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Executive Summary 
 

This report was developed for Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network 

(FANRPAN) by Development Data (DD) following a survey on seed farmers in Zaka District, 

Zimbabwe. This survey was commissioned within FANRPAN’s Harmonised Seed Security Project 

(HaSSP). This follows a mid-term review meeting of the project where one of the key action points was 

to conduct a vulnerability assessment of participating seed farmers. Development Data partnered 

Agricultural Technical and Extension Service (Agritex), and GRM International to assess vulnerability 

levels of seed famers in the district using the Household Vulnerability Index (HVI) assessment tool.  

The HVI is a product of FANRPAN, and consists of a statistical index that measures household 

vulnerability, a data management system, and a reporting framework. The aim of the index is to improve 

planning and targeting of humanitarian and development interventions. The HVI constructs a statistical 

score for each household based on 15 variables (called dimensions). The result is what is called the HVI 

and it is used to classify households into three categories according to their level of vulnerability: low 

vulnerability, moderate vulnerability and high vulnerability. Based on these different vulnerability levels, 

specific relief or development packages are recommended to policy makers and development agencies to 

assist the affected households overcome their vulnerability. 

 

The HaSSP survey conducted in Zaka had a primary objective of assessing the vulnerability of seed 

farmers in Zaka and benchmarking their vulnerability status. The survey targeted a total of 483 seed 

farmers in Zaka, including 166 that are HaSSP-funded.  A total of 200 of the sampled 217 respondents 

were interviewed; and of these, 165 were HASSP- funded. The respondents came from 5 wards (Wards 

1, 3, 14, 15, and 22). HaSSP farmers were in just one ward, Ward 15. 

 

The survey reached out to 1231 people in 200 households. The average household size was 6.28, which 

compares to the district-wide average of 5.9 from the 2010 Demographic and Health Survey. The results 

show a strong patriarchal society. Female headed households were 37 (18%) and statistically significantly 

fewer. Female headed households were also significantly smaller than male headed households.  

Considering the total population of 1 231 of surveyed households, the bulk of the members were single 

(764) or married (413). Just 17 were divorced, and 48 widowed. 

 

Results show that farmers in Ward 1 significantly have more access to land. On average, these farmers 

have nine hectares (ha) available per seed farmer. The observed average land sizes for the other wards 

were just 1 ha and 1.5 ha in Ward 14 and Ward 15 respectively. Ward 22 had an average of 2.6 while 

ward 3 had an average of 2 ha per farmer. Application of organic manures was very limited, on average, 

less than 10 per cent of available land was fertilised. 67% of households practice contour ploughing, 

70% practised rotational grazing. Almost all (194 out of the 200) surveyed indicated that they practice 

crop rotation. The main rotational crops were maize, legumes and tubers. 

 

The surveyed wards generally showed a population that is in good health. 92% of respondents indicated 

a good health status. The average age for both males and females was 25years. Because of the youthful 

nature of the population, a significant proportion (38%) were still in school. The results show that 

distribution of education status varies between males and females giving a higher percentage of females 

going to school beyond secondary school in the villages. However, the statistics show that significantly 

more females indicated that they were illiterate, 71 compared to 48 males. 

 

The results show that farmers in Ward 1 owned more cattle, 10 per average per household, and of these, 

9 on average were owned by the head of the household. The figures for Ward 14 were 4.6 and 4.6 

respectively; while for Wards 15, 22 and 3 these were 6 and 5.5; 7.4 and 6.9 and 10 and 5 respectively. 

These results show that almost all cattle are owned by the male head of household. The picture on 

ownership of goats was much the same, an average of 5 to 6 goats per household, with most goats 
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owned by the head of household. When it comes to chickens, the picture was very different. Statistically, 

heads of households owned 6.5 which was just about the same number of chickens as their spouses 

(p>0.25). Of all 200 households surveyed, 31 owned cars, 81 had TV sets, 97 had bicycles, 181 had ox-

drawn implements, while all had, as expected, hand tool and items such as blankets. Of note, 173 or 

87% had cell phones; more than 69% had radios. 155 or 77% had wheelbarrows while only 2 had 

tractors. 

 

Households in Zaka scored poorly on the overall mix of financial assets. Only 56 or 28% had a 

functional bank account; 62 (31%) regularly received remittances; 31% participated in a savings scheme, 

25% had an unpaid debt (75% may not be creditworthy!); and about half were participating in an income 

generating activity other than farming. Almost all households (93%), however, had a viable vegetable 

garden. 

 

The assessment collected data on the top nine crops that each household grows. The results show that 

on average, farmers in Ward 1 were putting 3.71 ha under maize crop and harvesting 2.4 tonnes. Thus 

their productivity ratio was 650kg/ha. The production figures for the other Wards were much lower 

although Ward 22 had the best productivity figures of 2300kg/ha, albeit on very small pieces of land. 

The survey collected a detailed snapshot of nutrition information about the households. The results also 

show that maize, leaf vegetables, sugar, and cooking oils are the main foodstuffs consumed, and these 

are taken every day. 

 

The survey showed that the most common coping strategy (38% of households) was to change diet to 

cheaper and available foodstuffs. For example, most households indicated that they changed from bread 

and eggs for breakfast to meal porridge. Other strategies included reducing the size of meals, working 

harder and working overtime, consuming more of their small livestock, and borrowing. On average, 

Low Vulnerability households eat 8 different types of foods per week, compared to 7 for Medium 

Vulnerability households. Highly vulnerable households have much less food diversity, eating on 

average, 4 food types per week. The results show that there is a sharp decline in consumption of 

purchased foods such as oil, sugar and rice, while maize and leaf vegetables form the base of foods 

consumed.   

 

The bulk of households participating in the seed projects have similar attributes, and thus generally 

scored in the Medium Vulnerability category of the HVI. However, 12 of the households (with 71 

members) showed strong resilience and coping characteristics consistent with Low Vulnerability while 5 

(with 30 members) showed that they were on a downwards spiral signifying High Vulnerability. 180 

households with 1,129 members were ranked in the Medium Vulnerability category. Distribution of 

assets varied with vulnerability class. For example, the average number of chickens owned by Low 

Vulnerability households was 19 compared to 15 for Medium Vulnerability households, and a 7 for 

High Vulnerability households. The results show that highly vulnerable households, regardless of the 

source of the vulnerability, generally have less livestock and other assets. The data shows that capital 

asset depletion was most severe among highly vulnerable households. The most depleted assets for 

highly vulnerable households were human capital, followed by financial and social capital assets. Natural 

capital assets seem to be depleted across the board, albeit, for smaller number of households overall. 

Low Vulnerability households did not indicate depletion of capital assets.  

 

Conclusions 

The assessment concludes that the majority of Zaka Seed farmers will require some level of assistance, 

but immediate steps should be taken to rescue the 5 of the 200 surveyed seed farmers that are on a 

downward spiral. Out of the total 483 seed farmers, the number estimated to be on a downward spiral is 

10. To be a seed farmer, the criteria were largely determined by project implementers and community 

leaders (volunteerism, past performance, availability of land for seed farming, and acceptability by 

community leaders). While this ensured that participants were motivated, little attention was paid to 

vulnerability factors that could prohibit fuller participation.  
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There is evidence that gender is not being adequately mainstreamed in HaSSP seed farming 

interventions. The survey results seem to indicate that the cultural and social setting is highly patriarchal.  

As a result, participation of women in livelihood activities is limited. The number of female headed 

households that are participating is significantly much lower, and in all seed farmer households, 

ownership of physical and other assets is much lower compared to that of men.  

This assessment concludes that the seed farmers that were assessed were generally practicing subsistence 

agriculture. The households surveyed showed significant physical capital asset base, although choices of 

capital assets did not seem to aid the livelihoods choices available. For example, 37 households own cars 

where only 2 have invested in tractors. The results also show a poor culture of saving. 

The most depleted capital assets for households were human capital asset, followed by financial and 
social capital assets. Natural capital assets seem to be depleted across the board, albeit, for smaller 
number of households. Five out of 200 High Vulnerability households need immediate assistance. From 
the analysis, their vulnerability is emanating from depleted human capital asset. Thus the support from 
seed farming will not likely yield the required results unless it is complemented by efforts to improve the 
quality of the human capital.   
 
The survey concluded that, compared to households classified as having Low Vulnerability,  nutrition 
diversity was much lower- up to four times lower for households that are Highly Vulnerable. If hit by an 
internal or external shock, these households basically stop buying food and rely on what is commonly 
available. As a result, food items such as sugar, oil, milk and bread disappear on their menu.   
 

Recommendations 
The following recommendations are made solely on the findings of the survey: 

 For better success with seed interventions, gender needs to be considered. Future programmes 
should deliberately increase the number of women farmers that participate,  and design measures 
that encourage fairer assets distribution within participating households.  

 There is need to consider the broad spectrum of assets available to households. Specifically, use of 
technologies such as cell phones needs to be further explored. Improvements in targeting can be 
done by selecting beneficiaries that score highly in relevant capital assets to maximise potential for 
success in planned activities. However, a carefully planned programme should also consider the 
needs of poor households, including those that have diminished human capital asset. 

 Zaka has a youthful population. Seed production activities should be sensitive to the needs of 
youths whose skills base may be limited, and the subjects are highly mobile.  

  HaSSP could invest in high nutrition crops such as Cassava so that nutrition diversity is maintained 
for poor households. Other innovations could include investigating the suitability of seed crops for 
substitutes for sugar, oil and wheat.  

 The targeting criteria for seed farmers need to be revised. Apart from existing criteria, the following 
should be considered: 

o Gender- HaSSP should make deliberate efforts to increase the number of participating 
women farmers. HaSSP should also make stringent requirements to encourage households 
to fairly distribute household wealth. 

o Natural capital assets- HaSSP should consider productivity of targeted farmers. Focus 
should be on both size of land as well as productivity.  

o HaSSP should encourage its farmers to practice saving. As a criterion, participating 
farmers could be encouraged to open savings accounts and save a stipulated percentage of 
proceeds from seed sales.  

o The selection criteria for farmers should consider the quality of human capital. 
Participating households should demonstrate that they have the labour and knowledge 
required for growing seeds successfully.  

 HaSSP should link with other organisations that offer support in areas such as information, health 
and education to ensure that its support is relevant and complemented. For example, organisations 
such as Care International could provide much needed input on lending and savings at community 
level. 
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1. Introduction 
This report was developed for Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis 

Network (FANRPAN) by Development Data (DD) following a survey on seed farmers in 

Zaka District, Zimbabwe. DD partnered Agricultural Technical and Extension Service 

(Agritex), and GRM International to assess vulnerability levels of seed famers in the district, 

using the Household Vulnerability Index (HVI) assessment tool. The HVI is a product of 

FANRPAN, and consists of a statistical approach to vulnerability assessments, a data 

management system, and a reporting framework. This report presents findings and 

recommendations from the Zaka study. 

1.1 Background to the assessment 
This survey was commissioned within FANRPAN’s Harmonised Seed Security Project 

(HaSSP) following a mid-term review meeting of the project where one of the key action 

points was to conduct a vulnerability assessment of participating seed farmers. HaSSP is 

funded by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) and takes forward 

SDC’s earlier regional SADC Seed Security Network (SSSN) project that was implemented 

between 2006 and 2008.  HaSSP, like its predecessor, aims to contribute to policy dialogue and 

formulation and to eliminate trade barriers that hinder intra-regional trade in seed products.  

HASSP was founded with the overall objective of improving food security of smallholder 

farmers in the SADC region by increasing their access to seeds. The purpose of the project is 

to provide enabling support to SADC member states to domesticate the regional seed 

protocol, harmonise their seed policies and legislation, and effectively implement the 

provisions of the protocol with enhanced national capacities. The ultimate beneficiaries of the 

project are smallholder farming households whose access to better yields of staple and other 

preferred crops are expected to increase. HASSP is being implemented in an initial four 

countries (Malawi, Swaziland, Zambia and Zimbabwe).  

The earlier SSSN project culminated in the approval of a Memorandum of Understanding by 

SADC Ministers responsible for Agriculture and Food Security to adopt a SADC Harmonized 

Seed Regulatory System, which, if implemented properly, will strengthen the variety release 

system to promote sharing of improved crop varieties across countries; strengthen the seed 

certification and quality assurance system in order to speed up the release of commercial seed 

onto the market; and strengthen the phytosanitary measures system to standardize them and 

facilitate cross-border movement of safe seed within the region. HaSSP’s project goal is to 

contribute to improved food security of smallholder farmers in the SADC region through 

increased availability of and access to improved seeds. The project objectives are: 

(i) Seed variety release policies in the target countries aligned with SADC Protocols 
(ii) Phytosanitary policies in the target countries aligned with SADC Protocols 
(iii) Seed certification policies in the target countries aligned with SADC Protocols 
(iv) Measures to operaionalize the re-aligned policies introduced and related  
(v) capacity of government, civil service and other key stakeholders strengthened  
(vi) Seed certificaion facilities strengthened and successfully functioning in the four 

focal countries 

When replicated in the other three HaSSP countries, the HVI survey will yield important 

information on capacity and needs of seed farmers that are targeted by the project and also 

provide insights into vulnerability status of these farmers. 
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1.1.1 About the Household Vulnerability Index 
The survey conducted in Zaka, used the Household Vulnerability Index (HVI) approach. The 

HVI was developed by FANRPAN who partnered World Vision International, Southern 

Africa Trust (SAT), University of Venda (UNIVEN) and DD to develop the index to 

specifically use it to assess vulnerability at household level. The aim of the index is to improve 

planning and targeting of humanitarian and development interventions. The survey employed a 

careful application of the HVI approach to ensure that adequate information is collected about 

the seed farmers.  

The HVI assesses vulnerability on the basis of a household’s access to five livelihood capital 

assets, namely; 

• Natural such as land, soil and water; 
• Physical such as livestock and equipment; 
• Financial such as savings, salaries, remittances or pensions; 
• Human such as farm labour, gender composition and dependents; and 
• Social such as information, community support, extended families and formal or informal 

social welfare support. 
 

A total of 15 variables (called dimensions) are assessed together, and a statistical score is 

calculated for each household. The result is what is called the HVI and it is used to classify 

households into three categories according to their level of vulnerability: low vulnerability, 

moderate vulnerability and high vulnerability. Based on these different vulnerability levels, 

specific relief or development packages are recommended to policy makers and development 

agencies to assist the affected households overcome their vulnerability. 

 

FIGURE 1: THE HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY INDEX CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 
Using advanced statistical equations and distributions, data collected on each household is used 
to compute a statistical score that ranges from 0 to 100, with 0 representing no vulnerability, 
and 100 representing full impact of a given shock. The HVI uses a combination of statistical 
procedures (Principal Component Analysis, Fuzzy Logic and Gaussian Distribution Functions) 
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to accurately determine the level of vulnerability associated with each household, and the 
source of that vulnerability. After a household’s vulnerability level has been determined, it is 
possible to classify each household according to its level of vulnerability. Households can be 
grouped into three classes namely: 

• Low Vulnerability- where a household will adjust to the given shock and prevail with 
its livelihood with minor adjustments to its way of life. Such a household will be able 
to adjust (for example by using its capital assets) without needing significant external 
support. 

• Moderate Vulnerability category refers to households that require some level of 
external assistance to overcome the given shock. 

• High Vulnerability category households can be likened to an intensive care situation in 
a hospital. Such households need expert assistance to recover from the impacts of 
shocks. In many cases, High Vulnerability households are welfare cases, on a 
downwards spiral, and may eventually cease to exist if support is not provided timely 
and appropriately.  

 
Each of the three classes is determined using carefully simulated households that meet set 
criteria given below. The criteria below were tested by observing real households between 2006 
and 2009 in Lesotho, Swaziland and Zimbabwe. While the Low Vulnerability households were 
far from ideal, they showed a good chance to deal with shocks. High vulnerability households 
needed urgent support to address one or more of depleted capital assets.  
 

TABLE 1: THE HVI'S CLASSIFICATION OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Capital  Low vulnerability  (Category 1) Moderate vulnerability 

(Category 2) 

High Vulnerability 

(Category 3) 

Human  

   

   

 Household is headed by an 

economically active household 

member 

 Dependency ratio is low, less sick 

household members and few or no 

orphans. 

 More economically active 

household members than 

dependants.  

 Household is headed by 

an economically  active, elderly or 

child 

 Dependency ratio is 

high, more orphans and sick 

household members. 

 Economically active 

household members are few.  

 Household is headed 

by an economically  inactive, 

elderly or child 

 Dependency ratio is 

high, more orphans and sick 

household members. 

 No economically 

active members.  

Natural   

   

   

 Household use both inorganic and 

organic fertilizers 

 Sustainable agriculture activity 

 Utilize all available land for 

subsistence or commercial farming 

 Household has extra labour and 

time to manage the environment  

 Organic fertilizers  are 

the main sources of fertilizers 

 Low agriculture activity 

 Utilize  less land for 

subsistence farming 

 Household cannot 

manage the environment well  

 Organic fertilizers  

are the main sources of 

fertilizers 

 Very low or no 

agriculture activity 

 Utilises very little 

land  for subsistence farming 

 They cannot manage 

the environment well  

Social  

   
 May receive some means of 

support from NGO’s and 

government, but could do without. 

 More knowledgeable on 

agriculture and shock-related 

issues that are discussed regularly 

in the household  

 Needs or receives  

support from NGO’s and 

government, and most of the 

support goes to food and health  

 Knowledgeable on 

agriculture and shock-related issues 

that are sometimes discussed in the 

household 

 Needs and may not 

be receiving support from 

relatives, community, NGOs 

and government. 

 Most support goes 

to food, health and education. 

 Limited capacity to 

discuss agriculture and shock 

related issues 
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Financial  

   
 Have a diversified income source  

 Household income is used on a 

balance of needs (farming inputs, 

education, health, recreation etc)  

 Have limited sources of 

income  

 Most of the household 

income is used on food and 

medicines  

 Have no basic source 

of income  

 Most of the 

household income is from 

charity, and is used on food 

and medicines  

Physical  

    
 Own important livestock eg cattle, 

in sustainable numbers  

 Have labour for farm and off farm 

work 

 Receive some agricultural 

extension services 

 Regularly have three meals per day  

 Own important livestock 

in agricultural production 

 No adequate labour for 

farm and of farm work 

 May own farm 

implements in limited numbers 

 Do not regularly eat 

three times a day  

 Do not own 

important livestock in 

sustainable numbers 

 No labor for farm 

and of farm work 

 Do not own farm 

implements 

 Do not regularly eat 

three times a day  

 

1.2 Assessment Objectives  
The HaSSP survey was conducted using the HVI methodology as developed by FANRPAN. 

The community of seed farmers was deemed homogenous, and no adaptation of the 

methodology was necessary. The primary objective of the survey was to conduct a vulnerability 

assessment of HaSSP seed farmers in Zaka and benchmark their vulnerability status. The 

specific objectives of the assessment were to collect and analyse information about seed 

farmers to allow HaSSP to: 

• Improve targeting by selecting beneficiaries (from an already existing database of 
farmers) that maximise potential for success in planned activities.  

• Provide a baseline of the current vulnerabilities of the seed farmers. 
• Enhance community participation when the HVI process collects data at household 

level through a community driven process. 
• Plan for systematic management of pipeline breaks and scaling down of beneficiaries 

should available resources declined during the course of the project. 
• Provide evidence for policy development based on comprehensive livelihood profiling 

of beneficiaries. 
• Design capacity building and training programmes to improve livelihoods and 

productivity of seed farmers. 

1.3 Methodology 
 

The framework for implementing the survey was based on that for implementing surveys using 

the HVI. Three main methods were used: a desk review of relevant literature; a household 

survey; and statistical and spatial analysis of collected data. The desk review covered HaSSP 

project documents such as the project proposal, seed farmer database and other secondary 

literature on Zaka. These served to set the context for the survey and provide information on 

how the HVI tool could be applied in a survey of seed farmers. The quantitative HVI 

household survey had the following attributes:  

• data was collected using community based enumerators- five Agritex extension 
workers and two field based GRM International staff;  

• enumerators were trained over two days on how to collect required data from the 
households using the HVI questionnaire tool;  

• survey participants, including policy makers and community leaders were sensitised in 
advance; 

• information was made readily available on the basics of the HVI,  its approach, history 
and uses; as well as interpretation of the collected data.   
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• the community was encouraged to participate, and each sampled household was given 
adequate information on the nature of the survey. Participation was voluntary, and 
respondents were given information on planned use of the survey data.   

• the local authorities were given assurances that copies of collected information and 
generated reports will be sent back to them for their use.  

 

The results of the statistical and spatial analysis are presented in this report. A copy of the 

dataset is available on FANRPAN’s regional HVI database.  

 

1.3.1 Sampling frame and sample size 
Strict application of the HVI requires that for baselines, a census of the targeted population be 

conducted. Thus a census of all seed farmers participating in the district under HaSSP was the 

starting point. A review of the records at GRM showed that in Zaka, a total of 483 seed 

farmers were participating in seed production activities, and of these, 166 were HaSSP-funded.  

The total number of farmers working with GRM in Zaka is depicted in the table below: 

 
TABLE 2: SAMPLING FRAME- SEED FARMERS IN ZAKA DISTRICT 

Seed Program Crop Variety Ward # of farmers  

SAMP1/CSP2 Ground Nuts  Jessa 16 52 

SAMP/CSP Ground Nuts  Jessa 22 51 

SAMP/CSP Sorghum  Sv4 2 12 

SAMP/CSP Sorghum  Sv4 1 8 

SAMP/CSP Cowpeas  Cbc2 5 51 

SAMP/CSP Cowpeas  Cbc3 6 31 

SAMP/CSP Cowpeas  Cbc2 8 30 

SAMP/CSP Cowpeas  Cbc3 4 21 

SAMP/CSP Maize Zm309 3 30 

SAMP/ HaSSP Maize  Zm309 15 28 

SAMP/CSP Maize  Zm401 1 19 

SAMP/CSP Maize  Zm401 2 13 

SAMP/HaSSP Maize  Zm709 15 28 

SAMP/HaSSP Rice  Nerica1,3 &7 15 60 

SAMP/HaSSP Sugar Beans  Nua 15 49 

  Total     483 

 

After considering resource limitations, it was agreed that up to 200 farmers be included in the 

survey. The survey sampled 200 farmers, including 165 that were participating on the HaSSP 

project. The design also ensured that there was representation from farmers growing other crops. 

A multistage sampling technique was used. The list of farmers was stratified into those 

participating in SAMP and HaSSP activities; and those implementing SAMP and CSP activities.  

 

A total of 217 farmers was sampled from 4 wards: 109 from ward 15; 51 from Ward 22; 27 

from Ward 1; and 30 from Ward 3. The table above shows that all HaSSP Farmers are located 

in ward 15, while the rest are in 9 other wards. The survey team thus planned to target Ward 

15 and at least four other wards. Considerations were made to include the different seed crop 

                                                        
1 Seed and Markets Project (SAMP). 

2 Community Seed Project (CSP) 
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varieties to ensure that all the crops-maize, sorghum, groundnuts, sugar beans, rice and cow 

peas were included.  

 

1.4 Assumptions and Constraints 
No serious constrains hindered implementation of the survey. However, a chief died in Ward 3, 

and data collection from that ward was delayed by two weeks.  

1.5 Ethical Considerations 
 

Verbal consent was sought from each potential respondent before the interview was held. 

Information about the background and purpose of the evaluation was provided prior to the 

interview. No cases of respondent refusal to take part in the survey were documented. 
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2. Findings 
 

This section presents the results of the household survey. As the main tool used for the assessment was 

the Household Vulnerability Index, the results are presented following the HVI format. The HVI 

approach follows the scientific method, and findings are presented according to the five capital assets: 

natural, human, physical, financial, and social and then followed by a household vulnerability analysis of 

all the households included in the study. The next section presents conclusions and recommendations. 

A total of 200 of the planned 217 interviews were conducted. After cross-checking GRM International 

registers with observations in the field, some variations on numbers of farmers were observed. The main 

reason was that a number of farmers were participating in more than one initiative, although they were 

recorded as different farmers. As a result, some interview questionnaires were discarded because they 

collected information about the same household. Thus, a total of 200 authentic responses were 

collected, and a summary of these is given below:  

2.1 Key Livelihood Indicators  
2.1.1 Natural Capital Assets 
The HVI assesses household access to natural capital assets such as land, and analyses how the 

household uses its natural capital assets in terms of production, conservation patterns in crop 

production, nature conservation in livestock production and environmental management practices. 

The figure below shows average land size statistics.  

FIGURE 2: LAND STATISTICS 

 

From the five wards it was clear that farmers in Ward 1 significantly had more access to land. On 

average, these farmers have nine hectare (ha) available per seed farmer. This was much higher than 

the observed average land sizes of just over one ha and one and a half ha in Ward 14 and Ward 15 

respectively. Ward 22 had an average of 2.6 ha while ward 3 had an average of 2 ha per farmer. The 
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main difference between Ward 1 and the rest of the wards can be explained by the fact that some 

commercial farmers were part of the seed farmers included in the survey. Notable is that although 

farmers in Ward 1 had more than nine ha of land each, less than half of this land, on average, was 

cultivated; and only 20% was used for the staple crop maize. In stark contrast, an observation 

across all the other wards was that very little land was not being utilised.  

 Application of organic manures was very limited. On average, less than 10 per cent of available 

land was being fertilised using organic manure. Ward 15 (where HaSSP farmers are), had more than 

80 per cent of land cultivated per household and more than 50 per cent used for growing staple 

crop maize. Ward 15 farmers participate in a flood irrigation scheme.  

FIGURE 3: NATURE CONSERVATION PRACTICES 

 

The survey assessed how households were conserving their natural capital in crop production. The 

most prevailing practice is contour planting (131 of the 196 households or 67 per cent). A mere 

three households mentioned use of organic fertiliser as the main method for conserving nature and 

crop production (see figure below). Although some 65 households noted that they were not doing 

anything to conserve nature in crop production, observations showed that some of these 

households still practised contour planting.  Households were asked if they practised crop rotation; 

and almost all (194 out of the 200) surveyed indicated that they did. The main rotational crops were 

maize, legumes and tubers. For livestock production, the prevailing nature conservation practice 

was rotation grazing. This was practiced in four of the five wards, although farmers in ward 15 

indicated that they were reducing their number of livestock because they did not have big pieces of 

land on which to graze them.  
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Linked to nature conservation, the survey asked a series of questions in terms of what households 

did to manage their local environment. 16 households indicated that they burnt grass around the 

household to prevent wild fires coming to the homestead. Zaka is generally a dry area and as such 

the number of households that burn grass or make fire guards to prevent veld fires is expected to 

be small.  

Households were asked if they received any awareness on how to manage the environment. Almost 

all 93% or 182 out of 196 responses indicated that they did. The same number was participating in 

community projects associated with managing the environment.  

FIGURE 4: LIVESTOCK ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

 

To assess vulnerability, the HVI uses households’ responses to specific questions about their 

interaction with the environment. These questions were developed specifically because their 

responses show existence of vulnerability in a household. The HVI tool asked specific questions 

about how households were engaged in extractive activities as far as the environment was 

concerned. 8 households indicated that they were harvesting firewood and selling it. 21 households 

were supplementing their food with wild fruits, while 8 were harvesting wild fruits to sell. The HVI 

also checked if there were practises that were hindering households from better managing the 

environment. Of concern was that 26 households indicated that sickness was hindering them from 

participating in community environment management programs or managing their own local 

environment. 7 indicated that sickness was preventing households from collecting adequate water 

for use in the household, whilst 12 indicated that they could not participate in water development 

projects because of sickness. 
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FIGURE 5: ENVIRONMENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

 

2.1.2 Human Capital Assets 
 

The HVI tool collects detailed information about the demographics of a household including the 

relationship of the household members to the head of the household, the size of the household, 

education status for each member, health status as well as, for children going to school, the person 

paying their fees. 

 

TABLE 3: HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHICS 

Country District Ward Intervention Sex of 
Head of 
household  

No. of 
beneficiary 
households 

Average 
household 
size 

Population 
in targeted 
households 

Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 1 CSP Female 3 5.33 16 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 1 CSP Male 24 6.79 163 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 14 CSP Male 3 6.33 19 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 14 CSP Female 2 6.5 13 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 22 CSP Female 6 4.33 26 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 22 CSP Male 44 6.39 281 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 3 CSP Male 23 7.14 157 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 3 CSP Female 4 4.25 17 
Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 15 HASSP Female 19 5.05 96 
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Zimbabwe Zaka Ward 15 HASSP Male 72 6.42 443 
   Totals 200 6.28 1231 

 

The survey reached out to 1231 people in 200 households. The average household size was 6.28, which 

compares to the district-wide average of 5.9 from the 2010 Demographic and Health Survey. The results 

show a strong patriarchal society. Some 65% of male headed households were cultivating all available 

land, compared to 62% of female headed households. Female headed households were 37 (18%) and 

statistically significantly fewer. Female headed households were also significantly smaller than male 

headed households.  A test of significance at 0.01 level showed that female headed households had 

fewer household members. The table above shows that Wards 14, 15 and 3 generally have bigger 

household sizes. In ward 3 for example, male headed households average 7.14 compared to female 

headed which average 4.25. The same pattern is observed in Ward 22 where the average male headed 

household size is 6.39 compared to female headed households at 4.3. In the HaSSP area- ward 15- the 

figures were 6.42 and 5.05 respectively. Possibly because of the irrigation scheme in ward 15, household 

sizes seem generally higher. 

The figure below shows the population pyramid for surveyed households. It depicts a young population 

with very few adults between the ages of 25 and 50. In fact, there were twice as many 55 year olds as 

there were 45 year olds for both sexes. This depicts a population decimated by HIV and AIDS.  

FIGURE 6: POPULATION PYRAMID 

 

The survey collected information on the number of people that were living in sampled households. 

These figures are given in the last table presented before. Considering the total population of 1,231 

of surveyed households, the bulk of the members were single (764) or married (413). Just 17 were 
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divorced, and 48 widowed. This result shows a hugely young population, the age distribution chart 

below also shows that more than 50% of the population is under the age of 24. 

FIGURE 7: MARITAL STATUS OF POPULATION 

 

The surveyed wards generally showed a population that is in good health. 92% of respondents 

indicated a good health status. Added to this, 6% were infrequently sick. The proportion of people 

who were regularly sick was 2.28% and less than 1% of those were bed ridden. This is a significant 

improvement against a context of HIV and AIDS, where, without treatment, the number of people 

who are regularly sick is expected to be much higher. WHO estimates that where there is no access 

to treatment for HIV, as many as 10% people would be bed ridden.  
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FIGURE 8: HEALTH STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS 

 

Because of the youthful nature of the population, most people were still in school or had primary 

level education. Of 353 people who indicated that they had some kind of primary education, 61% 

or 215 were still in school. Of the 210 who indicated secondary school education, 123 or 58% were 

still going to school. Significantly, only 16 of 207 or 8% who completed basic or ordinary level, 

were still in school. This indicates that most people who complete secondary education stop going 

to school. In the sampled households 7 household members had reached University level; and 3 

were still in university.  

The results show that distribution of education status varies between males and females. For 

example, 6 out of 110 males who had completed O level were still in school compared to 10 out of 

97 females, giving a higher percentage of females going to school beyond secondary school (in the 

village). However, the statistics show that significantly more females indicated that they were 

illiterate, 71 compared to 48 males. Also, 20 males indicated being in professional colleges than a 

mere 7 for females. This discrepancy is more vivid when you consider university education where 6 

males indicated they had some university education of the total 7 who indicated university 

education. 

TABLE 4: EDUCATION STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS 

  Sex Total 

  Female Male 
Education Not given 2 1 3 

Adult Education 0 1 1 
Completed Basic Sec School 96 111 207 
Completed High School 5 19 24 
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Completed Primary School 78 49 127 
Illiterate 68 50 118 
Other 81 85 166 
Professional College 7 20 27 
Some Primary School 184 171 355 
Some Secondary School 92 119 211 
University Education 2 5 7 

Total 615 631 1246 

 

The distribution of education status by ward showed that, Ward 1, which incidentally had 

households with bigger pieces of land, had more people with university or professional type of 

education. Ward 15 seemed to have the least educated people.  

 

FIGURE 9: EDUCATION STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS 

 

2.1.3 Physical Capital Assets 
The assessment collected details of livestock and non-livestock physical assets available to 

households. For calculating the HVI, ownership of these assets is also required. This report 

discusses the three key types of livestock: cattle, goats and chickens that are predominantly farmed 

in Zaka.  

The results show that farmers in Ward 1 owned more cattle, 10 per average per household, and of 

these, 9 on average were owned by the head of the household. The figures for Ward 14 were 4.6 

and 4.6 respectively; while for Wards 15, 22 and 3 these were 6 and 5.5; 7.4 and 6.9 and 10 and 5 

respectively. These results show that almost all cattle are owned by the male head of household.  
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FIGURE 10: CATTLE OWNERSHIP 

 

The picture on ownership of goats was much the same, an average of 5 to 6 goats per household, 

with most goats owned by the head of household, while the spouse owned meagre numbers, less 

than 5% of total goats owned. In most wards, there was no statistical difference between the 

number of goats owned by sons compared to the numbers owned by spouses. Thus sons owned 

the same number of goats as their mothers.  
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FIGURE 11: GOATS OWNERSHIP 

 

When it comes to chickens, the picture was very different. Statistically, heads of households owned 

6.5 which was just about the same number of chickens as their spouses (p>0.25). Other family 

members, including sons and daughters also owned some chickens, albeit, in insignificant numbers.  

On average, households own between 11 and 25 chickens each. 
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FIGURE 12:CHICKENS OWNERSHIP 

 

Non-livestock assets that were recorded include those in the list below. Of all 200 households 

surveyed, 31 owned cars, 81 had TV sets, 97 had Bicycles, 181 had ox-drawn implements, while all 

had, as expected, hand tool and items such as blankets. Of note, 173 or 87% had cell phones; more 

than 69% had radios. 155 or 77% had wheelbarrows while only 2 had tractors. As a predominantly 

farming community, the results show that households prefer to buy cars instead of the expected 

utility vehicles such as tractors.  
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FIGURE 13: OWNERSHIP OF NON-LIVESTOCK ASSETS 

 

The figure below plots the number of blankets owned by households. The data shows that female 

headed households own fewer blankets, 4 per household, regardless of vulnerability status. In sharp 

contrast, less vulnerable male headed households have more blankets per household, up to 11 per 

household, and only the Highly Vulnerable male headed households have comparable number of 

blankets to female headed households.  
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FIGURE 14: OWNERSHIP OF BLANKETS BY VULNERABILITY CLASS 

 

2.1.4 Financial Capital Assets  
The Household Vulnerability Index approach collects detailed information on financial assets that 

are available to a household. By collecting information on income sources and expenditure 

patterns, the HVI avoids pitfalls and inaccuracies associated with collecting income and 

expenditure financial data that are especially difficult to collect for rural households.  

The financial assets available to a household indicate in part, how well that household can cope 

with a shock. Households in Zaka scored poorly on the overall mix of financial assets. Only 56 or 

28% had a functional bank account; 62 (31%) regularly received remittances; 31% participated in a 

savings scheme, 25% had an unpaid debt (75% may not be creditworthy!); and about half were 

participating in an income generating activity other than farming. Almost all households (93%), 

however, had a viable vegetable garden.  
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FIGURE 15: FINANCIAL CAPITAL ASSETS 

 

Households were asked to indicate their two main sources of income. The results show highly 

undiversified income sources.  About half indicated crop sales as the main source, 34% indicated it as a 

secondary source. The other significant alternatives were livestock sales (main source for 15% of 

households; secondary source for 20% of households) and informal work (11% and 5% respectively). A 

sizable 16% indicated that they had no secondary source of income.  
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FIGURE 16: MAIN INCOME SOURCES 
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FIGURE 17: SECONDARY INCOME SOURCES 

 

The assessment collected data on the top 9 crops that each household grows. This report focusses 

in detail on the main staple crop grown- maize. Data was collected on land size under this crop, 

and the tonnage produced in the last growing season. The survey was conducted in May, and 

households still had accurate statistics of the maize yields from the 2011/2012 season. The results 

show that on average, farmers in Ward 1 were putting 3.71 ha under maize crop and harvesting 2.4 

tonnes. Thus their productivity ratio was 650kg/ha. The production figures for the other Wards 

were much lower as can be observed from the figure below. Ward 22 seems to have the best 

productivity figures of 2300kg/ha, albeit on very small pieces of land.  



29 

 

FIGURE 18: MAIZE PRODUCTIVITY 

 

The survey collected a detailed snapshot of nutrition information about the households. Each 

household was asked to list all the food types they had eaten in the previous 7 days, and the 

number of days on which these foods had been taken. The food types were then put into 15 classes 

as given below, and a diversity score was constructed by stacking the food types eaten. The results 

show that Ward 14 had the least diversity, followed by Ward 15 then Ward 22.  The results also 

show that Maize, leaf vegetables, sugar, and cooking oils are the main foodstuffs consumed, and 

these are taken every day.  
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FIGURE 19: NUTRITION DIVERSITY 

 

 

2.1.5 Social Capital Assets 
The survey tracked social capital assets that include the family support networks that exist for each 

household, and its access to basic social services. This report documents reported coping strategies 

as well as knowledge on key issues such as HIV and AIDS. Households were asked to indicate 

which activities they had undertaken to cope with shocks in the last year. The results are given 

below.  The survey showed that the most common coping strategy (38% of households) was to 

change diet to cheaper and available foodstuffs. For example, most households indicated that they 

changed from bread and eggs for breakfast to meal porridge. Other strategies included reducing the 
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size of meals, working harder and working overtime, consuming more of their small livestock, and 

borrowing. 

FIGURE 20: COPING STRATEGIES 

 

Households were asked a variety of questions regarding their knowledge of prevailing key issues. The 

results show that HIV and Aids issues are well known, although 9 respondents, all male, indicated that 

they did not know what HIV and AIDS was. The results seemed to depict stigma induced denial rather 

than ignorance.  

 

2.2 Household Vulnerability  
2.2.1 Household Vulnerability Profiles from the HVI analysis 
This survey targeted 200 seed farmers. Seed farmers were carefully selected from the community 

and this group, therefore, does not represent the spectrum of households in the district. Thus the 

analysis on vulnerability is peculiar to the group of seed farmers and may not accurately show 

vulnerability status of households in the surveyed wards.  

The graphic below shows the distribution of vulnerability indices for the surveyed households. The 

bulk of households participating in the seed projects have similar attributes, and thus generally 
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scored in the Medium Vulnerability category of the HVI. However, 12 of the households (with 71 

members) showed strong resilience and coping characteristics consistent with Low Vulnerability 

while 5 (with 30 members) showed that they were on a downwards spiral signifying High 

Vulnerability. 180 households with 1,129 members were ranked in the Medium Vulnerability 

category. 

 

FIGURE 21: HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY INDICES 

 

Distribution of assets varies with vulnerability class. For example, the average number of chickens 

owned by Low Vulnerability households was 19 compared to 15 for Medium Vulnerability 

households, and a paltry 7 for High Vulnerability households. There were statistically significant 

differences in asset ownership by vulnerability class for all other livestock as well.  



33 

 

FIGURE 22: LIVESTOCK OWNERSHIP BY VULNERABILITY CLASS 

 

The results show that highly vulnerable households, regardless of the source of the vulnerability, 

generally have less livestock and other assets. The results show that Low vulnerability households 

have more than double the number of non-livestock physical assets.  
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FIGURE 23: ASSET OWNERSHIP BY VULNERABILITY 

 

The figure below shows a representation of food diversity by vulnerability class. On average, Low 

Vulnerability households eat 8 different types of foods per week, compared to 7 for Medium 

Vulnerability households. Highly vulnerable households have much less food diversity, eating on 

average, 4 food types per week. The results show that there is a sharp decline in consumption of 

purchased foods such as oil, sugar and rice, while maize and leaf vegetables form the base of foods 

consumed.   
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FIGURE 24: NUTRITION DIVERSITY BY VULNERABILITY 

 

The chart below shows the distribution of number of ox-drawn farm tools against the size of land 

cultivated. It seems that highly vulnerable households have fewer tools, and cultivate less land.  
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FIGURE 25: OX-DRAWN IMPLEMENTS BY SIZE OF LAND CULTIVATED 

 

The figure below compares the HVIs for male and female headed households. The distribution is 

not significantly different, although the most vulnerable households identified is headed by a 

woman, while the least is headed by a man. When analysed statistically, the average HVI score for 

female headed households was 51.0 compared to 49.6 for male-headed households, with a p-value 

of 0.27.  
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FIGURE 26: HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY INDEX BY SEX 

 

The survey showed that cell phone ownership was high among households, at 1.16 per household 
for female headed households and 1.65 for male headed households.  This shows a significant 
difference in ownership (p-value of 0.036); meaning that male-headed households have higher 
numbers of cell phones per household.  
 
The figure below compares the five households that were ranked by the HVI as the least vulnerable 
against the 5 that were ranked as the most vulnerable. The results show the consistency in which 
the index categorises households.  
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FIGURE 27:A COMPARISON OF THE 10 MARGINAL HOUSEHOLDS 

 
To determine the source of vulnerability, the HVI considers each of the 24 dimensions and their 
contribution to a household’s total score. Using data from 24 dimensions from the assessment, the 
chart below was constructed to show the main sources of vulnerability from Zaka. The data shows 
that capital asset depletion was most severe among highly vulnerable households, as expected. The 
most depleted assets for this group was human capital, followed by financial and social capital 
assets. Natural capital assets seem to be depleted across the board, albeit, for smaller number of 
households. Low vulnerability households did not indicate depletion of capital assets. For the 200 
farmers, priority should be given to preserving human and financial capital assets, but also 
enhancing social capital. 
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FIGURE 28: SOURCES OF VULNERABILITY 
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3. Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

 

3.1 Conclusions 
The survey implemented in Zaka assessed the vulnerability status of seed farmers supported by 

HaSSP, SAMP and CSP. 200 out of 483 seed farmers’ households were assessed and showed 

varying levels of vulnerability: 5 households depicted a situation consistent with  High 

Vulnerability, 12 depicting Low Vulnerability, and the rest classified in-between, that is, Medium 

Vulnerability. The assessment concludes that the majority of Zaka Seed farmers will require some 

level of assistance, but immediate steps should be taken to rescue the up to 10 or more of the 483 

seed farmers that are on a downward spiral.  

The survey in Zaka targeted 200 seed farmers. To be a seed farmer, the criteria were largely 

determined by project implementers and the community leaders (volunteerism, past performance, 

availability of land for seed farming and acceptability by community leasers). While this ensured 

that participants were motivated, little attention was paid to vulnerability factors that could prohibit 

fuller participation. That participants were carefully selected also meant that their group does not 

reflect the full spectrum of households in the district. Thus the analysis on vulnerability is peculiar 

to the group of seed farmers and may not accurately show vulnerability status of households in the 

surveyed wards. In fact, anecdotal evidence seemed to show that seed farmers generally have better 

livelihoods than the majority of households not participating in the seed projects. 

The survey results seem to indicate that the cultural and social setting is highly patriarchal.  As a 

result, participation of women in livelihood activities is limited. The number of female headed 

households that are participating is significantly much lower, and in all seed farmer households, 

ownership of physical and other assets is much lower compared to that of men. There is ample 

evidence that gender is not being adequately mainstreamed in HaSSP interventions.  

It is important to note that selection for participation in CSP or HaSSP did not follow strict criteria. 

Program managers sought volunteers who had the necessary assets such as cattle, land and so forth 

but also had a record that communities would recommend as good for farming. As such, very little 

attention was put to selecting households on the basis of full range of available capital assets. 

This assessment concludes that the seed farmers that were assessed were generally practicing 

subsistence agriculture. The households surveyed showed significant physical capital base, although 

choices of capital assets did not seem to aid the livelihoods choices available. For example, 37 

households own cars where only 2 have invested in tractors. The results also show a poor culture 

of saving for times of need 

The most depleted capital assets for households were human capital, followed by financial and 
social capital assets. Natural capital assets seem to be depleted across the board, albeit, for smaller 
number of households. The 5 High Vulnerability households need immediate assistance. From the 
analysis, their vulnerability is emanating from depleted human capital. Thus the support from seed 
farming will not likely yield the required results unless it is complemented by efforts to improve the 
quality of the human capital.   
 
The survey concluded that nutrition diversity declined significantly for households that are highly 
vulnerable. These households basically stop buying food and rely on what is commonly available. 
As a result, food items such as sugar, oil, milk and bread disappears on their menu.   
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3.2 Recommendations 
The following recommendations are made solely on the finding of the survey: 

 For better success with HaSSP and the other seed interventions, targeting needs to be 
improved. There is a need to deliberately increase the number of women farmers, and 
encourage fairer assets distribution among participating households.  

 Improve targeting by selecting beneficiaries that maximise potential for success in planned 
activities. should also invest in other high nutrition crops such as Cassava.  

 The targeting criteria for seed farmers need to be revised. Apart from existing criteria, the 
following should be considered: 

o Gender- HaSSP should make deliberate efforts to increase the number of 
participating women farmers. HaSSP should also make stringent requirements to 
encourage households to fairly distribute household wealth. 

o Natural capital assets- HaSSP should consider productivity of targeted farmers. 
Focus should be on both size of land as well as productivity.  

o HaSSP should encourage its farmers to practice saving. As a criterion, 
participating farmers could be encouraged to open savings accounts and save a 
stipulated percentage of proceeds from seed sales.  

o The selection criteria for farmers should consider the quality of human capital. 
Participating households should demonstrate that they have the labour and 
knowledge required for growing seeds successfully. HaSSP should endeavour to 
increase food and nutrition diversity by encouraging use of local sources of oil and 
sugar. Substitutes for these food types are required.  

 HaSSP should link with other organisations that offer support in areas such as 
information, health and education to ensure that its support is relevant and complemented. 
For example, organisations such as Care International could provide much needed input 
on lending sans savings at community level. 

 


