0.1057***
	(0.0262)

	yes, with authorization
	0.0890
	(0.2847)
	0.0857
	(0.2800)
	0.0935
	(0.2913)
	-0.0078
	(0.0151)

	no
	0.6403
	(0.4800)
	0.5994
	(0.4901)
	0.6973
	(0.4596)
	-0.0979***
	(0.0296)

	Sell the parcel to others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes, without authorization
	0.1726
	(0.3780)
	0.2100
	(0.4074)
	0.1204
	(0.3255)
	0.0897
	(0.0213)

	yes, with authorization
	0.0529
	(0.2238)
	0.0545
	(0.2271)
	0.0505
	(0.2190)
	0.0040
	(0.0119)

	no
	0.7745
	(0.4180)
	0.7354
	(0.4412)
	0.8291
	(0.3765)
	-0.0937
	(0.0251)

	Plant trees on  the parcel 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	        N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes, without authorization
	0.6758
	(0.4681)
	0.6785
	(0.4671)
	0.6719
	(0.4697)
	0.0066
	(0.0293)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1499
	(0.3570)
	0.1534
	(0.3604)
	0.1450
	(0.3523)
	0.0083
	(0.0191)

	no
	0.1743
	(0.3794)
	0.1681
	(0.3740)
	0.1830
	(0.3868)
	-0.0149
	(0.0247)

	Bury a body on the parcel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes, without authorization
	0.3837
	(0.4863)
	0.4020
	(0.4904)
	0.3580
	(0.4796)
	0.0440
	(0.0283)

	yes, with authorization
	0.1049
	(0.3064)
	0.0917
	(0.2887)
	0.1232
	(0.3288)
	-0.0315*
	(0.0173)

	no
	0.5115
	(0.4999)
	0.5062
	(0.5001)
	0.5188
	(0.4998)
	-0.0125
	(0.0319)

	Worried about losing the parcel 
	

	       N
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	yes
	0.3510
	(0.4774)
	0.3599
	(0.4801)
	0.3387
	(0.4734)
	0.0212
	(0.0303)


Note: see notes to Table 3.
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3.6 [bookmark: _Toc417206601]Investments and Conflicts on the Parcel at Baseline  

Table 14 describes the proportion of parcels that were never left fallow and the type of investments that were made on the parcel. Investments are an important outcome because as individuals feel more secure on their land they are more likely to invest. The results show that across all parcels, the most prevalent type of investment is represented by Bunds/Diguettes (21%), followed by planting of trees (18.4%). There are also statistically significant differences in the prevalence of different types of investments between treatment and comparison groups. For example, tree planting and drilling wells are more prevalent on parcels in the treatment group (20.2% and 6.4%, respectively) compared to parcels in the comparison group (16.1% and 4%, respectively). 

The data also show that men have higher propensity to invest in their parcels than women. For example, almost 24% of parcels exploited by men are planted with trees, vs. 8% of parcels exploited by women. For men, there are also statistically significant differences in the prevalence of different types of investments between treatment and comparison groups. For example, for men in the treatment group, tree planting is more prevalent (25.4%) compared to men in the comparison group (21.1%). 

While previous results described conflicts on land exploited in the past, Table 14 section presents results on conflicts for land currently exploited. The table indicates that 5.1% of parcels had some conflicts with the average number of conflicts (on parcels with at least one) approximately 1.3. There is no statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison groups. A cross tabulation of the data (not shown in the table) also indicates that the likelihood of experiencing a conflict also varies according to the way the parcel was acquired. For example, the percentage of parcels that experienced a conflicts is 3.5% for those obtained as a gift; 3.7% for parcels obtained via public attribution; 6% for parcels obtained through inheritance, and 9.8% for parcels borrowed/rented/bought or held under sharecropping arrangements. Also, larger parcels (more than one hectare in size) are more likely to experience land conflicts than smaller parcels (7% versus 3%, respectively).

It is also interesting to note that conflicts are more prevalent on parcels exploited by men than women: 6.4% of parcels exploited by men had some conflicts related compared to only 2.6% of parcels exploited by women. This could be related to the types of parcels held by men versus women. As described in Table 10, most parcels held by men are on average much larger in size than those held by women, and are usually obtained by inheritance rather than as gift from the household head. As the majority of conflicts are related to the type of parcel and are caused by property/user rights, inheritance and border matters (see Table 15), it is plausible to think that they are less likely to be experienced on smaller plots of land that have been transferred within the household simply as gift from the household head.
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[bookmark: _Toc417206839]Table 14: Investments and Conflict on the Parcel  
(Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	All Respondents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	When was parcel  left fallow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	more than 10 years ago
	0.0454
	(0.2083)
	0.0494
	(0.2168)
	0.0404
	(0.1968)
	0.009
	(0.0080)

	 5-10 years ago
	0.0629
	(0.2428)
	0.0607
	(0.2388)
	0.0657
	(0.2478)
	-0.005
	(0.0095)

	 less than 5 years
	0.1476
	(0.3547)
	0.1515
	(0.3586)
	0.1425
	(0.3496)
	0.0091
	(0.0136)

	never left fallow
	0.7441
	(0.4364)
	0.7383
	(0.4396)
	0.7515
	(0.4323)
	-0.0131
	(0.0198)

	Investment on the parcels
	
	
	
	

	        N 
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	Wells/Drill 
	0.0535
	(0.2250)
	0.0642
	(0.2451)
	0.0398
	(0.1954)
	0.0244**
	(0.0106)

	Construction of Building
	0.0957
	(0.2941)
	0.0827
	(0.2754)
	0.1123
	(0.3158)
	-0.0296**
	(0.0124)

	Planted trees 
	0.1844
	(0.3879)
	0.2022
	(0.4017)
	0.1615
	(0.3681)
	0.0407**
	(0.0163)

	Bunds/Diguette
	0.2098
	(0.4072)
	0.2195
	(0.4140)
	0.1974
	(0.3981)
	0.0221
	(0.0229)

	Other
	0.0123
	(0.1102)
	0.0123
	(0.1103)
	0.0123
	(0.1100)
	0.0001
	(0.0049)

	Conflicts on the parcel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	5680
	3220
	2460
	5680

	Ever had a conflict
	0.0514
	(0.2209)
	0.0555
	(0.2289)
	0.0462
	(0.2100)
	0.0093
	(0.0081)

	N 
	279
	166
	113
	279

	Nr of conflicts (if had one)
	1.3383
	(1.4612)
	1.3428
	(1.1711)
	1.3315
	(1.8261)
	0.0113
	(0.1992)

	Females
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	When was parcel  left fallow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	more than 10 years ago
	0.0264
	(0.1603)
	0.0235
	(0.1516)
	0.0295
	(0.1694)
	-0.0060
	(0.0089)

	 5-10 years ago
	0.0427
	(0.2022)
	0.0357
	(0.1857)
	0.0502
	(0.2185)
	-0.0145
	(0.0119)

	 less than 5 years
	0.1312
	(0.3377)
	0.1385
	(0.3456)
	0.1232
	(0.3289)
	0.0153
	(0.0196)

	never left fallow
	0.7997
	(0.4003)
	0.8022
	(0.3985)
	0.7970
	(0.4024)
	0.0052
	(0.0266)

	Investment on the parcels
	
	
	
	

	        N 
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	Wells/Drill 
	0.0268
	(0.1616)
	0.0330
	(0.1787)
	0.0202
	(0.1406)
	0.0128
	(0.0107)

	Construction of Building
	0.0274
	(0.1632)
	0.0276
	(0.1639)
	0.0271
	(0.1626)
	0.0004
	(0.0094)

	Planted trees 
	0.0793
	(0.2703)
	0.0841
	(0.2777)
	0.0741
	(0.2621)
	0.0100
	(0.0161)

	Bunds/Diguette
	0.1856
	(0.3889)
	0.1993
	(0.3997)
	0.1707
	(0.3765)
	0.0286
	(0.0290)

	Other
	0.0034
	(0.0579)
	0.0024
	(0.0486)
	0.0045
	(0.0666)
	-0.0021
	(0.0029)

	Conflicts on the parcel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N 
	1881
	998
	883
	1881

	Ever had a conflict
	0.0259
	(0.1590)
	0.0262
	(0.1597)
	0.0257
	(0.1582)
	0.0005
	(0.0083)

	N 
	49
	25
	24
	49

	Nr of conflicts (if had one)
	1.2569
	(0.8182)
	1.3279
	(0.9918)
	1.1784
	(0.5823)
	0.1495
	(0.2401)

	Males
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	When was parcel  left fallow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	more than 10 years ago
	0.0548
	(0.2276)
	0.0608
	(0.2390)
	0.0465
	(0.2106)
	0.0143
	(0.0099)

	 5-10 years ago
	0.0728
	(0.2599)
	0.0717
	(0.2580)
	0.0745
	(0.2626)
	-0.0028
	(0.0111)

	 less than 5 years
	0.1556
	(0.3625)
	0.1572
	(0.3641)
	0.1533
	(0.3604)
	0.0039
	(0.0162)

	never left fallow
	0.7167
	(0.4506)
	0.7103
	(0.4537)
	0.7257
	(0.4463)
	-0.0154
	(0.0231)

	Investment on the parcels
	
	
	
	

	        N 
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	Wells/Drill 
	0.0666
	(0.2493)
	0.0778
	(0.2680)
	0.0508
	(0.2197)
	0.0270**
	(0.0134)

	Construction of Building
	0.1292
	(0.3355)
	0.1068
	(0.3090)
	0.1605
	(0.3671)
	-0.0536***
	(0.0165)

	Planted trees 
	0.2361
	(0.4247)
	0.2540
	(0.4354)
	0.2110
	(0.4081)
	0.0430**
	(0.0207)

	Bunds/Diguette
	0.2217
	(0.4155)
	0.2283
	(0.4198)
	0.2125
	(0.4092)
	0.0158
	(0.0263)

	Other
	0.0167
	(0.1281)
	0.0167
	(0.1281)
	0.0167
	(0.1281)
	0.0000
	(0.0073)

	Conflicts on the parcel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N 
	3799
	2222
	1577
	3799

	Ever had a conflict
	0.0640
	(0.2447)
	0.0683
	(0.2524)
	0.0578
	(0.2335)
	0.0105
	(0.0106)

	N 
	230
	141
	89
	230

	Nr of conflicts (if had one)
	1.3546
	(1.5587)
	1.3453
	(1.2016)
	1.3699
	(2.0226)
	-0.0246
	(0.2440)


Note: see notes to Table 3
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Finally Table 15 describes in more detail the characteristics of the conflict experienced on the parcel.[footnoteRef:22]  For example, the results show that 57.1% of parcels had conflicts involving other villagers with no statistically significant difference between treatment and comparison groups.  [22:  The questionnaire asked about the 3 most important conflicts experienced on the parcel. Since the majority of parcels had only one conflict results are shown only for the first conflict reported.] 


Land conflicts in Burkina take many forms. For example, in many rural areas expansion of cultivations has been blocking traditional access to pastures, while at the same time more pastoralists have been trying to become more sedentary fueling competition among populations for limited land resources. The data show that damages caused by animals are the second most important cause of conflict (21.7%) after property/user rights (34.8%), followed by borders (19.4%) and inheritance matters (10.3%). 

As indicated in the table, there are statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison groups in the nature of the conflict.  For example, a greater proportion of parcels in the treatment communes had conflicts related to inheritance reasons (13.1%) compared to parcels in the comparison communes (5.8%).  Regarding the incidence of conflict resolution, the results indicate that there was a verdict about the conflict in 76.9% of disputes; approximately half of conflicts (52.8%) were resolved informally (à l'amiable). The fact that many conflicst are solved informally could also indicate the lack of appropriate institutions to address the conflict. An informal resolution does not necessarily mean that the individual is satisfied with it, or that the conflict did not influence his/her investment or production decisions.

Respondents were also asked about the total cost sustained for the conflict, and the results show that, on average, they spent 28000 FCFA (approximately $57) to solve the conflict. Overall the comparison between treatment and comparison groups shows that there are no statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison groups in the incidence and types of conflicts experienced by the individuals, except for a differences in their causes.

[bookmark: _Toc417206840]Table 15: Characteristics of the Conflict on the Parcel and Resolution (Proportions unless otherwise indicated)
	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	Protagonist of conflict
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	279
	166
	113
	279

	Villagers
	0.5707
	(0.4959)
	0.5584
	(0.4981)
	0.5898
	(0.4941)
	-0.0314
	(0.0675)

	Traditional authorities
	0.0550
	(0.2283)
	0.0443
	(0.2064)
	0.0714
	(0.2586)
	-0.0271
	(0.0360)

	State
	0.0232
	(0.1510)
	0.0322
	(0.1770)
	0.0095
	(0.0975)
	0.0226
	(0.0191)

	People outside the village
	0.1621
	(0.3692)
	0.1411
	(0.3492)
	0.1945
	(0.3975)
	-0.0534
	(0.0534)

	Previous villagers 
	0.0066
	(0.0810)
	0.0109
	(0.1040)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0109
	(0.0078)

	Brothers/sisters
	0.0329
	(0.1788)
	0.0334
	(0.1803)
	0.0322
	(0.1772)
	0.0013
	(0.0254)

	Family of dead husband
	0.0035
	(0.0591)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0089
	(0.0941)
	-0.0089
	(0.0088)

	Cause of Conflict
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	279
	166
	113
	279

	Inheritance
	0.1027
	(0.3041)
	0.1314
	(0.3389)
	0.0584
	(0.2356)
	0.0730**
	(0.0360)

	Property/use rights
	0.3484
	(0.4773)
	0.2743
	(0.4475)
	0.4626
	(0.5008)
	-0.1883**
	(0.0725)

	Investments related
	0.0111
	(0.1050)
	0.0183
	(0.1345)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0183*
	(0.0101)

	Damage caused by animals
	0.2170
	(0.4129)
	0.2100
	(0.4085)
	0.2278
	(0.4213)
	-0.0178
	(0.0654)

	Borders
	0.1938
	(0.3960)
	0.2276
	(0.4205)
	0.1418
	(0.3504)
	0.0858*
	(0.0503)

	Access to grazing land
	0.0179
	(0.1328)
	0.0237
	(0.1527)
	0.0089
	(0.0941)
	0.0149
	(0.0166)

	Administration
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0.0000
	(0.0000)
	0
	0.0000 

	Environmental regulations
	0.0156
	(0.1243)
	0.0109
	(0.1040)
	0.0230
	(0.1505)
	-0.0121
	(0.0183)

	Other causes
	0.0374
	(0.1901)
	0.0284
	(0.1667)
	0.0512
	(0.2214)
	-0.0228
	(0.0263)

	Cost of Conflict
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	279
	166
	113
	279

	Amount in FCFA
	28000
	(200000)
	34000
	(220000)
	20000
	(160000)
	13680
	(22458)

	Verdict about conflict
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	258
	149
	109
	258

	Verdict (yes)
	0.7688
	(0.4224)
	0.7795
	(0.4160)
	0.7533
	(0.4331)
	0.0262
	(0.0604)

	Resolution level
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	192
	114
	78
	192

	Informal (yes)
	0.5283
	(0.5005)
	0.5556
	(0.4991)
	0.4874
	(0.5031)
	0.0683
	(0.0798)



3.7 [bookmark: _Toc417206602]Agricultural Revenues at Baseline

As discussed in Section 2, data on the agricultural production amount by individual household member and by parcel obtained from the parcel level questionnaire are of poor quality.  As a result, we were not able to compute correct amount of agricultural productions. An inspection of the data showed that the kilos (or tons) equivalent for each type of unit were not realistic and appeared to be wrong, making it difficult to obtain reliable production data. For these reasons, data on agricultural production have not been analyzed further. 

Data on agricultural revenues are obtained from a separate questionnaire, where individuals were asked whether they have sold any quantity of the crop listed, and the amount of revenues obtained.[footnoteRef:23] Table 16 presents results for the main crops produced in Burkina: rice, cotton, corn, millet, niebe, peanuts, and sorghum (white and red). The table indicates the proportion of respondents (among those who produced the crop) who sold the crop during the 2009/2010 agricultural season, and the amount of revenues obtained from the sale. For example, results indicate that 18.2% of respondents who grew corn sold part or all of their corn production during the 2009/2010 agricultural season, with an average revenue of 67000 FCFA (approx. $135).  There are no statistically significant differences between treatment and comparison group.  The crop most commonly sold is cotton (94.3%), followed by rice (59.9%).  [23:  Revenues were asked for the 2009/2010 and 2008/2009 agricultural seasons. Descriptive statistics are reported only for the most recent season given the difficulties in recalling data over several past seasons and consequently poor data quality.] 


The results also indicate that for most crops there were no statistically significant differences between the treatment and control groups in the proportion selling the product or the average amount of revenues obtained.  There were, however, some statistically significant differences in rice and niebe.  However, since the information collected on revenues has large sample variances, the estimates presented are imprecise.
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[bookmark: _Toc417206841]Table 16: Agricultural Revenues

	Variables
	All Sample
	Treatment
	Comparison
	Difference (T-C)

	 
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	mean
	SD
	difference in means 
	SE

	CORN
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	744
	467
	277
	744

	Sold any (yes)
	0.1820
	(0.3861)
	0.1603
	(0.3673)
	0.2237
	(0.4175)
	-0.0634
	(0.0389)

	N 
	139
	74
	65
	139

	Amount of revenue (FCFA)
	67009.0
	(115873.1)
	64385.0
	(103671.2)
	70625.5
	(131655.7)
	-6240.5
	(21080.7)

	COTTON
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	232
	140
	92
	232

	Sold any (yes)
	0.9434
	(0.2316)
	0.9423
	(0.2341)
	0.9454
	(0.2285)
	-0.0031
	(0.0367)

	N 
	214
	131
	83
	214

	Amount of revenue (FCFA)
	260226.7
	(619178.6)
	337401.8
	(753897.8)
	125922.1
	(190115.3)
	211,479.6*
	(118665.6)

	MIL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	1520
	755
	765
	1520

	Sold any (yes)
	0.1597
	(0.3664)
	0.1500
	(0.3573)
	0.1688
	(0.3748)
	-0.0188
	(0.0234)

	N 
	244
	114
	130
	244

	Amount of revenue (FCFA)
	25116.8
	(44831.1)
	23069.5
	(34926.8)
	26843.7
	(51808.3)
	-3774.2
	(5868.7)

	NIEBE
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	1026
	486
	540
	1026

	Sold any (yes)
	0.4315
	(0.4955)
	0.3852
	(0.4871)
	0.4705
	(0.4996)
	-0.0853**
	(0.0411)

	N 
	444
	189
	255
	444

	Amount of revenue (FCFA)
	11797.6
	(15130.8)
	13225.5
	(15494.6)
	10814.7
	(14824.5)
	2410.8
	(1567.9)

	PEANUTS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	946
	485
	461
	946

	Sold any (yes)
	0.5212
	(0.4998)
	0.5470
	(0.4983)
	0.4935
	(0.5005)
	0.0536
	(0.0408)

	N 
	498
	265
	233
	498

	Amount of revenue (FCFA)
	20889.0
	(41141.4)
	19618.0
	(45187.9)
	22399.9
	(35782.0)
	-2781.9
	(3866.4)

	RICE
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	393
	289
	104
	393

	Sold any (yes)
	0.5992
	(0.4907)
	0.5708
	(0.4958)
	0.6821
	(0.4679)
	-0.1113*
	(0.0636)

	N 
	232
	162
	70
	232

	Amount of revenue (FCFA)
	94456.5
	(592560.6)
	123644.7
	(701676.7)
	23169.1
	(35834.8)
	100,475.6*
	(54202.7)

	SORGHUM 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N 
	2035
	1121
	914
	2035

	Sold any (yes)
	0.1840
	(0.3876)
	0.1908
	(0.3931)
	0.1758
	(0.3809)
	0.015
	(0.0231)

	N 
	379
	220
	159
	379

	Amount of revenue (FCFA)
	20268.6
	(32535.3)
	21241.8
	(34071.0)
	18993.6
	(30462.6)
	2248.2
	(3444.5)
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4. [bookmark: _Toc417206603]CONCLUSIONS

In this report we analyzed the baseline data for Phase 1 of the RLG project. We found that a large fraction of the sample feel concern about land-related issues that could threaten the security of their household or village. We also found that many individuals do not perceive that they have the freedom to make autonomous decisions that affect their land (e.g. rent or sell the parcel to others). Meanwhile, we found suggestive evidence that, at baseline, many individuals have confidence in the traditional land conflict resolution systems. The results by gender indicates that a much higher proportion of women than men feel that they cannot make autonomous decisions that affect their plot. This indicates that women’s access to land is generally subordinate to that of men since they can generally only access land or operate their land with male approval. Finally, the results indicate that most parcels are held without any formal land right. 

The RLG project may influence the following key short-term outcomes: (1) the perception of land security, (2) more secure land rights, and (3) easier land transactions. The baseline results demonstrate room for the intervention to have an impact on these outcomes. 

The baseline survey also allows us to assess the comparability of treatment and comparison groups. Based on available information, treatment and comparison communes were chosen to be similar along several dimensions. Overall, the results indicate that households in treatment and comparison groups are substantially similar on many background characteristics (such as demographics, characteristics of the house, etc.). However, some background differences remain (e.g., length of time the household lived in the village) and may be important in evaluating program impacts.  

Ideally, we would like to have the background and outcome variables to be as close as possible between treatment and comparison areas at baseline. A primary purpose of collecting the baseline data was to enable us to account for pre-existing differences between treatment and comparison groups when we estimate impacts of the RLG project. Although we observed some significant differences between treatment and comparison groups in a number of areas, our DID design should be able accommodate these baseline differences under the common trend assumption on outcome variables.

To assess program impacts, the next step should be to produce follow-up descriptive statistics of treatment and comparison groups using the initial follow-up data (collected early 2012). Our plan is to produce a report describing the follow-up data. We will combine the baseline and initial follow-up data in a comprehensive dataset and measure program impacts using DID methodology. 



IMPAQ International, LLC	Page 60	Burkina Faso RLG Phase I Baseline Report
5. [bookmark: _Toc417206604]REFERENCES
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