
Vol.:(0123456789)1 3

Food Security (2023) 15:1161–1183 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-023-01373-5

ORIGINAL PAPER

Drivers and stressors of resilience to food insecurity: evidence from 35 
countries

Marco d’Errico1  · Jeanne Pinay1 · Ellestina Jumbe1 · Anh Hong Luu2

Received: 5 July 2022 / Accepted: 12 May 2023 / Published online: 21 June 2023 
© International Society for Plant Pathology and Springer Nature B.V. 2023

Abstract
The recent COVID-19 global pandemic has revealed that despite numerous development efforts, there are still inefficien-
cies in maintaining the living standards of people when shocks and stressors occur. While addressing issues arising from 
the pandemic is dramatically urgent, this should not come at the cost of averting resources and efforts from sustainable and 
equal growth and prosperity goals. The importance of resilience for the humanitarian and development nexus, has probed 
United Nations agencies, international organizations, donors, and governments to investigate key facts and determinants of 
this capacity. After approximately 15 years of empirical evidence, few research questions remain unexplored and unanswered. 
Are there few and consistently relevant elements that determine resilience capacity? What shocks are most dramatically 
reducing resilience? What coping strategies are most frequently adopted in the presence of shocks? This paper attempts to 
respond to these questions by pooling together a unique database of 35 countries. This study combines the most recent FAO-
RIMA (Resilience Index Measurement and Analysis) datasets with a large set of data from the Multiple Indicator Cluster 
Survey (MICS) produced by the United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF). The analysis covers 
the period between 2014 and 2020 by investigating 50,622 households. The size of the sample provides our findings with 
great statistical power, therefore adding external validity. Our results show that firstly, diversification of income sources, 
education, access to land, livestock, and agricultural inputs, are the main drivers of households’ resilience capacity. Secondly, 
we gather evidence that the prevailing shocks are natural, health, and livelihood. Thirdly, we find that reducing the quantity 
and quality of food consumed, seeking an extra job, selling assets, taking credit, relying on relatives and social networks 
are the most adopted coping strategies. Finally, we found evidence of how mitigating strategies are adapted to the shocks: 
for instance, increasing working hours is adopted when a natural shock occurs while accessing credit is chosen when health 
shocks occur. Our results show that adequate investments in resilience are conditional to a) engaging with activities that are 
broadly consistent across countries and b) fine-tuning the interventions based on context specificity.
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1 Introduction

155 million people in 55 countries were in crisis or worse 
in 2020, with an increase of around 20 million from 2019 
(GRFC12021). People are looking at new challenges (like 

COVID-19) and old ones as the main prevailing factors that 
reduce food security and limit resilience. The new challenges 
have an unprecedented strength and an increased transmis-
sion capacity due to the reinforced interconnectivity of 
food systems (FAO, 2021). The pandemic, for instance, has 
affected over 237 million people (as of October 2021). Resil-
ience, considered as the capacity that ensures shocks and 
stressors do not have long-term development consequences 
(Constas et al., 2014a) is seen as the right lens to strengthen 

 * Marco d’Errico 
 marco.derrico@fao.org

1 Food and Agricultural Organization of United Nations, 
Agrifood Economics Division, Rome, Italy

2 Food and Agricultural Organization of United Nations, 
Agrifood Economics Division, Brussels, Belgium

1 Global Report on Food Crises (https:// www. wfp. org/ publi catio ns/ 
global- report- food- crises- 2021).

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s12571-023-01373-5&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6639-7811
https://www.wfp.org/publications/global-report-food-crises-2021
https://www.wfp.org/publications/global-report-food-crises-2021


1162 M. d’Errico et al.

1 3

households’ capacity to bounce back from shocks. Resil-
ience, in fact, is functional to both humanitarian and devel-
opment interventions: supporting households during acute 
crisis, while promoting peaceful and robust communities, 
long-term and sustainable growth, all make part of poverty 
reduction strategies.

Stemming from naval architecture and ecology, the 
concept of resilience has arrived at the socio-economic 
literature on food systems and food security with a seminal 
paper in 2005 (Pingali et al., 2005). Since then, many efforts 
have been put in place to achieve a common understanding 
and an agreed metrics for resilience measurement. The 
literature has plenty of approaches and attempts to 
classify them (see for instance Gonzalez-Quintero & 
Avila-Foucat, 2019). Still, after approximately 15 years of 
activities, some research questions remain unexplored and 
unanswered. What is missing is a systematic measure of 
resilience which employs cross-countries data analysis to 
provide generalizable responses. This paper is a first attempt 
to provide answers to the following research questions: 
(i) Are there few and consistently relevant elements that 
determine actual resilience capacity (RQ1)? (ii) Are there 
few and consistently relevant elements that determine 
growth in resilience capacity (RQ2)? (iii) What are the most 
recurrent shocks (RQ3)? (iv) What are the most frequently 
adopted coping strategies (RQ4)?

This study brings together the most recent FAO-RIMA 
(Resilience Index Measurement and Analysis) datasets col-
lected over the last 10 years. Furthermore, to complement 
the evidence provided and increase the number of countries 
under study and the significance of the results, we use a 
large set of data from the Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 
(MICS) produced by the United Nations International Chil-
dren's Emergency Fund (UNICEF). The MICS data cov-
ers 23 countries from various parts of the world. For each 
country, we employ two sets of data collected at two points 
in time to investigate the determinants of resilience growth 
or contraction over time. As the MICS focuses on issues 
affecting the lives of children and women, a specific RIMA 
analysis framework was designed to adapt with its structure. 
In total, this paper uses data from no less than 35 different 
countries and combines static and dynamic analysis. The 
total sample size is 50,622 households, which gives us a 
strong statistical power.

The remainder of the paper is as follows: we first provide 
an overview of the literature on resilience measurement, 
cross countries evidence, and shock analysis. Second, we 
present the data used and the methods adopted. Finally, we 
report and discuss the results of the analysis before conclud-
ing in the last section.

2  Literature review

2.1  Resilience measurement

Over time, the concept of resilience has been used in 
different fields such as engineering, ecology, psychol-
ogy, epidemiology (Holling, 1996; Gunderson, 2000), 
and many approaches have been proposed for its meas-
urement (Ansah et  al., 2019). These methods can be 
grouped into different clusters like qualitative and quan-
titative approaches; subjective method, impact-pathways 
approach, participatory and non-participatory, and so on. 
In particular, the participatory approaches focus on both 
physical and social components; it considers the ability  
of communities to pool their abilities to build resilience 
collectively, by accumulating personal knowledge, skills, 
and resources. The Analysis of the Resilience of Com-
munities to Disaster (ARC-D), adopted by Clark-Ginsberg 
et al. (2020), is an example of a tool used in this kind offao 
approach. Another approach, called the Flood Resilience 
Measurement for Communities (FRMC) and formed by  
the Zurich Flood Resilience Alliance, has been adopted 
by Pettengel et  al. (2020). Given that the data collec-
tion in these approaches is largely based on the facilita-
tors’ skills, it tends to overestimate the aggregated entity 
(i.e., the community) with little consideration of the 
disaggregated entities (i.e.: individuals’ tastes and aspi-
rations). To address such a shortfall, the emergence of 
qualitative approaches helped exploring different scales 
at which resilience can be studied. Studies using this 
approach include Mock et  al. (2015), Chacowry et  al. 
(2018). Substantial evidence indicates that this approach 
yields contextual information, including both enabling 
and disenabling factors of resilience, however, one pos-
sible limitation mentioned by Mavhura et al. (2021) is that 
long period data are needed to track changes in resilience 
aspects.Next, resilience analysis can also be measured 
subjectively (such as in studies by Jones & Tanner, 2015; 
Bene et al., 2019; Jones & d’Errico, 2019) or structured 
around the different steps of the resilience process (e.g., 
Bene et al., 2017, 2020; Bene & Haque, 2022) or meas-
ured based on capital/capacities like in the approach  
developed by USAID/TANGO and used in Smith et al. 
(2015), TANGO (2018), Smith et al. (2019), and Smith and  
Frankenberger (2017, 2022).Unlike the above-mentioned 
methods, the quantitative approach uses variables col-
lected from households. These data are consolidated in 
various forms such as ranks, scores, and indices to provide 
a reliable framework for decision-makers. Practitioners, in 
general, had to deal with an underlying problem: resilience 
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to food insecurity is unobservable ex-ante. Resilience was 
therefore measured using proxy indices of household resil-
ience based on observable variables (Constas et al., 2014a, 
b; D’Errico et al., 2016). A notable use of such indices 
includes Li et al. (2016) and Yoon et al. (2016). The indi-
ces allow for tracking and comparability over time. They 
can be drawn from both large-scale surveys and secondary 
data. Within the quantitative approaches, some use static 
models such as Vaitla et al. (2012) and others employ 
dynamic models such as Cisse and Barret (2018) and 
Signorelli et al. (2016). Alinovi et al. (2008) and Alinovi 
et al. (2010), were among the first to use resilience into 
the food insecurity topic; they have also incorporated both 
ex-ante and ex-post management decisions by measuring 
resilience index as a latent variable (unobserved) and 
adopting a two-stage factor analysis based on observable 
variables. One further elaboration is the RIMA methodol-
ogy developed by the Food and Agriculture Organization 
of the United Nations (FAO, 2016; D’Errico et al., 2018a).

2.2  Cross‑countries evidence

While the literature on resilience measurement has sig-
nificantly increased over the last 15 years, and notwith-
standing a great interest in understanding the main driv-
ers of resilience, there is a significant gap in terms of 
cross-country comparisons. Some studies, such as Adolf 
et al. (2020), try to identify critical drivers of tropical 
forest resilience regarding recovery rate from previous 
disturbances. Kwan and Walsh (2017) investigate the 
main drivers of resilience for old people through disas-
ter management. With the recent onset of the Covid-19 
pandemic, which has greatly disturbed the food system, 
Béné (2020ab) suggests, in his review on resilience  
and impact of shocks, that assets, savings, and access to 
income insurance are critical aspects to building house-
hold and community resilience. He also indicates that 
this proposal, accompanied by diversification of income 
sources and access to essential services, can ensure a 
well-balanced functioning system.

A review of frameworks of indicators for resilience 
measurement published by the Overseas Development 
Institute in 2015 identified 17 separate indicator frame-
works (see Schipper & Langston, 2015). The effort to 
draw comparisons across settings and/or aggregate find-
ing across studies requires way more harmonization. The 
absence of such a framework limits our ability to draw 
conclusions about the effect of a resilience strategic 
approach. Consequently, drawing high-level inferences 
for policy makers and donors will be hindered by the lack 
of empirical convergence and consistent findings. This 
paper is a first attempt to fill this important gap.

2.3  Shocks and coping strategies

One of the key questions that this paper seeks to respond, is 
if there exist consistent “shock-specific” response mecha-
nisms. A reaction to a shock can either imply asset deple-
tion or a change in livelihoods; no matter what the solution 
adopted is, this will influence restoring or enhancing resil-
ience policies. Consequently, associating reactions to shocks 
provides key instruments to fine-tune policies.

In the literature, shocks data are broadly self-reported 
(idiosyncratic) or derived from secondary data (e.g., GIS). 
It is no surprise that self-reported shocks carry biases. This 
bias is mainly experienced with poor households when the 
long recall periods are used (Das et al., 2012). Murendo 
et al. (2019) find that access to essential services and assets 
improves household nutrition in Malawi in the presence of 
shocks. Smith and Frankenberger (2018) find that in Bangla-
desh, social capital, human capital, exposure to information, 
and asset holding, among other things, help to mitigate the 
negative impact of floods on household food security. A 
study by Nikoloski et al. (2018) finds that in Uganda, house-
holds affected by diseases (human, livestock, or crop) in 
one year are more likely to experience a health shock in the 
following year, indicating that some shocks are persistent. 
Other studies by Dhanaraj (2016), Pradhan and Mukherjee 
(2018); Okamoto (2011); Khan (2010) find that in the pres-
ence of health shocks, households usually cope by taking 
credit. However, if the health shock affects the main head 
of household or the extremely poor households, the latter 
often respond by reducing food consumption or sending chil-
dren to work. Similarly, Knight et al. (2015) found that (in 
KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa) health and economic shocks 
were commonly overcome by a contraction in consumption 
and general spending.

Evidence on the role of resilience to mitigate the effect of 
conflict on food security is found in Brück et al. (2019), von 
Uexkull et al. (2020), and Malik et al. (2020). The authors 
highlight the role of resilience enhancing intervention that 
restored assets and provided social protection intervention in 
the Gaza Strip (Brück et al., 2019), in the Democratic Repub-
lic of the Congo (Uexkull et al., 2020), and in Somalia (Malik 
et al., 2020). In any case, none of the above-mentioned refer-
ences report cross-countries valid evidence.

As in Folke (2016), resilience can be seen as the capacity 
to sustain development in the face of expected and surprising 
change (i.e. shocks), and diverse pathways of development 
and potential thresholds between them. As such, it looks at 
how complex adaptive social-ecological systems (including 
households) react to shocks (e.g. drought) through coping 
strategies (e.g. reducing food). The interaction between resil-
ience capacity, shocks, and adaptive capacity, is non-linear 
and rapidly evolving. In fact, resilience thinking has been 
characterized with the science of surprise (Folke, 2016); 
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on one side it is not possible to predict the occurrence and 
magnitude of the shock with great precision, and on another 
side the interplay between the adaptive responses of the parts 
changes continuously (Levin et al., 2013).

There are not many studies in development economics 
that focus on how complex systems react to shocks (Béné 
et al.,  2016); the few that exist largely focus on the rela-
tionship between vulnerability and shock (see for instance 
Hoddinott, 2006). We know that shocks affect resilience 
through various channels. Besides the immediate deple-
tion of assets, there is the possibility of erosion of intrinsic 
resilience mechanisms due to the effect of recurrent shocks 
(Béné, 2020a, b). For example Smith and Frankenberger 
(2015) attribute the erosion of social support in communities 
in Ethiopia to the accumulative effects of repeated droughts.

Similarly, there are not many studies that look at how 
specific coping mechanisms enter into action when a 
shock occurs. Coping strategies are remedial actions 
employed by smallholders, mostly over short periods, to 
survive shocks (Bahta, 2020). Generally speaking, and 
together with Eriksen et al. (2005) we can consider cop-
ing strategies as the actions and activities happening to 
reduce economic, environmental, and social vulnerability. 
The authors identify preferred and less preferred coping 
mechanisms that can or cannot be adopted due to access 
or lack of skills, labor, and capital.

Overall, this paper sits within the analytical framework 
laid out in FAO (2016), and graphically presented in the 
Fig. 1.

In this framework, the disruptive role of shocks and the 
bouncing back mechanisms that enter into action through 
the coping strategies are framed between two points on time; 

the pre- and post-shock. There is a resilience capacity and a 
food security level before and after the occurrence of the dis-
turbance. The results of the interplay between the negative 
and the positive effects of shocks and coping strategies, will 
translate into one of the three possible outcomes: reduced, 
stable, or increased food security.

3  Data and methods

3.1  Data

This paper makes use of a large set of data from the Mul-
tiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) produced by the 
United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund 
(UNICEF). The MICS data selected for this study covers 
23 countries from various parts of the world. They are all 
nationally representative, except for Pakistan, which covers 
only the Punjab region. Table 8 describes the MICS datasets 
used in this paper. For each country, we employ two sets of 
data collected at two different points in time to investigate 
the determinants of households’ resilience growth and con-
traction over time. As the MICS focus on issues affecting 
the lives of children and women, a specific RIMA analyti-
cal framework was designed to adapt with its structure. The 
variables adopted for the RIMA analyses in both RIMA and 
MICS datasets are listed in Table 9, along with definitions.

As the original MICS surveys are independent and cross-
sectional, they cannot make a time-dependent comparison. 
To overcome this limitation, we employed pseudo-panels 
techniques to construct a synthetic longitudinal dataset 
for each country (D’Errico et al., 2019; Deaton, 1985). 

Fig. 1  RIMA analytical Frame-
work.  Source FAO 2016
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Specifically, we grouped households that share some com-
mon characteristics into “cohorts” and treat the averages of 
these cohorts as observations instead of individual house-
holds. In one country, the criteria for forming cohorts are 
the following: (i) area (urban/rural); (ii) region; (ii) wealth 
level; (iv) average adult education level; and (v) household 
composition (from almost exclusively composed by men to 
composed mainly by women). The cohorts can be repre-
sentative of the households from which they were drawn, 
since these households share similar characteristics (e.g., 
being in the same zone, have similar level of income, edu-
cation, and household composition). They are likely to face 
similar shocks (e.g., rising food prices or natural shocks) 
that would affect the entire region instead of a single house-
hold, and can choose coping strategies similarly due to same 
constraints in capacity and resources. Then, it is possible 
to match the two datasets in different time points to cre-
ate a balanced panel dataset. We retained only households 
living in the rural areas..2 With the MICS datasets, pool-
ing all the countries together allowed us to obtain a final 
sample of 18,125 households, from which we estimate the 
Resilience Capacity Index (RCI) at two points in time. This 
procedure allowed dynamic analyses to investigate the main 
determinants of a change in RCI over time and the role of 
shocks in this process. Specifically, since the MICS ques-
tionnaires were not designed to provide information on the 
occurrence of shocks, we used external data on price shocks 
and climate shocks. The price shock data are extracted from 
the WFP’s Alert for Price Spikes (ALPS indicator). This 
indicator provides detailed information on staple food price 
volatility. It monitors the extent to which a local food com-
modity market experienced unusually high food prices by 
comparing the level of monthly food prices (both actual and 
forecast) against estimated seasonal trends. The categories 
of shocks can be either standard, stress, alert, or crisis.3 Two 
dummy variables were created at the level of the region: (i) 
one variable for the occurrence of price shock, taking value 
1 if “stress” or “alert” was detected, and (ii) one variable 
taking into consideration the intensity of the shock, taking 

value 1 if “crisis” was detected. To investigate the impact of 
climate shocks (specifically, drought), we use the Climate 
Hazards Group InfraRed Precipitation with Station data 
(CHIRPS) monthly (3-monthly) z-score dataset series4 and 
create a dummy variable taking value 1 if an abnormally dry 
climate is observed, 0 otherwise, as in Zaveri et al. (2019).

In this study, we combine the most recent RIMA data-
sets (individually employed as FAO reports and papers in 
peer-reviewed journals) to increase the statistical power 
and illustrate the diversity of resilient households living in 
different contexts. Specifically, we characterize the house-
holds based on RIMA pillars: (i) Access to Basic Services 
(ABS); (ii) Assets (AST); (iii) Social Safety Nets (SSN); 
and (iv) Adaptive Capacity (AC). As the RIMA question-
naire includes data on shocks, we also investigate the impact 
of different types of shocks (namely, natural shocks, health 
shocks, and shocks affecting households’ livelihoods) on 
resilience. Most surveys represent a specific region, and the 
period they cover extends from 2014 to 2020. In total, 12 
(portions of) countries are represented – mostly the least 
developed and low-income countries in the African conti-
nent. Table A1 in the Appendix describes the RIMA datasets 
used in this paper.

To collect the data, questionnaires were administered to 
households and gather information on socio-demographic 
characteristics, expenditure, food consumption, distance to 
essential services, asset ownership, agricultural activity, fam-
ily wealth, private transfers, labor market participation, and 
different types of shocks experienced by the household. Dif-
ferent countries might use questionnaires that included small 
different details; however, most of their contents were con-
sistent, thus, guaranteeing cross-country comparability. The 
only disparities observed are the variables included under 
each pillar, that while largely overlapping, can have some 
differences from one dataset to another. This heterogeneity 
is due to the contextualization process of the questionnaires. 
Nevertheless, and in line with the ultimately limited context-
driven differences observed, several variables5 can be iden-
tified as most used in the different analyses, which allows 
us to ensure a satisfactory level of comparability. Besides 
common pillars’ variables, we select three main food security 
indicators to add in the dataset. They are the Food Consump-
tion Score (FCS), the Household Dietary Diversity Score 
(HDDS), and Food Expenditure. After combing all exist-
ing variables into a unique database, we perform additional 

2 Since FAO-RIMA data collections take place in rural areas, we 
include rural and "urban" households from the RIMA datasets; 
"urban" households in the RIMA datasets refer to households living 
in the village while maintaining agro-farming livelihoods conditions. 
On the contrary, the “urban” families included in the MICS surveys 
are more integrated in an urban way of life; therefore, we excluded 
these “urban” households from the final sample to grant consistency 
with the RIMA datasets.
3 For more information, visit: https:// datav iz. vam. wfp. org/ econo mic_ 
explo rer/ price- forec asts- alerts
4 The z-score (or standard score) is the signed fractional number 
of standard deviations by which the value of an observation or data 
point is above the mean value of what is being observed or measured. 
Observed values above the mean have positive standard scores, while 
values below the mean have negative standard scores.

5 Namely, access to an improved source of water and sanitation facil-
ities, access to the agricultural market, school and hospital, wealth 
index and agricultural wealth index (indexes of non-productive and 
productive asset ownership, respectively), land and livestock owner-
ship (TLU), access to credit, formal and informal transfers, and social 
networks, crops diversification, level of education and work ratio (i.e., 
the inverse of dependency ratio).

https://dataviz.vam.wfp.org/economic_explorer/price-forecasts-alerts
https://dataviz.vam.wfp.org/economic_explorer/price-forecasts-alerts
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cleaning and generate various categories i (e.g., living 
context – country income and development level, country 
affected by a protracted crisis –, agro-ecological zone, and 
main livelihood) which allow us to further disaggregate the 
results.. Pooling all RIMA datasets together allows obtain-
ing a total sample of 32,497 households, which offers an 
opportunity to compare household resilience across diverse 
contexts and identify the key variables contributing to house-
hold resilience capacity.

In total, this paper has used 63 datasets (17 FAO-RIMA 
and 46 UNICEF-MICS), with 50,622 households from no 
less than 35 different countries and has combined static 
analysis with dynamic analysis to picture household resil-
ience most accurately and accounting for various contexts. 
For both RIMA and MICS data, the resilience profiles are 
based on the country's (i) level of development6; (ii) level of 
income of the country7; (iii) whether the country is affected 

by a protracted crisis8; (iv) agro-ecological zones9; and (v) 
main livelihood.10 We disaggregated each profile to iden-
tify the key determinants of resilience for different contexts. 
Table 1 reports the frequency distribution for the different 
profiles analyzed with the RIMA and the MICS data. In all 
regression analyses, we controlled for profile heterogeneity.

3.2  Methods

We adopted the FAO’s RIMA methodology (FAO, 2016) to 
estimate the Resilience Capacity Index (RCI) at the house-
hold level. This approach is based on a two-stage procedure 
(Fig. 2). In the first step, Factor Analysis (FA) is used to iden-
tify the attributes, or “pillars", that contribute to household 
resilience, starting from observed variables. The pillars ana-
lyzed under the RIMA model are (i) Access to Basic Services 
(ABS), (ii) Assets (AST), (iii) Social Safety Nets (SSN), 
and (iv) Adaptive Capacity (AC). Only those factors able to 
explain at least 95 percent of the variance are considered. In 
the second step, we use a Multiple Indicators Multiple Causes 
(MIMIC) model (Bollen et al., 2010). Specifically, a system 
of equations was constructed, specifying the relationships 
between an unobservable latent variable (resilience), a set 
of outcome indicators (food security indicators), and a set 
of attributes (pillars). The MIMIC model is made up of two 
components, namely the measurement Eq. (1) – reflecting 

Table 1  Frequency distribution 
for different profiles

Profile RIMA datasets MICS datasets

frequency percent total frequency percent total

Development level
Least developed countries 29,609 91.11 32,497 7,568 41.75 18,125
Developing countries 2,888 8.89 9,845 54.32
Economies in transition / / 712 3.93
Income level
Low-income 26,070 80.22 32,497 4,460 24.61 18,125
Lower-middle-income 5,588 17.20 10,594 58.45
Upper-middle-income 839 2.58 3,071 16.94
Country with a protracted crisis
No 11,270 34.68 32,497 14,063 77.59 18,125
Yes 21,227 65.32 4,062 22.41
Agro-ecological zone
Hyper-arid/Arid 6,630 20.40 32,497 7,277 40.15 18,125
Dry semi-arid/Semi-arid 5,980 18.40 3,217 17.75
Moist semi-arid 6,949 21.38 / /
Mixed / / 1,386 7.65
Sub-humid 8,883 27.33 3,393 18.72
Humid 4,055 12.48 2,852 15.74
Main livelihood
Farmer 12,928 41.23 31,355 1919 29.54 6,496
Agro-pastoralism 8170 26.06 541 8.33
Pastoralism 10,257 32.71 1395 21.47

6 UN: https:// www. un. org/ devel opment/ desa/ dpad/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 
sites/ 45/ WESP2 020_ Annex. pdf
7 World Bank: https:// datah elpde sk. world bank. org/ knowl edgeb ase/ 
artic les/ 906519- world- bank- count ry- and- lendi ng- groups
8 Based on FAO classification (2020).
9 Data provided by the Global Platform.
10 FEWSNET: https:// fews. net/ fews- data/ 335

https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/WESP2020_Annex.pdf
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/WESP2020_Annex.pdf
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://fews.net/fews-data/335
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that the observed indicators of food security are imperfect 
indicators of resilience capacity – and the structural Eq. (2), 
which correlates the estimated attributes to resilience:

Since the estimated Resilience Capacity Index (RCI) is 
not anchored to any scale of measurement, a scale has been 
defined setting the coefficient of the food consumption load-
ing (Λ1) equal to 1, meaning that one standard deviation 
increase in RCI implies an increase of one standard devia-
tion in food consumption. This scale also defines the unit of 
measurement for the other outcome indicator (Λ2) and the 
variance of the two food security indicators.

Finally, to ease the understanding and interpretation of the 
results, the RCI has been standardized through a min–max 
scaling transformation, based on the following formula:

where h represents the hth household.
To identify the most relevant aspects of households’ resil-

ience capacity, we used two specific methods for Eqs. (4) 
to (6). The rationale of the equations is coming from the 
RIMA-II analytical framework (FAO, 2016) that explores 
the core ideas behind functional form and explanatory vari-
ables. First, we employed descriptive statistics using the 
RIMA datasets and looked at the structure of resilience at 
one point in time, and which components (pillars and vari-
ables) emerged as the most essential elements of resilience 
(static perspective). We then employed the MICS datasets 
organized as pseudo-panels to investigate which are the key 
drivers of resilience growth over time (dynamic perspec-
tive); we used the following regression model:

where the change in resilience capacity (∆RCI) is seen as a 
function of changes in the resilience structure (∆Res – i.e., 
pillars and variables), controlling for the country specificity 
(C), household gender composition (HG), main livelihood 
(L), and agro-ecological zones (AEZ). We run two separate 
models. In the first one (Model 1), the resilience structure 
is reflected by the pillars of resilience; in the second model 
(Model 2), the resilience variables are used as explanatory 
variables to reflect the resilience structure.

(1)

⎡⎢⎢⎣

Food security indicator 1

Food security indicator 2

Food security indicator 3

⎤
⎥⎥⎦
=
�
Λ1,Λ2,Λ3

�
× [RCI] +

�
�1, �2, �3

�

(2)[RCI] =
�
�1, �2, �3, �4

�
×

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

ABS

AST

SSN

AC

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦
+
�
�3
�

(3)RCI∗
h
=

RCIh − RCImin

RCImax − RCImin

× 100

(4)ΔRCIh,t = f
(
ΔResh,t,Ch,t,HGh,t, Lh,tAEZh,t

)
+ �

To explore whether shocks (particularly price shocks 
and weather shocks) can hinder resilience growth over 
time, we then look at the dynamic analysis. As mentioned 
above, we employ the MICS datasets, set under the syn-
thetic panel approach. We model the growth of resilience 
as follows:

where an explanatory variable for the occurrence of price 
shocks (Prices) and weather shocks (Weather) is added to 
Eq. (4). As with Eq. 4, we run two separate models, first 
using the resilience pillars (Model 1) and then the resil-
ience variables (Model 2) as components of the resilience 
structure.

As the RIMA datasets include data on self-reported 
shocks and coping strategies, we used descriptive statistics 
to identify the most frequent shocks affecting households’ 
well-being and the most adopted strategies used by the 
households to cope with these shocks. We then modeled 
the effect of the most frequently reported shocks (namely, 
natural shocks and livelihood-related shocks) and the most 
commonly adopted coping strategy (namely, the reduction 
in the quantity and quality of food consumed) on resilience 
by employing Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regressions:

where, in Eq. (6a), the Resilience Capacity Index (RCI) is 
a function of the occurrence of Shocks (S), controlling for 
household characteristics (HH) – namely, gender, household 
size, and livelihood. We then include the coping strategy 
(CS) in the previous specification to investigate how the 
effects of shocks on resilience capacity change – Eq. (6b).
While acknowledging that resilience capacity and shocks do 
affect coping mechanisms, our focus was on understanding 
the impact of the two phenomena on RCI as explored by 
(Ansah et al., 2021).

We also conduct the power analysis of Cohen (1988) for 
the R-squared of each multiple linear regression model to 
see how changes in sample size affect the statistical signifi-
cance of coefficients. The results of these tests are presented 
together with the regression outputs. The precise estimation 
of the power indicates the chance that the significance of 
all the coefficients is correctly identified based on a finite 
sample size.

Further, we test the endogeneity of Sh in Eq. (6a) using 
the Durbin–Wu–Hausman test (augmented regression test) 
to verify the consistency of the OLS model. We first specify 
Eq. (7a), then generate the residuals of Sh ( resSh ) and specify 
Eq. (7b).

(5)
ΔRCIh,t = f

(
ΔResh,t,Ch,t,HGh,t,AEZh,t,Pricest,Weathert,

)
+ �

(6a)RCIh = f
(
Sh,HHh

)
+ �

(6b)RCIh = f
(
Sh,CSh,HHh

)
+ �
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As we identify endogeneity concerns, suggesting that the 
OLS estimator is not consistent (Table A8), we use an Instru-
mental variable (IV) estimator. Shocks might be endogenous 
due to omitted factors that affect both shocks, on one hand, 
and resilience, on the other, or because of a measurement 
error of shock exposure itself. Endogeneity arises when the 
explanatory variable (here, shock exposure) is jointly deter-
mined with the outcome of interest (here, the RCI) or is 
correlated with the error term. Therefore, the assumption of 
no covariance existing between one of the variables of the 
model and the error term is violated. The presence of endo-
geneity will bias the estimation of the parameters of interest.

Owing to the endogeneity of Sh with RCIh , the coefficient of 
Sh in Eq. (6a) is biased. To overcome the endogeneity concerns 
related to the link between shocks and resilience, an Instru-
mental variable (IV) estimator can be used (see Brück et al., 
2019; Knippenberg & Hoddinott, 2017; D’Errico & Pietrelli, 
2017; Fichera & Savage, 2015; Hanandita & Tampubolon, 
2014). We adopt the IV approach, measuring shock exposure 
using the geographic location of the household. Combining the 
country, region, and district where the household is located, we 
generate an identification variable associated with the specific 
location of the household. Geographical variables are often 
employed as instruments for resilience analysis, since they are 
most likely indirectly associated with resilience (e.g. Brück 
et al., 2019; Knippenberg & Hoddinott, 2017).

We estimate the IV model using a 2-Stage Least Squares 
(2SLS) specification. IV first stage equation:

where L represents the specific location of the household 
and HH are household characteristics – namely, gender, 
household size, and livelihood. The second stage equation 
is given by Eq. (8b):

4  Results

We approach RQ1 (i.e., if few and consistent elements 
determine actual resilience capacity) by looking at resil-
ience structure (i.e., most relevant pillars and variables) by 
country11 (Table 2).

(7a)Sh = f
(
HHh

)
+ �

(7b)RCIh = f
(
resSh,HHh

)
+ �

(8a)Sh = f
(
HHh, Lh

)
+ �

(8b)RCIh = f
(
Ŝh,CSh,HHh

)
+ �

While Table 2 reports the number of times each pillar is 
the first or second most important pillar, Table A4 in the 
appendix provides the breakdown by country.

We observe that, for many countries, access to Assets 
(AST) is the first or second pillar in terms of contribution to 
resilience capacity. Access to productive and non-productive 
assets (including agricultural tools, land, and livestock) is 
critical to ensure households' capacity to bounce back after a 
shock. Adaptive Capacity (AC) is another critical component 
of resilience in most countries. In particular, the diversification 
of income sources and the level of education of the household 
members are relevant components of resilience. The third most 
important pillar is Access to Basic Services, with no relevance 
for any of the components of this pillar. Social Safety Nets is 
the less frequently most relevant pillar, which is in line with 
its nature of being an emergency pillar, therefore particularly 
relevant for humanitarian interventions and contexts.

We approach RQ2 (i.e., if there are few and consistently 
relevant elements that determine growth in resilience capac-
ity) by employing the specification in Eq. (6). The dynamic 
analysis employs the MICS data and provides further evi-
dence on the relevance of strengthening Adaptive Capacity 
(AC) for resilience building (Table 3). The corresponding 
power analysis on different sample sizes confirms the valida-
tion of conclusions drawn from our dataset.

We respond to RQ3 (i.e., what are the most recurrent 
shocks) by employing simple descriptive statistics using our 
60,000 households sample (Table A5) and by employing 
Eq. (7) (Table A8). Table A5 reports, for each type of shock, 
the percentage of households who reported facing the shock 
over the last 12 months. The most frequently reported shocks 
are Natural disasters (including drought, flood, storm, fire, 
cyclones, armyworm, wind, locust, and landslides), Health 
shocks (illness, accident, or death of a household member), 
and shocks affecting households' livelihoods (crop damage 
or disease, livestock loss or disease, business failure, lousy 
harvest or fishing season, loss of agricultural or fishing 
inputs/equipment). Households less frequently report price, 
conflict, and shocks affecting their income and assets.

Table A8 explores whether price shocks and weather 
shocks can have long-term consequences in resilience build-
ing. As expected, the occurrence of price shocks is asso-
ciated with a contraction of resilience capacity over time, 

Table 2  FAO-RIMA datasets: 
most important resilience pillars 
and variables by country

Pillar First Most 
Important

Second 
Most 
Important

AST 7 6
AC 4 8
ABS 4 2
SSN 2 1

11 RIMA datasets only.
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Table 3  Determinants of RCI change over time (OLS regression) – 
MICS datasets

(Model 1) (Model 2)

ΔRCI ΔRCI
Δ Access to toilet 0.379

(1.037)
Δ Access to water -0.976

(0.954)
Δ Access to electricity -1.865

(1.402)
Δ Access to energy -1.084

(2.490)
Δ Land Per Capita 0.0372

(0.262)
Δ Own house 1.779

(1.220)
Δ  TLU12 Per Capita -0.725

(0.647)
Δ Wealth  Score13 1.676

(1.596)
Δ Use of contraception 1.406

(0.992)
Δ Access to pre-natal care 0.389

(1.167)
Δ Support during delivery 2.187**

(1.031)
Δ Avg level of education 0.601**

(0.265)
Δ Active/non-Active work hh members 8.265**

(3.848)
Δ Reading 2.382**

(1.110)
The Gambia 20.13 19.26

(14.42) (14.38)
Mali 6.283*** 5.106**

(2.244) (2.390)
Mauritania 9.708 9.427

(14.83) (14.95)
Nigeria 13.92 13.67

(14.49) (14.35)
Sierra Leone 5.200 4.579

(14.47) (14.31)
Sudan 13.61 12.47

(14.80) (14.74)
Zimbabwe 4.555 3.492

(14.47) (14.29)
HH: Mostly men -0.645 -0.601

(1.044) (1.046)
HH: Mixed -2.674*** -2.696***

(1.010) (1.012)
HH: Mostly women -2.684** -2.697**

(1.233) (1.234)
Agro-pastoralism 4.644 4.552

(10.32) (10.27)
Mixed 13.40 13.59

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1 AC (in particular, the level of 
education of household members and the work ratio – indicating the 
potential number of income earners) is the primary driver of resil-
ience growth over time. This finding suggests that if access to Assets 
(AST) is crucial to support households' resilience in the short term 
(humanitarian perspective) other types of interventions are needed 
to build resilience in the longer term (development perspective). In 
addition, we observe that living in semi-arid zones is associated with 
contractions in resilience capacity. Another relevant element of resil-
ience growth is gender balance; in fact, we notice that households 
with a more significant majority of women are typically associated 
with resilience capacity contraction. Finally, a timely and regular pro-
vision of social protection interventions is another crucial determi-
nant of resilience in the longer term
Note that our results are consistent when we run robustness checks 
using a fixed effects model as utilized by other researchers using cross 
country data with a time variation component. On top of the con-
trols already presented in the main results, the FE also controls for 
regional disparities. (See in Appendix).

Table 3  (continued)

(Model 1) (Model 2)

(14.45) (14.29)
Pastoralism 1.024 1.251

(10.63) (10.62)
Trade 14.81 14.22

(13.85) (13.58)
AEZ: Humid -1.228 -1.891

(2.221) (2.234)
AEZ: Semiarid -3.331** -3.178**

(1.584) (1.601)
AEZ: Sub-humid 0.0918 -0.152

(2.024) (2.044)
AEZ: Mixed -2.310 -2.184

(1.819) (1.848)
ΔABS -0.109

(0.639)
ΔAST 0.491

(0.521)
ΔSSN 0.706**

(0.333)
ΔAC 2.639***

(0.672)
Constant -11.33 -10.98

(14.60) (14.47)
Observations 6,496 6,496
R-squared 0.017 0.020
Power analysis for the corresponding R-squared at p = 0.01
(Sample size) (Power) (Power)
- N = 100 0.027 0.031
- N = 300 0.105 0.135
- N = 500 0.236 0.304
- N = 700 0.395 0.496
- N = 1000 0.629 0.749
- N = 2000 0.971 0.991
- N = 5000 1.000 1.000
- N = 6000 1.000 1.000
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especially when the shock is intense. When a household faces 
a price shock at time t, this inhibits its possibility to see its 
resilience capacity increasing at time t + 1, and this adverse 
effect is stronger when the shock faced at time t was particu-
larly intense. Similarly, the occurrence of an abnormally dry 
climate (drought) hinders the possibility for a household to 
experience an increase in its resilience capacity in the future.

Our results for RQ4 (i.e., what are the most frequently 
adopted coping strategies) are reported in Table A6, which 
shows the percentage of households who adopted each type 
of coping strategy. Overall, most households resort to reduc-
ing the quantity and quality of food consumed (60 percent 
of households). Seeking an extra job and increasing the time 
spent at work is another frequent coping strategy (37 per-
cent) and the sale of productive and non-productive assets 
(34 percent). In addition, a considerable proportion of house-
holds seek help from friends and relatives, e.g., borrowing 
food (32 percent), and many of them decide to take credit, 
especially to buy food (30 percent) in times of difficulties.

To further expand the analysis on RQ4, Table 4 reports 
the most adopted coping strategies associated with the type 
of shock faced.

For all shocks – natural disasters, livelihood-related, 
and health shocks –, reducing food consumption is the first 
adopted strategy. We observe then that many households 
increase their labor supply when natural disasters occur; they 
are more likely to take credit in the face of health shocks 
and finally ask for help from friends and relatives when a 
livelihood shock happens. The heterogeneous adoption of 
coping mechanisms suggests a 2-steps strategy that will be 
elaborated in the discussion section.

We finally respond to RQ5 (i.e., are the coping mecha-
nisms sufficient to restore/maintain resilience capacity) by 
employing Eq. (6a) and Eq. (6b). We specified two models, 
one without (6a) and one with coping strategies (6b). The 
effects of natural shocks, livelihood-related shocks and health 
shocks are reported in Table A7. We observe that natural 
shocks and livelihood shocks have a significant harmful and 

detrimental effect on resilience (Table A7). The occurrence 
of natural, livelihood and health shocks is associated with 
a reduction in RCI of (respectively) 60, 40 and 10 percent.

The results of Eq. (6b), which also includes the reduc-
tion of food consumption as coping strategy, are reported 
in Table 5. We observe that the reduction in the quality 
and quantity of food consumed allows to mitigate in part 
the negative effect of shocks on resilience.

The IV first-stage results (Eq. (8a)) for the instrumen-
tation of shocks with household location is reported in 

Table 4  Most frequently reported coping strategies for each type of shock faced – RIMA datasets

Natural disaster Livelihood-related Health shocks

Most adopted coping strategies 1 Reduce quantity and quality of 
food consumed

Reduce quantity and quality of 
food consumed

Reduce quantity and quality of 
food consumed

2 Seek extra jobs/increase labor Ask for help from friends and 
relatives (e.g., borrowing food)

Take credit (mainly to buy food)

3 Ask for help from friends and 
relatives (e.g., borrowing food)

Seek extra jobs/increase labor Ask for help from friends and 
relatives (e.g., borrowing 
food)

4 Selling productive and non-
productive assets

Take credit (mainly to buy food) Selling productive and non-
productive assets

5 Take credit (mainly to buy food) Selling productive and non-
productive assets

Seek extra jobs/increase labor

Table 5  Effect of shocks on resilience and the role of food consump-
tion reduction

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Variables RCI RCI RCI RCI
Natural shock -0.395*** -0.323***

(0.0405) (0.0443)
Livelihood-related 

shock
-0.607*** -0.668***

(0.0464) (0.0446)
Reduce food con-

sumption
0.185*** 0.177***

(0.0447) (0.0433)
Agro-pastoralism 1.586*** 1.635*** 1.769*** 1.827***

(0.0747) (0.0607) (0.0792) (0.0673)
Pastoralism -0.0267 -0.0277 0.0882** 0.186***

(0.0348) (0.0365) (0.0343) (0.0342)
Female-headed HH -0.579*** -0.696*** -0.581*** -0.705***

(0.0520) (0.0483) (0.0519) (0.0481)
HH size 0.00635 0.00869 0.00508 0.0139*

(0.00633) (0.00754) (0.00638) (0.00752)
Constant 0.220*** 0.116 0.196*** 0.0908

(0.0647) (0.0835) (0.0625) (0.0807)
Observations 31,403 26,910 31,403 26,910
R-squared 0.035 0.046 0.037 0.051
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Tables A9, A10 and A11. We observe a statistically sig-
nificant association between the shocks and its household 
location, which confirms that the latter is a suitable instru-
ment for shock exposure.

Table  6 shows the second-step results of the 2SLS 
approach. We observe that the impact of shocks on resilience 
is still negative but of smaller magnitude, and the reduction 
in food consumption actually does not permit to mitigate the 
negative effects of shocks on households’ resilience.

These findings suggest that even adopting coping strate-
gies does not counterbalance the adverse effects of shocks. 
Additionally, we sense that the disruptive mechanisms of a 
shock can jeopardize their detrimental effect on long-term 
development perspectives.

5  Discussion

Our analysis has shown that AST is the most critical pil-
lar of resilience. Asset ownership is crucial to sustaining 
households' livelihoods and can be used as collateral for 
accessing credit. Moreover, assets are often used as a buffer 
when a shock occurs: selling productive and non-productive 
assets is a common coping strategy adopted by households 
to respond to shocks, especially by the poorest categories 

(Barrett, 2002). However, this strategy can be hazardous. If 
households end up with an extremely low level of assets, 
they may fall into a poverty trap, unable to rebuild a liv-
ing without external assistance (Banerjee & Duflo, 2011). 
Access to productive and non-productive assets (including 
agricultural tools, land, and livestock) is critical to ensure 
households' capacity to bounce back after a shock; restock-
ing interventions might prevent falls into poverty traps.

The second most important pillar is AC. When a shock 
occurs that negatively affects households' well-being, the 
latter will adapt more quickly if they can rely (temporar-
ily or not) on other source(s) of income, allowing them to 
maintain a decent level of food security. Similarly, looking 
for an extra job is another common coping strategy, and 
with a relatively high level of education, household mem-
bers are more valued in the labor market. Improving peo-
ple's access to education would allow them to have better 
access to the labor market and, in turn, better opportunities 
to expand their portfolio of options available as income-
generating activities. In line with this, we observe that the 
work ratio (i.e., share of people in the age of working in the 
household) also emerges as an essential driver of resilience 
capacity, suggesting that the higher the number of potential 
income earners in the household, the more likely the latter 
is to resist shocks. This finding confirms the importance of 
income source diversification, both in income-generating 
activities and income-earning people in the household. 
These three resilience parameters, namely, diversified 
income-generating activities, diversified income-earning 
household members, and educational level, are strongly 
related. As mentioned above, a relatively high level of edu-
cation among household members allows them to acquire a 
better position in the labor market. Not only can they access 
well-paid jobs (thus bringing relatively more money to their 
family), but they also have access to a wider variety of jobs, 
allowing them to diversify their sources of income.

ABS and SSN seem to have a marginal role in explain-
ing the actual level of resilience. This finding should not 
surprise nor be associated with limited relevance to resil-
ience per se. While ABS is, by definition, a pillar that 
tends to observe a prolonged change over time, SSN dra-
matically increases its relevance depending on where we 
are in the balance between humanitarian and development 
interventions. We believe our responses to RQ2 support 
the role of resilience in bridging these two aspects of inter-
national assistance. Overall, from a short-term (humanitar-
ian) perspective, the results suggest that expanding access 
to productive and non-productive assets to help households 
restore (or maintain) their stock of assets would allow 
them to be better prepared to respond to future shocks.

Furthermore, in more remote areas and fragile contexts, 
building resilience urgently requires improving the avail-
ability and quality of primary services. From a longer-term 

Table 6  Effects of self-reported shocks on resilience and the role of 
food consumption reduction – RIMA datasets

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

Variables (1) (2)
RCI RCI

Natural shock -14.55***
(0.855)

Livelihood shock -7.335***
(0.431)

Reduce food consumption 0.0621 0.0621
(0.0484) (0.0484)

Agro-pastoralism 1.114*** 3.702***
(0.0651) (0.132)

Pastoralism -0.740*** 1.181***
(0.0727) (0.0879)

Female-headed HH 0.106 -0.472***
(0.0705) (0.0533)

HH size 0.0453*** 0.00481
(0.00752) (0.00723)

Constant 5.172*** 1.454***
(0.310) (0.108)

Observations 26,910 26,910
R-squared 0.054 0.054
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(developmental) perspective, improving access to education 
and post-education capacity-building projects (e.g., farmer 
field schools) would help build resilience through better 
access to the labor market and better opportunities for the 
diversification of income sources. While restocking can 
prevent humanitarian disasters, combining these interven-
tions with improved and extended access to education and 
post-education grants better access to the labor market and 
better opportunities for diversification of income sources; 
this means bridging humanitarian and development interven-
tions for building long-term resilience. An additional out-
come is that efforts should be made to prevent households 
from engaging with harmful coping mechanisms that would 
jeopardize their well-being and food security levels. This is 
pretty in line with recent literature advocating the connec-
tion of resilience as a concept with sustainable Development 
Goal, as long-term perspective to wellbeing (Foltz 2022).

While there is a general agreement on the different  
persistency of diverse types of shocks (Knippenberg et al.,  
2019) even under non-linear assumptions (Phadera et al., 2019),  
we believe there is still a substantial gap in evidence. Therefore,  
another important message emerges from research questions 3 
and 4. A 2-steps coping strategy mechanism seems to emerge 
when looking at the behavior of the sampled households. The 
initial reaction is to reduce food; this is then combined with a 
complementary strategy that changes according to the type of 
shock. We noticed that natural disasters are typically associated  
with searching for an alternative or extra job, while livelihood-
related shocks are associated with the request for help from 
friends and relatives, and health shocks are associated with 
taking a loan (mostly to buy food). Recent literature questions  
about the long-term impact of cash transfers beyond the 
immediate support to consumption they provide. For instance,  
Pople et al. (2021) suggest that the immediate provision of 
cash transfers significantly reduced the depletion of assets in 
Bangladesh; Benè et al. (2020) identifies households in Niger 
that showed significant greater capacity to engage with positive 
strategies. Other evidence exists, however, that proves the failure  
of some resilience interventions’ beneficiaries from engaging in 
negative strategies (Benè and Haque, 2022). Knippenberg et al 
(2019) mention the existence of key determinants of persistency 
of shocks (e.g., gender of household head, the presence of a ill 
member…), but they failed identifying a recurring pattern of 
two-steps approach as we did.

The adoption of the wrong (and detrimental) coping mech-
anisms can translate into further threat to long-term devel-
opment. Contracting debt, reducing the quality and quantity 
of food consumed, and increasing working hours cannot be 
sustainable over the long term and creates burdens that might 
be unbearable to the households. Therefore, while these cop-
ing strategies might be functional in addressing short-period 
emergencies, more sustainable strategies must be facilitated. 
While evidence from resilience interventions is of interest for 

the literature (Benè et al. 2017), the difference between short- 
and long-term impact is almost ignored (with few excep-
tions, e.g., Bene et al. 2020). We believe that this long-term 
depressing perspective can be explained by the disruption 
of productive assets, the contraction of income sources, and 
the interruption of access to essential services. An increase 
in social safety nets (through social protection interven-
tions) does not suffice to counterbalance the negative effect 
of shocks on the other pillars of resilience. At the same time, 
investing in long-term social protection mechanisms can still 
enable the recovery and restoration of capacities. We notice 
however, and in line with other authors, that there is a lack of 
multiple time points before, as well as multiple time points 
after, the shock period (Smith & Frankenberger, 2022).

6  Conclusions

One limitation of the analysis is that it combines countries with 
quite different socio-economic and crisis profiles. Another 
limitation refers to the RIMA and MICS datasets, which are 
not perfectly comparable. Indeed, the MICS questionnaires are 
not designed to measure resilience, even though the variables 
collected still allow to estimate the RCI. Moreover, the use of 
pseudo-panels techniques means that the results overshadow 
the individual dimension of resilience. In fact, pseudo-panels 
observe cohorts (groups) of individuals, rather than individuals 
over time, and individual variables are replaced by their intra-
cohort means. Instead of analyzing an individual effect, we 
analyze a cohort effect. In addition, the building of the cohorts 
is subject to a trade-off between bias and variance: on the one 
hand, the cohorts must be large enough to limit the extent of 
measurement error on intra-cohort variable means; on the other 
hand, increasing the size of the cohorts decreases the number 
of cohorts observed, which reduces the precision of the esti-
mators (Guillerm, 2017). That said, we are confident that the 
statistical power we achieved (more than 50,000 households) 
suffices to give our findings a substantial impact on the design 
of resilience-enhancing interventions. Our results suggest that 
the most frequent shocks that threaten households’ well-being 
and food security are natural, health, and livelihood related. We 
also have a clearer idea of what strategies are typically adopted 
to respond to diverse shocks; in fact, increasing working hours 
is usually associated with natural shocks, while greater access 
to credit and social networks is adopted vis-à-vis health issues. 
Furthermore, we confirm that covariate shocks (price shocks 
and weather shocks) have adverse effects on resilience growth. 
We advise bearing these findings in mind when designing 
resilience-enhancing interventions. In a context of increasing 
frequency and intensity of shocks, a timely and regular provi-
sion of social protection (promoting access to Social Safety 
Nets) is crucial to protecting resilience and preventing long-
term developmental consequences.
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Another limitation of the paper consists of the lack of 
country specificity. This is due primarily to the use of fac-
tor analysis and pseudo-panel approach that tend to wipe out 
any country-specific parameter. However, the objective of 
this paper is to obtain an overall picture of the main drivers 
of resilience. This is why, instead of looking at each country 
separately, we pool them all together so the overall picture can 
emerge. Moreover, for the sake of comparability, we adopt a 
consistent specification of the model in the selection of the 
variables, which is, by definition, not context-specific. Finally, 
our conceptual framework relies on the assumption of con-
stant specification of the model over time (the model specifi-
cation at time t is the same as that at time t + 1). If this ensures 
comparability over time, and, therefore, dynamic analyses, it 
does not allow to capture changes over time in the pillar com-
position. If we relax the constraint of constant specification 
over time, we fail comparing the resilience pillars composition 
over time, which is the objective of this paper.

The identification of 2-steps coping mechanisms, with a 
combination of coping strategies adopted by households, sug-
gests that policymakers and donors must consider that the first 
reaction of the household is to reduce food consumption; there-
fore, they must fill this gap and the resulting potential risk of 
famine. The second level reaction, on the other hand, tends to 
threaten long-term development; therefore, interventions are 
required on distinct aspects to avoid negative consequences.

Coping mechanisms per se are not sufficient, in any case, 
to  offset  the disruptive effect of shocks on resilience. We 
need to advocate supporting mechanisms that consider the 
context-specificities (e.g., type of shocks; type of reactions; 
type of stressors; geographical zones; livelihoods; household 
composition; etc.) and at least two levels of interventions: in 
the long and the short period.

The main contribution of this paper is to provide a 
unique statistical power dataset composed of more than 
50,000 households. We, therefore, assume that our find-
ings can be quite generalizable. Under this perspective, 
and while recognizing the limitations of our analysis, 
we are convinced this analysis indicates that investing in 
resilience is made up of two significant aspects. There are 
essential elements of resilience that must be included in 
every program (diversification of income sources; access 
to productive assets; education). In addition, there are con-
text-specific aspects required to fine-tune the intervention 
(e.g., the specificity of coping strategies).

There is ample room for further expanding our find-
ings, especially on the determinants of growth of resilience 
and on the effect of great pandemics such as COVID-19. 
However, and bearing in mind the immense portfolio of 
investments made in building resilience and gathering 
data-driven evidence on the effectiveness of such efforts, 
we think this paper constitutes an important milestone in 
the current literature.

Appendix

Table A1  Description of the RIMA datasets

Country Coverage Year Sample

Chad National 2015 6,949
DRC Rutshuru (Nord-Kivu) 2017 1,719
DRC Rutshuru (Nord-Kivu) 2019 1,643
Mali National 2014 3,804
Mauritania National 2017 2,826
Myanmar Rakhine State 2019 304
Niger Maradi, Zinder 2018 2,300
Nigeria Borno State 2018 2,049
Senegal Matam 2015 414
Somalia Jowhar district (Middle Shabelle) 2019 599
Somalia Marka district (Lower Shabelle) 2019 622
South Sudan Lakes State, Central Equatoria 

(Terekeka)
2019 777

Uganda Karamoja 2016 1,965
Uganda Karamoja 2019 1,965
Uganda North 2017 3,034
Uganda Southwest 2018 705
Venezuela Portuguesa State 2020 839

Table A2  Description of the MICS datasets

Note that for some nationally represented data, the small sample size 
is due to the grouping in pseudo analysis. Other observations were 
dropped due to the usual data cleaning processes

Country Coverage Year 1 Year 2 Sample

Bangladesh National 2012 2019 1,109
DRC National 2010 2017 748
The Gambia National 2010 2018 520
Ghana National 2011 2017 430
Guinea-Bissau National 2014 2018 527
Iraq National 2011 2018 2,190
Kazakhstan National 2010 2015 313
Kyrgyzstan National 2014 2016 307
Laos National 2012 2017 1,186
Mali National 2009 2015 885
Mauritania National 2011 2015 543
Mongolia National 2010 2018 252
Nepal National 2014 2019 319
Nigeria National 2011 2016 1,914
Pakistan Punjab 2011 2017 3,728
Serbia National 2010 2019 111
Sierra Leone National 2010 2017 531
Sudan National 2010 2014 878
Thailand National 2012 2019 471
Togo National 2010 2017 380
Tunisia National 2011 2018 137
Vietnam National 2010 2013 255
Zimbabwe National 2014 2019 490
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Table A3  Variables adopted for the RIMA analyses

Variable Definition Datasets

abs toilet Dummy for improved sanitation RIMA (15) & MICS (All)
abs water Dummy for improved water source RIMA (14) & MICS (All)
abs electricity Dummy if HH has access to electricity RIMA (7) & MICS (All)
abs energy Dummy for an improved energy source for cooking (electricity/ gas) RIMA (5) & MICS (All)
abs closeness Index for closeness to basic services RIMA (5)
abs water Closeness to a water source RIMA (4)
abs school Closeness to school RIMA (10)
abs hospital Closeness to hospital RIMA (10)
Abs health center Closeness to a health center RIMA (3)
Abs transport Closeness to public transportation RIMA (5)
Abs Agri market Closeness to the agricultural market RIMA (11)
Ast wealth Index for ownership of non-productive assets RIMA (16)
Ast wscore Wealth score provided by UNICEF MICS (All)
Ast Agri wealth Index for ownership of productive assets RIMA (16)
Ast land Land ownership RIMA (15) & MICS (All)
Ast tlu TLU (Tropical Livestock Unit) per capital RIMA (14) & MICS (All)
Ast ownhouse Dummy if any hh member own the dwelling MICS (All)
Ssn formal Formal transfers received by the household (dummy or value) RIMA (14)
Ssn informal Informal transfers received by the household (dummy or value) RIMA (13)
Ssn credit Access to credit (dummy or value) RIMA (16)
Ssn network Network of social relations households can rely on in case of need RIMA (13)
Ssn contraception Dummy if a woman in the household has access/use of contraception MICS (All)
Ssn antenatal Dummy if a woman received antenatal care by professionals during pregnancy MICS (All)
Ssn delivery Dummy if a woman received professional assistance during delivery MICS (All)
Ac educave Average years of education of household members RIMA (12) & MICS (All)
Ac educhead Years of education of the household head RIMA (3)
Ac lit head Dummy if the household head can read and write RIMA (5)
Ac read Dummy if at least one woman in the household can read MICS (All)
Ac income Div Index for income diversification RIMA (13)
Ac work ratio Share of working members in the age of working RIMA (12) & MICS (All)
Ac crop Div Index for crop diversification RIMA (11)
Ac training Dummy if a household member participated in a training in agricultural practices RIMA (6)
Fs fcs Food Consumption Score RIMA (15)
Fs foodexp Food expenditures RIMA (11)
Fs hdds Household Dietary Diversity Score RIMA (8)
Fs Shannon Shannon index RIMA (2)
Fs CSI Coping Strategy Index RIMA (2)
Fs no stunting Share of not stunting children in the household MICS (All)
Fs no wasting Share of not wasting children in the household MICS (All)
Fs nounderweight Share of not underweight children in the household MICS (All)
abs Access to Basic Services – ABS pillar All
Ast Assets – AST pillar All
ssn Social Safety Nets – SSN pillar All
ac Adaptive Capacity – AC pillar All
RCI Resilience Capacity Index – RCI All



1175Cross-countries of resilience determinants, coping mechanisms, shocks

1 3

Fig. 2  Estimating resilience with the RIMA methodology

Table A4  FAO-RIMA datasets: resilience pillars and variables by country

Country
Coverage

Most important pillars and variables of resilience

1 2 3 4

Chad
National

AST ABS AC SSN
Agri. wealth index; Wealth 

index; Land; TLU
Energy; Water; Sanitation; 

Closeness to services
Income div.; Education Formal transfers; Credit; 

Informal transfers
DRC
Rutshuru
(Nord-Kivu)

AST AC ABS SSN
Wealth index; TLU; Agri. 

wealth index; Land
Education; Work ratio; 

Income div.; Crop div
Closeness to services; 

Sanitation; Electricity; 
Water

Social network; Credit; 
Informal transfers; Formal 
transfers

DRC
Rutshuru
(Nord-Kivu)

AST AC ABS SSN
Wealth index; TLU; Agri. 

wealth index; Land
Education; Crop div.; Work 

ratio; Agri. Training; 
Income div

Sanitation; Electricity; 
Closeness to services; 
Water

Social network; Credit; 
Informal transfers; Formal 
transfers

Mali
National

ABS AST AC SSN
Electricity; Water; Energy; 

Sanitation
Wealth index Education; Work ratio Social network; Credit

Mauritania
National

ABS AC AST SSN
Electricity; Sanitation; 

Closeness to services 
(school, hospital, and agri. 
markets); Water

Education; Work ratio Wealth index; TLU Credit; Social network; Formal 
transfers

Myanmar
Rakhine State

AST ABS SSN AC
Agri. wealth index; Wealth 

index
Closeness to services Credit; Social network Crop div.; Education

Niger
Maradi, Zinder

SSN AST AC ABS
Credit; Formal transfers; 

Informal transfers
Land; TLU; Wealth index Education; Crop div.; Work 

ratio
Closeness; Water; Sanitation; 

Electricity
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The pillars and variables of resilience are reported in order of importance (i.e., from highest to lowest contribution to the RCI)

Table A4  (continued)

Country
Coverage

Most important pillars and variables of resilience

1 2 3 4

Nigeria
Borno State

AST AC SSN ABS
Wealth index; Land; TLU; 

Agri. wealth index
Education; Income div.; Crop 

div.; Agri. training; Work 
ratio

Social Network; Credit Closeness; Sanitation

Senegal
Matam

ABS AC SSN AST
Closeness to services 

(school, hospital, and 
agri. markets); Electricity; 
Sanitation

Education; Work ratio Credit; Social network; 
Informal transfers; Formal 
transfers

Wealth index; Land; Agri. 
wealth index; TLU

Somalia
Jowhar district 

(Middle 
Shabelle)

SSN AC AST ABS
Credit; Social network; 

Formal transfers
Education Agri. wealth index; Wealth 

index; Land; TLU
Energy; Closeness to services; 

Sanitation; Water

Somalia
Marka district
(Lower Shabelle)

ABS SSN AST AC
Water; Sanitation; Energy Informal transfers; Social 

network; Formal transfers; 
Credit

Agri. wealth index; Wealth 
index; Land

Income div.; Education

South Sudan
Lakes State, 

Central 
Equatoria 
(Terekeka)

AC AST SSN ABS
Education; Agri. training; 

Income div
Agri. Wealth index; TLU; 

Wealth index
Formal transfers; Credit; 

Informal transfers; Social 
network

Water; Energy

Uganda
Karamoja

AC AST ABS SSN
Crop div.; Income div.; Work 

ratio; Education
TLU; Wealth index; Land; 

Agri. wealth index
Water; Closeness to services Credit

Uganda
Karamoja

AC AST SSN ABS
Income div.; Education; Crop 

div.; Work ratio
Land; TLU; Agri. Wealth 

index; Wealth index
Credit Closeness to services; Water

Uganda
North

AC AST SSN ABS

Education; Crop div.; Work 
ratio; Income div

Agri. wealth index; Wealth 
index; Land; TLU

Credit; Informal transfers; 
Social network; Formal 
transfers

Closeness to services; 
Sanitation; Water

Uganda
Southwest

AST AC SSN ABS
Wealth index; Agri. wealth 

index; Land; TLU
Work ratio; Agri. training; 

Education; Income div
Credit; Formal transfers Water; Closeness to services

Venezuela AST AC ABS SSN
Land Income div Closeness to services; 

Sanitation
Informal transfers; Formal 

transfers; Social network
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Table A5  Most frequently reported shocks by profile (%) – RIMA datasets

Profile Natural disaster Livelihood-
related

Health shocks Price shocks Conflict-related Income/
Asset-
related

Development level
Developing countries 33.62 38.68 28.81 2.49 39.51 0.00
Least developed countries 36.30 31.98 16.20 14.94 6.5 5.41
Income level
LICs 39.30 31.42 17.23 14.98 7.29 5.06
LMICs 17.13 33.55 13.10 10.58 8.86 5.06
UMass 61.62 62.22 48.15 0.00 79.86 0.00
Protracted crisis
No 59.69 44.92 22.85 18.50 10.82 3.40
Yes 23.52 26.02 14.38 11.37 8.70 5.74
Agro-ecological zone
Hyper-arid 31.07 25.01 12.82 26.38 6.56 5.54
Dry semi-arid 29.41 44.23 11.17 9.18 16.29 7.09
Moist semi-arid 12.66 7.41 8.30 0.98 3.91 0.13
Sub-humid 67.39 49.23 22.1 20.85 10.32 3.4
Humid 25.52 34.43 38.72 6.97 11.5 12.26
Main livelihood
Farmer 38.09 19.4 13.14 9.47 6.18 0.22
Agro-pastoralism 35.34 47.53 28.38 9.31 8.18 11.65
Pastoralism 32.68 34.73 11.53 22.92 8.87 6.04
Overall 36.04 32.61 17.39 13.84 9.43 4.93

Table A6  Most frequently reported coping strategies by profile (for each type of coping strategy, percent of households who reported relying on 
it in the past year) – RIMA datasets

Profile Food Asset Exp Child Credit Help Beg Job Migr Barter

Development level
Developing countries 87.02 39.09 / / 55.49 50.71 16.54 / / /
Least developed countries 58.89 29.43 7.61 3.46 27.46 30.59 21.57 36.39 14.29 17.3
Income level
LICs 56.93 31.57 7.61 3.46 25.96 29.65 21.23 39.13 13.69 17.76
LMICs 79.55 23.82 / / 46.03 43.08 20.9 22.93 17.48 16.17
UMass / / / / / / / / / /
Protracted crisis
No 92.11 31.05 / / 32.75 40.81 15.76 37.87 8.25 25.68
Yes 43.46 29.67 7.61 3.46 27.82 26.96 24.45 35.14 18.8 12.03
Agro-ecological zone
Hyper-arid 74.13 12.74 / / 39.17 37.54 24.06 22.93 17.48 16.17
Dry semi-arid 64.76 30.84 11.22 9.00 35.82 48.91 16.12 35.61 14.74 /
Moist semi-arid 5.19 32.45 5.74 0.85 9.28 3.78 31.7 / / /
Sub-humid 85.87 31.57 13.64 10.42 25.71 36.97 15.88 38.73 9.68 26.99
Humid 97.10 35.07 / / 58.26 51.20 16.32 42.08 20.84 10.43
Main livelihood
Farmer 44.92 34.38 5.74 0.85 21.86 23.10 25.22 48.91 12.57 /
Agro-pastoralist 81.55 30.28 13.64 10.42 40.70 42.37 15.19 35.84 13.79 17.5
Pastoralist 69.36 21.60 11.22 9.00 32.16 40.28 19.26 28.61 15.92 16.94
Overall 59.52 33.81 9.63 3.17 30.44 31.97 25.21 37.01 14.23 17.25
Observations 26,910 26,910 10,026 10,026 26,910 27,189 25,689 27,189 17,912 9,684
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Power analysis for the corresponding R-squared at p = 0.01

(Sample size) (Power) (Power) (Power) (Power) (Power)

- N = 100 0.064 0.024 0.030 0.018 0.013
- N = 500 0.711 0.193 0.281 0.089 0.034
- N = 1000 0.988 0.542 0.706 0.259 0.076
- N = 5000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.997 0.736
- N = 10,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.990
- N = 15,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
- N = 20,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
- N = 25,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
- N = 30,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

Table A7  Effects of self-reported shocks on resilience (OLS regression) 
– RIMA datasets

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

Variables (1) (2) (3)
RCI RCI RCI

Natural shock -0.395***
(0.0458)

Livelihood shock -0.607***
(0.0484)

Health shock -0.0985*
(0.0599)

Agro-pastoralism 1.586*** 1.769*** 1.617***
(0.0554) (0.0569) (0.0562)

Pastoralism -0.0267 0.0882* -0.00668
(0.0514) (0.0518) (0.0514)

Female-headed HH -0.579*** -0.581*** -0.601***
(0.0529) (0.0528) (0.0529)

HH size 0.00635 0.00508 0.00536
(0.00564) (0.00563) (0.00565)

Constant 0.220*** 0.196*** 0.0935*
(0.0568) (0.0552) (0.0551)

Observations 31,403 31,403 31,403
R-squared 0.035 0.037 0.032

Table A8  Consistency of OLS 
model: endogeneity test

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Variables Natural shock RCI Livelihood shock RCI
Agro-pastoralism -0.0386*** 1.601*** 0.276*** 1.601***

(0.00680) (0.0749) (0.00657) (0.0746)
Pastoralism -0.0546*** -0.00508 0.154*** -0.00508

(0.00629) (0.0341) (0.00585) (0.0342)
Female-headed HH 0.0566*** -0.602*** 0.0335*** -0.602***

(0.00654) (0.0521) (0.00620) (0.0521)
HH size 0.00258*** 0.00533 -0.000408 0.00533

(0.000705) (0.00634) (0.000637) (0.00637)
Residuals (1) -0.395***

(0.0405)
Residuals (2) -0.607***

(0.0464)
Constant 0.352*** 0.0809 0.190*** 0.0809

(0.00692) (0.0599) (0.00611) (0.0601)
Observations 31,403 31,403 31,403 31,403
R-squared 0.005 0.035 0.061 0.037
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Table A9  First-stage: Instrumenting regression results for Shock Exposure

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

Variables (1) (2)
Natural shock Livelihood shock

Location 1.48e-07*** 2.93e-07***
(1.57e-08) (1.48e-08)

Agro-pastoralism -0.0619*** 0.230***
(0.00726) (0.00682)

Pastoralism -0.0504*** 0.162***
(0.00633) (0.00595)

Female-headed HH 0.0572*** 0.0348***
(0.00650) (0.00611)

HH size 0.00243*** -0.000714
(0.000694) (0.000653)

Constant 0.344*** 0.176***
(0.00675) (0.00634)

Observations 31,403 31,403
R-squared 0.008 0.073

Table A10  Impact of price shocks and weather shocks on resilience 
change over time (OLS regression) – MICS datasets

Variables (Model 1)
 ΔRCI

(Model 2)
 ΔRCI

Δ abs toilet 0.586
-1.44

Δ abs water 0.0336
-1.274

Δ abs electricity -3.176*
-1.642

Δ abs energy 3.843
-2.85

Δ ast landpc 0.482
-0.331

Δ ast ownhouse 3.371**
-1.676

Δ ast tlupc -0.446
-0.958

Δ ast wscore -0.985
-2.026

Δ ssn contraception 2.053
-1.523

Δ ssn antenatal 1.249
-1.443

Δ ssn delivery 1.783
-1.425

Δ ac educ ave 0.517*
-0.312

Δ ac work ratio 1.98
-5.313

Δ ac read 3.223**
-1.503

Table A10  (continued)

Variables (Model 1)
 ΔRCI

(Model 2)
 ΔRCI

Mauritania 4.123 5.313
-24 -23.55

Nigeria 0.976 0.634
-21.66 -21.25

Sudan 13.24 13.5
-24.09 -23.5

Zimbabwe -5.899 -4.326
-22.21 -21.69

HH: Mostly men -1.438 -1.332
-1.351 -1.35

HH: Mixed -2.561* -2.637**
-1.325 -1.329

HH: Mostly women -1.047 -1.136
-1.663 -1.658

Agro-pastoralism 4.871 3.542
-12.27 -12.16

Mixed 16.78 15.53
-21.51 -21.05

Pastoralism -2.511 -3.391
-12.36 -12.08

Trade 15.33 13.22
-15.61 -15.28

Price shock -7.536*** -7.496***

-1.971 -2.035
Price shock (intense) -11.26*** -10.81***

-3.178 -3.214
Dry anomaly -3.254*** -3.084***

-1.101 -1.11
ΔABS -0.659

-0.815
ΔAST 0.517

-0.517
ΔSSN 1.195**

-0.54
ΔAC 2.381***

-0.88
Constant 4.804 4.654

-21.8 -21.36
Observations 3,806 3,806
R-squared 0.026 0.031
Power analysis for the corresponding R-squared at p = 0.01
(Sample size) (Power) (Power)
- N = 100 0.040 0.040
- N = 300 0.204 0.204
- N = 500 0.449 0.449
- N = 700 0.679 0.679
- N = 1000 0.890 0.890
- N = 2000 0.999 0.999
- N = 3000 1.000 1.000
- N = 4000 1.000 1.000

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1



1180 M. d’Errico et al.

1 3

Robustness checks

Declarations 

Conflict of interest statement We wish to confirm that there are no 
known conflicts of interest associated with this publication. There has 
been no significant financial support for this work that could have influ-
enced its outcome. We confirm that the manuscript has been read and 
approved by all named authors and that there are no other people who 
satisfied the criteria for authorship but are not listed. We further confirm 
that the order of authors listed in the manuscript has been approved by 
all of us. We confirm that we have given due consideration to the pro-
tection of intellectual property associated with this work and that there 
are no impediments to publication, including the timing of publication, 
with respect to intellectual property. In so doing we confirm that we 
have followed the regulations of our institutions concerning intellectual 
property. We further confirm that any aspect of the work covered in this 
manuscript that has involved either experimental animals or human pa-
tients has been conducted with the ethical approval of all relevant bodies 
and that such approvals are acknowledged within the manuscript. We 
understand that the Corresponding Author is the sole contact for the Edi-
torial process (including Editorial Manager and direct communications 
with the office). He is responsible for communicating with the other 
authors about progress, submissions of revisions and final approval of 
proofs. We confirm that we have provided a current, correct email ad-
dress which is accessible by the Corresponding Author, and which has 
been configured to accept email from (marco.derrico@fao.org).

References

Adolf, C., Tovar, C., Kühn, N., Behling, H., Berrío, J. C., Dominguez-
Vázquez, G., Figueroa-Rangel, B., Gonzalez-Carranza, Z., Islebe, 
G. A., Hooghiemstra, H., & Neff, H. (2020). Identifying drivers of 
forest resilience in long-term records from the Neotropics. Biology 
Letters, 16(4), 20200005. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rsbl. 2020. 0005

Alinovi, L., D’Errico, M., Mane, E., & Romano, D. (2010). Liveli-
hoods strategies and household resilience to food insecurity: An 
empirical analysis to Kenya. Paper presented at the Conference 
“Promoting resilience through social protection in sub-Saharan 
Africa.” 28–30 June 2010, Dakar.

Alinovi, L., Mane, E., & Romano, D. (2008). Towards the Measurement 
of Household Resilience to Food Insecurity: Applying a Model 
to Palestinian Household Data. In R. Sibrian, eds. Deriving Food 
Security Information from National Household Budget Surveys. 
Experiences, Achievement, Challenges, pp. 137–152. Rome, FAO.

Ansah, I. G. K., Gardebroek, C., & Ihle, R. (2019). Resilience and 
household food security: A review of concepts, methodologi-
cal approaches and empirical evidence. Food Security, 11(6), 
1187–1203.

Table A11  Determinants of RCI over time (Fixed effects) – MICS 
datasets

Model 1 Model 2

RCI RCI
Agro-pastoralism 4.95 4.74

(0.31) (0.33)
Mixed -6.32 -6.51

(0.31) (0.30)
Pastoralism -2.59 -2.80

(0.60) (0.57)
Trade 4.89 4.85

(0.36) (0.36)
abs 1.21***

(0.00)
ast 0.09

(0.71)
ssn 1.10***

(0.00)
ac 2.61***

(0.00)
Access to toilet -0.92

(0.18)
Access to water -0.36

(0.55)
Access to electricity -0.76

(0.39)
Access to energy -2.56*

(0.03)
Land per capita 0.17

(0.17)
Own house 1.06

(0.19)
TLU per capita -0.30

(0.52)
Wealth score 3.45***

(0.00)
Use of contraception 1.93**

(0.00)
Access to pre-natal care 1.99**

(0.01)
Support during delivery 1.89**

(0.00)
Average level of education 0.26

(0.12)
Education of household head 0.25*

(0.02)
Active/non-Active work hh members 8.51***

(0.00)

Table A11  (continued)

Model 1 Model 2

Reading 1.79*

(0.01)
Constant 60.62*** 53.00**

(0.00) (0.00)

Controlling for regions YES
Controlling for household composition YES
Controlling for AEZ YES

https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2020.0005


1181Cross-countries of resilience determinants, coping mechanisms, shocks

1 3

Ansah, I. G. K., Gardebroek, C., & Ihle, R. (2021). Shock interactions, 
coping strategy choices and household food security. Climate and 
Development, 13(5), 414–426. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17565 529. 
2020. 17858 32

Bahta, Y. T. (2020). Smallholder livestock farmers coping and adap-
tation strategies to agricultural drought. AIMS Agriculture and 
Food, 5(4), 964–982.

Banerjee, A., & Duflo, E. (2011). Poor Economics. New York, USA, 
Public Affairs.

Barrett, C. B. (2002). Food security and food assistance programs. In 
L. G. Bruce & C. R. Gordon (Eds.), Handbook of Agricultural 
Economics, Volume 2, Part B (pp. 2103–2190). Elsevier.

Béné, C., Headey, D., Haddad, L., & von Grebmer, K. (2016). Is resil-
ience a useful concept in the context of food security and nutrition 
programmes? Some conceptual and practical considerations. Food 
Security, 8, 123–138.

Béné, C. (2020a). Resilience of local food systems and links to food 
security – A review of some important concepts in the context 
of COVID-19 and other shocks. Food Security, 12, 805–822. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12571- 020- 01076-1

Béné, C., Chowdhury, F. S., Rashid, M., Dhali, S. A., & Jahan, F. 
(2017). Squaring the circle: Reconciling the need for rigor with 
the reality on the ground in resilience impact assessment. World 
Development, 97, 212–231.

Béné, C., Frankenberger, T., Griffin, T., Langworthy, M., Mueller, 
M., & Martin, S. (2019). “Perception matters”: New insights 
into the subjective dimension of resilience in the context of 
humanitarian and food security interventions. Progress in 
Development Studies, 19(3), 186–210.

Béné, C. (2020b). Are we messing with people’s resilience? Analys-
ing the impact of external interventions on community intrinsic 
resilience. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 
44, 101431.

Béné, C., Riba, A., & Wilson, D. (2020). Impacts of resilience inter-
ventions–evidence from a quasi-experimental assessment in Niger. 
International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 43, 101390.

Béné, C., & Haque, M. A. (2022). Strengthening the resilience of vulner-
able communities: Results from a quasi-experimental impact evalu-
ation in coastal Bangladesh. The European Journal of Development 
Research, 34(2), 843–868.

Bollen, K. A., Bauer, D. J., Christ, S. L., & Edwards, M. C. (2010). 
Overview of structural equation models and recent extensions. 
In S. Kolenikov, D. Steinley, & L. Thombs (Eds.), Statistics in 
the social sciences: Current methodological developments (pp. 
37–79). Hoboken.

Brück, T., D’Errico, M., & Pietrelli, R. (2019). The effects of violent conflict 
on household resilience and food security: Evidence from the 2014 
Gaza conflict. World Development, 119, 203–223. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. world dev. 2018. 05. 008

Chacowry, A., McEwen, L. J., & Lynch, K. (2018). Recovery and 
resilience of communities in flood risk zones in a small island 
developing state: A case study from a suburban settlement of Port 
Louis, Mauritius. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduc-
tion, 28, 826-838. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijdrr. 2018. 03. 019

Cissé, J. D., & Barrett, C. B. (2018). Estimating development resil-
ience: A conditional moments-based approach. Journal of Devel-
opment Economics, 135(C), 272–284. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
jdeve co. 2018. 04. 002

Clark-Ginsberg, A., McCaul, B., Bremaud, I., Cáceres, G., Mpanje, D., 
Patel, S., & Patel, R. (2020). Practitioner approaches to measur-
ing community resilience: The analysis of the resilience of com-
munities to disasters toolkit. International Journal of Disaster 
Risk Reduction, 50, 101714. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijdrr. 2020. 
101714

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences 
(2nd ed.). Erlbaum.

Constas, M., Frankenberger, T. R., & Hoddinott, J. (2014a). Resilience 
measurement principles: Toward an agenda for measurement 
design. Resilience Measurement Technical Working Group, FSIN 
Technical Series Paper No.1. Rome, World Food Programme 
(WFP) and FAO. https:// www. fsinp latfo rm. org/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ 
parag raphs/ docum ents/ FSIN_ Techn icalS eries_1. pdf

Constas, M., Frankenberger, T. R., Hoddinott, J., Mock, N., Romano, 
D., Béné, C., & Maxwell, D. (2014b). A common analytical model 
for resilience measurement - causal framework and methodologi-
cal options. Resilience Measurement Technical Working Group, 
FSIN Technical Series Paper No. 2. Rome, WFP, and FAO. 
https:// www. fsinp latfo rm. org/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ parag raphs/ docum 
ents/ FSIN_ Techn icalS eries_2. pdf

Deaton, A. (1985). Panel data from time series of cross-sections. Jour-
nal of Econometrics, (1–2), 109–126. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
0304- 4076(85) 90134-4

D’Errico, M., Garbero, A., & Constas, M. (2016). Quantitative analy-
ses for resilience measurement. Guidance for constructing vari-
ables and exploring relationships among variables. Resilience 
measurement Technical Working Group. Technical series no. 7. 
Food Security Information Network. www. fsinc op. net/ filea dmin/ 
user_ upload/ fsin/ docs/ resou rces/ fsin_ techn icals eries_7. pdf

D’Errico, M., & Pietrelli, R. (2017). Resilience and child malnutri-
tion in Mali. Food Security, 9, 355–370. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s12571- 017- 0652-8

D’Errico, M., Romano, D., & Pietrelli, R. (2018). Household resil-
ience to food insecurity: Evidence from Tanzania and Uganda. 
Food Security, 10, 1033–1054. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s12571- 018- 0820-5

D’Errico, M., Letta, M., Montalbano, P., & Pietrelli, R. (2019). Resil-
ience thresholds to temperature anomalies: a long-run test for rural 
Tanzania. Ecological Economics, 164, 106365. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. ecole con. 2019. 106365

Dhanaraj, S. (2016). Economic vulnerability to health shocks and 
coping strategies: Evidence from Andhra Pradesh. India. 
Health Policy and Planning, 31(6), 749–758. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1093/ heapol/ czv127

Das, J., Hammer, J., & Sánchez-Paramo, C. (2012). The impact of 
recall periods on reported morbidity and health seeking behav-
ior. Journal of Development Economics, 98(1), 76-88. ISSN 
0304–3878, https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jdeve co. 2011. 07. 001

Eriksen, S. H., Brown, K., & Kelly, P. M. (2005). The dynamics of 
vulnerability: Locating coping strategies in Kenya and Tanza-
nia. Geographical Journal, 171(4), 287–305.

FAO. (2016). Resilience index measurement and analysis (RIMA – II). 
Rome. www. fao. org/3/ a- i5665e. pdf

FAO. (2021). The State of Food and Agriculture 2021. Making agri-
food systems more resilient to shocks and stresses. Rome, FAO. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 4060/ cb447 6en

Fichera, E., Savage, D. (2015). Income and Health in Tanzania. An 
Instrumental Variable Approach, World Development, 66, 500–
515. ISSN 0305–750X. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. world dev. 2014. 
09. 016

Folke, C., 2016. Resilience. Ecology and society, 21(4).
Foltz, J. D. (2022). Water-Energy-Food nexus Resilience and the 

Sustainable Development Goals. In Connecting the Sustainable 
Development Goals: The WEF Nexus (pp. 59–70). Springer, 
Cham.

Gonzalez-Quintero, C., & Avila-Foucat, V. S. (2019). Operationalization 
and measurement of social-ecological resilience: A systematic review. 
Sustainability, 11(21), 6073. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ su112 16073

Guillerm, M. (2017). Pseudo-panel methods and an example of applica-
tion to Household Wealth data. Economie Et Statistique / Econom-
ics and Statistics, 491–492, 109–130. https:// doi. org/ 10. 24187/ 
ecost at. 2017. 491d. 1908

https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2020.1785832
https://doi.org/10.1080/17565529.2020.1785832
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-020-01076-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2018.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2018.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2018.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101714
https://www.fsinplatform.org/sites/default/files/paragraphs/documents/FSIN_TechnicalSeries_1.pdf
https://www.fsinplatform.org/sites/default/files/paragraphs/documents/FSIN_TechnicalSeries_1.pdf
https://www.fsinplatform.org/sites/default/files/paragraphs/documents/FSIN_TechnicalSeries_2.pdf
https://www.fsinplatform.org/sites/default/files/paragraphs/documents/FSIN_TechnicalSeries_2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(85)90134-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(85)90134-4
http://www.fsincop.net/fileadmin/user_upload/fsin/docs/resources/fsin_technicalseries_7.pdf
http://www.fsincop.net/fileadmin/user_upload/fsin/docs/resources/fsin_technicalseries_7.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-017-0652-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-017-0652-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0820-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0820-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.106365
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.106365
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czv127
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czv127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2011.07.001
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5665e.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4060/cb4476en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.09.016
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11216073
https://doi.org/10.24187/ecostat.2017.491d.1908
https://doi.org/10.24187/ecostat.2017.491d.1908


1182 M. d’Errico et al.

1 3

Gunderson, L. (2000). Ecological Resilience–In Theory and Application. 
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics, 31, 425–439. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1146/ annur ev. ecols ys. 31.1. 425

Hanandita, W., & Tampubolon, G. (20144). Does poverty reduce men-
tal health? An instrumental variable analysis. Social Science & 
Medicine, 113, 59–67. ISSN 0277–9536. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
socsc imed. 2014. 05. 005

Hoddinott, J. (2006). Shocks and their consequences across and within 
households in rural Zimbabwe. The Journal of Development Stud-
ies, 42(2), 301–321.

Holling, C. S. (1996). Engineering resilience versus ecological resil-
ience. In P.C. Schulze eds. Engineering within ecological con-
straints, pp. 31–44. Washington, DC, National Academy Press. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 4236/ ce. 2013. 49087

Jones, L., & d’Errico, M. (2019). Whose resilience matters? Like-
for-like comparison of objective and subjective evaluations of 
resilience. World Development, 124, 104632.

Jones, L., & Tanner, T. (2015). Measuring'subjective resilience': 
using peoples' perceptions to quantify household resil-
ience. (Working Paper No. 423). Overseas Development Insti-
tute, 23.

Kwan, C., & Walsh, C. A. (2017). Seniors’ disaster resilience: A 
scoping review of the literature, International Journal of Dis-
aster Risk Reduction, Volume 25, 2017. ISSN, 259–273, 2212–
4209. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijdrr. 2017. 09. 010

Khan, F. U. (2010). Economic consequences of health shocks and 
coping strategies: Evidence from urban poor households in 
Bangladesh. The Netherlands, Erasmus University.

Knight, L., Roberts, B. J., Aber, J. L., Richter, L. & Size Research 
Group. (2015). Household Shocks and Coping Strategies in 
Rural and Peri-Urban South Africa: Baseline Data from the Size 
Study in Kwazulu-Natal, South Africa. Journal of International 
Development, 27(2), 213–233.

Knippenberg, E. and Hoddinott, J. (2017). Shocks, social protection, 
and resilience: Evidence from Ethiopia. ESSP working papers 
109, International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI).

Knippenberg, E., Jensen, N., & Constas, M. (2019). Quantifying house-
hold resilience with high frequency data: Temporal dynamics and 
methodological options. World Development, 121, 1–15.

Levin, S., Xepapadeas, T., Crépin, A.-S., Norberg, J., de Zeeuw, A., 
Folke, C., Hughes, T. P., Arrow, K., Barrett, S., Daily, G., Ehrlich, 
P., Kautsky, N., Mäler, K.-G., Polasky, S., Troell, M., Vincent, J., 
& Walker, B. H. (2013). Social-ecological systems as complex 
adaptive systems: Modeling and policy implications? Environ-
ment and Development Economics, 18, 111–132. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1017/ S1355 770X1 20004 60

Li, X., Lam, N., Qiang, Y., Li, K., Yin, L., Liu, S., & Zheng, W. (2016). 
Measuring county resilience after the 2008 Wenchuan earthquake. 
International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 7(4), 393–412. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s13753- 016- 0109-2

Malik, A., D’Errico, M., Omolo, D., & Gichane, B. (2020). Build-
ing resilience in Somalia; evidence from field data collection. 
Journal of Development Effectiveness, 12(4), 323–340. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 19439 342. 2020. 18404 21

Mavhura, E., Manyangadze, T., & Aryal, K. R. (2021). A compos-
ite inherent resilience index for Zimbabwe: An adaptation of 
the disaster resilience of place model. International Journal of 
Disaster Risk Reduction, 57, 102152. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
ijdrr. 2021. 102152

Mock, N., Benè, C., Constas, M. & Frankenberger, T. R. (2015). 
Systems Analysis in the Context of Resilience. Resilience 
Measurement Technical Working Group. Technical Series No. 
6. Rome, Food Security Information Network (FSIN). www. 
fsinc op. net/ filea dmin/ user_ upload/ fsin/ docs/ resou rces/ FSIN_ 
Techn icalS eries_6. pdf

Murendo, C., Kairezi, G., & Mazvimavi, K. (2019). Resilience capac-
ity, agricultural diversification, and household nutrition in Malawi. 
Paper No 295863, presented at the 2019 Sixth International Con-
ference, 23–26 September 2019, Abuja, African Association of 
Agricultural Economists (AAAE). https:// doi. org/ 10. 22004/ ag. 
econ. 295863

Nikoloski, Z., Christiaensen, L., & Hill, R. (2018). Household shocks 
and coping mechanism: evidence from Sub-Saharan Africa. in 
Christiaensen, Luc and Demery. Agriculture in Africa: Telling 
Myths from Facts. Directions in Development—Agriculture 
and Rural Development Washington D.C: World Bank 2018, 
pp. 123–134 .

Okamoto, I. (2011). How do poor rural households in Myanmar cope 
with shocks? Coping strategies in a fishing and farming village 
in Rakhine state. The Developing Economies, 49(1), 89–112. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1746- 1049. 2010. 00123.x

Phadera, L., Michelson, H., Winter-Nelson, A., & Goldsmith, P. 
(2019). Do asset transfers build household resilience? Journal 
of Development Economics, 138, 205–227.

Pettengell, C., McQuistan, C., Szonyi, M., Keating, A., Laurien, F., 
Ianni, F., & Bold, R. (2020). Project Set up, study Set up, Data 
Collection, and Grading. Zurich. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijdrr. 
2021. 102152

Pingali, P., Alinovi, L., & Sutton, J. (2005). Food security in complex 
emergencies: Enhancing food system resilience. Disasters, 29, S5–
S24. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 0361- 3666. 2005. 00282.x

Pradhan, K. C., & Mukherjee, S. (2018). Covariate and idiosyn-
cratic shocks and coping strategies for poor and non-poor rural 
households in India. Journal of Quantitative Economics, 16(1), 
101–127. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s40953- 017- 0073-8

Pople, A., Hill, R., Dercon, S., Brunckhorst, B. (2021). Anticipatory 
cash transfers in climate disaster response. Available at https:// 
www. disas terpr otect ion. org/ publi catio ns- centre/ antic ipato ry- 
cash- trans fers- in- clima te- disas ter- respo nse

Schipper, E. L. F., & Langston, L. (2015). A comparative overview of 
resilience measurement frameworks. Analysing indicators and 
approaches. Overseas Development Institute Working Paper 422. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 13140/ RG.2. 1. 2430. 0882

Signorelli, S., Azzarri, C., & Roberts, C. (2016). Malnutrition and 
Climate Patterns in the ASALs of Kenya: A Resilience Analysis 
based on a Pseudo-panel Dataset. Technical Report Series No. 2: 
Strengthening the Evidence Base for Resilience in the Horn of 
Africa, Report 9. Nairobi, International Livestock Research Institute 
(ILRI) and Washington, DC, International Food Policy Research 
Institute (IFPRI). http:// ebrary. ifpri. org/ cdm/ ref/ colle ction/ 
 p1573 8coll2/ id/ 130220

Smith, L., Frankenberger, T., Langworthy, Ben Martin, S., Spangler, 
T., Nelson, S., & Downen, J. (2015). Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas 
Resilience Improvement and Market Expansion (PRIME) Pro-
ject Impact Evaluation. Baseline Survey Report. Feed the Future 
FEEDBACK, United States Agency for International Development.

Smith, L., & Frankenberger, T. (2015). Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas 
Resilience Improvement and MarketExpansion (PRIME) project 
impact evaluation: report of the interim monitoring survey 2014-
2015. Feed the Future FEEDBACK project report for USAID.

Smith, L. C., & Frankenberger, T. R. (2017). Does Resilience Capacity 
Reduce the Negative Impact of Shocks on Household Food Secu-
rity? Evidence from the 2014 Floods in Northern Bangladesh. 
World Development. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. world dev. 2017. 07. 
003

Smith, L. C., & Frankenberger, T. R. (2018). Does Resilience Capacity 
Reduce the Negative Impact of Shocks on Household Food Secu-
rity? Evidence from the 2014 Floods in Northern Bangladesh, 
World Development, Volume 102. ISSN, 358–376, 0305-750X. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. world dev. 2017. 07. 003

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.31.1.425
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.31.1.425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.05.005
https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2013.49087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2017.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355770X12000460
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355770X12000460
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-016-0109-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/19439342.2020.1840421
https://doi.org/10.1080/19439342.2020.1840421
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102152
http://www.fsincop.net/fileadmin/user_upload/fsin/docs/resources/FSIN_TechnicalSeries_6.pdf
http://www.fsincop.net/fileadmin/user_upload/fsin/docs/resources/FSIN_TechnicalSeries_6.pdf
http://www.fsincop.net/fileadmin/user_upload/fsin/docs/resources/FSIN_TechnicalSeries_6.pdf
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.295863
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.295863
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1049.2010.00123.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102152
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0361-3666.2005.00282.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40953-017-0073-8
https://www.disasterprotection.org/publications-centre/anticipatory-cash-transfers-in-climate-disaster-response
https://www.disasterprotection.org/publications-centre/anticipatory-cash-transfers-in-climate-disaster-response
https://www.disasterprotection.org/publications-centre/anticipatory-cash-transfers-in-climate-disaster-response
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.2430.0882
http://ebrary.ifpri.org/cdm/ref/collection/p15738coll2/id/130220
http://ebrary.ifpri.org/cdm/ref/collection/p15738coll2/id/130220
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.07.003


1183Cross-countries of resilience determinants, coping mechanisms, shocks

1 3

Smith, L., Frankenberger, T., Fox, K., Nelson, S., & Griffin, T. (2019). 
Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market 
Expansion (PRIME) Project Impact Evaluation: Endline Survey 
Report. Washington, DC: Resilience Evaluation, Analysis and 
Learning (REAL) Associate Award.

Smith, L. C., & Frankenberger, T. R. (2022). Recovering from severe 
drought in the drylands of Ethiopia: Impact of Comprehensive 
Resilience Programming. World Development, 156, 105829.

TANGO. (2018). Conceptual framework for resilience measurement 
and analysis. Technical Assistance to NGOs, International. Tuc-
son, AZ.

Uexkull, N. V., D’Errico, M., & Jackson, J. (2020). Drought, resil-
ience, and support for violence: Household survey evidence from 
DR Congo. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 64(10), 1994–2021. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00220 02720 923400

Vaitla, B., Tesfay, G., Rounseville, M., & Maxwell, D. (2012). Resil-
ience and livelihoods change in Tigray, Ethiopia. Somerville, USA, 
Tufts University, Feinstein International Center. https:// fic. tufts. 
edu/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ Resil ience- and- Livel ihoods- Change- in- 
Tigray- FINAL- 30- 10- 12. pdf

Yoon, D. K., Kang, J. E., & Brody, S. D. (2016). A measurement of 
community disaster resilience in Korea. Journal of Environmen-
tal Planning and Management, 59(3), 436–460. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 09640 568. 2015. 10161 42

Zaveri, E., Russ, J., & Damania, R. (2020). Rainfall anomalies are 
a significant driver of cropland expansion. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 117(19), 10225-10233. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 19107 19117

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

Marco d’Errico holds a Ph.D. in 
Economics and is an economist at 
the Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation (FAO) of the United 
Nations. He joined FAO in 2009 
and since then he has collabo-
rated with World Bank, IFAD, 
and UNICEF. He is currently  
Head of  the RIMA (Resilience 
Index Measurement and Analy-
sis) team, and coordinator of the 
Impact Evaluation Task Force in 
the Agriculture and Development 
Division (ESA).

Jeanne Pinay holds an MSc in 
Development Economics and is an 
economist at the Food and Agri-
culture Organization (FAO) of the 
United Nations. She joined FAO in 
2020 and works on resilience and 
food security analyses, with a par-
ticular focus on African countries.

Ellestina Jumbe holds two mas-
ters’ degrees in Economics and 
International public finance and 
has since 2020 been working at 
FAO as an Economist. Her work 
involves country support in resil-
ience analysis and measurement 
within the RIMA team- includ-
ing extended support to a select 
countries in Africa under the 
Malabo declaration agenda.

Anh Hong Luu holds a Ph.D. in 
Applied Economics and is an 
economist in the RIMA (Resil-
ience Index Measurement and 
Analysis) team at the Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
of the United Nations. She spe-
cializes in household resilience, 
prices of agriculture products, 
and models built using the R and 
STATA programming language. 
She is currently working on dif-
ferent projects of FAO and 
World Bank to improve the live-

lihoods of poor rural households and enhance their resilience.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002720923400
https://fic.tufts.edu/wp-content/uploads/Resilience-and-Livelihoods-Change-in-Tigray-FINAL-30-10-12.pdf
https://fic.tufts.edu/wp-content/uploads/Resilience-and-Livelihoods-Change-in-Tigray-FINAL-30-10-12.pdf
https://fic.tufts.edu/wp-content/uploads/Resilience-and-Livelihoods-Change-in-Tigray-FINAL-30-10-12.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2015.1016142
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2015.1016142
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1910719117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1910719117

	Drivers and stressors of resilience to food insecurity: evidence from 35 countries
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature review
	2.1 Resilience measurement
	2.2 Cross-countries evidence
	2.3 Shocks and coping strategies

	3 Data and methods
	3.1 Data
	3.2 Methods

	4 Results
	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusions
	Appendix
	Robustness checks
	References


