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Overview of Findings and Reflections

Louise Sperling
Tom Remington
Jon M. Haugen

Introduction

This volume contains eight case studies managed by CIAT, CRS, and CARE Norway in a project
entitled, Assisting disaster-affected and chronically stressed communities in East, Central and Southern
Africa: Focus on small farmer systems. The case studies were undertaken to evaluate various forms of
emergency seed aid and to couple these with analyses of the broader seed and crop systems. The
objectives were to understand if and how vulnerable farmers are being helped by the kinds of assistance
they receive—and how to move forward on improving practice.

The work was undertaken over a two-year period, in seven countries in Africa. In all cases, the seed aid
practitioners were also engaged in the evaluations and reflections, so that “lessons learned” could
immediately influence the “next steps of practice.” It is to the credit of the participating national
agricultural research systems (NARS) and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that they were
willing to take a hard look at the effectiveness of their interventions. Equally, the donors, both
USAID/OFDA and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs/Norway, are to be lauded for promoting substantive
follow-up on emergency assistance because such follow-up is rare.

Table 1 gives the broad overview of the major features of the case studies: the countries in which they
were undertaken, the stresses that originally triggered a decision to supply seed-related assistance, and
the types of interventions that eventually unrolled. Note that the analyses of the real stresses changed as
the work progressed.

Table 2 hones in on the salient (defining) questions of each field program. Five of the cases address key
features of specific interventions (such as introductions of new varieties), while three present overviews
of the practice and evolution of seed aid on a country-wide basis.

In the volume that follows, case study abstracts provide findings specific to the intervention and context.
In this introduction, we step back and reflect on the broader findings that emerge from this rare
opportunity to examine seed aid across countries, across stresses, across interventions, and across
different types of seed systems.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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Overview of Findings and Reflections

Table 1. CIAT/CRS/CARE-Norway Project: Major Descriptors

Case study descriptors Content
Countries Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Mozambique, Uganda, Zimbabwe
Trigger Stresses Drought, civil strife, flood, plant disease (and crop breakdown),

distorted political economy

Interventions  Direct seed distribution

» Seed vouchers and fairs

 Starter packs and targeted input distribution
« Community-based seed production

* Introduction of new varieties

Crop foci Maize, beans, cassava, sorghum, rice, millet, cowpeas, bananas,
sweet potatoes
also: wheat, barley, vanilla, cocoa, moringa

Table 2. CIAT/CRS/CARE-Norway Project: Defining Questions

Specific site Defining question

Analysis of Specific Interventions

Eastern Kenya Direct seed distribution and seed vouchers and fairs: what is their relative
cost-effectiveness?

Northern Burundi Seed vouchers and fairs and the role of traders: who benefits?

Western Uganda Seed vouchers and fairs: real agro-biodiversity gains?

Western Kenya Introductions of new (self-pollinated) varieties in period of crop breakdown: do
informal farmer producer groups move quality seed, and quickly?

Northern Introductions of new varieties in a period of crop breakdown: are there special

Mozambique concerns with vegetatively propagated material?

Overview of Seed Relief and Evolution of Practice

Malawi Direct seed distributions

Seed vouchers and fairs

Starter packs/targeted input programs
Community-based seed production

Ethiopia Direct seed distributions/local procurement

Zimbabwe Direct seed distributions

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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General findings: Seed systems under stress

Acute response implemented in chronic stress contexts

Emergency seed system assistance was delivered in six out of the eight cases in response to what was
characterized as an acute stress. That is, acute seed insecurity was presumed to have been brought on by
distinct, short-duration events that affected a significant portion of the population. However, more
in-depth analysis, in all six cases, showed the problems to be of a more chronic, systemic nature: e.g.,
declining productivity, water-related stress, ongoing civil unrest, and/or misplaced political policies.

The other two cases, both of crop breakdowns (one in western Kenya with beans and the other in
northern Mozambique with cassava), were the only ones in which prior assessments (or diagnoses)
actually took place. These revealed that the “acute manifestation” was due to more systemic biotic,
abiotic, and economic pressures: build-up of plant disease, lack of crop rotations, declining farm sizes.

The result of an “acute” response in a more chronically stressed context means that the problem is not
alleviated and that seed system assistance is then needed—again and again. However, the effects of
giving “acute” aid in chronic stress contexts are not just neutral (and may have negative impacts). During
the second and third rounds of aid, one is not just starting from the same (compromised) baseline.
Increasing evidence, within and beyond these case studies, demonstrates that aid given on a repeated
basis distorts farmers' own seed procurement strategies (see Malawi case herein and Kenya case,
Sperling, 2002), undermines local seed/grain market functioning (Burundi case herein), and even
compromises the development of more commercial seed supply systems (Zimbabwe case herein and
Tripp and Rohrbach, 2001).

So, there are negative effects of giving acute seed aid on a repeated basis, particularly for vulnerable
farmers, for local and regional traders, and for the developers of private enterprise.

Chronic seed distribution promotes the emergence
of a relief seed system

Seed aid distribution is taking place in a large number of countries: one season, two seasons, three
seasons, and beyond. The giving of seed aid is itself becoming a “chronic” activity. Table 3 summarizes
the number of years seed aid has been given in several of the countries under study. Figures have been
amassed from actual government records, from NGO reports, and from the accounts of implementers
working on the ground. There seem to be few checks for stopping such assistance (simply when funds
dry up?) and deliberate exit strategies have not been planned.

Table 3. Chronic Seed Aid Distribution

Country Seed Aid Distributions
Burundi 22 seasons since 1995
Eastern Kenya 1992/93, 1995/97, 2000/02, 2004
Ethiopia Food aid 22 years since 1983/84
Seed aid on and off during the same period
Malawi 9 seasons or more since 1992
Zimbabwe Near continuous since 1991 (food aid, seed aid, or both)

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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The rise of a chronic seed aid system has been identified as a profitable business opportunity for the
entrepreneurial, who specialize in quick delivery of a small range of crops. It has also led to the rise of a
separate seed system based on relief, i.e., a "relief seed system" (see the Ethiopia and Zimbabwe cases).
Relief seed systems are created to assist farm communities in post-disaster contexts and are based on the
assumption that other seed channels (in both the formal and farmer seed systems) are simply
nonfunctional.

Relief seed systems have evolved dramatically and differentially in different countries in Africa, but
their rise has been quick and steady. They seem to be of two basic types: in Kenya, Zimbabwe, and
Malawi, there are commercially based relief seed systems. This is because of the importance of maize as
a commercial crop and the dominance of commercial maize in the seed market. In countries without a
significant maize-based commercial seed sector (like Burundi) or those with a niche market (Ethiopia),
donors and relief agencies have always relied on the farmer seed system to source their seed for
emergency redistribution. The functioning of such systems involves a straightforward set of steps: a
disaster is declared, seed need is assumed, and then a well-established chain of suppliers moves into
action.

No diagnosis and an assumption of lack of seed trigger
seed-related disaster responses

The lack of any diagnosis related to the seed system has now become a commonplace observation within
the disaster literature (Sperling and Cooper, 2003). In practice, one of four strategies is employed for
“assessing” seed security and none is sufficiently accurate or timely for assessing seed security among
vulnerable farming populations:

* No assessment is done at all—and seed need is assumed.
* Food security assessments are effected—and seed need is assumed.
* A crop production fall (decline) is measured—and seed need is assumed.

* Lengthy surveys of farming and rural production systems are completed—and the results are
analyzed and written up—after emergency seed has been delivered.

Within the cases documented here, only two instances of diagnosis or problem assessment were noted.
Both were research-driven and related to an analysis of progressive crop failure due to plant
disease/farming system pressures.

In the absence of seed-related needs assessment, the default option has been to assume that there is a lack
of available seed. This has been done in a wide range of disaster contexts since the start of seed aid
practice.

Two sources of concrete information, from very different perspectives, indicate how incorrect this
automatic assessment of lack of availability often is.

1. A growing number of studies have actually traced where farmers in “disaster” situations sourced
the seed they planted—in areas where seed aid distribution had taken place. Table 4 indicates that in
contexts where precise data were examined (and with larger sample sizes), relatively little of the
seed sown came from emergency aid (with the importance of the assistance varying by crop and
context). This means that, as farmers were lining up to become beneficiaries of free seed aid, they
were simultaneously sourcing non-aid channels to access most of their needed seed supplies.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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Table 4. Importance of Relief Seed in Farmers’ Overall Seed Supply during Disaster

Periods
% of seed planted

Context Crop sourced through relief Source
Zimbabwe/drought/political Pearl millet 12* Bramel and Remington
instability/2003 (this volume)
Rwanda/war/1995 Beans 28** Sperling, 1997
Kenya/drought/1997 Maize 11 Sperling, 2002
Somalia/drought/2000 Sorghum 10-17* Longley et al., 2001
Somalia/drought//2003 Maize 3 Longley et al., 2001
* This figure includes seed delivered by NGOs and the government during the stress period, some of which

1133

may have been labeled “relief.” During
these channels.

ok The figure 0of 28% came from the first seed distribution, two months after intensive fighting ceased. Relief
seed was then distribution again, the next major planting, and in January 1996, and only 6% of the bean seed
shown came via relief channels.

normal’” times, farmers access 5% of their pearl millet seed from

2. This project also set out to assess seed availability via local seed/grain traders, who may supply
seed in crisis periods. In Burundi, where seed aid has been given since 1995, 41 traders recounted
their experience with seed sourcing over the last 10 years of drought and war. Seventy-eight percent
indicated that there had never been a problem with availability. The other 22% nuanced their
answers, with only one (item a below) suggesting an absolute lack at one point in time (see Burundi
case, this volume).

a. only once—during the 1993/94 war—when everyone was fleeing (n=1);
in 1993, when all seed had been bought up by the emergency NGOs;

c. during the “events,” seed was available in Rwanda (30 km away) but “my bicycle broke
down”;

d. the problem was price.

Trader remarks highlight how relative the term “availability” is and how directly linked it is to a trader’s
means. Those who source seed using bicycles, and with slim price margins, have different parameters of
availability than those with large trucks (and who also easily cross borders). As this overview is being
written, a large-scale commodity trader has been hired by the project to assess seed availability in eastern
Kenya—where government and NGOs have been distributing free seed on an impressive scale (for the
second season in 2004). The Kenya analysis is drawing results comparable to the Burundian one: seed is
widely available in local seed/grain channels. Via the Kenya case, this project has commissioned the
commodity trader to construct a practical checklist for assessing market functioning (including seed
availability) from an expert point of view.

In sum, in terms of assessment, the field-based studies show that in multiple contexts (e.g., drought, civil
strife, or both), farmers have been able to access the large majority of their seed from local channels.
Several trader assessments have further confirmed the availability of seed on a large scale—during
periods of outside aid. Again, availability is a relative term, and much depends on the means of traders
serving a region: their price margins, transport facilities, and seed sourcing networks.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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To date, only two types of cases have been identified that show when availability of seed in a disaster
context may be a fundamental constraint.. The first case is where local seed on offer is no longer adapted
to local growing contexts, often due to biotic and abiotic pressures (e.g., cases herein are in eastern
Kenya, due to bean root rots, and northern Mozambique, due to cassava brown streak). Purists might
label this problem as a seed quality constraint, rather than one of availability. However, the fact remains
that farmers did not have anything to plant that would actually grow.

The second case involves contexts where there have been substantial production shortfalls and local
markets have never sufficiently developed to deliver routine seed or planting supplies. In addressing this
latter issue of availability and market failure, it might be useful to distinguish between spatial and
temporal issues of availability, or the lack thereof. Delving into the root causes for these lacks should
encourage practitioners to move from a focus on seed aid to one on strengthening the seed system.

Local seed/grain markets identified as a core element for seed
system stability

The more one looks at seed systems in detail, the more the role of local seed/grain markets appears as a
central element in promoting seed security. Varied market-related findings are emerging from direct
field analysis:

1. Market-sourced seed (especially for self-pollinated crops and cereals, in general, with the
exception of maize) provides a core for farmer seed security, especially among the more vulnerable,
e.g., in this volume, Burundi, Zimbabwe, and western Kenya; see also Rwanda (Sperling, 1997)
and eastern Kenya (Sperling, 2002).

2. Local grain markets, from which seed is obtained, have been shown to be more durable than
expected in stress periods, with analysis showing their functioning in periods of civil strife (e.g.,
Burundi) as well as in periods of drought and floods.

3. The genetic quality of seed sourced in markets is most often acceptable to farmers, as it is generally
grown in surrounding agroecological contexts.

4. Surprisingly, the physiological and phyto-sanitary quality of seed purchased in local markets can
also be partially regulated (through purchase from known contacts and rigorous farmer sorting).
Laboratory analyses (for purity, health, and germination) demonstrate acceptable quality
parameters for the market seed examined. Such data do not mean that all market seed is of high
quality. They do, however, firmly show that the reverse is not universally true. Market seed,
priori, should not be equated with low-quality seed.

5. For the non-hybrids, local seed/grain markets are proving an important channel for moving new
varieties, that is, new genetic materials developed by formal research systems. In fact, for some
crop types, local markets seem to move new varieties more effectively than formal seed channels.

6. Markets have proven to be a useful source for re-accessing seed of desired types and quantities that
has been lost or temporarily abandoned in stress periods.

Given their pivotal role in seed system stability—and resilience—one of the major conclusions of our
case studies is that local grain/seed markets must be strategically supported, not undermined, in
post-stress periods. They provide a central core of seed security, particularly for the vulnerable.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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Seed systems during crisis prove generally resilient—except in
cases of crop/variety breakdown

Evidence shows that seed system resilience, of the local, farmer system, is the norm, rather than the
exception during periods of stress. “Resilience” in this context means that seed channels continue to
provide varieties and seed that farmers find of acceptable quality, and which will grow when sown.
Further, those analyses that focused on varietal diversity have generally found that major varieties are
not lost—not during drought, war, nor even select cases of flood (viz. Ferguson, 2003)

There are important exceptions to this observation on seed system resilience. In areas of crop
breakdown, when existing varieties no longer perform due to formidable pressures (usually plant disease
or declining fertility), the local systems may not have the capacity themselves to bring in new materials.
Particularly in cases where vegetatively propagated crops (e.g., cassava, sweet potatoes) provide the
base of food security, outside assistance may become key. The problem of cassava mosaic virus in East
and Central Africa since the late 1980s demonstrates such need.

Misplaced seed-quality parameters in emergency response result
in overemphasis on “health” to the detriment of genetic quality

Issues of seed quality very much shape the types of seed assistance (and asset transfers) that can unfold.
In emergency seed procurement, quality issues most often focus on whether the seed is certified or not
(as many donors require formal verification as a prerequisite for seed procurement.). Quality stereotypes
have equated certified and formal sector seed as being of high germination and good seed health, with
poor assessments applied to farmer seed (home-produced and procured from the market), which is
stereotyped as generally poor. Case study analyses have shown that such labels can be deceptive. The
quality of formal-sector seed may not be as advertised (this volume, see western Kenya case) and
emergency-grade seed overall is of highly variable health and genetic quality (eastern Kenya case).
Farmer seed and market seed has also proven to be “objectively” of good quality, as assessed in
laboratory analyses (western Kenya case).

Some of the existing emergency interventions build in special measures to examine quality on a
site-by-site basis, such as the catalyzing of regulating committees during seed vouchers and fairs
(SV&F). Undoubtedly, additional mechanisms can be put in place to reinforce acceptable quality
standards. Minimally, seed on offer via emergency assistance should be as least as good as that which
farmers routinely sow.

The focus on the seed health parameter of “quality” has diverted attention away from what is probably
the more important quality issue for seed: the seed on offer, at the very least, must be adapted to the stress
conditions at hand, and have generally acceptable crop characteristics. It is puzzling that genetic
(variety) quality, in practice, has been given second priority in emergency responses. Varieties emerging
from formal research sectors or on offer from commercial companies are assumed “good enough,”
whether or not they have been selected for use in the regions of stress or for growing under the
management conditions practiced by beneficiary farmers.

Optimally, the genetic quality on offer should anticipate on-site stresses; e.g., they should be early
maturing for those facing a hungry gap or resistant to specific disease pressures in areas with marked
pathogen build-up.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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Intervention-specific findings

Moving from the overview of seed system insights, the section below summarizes findings tied to
specific types of support interventions aimed at seed systems.

Broad pattern of default: DSD to CBM

At present, a narrow range of responses are employed to bolster seed systems in stress. Diagnoses being
minimal or perfunctory at best, the evolution of a seed-related assistance pattern is well established (see
Malawi, Zimbabwe, Ethiopia cases, this volume) During emergencies, institutions jump to direct seed
distribution (DSD) by default. During recovery, institutions move to community-based multiplication
(CBM) schemes by default. So seed system assistance is characterized by “option by default.”
Practitioners supply interventions they feel competent to implement, but not necessarily the
interventions that are needed for a given context.

DSD versus SV&F: Misplaced comparison

The capability to conduct a range of interventions has created a divide in practitioner circles. Seed
vouchers and fairs are being implemented by those who sense the need to go beyond seeds and tools
(S&T), while S&T (re-baptized as direct seed distribution) remains the baseline response.

DSD is about seed—nothing more and nothing less. It assumes that seed is not available—and
orchestrates a seed transfer. If done well, a range of varieties and crops can be delivered to a large
number of beneficiaries—and in time for sowing. The DSD approach is neither inherently good nor bad.

SV&F at first glance, focuses on seed, and also involves a seed asset transfer. The baseline assumption
for implementing SV&F revolves around a problem of “access,” and, more explicitly, that there is not a
problem of availability in the disaster-affected zones.

As one looks more deeply, however, into the two asset-related transfers, it is clear that an “apple and
orange” comparison has been put forward. While both use seed as their most visible vehicle, SV&F are
implemented to achieve a much broader, and substantially different, set of goals (see eastern Kenya,
Burundi, western Uganda case studies, this volume). They are designed to build and stimulate local seed
systems under stress, as well as to give a boost to local trading economies in potentially unstable times.
In supporting local livelihood systems, SV&F, de facto, lay the immediate ground for moving away
from outside or external assistance and link relief and development aims from the early stages of a crisis.

Fine-tuning SVFS—only through follow-up

Three aspects of SV&F were also subject to greater scrutiny in the case studies, and unanticipated
insights emerged only because of follow-up:

* Agro-biodiversity not necessarily supported by SV&F

Contrary to expectations, crop and variety diversity is not enhanced, a priori, by the SV&F approach,
but neither are the systems de facto undermined. The diversity present at a fair cannot reflect the range of
diversity in the farming system (some crops do not come to market and less sought-after varieties are not
put on offer by traders). The diversity actually put on offer is also not necessarily accessed by farmers:
some seek first to fill their vital needs—before their optional wants. More diversity-related transactions
could be promoted if, from the supply side, traders and seed sellers were given incentives to put more on

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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offer (prizes? or modest subsidies for offering diverse and new varieties?). Demand might also be
stimulated, if farmers were given more knowledge about the products on offer, as well as the opportunity
to purchase “trial” size samples. Ultimately, the demand side will have to be more strategically
stimulated if and when SV&F are reshaped to become innovation and livelihood fairs per se. SV&F
could serve as important venues for putting new varieties, management ideas, or agro-enterprise
products on offer. They are already being used to move non-seed inputs (as done at the trade input fairs
in Mozambique).

* Traders are important beneficiaries in SV&F, but not at farmers’ expense

Despite the small scale of transactions, traders at SV&F are often drawn from surrounding locales, and
prove key for injecting immediate cash into the stressed economy.

Traders emerge as a clear beneficiary group in SV&F, in addition to, but not at the expense of,
beneficiary buyers. In the Burundi case, those selling at fairs tended to emerge from a specialized trading
class, with an evident female bias (women cannot easily own land). In western Uganda, traders were
generally seed sellers, as likely to be full-time farmers as not.

Traders particularly benefit from fairs in terms of (a) receiving direct cash payments (versus having to
extend credit), (b) having a high volume of daily sales, and (c) obtaining prices slightly higher than on
the open market.

As traders are generally local, investment in their business translates into investment into the local
economy, with the SV&F trader revenues in Burundi, for instance, being reinvested particularly in
commercial activities (including the extension of credit).

The coupling of farmer beneficiary and trader beneficiary seems to be a “win-win” situation. However,
as the scale of SV&F widens, the relative client benefits should be examined more closely.

* Analyses of cost-effectiveness not conclusive

Several cost-effectiveness analyses have been done comparing DSD and SV&F, and their results are not
conclusive. Much depends on the scale on which activities have been implemented and how these have
evolved through time (the capacity-building costs become lower as the relatively “unknown
approaches” become more familiar). The major difference in cost-benefits are not the direct effects so
much as the ancillary effects on surrounding seed, economic, and livelihood systems. In terms of seed,
per se, greater diversity is available through SV&F, as well as the important fact that they allow farmers
to select among that diversity in response to their own particular stress situation.

Variety introductions prove potentially key in a crisis but seed
diffusion channels need to be focus of equal concern
New varietal introductions can make a key difference to production and stability in crisis times.

However, the cases indicate several pivotal decisions that need to be made concomitantly with an
assessment that new varietal material may be warranted.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development
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* Variety basket should be on offer

A choice of varieties should be on offer—particularly as the context is one of stress. In both western
Kenya and northern Mozambique, the basket of options helped to anticipate probable future breakdowns
of disease resistance.

* Not everything new is good

Not everything new is good. Maize hybrids, in particular, are often promoted as new items on offer in
stress contexts. However, their performance is very uneven as an emergency input (see Kenya,
Zimbabwe, Ethiopia, Malawi cases). This underlines the need for a strategy for new introductions to be
carefully weighed, particularly if the recipient herself is not the one selecting the precise emergency aid
option.

* The choice of specific diffusion channels is critical for new variety impact

The choice of diffusion channels for moving new varieties (formal, informal, market, groups of farmers,
etc.) is potentially as important for achieving impact as the quality of the product being diffused. It
makes strategic sense to build on channels that move products fast, widely, at low cost. The case
analyses showed unimpressive results for working through informal farmer seed multiplier groups, but
remarkable diffusion results via local grain/seed traders. Parallel to a focus on diffusion channels, the
varied seed production models being promoted throughout Africa (of which farmer multiplier groups are
one) need to be designed from the start with an explicit impact-oriented outreach focus—if they are to
reach the vulnerable.

Several of the case studies showed that new varieties in themselves can have an important impact in
specific kinds of stressed contexts. However, research needs to speed up its product- development
response if it is to become a reliable partner in alleviating disaster scenarios.

Seed security:
Moving forward the frontiers of disaster response

The steps for improving the effectiveness of seed aid practice seem fairly straightforward, and
implementable over the next five years. They involve a combination of positive strategies: (a) promoting
real learning evaluations that can fine-tune current implementation modes, (b) broadening the basket of
potential response options—through low-risk case scenario tests and capacity building, (c) supporting
assessments of seed system security prior to intervention (which will also encourage methods/tools to
become further refined), and (d) developing strategies for “emergencies” that factor in chronic stress. A
fundamental step for moving forward also involves acknowledging that “more of the same”—repeated
DSD or SV&F—may not be achieving the expected humanitarian aims. Most of the recommendations
below encourage a moving away from knee-jerk emergency responses—towards interventions where
implementers better understand what they are implementing and why.

Evaluation of assistance

The scale of seed aid has escalated since it was introduced as a complement to food aid about 15 years
ago. Given (a) its impressive scale, (b) the observation that seed aid has become repetitive, and (c)
evidence that aid can have negative as well as positive effects, evaluation should be promoted for a range
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of contexts. Perfunctory evaluations (such as tallying the quantity of seed distributed to x number of
farmers) serve as little more than self-confirming checklists that implementers have “done a good job.”
Instead, evaluations should minimally have two salient characteristics:

* First, they should be situated within a brief analysis of the functioning of on-going seed systems and
frankly assess how important the aid was versus other seed-related sources and support. Taking a
sample of farmers and finding out what they actually sowed and why is quick, easy to do, and gives a
reality check on the importance of the intervention.

* Second, each evaluation should program a critical question follow-up so as not to repeat the same
mistakes: e.g., did the poorest get seed? (why or why not?) Was the crop profile on offer appropriate?
(why or why not?) Did farmers re-sow the new varieties delivered? (why or why not?)

The money required for such follow-ups is modest in relation to the funds employed in the intervention
itself. The time required for such punctual questions involves but a matter of weeks. If such modest
time/money commitments prove obstacles for implementing organizations, they should not be
intervening at the heart of vulnerable farming systems. Ideally, evaluations of seed system support
should also be framed within assessments of the larger regional economy and livelihoods, but it is
unrealistic to expect the quick-response teams to conduct in-depth analyses. So for moving evaluation in
seed aid forward, we suggest the practical and do-able, and consign the “ideal” (more in-depth) to
specialists.'

Broadening the base of response options:
Focus on capacity building

The repertoire of seed system responses in emergencies has already been broadening, particularly in the
last four years, with seed fairs, vouchers, direct cash payments, input and livelihood fairs, etc., Further
follow-ups analyzing and comparing these options are underway in a number of countries and are sup-
ported by several agencies (e.g., in Ethiopia: OFDA/USAID and ODI). Unfortunately, implementation
of response alternatives is frequently de-linked from an analysis of the problem at hand (see next point
on needs assessment), and pro-linked to the current specific capacity of the implementing organization.
There is an urgent need to build the capacity of implementers to engage in a range of response options.
Without an explicit donor focus on practitioner capacity building, we will get more of the same.

Refinement and promotion of seed system security assessments

(SSSA)

The methodology for doing seed system security assessments is quickly being honed, and key elements
can be applied immediately. Work during the last few years has shown which seed channels to focus on
during acute crisis (90% of the time, own production and local seed/grain markets) and how to assess
whether such channels are functioning, at what level, and for whom.

For instance, one of the tenets of the SSSA Guide (CIAT/CRS/CN, forthcoming) is that “production
shortfall is not necessarily equal to seed shortfall.” Modeled after actual Eastern African farming
parameters, the example illustrated in table 5 clearly shows that one can lose most of the harvest (88%
for beans and even 99% for sorghum) and still have enough seed to sow—assuming that all the crop
harvested can be saved for actual planting.

1. At the time of this writing, CRS has conducted ex post evaluations of seed vouchers & fairs in Gambia, Ethiopia, and
Zimbabwe, and has recently completed a meta-analysis of the SV&F approach (Bramel and Remington, forthcoming).
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Overview of Findings and Reflections

Our understanding now of the importance of local grain/seed markets is also contributing to the SSSA
guides and shifting the focus of methods beyond assessing what farmers actually have in their hands
(own production and home stocks) to what they can access. Two key parameters shape market analysis
in the SSSA in particular. Differences between the seed and grain on offer need to be factored in across
crops, and a spatial overlap must be laid over market zones and zones of agroecological adaptation.. In
all cases, elements of a comprehensive SSSA thinking guide are in place, and such seed security
assessments—as distinct from food-need calculations—should be encouraged in the coming years. Only
with more focused seed security assessments can we hope to more toward more tailored support
responses.

Table 5. The Relation between Harvest (Home Production) and Seed Needed for
Sowing (Theoretical Example, Eastern Africa)

Crop Beans Sorghum
Surface area per household Ya ha Ya ha
Seeding rates per hectare 100 10
Sowing needs per surface sown (2 ha) 25kg 2.5
Multiplication rates of seed 8 100
Harvest per surface sown (% ha) 200 250

% of harvest needed to meet basic sowing needs 12.5 1.0

Source: SSSA Guide (CIAT/CRS/CN, forthcoming).

Factoring in chronic stress needs from
the beginning of an emergency response

Finally, we highlight an implication of one of our key findings: that much of the acute response is being
implemented in more chronically stressed contexts, where a swath of the population is continually
vulnerable—usually due to poverty.

In such a context, the emergency response should explicitly work through a lens that anticipates features
of such chronic stress. At a minimum, interventions should be avoided that (a) expose farmers to
increased risk and (b) have the potential to undermine functioning systems. In a positive vein,
interventions should be promoted that (a) counter the stress but which also (b) aim to strengthen farmers’
own capacities, bolster the functioning of their farming systems, and stimulate growth in the local
economy. We now know firmly, mostly through seed systems studies, that seed (in)security is rarely
about seed—and almost always about poverty. Hence, those implementing emergency responses should
now face the obligation to squarely address this poverty link, even during periods of stress.
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Abstract

This case study describes the role of seed fairs in supporting, stimulating, and strengthening the local
seed system. It analyzes local channels of seed supply with a focus on understanding how they function
in times of stress and how seed vouchers and fairs support local seed traders. The study is based on 41
semi-structured interviews conducted with seed traders who participated in seed vouchers and fairs in
Kirundo Province, Burundi, in February 2003.

Results of the study show that seed traders at seed voucher and fair activities are an experienced and
specialized group with formidable trading skills. Selling seed is more likely to be the primary occupation
and exclusive revenue opportunity for women. Barriers to entry into the trade seed are not excessive.
Seed fairs have a positive impact on the local seed system by stimulating social capital and kinship ties
between traders and buyers, building seed-sourcing relationships that extend beyond the seed fair, and
providing capital, which is predominantly allocated to local commercial and farm activity.

The case should encourage seed aid practitioners in Burundi and beyond to take a longer-term and more
holistic approach towards assessing and addressing seed needs. It is also expected to help practitioners
design and implement seed fairs that stimulate further local enterprise and give farmers access to a range
of innovations, including access to new varieties, new products, and the varied inputs needed to intensify
production.

Introduction

Located on the western edge of the Rift Valley, Burundi is a land of hills and mountains with 11
agroecological zones. The central plateau is scattered with countless streams, which create a landscape
of steep-sided hills and wetlands in the valleys. The rainfall pattern is bimodal with rainfall peaking in
April. The driest period occurs from June to September. The short rainy season usually lasts from
October to December but is more hazardous and variable in length than the long rainy season, from
February to May.

1.

S. Walsh, J.M. Bihizi, C. Droeven, B. Ngendahayo, B. Ndaboroheye are affiliated with Catholic Relief Services, Burundi. L.
Sperling is with the International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT).
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Burundi’s economy is essentially based on agriculture, with small farms providing over 90% of the
population’s livelihood. The land-use system is diverse and comprised, with regional differences, of
various components, including coffee, tea, maize, sugar, potatoes, and other food-based cropping
systems. The natural vegetation has been degraded to the point where there is little forest left except in
the highest elevations.

The population of Burundi was estimated at 6,600,000 in 1998, with a growth rate of over 3% per year.
In 1990, the average population density was estimated at 180 inhabitants per square kilometer. However,
this figure varies greatly from region to region, with some areas showing a population density as high as
400 inhabitants per square kilometer. Land pressure is one of the prime underlying causes of the
Burundian conflict and is a significant contributing factor to food insecurity.

Since 1993, civil unrest and conflict has caused over 200,000 deaths and displaced over 700,000 people,
both internally and externally. Burundian civil society has been undermined as a result of a combination
of massive population displacement, a poorly functioning and substantially underfunded public sector,
and continued fear and mistrust among large segments of the population. With the signing of the Arusha
Accords in April 2000, the arrival of a government of transition in November 2001, the peaceful
transition of the presidency in May 2003, and a cease fire between major belligerents in October 2003,
there is significant hope that Burundi has turned the corner.

Context of the study: The region and farming system,
and recent interventions

This study is took place in Kirundo Province, in the extreme northwest of the country, bordering
Rwanda and covering an area of 1700km2. The province is divided into two natural agroecological
zones: the Bugesera zone, which covers 65% of the province’s total surface and has an average altitude
of 1350m, and the Bweru zone, with an average altitude of 1600 meters covering the remaining 35%.

The study is focused on the Bugesera zone, which has the ecological characteristics of dry areas with
poor rainfall of 900—1100mm/year, a very long dry season of seven to eight months, and poorly
developed schlerophyllic vegetation. Kirundo Province enjoys a fertile soil, which can, under optimal
conditions, produce a large variety of food and cash crops. The Bugesera zone’s economy is based on
agriculture and livestock. The region is traditionally a producer of beans and sorghum, but bananas,
coffee, cassava, and sweet potatoes are also cultivated there.

Agricultural production and food security at the household level have been devastated by the combined
effects of drought and political crisis. For the last six years, all of Kirundo Province, and particularly the
Bugesera zone, has experienced a severe rain shortfall with declines of 70% of the norm for 2000 and
2001. Farming families characterized as very poor and poor, with an average land area of less than one
hectare under cultivation, make up 65% of households in the region. Households deemed “‘average,”
with one to two hectares under cultivation, represent 25% of the households. “Rich” households,
accounting for 10% of Kirundo Province, have an average of two or more hectares under cultivation.

In Kirundo Province, as elsewhere in Burundi, seed assessments are based on assessments of household
food security, without distinguishing between issues of access and availability (where access refers to

2. Based on compilation of assessments of household food economy conducted by WFP and Save the Children-UK in Kirundo
Province, July 2000 and January 2001.
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adequate means of acquiring desired seed through cash, barter, and social networks; availability refers to
the presence of sufficient quantities of desired seed within reasonable proximity to people at critical
sowing periods). This conventional approach to seed aid tends to become a Pavlovian response to a
misdiagnosed problem.” Moreover, assessments have been based on seasonal calculations without
regard to potentially more chronic problems related to seed systems.

Traditional seed and tools interventions are, at a minimum, two to three times the cost per beneficiary of
seed fairs, while the economic benefits, to the community at large (who do not receive agricultural inputs
from the intervention) are negligible. With conventional seed distribution, there is little evidence that
the intervention supports the local seed system or addresses more chronic seed-system problems.

Conventional seed distribution, under the coordination of the Food an Agricultural Organization of the
United Nations (FAO) is the dominant intervention through which seed needs are addressed in Burundi.
The summary of FAO-coordinated responses in the table below is not exhaustive but it does provide a
good representation of both the scale and scope of the international community’s emergency agriculture
response over the past six years.

Table 1. Summary of FAO-Coordinated Responses to Agricultural Emergencies,

1997-2002
Metric Tons of Hoes Total Households Households served

Year Beans (units) Served by season
1997* 1232 0 166,155 83,077
1998* 2937 210,640 367,962 183,981
1999* 4742 271,829 547,472 273,736
2000* 5020 115,725 596,185 298,092
2001 7107.5 206,800 677,352 338,676
2002A** 2557.5 166,500 205,500 205,500
Source: FAO Burundi.
* Two agricultural seasons.
*x One agricultural season.

Catholic Relief Services (CRS), Burundi has, up to the date of this study, used an alternative approach to
respond to seed needs in Kirundo Province. Over the course of three agricultural seasons leading up to
this case study, approximately 30,000 farming households have had their seed needs met through the
seed voucher and fair (SV&F) approach.’ This approach responds to problems of seed access, where
farming families lack the income, resources, or social capital needed to access seed. The approach

3. “In Pavlovian or ‘respondent’ conditioning we simply increase the magnitude of the response elicited by the conditioned
stimulus and shorten the time which elapses between stimulus and response.”— Skinner, B. F. (1953). Science and Human
Behavior, 65.

4. Numbers are derived from CRS experience with seed and tools interventions and seed fairs in Sudan, Kenya, Tanzania, and

Uganda, where the average cost of seed per beneficiary ranged from $4.41 to $11.02 per household (‘Getting Off the Seeds and
Tools Treadmill with CRS Seed Vouchers and Tools’ — Disasters Journal, 2002, Volume 26(4); 316-328.)

5. Through 2003, CRS and local partners have carried out seed fairs in Burundi, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Gambia, Kenya, Malawi,
Senegal, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe, serving over 400,000 farming households recovering from
man-made or climate-induced disaster.
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involves supplying farming households that lack access with a voucher that is used to acquire seed. The
vouchers are later redeemed by seed traders for cash.

No formal assessment of seed needs was conducted for any of the Kirundo seed fairs. Communities were
targeted for seed based on a seasonal assessment conducted by FAO and provincial authorities. CRS, in
coordination with local authorities, was given the mandate to respond to seed needs for specific
communes in Kirundo Province. Local authorities, in consultation with the governor of the Province and
the Provincial Department for Agriculture and Livestock (DPAE), selected the specific communities for
seed fair interventions. Coverage was, in principle, 100% in the communities selected.

The Burundi OFDA-funded study focuses on the SV&EF traders, large and small, who participated in the
Kirundo seed fairs.® The aim is threefold: (1) to understand and quantify the impact of SV&F at the farm
level, (2) to get a better assessment of the economic effects of SV&F events on small seed traders, and
(3) to get a better understanding of how the traditional seed system functions, its strengths and
weaknesses, so as to design and implement interventions explicitly geared to alleviating acute and
chronic challenges.

Moving beyond access: The need to understand the local seed
system and the residual impact of seed vouchers and fairs

The results from the Kirundo seed fairs indicated that when subsidies in the form of a voucher
redeemable in local currency are provided to stimulate demand among seed-needy households, local
seed suppliers respond favorably by providing seed that is adequate in both quantity and quality. Hence,
during the three agricultural seasons preceding this study, seed needs in Kirundo Province could be more
aptly characterized as being caused by lack of access as opposed to lack of availability. Otherwise stated,
there was sufficient seed to meet total seed demand for the dominant crops in the seed system, but a
number of farming households lacked the buying power and/or kinship networks to access this seed.

Over 1200 exit interviews were conducted among seed-voucher holders at the Kirundo seed fairs (40 per
seed fair), which showed that the average seed package obtained by recipients was greater in quantity
than that received by conventional distribution and that this amount of seed was sufficient to meet their
planting needs. The average package received by voucher-holding farm families over the three
agricultural seasons was 20kg beans, 1kg sorghum, 0.5kg maize, and 0.33kg groundnuts; the voucher
value for each family was US$ 6.00.

Additionally, the price at which this seed was obtained through the SV&F approach did not indicate any
problem with seed availability. Local market prices for bean seed, the dominant crop in the Kirundo
system and the dominant seed provided by seed aid practitioners, showed no price spikes at the time of
any of the Kirundo seed fairs that would indicate a lack of seed availability. There were price premiums
paid at the Kirundo seed fairs (10% to 20% higher than to the same seed available at local markets in
Kirundo). This is attributed to voucher recipients being required to spend their vouchers on the day
received, at the seed fair organized by CRS, and with seed suppliers who were registered by CRS.

6. Trader is used throughout this document to refer to everyone who exchanges seed for vouchers at seed fairs: those who bring
seed from their own production to the fair, those who source seed on credit and pay it back credit after the fair, and those who
never take actual title to what they bring, reimbursing to the owner for what has been sold and handing back unsold seed to the
owner after the seed fair.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development

18




S. Walsh et al.

Seed quality (defined here as seed that is known and preferred by farmers and adapted to local farming
conditions) is more problematic. Using the yardstick of conventional seed relief in Burundi, which is
sourced almost exclusively in Burundi from large traders and undergoes no process that would
differentiate it in quality from the seed available in local markets, the seed sourced through seed fairs is
deemed superior by farming families.

Exit interviews from the Kirundo seed fairs indicated that farmers preferred the seed from seed fairs as
opposed to seed from conventional distribution for three reasons: (1) seed fair seed is more adaptable to
local soils, (2) seed fairs provide farmers an opportunity to choose the seed they want and negotiate its
price, and (3) seed fairs provide farmers an opportunity to buy seed from traders they know.

Seed fairs in Kirundo may have provided adequate seed quantity to needy farming households, but the
issue of getting new varieties into the hands of farmers in a demand-driven fashion, and understanding
how this approach through the local seed system can improve seed quality in the medium to long term,
remains a major challenge.

The exit interviews from the Kirundo fairs point to the potential for this approach to support the local
seed system, and perhaps address more chronic problems related to the seed system. Seed traders
reported reinvesting proceeds from the seed fairs into seed production and seed trade, but the behavior of
the seed traders in time of acute and chronic stress, and the characteristics of seed suppliers in the region,
was not well enough appreciated or understood to provide a more robust argument for how seed
vouchers and fairs might support the local seed system.

The Kirundo seed fairs confirmed the need for a better understanding of how the local seed system
functions under both acute and chronic stress, thus exploring the potential for seed fairs to address both
chronic and acute shocks to the seed system, which could be seen as being driven by “access” as well as
“availability.” They also established the need for a better understanding of the profile and characteristics
of seed traders, particularly women, who constitute a third of all seed traders. In addition, the fairs
demonstrated a positive impact on the local economy but pointed to the need for a better understanding
of how they affect the local economy and the local seed system.

Methodology

This study was conducted in collaboration with local governing authorities in Kirundo Province and the
PDAE. Both CRS and CIAT aided with the fieldwork.

In February 2003, preliminary (participatory and semi-structured) interviews with local traders and
farmers, suggested four key insights:

* There has been no problem with seed availability in recent years; the last real problem was in 1999.

* In normal times, most traders source their seed directly from farmers; only in a crisis do they buy
from traders.

* Small vendors greatly appreciate seed fairs because fairs provide them with fourfold income in one
day, compared to other sales channels, and they don’t have to extend credit.

* Traders suggested putting new varieties on offer at lower prices than local varieties so as to

stimulate initial client interest. Traders also asked to be provided credit by CRS to bring these
varieties to the fair.
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In July 2003, a questionnaire was developed to target seed traders who had participated in the Kirundo
seed fairs during the previous agricultural season. The questionnaire was pre-tested over two days, and
field interviews were completed in early August 2003. Semi-structured interviews were conducted by
three CRS staff who had been involved in the planning and implementation of seed fairs in Kirundo over
the preceding three agricultural seasons.

The questionnaire consisted of thirty questions and was divided into four sections:

* Seed-trader profile

* Seed characterization/sources and sales channels/sourcing in stress periods
* Seed fair operations and the seed fair impact

* Trader observations

A total of 41 seed traders who had participated in the Kirundo fairs during the previous agricultural
season were interviewed (16 women and 25 men), roughly half of the approximately 80 seed traders who
had participated in the fairs. Traders were chosen from different sites within Kirundo where the seed
fairs were held, specific emphasis was placed on gender representation from all of the fair sites and
representation of traders from the three main categories: small (having gross revenues of less than
USS$ 500 during the previous agricultural season), medium (gross revenues of more than US$ 500 and
less than US$ 2,500 during the previous agricultural season), and large (gross revenues of more than
USS 2,500 during the previous agricultural season).

Findings

Seed trader profile

More than half of the traders interviewed indicated that they had traded seed for more than 10 years;
fewer than 20% had been at it for five years or less. This appears to show that seed traders—at least those
at the seed fairs—are a well established group. This may also indicate that traders are specialized and
that trading seed may, at a minimum, require a medium-term investment in building trade relations and
acquiring knowledge specific to the trade.

Twenty percent of the traders interviewed described themselves as full-time seed traders; 63% described
themselves principally as traders who also do some agriculture; the remaining 17% described
themselves principally as farmers who also do some trade. Among those self-described as full-time seed
traders, only one was male. Of the 16 female traders, only one described herself as more of a farmer than
a trader. This further supports the idea that seed traders are a specialized group. This difference between
male and female traders with regard to their self-definition of their trader status indicates a female bias
among traders and potentially a lack of access to land among female traders (as is the case for Burundian
women in general).

More than 75% of the traders (33) reported seeing a growth in volume and product line since they started
trading seed. This could be attributed to reinvesting profits into their trade and the generally
well-established nature of the group interviewed. This could also mean that this sub-set of traders
(seed-fair traders) is more entrepreneurial. Note that with a single exception (a sunflower specialist), the
seed traders tended not to specialize in any particular crop; they variously sold beans, sorghum, maize,
and groundnuts.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development

20




S. Walsh et al.

Start-up assets for seed traders

Traders were asked about the assets they had needed when they started trading seed. Over one-third said
they started with no access to financial capital or credit, making due with their own stock of seed, access
to land, and their own means of transport. Over two-fifths (18) indicated starting up with only financial
capital or credit, which includes bank loans, loans from family and friends, and credit for seed from
larger seed traders as well as family and friends. Almost two-thirds of the traders started up without
access to transport.

Traders were asked if their start-up assets were sufficient. Nearly one-third of traders (12/41) indicated
that their start-up assets were sufficient and that this was due to seed coming from their own production,
gifts from friends and relatives, and small loans from friends. Among the two-thirds who considered
their start-up assets insufficient, access to credit for financing was the biggest challenge.

Traders were asked if there are special requirements, such as knowledge and connections, that are
necessary for a seed trader to start in the trade. Aside from assets, social relationships and kinship ties
appear to be important: a large majority of traders (28) mentioned the need for the support of parents,
family, friends, and neighbors. However, a solid minority (13) saw no need for anything special and
indicated that they started with their own stock and made due with what they had.

Seed characterization/sources and
sales channels/sourcing in stress periods

Distinguishing seed from grain

Traders were asked if they distinguish between seed for sowing and grain for eating, for the crops they
sell. More than half the traders (23/41) said they made a distinction between seed for planting and grain
for eating. Fifteen indicated that the population at large does not make this distinction. Only three said
they made no distinction because when they were selling they were not able to determine the buyer’s
intended end use.

Traders distinguishing seed from grain provided the following reasons for such distinction: some
varieties are separated because of price variations due to end use, such as with white sorghum for
porridge versus the more expensive red sorghum for beer. Beans are separated because at harvest they
are mixed, yet there are price variations within the mixture, and some varieties, like yellow beans, may
be more susceptible to infestation and should be separated out before storage.

Traders were asked to discuss the sources of the grain versus the sources of the seed that they sold. All of
the traders considered the sources to be the same. They noted no difference in production but rather in
processing for end use, storage, or for price.

Five of the six traders who had gross revenues of more than US$ 2,500 during the previous agricultural
season sorted grain from seed. Among these five, four of them sorted by variety for beans and one sorted
by grain for beans.

For traders with gross revenues of more than US$ 500 and less than US$ 2,500 during the previous
agricultural season, 45% sorted seed from grain.
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For small traders, who had gross revenues of less than US$ 500 during the previous season, 66% sorted
seed from grain.

Sources of seed used in trade

Table 2 is based on the total volume of seed sold by the traders during the previous agricultural season

and thus portrays an aggregate of all seed sourced by all 41 traders.

Table 2. Sources of Total Volume of Seed Sold among 41 Traders in Season 2003B

Sources
c Vto!urtne Own Rural collector | Stockist WFP
rop (metric tons) Farmers | production Itrader Itrader | (Distribution)
Beans 504.65 231.9 32.05 124 .4 116.3 —
100% 46% 6% 25% 23%
Sorghum 7.4 4.45 1.25 0.2 1.500
100% 60% 17% 3% 20%
Maize 6.7 0.8 — — — 5.900
100% 12% 88%
Groundnuts 3.724 1.7 0.284 1.740 —
100% 46% 7% 47%

Own production and direct on-farm sourcing accounted for at least half of the crops referenced above.
Maize, however, is an anomaly here; Kirundo is not known for its maize production and WFP’s food
distributions provide a ready stock for consumption.

Rural collectors are small traders, based at trading centers and in proximity to farmers, who procure seed
directly from farmers. They rarely sell retail and usually, but not always, hold the seed to sell to other
traders, large as well as small. Rural collectors are an important link in the supply chain, providing the
human face to much of the credit and capital that reaches the farmer.

Stockists are small traders who advance capital and credit to intermediaries who, in turn, source seed
from farmers and then provide the seed to the stockist. Stockists are more likely to hold seed and to sell
retail.

Large traders (who had gross revenues of more than US$ 2,500 during the previous agricultural season)
were far more likely to source seed from their own production than small or medium traders, and “own
production” for large traders was likely to take on a different meaning. Subcontracting and credit
arrangements with farmers were likely to be considered “own production” for many of the large traders.

Sale channels

Cash was used to source 71% of the total bean seed sold among all traders in 2003B; credit was provided
for 23%.
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Social capital is extremely important in seed sales, as evidenced by over 40 separate seed fairs where
decisions about “whom to buy from” were based on whether the trader was known to the buyer and came
from the same area (a phenomenon that could also be linked to soil specificity and bears further
research). And credit is considered a necessity to establish social relations. In table 3 the use of credit by
traders, critical for building on social capital and kinship, is indirectly indicated.

Seed fairs represented a tremendous market for all seed traders, with generally higher prices than local
markets: approximately 12% to 20% above local market prices, on average.

Table 3. Channels for Sale of Total Volume of Seed Sold among 41 Traders in Season

2003B
Volume by sales channel (metric tons)
Volume . Means of
Crop (metric tons ) Direct sale on CRS.seed sale

Market Traders fairs

Beans 503.35 115.96 207.9 180.49 Cash Direct
100 % 23% 41% 36%

Sorghum 7.4 4.88 2 0.52 Cash Direct
100% 66% 27% 7%

Maize 6.7 6.55 — 0.15 Cash Direct
100% 98% 2%

Groundnuts | 3.724 1.32 1.700 0.704 Cash Direct
100% 35% 46% 19%

Sourcing seed during periods of stress

The seed traders described two distinct stress periods in the recent past, one due to drought (1997-2000)
and an earlier one due to civil war (1993—1995). Initially, blanket statements were made to characterize

the stress:

Trader characterizations of the drought stress:

1. no seed on market
2. prohibitively high prices of seed brought in by large traders from the region
3. everyone living off aid from NGOs and WFP
4. even grain planted did not germinate

5. heavy migration among the able-bodied

Trader characterizations of the civil war stress:

1. no seed on market
2. own production insufficient for food needs
3. even large local traders had no seed
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However, when asked to comment in more detail (on dates, regions)—if there was any time when
planting material was absolutely not available, the majority of seed traders (32/41) said that there was
never a time in their experience when seed or planting material was absolutely not available. Although
expensive during the drought period, bean seed was available from other parts of Kirundo Province,
although some traders stated that even when seed was available, it was useless to sow because of the
drought.

Nine of the traders said there were times when there was no seed available at all. Specifically in reference
to the drought, they said they could not find seed because all the seed had been bought up and distributed
by NGOs. These traders did not sell during this period.

When asked to reflect on each crop sold and where it is sourced in times of stress, 10 of the traders said
they sourced beans regionally (Rwanda, Tanzania), most renting a vehicle. Eleven said they sourced
beans by traveling on bicycle to other parts of Kirundo Province, and nine said they sourced beans from
other regions of Burundi, using a vehicle.

The definitions of access and availability depend on the size of the trader’s business and access to
transport. Although seed was available even during times of profound stress, larger traders had a better
chance of sourcing volume because they had access to transport to regional markets and a greater
likelihood of having cash or credit. Sourcing seed during this period was possible but difficult, with
many traders giving up. Major sources during this period were small traders on bicycle from Rwanda
and large traders bringing seed in from the region (Uganda, Tanzania, Rwanda, and other parts of
Burundi).

Sourcing under stress by trader size

All six of the large traders reported sourcing during periods of stress from Uganda, Tanzania, Rwanda,
and other regions of Burundi, using vehicles.

The majority of these revenues go back into the agricultural economy as investments or repayment of
debts. Over 80% of the revenue generated by seed traders from fairs is allocated to commerce,
agriculture, or debt repayment.

Commercial activity, which includes extending trade credit, accounted for 43% of seed fair revenue,
while repayment of debts accounted for 27%. There was significant overlap among these categories, as
credit for seed fairs was considered “commerce” among some traders and “debt” among others. Only
13% of seed fair revenue was invested into agriculture and livestock. Household consumption accounted
for 17% of revenues. This includes medical expenses, school fees, home construction, and clothing.

Social capital

Social capital is both a widely cited special quality for traders at start-up and an important factor in
developing and expanding their trade. Knowing the trader and having a relationship with him or her
appears to be an important factor in determining from whom to buy seed. In this light, seed fairs provide
a mechanism to build on existing social capital and perhaps can help us gain insights into the challenges
of getting new varieties into the hands of farmers.

According to seed traders, the decision to purchase from one trader as opposed to another is based on the
adaptability of the seed on offer, precision of the scales, the trader’s honesty, the confidence the buyer
has in the trader, price, and the welcome the trader offers.
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Roughly half (22) of the seed traders interviewed stated that their seed fair customers had also become
generous customers outside the seed fairs. Some of these traders noted that they had sourced seed from
these same buyers at harvest.

Gender: The female métier bias

Data from the seed fair trade payout sheets over the three agricultural seasons leading to this study
showed a growing role for female traders. The total number of individual traders paid in the first
agricultural season was 346, 18% of whom were female. In the second agricultural season, 23% (of 289
traders) were female, and in the third season of January 2003, out 0f 491 traders, 31% were female. This
increase of 66% between the first and third seed fairs seems to indicate that seed fairs provide an
interesting income opportunity to women.’

The case study revealed that full-time traders may be disproportionately female. Male traders, except for
very large traders, tend to have other sources of livelihood and hence are far less likely to describe
themselves as full-time traders. Only one of the 16 female traders identified herself as more of a farmer
than a trader, which may indicate a lack of access to land for female traders and hence a far greater
likelihood that trade would constitute their dominant means of livelihood.

These findings point to the importance of seed trading as an occupation and income opportunity for
females. Seed aid practitioners should pay particular attention to designing interventions that provide
access to female traders, particularly small traders, as they appear to play an important role in local seed
supply channels and seed trade is a valuable income opportunity for this vulnerable sub-set which
derives less entitlement from land than medium to large traders.

Encouraging traders who don’t come to the fairs

Twenty-two of the traders (over half) said that there were traders who don’t come to the fairs but who
should be encouraged to participate. The reasons given for them not coming included being intimidated
by larger traders; being afraid that they would not sell anything at the fair and would then be left holding
a stock of unsold seed; and not having access to transport. Additionally, it was noted that many organiza-
tions and community groups with seed, such as farmer associations, farmer cooperatives, and the Pro-
vincial Department for Agriculture and Livestock (DPAE), did not regularly participate in seed fairs.

Trader observations

At the end of the questionnaires, traders were asked if they had any questions or comments. A sample of
their responses is given below.

* Why are you asking these questions? You asked these sorts of questions during the last seed fairs in
February 2003.

* Why can’t we receive vouchers too?

* Can CRS give us credit?

* We have realized that in identifying beneficiaries, you don’t work in close collaboration with the
local administration.

* We like the fairs. Organize more. We are partners; you should do more discussions with us so that
in the end we can end this repetitive problem of lack of seed.

7. The data masks the actual number of traders and the actual numbers by gender as a trader attending every discrete seed fair event
in a given agricultural season is counted each time they attend an event.
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Lessons learned and recommendations

1. Traders are a specialized group but the barriers to entry for traders are
not excessive

The study indicates that SV&F traders are an experienced and specialized group with formidable trading
skills. Also, while access to credit or capital is an important start-up asset, it is not a prerequisite. Nearly
one-third of the traders in this study started up with little more than their own production and support
from family and friends.

Seed aid practitioners should make full use of the existing network of seed traders in designing and
carrying out seed aid and agricultural interventions.

2. There is a need for a robust field-friendly seed diagnostic tool to
distinguish access from availability, as these terms can vary in meaning

Although 75% of the traders interviewed said there was never a time when seed was “totally
unavailable,” those who made this statement were overwhelmingly large-scale traders with access to
transport and cash or credit, who were able to source seed regionally. The definitions of access and
availability appear to vary with the size of the trader and his or her access to transport.

Seed aid practitioners should develop a diagnostic tool that focuses on seed traders and looks at access
and availability for different categories of traders. Such a tool should focus on the existing channels of
seed supply, looking at the different categories, so that seed aid practitioners have a more robust view of
the local seed supply channels before designing interventions.

3. Seed fairs support the local seed system, the predominant sourcing
channel for seed in good and bad times, and have a positive residual
impact on the local economy

Seed fairs have a positive impact on the local seed system by stimulating social capital and kinship ties
between traders and buyers. The seed fairs provide a forum through which seed sourcing relationships
are built and extended. This building of social capital is particularly important in cash-poor rural
economies and in societies recovering from conflict.

Seed fairs also provide capital for the local economy, capital that is predominantly allocated to
commercial and farm activity. The residual impact of the seed fairs include extending credit lines, both
for traders and others, and stimulating expenditures, which has a knock-on effect on the local economy,
such as supporting home construction.

Seed aid practitioners and donors should fund and support seed aid and agricultural interventions that
have an explicit link to the local seed system, as opposed to being in competition with it.

Development and seed aid practitioners should pay particular attention to the efficiency and impact of
demand-driven subsidies, such as vouchers, on rural-based livelihoods and economies.

4. Within the seed trade there is a female métier bias

Seed trading is more likely to be a primary employment and revenue opportunity for women. Female
traders play an important role in the seed trade, accounting for a large share of the small and very small
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traders. Female traders in this study appeared to have less access to land than their male counterparts, as
reflected by only one of the 16 female traders identifying herself as more of a farmer than a trader.

Seed aid practitioners should pay particular attention to designing interventions that explicitly target
female traders, particularly very small-scale traders, who are more likely to count seed trade as a main
source of livelihood.

5. Seed fairs provide a demand-driven mechanism for stimulating the
spread of new varieties

Promising new varieties may have a greater likelihood of propagation if local traders are leveraged and
new varieties are introduced in more of a demand-driven fashion. The links between the formal and
informal seed sector are underexploited and the seed fair is one forum where researchers, formal-sector
seed players, and seed traders can work within the same milieu towards the same end, meeting the
farmer’s demand for seed.

Seed aid practitioners and researchers should focus more on local seed traders when exploring how to
introduce promising new material into the seed system.
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Seed Vouchers & Fairs and
Agrobiodiversity in Western Uganda
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Abstract

Rebel activities in western Uganda from 1996 until early 2002 displaced a large number of people a
relatively short distance from their homes. Following a cessation of hostilities, people began returning
back to their farms. Catholic Relief Services (CRS) organized seven seed vouchers and fairs to assist
people in accessing seed. With seed vouchers and fairs, beneficiaries receive vouchers that they can
exchange for locally sold seeds. The sellers, in turn, are reimbursed in cash for the CRS vouchers. These
seed fairs were evaluated by the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI), which also did
a detailed agrobiodiversity analysis. The study showed that sales at seed fairs were dominated by a
relatively small number of crops and varieties Many more crops and varieties that exist in the region were
not on offer. On average, beneficiaries bought only two crops and one variety of each crop. Within the
wider community, no important varieties were lost during the war. The conclusion is that when an
organization wants to include strengthening of agrobiodiversity in a seed aid activity, it needs to plan this
thrust explicitly. One method, explained in this paper, is the seed diversity fair, where seed sellers can
win prizes for having a diversity of seeds to sell.

Introduction

In 1996, rebels of the Allied Democratic Forces (ADF) began harassing people in the Ruwenzori
Mountains of western Uganda, displacing an estimated 150,000 persons. In Bundibugyo (figure 1),
people fled to nearby camps guarded by the Ugandan army. By February 2002, life had begun to return
to normal and people began returning to their farms. During their displacement, their farms had been
neglected, houses destroyed, and assets lost.

The climate of western Uganda supports the production of a wide diversity of crops. Cassava, bananas,
and sweet potatoes are important food crops, and groundnuts, rice, and beans are grown for consumption
and sale. The cropping system has been described as the “banana and coffee system,” where coffee,
introduced after the Second World War, replaced cotton, which had been predominant in the system
(Parsons, 1970). Recently, however, coffee has been on the decline in favor of diversified cash cropping,
with a bias towards cocoa.

1.
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Figure 1. Bundibugyo is located northwest of Fort Portal in the Ruwenzori Mountains

In response to the conflict and repeated displacement, Catholic Relief Services (CRS) planned and
implemented a series of seed voucher and fair (SV&F) events. (These events, developed by CRS,
support seed demand, in contrast to direct seed distribution, which supports supply.) The International
Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI), which has a special interest in biodiversity and experience
with seed diversity fairs in Mali, was invited to carry out an external, real-time, evaluation of these
events.

In the SV&F approach, vouchers are issued to farm families identified as seed insecure (as indicated by
repeated or prolonged displacement). Voucher recipients then negotiate seed purchases with sellers at
special seed markets or fairs. At the end of the day, sellers redeem the vouchers for cash. Communities
benefit two ways: (1) the seed insecure are able to choose the seed they want, and (2) the seed secure are
able to sell seed (Remington et al., 2002).

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development

30




R.P. van der Steeg et al.

Planning and implementation of seed vouchers & fairs

Before the seed fair, local CRS staff conducted a survey in which 19 farmers were asked what assets had
been lost and what assets they had succeeded in reacquiring. The interviewed farmers had been
displaced an average of four years each. Nine out of the 19 reported the loss of crops and farms among
their top three lost assets. When asked to rank their most important crops, rice, beans, soybeans, vanilla,
groundnuts, and cocoa emerged as the top six. Farmers reported that in normal years, they acquired
planting material for these crops from a wide range of sources, through social networks and from the
government, as well as their own seed stocks. However, during the survey year, they responded
overwhelmingly that they had had to source rice, beans, soybeans, and groundnuts in the local market.

In addition, 278 potential seed sellers (171 women and 107 men) were identified and interviewed. In
addition to determining their supply of seed and planting material for different crops, this survey was
used to inform potential sellers of the upcoming seed fairs. Of those interviewed, 93 responded that they
would be able to sell rice, 117 had beans, six could sell maize, 23 had vanilla, 38 would be able to
provide groundnuts, and one could sell cocoa. Women dominated the rice and bean sellers, and while the
men had more vanilla than the women, men and women respondents indicated they were equally able to
sell groundnuts. What made this group interesting was that the majority of them reported farming as their
primary occupation (77% of the women and 85% of the men). The remaining 23% of the women sellers
identified themselves principally as traders. In addition to traders, several of the men listed their
occupation as carpenter. While many farmers cited seed insecurity as a result of displacement, many
others were indeed able to provide the demanded seeds.

Over many years, farmer decisions and selections have resulted in a diverse cropping system in
Bundibugyo. This combination of crops and varieties is referred to as agrobiodiversity in this article.
Agrobiodiversity has three major advantages (Grum et al., 2002; IPGRI, 1999):

* It fulfils different uses. For example, not all banana varieties can be used for local brew.
¢ It optimizes different resources (labor, land, cash).
* It mitigates unpredictability due to water, soil, and pests.

Research questions

The scope of this study was to look at the impact of seed vouchers and fairs on agrobiodiversity, within
the context of agricultural recovery from conflict. The central research question was

What was the influence of the conflict and of the seed vouchers & fairs on agrobiodiversity?

The following questions related to the effectiveness of the seed vouchers & fairs were asked:

* How do farmers normally acquire seed?

* How did they obtain seed this year?

* How would they have acquired seed in the absence of seed vouchers & fairs?
* What crops and varieties did voucher holders acquire at the fairs?

* What did voucher holders want to purchase that was not available at the fairs?
* Did the people plant the seed they acquired in exchange for their vouchers?

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development

31




Seed Vouchers & Fairs and Agrobiodiversity in Western Uganda

Related to the impact on agrobiodiversity, the following questions were asked:

* What crops and varieties are available in the region?

* Why do people have specific crops and varieties?

* Have any new varieties been acquired recently?

* Have any varieties been lost recently?

* If so, what was the reason for the loss?

* What varieties were on offer at the fair and why?

* What varieties were not on offer at the fair and why not?
* Did the seed fair increase agrobiodiversity?

Methodology

Data was collected with two surveys. The first, “real time” survey was administered to the beneficiaries
on the day of the fairs. The second survey was carried out two months later, using the four-square
analysis method.

“Real time” evaluation

At each of the seed fair sites, six community enumerators administered the survey to departing
participants. Responses were recorded for 183 beneficiaries (6% of the 3100 beneficiaries).

Four-square analysis

The four-square analysis is a method that helps obtain greater detail on agrobiodiversity at the village
and farm level. In it, a group of farmers brings a sample of each variety he or she is growing. A large
cross is drawn on the ground to distinguish four categories or squares (figure 2).

Large area Small area

Many households Many households
Large area Small area

Few households Few households

Figure 2. The four squares

A volunteer displays the first sample and the other farmers decide whether it is grown on a large or a
small area and whether or not it is grown by many or by few households. After the first sample has been
placed in the square, another farmer takes his/her varieties and puts them in the correct square. If there is
already a variety in that square, the group has to decide if it is grown more or less than the first crop. This
goes on until all crops are placed. Farmers quickly grasp the process and begin to coordinate it. After all
the existing varieties have been placed, the farmers discuss and identify crops or varieties that have been
lost.

For each variety, the following information was collected:

* What is the variety name?
* When was it first used?
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* When was it last used?

* What was the geographical source of the variety?

* How was the variety first obtained (what was the initial source)?
* Positive traits of the variety

* Negative traits of the variety

* What was the normal seed channel?

* How was it obtained during the displacement?

* How was it obtained this current season?

This process results in a display of the present state of the plant genetic resources and history of each
crop in the area—in this case, Bundibugyo. Important events that changed the number of varieties as
well as the sources of new varieties also came out in our survey (Sthapit et al., 2001). The four-square
analysis can be adjusted for different purposes (see box 1).

At one location the people in charge did not use the four-square analysis correctly and it was therefore
not useful to include those results in our analysis. The results from only six locations have been
synthesized for this report.

Box 1. Alternative four squares

The four squares can be used in many different ways. It can be used for animals (large/small scale by
many or few households) or for crops in general, not just varieties. You can even explain why people
drink a lot of Coca Cola and not so much Fanta citron. We have also heard people using it to look at
low-input/high-input, low-output/high-output activities on farms. This was done in the case of labor
restrictions and income possibilities related to HIV/AIDS (Ard Lengkeek, personal communication). Or if
you want to compare how a system was 30 years ago, you divide the people into young and old. Men
and women often have different perceptions. Possibilities are endless. In general, we see the
four-square analysis tool as simple and understandable for everybody and therefore appropriate for a lot
of participatory research.

Results

Three thousand one hundred families from three sub-counties were targeted in seven seed fairs. Each
beneficiary received vouchers worth a total of US $7.50. From the farmers’ perspective, a variety name
is the basic unit for distinguishing varieties. The same variety can have a different name or varieties with
the same name might perform differently in different villages. Within a village, different varietal names
generally indicate a niche of use or growth. Research leads us to believe that diversity in names
represents diversity within crops.

The four-square analysis provided useful information. In total, participants mentioned 35 crops and 231
varieties that they were currently growing in the region. Each village seemed to have a number of unique
varieties, based on names alone. Adding six varieties brought to the fairs but not mentioned during the
four-square analyses, we arrived at a total of 237 varieties.

Ten crops and 24 varieties were present at the seed fairs. However, the enumerators did not name cocoa,
groundnuts, maize, soybeans, and vanilla by variety, which meant that diversity was undercounted. We
estimate that there were in fact a total of 76 varieties on offer at the fairs.
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Notably absent at the fairs were bananas, sweet potatoes, and cassava. Planting material of these crops is
not exchanged in ordinary markets; during the preliminary survey, farmers explained that vegetatively
propagated crops are usually sold in sifu, so that you can get a perspective of the full crop when you are
buying.

Based on the amount of money spent on each crop, one can see that beans and rice were the major crops
purchased at the seed fair (figure 3).

Crop at the seedfair

50% 45%

40% 8%

30%

20%

10%
0%

Figure 3. Money used on specific crops during the seed fair (The percentage is the
percentage of money that was registered by the questionnaires.)

With rice and beans being the most traded crops (83% of the total), it is interesting to look at their
distribution as described through the four-square analysis.

Table 1. Bean Varieties in the Four-Square Analysis

Place in Mean number of Mean number % at
Crop name square varieties per location Range at the fair the fair
Beans Large area 1.67 0-3 1.17 70%
Nseedfair = 130 Many hh
(we registered Large area 0 o 0 o
a bean transfer few hh
130 times)
Small area 0.83 0-3 0.33 40%
many hh
Small area 3.33 1-5 0.67 20%
few hh

Note: The analysis is based on information from six locations. At each location, we compared what we saw in the four-square
analyses with the data collected during the seed fair.

From the four-square analysis, we can see that most of the rice varieties are grown by few people on a
small area, and only 20% of the varieties were seen at the seed fair. When a variety is common in one
location, it is very likely to appear in another location as well, including the seed fairs. In fact, the more
common a certain variety is, the more likely it is to show up at the seed fair. In table 2 one can see how
this pattern emerged with rice.
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Table 2. Rice Varieties in the Four-Square Analysis

Place in Mean number of Mean number
Crop name square varieties per location Range at the fair % at the fair
Rice Nseetair = Large area 1.50 1-2 1.20 80%
99 (99 is the Many hh
amount .Of Large area 0 — 0 —
transactions of
. few hh
rice recorded)
Small area 0 — 0 —
many hh
Small area 217 1-4 0.40 18%
few hh

Note:

four-square analyses with the data collected during the seed fair.

The analysis was based on information from six locations. At each location, we compared what we saw during the

We can also see that rare varieties are less likely to show up at the fair. For example, rice has fewer
varieties and there are also fewer varieties on the market. There were two rice varieties at the seed fair
that were not mentioned in the four-square analysis. These were not widely traded (figure 4).

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Kamusesere

I 42

Kaputura

Mesi Tatu

Padere

Figure 4. Money used on specific varieties during the seed fair (Note that the percentage
is the percentage of money is registered by the questionnaires.)

It is interesting to note that during the four-square analysis, people did not mention four of the varieties
of beans that were present at the seed fairs. While this is 27% of the number of varieties we recorded
during the four-square analyses, financially each of these varieties represents less than 1% of the total
amount traded at the seed fair, so their contribution is insignificant.

The conclusion concerning crop agrobiodiversity is that both demand and supply focus on the important
varieties—those grown by many households in large areas. Rare varieties are either not sold by farmers,
not purchased by traders, or they may be mixed with the dominant variety and therefore lost in a varietal

mixture.

The varieties purchased at the seed fair

Most participants purchased rice and beans (table 3).
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Table 3. Summary of Transactions at the Seed Fair

Number of Estimated total Number of
Transactions number of varieties
(based on the transactions Number of bought Percent
6% of the (extrapolated to  different crops when women
beneficiaries 100% of the bought when buying this  purchasing
Crop interviewed) beneficiaries)  buying this crop crop this crop
Rice 100 1694 1.97 1.97 35%
Beans 130 2202 1.75 1.97 45%
Groundnuts 39 660 2.21 2.21 38%
Soybeans 14 237 3 3.07 22%*
Moringa 11 186 2.91 2.91 11%*
Vanilla 8 135 2.88 3.00 50%*
Cocoa 7 118 1.86 1.86 20%*
Onions 5 84 2.8 3.20 40%*
Maize 2 34 3 3 100%*

*Sample size smaller than 15; sometimes the gender is not known.

Over two-thirds of participants bought beans, and more than half of participants bought rice. The table
shows the average number of crops bought and the average number of varieties a participant acquired
when buying a specific crop. In the case of soybeans, for example, this means that when a person bought
soybeans, he or she also bought two other crops.

According to the survey, 37% of the participants were women. For rice, beans, and groundnut, there is
no clear gender preference (Chi-square test, 0.90 reliability), although women seem to have a slight (not
significant) preference for beans, vanilla, and onions (however, the sample size for vanilla and onions is
small).

According to participants, 89% of all the seeds they bought were of good quality, 5% were average, and
in 6% of the cases, quality was not determined. Almost all of the participants (98%) stated that they were
already working full time on their farm. This did not mean, however, that they were not spending nights
in the camps for internally displaced persons. Ninety percent stated that they would not have been able to
get seeds for growing without the fair; the main reason given being lack of funds (52% of all
beneficiaries). Eight percent claimed that the seed fair would help them pay school fees, indicating that
the seed fair enabled them to divert money from buying seed to other priorities.

Availability of seed at the fair

Nineteen percent of the farmers claimed that they wanted a specific variety or crop that was either not
available or not available in sufficient quantity to satisfy demand. In all cases, farmers knew where to
obtain the variety. Therefore, we can conclude that no desired varieties were lost.
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Seed source

During the four-square analysis, we asked where participants sourced their seed for each variety. Several
sources were possible (figure 5).

Sources of seed

60%

50%

40%

W Before the war
30%

m After the war

20% -

10%

0%

Relatives Market Own CRS
and Friends

Figure 5. Plant sources of crops before and after the war, recorded at the seed fair (The
percentages are the percentages of farmer groups that used the specific source. The
total of the columns hefore the war makes 100% and after the war makes 100%.)

The year of our survey, participants received almost 20% of their seed at the seed fairs—a source that did
not exist before. Own saved seed was reduced by 10%, seeds from social networks by 5%, and seed
purchased at the market by 4%, indicating that the conflict and displacement resulted in a shift in seed
sources, especially in a reduction of own saved seed.

Influence of the war and seed fair on agro-biodiversity

The crops and varieties that are available in the region

In table 4, one can see how the crops mentioned by participants were categorized in the four-square
analyses.

Table 4 shows the crops grown in five locations. The maximum number of times a crop can be
mentioned is therefore five. It is puzzling that there were only two maize transactions at the fairs because
maize is grown on large areas by most households in the region. Although sweet potatoes are an
important crop in four of the locations, cassava in three, and yams in two, they were absent from the fairs.
This indicates a need to devise an alternative mechanism to facilitate exchange of these crops when
promoting agrobiodiversity is a priority.

The varieties at the seed fair

During the four-square analysis, farmers mentioned most often the following characteristics of popular
varieties:

* income generating

* a crop that also can be used as a food crop
* high yielding

* short duration

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development

37




Seed Vouchers & Fairs and Agrobiodiversity in Western Uganda

* good taste

* used also for firewood (cassava, coffee, cocoa)
* additional uses (oil, coffee, flour, lotion)

* resistant to diseases

* not labor intensive (no weeding)

* problems with drought, wind, or water logging

Although farmers maintained that the rice variety kamusesere was not grown before the war, it was in
high demand at the fairs. It yields three times a year and provides a source of income as well as food. The
fact that it emerged during the conflict indicates that conflict and displacement do not hinder access to
new crops and varieties—and may actually present new opportunities.

Table 4. Crops in the Region

Large area, many households Small area, many households

Rice (5), Sweet potatoes (4), Maize (4), Moringa (4), Palm oil (3), Beans (2), Mangoes (2),
Cocoa (3), Bananas (3,) Beans (3), Oranges (2), Fenensi (1), Cocoa (2), Cassava (2),
Cassava (3), Yams (2), Palm oil tree (2), Bananas (2), Groundnuts (2), Soybeans (2), Jackfruit (2),
Pawpaws (1), Vanilla (1), Mangoes (1) Vanilla (1), Dodo (1), Maize (1), Eggplants (1),
Sugarcane (1), Pumpkins (1), Pawpaws (1)

Large area, few households Small area, few households

Coffee (1) Avocados (5), Tomatoes (5), Onions (5), Sugarcane (4),
Coffee (4), Pineapples (4), Eggplants (4), Vanilla (3),
Soybeans (3), Groundnuts (3), Yams (3), Oranges (3),
Green grams (3), Passion fruit (3), Pumpkins (3),
Mighobe (2), Sesame (2), Mangoes (2), Cabbages (2),
Green dodo (2), Jackfruit (2), Pawpaws (2), Sweet
potatoes (1), Irish potatoes (1), Pigeon Peas (1), Dodo
(1), Moringa (1), Sorghum (1), Nswiga (1)

Not grown anymore

Sorghum (4), Wheat (3), Sesame (2), Millet (2), Banana fruit (1), Pumpkins (1), Irish potatoes (1)

Note: This exercise was repeated in five locations. The numbers in parenthesis indicate how often a certain crop
was put in the specific square, which gives an overview of the importance of the crops across the five
locations. The exercise was also repeated for each crop with the varieties placed in the different squares.

Change in agro-biodiversity

Farmers had stopped planting 2% of the 231 varieties that existed prior to the conflict, but had added 14
new varieties, which represents a 2% net increase in agrobiodiversity. No varieties were mentioned as
having been lost due to the conflict; rather, it appears that old varieties were replaced by new varieties
with superior characteristics (better yield, shorter maturation, higher market value, etc).

During the post seed fair evaluation, we also asked when a variety was introduced. We were able to trace
94 varieties (figure 6).

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development

. 38




R.P. van der Steeg et al.

A stable ecosystem generally has more or less the same amount of species over time and we can regard
the agro-ecosystem the same way. Change in agrobiodiversity is a normal process. We can see that every
decade new varieties come into the system, and we may presume that others exit the system. This is
called “variety turnover” or replacement (McGuire, 2000). Twenty-five of the 89 varieties that were
introduced in the period from 1940 to the present were introduced by the government; five were
introduced by NGOs. The rest, 59 varieties, were from individuals or the source was unknown. Variety
turnover in an isolated area like Bundibugyo is dominated by farmer-to-farmer exchange, with a
secondary contribution from the formal sector.

Period of origin of varieties
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Figure 6. Period of origin of varieties in the Bundibugyo area
(These are varieties that are still grown there. Varieties that were introduced in the same
period but are no longer grown are not included in this graph. This probably means that
in the period 1940-1969 many more varieties were introduced than are shown here.)

Discussion

Diversity at the seed fairs

The four-square analysis presented a very diverse farming system, but we saw that the majority of
participants bought only two crops and varieties at the seed fairs. Although no farmer would have all or
even most of the 237 varieties, every farm would have substantially more varietal diversity than the two
varieties that farmers acquired at the fairs. Therefore, we can conclude that seed vouchers and fairs do
not significantly contribute to an increase in the agrobiodiversity on the average farm.

It is not clear why varieties grown by many people on a small area were poorly represented at the seed
fair. There are several possible explanations: it could mean that they are also poorly represented at
regular markets, but it could also mean that a seed fair is an exceptional event and sellers bring a different
set of varieties compared to what they normally would. This may depend on what they think they will
sell on the basis of information they obtain before the fair. Alternatively, it might also be a question of
demand since these varieties are cultivated on small areas for consumption. Without strong demand,
sellers would not bring them to the fair. It might also be an issue of price. If rare varieties are more
expensive, sellers might believe that the demand will be low.

Addressing Seed Security in Disaster Response: Linking Relief with Development

39




Seed Vouchers & Fairs and Agrobiodiversity in Western Uganda

There are no agriculture input stockists in Bundibugyo who carry commercial seed. It was not
surprising, therefore, that commercial seed companies did not participate in the fairs and that the formal
sector offerings were restricted to cocoa and coffee seedlings.

The question of whether farmers could have accessed seed themselves (e.g., bought or exchanged it
without assistance) is problematic. Although 63% of the respondents stated that it would not have been
possible, it is likely that difficulty obtaining seed was exaggerated in order to increase the likelihood of
receiving assistance in the form of physical capital (seeds and tools) or financial capital (cash or
vouchers).

Seed diversity fairs and seed vouchers and fairs

Reference to seed fairs is common in the literature. The more common form of seed fairs, known as
“diversity fairs” or “seed diversity fairs,” generally refers to special venues designed to encourage and
facilitate agrobiodiversity through farmer exchanges. On the other hand, seed vouchers and fairs support
farmers’ demands for seed to assist with immediate recovery from a disaster. If the objective is to
promote agrobiodiversity, perhaps in a follow-on recovery phase, then a “seed diversity fair” might be
considered as the appropriate intervention. The difference between the two is explained in table 5.

As we have seen from this document, as a relief activity, seed vouchers and fairs help restore
agrobiodiversity. It would be good practice to increase the resilience of the farmers’ seed system by
promoting agrobiodiversity or increasing agro-varietal turnover as well. We think this could be done by
integrating the seed voucher and fair approach with some of the key elements of the seed diversity fair.
This might be achieved by giving the most vulnerable group vouchers to buy seeds and, at the same time,

Box 2. Puppet Shows

During the seed vouchers and fairs around
Bundibugyo, puppet shows were presented by a
local puppet theater group, Dove Puppeteers,
| facilitated by Kabarole Research Centre in
collaboration with Catholic Relief Services —
CRD Program. The aim was to sensitize the
beneficiaries as well as the buyers and the
communities in the area about corruption,
human rights, and domestic violence. This
activity was useful for the community because it
drew their attention to sensitive issues that
concern them, and showed how they can be
handled.

Puppet show at one of the fair sites
(Photo: Roger Furrer, CRS Uganda)
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Table 5. The Difference between Seed Vouchers and Fairs and Seed Diversity Fairs

Seed vouchers and fairs

Seed diversity fairs (Rijal et al, 2000)

Objective

Enable farm families access seed immediately
following disaster

To strengthen seed security or support ‘culture’ by
increasing the diversity of crops and varieties on
offer and exchanged.

Concept

Provision of vouchers to a target group of
farmers increases demand for seed — from
community seed sellers who, in turn, accept
vouchers for later reimbursement in cash

Event organized for the exchange of seed of
varieties and the knowledge related to these
varieties. A supply side incentive (prize for the
most varieties) used to increase the diversity of
seed on offer.

Target group

Households that do not have access to enough
and/or appropriate seeds

All farmers in an area, whoever is interested in
diversity, local knowledge and culture. Research
organizations and commercial companies can
also get involved

Type of seeds and other material involved

No restriction on type of seed — demand for
seed of principle food and cash crops. Focus
on market and farmer seed, but includes
research and commercial seed.

No restriction on type of seed — incentive used to
increase diversity of crops on offer (including
vegetative propagated). Focus on farmer seed,
but includes market, research and commercial
seed (Rareness and range of types is often
emphasized.)

Other aspects

Both events — seed vouchers & fairs and seed diversity fairs can be used for education and
communication activities. For example, during seed voucher &fair events in Bundibugyo, a puppet
show was organized (see box 2). In diversity fairs, drama, songs, poems and other cultural
expressions are used to emphasis the importance and use of biodiversity.

stimulating farmers to bring as much diversity as possible by awarding prizes to the one with the most

varieties and associated knowledge.

When the target group involved in a seed voucher and fair activity is experiencing a less acute/more
chronic stress situation, it might be useful to explore whether some aspects of seed diversity fairs could
be included in the more emergency-oriented seed voucher & fair activity.

Conclusions

Seed vouchers and fairs enable seed-insecure farm families to access seed of preferred crops and

varieties in the following ways:
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* People are able to choose what they need.
* The material that is available is local, so it is adapted to the growing conditions.
* The local seed system is part of the relief effort

However, the seed vouchers and fairs carried out in Bundibugyo, western Uganda, did not specifically
promote agrobiodiversity. While there was a fairly good representation of diversity among the main
crops at the fair, there were unexplained gaps. Maize was hardly present at the seed fairs, in spite of its
importance, and numerous minor crops and varieties were completely absent.

There are a couple of important considerations to keep in mind:

* New varieties have to be promoted along with knowledge. Accepting new varieties is always
accompanied by risk because farmers do not know if the material is suitable for their region and
their specific management practices.

* The introduction of new material is perhaps not suited to acute situations, but it is crucial in chronic
situations.

* For the promotion of biodiversity, seed diversity fairs are a suitable option to promote both the new
and the old.

* The combination of seed vouchers and fairs with seed diversity fairs can lead to increased variety
turnover and, therefore, to a more productive and resilient seed system.

There is no clear indication that current seed sources are different from what there was before the
conflict, but it appears that agricultural recovery is nearly complete. It also appears that farmers did not
lose varieties worth keeping and that variety turnover is as good or even better (i.e., there are more and/or
better varieties) than before the conflict.
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