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La serie de publication des documents de travail du SESA (Service
. des Enquétes et des Statistiques Agricoles) est destinée a
fournir aux utilisateurs des résultats de recherches ponctuels,
pendant que des precisions et des syntheses a plus long terme se
terminent et que des rapports finaux solent produits. La
préparation des documents de travail et leur discussion avec ceux
qui concoivent et influencent les programmes et les pratiques au
Rwanda, constitue un pas important dans 1’enquéte globale du SESA
et sa mission d’analyse. Les commentaires et les discussions
relatifs aux documents de travail rermettent de soulever des
questions complémentaires a considérer pour des recherches plus
-approfondies et des précisions concernant les principaux rapports
ecrits par les chercheurs du SESA. Les utilisateurs de ces
documents de travail sont encouragés a soumettre leurs
commentaires et a nous informer du suivi des informations et des
» complements d’informations que nécessite 1'analyse.
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Directeur du SESA.
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d. A Ffew agricul tural
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households are net buvers of beans. LS5ee Takie 2.0
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&, Net seller households produce many more beans per person than

net buwer households. <See Table 3.7

-
7
i

Met seller households have available for conzumption many more
beans per percson than net buyer houceholds. (See Table 2.3 Mote
that estimates in Table 3 include gitts recieved and given, which
affects the analysis very little.,

8. MNet seller households produce more total focod crop output than
net buver households as measured by Kilocalaries produced. {See
Table 3.7
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7. Farm level prices were measured in the SESACMSU transactions
survey and show that beans sold by agricultural households during
1986 were constantly priced below 35 FRUJ-Kg. With the exception
of April, prices recieved were lowest during the harvest perioades,
and increased towards the end of the rear. (See Figure 2.) Frices
at which farmers sold increased from 18 FRUWA g in March te 25

FRW kg in April, and decreased again to 15 FRU"Kg in May. This
general price increase it associated with the OPROVIA buring
campaign of April-~Mayr 19858,

10. It i= not known who recieved the benefits of the QFROVIA
purchases at 25 FRW/Kg during April and Mar of 1988. Who stood
tn line to sell? approximately 2500 tons were purchased.
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i1l. wmccording to the SESACMSU Producer IW surver, which was alzo
applied to SESA“s 1934 sample frame, making and selling beer is

a more important source of cash revenue for agricul tural
households than selling either crops or animals. ‘Table 4.0

-More of the sellers of beans said that beer =ales were the
most important zource of caszh revemue than wa=s true for net
burers of beans (Table 4.3

~A larger part of the net buvers of beans listed coffee sales
as the most impoartant zource of reverue thanm was true ftor most
sellers. :

-What are the consequences of taxing coffee production and
having the governmenrnt use part of that revenue to support the
price of beans? From whom iz the coffee tax cbtained, and who
recieves the penefits of the bean support price®

-Rwandan producers might ask how much doss the trip to Kigali
cost for the Rwandan Francs which are collected as coffes tax and
returned (to some) as a2 bean support price.

¢
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1Z2. More than half of agricultural households listed tood as the
mozt important household expenditure. (Table 5.) !

-Food purchases were very important for those households
buring beans and much Tezs impartant for those selling beans.
This indicates that sellers of beancs were not generally selling
beans to buy other foods.

Table &

AT e PEDTAL T e AN ST
ACECRY AN T SNce .y il coR™S

H 1740 VENOU : 30-59 K6 1 <30 K6 : PASOE : <(30KE : 30-59KG: 60 KE : TOTML ¢
! t K6 ¢ VENW : VENDU (TRANSACTIO: ACHETE : ACHETE : ACHETE t
t ! : : s : : : 3 '
L st - + + et St + fommemee + + +
i Foo ¢ 1581 1 3571 ¢ 29,01 ;0 Bh.MY ¢ 566X 1 3.41 ¢ THIL 1 S4BT
oS to1690 ¢ 1ATY 1 2181z 164 ¢ 115X U 31D s 7Y 3 12,50
t A B0k PO 1900 5 IL3D o AT ¢ 34T s 191 NI 1 A
8 MEDCn Z LB Ly 48 1L T : NBL G L0 3 ST s
VECoRT (Mbessny 820 01 243 ;0 ST 1 9Bl ¢ 471 i oy 2228 s 9t
LA ST 1 : vl 3 Lt o LTI Y S : 31 @ .M
' KEAGSsA S ! 6,91 ¢ 7.11 1.6 ¢+ B8.21 3.0% 1.41 A 1 2.8
| SoHo0L SEES t281 ¢ 4 s 4BT 3 3WL i LTL: 2.3 : )T A |
U sk _' ! R S+ O T ST I SRR 1 ) S MM L L0 s
VRE T oM eELds It Qb &0l 1 L6t 2.8 ¢ LA 5 ST W) A
VU racls : %) S I M O T Y SR TR P ; SRR Y ) O t 131
. Sopf LI 1+ S X | BT N ) t MM LY ST L8
1.5 50 1 : : ) S T 7 S T S SR TR OF ) 2 MM 1 L2
v OFIrELS ‘ : LR I %% S T 75+ S T B + S L L LT
Ao BESLES : t N SECR I AL - ! J1
¢ - LA $-e- + + + + o + me—et




13. The problem facing Rwandan agricultural households s to
continue to increase the zvailable food per capita.

—Cultivated Tand per persorn on farms iz very emall, From the
1734 SESA survey the average person on a farm is on a farm that
has an average of 1200 square meters of cultivated tand per
persan.

-2l of the farm poputation live of farms with a cultivated
surface area of less than 1000 mZ per person, per season (See
Table &.7

Table &

h Y= 0
550KF%G&',&NKA~ FE N

,,. - T S
/\;fﬂf"ir%.fre AR S5 o FEefers

C_ LtASE oF ""f\’ % or o
SuteAes Ve PV AT
;f;f’lé :? ﬂ:,c oF recfer ro
P
( m?)
é(oOC, . 5T L Reg
joce -5k - . ugxe - 2.4
(5 F0 2400 NG BYIE ... .20
2y oc SFEEC L L (0T EF8Y . (7.4
> 3750 T587% - e
RuwAnOA 555 23¢9 ocXe



14, In the SESA/MSU Producer IV surver, agricultural households
listed lack of surface arca and scil fertility as the ma.jor
constraints to increased production. (See Table &.)

Table »
Mo (o Pori AN RO TN CCASCRACA T
X0 r

Ao Dive 7O 5S4y CAMeTarer

t 1060 tI-59 K61 C30KB 4 t (GOKE : J0-59KG: 60 K6 s TOTAL

t T B [ t TRANSACTID: : (I 1 ‘a
1 , : : t H ] : : : 1 ¢
+ - + ——— + -t + + + —i
LSURFACS ARZA 4 1L r WL 1 L s 1RO ¢ ST ¢ WL 1 20 & 2003 \
niAB0R P81 3 W31 : 20 1 2951 ¢ ASY 1 131 ¢ %91 3 15.4
LSEED o : : 1 LéT T ST 1Y) S N ]
VECRT(«BEG/ SOML TRy 156y M1 1 2041 ¢ 5641 1 2041 : 362 ¢ 37T 3 30.21 ’
1 LADE OF PESTILARSy t : v, Lt ) ! 1 A
Hiee cwest ARV b5t p L2t B s 331 1 30F s 281 1 65 1 S.01 !
WTee =TSR s WAL 1 WS r 2.0 s (578 1 103 1+ ISAT ¢t i
B0 ARG PLESES o 301 241 ' : RN ST SRS I
1 oTreEl T ) d 32 1 b1z 28 1 L9 LSE o 2.2,
N2 PESFOR 5 ! : 1 HE OF') B : : ! A1 g
+ ) t 4=~ + + ———f aset + LY

13. Implications: Food security has both a production and an
income dimension. There is a reed to evaluate palicies and
strategies to increase productivity im rural areas both on and
off the farm.



Breliminary Discussiono Bointe EBelated fo Selected Study Eindings

1. Food security policy amalyvsis in Rwanda must tegin by
considering whether rural householdz are net buvers or sellers o¥f
a2 commodity.

2. Both official and unofficial international trade are important
to food security in Rwanda. LikKely production in neighboring
countries needs to be included in 211 food security planning and
tood policies, ecpecially for beans and sorghum.

3. Food security policy has to be verw pragmatic. OGovernment
cannot aftford to spend ecoromic and political rescurces on
programs not likely to work.

%. OPROMI& can be most effective if not asked to do much. Income
transfer via price supports iz not practical. OPROVIA can perhaps
tfacilitate operation of the private market by obtaining good
information on likely market supply and demand, and maKing
€trategic purchases as agent for the government. OPROVIA might
consider the role of bean importer to meet zerious transitory
shortfalls. To consider the viability snd need for this
function, much more needsz to be Known abkout how producers adjust
consumption habits when bean prices increase sigrifitanti».

<. Strategies to promote more rural off—-farm income opportunities
are urgently needed. A major challenge is to develop rural off-
farm enterprises that help increase farm output and tradeable
goods, In general, effective strategies are needed to promote
orderly trancsformation from a subsistance mentality to a more
commercial orientation in the rural sectar,

¢. Land saving technological research is urgent, Both the

biological and economic wviability of crop improvement and scil
fertility enhancements need to be examined.
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