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FOREWORD -

| » bl PPN ;..‘I"'
1Thig, report ie aniassessment of Household chsh hcdhe 1o
I R R R A A s I L]
Mapritania!s. ruraliseasors: Ttssconélisibhe” ata draim Frbh dita’ pathered
[T ‘(:_f

in_)mgagggrgg qf :she sutyey:of:budgetatry; 'ééﬁéﬁﬁiﬁiﬁign}tnﬁfﬂiig and in-~

_come .patterns ,cgnducqed.'ﬁrom.:Novembar“1979 o’ 'Ndvémbé ‘§80. R é”sut"\c;éy

Hiy

was an integral part of the RAMS project.

bip = iNe SURNeY fonprised £aur: tripe:-edch “-Ih'é'f:'i‘ﬁg Ehide ﬁg’né-i'i"s";,ﬁ @11
focuaed on qhﬁj‘aedentany) rurahmectorﬂ'm ‘l'hh’ted &:’ﬁ{pi’efm’entary”sﬂ%eir'
was also conducted in the Adrar. Assaba; Thg&{\%“%ifd"ﬂo&h( “i“'éhargﬁxl e

regions, this time focused on the nomadic rural se~t+~-

G50 It.needsito be pointedfout-that StHis "sUrvey” was - condisted” j'ﬁé't'"é"
e p okt
few years.after, the great:drought whict ‘devastdted ‘atf '‘$untries ‘in“the

) b

Sahel zone., The.effects :of :this.drought colednde ‘to bd teTé 't ¥ \is 'dav.

......

knowledge of Mauritania's rural sector, a milieu where the dearth of sta-

tistjgg_], data.is. more the rule than the ekdept: dnil



CHAPY. I ~INTRODUCTION:

I-1, Aim of the Study:

‘ Eﬁe;aianf this survey report, an-integral: part of the RAMS pro-

el ..‘.:..'-ll.m ' 3 . o N o

ject&' ,is._;,‘@& bring together data.with a.view to making an’a‘ssESsﬁent of
income patterns 1n Mauxa;angg}sarurabuskc;oriffﬁus mak1ng 1ty sfﬁlé'”

et A

for _planping. admlnrstrators—to dlagndsevtﬁE'country g currént cond1t1on.

Data:on rural cash income vere obtained by conducting polling“sur-

veys based on random samples,nepessarlly’reatrrcted”because of t1me and

a0 ‘\-.\

resource limltat;ons, _Data.on nonrmuneuary THCOHE White' obtalned from a

('__,\,fu KR RERA Tt T

study, of houscho,l.dg.colnsmp,:ui;qm*pa-ttem‘s-f

" Cash “income was evaluated on the basis of prices obtained by the

Dyt

households on. local markegsuat the matenlallmrﬁefm Therefore, any compa-

é \ 'l ne

tlBQP of the results of thehMaurltan1an rural“sector‘fﬂcome ‘survey With
S ¢ ladi?
data from other -countries. ought,to’hexmade”ih fhll HWarendss of 'the fact

k R A
.LJ

that in Maur1tan1a, prlces are, h1gh and they fluctuate a great deal

from aeason to seagon..

Data on income dls;rybut;qn<are seill lsdant; Thls ‘Yeport will’
treat the structure and the drstr1butlon of income in the sedentary rural

sector in success1on, then: follow the same sequence with the nomadic

fsqctor. The ‘sample base being narrow, the preclslon of gurvey data ob-


http:t.oi-.he

viousyvaariesz%QCOrdiﬁg-fGifégiﬁﬁ aﬁﬁ"éihnié'grdﬁblﬁ Still}] ‘theése data

- makeit; possible to :weack a valid ‘adsessiene Gt - ‘the” macro-economic level,

1-2, ‘Méthodology:

The methodology emproyed tor analyzing Mauritania's rural séctbt"
income consisted mainly of the analysis of data generateﬂ by the Budgeta-
Ty, - Consumptlon, Nutrition and Income Survey of-thé”Sédentaf§7and nomhdic
ruraldgeceors condaéted- thrsughout 't %period ‘£id November 1879 to

November:1980«;

1.2.1. Survey Technique:

Surveys conducted in developing countries are difficult under-

Eﬁk}?gﬁyvengmﬁo Qﬁﬁ}p@&gﬁpry m@;hOdﬁhaﬁayﬁt;been,yorked outiforrtheir!
con?uct. The mg;kgp based on 901;1ng 8urveys held over:a:periodiof titre
was conszdered On account of seasonal fluctuatzons, it wasrplanned: to

make four trzps, each lasting three months, to the 64. households covered

by the gample, .

The Budgetary, Consumption, Nutrition and Revenue Survey~comp¥§sed

3 main sections:

~ A food conaumption:§u;vey using weighted units and incorporating

a survey of feediné habits, a market survey and a survey of infant nutritionm.



- ;:é})-,~;ginqgn;e~ qand qumuinu :ﬂﬁﬁi}eﬁf}
% AR sepsiony added:ruring sthe Four'th ¢ ip, Yad & sitvey .
focused on b“dgéfary,:éonsumption, income and production paf

terns in the nomadic sector.

1:2,2,,Methad;,,

£1) 7, Sample Selection o

The polling plan followed a populatmn strat1f1cat1on schema based -
on agro-ecolog1ca1 zones..(2) Nexc, a random selection was operated at a

level twice removed from t:he sample base.

(1) The: four: tFips” todk plack’in’Decembes 1979 March 1980, June-July 1980,
f-_'n«hr oL
‘ )0 ‘(‘ Prn AR A-.

and Oetobé® §980;" During xh fourthwt::ﬂnp, a supplementary sample of

,
‘rural nomads taE’ daded;

(2) See the RAMS basic documgnt, "The Majdr Agro-Ecological Zones of

‘Mauritania.



-In the first tound 32 villages were selected by the lottery for

pollxng,,out‘of @ sample of 2, 342 villapss rep1stered by the 1977

census,‘(3) ‘These .constituted the’ prrmary ‘units.. As a result of orga-

‘4 v P TR ‘,l r

165 fyye

'nzzabmongl, personnel and’ fiscal constralnts, the sample was reduced by

‘~\l

halﬁy 16 out of the or1gina1 32 vxllhges being- selected at th1s 901nt.-

agé'vm.hy dlot terx

Coas ,hlnhﬁhe second round, 66 househbldsNWerelselected for polllng,

[
.
.
.
[
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
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it AN ST I Pl -
agazneus;ng the lottery system of randGiu* ‘seledtion. These con£t1tuted~

the secondary units,

. . . . o . +
-Distribution of Prirdry and Secondary Units.

RN 5y T _" . ,-: .
'. ) EEESEY Y T AT 900 : :‘L'.‘{f., “ . 5 .
vAgrq:egqlog}cal ¢ Number of Vlllaées o Number of House-: Number of 3
C o - ’“7‘.!.'? . 'J . P 3
.. zone o Gkt CiSengeyg . holds o fersons :
ERE: . . * . L, e . :
’ RN . K . R L.
1 2 L 24 o 3200

2 : 2 : LI T
3 X 2 ; L 7
4 : 3 . 6 : 78 P
5 af 4 51‘ . 21 f © 94 f
Gl R . . ENTI e w . e 0
6 : 1 : 8- T i 82, :
TOTAL T I 64 Po799n
I PR ‘ 1 ' o e Cor .

Numbers of households and persons Var1ed slightly from tr1p to tr1p,
ranging between” 64 and 66 households and between 600 and 800" persoms.

(3). For_details see infofmation ‘on’methodology in Appendix |, pacge 2,


http:between.64

The 1ncome survey was based on the same sample, and the data were

drawn from read1ngs obta1néd dur1ng the 3rd and 4th RAMS Budgetary ity
Consumpt1on - Nutr1t10n*b' Inqome surveys and correlat1ons between 1noome
RS, dJ ‘ f"lf' o '-",: »’.l'
( Irs 1i i . .

and expendlture flgures fonaalfferent households. A checkzng s?ate%“;
K t Kt |" 3

ARk

ity I

establlshed tb‘hélp detedt errors and cross*check 1nformat1on. A balance
was used to ferret out anomalies such ag expenditure exceeding income, and
to seek relevant explanations(possibly a matter.of loans, remittances.

etec.).,

The‘sUrvey of rhe rural sedentary sectorvwas supplemented with 3
limited oeday~surueys:of a‘random sample of the nomadic population during
the 4th trip of:the Budgetary - ConSumption - Nutrition - Income Survey
in the follow1ng reglons. Adrar, Tagant, Hodh El° Charghl, Western Hodh,

e omen 4T

and Assaba.'

Size of Houséholdﬁa

The survey was conducted at the level of a homogenous unit, the

household A household,was deflned as follows : the basic fam11y un1t

[
1 ! - B4 A

compr1s1ng the husband the wife: (or w1ves in polygamous. households) an_

'the1r ch11dren.

e 1A

' We defined a further contept, “the budgetary Uhitﬂtﬂs ‘folbws: a.group


http:matter.of

or persons dependent ona head who has authority over the totallty of

1ncome and expend1ture 1n component households within the unit, -

In the 1nt¢tests of greater precision we added the concept of a
commensal, A comménsal is’ any person who partakes of the meals w1th11
a budgetary unit. For instance, guests and shepherds boarded by the
budgetary units fall within this category. Among the varxous factors

affecting income levels, the size and composition of households are the

most important factors.



Map_ 1

“"Villages Surveyed

Legend

} = Sedentary village surveyed

) = Nomadic camp surveyed
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AVERAGE SIZE OF BUDGETARY UNITS
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AVERAGE SIZE OF BUDGETARY UNITS ACCORDING TC ETHIIC GROUPS
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.AVERAGE SIZE OF BUDGETARY UNITS“ACCORDING~T0wREGIONS

| First Trip . .2nd . Trip iu.8rd-Trip - 4th ‘T#ip | Persoms

. -‘.-.;‘-b LN Y .'.iii T ' : e o . . ‘ ] per— Bu-

S B N TR ET! (o  FE L 1 IR l 'dgétary.

Budge~ | Popu~ '| Budge- ‘Popu~ | Budge- |Popu~ Budge~ | Popu~ | Accord-
tary | ‘lation |tary. | lation tary |lation | tary lation ing to
Unit . | Unit S Unit j - Unit Regions

Region

Hodh E1 Charghi ..f_/J' ‘

Assaba

Gorgol 348" | 28 27 | n

{1 Brakna

e e | st a7

Trarza 9| 8 | | 1

Tagant 26 2 | 40 15.5

Guidinakha 87 | 4 | 69| 19.8

Inchiri e 8 | 10.6

TOTAL

oL es | ot | s
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AF.the end of the four survey trips, it was tound that the avera-

Mgg budgétéfi‘uhit'ééﬁprlsed 1145 people.

For|nomads, the pample aurveyed comprlsed 34 budgetary unlts,

d.e. p_gclsely 33 Z of the rur@l populatlon samnle



AVERAGE ' SIZE' OF NOMADIC BUDGETARY UNITS

Hodh E1 Charghi.

Assaba ngahti

Adfhrw

“Total

1| s

34

;ﬁﬁmbét of Persons

.:s: .v'... 7‘1

AEEX RN

89

217

fPersbns per Bu-
dgetary Unit

7.2

‘5 " 7

. .8.6] "

6.4

o emes .

Among rural nomads the averace bud

people.’

AVERAGE SIZE OF BUDGETARY UNITS

getary unit comprised 6.4

Sedentary

Nomadic

Total

KaBﬁagetéry'Units

64

34

98

Persons

744

217

961

Unit -

"Pdrdons per Budgetary

1,5

I RIS

64|

10

S
LR

Inﬂtﬁ&v;qrqlﬁsectdf, the aVéragq,size of -Budgetary Units -

was 10 persons,

12
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2) - Survey Organization

Survey Trips: In order to gauge fluctuatxgﬁs dﬁnsumpt1on and -G

product1on patterns, four tr1ps were planned.

- the f1rst tr1p took place 1n November 1979

the second tr1p took place 1n March 1980 v

“the th*rd tr1p took place in July 1980 i

the fourth trip took place in. November 1980

1 '

‘Personnel Recruitment:

. . R U R T S rs T
The,tra;n;ngfppurse-andvthersurVeysewere"ied'by a team of RAMS
personnel comprising an economist, a nutrition expert and a statistician.

, ,.‘r.r 01,'}.
coe e s . C
‘, O )

Survey personnel were recruited from h1gh school students =70 had

%

graduated from junior high at least; as well as ENECOFA}pupilg,DEundawc

mental selection criteria were basic knowledge and linguistic shility.

Personnl Training:

In the f1rst nnstance, survey-personnel went through a theoretlcal

'

course 1ast1ng 15 days.,Thls was rounded :0ff with -practical field survey

R i
P L L

work‘ The survey per“onﬁel found the work 1n th1s last .phagse particular-

ly tough and difficult.



Before eaeh succeedlng survey trlp, a one' week refresher course

was organlzed to enable personnel to- recapltulate 1essons learned from

»;;. T
prev1ous tr1ps and to d1scuss :the new questlonnalres deallng w1th im-
_“ EERERY 1 ” .

come and productlon.

I

Improvement possibilities were also dlscussed.

3) - Questionnaires:

A complete set of quest1onna1res uged in ‘the four survey tr1ps p1us

the 1nstructlon manual used h
. gmiaennn’’

Sl

ayembeen appended to"the RAMS Statlstlcal
Methodology Manua1.4

- The Surve s.

Let us reca}l the

derratns

ﬁegtqqh&gkthe'overarr*survey comprised four

Siane
Survey personnel . Wworked.-6..days 1nféach of the I6 v111ages sur-

S T

the fourth

trips.

veyed. The survey cover1ng nomads was added on only durlng

trip,

On the whole, the surveys proceeded satlsfactorlly, but during the

period of actual work, a number of problems surfaced.

= The first survey trip failed to yieid the hoped-for results.
This failure was due partly to the inexperience of the Mauritanian sur-
vey personnel and partly to the difficulties attendant on the organi-

%

zation of a survey with a national coverage.

14
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Problems encountered 1n the course of the pllot survey. per318ted.

mir s Ty RIS . )..-..... X KRV

These had to do with checklng the statements made by heads of budgetary

T R R T

units for accuracy, d:fflcultles in gett1ng accu*atemgtatenentauregarding

1° ERSHERLENE HE B .

income and productlon, and the people’s distrust of our survey personnel:
the fear being that the survey could be some sort of tool of the

Internal Revenue Service.

In the course of succeedlng tr1ps, these prohlems were, worked aut,

,'-..~ PRI - [ I SO

mainly through w1nn1ng the trust of the people, as yet unaccuetomed”tq

this type of work.

One fact should pe noted: income levels are dependent on prices,

In Mauritania's rural sector, these pr1ces are hlgh on account of the

DY e it
shortage of transport fac111t1es, the hlgh cost of trans-shipment at
Nouakchott, etc. The pr1ces under cons1derat10n 1n thls .report are

l

actual de facto pr1ces, i.e., the market Prices paid by the budgetary

units,

15



CHAPTER 2" - SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1) ) Accordzng to the RAMS survey of budgetary, consumptlon and
income patterns, average cash 1nceme 1n the rural sector (1nc1us1ve of
both sendentary and nomadic unrts) is 12, 195 M per head per year by
1980 prices. Thls is equ1va1ent to ¢ 271 per head per year. Average
annual 1ncome ‘from the product1ve sector is 3 775 .UM (5103) per head

per year. Thus ‘the averane annualcash income coming from the productl—

ve rLral sector makes up only 31 Z of total income.

If a distinction is made between the sedentary and the nomast'
sectors in the riral areas, average annual cash income’in the sedentary
secfor is found to be 13,494 UM ($300) per head :petf year, while average
anndal cash income in the nomadic sector is 9,280 UM"($206) per head

nap year. )

Price levels are high in Mauritania's rural sector; therefore

international ccmparisons should only bedmade<withngreat-circumspection.

2) = For our sample, cash inconte structure 1n the rural sector

~is as foliows.

(4) U.5.A) =745 UM,

16
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INCOME STRUCTURE IN MAURITANIA'S RURAL SECTOR, 1980.

... SOURGE, .. ... .. :w3 | ¥°°. PEHCENTAGEGF TOTAL
e nay Wi nan "
Livestock Sales | 122 7

Wazes . 22 - o
R SR R I ‘ '
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SRR R KU SATEPRPRE TS B S M W

TR [N SRR R
1. e -
Troding Feofits , 16 |
. Pege T .

Agricultural Sales 5
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-.Thégcrg;ql-sé¢ton:incoﬁéﬁdtfucfufé7réf1éct§'Eﬁahgéé taking place
within that sector:
:2-=1) = There has been a drop in the saleable -surplus- produced by the traditional
”i 2-1) ~ There has been a drop in the saleable surplus produced by the
. 18 produced. by

ftréditidnal



farmiing surplus. Now these sectors account for only 29 7 of total in-

come. This:drop in the saleable surplus is a result of a production

5

drop in the various traditional productive sectors,

PERCEN‘I‘ACE., DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATIONAL'INCOME -

Sédenféry" Nomadic Sector = Total -
i ia,  Spetor B Lo

s SR 4925 . . .
Income from Production:)

- Farming R RNy

- Animal Husbandry ' ~531;- : :76 A 317

- F1s§1ng

J... i ;
- Hand1crafts -
Y )
Income from Serv1ce 6ccu—
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If we inplude handicraft occupatlons,,buslnesa in:the- productlve

aector accounts for only 31 .%.of, total .income in thé rural sector. “‘The
ST

petcentage is more erétkﬂbl%:Wh%Q Wwe. compare the sedentary and nomadic

sectors. In the sedentary sector, 23 Z of business comes from the

productive sector, wh11e among nomads thexpgadudtlve ‘dEctor: aecbnnts

- ety o wee

for 70 Z of total cash income. The sedentary populatlon is more de-

pendent on tertlary sector bu31ness and cash transfers,

_=2)..~-In- the- ‘rural- sector*tne tertiary occupatlons are over-
‘ J' 'll

crowded, and wage labor has become prevalent. ° Wagea and tfadlng pro-

fits now make up a large slice of total 1ncome, an indication that -,

o, Y
\. '\

rural occupatlons are shlftlng into the serv1ce areas, This shift

PR CRSRATLE
involves 44 % of total income in the sedentary sector and 11 Z in the

ary e
ad Ty

nomadic sector. On this point, a comparison w}%h5d5§aiffbﬁ“tﬁé'MiSQEsj

survey (5) is most interesting.

2-3) - Cagh transfers orlglnating from 1nter-reg10nal and inter-
nat10na1 migrations provide an important complement to rural cash 1n-
come. In contrast to what happens in other countries, transfers are
made from urban areas and foreign countries into the rural afeas.

Without this 1ncome from migrations, scme reglons would be unable to

keep up a suitable 1eve1 of consumption. For example, thewTra:za region

gets 58 7% of its resources in the form of transfers. The transfers

() J. Boutillier, m e.vallée. du SépAgal, -PUF;- Paris. 19620
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,,,,,, — 802
o) e oowt Wi
away from thé" rdfdl- Eegtor. If loans contracted by the budgetarywunlts

LET gfveantl

ag;.well as:famiFy’ ailowances are 1nc1uded, 1ncope from trensfers -amounts

y;' v

\.a-"',

0433 Z: of'the sedentary sector total and 19 Z of ‘the nomadic. sector A

‘total,

' The. way thle rural income basket is constltuted w1th }ts multrpll-
city of cash-incémie sources, is a reflect1on of the. peqsants shrewdness,

oL

their defensive reflexee, nd the1r rlsk-cuttrng calculatlons - functio-

i RGN T

nal, qual itis in"a 11v1ng env1ronment often ravaged by climatic hazards.

“risk-cutting" calculation in the income area 1nto aceount if they hope,
atr .

to draw .the rural” populat1an. part1c1pat10n. Development policies” -

should engeéndér sufficient income securlty 1n the rural sector to heln:

indireetly in ralslng product1v1ty in this sector,

+4) ~ There is & sizeable income gap between reglons and :between ‘the
sedentary -and-the- némadic,’ sectors. In the rual sedentary seotor, :averd-
ge cash income in the Tagant region (21,503 UM per head annually) is

about 4 times that in the Assaba region (5,404 UM per head annHElef:

- TH& "gap between the average cash 1neome of the sedentary popula-

tion (13,494 UM per head annually) and that of the nomads (9,280 UM per



per head annually) is 1.3, times,,, The cash.income.gap betweén sedentary

and nomadlc populat ions mlght be 2 reflection of the faet*that “the”
i

i ! ROivaRY W

. 1
adira voeob R

nomads have a spe01a1 llfQStyle'.3mh&¥~ptqduqq.a-gneat dealrof -what.
sAnLectE e T, RIptalrpe: s

they consume, and only sell L1vestock -to make.purchases .falling beyond"
el Nal

IRLSE AR i

he range of self-sufflcient consumption.

5) = The level of savings in: the. rural .sector:ds: low, v:Ceeh'!

sav1ngs are made 1mgoss1p1e by. family bonds; and.showy expenditure.’:

G PRESTY ERWRS AR
Al

Among our sedentarycgfpple.:phlyﬂggkz»pf,the”hudgetarybuninsthadhﬂ>

bought Jewelry s;nce the prev1ous,yqu.”,xhexexceptxon occurs atieng

- FEE TS LR AR T N

the romads in our sample: with them, savings in the form of livestock

amount to twice or three times thein.current .incomes:

Moveover, rqral Sectar sayings, espgeially nomadic savings,

Ay 1).[10 EREERRE

dependaefit as they are on 11vestockﬁrare vulnerable to climatic -

ni,, v Jotane i

hazards and changes in social production relationships: (6) Losses :
occasioned by the drought, the recession in the productive sectors, and

m1grat10n, all cqntrlbute to, _the 1mpoverlahment,of the ruaral 'sectors

ads gioun :'l SR

The sector in fact suffers a negative saving, i.e. indebtedness, whidh -

it RS TR Xwie RS RV VLN

accounts fot 4 % of total income.

(6) P, Bonté, Evolution des modes d'accumulation et trahsformatiog. ,

-

sociales en Mauritanie, RAMS, September, 1980. p.25.

21
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-6) - In the rural sedentary sector, income distribution patterns
are clearly gsymmetrical. The Lorenz curve shows that 70 ¥ of budgetary
units earn less  than 35 % of total cash income's while 35 % of them
get 63~z of total’ intome." (The'Lbdrenz cutve ‘makes it possible to

gauge income distribution).

The Gini coefficient (index of concentration)- for the sedentary

sectoris -dg £folléws s "
"Rim 0,46 .

~The fact that income i fiore  eVenly distripucted in the nomadic

. HEN
N ERE !'} [RO TN

i oo aahgie g gt e e BRETIR LT
sector is due to the nomadié”lifestyle; which stressas production for

auto-consumption and savings in the form of livestock. The Gini

coefficient for the nomadic sector is R : 0.4).

7) - Budgetary data show that if production for auto-consumption
is taken into considerationm, éVerage consumption levels are practically
the same for the sedentary population as for the nomads. As far as

savings go, nomads have an edge over the sedentary population.

8) - All the conditions described above show that Mauritania's
rural sector is in a period of acute crisis, economically speaking:

the traditioral productive sectors, namely animal husbandry, farming,

22
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fiahinghaedjthEAﬁtaftﬁbcduPatioﬁéll%bhﬁrfbhfé“fésﬁ"f&rf&thll¥ufafiincome
thanethey;qeed td;ithe»tural"eeetdf is‘%éndiné‘toﬁ&rﬁ’baéeﬁeﬁplg§ﬁ55f'
and dfiftinngntb the’tertiary?%eeforfih~§afcibdia}; cash transfers

have acquired great 1mportance as a supplement to’ rural 1ncome"inc6me
d1str1butlon 15 uneven, wlth wealth concentrated in- the hands f a

small number of people, etc.

The crlsls is a prOdUCtlun crlSls, and a crisis’ of ‘masg 1mpove-x
rishment. It affects quant1tat1ve aspects as we11 as the quality of
life. All these factors 1nd1cate thet the author1t1es mus't’ take dec1~v
sive action through.the definition and inclusion of measures advocated

withinithetontext of ‘the 4th Development *Plan, " Hiht Wolila by’ the way

to check :the';present deterioration and ‘to- remedy”1t.

ASSESSMENT OF CASH INCOME IN THE RURAL SECTOR

‘ihe assessment is aimed. at an exdmifiatioRd of incomé”in Mauritania's
rural sector; It goes hand in hand ‘with- dath’ on’' f06d consumption and

budgetary patterns.in the riral ‘Fector.

‘Tables 'and data-used in this stuuy come exciusively frem field
. (g e N S N Ty Lo
information gathered‘during the RAMS survey in the“one~year ‘period from

November 1979 to ‘Novembet 1980’
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-The following items will be ‘examined 'in succession:~

1) Sources and’ structural patterns of -income in the °

-sedentary rural sector accordlng to reg1ons.

2) Séﬁféésiﬁhd‘structural'patterhé'of"iﬁEOme'ameng'rﬁral

-nomads.

3);Rdrarﬁsecﬁofiinc6Mé?iﬁ“Méurftaﬁfé?”‘

iBOURCES :AND -STRUCTURAL PATTERNS-OF INCOMEIN "THE '
«~SEDENTARY, RURAL; SECTOR |

Mauritanian statistics (1) put the Gross rroauct at about
165,790 UM per head annually at current prlces. The modern sector has

4“tmt " i 1|' R EA S I JLL I

a Gross ‘Product per eep1ta of 116,510 UM annuaIIy, ﬁhlle for the

trad1t1ona1 sector ‘the f1gure is only 5 007 UM per head annually.

i Data: gathered' from the sutvey give a more curfent and mord
detailed-pictur# of' tonsitption and ' income’ patterns’ it éﬁe.Seﬁentary
fSeetor.f According to these’ data, ‘averagé”tash income'in'the seder-
;tary sector is 155 178 UM annually at 1980 prices. If the average

budgetary un1t compr1ses 11,5 persons, average cash income per head

However, 1ncome from the productlve sectors (agr1cu1ture, animal

husbandry, F13h1ng, handicrafts) only amounts to 3,106 UM per head
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annually, ife'.,ZS'foof the tdtfél. Income from the serv1ce occupations jg

e st R

5,889 UM-fer’ Head" amiually, i. e.,44 Z of the total. Income from remJ.t-

P T

tances is 4,499 M per head annually, i.e.,33 2 of the total, (See Table

4,page 38).

As far ag income structure is concerned, given that the economic
context is underdevelol;ed,.u iz to be expected that the" source ~of income
would be the sale of’ products produced in the primary sector (am.mal
husbandry, farmmg .ang,_fishing)., The queéstion ig: ¥hat{is. the real pic-

ture like?

- The flrst character13t1c 19 that 1ncome onglnates frOm a ‘milti-
——

dey SN o .
pI1c1ty of sources, with only one source .accounting for. mdresthan 26 2,
RN R

{See page 27 . The mult1p11c13_:y of. income soyrces ig: ah-indek oF

o lirumye on P .
the peasants’' shrewdnes#; their instinct for survival, and their wari-

ness of rlsk (rlsk calculatlon) To-come to terms With théir environ-

[P

s

ment, an env1romnent often ‘distutbed by the hazards ‘6f" uncertam rain

B aS 0-!
o

prec1p1_tat10n, and to reduce the. incidence of ri’sk’"'-’thbtg'h"'" 'diversif'iéa'-

1
Figures culled 'from thé 1978° Annual Report of the Central Rank nf

Mauritania.' “Aiithdt's own computatlons.



ﬁian,'the rural populatidhnhas~to“iesséﬁ"its'relianee on'any'singlé
source of 1ncome, to d1vers1fy its income sources and thus to acqu1re
a var1ed income portfol1o. Such a portfolio might include 1ncome from

walo, dieri, or irrigated soil farming, animal husbandry, wage employ-

ment, etc,

This fact indicates ‘that in order to gain the rural populat1on s

. part1c1pat10n in any agr1cu1tura1 development project, the planners
have to take the 'risk' factor into account and Levelop a snggma;icn
Farm Budget approach so as to minimize risks impinging ;n guréi'iﬁéoﬁes.
;Economlc motivation is a pétent lever for change but if the changes
envisaged are to arouse the rural populatlon 8 1nreres&r~there'has to
be.a- certainty’ of'tne1r being economically viable. 1In other words,

the r1sk.they 1nv01ve should be minimal..

Income structure in the sedentary, structure may be Summed up

as follows :


http:Population.ha

.:RURAL SEDENTARY. BECTOR INCOME STRUCTURE"

D

.. Soutce. - il tTea b "‘fé'gééﬁ'tég}éi":'f.,t&éff
Veges 26
- . e
Rethittahkes. 7
. Trade %" j 17
AnimdT RSB Andry e
. Farmirg {1 s 6
Pensictis' and’ Family Allowances ’ 1_-5'.
Fi’shiﬁ'g" : ' 2
Loans-%Negati&}é"'saﬁngai”"' .4' _‘
Handicrafts I 1
Miscellaneous '.8
TOTAL : 100

The picture we get from:these statistics is that income from

traditional occupations (farming, animal husbandry, . fishing, handicrafts)

accounts for only about 23 Z of total income. Moreover, we have to note

that here cash income does not include savings in kind, nor does it take

production for auto-consumption into account. The largest slice of cash
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inccme comec from wager (Zﬂ A o Lhe total), remittancess from migrants !
K B [3Y 3 Ko § VIR E M O QRS

abroad a1d thoee in other re 1op§ (17 z) pnd Lrade, (17 Z).. Thus, incohe"

Jatganus B 0 mE FHOME]

from the service.sectorﬂaqdlrem;ttanceq:qpcoup;ggfpruJ73£,ofrtdtaI'inbome}

The second characteristic is the 1mportant placeweg°3 OCC~PY.1H Lhe total .

RN S IR R F T YR TR i O e
RELE ‘ P B

income p1cture (26 7) Th1s reflects the 1nc1ea31ng .prevalence of wage

: , [ SR R 4'“

employment aud the udvance of the cash

question whcthet hi is ev1dence that the rural sector 18 getttng inte~-
grated into the cash economy, or evidence that a profounder transforma-

tion is going on in the rural sectos.

The third: chz? actenl T1C T8 the uneven geographlcal dlstrlbutlon
.*;r-j W 3 o S

of income. “he TaPahs, Gorgol aﬁd Inch1r1 repioqc lead Wlth annuahu

\

per capita’income’!Situres 67 21, 503 UM (478), 17 585 UM (391$) and
16,411 Ui resﬁect1ve1y. The' reg‘ono w1th th° lohest'annual pe; cap1ta
incomdfigures arc Agh aba, with 5,494 UM \'122), and Brakna, w1th "
5,509 UM (8125), The‘disparity between the Tagant reglon (478$) and

Asgaba (3122) is about four-fold. (See table 1, Page3! 5-

BN

The foyrth characteristicvis!the iflportant plaee‘OCCUpied'hy'the '

category of remlttantes and, gifts: (1777 BE the total). In some regions

lt‘. ; v .

Jd\ll

this category is of crucial importance, and overall, the fact is that

AR Yo S IR T (R R,
17 % of the rural sectorl!siretources ‘comé from outside that sector. (7)

JIENTY SEYRI S I B!

(7) See B.'Eonte, Ulgratlon Studv, RAMS 1980.



In our sample, 85 g of the budgetary units had receivad remlttances in

.one. .form ~ox: ‘another,: - such ‘ds’ €dsh remlttances from abroad, glfts,,etc.

ar

And:'9 7 of thig 85 7 were 1n rece1pt of rem1ttances from foregn counurles.

Only. 15 F of the‘entlre~samp1e had not recelved remittances or grfts.

Lasn .remittances’ from forelgn countrles accaunt . for about 2:7.
of total" 1ncome. But for some budgetary unltg such remrttannes.make
up 58 7 of 1ncome. Trarza is a case in polnt. . Broadly defined, ré=-.

“mittances ‘can maké up over 70 Z of total 1ncome in some regions.

(See-fableﬂ3,‘p§ge36 ).

The phenomenon of glfts or remlttances -in: kind is also. very

i

w1despreaa in the rural sector, In the traditional economy, remit-

tances 1n k1nd,or glfts, are an lntegral part of :the ‘concépt of 1ncome.-

Gifts are exchange transact1ons, g1ven in return for other'glfts'

1

already recelved They are thus an indirect form of income. The 81gn1~

ficant fact at the moment is the spread of cash.- remlttances as compared

\

to rem1ttances in k1nd

3\

Accordlng to Table 2, page-32 , the distribution’ of glfts is as

follows' “

M1grat10ns func:1on.as a.salutary relief mechanism in the rural

sector, and the recent drought accelerated the phenomenon.- The Trarza



region xomes in the lead, with 58 % of its 1ncome resources taking the

i '] -

~ form of remlttances and glfts. ‘Next come the’Tagant and Guidimakha re~
gions, with 32 #%. and 27 2 respectively of their raranrces coming in

this form.

Phere 13 a str1k1ng correlatlon between the poorest regions and
the 1eve1 of‘remittances. In the Gu1d1makha reglon, income from Soninke
mlgrat1ons (3) is hlgh and the phenomenon has alreaﬂy been studied else-
where. It is ko be noted that a large part of the remittances is not
sent_back to Maurltania.

The fact that emerges .o wuac some; reglons would find it impossi-~
b1e ro malnta1n a satlsfactory level of consumer expepdlture if they did
not receive income from mlgratlons. We may safely asaert that there is

a complementary relatlonshlp between the rural economy and the migrant

l -

H

economy, between the rural sector and the modern sector, w1th the

modern sector providing emergency relief to the rural sector. If we
N

deflne remlttances broadly S50 as to- 1nc1ude family allovances, they

come to 33 Z of total income,

(8 P, Eradley. The Guidimakha Region of Mauritania, War on Want, 1977,
Chapter 7.
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_ Table :1

" REGIONAL C

-

ASH TRANSFER PATTERN (in 1175

Do n
{......Source.

 Jodh E1 Gharbi]

1.
h

Assébaaéorgél'.éfakﬁa

ko -l

oy

sl T h
~-Trarza .

Tagant.. buidimakha
= i

H <
i -

Luchiri -

Total

!

e

T

1

’

~
~

Intérnal (inter- 37,600 16,000 ; 261,600: - %! 459,950 189,860 10,000 67 s000: 1,036,950
irégional remittandes <~ - - : L ¥ g - _ N Lhoe
¥ - 4y i r Ly . i . K “'
S ) i VY ST £
Intérnationsl Te s 3 - 52,004 19,2007 3,000 - 133,000 | el 207,200
remittarces: P T B — ; i
‘ . : _,;. . x : A K tf.i
;:oea; remi tEances 32,500 il 16,000 | 313,60 . 19,200.| 462,950 189,300 143,000 5735)00 1,244,150
, I N e N -1
Total income 85‘433 | 98,900 5416,119 326,446 882,530{ 666,600 | 763,230 | 1,391,656 9,931,413
Remittgnces! as a G oL o 6 Q) 62)1 (6 Z)- (52 2% | (28 %) (19 ) (52%) (13 2)
Z age Jf total T I S -
- §.income O N } R N *

SQURCE:

RAMS Survey, 1980
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Table_ 2

REGIONAL GIFT DISTRIBUTION PATTERN

3 =

Sotirce Hodh ki Gharbi': [Assaba- |Gokgol; [Braksa Trarza ",’I‘agént' Guidimakha.] Inchiri: |} Total
R :;: ..... T . : 7 S : " : .. - : )
T T o 3 S T m :

r

Gifts’ & 222,765 | 22000, 141,527 .42,?36 573240- P7,000: 62,000 -] 18,800; 351,268

dadfee
ST H

Gifts as a 2-age Lenl o dfenleon |- ol wHléen| e | an| ewn

of totdl ificome 3 ) s S =
- <t ~o ko ‘: . s '.) Y = . H o
o . T z, 5 A i i P ok
s, - N 03 3 M K = _3' - b = :
Gifts and remot~ - 3 P ; T

tances as & %~ o@ery | (8 Dl 2D [T o s G2wl @l 6| arw

.age of total ipncome! - S el & : Z
: s - 2 . . 3 15 o r = : ) . ) o

SOURCE: RAMS Survey, 1980
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The f1fth characterlstlc is the exremely dow level of savings.

Many obstacles, some flnanclal, some cutural, prevent people from accu~

mulatlng sav1ngs, partlcularly cash sav1ngs in the rural sector.

Savings accunulation is made: impossible by the generally low level
of income, the exiéenciés of fsmily sOli&arity, and the penchant for
prestiée spending. What 11tt1e sav1ngs do get accumulated take the form
of hoarded property. The tradlt!.on of. weslth accumulatmn in livestock
form contlnues in rural soclety bevause the posse391on‘of livestock 'is ‘a
sign of prosperlty and prestlge, and. enhances soelal*esteem. (2) Jewels

Serve as a nest egg; many housaholds were obllge& to sell theirs during

the drought-- a form of negatlve savings, It is noteworthy that only

crmmeie .
G 1

28 7 of the samplé polled hsd Bought jewels since last year, There is

thus a substantlal property transfer between the dlfferent nnn1a1 groups.

Is this avsymptom of the' xural sector 8 impoverishment and 8 tendenicy
to migrate to the urban areas because the rural population no longer has
the resources necessary to its surv1va1 in the countryside ? At any rate

that is the sltuat}on of many budgetary-units in the rural sector.

Among the rural farmers, the habit of lsiing up reserve supplies

of cereal is well established, but the uncertain rainfall patterns hag

(9) Séz the RAMS.Sociologlcal studles, £8p%ﬁiéLh#$%k?4kEﬂBﬁand
' . !

The Future of Pastoralism.
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driven the farmérs into‘buying a great deal of théir food on the

market. The ‘exceptions here are the Soninke..

There still is a tendency to save in those families still in a
position fo geét interested in 'external symbols of prosperity such .as
radios and robes. But the recent drought acceleratéd the- trend towards
forms of savings less vulnerable to climatic hazards than livestock.
Moreover, livestock has depreciated in value because livestock prices

have dropped in relation to prices of manufactured goods.

The generally low level of income, the mind-set of the population,
the lack of a savings repository system, and the fact that the population
is spread out over a vast territory are all factors discouraging cash

savings.

The sixth characteristic is the low percentage of income origi-

nating from the traditional productive sectors (animal husbandary,

farming, fishing), These sectors account for only 23 % of total income
in the rural sedentary milieu. Animal husbandry accounts for 14 Zs

farming 6 7, fishing 2 Z and the handicraft occupations 1 Z.

This low percentage means that production has dropped, causing
a corresponding drop in the saleable surplus. On the other hand, we

must note the importance of wages and family allowances (30 %), trade
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(18 %) and remittances to.the rural .sector (17 .Z).in the total income

picture of tne rurai sedentary sector.

Does this indicate a tendency toward the exlipse of the producti-
ve rural sectors and a shift into. the tertiary sector as a result of.
ey b T TR - !

the encroachment of the cash nexus .into the rural sector ?



TABLE 3

T
SEDENTARY ANNUAL INC

OME STRUCTURE ACCORDING TO REGIONS (UM)

34-37

Products sold REGIONS 1 T
]
Hodh gl Assaba | Gorgol Brakna rarza Tagant {Guidimakha Inchiri ! Total
Gharbi | J
Sale of Agriculture :
products 94,650 60,000 23,915 17,090 60,750 - 80,200 253,700 590,305
- &y - -+ (25%3) + (613) 1 - (572) 4 (72) r -€14%) (18%) - (6%)-
Sale cf Animal hus- 92,050 1,900 {415,120 14,000 24,300 449,800 449,800 15,630 334,00)
bandry products
> -~ A7) (24%) (27%) (8%) (47) (37) (677) (27) (242) (142)
bSale of Fishery
Prcducts - - 150,000 108.050 - - - - 258,000
? - (37%) - (27)
Sales of Handicrafts - - - 4,800 20,000 - 66,000 - 90,000
(%) (17z) (27) (97%) 1
Trade Benefits 27,000 19,000 {1,507,300 101,720 27,000 - - 76,320 }1,758,340
_(7) (77%) (192) {287%) (31%) (37%) (57) (1772)
Wages 800 - {1,858,886 - 127,500 - 195,000 | 293,836 |2,576,022
(%) (342) (142) (25%) (287) (262)
Loans (3) 12,200 - 40,565 - 62,560 - 188,900 80,000 384,255
A £33 (17) (77) (247) (6 2) | 4%)
{ Family Allowances | 3p,500 - 245,800 18,000 | 31,000 - - 168,600 4993330
# and -Pensions (%) (0%) (57) (67) (47) (127) (57
= 244,150
T: znsfers 32,6C0 16,000 313,600 19,200 462,950 189,800 143,000 67,000 i1, ,
s (82) asz)| (62, (67) |( 520 | (287) | (19%) (52) 1 _(13%)
1 Gifts 229,765 2,000 { 11,527 i 42,936 57,240 27z000 62é000 18,800 | 351,268
: (%) (27) 23 Z) i gzoz) (§7) (%7) (82) azy 42
Miscellaneous 60,368 - 749,405 ! oo 9,000 - ' 12,500 - i 831,978
(162) (147) (1I7) i (2%2) (87%) |
TOTAL 585,933 98,900 5,416,118 326,446 882,530 666,600 763,230 1,391,656 9,931,413

9¢




Map 2

Annual Sedentary Sector Income Structure by Region

1980)
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fce ZH 27 %
Lk % Services ’ ‘ . 1960,
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Average monetary income in the sedentary sec .r



Table 4
ANNUAL PER CARTA INCOME STRUCTURE IN THE RURAL SECTOR ACCORDING TO REGIONSl

[Bodh EL Gharbl | Assaba Gorgol Brakna - Trarza Tagant Guidimakha)] Inchiri ‘Total -
Total /7 585,933 98,900 5,416,118 326,446 882,530 666,600 '763,2_30 =l’,39l;656‘ 9,93»1,»413'
Budgetary Units . L ;] _. , -1 R KR .
per Region 6 : 6 28 6 A 8. o2 L 4 8 64

..nr"“.

K . .- -

Average Income per Bud-.

getary Unit per Region “[97,656 | 49,450 193,433 | 54,408 - 130 aie | 333,300 | ' 190,808 173,957 | 155,178
gersons per Budsetary . 10 y ‘g - 11 :_ - 9,7 4 ._-f” ',i' 15.5 i9.8 e 10.6 11.5
nit . . ’ ) Lo 1 = - Lo e Coa O B .
et ger Coplra o= | g 766 - 5,49 |.. 97,585 | 5,609 | 10,028 | 21,503 9,637 | - 16,411 13,494

; - = R g 1 -t 4 ’ L.

Annual Per Capita Income ' : Lo ] ) 2. I I . : s 5

from Preductive Occupa- - i - : - v . . L.

tions (Farming, Animal |: 3,112 ~ 3,439 | 1,012 2,472 | 1,19 14,510 2,043 - €,922 3,106
Husbandry, Fishing & * . : ) ) .

Handicrafts) e R 4 - ]

Percentage> .(32.3) 62| . | wn [Tan]| @nl @ t {42 2) (23 2)

Service Occupation Income| 463 1,056 | - 10,929. | 1,748 | 1,756 - 2,462 5,544 5,889

Percentage2 1 6 (19 2) n| (| a1z - | eew (3% 2) 44 D

Income from Remittances | 6,191 " 1,000 4,743 1,389 "7,079 ] 6,99 |- 5,131 3,936 4,499

Percentage? 2 | asv Q| @252 | @y (Bl 63D 4 2) (33 )

Average Annual Per Capitd. - . . - ’

Income in US £3 . SR | 122 391 125 23 478 214 365 300

Source : RAMS Survey, 1980
1. Figurés rounded off. -
2, Percentage of total annual per capita income
3. U.S. 81 =450M

ac
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3.2, ¢ INCOME STRUCTORE ACCORDING To ETHNIC GROUPS

;With regard to income structure according to ethnic groups, we have.-
i total overview of the eituation in the rural sector in Table 5, page " 43
In our sample, the Toucouleu1 ethnlc group lcads with annual per capita

1ncomezflgvres of 20,345 M, wa;le Peulhs ccme last, with 8,120 UM.

ihco:e rom productzve occupat1on¢(farm1ng, an1ma1huFbandry, flshlng,

l
hand1crafts), the PeL ns come next w1th 36 _; The Wblofs- come last,

with 2 Z of taezr incomd aerzved frcurproduct1ve occupat1on3. (See Table

5, page '’

1) - tae ¥oows, the largest ethnic group, have a very varled

'iﬁébme structure. Their leading ircome category is animal husbandry,aac-
icséﬁt=£¢ for. 26 Z-of income; wages are tied in second place with romit-

eéances and ngts at - 20 7 facm1ng comes thizd with 12 Z, follwed by trading

P
'prof1ts at 11 Z. Tbe Moors axemmostly involved in an1ma1 husbandry, ea-
~pec1ally tne nomads. Tney also do some farmlng in the oasec.  The saleable
surplus from farmxng is not large, but all the same it accounts for 12 Z

t

of the Moors total lncome.

Their income structure is: quite well balanced, with 39 2 derived:

from the prodnctive'obcupationé; 31 7 from the service occupations. and



- 30%: of -their total cash income form remittances.: 40

-2). H;Thequugpqleurs also have a varied income structure. They
are sedentagy,@armers who do:a bit of -animal-husbandry on the side. “They
derive thedr. cashi:income mairly ‘from trade 57 %), wages (14 %), fishing
(12 2).-and remittances. (10-2). ' The Toucouleurs haVe'Ehe'highest annual '
per capita income, 20,345.UM. They also earn a considerable income from
fishing. 74 7 of Toucouleur income ‘comes from.the' service occupations,
while 13 Z comes from the productive occupations. Remittances also

account. for 13 Z.

3) - As for the Peﬁlhs, traditionally they are nomads; they them~
selves own some herds, but often they work as herdsmen for sedentary
people. Their leading source of income is animal husbandry, with 34 7
of total income. But the drought caused livestock losses among them,
and many Peulhs have become sedentary or turned into paid herdsmen working
for sedentary livestock owners. Thus, wage employment comes second, with
32 Z of total income. The service occupations account for 39 7 of total

income, while remittances bring in 25 7.

4) - Wolof farmers work mainly on rain-irrigated land. Since this
kind of farming is seasonal, the bulk of their income comes from wages,
i.e. 40 7 of total income, or 46 % if we include pensions and family -

allowances. Farm produce sales only account for 2 Z of total income.



If we def1ne cash transfers broadly, to include remittances, glfts, loans 41

and famlly allowances, income from transfers makes up ‘587 of the total..

5) - Among the Sonlnke who are mostly farmers, income from farming
makes’ up a mere 6 %.0f the total; wages account for 36 7 loans 24 Z and
handlcraffs 6 Z.. It 1s noteworthy . that it'is the Soninke who recelve the
hlghest total of remltances fr-.a abroad. ‘ Broadly deflned, remlttancgg

make up over 55 % of their total cash income; the service occupations

account for 44 Z, and productive occupations 23 Z.

The status of the traditional productiVe sectors in the total iR_

come picture is now clear enough: these productive sectors provide only
y et R ‘

a paltry proportion of total -cash income (1/4).



“Table 5

X i iy ; . I DU S
- ANNUAL' INCOME ‘DISTRIBUTION ° ACCORDING =’ TO‘: ETHNIC i GROUPS

~ ~ i N
- T T " : e~
.- Moors . | Toucouleurs ; Peulhs , Wolof Sonidke Total
: - I i : 2o
Total 3,498,749 : 2,170,851 1,161,222 15,991,091. 1,1¢9,500 :| 9,931,413
. ‘ i : ; ; ' i '
. ] [] i N
Number of Budgetary Units | 27 ; S Y S T T O 7 6. " 64
H . . M H ! : . . ) .. '_...
A L. v - e - - - o R c e : - . F . . B -
Average Income per Budgetary Unig . 129,58’3 - 197,350 ] 98?,325 .284,442° 1£5,917 155,178
S R PR R . L S .
N . G H BRI ) . o] .
Persons per Budgatary Unit ‘10 : N E T - :!1 14.5 17.  F 11.5
: s : R B ! o |
. : - § H . : K 1 - T >
Average per apita Income (UM) 12,958 T 720,345 "J 8,120 19,617 16,877 -13,4¢4
. j . ; ! BN Nl ; N i -
Annual per capita Produ::tive.Sector 5,076 . " :2,6:53.— h..- . é,817 1,477 : 1,676 ) 3,1C6
Income H : ) Co ! 1 _ A
. PR o . Ce e T
Percentage . (392 - (13:2)"74 - (36 2) L ¢ 4 (15 2) . (23 )
Annuel per capita Service Sector |, 3,929 . 14,963.. {i 3,158 7,921 3,956- ° 5,889
Income : SES N T ) - _ _
Percentage . GLY. '(]4.%2) 4 39 2) (40 2) & (44 2)
' i : Y : : : CL : .
e i T : 1t _ 3
Annual per capita Income from 3,886 2,729% {. Z,029 11,219" .5,403 4,459
Remi ttances. X MR D s f- ; .
o ! P : : ) s : i
Percentage sy (25 2) s8 ' (50 %) | 33 2
‘{Annual per. caﬁitaflncéme in s . ! 45;2 i : : 180 436 - T2 300
S s‘ - , | B H H . . R - . Ny
¥ = : : v

[



Table 6

| 43
ANNUAL INCOME STRUCTURE IN THE RURAL SECTGR ACCORDING. TO ETHNIC GROUPS
. : e ; —T = —
i::::;;:' g:z:ze : Moo;s AT--:Tmcq.ul_;eurs:.Peulh .y Wolof ;Soqu‘zke : Total :
Farming = * . 1427,7507] ' 20, 290 | 13,690 | 48,375 ! 80,200 : 590,305/
€ j,(xzz):(xz), an 2y 1n | (en !
Animal Husbandry .- - 1. | i922,850 b - ;"399;zzo“f“' TY 24,730 1, 346,800,
) | p s T Ty } f2m e
Fishing ' ] 28,000 ! v i L 258,000
* I ! ! ! T i
() ' 12 7 : . (23
. ! ! 1 L ! 1 !
— T 1 ] i 1 1 i
Handicrafts | 20,000 1 4,800.! | y I 66,000:. 3 90,800r
- ™ [ 2 1 T i
) ! 1 R 1 (8D 1 !
Trading profits | 381,500 11,294,520 | 78,000 b Tl 4320 ', 758,340,
@ I T S TR
Loans (Negatlve sav1ngs); 74,790 : 1,800 : 38,765 : : ?84,900 : 384,255;
: - . . T T
) TN REEN HEE R
Wages, ) 697,336 | 302,016 | 373,544 | 803,976 | 399,150' 2,576 ozzf_
@ L @n | wn | Grn ¢ oarn , 36D T (61D) |
Pensions ! ! ! ! ! T A
Family Allowances 235,700 | 68,800 ¢ 72,000 , 87,000 ¢ 36,000 , 4995500!
- . . ™ PR z Pt T
'(z) ! . ( 7 Z) ! ( 3‘ Z) ! ( 6' Z) ! ( 5 Z) ! ( 3 Z) 1 ( 5 Z) '
— - : - : 1 N
el | 542,350 | 101,200 | 75,600 | 372,000 | 153,000 11,244,150,
— - . e T T
(%) L G50 T 5o T (1m0 | aem | e a3 |
' < T
Gifts | 127,105 | 98,520 | 38,403 | 22,540, 64,700 | 351,268]
. R y - T
23} L 8D L s | (s 11y (6 | (4D
' 1
Miscellaneous : 69,368 : 20,905 : 72,000 : 657,200 : 12,500 : 831,973
’ . . 1
(2) (207 (0 (60| @op | (10 | (50
TOTAL ] ] 1 T ! ! —T
| 13,498,749 12,170,851 11,161,222 11,991,091 11,109,500 19,951, 413!
- !

SOURCE :

Rams Survey (3rd and 4th Trlps)
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3) - We can use a curve of the form shown in Diagram 2, page
to represent the cumulative income distribution pattern. These major

groups may be distinguished along this curve:

- the first group, covering 50 7% of the budgetary units in the
sample, has an average annual income of less than 100,000 UM per

budgetary unit;

- the second group, covering 20 Z of budgetary units in the sample
has an average annual income of less than 200,000 UM per budge-

tary unit ;

- the third group, covering 30 Z of the budgetary units in the
sample,has an average annual income higher than 200,000 UM per

budgetary unit.

Within this third group, 10 7 of th: budgetary units have an in-

come above 350,000 UM per budgetary unit annually.

4) - The Lorenz curve for the rural sedentary sector provides an

overall view of income distribution., (See Diagram-3, page 49).,

Reading the curve, we can -assert that 70 % of the sedentary

rural population in our sample possess about 35 % of total income, while



INCOME DISTRIBUTION.IN. THE SEDENTARY SECTOR

The distribution of budgetary un1t incomes ‘gives:a pxcture of
income inequalities and current sccial realxtleq The possession of

R . . ‘s
wealth is one 'of the key elements conducive to social stability.

The Lorenz curve (I) is a quick method for"gauging ipequalities
’ i 1
in the distributior. of wealth. The distribution pattern of sedentary

sector: income. makes it possible to bring out--the following characteristics:

_1).-,Income distribution is clearly asymmetrical: abouﬁ 60 7 of

i .
s

the budgetary unlts in the sample hsve an . average incone below 120,000 UM

each per annum, i. -;, 10, 435 UM per capita anvually, {2) aquivalent to

$230. (3) (See Table 7, page 43.)

2) = The maximal frequency occurs in the income bracket between
40,000 and 80,000 UM pev budgetary unit arnually, a slice of 27 2 of the
sample. (See Diagram 1, page 50). The distribution of income frequencies

by brackets falrbwa'fﬁe'follouing curve:

A
Percentage of 7”5\\ Income Distribution Curve
Budgetary K
Units ‘\\\
N\,
T

; st =%  Income Brackets

(1) See Appendix for the computation of the Lorenz Curve.
(Z) 1 Budgetary Unit = 15.5 persons.
(3) u.s. ¢ = 45 M.



The Lorenz Curve
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The Gini Concentration Index for the sedentary rural sector is:

R = 0.44

6) ~ Another complementary method used for measuring the degree of
inequality in income distribution between the poorest and the richest
brackets in developing countries is to compare coefficients expressing

the following ratio:

Income of the top 10 Z budgetaty units -
Income of the lowest 10 % budgetary units

Where there is absolute aquality, the coefficient is 1.

For the sedentary sector, we got a coefficient of 22.4.
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Graphic 3
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Jgablpﬂg7:

Distribution of BY according to Incoms Bradkets.

!

- e o—

!

698, 000

i Inteme Braokeeyw (UM) .N’ ‘of BU ‘Acclm -% | Ine¥me % of Zdcome
L ' . ! ! t 1
Teas than 10,000 ! 1 ! 1,56 ¢ 8,890 ! 0,09
110,000 - 20,000 ! 2 L,69 ! 38,180 ! o W7
120,000 - 30,000 ! 6 ' 14,06 ! 150,487 ! o ,99
130,000 - 40,000 ! 17 ™ 15,63 ! 38,800 ! 2,38
40,000 - 50,000 !t .3 1 20,31 !'122 315 ! 3,61
!'50,000 ~ 60,000 | A TR 26,56' ! 215,263 ! 5,78
60,000 - 70,000 o3, L 31,25 ! 198 720 ! 7,78
170,000 - 80,000 ! T 0 2,19t 523,106 ! 43,08
180,000 - 90,000 ! 3 ! 46,88 ! 246,425 1t 15,53
190,000 - 100,000 ! 2 ! 50,00 ! 185,288 ! 17,39
1100.000 - 120,000 b7 .t 60,94 1 777 053 . ! 25,22
110,000 - 11,0,000 L . : oy -
! 140,000 ~ 160,000 ! 2 ! 6L,06 ! 290 220 ! 28,14
160,000 - 180,000 ! 2 167,19 T334.960 31,51
180,000 - 200,000 ! 2 ! 70,31 ! 368,235 ! 5422
1200,000 ~ 220,000 ! 2 13,0 L1L.650 ! '§9 Lo
1220,000 - 240,000 ! 1 !" 175,00 ! 229,960 ! h1,71
124,0,000 - 260,000 r 2 ! 78,13 ! 196, 280 ! h6171
1260,000 - 280,000 ! - ' - ! !
280,000 ~ 300,000 ! 37 ' 82,81 ! 869.730 ! 55,u7
1300,000 ~ 320,000 ! 2 ! 85,9l ! 603,000 ! 61,54
320,000 ~ 340,000 ! 1 ! 87,50 ! 325,500 ! 6l,82
! 340,000 - 360,000 ! 2 t 90,63 ! 694,765 ! 71,81
!360,000 - 380,000 ! 2 ' 93,75 ! 7L5,100 ! 70,31
1380,000 - L00O,0N0 ! 1 ! 95,31 ! 380,500 ! 83,14
11,00,000 - 500,000 ! 3 ! 96,88 : LB#,970 ! &9» 00
500,000 - 600,000 ! 3 ' 98,LL ! 508,016 ! 93,05
' & 1+ 108,00 ! ! 108,00
! ! !
! ! !

SOURCE : RAMS -surveys (3vd and 4th trip)



CHAPTER IV - INCOME CASH BY NCMAD RURAL SECTOR

4.1 SURVEY OF THE NOMADIC SECTOR 50

According to 1977 census data, 36 %Z of the -total population are no-
mads (19 Of this nomgdic,pdrcion, 94 7 are engaged in animal husbandry
or‘agriculture. The4pércentage engaged in animal husbandry as its
main economic occupation is 84 Z.(lE&early, then, the nomads make up

an important segment of the rural population.

During the 4th trip of the=Budgetary-Consumption-Nutritiop.and
Income Survey, a cdﬁplementary survey was conducted in the Adrar, Tagant~
Assaba and Hodh regions. The purpose of this survey was to try and de-
limiF data on different types of nomadism, such as nomadism concentra~
ting on small livestock~- sheep and goats-- or on large livestock~-

cattle etc.
Topis examined were:
~ Income Sources and structure;

= Income distribution.

4.2, CASH INCOME SOURCES AND STRUCURE IN THE RURAL NOMADIC SECTOR

Surveys of the rural nomads showed that cash income per budgetary

unit was 59,394 UM annually at current prices, that is, about 38.5 Z

(lo)Demographic Projections, RAMS, p. 21,

(dl)Emplgyment Situation, RAMS. p. 62




"51

;of the average income of. budgetary un1ts in the rural ”dentary sector.
1. , LR
e U \ .
'B“t the average nomad1c budgetary unlt comprlsed 6 4 persons, thus no-

'madic per caplta 1ncome averaged 9 280 UM annually; that is, 65 Z of

IR o~

average per caplta intome ifi"the F¥ural sedentary sector,

Ircome from- nroductlve occupatlons (farmlng, an1ma1 huabandryb

handlcrafts) amounted to 6. 495 UM per caplta annuaily, i.e. 70 Z of

-u L

fotai cash 1ncome. Income from ‘the service occupatlons (trade, wage
employment) .amounted to |- 013 UM-per caplta d@nnilally, i.e, 11'% of

total anome. Transfers, deflned to 1nc1ude remlttances, g1fts, loana

LR
.,

S .
bee wma s weaa b ood

'famlly allo&ancea etc., amounted to 1,771 UM per cap1ta”annually, 1;e..

i19 7 of total 1ncome.

L]
N
4

rghese"“FYCYégyieldedfajnumber'of'dnta itemss ..o --.

-

l) - An1ma1 husbandry product sales are 1mportant, in ract. they

constLtuteuthe .leading’ scurcé of 1ncoma. Animul‘husbandry-brings in
60 Z of the nomads' total cash 1ncome. This income is derived almost
‘entlrely”from 11vestock sales. Among nomads, 11vestock have always’

'”been-the\prinéipa}'resourceﬁyleldlng cashuaaﬂwell'asfmeeting domestic

consumption needs.’

'2) - Income structure amomg the nomads differs somewhat from that

' zn the rural sedentary sector' it may be summarlzed as followu"



INCOME STRUCTURE IN.THE RURAL NOMADIC SECTOR.

' INCOME: SOURCE -

e

et
§
i

: ..»:... N I
- PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL

s s o

Productive Sector: "

s
ar

Agimal husbapdry:l. . .

r
Handicrafts . 7
Farming : LY SR
! ‘ .
Serviee Sector;v_ i P
Trade S
Wage Employment i 4
Transfers: B :”¢~ ;Li,w
Ve ' y
}  Remittances and ¢ifts 16 .
Loans _ 4
- - .
Total

Nomadic income shares this characteristic w1th rural sedentary

sector: income : it comes from a multiplicity of sources.
remains perennlally that of animal husbandry, account1ng for 60 7:of total

income. .Because of: this nomaap are éxposed to’ and more

The key-ﬂource

vulnerable to clima-

tic hazards. Among them, every climatic change has an 1mmedlate impact on



53
‘income,
2-1 - Animal’ Husband£y product come - in-the lead with 60:'% of total

income.

2-2 nemittances and gifts are tied in ‘second.place with:16 Z each.
In pastorallet societies ohe of tire uses of 11vestock ‘is to meet the’
community's food and cash needs. These’ days herds numbermg 200 head
are quite uncommon. The important role placed by transfersaiéfdne of
thé;§§d§tbme of the nomads’ 1mpover13hment. Nowédays,.theY«dépend-dn’

remittances and glfts from already sedentarxzed relatives in order to

meet their daily needs,-

Also, the transfers come mainly from within the country, they do
not’ come from abroad. Out of our sample of 34 budgetary units, only 2 -

R E

had; recelved remlttances from abroad.

.2~3 Trade and handiecrafts are tied in third place with 7 Z each
of total income. The handicraft occupations concentrate mainly on the

use of aﬁimal husbandry products, especially leather.

-4 Next come wage employment and loans, each accounting for 4 )4
\oftotal income. The incidence of wage employment within nomadic eoc1ety
slgnals an important change away from traditional pastoralist patterns.

Most of the wages are paid by now sedentarized owners to herdsmen who



have stayed behind in ‘the countryside to look after the livestock,
Here we are dealing with a phenomenon of the encroachment of the cash .

nexus;and the.advance of wage émployment, (i2)

Loans, accounting for 40 % of total income, are merely an exten-

H W L. -

sion .of mutual: aid: and. remxttancbs. ’They mostly ‘take the form ' ‘consu-

mer credit;advanced to"iiidividubls;

n”2-§-Inéomenfrom'farmingﬁééﬁebtihsfg it accounts for only 2 Z of

the totaln:~Some -momads. ddabble spofddlcally in farm work in thepalm

RN T A

groves. .Overall; nomadic 1ﬁﬁ61v€méﬁf'in‘f£fming is negligiﬁlé, and is

designed mainly to meet domestic consumption needs.,

3). - Evenwthoughfthehhdmé&s cash income is not very h1gh thezr
potential.income-or" savings in kind' is'% quite substant1al, amountlng to
more than twice tieir:total dash income. Thls is 80 becaﬁse the pr;ééil
ce of accumulating wealth in the form of livestock is still prevalent

in pastoralist society., As far as our sample goes, we may summarize

this potential income as ‘follows:

(12)Survey of the Animal Hdsbandry Sub-sectors, RAMS 1980, p. 38,
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- Hb@h-El'Charﬂd Assaba = Tégant'“ Adrar _;r Total
.‘}'. ,' ? - ‘. - I “ . ,..:_._-T.:, ) . ... K . : - "

, No. Value . .|'No.'| . Value | NoJ Value- ROs.Valué ~ | Total

ST SRTR A LR 31 S MR R . . Head

. i ‘ ERIETIE (S IV
Value of Cattle| =~ 11,082,400 ;. .|+ &=t | 41,000 =" 117123,40(

ot ) -f'_-' Ce . . g ‘uﬂ__il')i“'---'
L i . N SR B Gl T
Number 132 - 5 - i 137
1

Value of Sheeps trosl Ui il mosaad o ppttvaatl o o

TiaY

and Goats 1%

e e

e

259 500°

208,500 |

ey 7vgn0’0|0-ol

". R “. TUATR 4] EBAI1 (A

1,224,000

mrpamn RNeTs [T el A'r! b
Num.ber .' ’,3.? L @4:':: , ¢ teae ‘139' . }; - 50‘4“ ooy, e I PR .,'.:-840

Value of Camels’

255,000

165,000

1R K

.. |189,000 12,325, 000

He'

Number 17 g e “i26) e s

Total

1,596,900

kna,soo

909,000

4,672,400

+ estimated prlce of cattle
+ estimated prlce of sheep or goats:
+ estimated prlce of lambs or kids:
+ estimated price of camels:

8,200 UM per head. {Q1®)

1,500 UM
# 500 UM
15,000 uM

?(iS)S&rVeyiof;the‘Animal“Husbandry Sub-sector. RAMS 1980. ».38
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Thus, as far as our aample was concerned, total cash income at
current pr1ces amounted to 2,019,380 UM anqqally, L.e., 43 Z of potential

;1ncome which at average. natlonai prices ‘was 4,672,400 UM,

The value of livestock-was thus 2.3 timeg.that of ‘total cash e

IR FE} : P
. " 1 ..—a
—

lneomE'derlved from all nomidic’ occupatlons*- Th1s potentlal income is

YL b [ b a ‘ ‘

a form of sayxngs h1gh1y vulnerable to- c11mat1c factors. In additigg,.
.

.....

1t Ls subJect to devaluatlon because of the.deterloratlon in terms’of

trade between llvestdck and manufactured goods.

g)--=—~rTICOMEe dlatrlbutlon between the d1fferent Tegidns' depends.gn

thé kind of an1ma1 hushandry carrled on by the nomads.b In Adrar and the

Tagant, the nomads mostly rarse goats and camels, with: very few cattlé
Y : -

As .a. rule, herds are small; normally totalllng less than 100 head each* -

-"“‘ ——

Cash 1ncome ranges from 12, llO UH per head in the Hodh to 5, 280 UM per

head in Assaba. "(Sce Table.9, page §97.


http:depends.Av

TABLE 8

' NOMADIC ANNUAL INCOME .
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2-_-_STRUCTURE ACCORDING TO REGIONS

PRODUCT SOLD/
REGIONS | Hodh El1 Charghi. | Assaba Tagant: 4.Adrar [Total
Animal Husbandry 531,200 26,400 153,850 |515,900| 1,228,350
(%) (617) (100%) (282) (2072) (602)
Farm Product Sales - - - 45,850 45,850
() - - - (82) (2%)
Fish Sales - - - - -
Handicrafts 72,000 - 67,200 - 139,200
(%) (82) T. (122), (72),
Trading Profits - - 138,000 - 138,000
(%) - - (257) - (7%)
Wages - - 82,500 - 82,500
(Z) - - (157%) - (47)
Loans 60,000 - 15,000 - 75,000
(%) (7%) - (37) - (47)
Pensions and Family .
Allowances - = - - =
Remittances 94,000 - 31,550 7,000{ 132,550
(%) (11) - (67) (17) (7%)
Gifts 114,740 - 61,610 1,600 177,930
(%) (137) - Qa1 (97)
l
| _‘TOTAL 871,920 26,400  549,710| 571,350{2,019,380

RAMS SURVEY, 4th Trip.
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Nomadic Anuual income Structure by Repio
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TABIE 9

' ANNUAL PER CAPITA CASH INCOME OF RURAL NOMADS (IN UM)
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4.3 INCOMZ DISTRIBUTION IN THE NOMADIC SECTOR

The Lorenz curve enables us to evaluate irregularities in income
distribution. Income d1str1but10ﬁ 1n the nomadic. sector, fpatures the

follow1ng character1st1cs.

a0 1) -'Incéxn dis;ribﬁtion ‘among the nomads is more baiéﬁcéd than
An..the. rual aedentary sector. (See Graph 4, pager« )s 76 % ofvour-..

sample posspssed 51 7 of total income. .

2)'~ The maximal fréquency ‘éccirs in the income bracket between

40,000. and- 80 000 -UM per budgetary Lnlt per ‘annum,

Incors bgqqk@ﬁ_an&ters~£ollowuehe-foliowing"pﬁttérﬁ?:38727féxi,
R R A ALK ALY
betveen O and 40,000 UM; 38 % fall between 40,000 and 80,000 ¥M;:17:% -

fall betweenfBO,OﬂO:ahd_127LOQO'UﬁFBEr budgé%é}y unit per year.

Beyond the 12G,000 UM bracket, the percentage drops sharply”
(See?Tébie 10, page’r . ;ﬁd Graphs 5 and 6)., 3 Z.of budgetary units

in the sémplo-come within the 400 000 UM per budgetary unit’ per annum

income bracket.

It oust beon sted thatnosbudpetarranii-dn _theans m«_szp&@mdv

the 220,000 ™ annual income level., On the graph, income distribution


http:nomad.ic

frequencies arranged according to iﬁcome brackets form a half-bell
pattern with 38.2 % of budgetary units possessing an average annual in-

come of 40,000 UM coming nearest the handle.

3) - The Lorenz curve indicates that among rural nomads: 3-1 % of
the nomadic population has 51 Z of income. Only 3 Z of nomadic budgeta-

ry units get very high incomes, over 200,000 UM,

Thus, there is a substantial degree of equality in income distri-

bution among the rural nomads.

The reason for this may be that the greater part of nomadic
consumption needs is supplied domestically, and cash income simply covers
whagxis needed to purchase supplies falling outside this key auto-consump-
tion range. Thus, it is the pastoralist lifestyle itself which makes Zor a.
ﬁeasure of equality in cash incomes. Q4) However, this phenomenon does
not preclude the accumulation of potential revenue in the form of live-

stock, and it is the possession of livestock that accounts for the diffe-

rence between rich and poor nomadic budgetary units.

3~2 The Gini Index of Concentration makes it possible to gauge

the degree of inequality in income distribution. The smaller the index,

(14)See the RAMS sociological studies: The Moors, the Future of

Pastoralism and the Evolution of Modas of Accumulation.




Graghic 4

Percentage Income Distribution Among Nomadic

Budgetary Units
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Graghic 6

Lorenz Curve for the.Nomadic Rural Sector

~(Author's Calculations)
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Table_ 98 ___

_ (g ‘ of .gu—_xccardins---tof-m Braekets

- B i s s s e g——
t .

Z ., N .Ac . f. ! .. . . . o N !
|THcome Brackets UBM)  N® of By Aceww 8 o', Ideone :Accumy 7 Of TIncoms)

S IR, ST P R Fe SW 4 et 0 Pw avv S e Sew

x Y985 ‘thén 10,000 E 3 ; 8,8 E 16.8705 0,8 E
10,000 ~ 20,000 43y 16 ] 36,800 2,7 :
20,000 = 30,000 v b b ek | 1000 7,6 :
30,000 = 40,000 B TN | 95.100] 12,4 :
10,000 = SO0 b2 } 92,750} 16,9 !
50,000 - 60,000 T TN } 266,600] 30,2 :
60,000 - 70,000 f .3 : 67,6 : 192.950: 39.7 ;
70,000 ~ 80,000 b3 76,8 ; 216,415 50, :
80,000 = 50,000 : 3 f 85,3 ; 257.755: 63,2 ;

! 90,000 - 100,000 P11 88,2 ! 96,000! 67,9 !

; 100,000 = 120,000 Do P 99,9 | 102,100, 72,86 f

! 120,000 = 140,000 . P Poe - |

140,000 ~ 160,000 P ) B , 15h,008; 80,58 ,

} 160,000 ~ 180,000 P Y } 179000, 89, |

} 180,000 = 200,000 D - D - Do - !

! ! ! ! ! !

| 200,000 220,000 111100 | 212,0001 100 !

Source : RAMS, 1980,
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Lo

_the greater, the degree of equality  in”inbomel sritibing”

~ Bhmong the nomads, the Gini Index of{Q@pﬁeﬁtrgtion is

3-3 The ration of the

‘Incomé of the top 1V % budgetary units: " 9g g

e v

" Income of the. lowest:10° ¥ budgetary units

“This ratio- gives a reading of the diffeiéhhé bei@@éﬁjtb9 ¥iéhg§£f

.and the poorest;.
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CHA?TER V .~ CASH INCOME STRUCTURE IN THE RURAL SECTOR

V.l Income cash structure
We surveyed the sedentary rural sector and the nomadzic 1n succes-

slon. The income sutvey'ébhcluded” in’ bui "limited' sample For the entlre
Maurxtan1an rural sector yielded the following points:

TABLE 11
PER CAPITA INCOME IN THE RURAL SECTOR +

UWINCOME .:“L"i;?;fi" Sedentary Sector Nomad‘c See- Total
. . -.’!‘ e : ' tor
Total Income | 9,931,413 9 019,320 11,950,793
Incomr from Productive Occupa~ | ° !
tions: Farming, Animal Hus- 3 e e
bandry 2,285,905 ;1,413 400 3,699,305
‘ (232) L (7C7) (312)
, T 3
Income from Service Occupa- ' ! &n 4
tions: Trade, Wage Employ- 4,334,362 220,500 4,554,862
ment (447%) (i1%) (38%)
Income from Transfers: Loans 3,311,146 | 385,430 3,696,626
Remittances: Gifts (33%) (197 (312)
Number of Budgetary Units 64 34 ) 93
Persons per Budgetary Unit 11,5 9.4 e
Average Annual Cash Income S RN
per Budgetary Unit . 155;]785.; N I 5'v-9“ o 12159425
Average Annual Per Capita e R B e
Cash Inpcome . - 13,494 1 9,280 12,195
Proportion of Above from Pro- : u
ductive Occupations 3,106 , 6.495 3,775
Proportion of Above from 5,889 : 1,013 4,648
‘8ervice Occupations ‘
Proportion from Transfers 4,449 1,772 3,772
Average Annual Per Capita Income ' N '
in U.S5. ¢ (1) 300 204 271
Proportion from Productive _
Occupations 69 144 84
" " Service . a2 .
Occupations ‘131 . 22 103
Proportion from Transfers | - 100 40 80
SOURCE: RAMS Surveys, 1980, & 1980 Prices in UM. (1) U.5.8 = 45 ym,
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l) - Accord1ng'to Table" ll, page 58, annual per cap1ta cash income
-;.‘E',ﬁ\ \.

~;nwtha rlital’ sector is 12 195 UM equ1va1ent to S 271,

14 breaKdown:of thisg'total- f1gure ahows that 1ncome from the pro-

"»
. . ’”‘“' - «-~~» -

ductlve occupatlona (farmlng, an1ma1 husbandry, flshlng, hand1crafts)

I

......

13 only 33775 - per;: ‘head ‘per’ annum; ‘or 38 7 of the total, 1ncome from

H ,, ,;:,-

tranefera 18 3,772 per ‘head per annum, ‘or’ 3F Z of the total. It 1a to

A i
:J:;a

be noted that income from thé service occupatiens 13 eoen higher than
that from the productive oceupatlons. It should’ also be borne 1n|m1nd
that for our\limited sample, average annual per cap1ta 1ncome is calcu-
5 ted qccordlng to market prices, and sub31atence 1ncome'1ahenc1uded.

‘?r cea 1n thetural aector are hlgh' therefore any 1nternat10na1 compaw

ot

~3in0ns ahould be handled thh a preat degree B c1rcumspect1on.

2) - As far as. 1ncome atructurela concerned, income from sales
‘in the an1ma1 husbandry aector and that from wage employment come in
the lead .each making up-22 Z of total 1ncome.. Remlttances from mlgrants
1n other reglons and- abroad: (16 zZ) and tradlng proflta (16 7) come
second.:”Thlrdjcomea.lncome,from farm;ng;’W1th'5'Z‘Of total income.

(See Table 12; page:72 ),

- This income structure in the rural sector reveals the following

features' .

3~1  There is a multiplicity’of income sources,People in the riral


http:ccording.to

[N

sector mihimiz”“ risks’ attendant on cl1mat1c uncerta1nt1es by,engaglng in

<, [
v

aeveral occupat1ona' they comb1ne an1mal husbandry with farm1ng and employ-

o

ment in the service sector. Income from .thepe;oceupationg ig often aupple-
~mented w1th remxttancea or1g1nat1ng outside~the rural aector.’.

e

:“'“"f “3-2 fhe rural sector is gettlng 1ncreas1ng1y'monetarized and wage

employment is on _the r1se. . Hages ;- with 22 7 of total 1ncome, and trade

AT
Jl- ' .
vance of the cash nexus 1nto the rural.sector and that Bector s 1ntegration

'-.\I

and rem1ttances, w1th 16 % -each, . -are: 1ncome -80urces accelerat1ng the ad-

2 1
ThlB advance of the ‘cash nexus. andnthe r1se of wage employment have

.-..4\

\iA"

led to changes in the trad1t10nal mode: of productlon.' For 1nstance, l1ve-
)

stock herd1ng has become a full-t1me wage-earn1ng occupatlon.

.-
e

3-3 The proportlon of cash 1ncome derlved from the trad1t1onal
occupatlons (farmlné, an1ma1 husbandry, flahlng)’has fallen. Farm1né has
become a mere sldel1ne income supplement, br1ng1ng in only 5 % of total
income, wh1le animal husbandry continues to play an 1mportant role, w1th

22 7 of this income,

The drop in the proportlon of income derlved from the above occu-
L3
patlona reflects the drop 1n rural prodnct1on»andYthe~dw1ndlino af tha

saleable surplus,



\‘-4 Runnlng parallel to thlB drop, the trend is toward a shlft into
the tert:ary occupations in the rural sector. Wages (pa:d employment)
~and trad1ng profits are tanglble ev1dence of current changes in the rural

occupat1ons.

-3-5 The rural sector haaxgrownﬂdependent'dh'fEmittéﬁees." Regitf
taqces have become an integral part of’ rural cash 1n¢ome. 'We must nete
that 1n the tradltional economy, -transférs in kind fit in w1th the concep-
tion of 1ncome, since gxfts were items of reciprocal exchange. The slgnl-
f1cant fact that nowadays m1grant rem1ttances make up a h1gh percentage

of 1ncome.

,,l)ther conntr1eandevplopment'proceeds by vir ue of the contrlbu-‘
t1on and the surplus invested by. theﬂrural ‘Bector h'gﬁﬁustry, in
Maur1tan1a, on the other hand, the pattern is reversed: it is the modern
veeefowahich suppofts the rural sector by means of remittances. A very
:ierge part of the rural population would starve if they did not get re~-

mittances from migrants. So the migrant economy is turning out to be

complementary to the rural economy,

4) - According to Table 13, page 75, showing income distribution

by occupational sector among the sedentary and the nomadic rural popula-
tion, 70 Z of nomadic income comes from the productive occupations, 19 Z
from transfers and 11 % from the service occupations. For the sedentary

population, productive occupations account for just 23 Z of total §nreame

70



whilelincoméffIOh thefﬁéﬁ?iCé?OEGUPQtions‘andytransfe:s‘makefhp‘447%iazd~

33 Z of total income;{

Thus, the encroachment of’ the cash nexus, ‘the advance of wage
employment, -and the sh1ft into the tert1ary occupatlons in the rural
sectoR are more pronounced among the ‘sedentary population than among the
nomads. Sedentarization also creates greater needs, causing the sedenta-
ry rural population to become more dependent on remittances from migrant

earnings.

5) - All these data on income make it possible to delineate the’
current income pattern in the rural sector. And they all show that
Mauritania's rural sector is going through a period of érgfouﬁd change,

thorough-going mutation, and acute crisis.
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“RURAL SECTOR INCOME STRUCTURE IN MAURITANL

| Fishery Sales
' (%)

4
| I
i

5 ﬁandicraft Sales

(%)

Tradlng Proi1ts
¢!
Wages

)

B £ I I Tt A TR

Loans

™

R

g —

Pen51ons, Fam11y Allowances

: (%)
i Transfers
. 7)
! |
{u e . %
; Ciftp
(%)

Miscélléneous .
{ (2)

TOTAL

LR,

T gy .

g

i e ienacl ol PRI : Saiaie 4 b r Pl L TPER L S g uy T P AWM D e RV e —yreve
o . H B

R e s

Sedantary L.Nohadéx ' ioﬁél.
Populatlon | o o . |
590,305 45,850 636 155...
® | e (52)

1,346,800 '§ 1,228,350 | 2,575.150
(142) 602) " (222)
SRR NS S —
258,000 258,000 °
2 - - (2)

90,800 13 ,000 230,000
(1%) ) (7%) 2%)
S ol oimin 4 ,......,v,.......u-L...-_ ....... .._.__-1
(1758,340 {138,000 | 1,896,340 |
b o ao T
2,576,022 } 82,500 2,658 522 .
(26 L (42) (227)
384,255 75,000 456,255 |
(142) GD | 4.
|
499,500 b 499,500
(5%) bW
. | | R
1,244,150 132,550 { 1,376,700 "
(13) ) (122) |
% - .
. . . . .!~ - e .- “en
351,268 | 177,930 | 529,198

' (47) f (9%2) (4%)

831,973 - 831,973
(82) (72) i
9,931,413 | 2,019,380 11,950,793 }
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TABLE 13 -

“INGOME STRUCTURE ACCORDING' TO _SECTORS. .

Total

o Sedentary. . ,;f Nomads
L ye g POleuthn o
| 9,913,413. - 2,019,380 | +'11,950,793

. ', ~ 1'!' —

Productive Sector: et PRI 1 Qun,sgfﬁg.,“
- Farm Prdduct Sa1e= ;\ﬁ‘;' . $90,305° i 45,850 636,155
- Animal Husbandry Sales| 1,346,200 1,228,350 2,575,150
- Fishery Sales :258,000 - - 258 000
- Ha'xdlcraft Salea 90,800 139,200 230,000

Total 2,205,595 1,413,400 3,699.305 , }
% of Total Income'” (203 (7¢%) @y

P

I e .
' LTere
Sty
Service Scctor' 1 ) ——]r
- Trading Profits - 1,758,340, .- 138,000 1,896,340
- Wages 2,576,022 82,500 2,658,522
Total 4,334,362 220,500 4,554,862
Z of Total Iucome ) 440y (112) (38%)
S e -
: f —
f» Trausfer Sector:
- Loans 334,255 ° 75,000 456,255 %
8 Pensions and Family ,
Allowances 499,506 - 499,500
=~ Remittances 1,2654150 132,550 1,376,700
- Gifts 351,268 177,930 529,198
- Miscellanesous 831,973 - - ; 831,973
Total 3,311,146 385,480 . 3,696,626
% of Total Income (337) (19%) (31%2)

Source:
—_—

RAMS Survey, 1980.
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ANNUAL PER CAPITA INCOME IN THE

_Table 14

e v

SECTOR ACCORDING :TO REGIONS®

LR ST A EREE - § Overall
odhi].,(:haﬂ;i " Assaba Gorgol Braknz | Jrarza Fagant | Guidimakia Inchiri| Average
. e E A R 2 By . . a3 s - . :
Cash Income (I) 6,432 | 5,494} 17,585 5,600 .| 10,028 21,503 9,637 16,411 13,494
, o Biaie _ 3 z :
Auto-Consumptions (II)| 3,070 1,611 | 1,187 2,75 i . 4401 f 53,018 1,328 e 1,927
. ’ e R 5 - -
Total Income (I)+(II) 9,502 ‘7,108 18,772 8,361 214,429 | 25,421 10,965 17,114 15,421
= = - -t .:: .- . L
Expenditure! for Food ye ek Ny P *: ?—’ = 3 ' :
Nen-good Hems (IV) 10,411 ;12,948 4’_13,793 ip,l.g_s ©12,6367 | 49,912 17,499 l.‘,7‘38 : 13,78C
z S - |- ji- : ‘
. L= -_.3 . o =] B - AT v
Savings (+) (III)-(I¥) : + 4,979 :" o+ 1,793% }'5,509 ff__‘ . - +.3,376 |+ 1,641
: - ~ _.: - : :{' - .;- o o —
Negative Savings (— ~ 909 - 5,843 . -107 7| = o = - 6,53
¢ Current 5_980 prices in UM.
1980

! See the RAMS Study : Rural Sector Consumption Patterns,




76
5.2, BUDGETING -

On the basis of data from the’ Consumptlon and Ancome: Survey, we may

formulate the followlng equatxon°;

Cash Income + Auto-conaumpt1on = Conaumer expend1ture +: 8 vinga )
- {positive or negatlve) - X

-~ This equation makesit possible_togevaluate.the budgets of_budgeta-

ry units in the various regions:
' [

5.2.1," BUDGETING IN THE SEDENTARY SECTOR

For. the rural aedentary sample, budgetlng patterns may be surma~-

g,r1zed as follows. (See Table 14 page 75)

In the rural sector as a whole, there 15 a small surplus amounting -
to 1, 641 UM per year. However, we must point out that in our survey, .
expenses for 1nveatment in durable goods or durable property (houses,

-

maJor repalrs) were underestrmated Four regions produced savings, while

four others ran deficita.

The deficita'were small in two regions =- Hodh aud Brakna -- but
large in two regzons -- Assaba and Guldimakha. Three hypotheses may

account for these two speclal cases:


http:possible.to

. T there. may be negative saV1ngs at the level.of- the peoplé ‘them~
,‘ selves°‘

';- Income.and transfers in this region may be underestimated;

. é:che;e may be both negative savings and income plus transfer

underestimation.

" The moot'plaus1b1e hypothe91s is the third, combining both nega-

t1ve savings and underest1matlon of resources. }t is easier to gauge

[ 4ol

the population's ‘income 1eve1 from the consumption Aaspect than from the

pure‘;noome aspect, the reason belng that the whole population lives in

n

fear of the Internal Revenue Serv1re.



5.2,2BUDGETING IN THE "NOMADIG! SECTOR .

In our nomadlc sample, we, can. dlscern1

AL D0

geneity, except 1n the Ta

s Tens

may be summarlzed thqé:

agant region,  The ‘budastlnavpatﬁ* d' _-5.?. ,

PER CAPITA ANNUAL BUDGET IN THE "NOMADIC" SECTOR

PEtIR P

a greater degree of homo-

4mong nomads

LRI PR T2Y (ENEE TN R IR N -
| Hodh E1 Assaba | Adrar ‘Tagant | Overall
. it sp-Charghi - }.xo . B ] Average:
Cash Income. () 12,110 5,280 | 7,792 | "8,304] 9,280
Auto-consumption (II), | 22,643 2,555 | 3,705 | = 3,504{- 6,982
Total (I) + (II) 34,753 7,835 | 11,502 | 11,808| 18,262
Expenditure (1) Food i ,
and Non-food Items o v x o i
(1v) 27,265 | 8,002 | 8,757 | 15,708 13,748
Savings (+) (IID~(IV)} -~ R S
o le7,488 42,7450 | +2,514

Negative Savings (-)

1 -167

- =3,900]"

»Current 1980 Prices in UM

(15) See Rural Sector Consumption ?atterns,‘RAMS,'19803 E
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The emergent concluslon 1s that the nomadlc populatlon, -on account
;of 1ts abstemlous 11festy1e and the hlgh 1eve1 of auto-consumptlon 1t

B :‘I;;';- I ‘"’T‘ =
practlces, produced a net aaV1ng, except in the Tagant reglon.7

fhe nomado have few needs° for food a11 they take as a rule is
,one ma1n meal a day throughout'the season of transhumance, as for clo-
_thes, they acqu1re new ones on1y'tw1ce or thr1ce a year. So they only

eet the m1n1ma1 demands of the budgetary

{Rresort to 11vestock sa1esf B

’-unlt,,

As far as the Tagant sample is concerned, the income there was
“'d itely underestlmated. (16) If we concentrate solely on cash income,
\the 1eve1 of consumpt1on, 9,280 1M per caplta annually, is sllghtly
:giower’among the nomads than that of the sedentary population, which is
"13 494 iy per capita annually, "However, bearing in mind the fact that
~throughout the whole country the 1eve1 of auto-consumption is higher
;among nomads tP‘“ among the sednntary population, we may safely conclude
qthat nomadlc consumptlon 1evels (13 748 UM per capita annually), are
practlcally the same as those of the sedentary population (13,780 UM
per capita annually).

It must be admitted, in addition, that in the wake of the drought,

a process of natural selection has taken place, with those least fit

16) See Appendix for B{;s.evalnnTinn.
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for the nomadic.lifestyle dropping out and getting sedentirized or

emigrating.
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APPENDIX I _: METHODOLOGICAL OVERVIEW ‘81"

I) - Thls appendix is designed to provide 1nformat1on of the sampllng

plan followed the way calculat1ons were made on the basls of observggions
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The population of the villages was not updated nor were seasonal
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3-1 Sample representat1v1ty
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At the first level the draw involved . primary.units(villeges), drah'™"" "

b

and sorted according to a probability factor proportional to their size

within the relevant stratum,
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) At the second 1eve1 the draw 1nvolved secondaty un1ts (houaeholds),
drawn*without pr1or sort1ng. with the probabzlity factor,even.

This random selection is cons1dered representatlve becauae every
stat1st1ca1 unit has a known chance of becom1ng partdpf the;sample.

3-2 Village stratification

On the bas1s .of each village's agro-ecalogical features, determxned by
the geogtaphcal unit, the 2, 343 v111ages were divided into 5 agro-ecologzcal
zones (AEZ). This class1f1cat1on preceded the design of the polling plan

and was later modified. It was retained for two main reasons:.

1) - F1rst, though no numer1ca1 evaluation ' had beéen conducted, it
was apparent “that these agro-ecolog1ca1 ‘zones (ZAE) :showed sufficient internal "
homogeneity and enoughr d1fferences among them to make the stratification

exercise appreciably meaningful,
2) - Secondly, this d1v181on made zonal eat1mates possible, St111
the fact that only -a small number of vlllages were adcounted -for it eact zone

should not obscure the basic weakness of thesge estimates.

3-3 Primary unit selection

In each stratum a random selection - - cum - resortlng operat1on was:
conducted for primary units (PU), i. e. the‘v111ages. In the conduct of this
selection each village was assigned a probability proportional to its aize

within its particular stratum.

A systematic selection based on cumulative populations of the villages
made it possible to conduct a draw based on a probab111ty factor proport10na1
to size, This method -yelded unbiaged estlmates with min: gl variance as.

compared with estimates bLased on an'even probab111ty factor17/

17) Cochran, Sampling Techniques, 3rd editi°93<Wi19¥’ 1977 p. 295
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_33
" 3~4 Secondary unit selection
Withxn the primary unit (PU) indxv:dual households ‘constituted the

statistical unit strvayegd... In rhe polling plan this unit was called Lhe
secondary unit (SU). Secondary unit selectxon followed a sxmple methdd

generally involving a chance shrft in the primary’ unit., Since no household
could be drawm twice, this 'kind of selection is termed a selection without

'reeorting.

3~5 Primary and secondary unic sizes
To determine: the total number of PU's and”their'number:per AEZ, we

had to take organizational constraints such ag thlie number of vehlcles ava1ia—
b1e, the number of survey personnel, and geographlcal'dlatances into conside-~
_ratlon. "As far as SU's were concerned, in more than half of the v1llages
selected “two ‘Households, were, polled per v1llage. However, on-the-spot ’
deg131ons coupled with,the availabllzty of a‘“large number of survey personnel
made  it’ possible ‘to conduct more polls in some villages. The. f9110w1ng table
gives the number of villages and the number of househalds pol}ed ;n each
v1llagquoThe only households represented are those whmch y1e1ded useable
1n£ormat1on on income,

b .
= T
N

: ”}:“Number of viilages “: Number of - househol@a ’:
: ML I s TR L)
! ] I EEMETEE TIPS FA ST . !
! 1 ! 4 ] 10+5+6+2 PR % OF !
! ! ! ) !
A 2 I 2 1 2+ 2 " 4 "
'!iké 3. 1 3 ! 2+ 2+ 11 a 15 !
: . 4 : 5 ;2 +2+2+.2+2 = 10 :
! 5. 1 2 ! 248 w62 !
. R . 4 !
1 Total ! 16 ! 62 !
! - { ! !

18). Income of first trip,
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3-6 Po],l']_'pg rates
The number of heuseholds may be estzmated at 60,000, a figure obtained

by d1v1ding the total rural populatlon by the number of petsdﬁs ‘in ‘the average
budgetary unit. This means our f1na1 p0111ng rate came in the neighborhood

of 1 in 1,000. Variations between, 1nd1v1dual zones range from 1 in 400 -

(AEE Numbér 1) -to' 1 in 4,000, (AEZ Npmber 2) At ‘the level of the v1llages,
the" 1ghest ‘polling rate occyrrzd: ;in COJJIZLMAL, w&th 107 ‘while KAEDI had.

a rate lower than 17. As a result, in all the computatlons, factors rela-

ting to polling rates will not be taken into account. (See Section 5-2).

4) - ESTIMATORS -

e, " -
Seo g, S

'rlil'Tntroduction'

An estimator is a mathematlcal faceor whereby a partlcular characte-

RN

ristic of d"population may be: evaluated on the basls of ‘restilts obtaindd-
Frou’ eath’¢lement in the sample., The form taken by an estlmator depends

r4<,',-'. -, S TN

on theé spec1fic polling plan. -adopted. R R T LTS

foem

An estimator may-or may not be welghted. The value of the veighting
factor is a measure of the dlfference between‘the average “for all estimates
‘conducted an all the samples made possible by the polling plan and the
populatxon 8 charactenistlcs.” Cleerly then, it is adv1sab1e to use non-

welghted est1mators.

,4=2 Average estimators

. With regard to the polling plan delineated above, an average estima-
tor for the stratum h may be written thus;

vemae oy,

w(l
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(n

wheren = the.number of PU's in the stratum h..
" g, ‘= the size of thé&"iti PU '
ml = the number of SU's in the ith PU
zl = the probality the ith has of being'in“thé‘samplg
i

y.. = the ﬁoiling in the ith PU of the jth su -,
ij it

In our polting plan'a village's probabllféy‘foﬁéing~inhéﬁé~saéﬁié

was proportional to it size in the stratum. In other wofaa, '

Z.
. Hi/Mo » With this last expression (1) may be written thus:
n m.
Yei 1 e
n ;>> m
L .1 E i
i=] j=1
; . -
K n .‘\
’ i
) is=]
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At this pojnt the average estimator for a stratum may easily be

. PUBUPN o cwe e

calculated by f1gur1ng out the asefage of observatxons obta1ned in each

v1llage, then the average of all the averages obtained from all the :

villages in qhe"s;ratum. th"osn be proved that the estimator thus arri-

ved at is non-weighted.

.. %vs wuc wearaey v the strata, and thus for all the base popula=--

tion, the average estimator is expressed in the following form:- ...

This estimator is lightly weighted because of the hypothetica’
f -
operation involving a proportional relationship between population

size and the number of households. There would be no bias at all if
[ TTE ,-(. .!r..',. .

Nh was in fact equal to the number of households in the stratum, d1v1ded

by the total number of households in the base populatlon..

4 - 3 AVERAGE VARIANCE ESTIMATOR

Using the same notations as above, and using a selection probabili-

ty proportional to the size of the PU in question, it can be proved (19)

19)Cochran, op. cit., p. 308
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that the variance estimator for the. .tratum.h takes tha following forms

For the totality of the straté (since selection bithin‘gach stratum
took place independently) the variance estimator is‘fprmuléted thus t
e LS 2 A
VoY) = ‘ir~;. Nh \ (¥g (5)

As in the case of the average, this estimator is slightly weighted.

The computation of fhe_variance makes it possible to evaluate the degree.

of chﬂﬁéﬁnfiuctuation derived from.the polling plan, It also indidentally

Prevides an"index of the desree of error in the sample.

"5 = ACCURARY OF RESULTS
5 FACTORS

In this polling plan, the magnitude ‘of total varsuuce LI 8n estimate

. . "‘.‘-‘;A‘,‘
1s a function of two factors :

- first,. the stratification,of the.universe makds it possible to
lower the total variance tblthe extent that the variable in question is
correlated with the stratification variable. In a survey of budgetary
and consumption patterns, the numbor of variable factors under scrutiny
is high (this kind of survey is ofton referred to as an omnibus survey).,
As a result, the gain in Precision resulting from stratification varies.
As Cochran 20) has pointed out, howover, in genaral. the gain in preci-

sion obtained from peographical séra;ificntion is small. We should note

20) Cochran, op, cit., p. 102
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that the estab11shment of agro-ecolog1ca1 zunes ‘prior to the design of
the pblllng plan (an operation . for wh1ch estlmates were necessary)

imposed the strat1f1cat10n base adonted.

.= Secondly,-polling at’ ‘two levels of abstractlon, belng less

N 4
13- a3l

expensive than' slmple random polllng, is also less efficient for a
sample of the samé*éize, since it prnduces a bigger vériance. This is
due to the cluster effect : i.e. the tendency of elements presenting -
‘am11ar characterlst1cs to; cluster: tpgether in the same primary unit. In
add1tion, with. polling-at’ two*levels of abstractlon, total variance depends
“onthe respectlve s1zes af PU.;‘and SU's. In a situation where the num-
ber of PU's is small in comparison with that of SU's, we may expect the
sampling error derived from the first level of abstraction to have the
greater weight. From the foregoing, we may env1sage the computation of
the minimal valite of ‘the samﬁllng error, 1 e, the value obtainable from
simple random selection from the sixty odd secondary units polled, at

I

just omne level removed and wlthout stratlflcatlon.

5 - 2 MINIMAL MARGIN OF ERROR DUE ‘TO CHANCE

.The process by which a proportional estimate is arrived at is as
follows : Assuming P is the proportion of individual elements presenting

a spééific characteristic within a set of populations, the variance of

the estimator for P equals 91)

21) See DEROO and DUSSAIX, Pratique .et analyse dec enquétes par sondage
Iup, 1980. p.65,
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"Whefﬁﬂp 1s the unwe1ghted estimator for. P

N‘1s the s1ze of. the population, and

n‘1s the size of the sample.

In cases where the s1ze or .the population is much higher in rela-
q't1on to the sample sxze, as is the case in our survey, the variance is

~vthen expressed thus }

(50)%

V (P) = .
60

4.7

This yields a Vf" type d1fferent1a1 of 6.5 Z and a coefficient

of est1mste var1at1on amountlng tq :

CV (P=50%). s —l o a o.13:

Ve

Hypothesizifig-a Gauss* test with a 95 2 threshold, we may state
that the proportion P as estimated accordlng to results obta1ned from

the sample falls somewhere within the range from

50 - 1.96. V= 373’7 to 50+ 1.96 .V = 62.7 %
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A TYPICAL RESULT FROM OUR. SAMPLE

Taking ctue casn income or the b2 households as recorded during
the first trip as an example, dnd“dsing “the estimators formulated in
Section 4, we may estimate averdge income at '126 000 UM and put the

§tandard error for this cstimate aciAQ“OOO UM.

The following table synthesizes the resnlte nf.the calculations: ™

- 3 ;
Agro : . Nbr : Nbr

Bcol. ¢ MM T T 3y eaody

Zone | y(xI0) ™ Villages : Households |
I 0.16 ' 178 2.96 6 ?
2 0.30 191 i 1090 2. NV
T A [ A N S T 5
g ©o08 790 0.56: o wniigri TG U
5 Yo0.07 104 20.60 2 10 ’

Average revenue is equal to the average weighted by the Nh/N

. of the (¥) of average income in each stratum..As for the total. varighce
. LT o . Pk

j of the estimate of average revenue. it is figured by.means of the

average weighted by the Nh/N squared of the estimations of partial

variance (Vh) in the corresponding strata.

This table shows clearly that the largest contributions to total
varidnce derive in the first place from the small number of primary
units, This is particularly clear for zones 4 and 5, which have an
equal number of households and present a variance ranging from about

1 to 35 when the number of villages goes from 5 to 2,



9
Here we have a rather high standard error which could turn out
to vary considerably on account of the limited number of villages per
stratum. Nevertheless, this result y1e1ds a coeff1c1ent of. estimate

variation amountlng to 0.33, which is two and a half times higher. than,
the m1n1ma1 coefficient calculated above. Because of the asymetrical
pattern of income distribution and the small size of the primary unit

sample, it would be foolhardy to calculate a confidence interval for

average income.

A similar calculation done on household size (on the fourth
passage) gives resqlts vhose form is comparable to that which was ob-
served with revenues, The ave?ege size is estimated at 13.3 persons
per budgetary unit with an estimated differential error of. 1.43. These
results give a variatien coefficient of 0.11, Since the distribution
of household sizes is nearly Gaussien (which is easily verified on
a Gausso-arithmetica? function chart of accumulated members), it is
poesible to calculate a confidence interval. At the 95% confidence
level, the data of the sample permit one to state that the value of
the average size of the budgetary units of the population studies
‘lies between 10.4 and 16 persons. The chance error of this estimate

is thus around 22%,

It is interesting to compare this measurement of chance error with
that which is obtained by assuming that the sample of sizes was obtained .
by drawing from a single degree without previous stratification. The
average value of the size is thus equal to 11.3, or 157 less than the
estimation cited above. The standard error is then about .54, or two

and a half times less than that which is obtained from calculations on
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the survey base. The.,latter result is/¢logde "to' observations made of

the revenues.

‘ne precedrng dldcus51on of the value of standard er-

ot
.- .

ror and-Lhé varlatlongcoefflclent of estimate’ varlatlon establlshes

the value of the chancL error‘ the orec151on and re11ab111ty of the

)
results obtalned from.the~samn1e can thuq he. eqrqh11chnﬁ

THE USE,OF SIMPLIFIED ESTIMATIONS

Tk \lations rtlatlng to the estlmators in paragraph 4.ig
: 4

a CUmbersomt eratlon Furthermore, as ment1oned 1n the text, the
‘l 0 ‘

fact that the sample populatlon was not brought up-toudate and that

t

the seasonal fluctuatlon s of’ the populatlon of the v1lfages were rot
/

taken into account’ means that ‘the actual. size of the v111ages 1s un-,

1
I

certaln..Thus there is a cev ‘tain bias in the sample. In addition to
the precedlng factors, there is a further b1851ng factor stemmlng

from the assumed ratio between population size and number of households.

For this reason, as well as for the reason that variance calcu~
lations reveal sizeable margins of chance error, averages and percen-
tages have been worked out on the sample as'if the sample base had
been a straightforward random sample at ohly one level of abstraction,
without stratification. The obgerved difference between the two
methods of calculation does not go beyond 20%. Given the magnitude
of the characteristic differentials we have been dealing with, this

estimate falls well within the margins of error typical of the samnle.
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Assuming 2 Gaussien test at the 95% level, it is then possible
to establish that the proportion P as calculated by the sample results,
lies within the interval of 50 - 1,96 .;i = 37.3% to 50 + 1.96 .= 62,73.
In other words, the probability that the actual value of the proportion

in the population is between 37.3 and 62.7% is calculated to be 95%.

CONCLUSION

The sampling plan adopted made it possible to cut costs in carry-
ing out the survey but was still far from being an optimal plan, espe-

cially as far as absolute PU and SU sizes were concerned.

Confidence intervals turned out to be wider than might have been
wished. Nevertheless, the randomness of the selection gives the sample
a representative character making it possiblé to locate both structures
and tendencies within the base population. Thus, as mentioned in the
foreword, this feport lays no claim to being aﬁything grander than
being a first step in the study of the rural milieu in Mauritania and

that is how it should be judged.



Appendix 2 : Calculation of the Gini Concentration Index

The Lorenz curve .and the Gini 'index are used to measure the degree of

inequality in the distribution of revenue.

‘The Lorenz curve (1) graphically shiws the distribution of revenues, .

100 %
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When the same percentage of the totality of revenues is given to an
equal percentage of budgetary units, the Lorenz curve is equal to the dia~

gonal "line of equality".

1) See M. Bronfenbrenner "Income Distribution Theory, Mac Millan, chapter 3.
Also N.C. Kakuwani, "Income Inequality and Poverty", World Bank, Oxford
University Press, 1980.




~ The further one goes from a situation of equal distribution (line of
equality), the more the Lorenz curve bends toward a "line of inequality",
This line describes the extreme situation in which a tiny percentage of bud-

getary units encompases almost the whole mass of revenues.

- The Gini index of concentration gives a numerical measure of the degree
of inequality in the spread of revenues. It is defined by the ratio between
the arca lying between the line of equality and the Lorenz curve and the

surface of the triangle:

Surface A
Surface of the Trianmgle

Gini Index R =

This ratio is expressed by values between: no concentration (and there-
fore equal distribution) and | (maximum concentration and therefore extreme

inequality of revenue distribution).

N Calculation of the Index. of Coihcentration

The surface of the area

‘beneath the Lorenz curve
can be broken down into

a series of trapezoids

(xg - 4,71 - 1) (xy0 34)

P
-
—
-

-

\'4

Y1+ %1~ 1) (x5 ~x4_1)
Surface of the Trapezoid = —

~




