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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.

The purpose of this study was to identity constraints to
commercial agriculture on Swazi Nation Land with special
attention paid to potential constraints that may be related to
Swaziland’s traditional system of land tesure. This was dorne by
examining the experience of participants in the Ministry of
Agriculture’s Advanced Farmer Scheme.

A random sample of S0 advanced farmers was drawn and a
questicnnaire covering homestead demogr aphics, land holdings,
acquisition and security, crop production and sales, marketing,
farming methods, tribuce labour, fencing anc i1rrigation was
administered.

Some of the potential constraints examined in this research were
fourid to be little or no constraint at all. These include:

--Subdivision and fragmentation of holdings

--The inability to acquire additional lamd, including
the inability to borrow land

--The imnability to use land as collateral for credit

-~Chief and community opposition to fencing

~--Having to plough the chief’s land before your ouwn

Other potential constrains were found to be real constraints
of varying degrees of seriousness. In many cases, though, it was
difficult to say how serious a constraint they are. These
include:

-—Chief and community disapproval of commercial farming
and visible success combined with the threat of
banishment .

--Late removal of cattle from fields in the Spring

-~Tribute labour

In additior, non-tenure related constraints such as
transportation, marketing, access to inputs and labour were
examined. It had been expected that marketing problems and
especially low producer grices would be tfound to be major
impediments to increased commercial production. However, very
few advanced farmers seemed to feel these were a problem for
them. Instead, problems in obtaining transport, inputs and
labour were often cited as secrious non—-tenure related
constraints.

Subdivisions of holdings was found to take place on Swazi
Nation Land but, at least for advanced farmers and their
descendants, it has not resulted in average field size or total
field area smaller than those of nor-subdivided homesteads.



A shortage of land did not seem to be a problem for most
advanced farmers. Only six farmers said that they had ever tried
and failed to get more land and all of these were farmers who had
cucceeded in obtaining additional land at other times. Forty
percent of the advanced farmers reported they had sought and
obtair~d lan - in addition to their initial inheritance or
allocz:ion « 1 most of these had done so by asking the chief or
bortvowi

The inability to use land as ccllateral did not seem to
prevent access to credit. Three quarters of the advanced farmers
do use c¢redit, mostl, for seasonal loans to by inputs and, less
frequently, for maior purchases such as tractors and other farm
equipment. Only ore out of twelve pecple who had never borrnwed
money cited lack of collateral as the reason.

Fencing has become widespread among advanced farmers and
there seems to be little or no constraint due to chief or
community opposition. All but three of the advanced farmers
fence all cr part of their holdings and the three who do not
ferice cited lack of money, not cormunity opposition as the
reasor.

Some eviderice was found that the threat of banishment is a
ceterrent to commercial farming in some areas of Swaziland.
Reasons that a person may be banished have been reported by many
observers at least since Hilda Kuper described them in the
1940's. There is not sufficient data from the survey to say
whether they are any weaker now than they were then. However, it
is suspected that the emphasis has changed. Many commercial
practices, formerly unpopular, have been gaining acceptance over
the years. It is probable that today, gonspicuous success and
prosperity is much more likely to create envy and ill will in a
community than fencing, irrigating, or selling cash crops.

Though thers was little problem with the time cattle are
allowed onto the fields, many of the advanced farmei's reported
that they are prevented from ploughing as early as they would
like because the chief waits too long to call for the removal of
the cattle. Of those living where the chief determines the date
by which cattle must be removed from the fields, most said that
they would have ploughed earlier if the chief had set the date
earlier.

prior research has concluded that having insufficient land
is a major constraint for farmers who want to farm commercially
orn Swazi Nation Land while labour is not a constraint. Just the
opposite was found to be the case for many advanced farmers.
Over two thirds of the farmers interviewed had insufficient
homestead labour for weeding and/or harvesting. While many of
them were able to overcome this constraint through hiring labour
or inviting lilima, over half said that they were unable to get
enough outside labour.
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The study found evidence that the practice of tribute labour
for the chief or king can worsen an advanced farmer’s labour
constraint st critical times of the cropping season. However, as
perceived by the farmers themselves, the effect of tribute labour
on their farm work was not a major problem.

Many researchers have concluded that problems related to
narketing, especially low producer prices, are the most serious
constraint to commercial agriculture. The advanced farmers were
found to have some problems with marketing but low producer
prices were not one of them. Only one farmer complained that the
price he received for his crops was too low and that was because
he felt they were given too low a grade.

The most common marhketing problem concerned transport. Half
of the farmers who =ell their crops said they had problems with
transporting their crops to market. Some complained that hiring
transport is too expensive while others said they didn’'t like
being dependent on hired transport, mostly because it didn’t come
right when it was wanted. This latter problem was most critical
for two vegetable farmers who reported that sometimes their
produce spoiled before they could get it to market.

Obtaining inputs posed difficulties for a majority of the
advanced farmers. £4% reported some sort of problem in obtaining
seed, fortilizer, insecticides and/or farm equipment.. Half of
these farmers' problems stemmed vom not having enough morney to
buy the inputs, but over half the complaints dealt with the
difficulty of getting the inputs, the distances that must be
travelled or the fact that they don’t arrive at the shed until
too late.

The delay involved in hiring a tractor was also a major
source of complaint. About three quarters of the advancea
farmers hire a tractor to plough. 40% of these report they must
wait from two weeks up to a month or more from the time they
wanted their fields ploughed.

The problems in obtaining inputs do not seem to have
prevented most farmers from using them. All but one advanced
farmer uses hybrid seeds and similarly, only one farmer does not
i1se fertilizer. However, the problems cited by many of the
farmers can linit the use of these inputs and reduce their
effectiveress. Over a guarter of the farmers said they couldn’t
afford to buy the recommended amount of fertilizer or buy as much
hybrid seed as they wanted. Other farmers said they deperided on
the RDA shed for their inputs and were often seriously delayed
because seed and fertilizer do not arrive at the shed urtil too
late, if 2t all.
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The success of the survey was dependent on the assistance
and cooperation of miny people at all levels within the Ministry
of Agriculture and Cooperatives. Many of the senior
administrators and department heads at headquarters in Mbabarne
were themselves involved in running the Advanced Farmer Scheme.
They provided invaluaole information and advice about. the history
of the scheme and how to identify and locate the advanced
farmers.

The Senior Extension Off{icer and the Regional Extension
Coordinator in each district gave permission to meet with their
extension staff and helped make the arrvangements for these
meetings. The Extension Officer in each of the subdistricts
allowed us to attend their meetings and helped us identify which
of their extension workers could introduce us to the advanced
farmers in their area.

It was the front line extension workers, however, of which
the most was asked. They went cut and made arrangements with the
advanced farmers to meet with us and then at the appointed time,
accompanied us out to the homestead, and introduced us. If one
extension worker knew two or *hree advanced farmers, he ar she
often spent a full day taking us from one farmer to the next and
making introductions. This was an essential part of the
fieldwork and their willing assistance was truly appreciated.

Finally, without the cooperation of the advanced farmers
themselves, this survey would have been impossible. Each one
patiently answered our guestions, sometimes for an hour or more,
during two separate interviews. It is hoped that their answers
will help the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives to better
serve them.
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INTRODUCTION

The Advanced Farmer Survey is part of a larger research
effort entitled, "Changes in Agricultural Land Use:
Institutional Corstraints and Opportunities,” which has been
undertaken by the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives with
the assistance of the University of Wisconsin Land Tenure Center.
The purpose of this study is to identify constraints to
commercial agriculture o1 Swazi Nation Land with special
attention paid to potential constraints that may be related to
Swaziland's traditional system of land tenure. This is done by
examining the experience of participants in the Ministry’s
Advanced Farmer Sicheme.

1.1 The Advanced Farmer_ Scheme

Begun in 1961, the Advanced Farmer Scheme was designed to
encourage the adoption of modern agricultural techniques among
farmers on Swazi Nation Land. Because of limited extension
resources, it was decided that the scheme should be aimed at
Swazsi farmers who would be most receptive to adopting its
recommendations, i.e., those who were serious about tarming and
interested in doing so on a commercial basis. It was hoped that
over the years, the scheme would expand as the first advanced
farmers served as opinion leaders and good examples for the
majority of farmers.

The primary activities of the Advanced Farmer Scheme were to
qualify farmers for membership in the scheme, to make sure
members were receiving extension advice, and to promote their
attendance at short courses on agricultural subjects. To become
an advanced farmer, a farmer was supposed to meet certain
standards. These included:

- cooperating with estension staff and fcllowing their
instructions
- being adequately equipped to pursue one’'s type of farming
- making a good living from farming
- keeping simple farm records
- being an active member of the local Farmer’s
Association

Upon becoming an advanced farmer, a farmer received a badge
and a certificate. Besides the recognition that came with the
badge and certificate, advanced farmers also were .given specific
extension messages and the opportunity to attend short courses on
agricultural subjects. The extension messages emphasized during
the Advariced Fairmer Scheme were:

~Suitability of crops for a particular area
~-Encouraging winter ploughing
~Encouraging early ploughing and planting
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~Switching from broadcasting to the use of planters to plant
in rows

~-Encouraging timely weeding

-Late in the scheme, methods of crop storage were taught

Since it was aimed at the better farmers, the scheme was
unable to avoild the appearance of elitism and was discontinued in
1972. At that time there were %19 advanced farmers and 2700
pupil farmers, i.e., those who had joined the scheme but had not
vet satisfied the requirements to become an advanced farmer. A
complete description and evaluation of the Advanced Farmer Scheme
is contained in Appendix A.

1.2 Why_ the Advanced Farmer Scheme?

Many analysts of Swazi agriculture have pointed out that not
all Swazi rural residents are farmers and certainly not
commercial farwers. Although all Swazi men are entitled to land
on which to plough, graze their cattle and build their homestead,
they are not all interested in waking their living from farming.
Many Swazl homesteaus hold agricultural land which they only use
to grow subsistence crops at minimum effort or which they may not
plough at all but keep for reasons of security or to have
somethinrg to pass on to their children. They are not interested
in producing a surplus to sell commercially or trying to make
their living from farming. There are many reasons put forward
for this but it usually comes down to the fact that a significant
proportion of homestead members can get a higher return on their
labour working in the wage sector than they can by staying home
and farming [see Low, 1982].

There are, however, some Swazi homesteads who are interested
'+ commercial farming and who do depend on Tarming as a major, if
riot their primary source of income. The purpose of this research
is not to learn why people choose to become commercial farmers in
the first place. Rather, it is to identify the worst constraints
faced by those who are already involved in commercial farming.
Therefore, it is this second category of Swazi homestead on which
this research must focus.

A simple random sample of 50 homesteads on Swazi MHation Lard
would be unlikely to turn up very many commercial farmers.
However, it was expected that the membership role of the Advanced
Farmer Scheme would provide a population of Swazi homesteads with
a very high proportion of commercial farmers on which a survey
could be conducted. The fact that trhe scheme was in operation 20
years ago adds a time dimension to the study. Not only can
successful commercial farmers be interviewed but also those who
may have tried commercial farming in the past and failed.



1.3 Commercial Farmers Defined

It was assumed in the design of this survey that most of the
advanced farmers would be found to be involved in commercial
agriculture. Was this assumption Jjustified? Data from the
survey indicates that it was. For comparison purposes, the
definition of commercial farming used in Testerink’s analysis of
agricultural commercialization in Swaziland [1984, pp. 1-5] was
used. This definition is based on (1) whether a farmer produces
a significant amount of non-edible cash crops such as cotton or
tobacco and/or (2) whether a farmer deliberately plans to produce
a surplus for market above and beyond that reuired for
subsistence and a hedae against uncertain growing conditions. As
can be seen in Table 1.1, €5.5% of Testerink’'s sample of Swazi
households fall into the rnon-commercial category, 16.1% are semi-
commercial and 12.4% are commercial farmers. In contrast, only

TABLE 1.1

NUXBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HOMESTEADS (HOUSEHOLDS®)
IN EACH CATEGORY OF COMMERCIALIZATION

(1)*° | (2)°**
HOUSEHOLDS ADVANCED I ADVANCED
(RANDGHM SAMPLE) 4 FARMIRS X __|FARMERS b

| | | ' | H |
NON-COHMERCIAL : 414 I 65.5 1 5 | 10.94 11 | 23.4}
SEMI-COKHERCIAL = ! 102 bVolel b 9 b 1954 8 17,0
COHMERCIAL 3 116 1 18.4 } 32 1 69.6 1 28 1 59.6 1
10TAL . 632 {1 100.0 J 46 ] 100.9 ) 47 } 100.0 |

* Testerink used the househlold rather than the hosestead as his unit of
analysis. However, since aost hosesteads have only one household and
subsistence production was estimated based on the nusber of household or
hosestead aesbers, this should not affect the cosparability of these
statistics.

** Advanced faraer hosesteads are classified inlo the different categories of
coamercialization using (1) Testerink’s definition of comsercial faraers
and (2) the definition of coasgercializatin developed in this study.

10.9% of the advanced farmers are not involved in commercial
activity 19.5% are semi-commercial and €9.6% are commercial
farmers. It can be concluded that advanced farmers do represent
a different type of farmer than the average rural resident.
Almost 90% of the advanced farmers arce engaged in commercial or
semi-commercial farming compared to 34% of the rural population
as a whole.

Although Testerink’s definition of commercialization was
used to compare advanced farmers co the average rural Swazi
homestead, a more comprehensive definition, using data from the
present survey, was employed to evaluate the actual commercial
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status of advanced farmers. This definition takes into account
actual maize, legume, vegetable, cotton and tobacco production,
gross crop sales, land holdings, frequency of maize sales,
importance of farm sales as a source of income to the homestead,
and finally, whether or not commercial agriculture is an explicit
goal of the homestead.

The last two columns of Table 1.1 display the rnumbers and
proportion of farmers that fall under each category using the new
definition. The basic pattern is the same but there are twice as
many non—-commercial farmers than under Testerink’s definition and
the percent of full-fledged commercial farmers has fallen from
69.6% to 57.6%. Still over three quarters of the advanced
farmers surveyed are either commercial or semi-commercial
farmers. For more information on the definitions of commercial
farming, see Appendix B.

Advanced farmers were found to differ from the rural
population as a whole in cther ways as well. For example,
average homestead size was found to be half again as large for
advanced farmers: 15.3 members per homestead compared to the
national average of 10. One third of advanced farmer homestieads
have more than one household.

Land holdings of advanced farmers are much larger than most
of their neighbours. Past surveys have come up with average land
holdings on SNL in the range of 1.5 to 2.6 hectares. The average
total area of an advanced farmer’s flelds (including grass
strips) was found to be 6.5 hectares. There was little
variatinn in average total field area among the different
ecological zores except for the lowveld. This figure was between
3.4 and 4.4 hectares for the highveld, wet and dry middlevelds
and Lubombo. The average total field area in the lowveld however
was 13 hectares.

Some interesting comparisons can be made with the 1983/84
Swaziland Census of Agriculture. According to the census, onily
16% of all Swazi homesteads produce enough maize to feed the
homestead every year and 34X never produce enough to feed the
homestead. The same question was asked in the Advanced Farmer
Survey with very different results. 51X of the advanced farmers
said they always produced enough maize to feed the homestead and
only 4% said they never did.

There is also quite a difference in farming practices
between the two groups. Advanced farmers are almost 4 times as
likely to irrigate than the average rural homestead (34% compared
to 9%). Almost half of the homesteads on SNL use no fertilizer
on their fields compared to only 2% of the advanced farmers.
While 27.8% of Swazi homesteads were reported in the census to
use tractors for all or part of their ploughing, 87.2% of the
advanced farmers use tractors. Despite the wide use of tractors
among advanced farmers, they also have twice as many oxen (4.5
compared to 2.4)* and head of cattle (20.5 compared to 9.1)* on
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average as their neighbours. This helps confirm the suspicion
that advanced farmers are wealthier than the zverage humestead.
(Demographic information on the advanced farwers is reportued in
Appendix C).

Thus, it appears that the decision to use the memborship
list of the Advanced Farmer Scheme to identify a populaiion
containing a large number of commercially oriented farmers was
Justified. A random sample of 50 farmers was drawn from this
list. A questimnnaire was designed covering homestead
demographics, land holdings, land acquisition, crop procuction
and sales, marketing, farming methods, community obligations,
fencing and irrigation. The questionnaire was administered over
the first half of 1787 and resulted in a large body of data, the
analysis of which is the subject of the rest of this report. Due
to the difficulty of locating all of the advanced farmers, the
final sample consisted of 47 farmsrs. Data collection
methodology is described more fully in Appendix D.

otential Constraints to Commercial Agriculture

Potential constraints to commercial agriculture on Swazi
Nation Land were identified through a review of the literature on
Swazi agriculture combined with personal interviews with
agricultural officers in the Ministry. These constraints became
the focus of the survey questionnaire which was designed to
determine which of them were real constraints as perceived by the
advarced farmers and which were not.

The collection of potential constraints was divided up into
two categories: (1) those related to Swaziland’s traditional
system of land tenure and (2) non-tenure related constraints.
The potential constraints related to land tenure are analyzed in
Secticn 2 of this report. They have been grouped into the
following broad categories.

1. Shortage of land and the inability to get enough land to
farm a2t the desired scale.

2. Lack of secure tenure.

3. Credit constraint due to the inability to mortgage land.

4. Lack of farmer control over production decisions.

* These averages include homesteads with no cattle.

Section 3 covers potential non-tenure irelated constraints to
commercial agriculture. The primary areas of concern are
marketing, access to inputs, and labour. A summary and
conclusions regarding the major constraints faced by commercial
farmers orn Swazi Nation Land are presented in Section 4.
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TENURE -RELATED CONSTRAINTS T0O COMMERCIAL AGRICULTURE

2.1 Constraints Relating to Land Shortage

Subdivision_and Fragmentation

One reason that a farmer may not have enough land is that
when he inherited it from his father, the original homestead uas
split up among the sorns or other family members. This process is
called subdivision and each time it happens, the land is split
into smaller and more numerous units. Eventually fields or land
holdings can be broken down into units too small to be cultivated
efficiently.

Fragmentation often follows subdivision as farmers try to
obtain enough land to make farming worthwhile. They may acquire
additional land by asking the chief or other members of the
cemmunity, by borrowing, or occasionally, by purchasing Title
Deed Land (TDL). However, this land mav often be located a
distance away from the homestead. Having many small fields
located far away from each other rather than having all ore’s
land consolidated in one area imposes several types of costs on a
farmer. First there is the lost time needed to get from the home
to the field and from one field to the next. There is also the
time and expense involved in conveying inputs, equipment, and
tractors or cxen to the fields and gathering and transporting the
harvest back to the homestead. Another problem czused by having
crie's fields spread over a large area is the inability to keep
csufficient watch over them to protect them from livestock or bird
camagye and theft.

Sometimes there is an advantage to fragmentation which can
outweigh these costs. That is, by having fields spread over a
Lerge ar2a, a farmer is able to reduce his risk of crop failure
by farming on different socils and possibly in different rainfall
sreas. Since subdivisior and fragmentation are related but
different processes, they are examined separately.

Subdivisicn:

I subdivision taking place on Swazi Nation Land? The
avidencs from this survey is that it is. Out of the sample of 47
advarced faransrs, S1% (24) inherited all or part of their present
lard koldings. Two thirds (16) of these shared their inheritance
witiy other Yasily members (or in two cases, with the chief) while
2rby o onm wnird (8) inherited all of the fields of the original

romestoad,

The oave intefesting question is whether this subdivision
results in smaller fields or land holdings. This could happen in
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two ways. Consider the example of a simple homestead with one
field and three sons. At the death of the father, the field {is
divided intn three fields and each of the new smaller fields is
inherited by one of the sons. The alternative 2oxample is that of
a homestead with three fields and three sons. When the father
dies, each of the sons is given one of the ficlds. 1In both
cases, each son has only one third of the land area farmed by the
original homestead. However, in the first case, the field has
been made smaller. In the second example, the sizes of the
fields as production units have not been chanced. Only the
number of fields held by ecach homestead has been reduced.

Two methods were therefore used to test vhether subdivision
has resulted in smaller land holdings. The first is to compare
the size of fields inherited by the sole inheritors of land to
the size of fields received by those who shared their
inheritance. The second is to lock at the tetal land area
inherited by each of the two groups.

The results were surprising as can be s:zen from Table 2.1.
The average field size for sole heirs was actually a little
smaller than the average size of fields held by those who had
shared their inheritance (1.36 hectares and 2.11 hectares
respectively) although the small dJdifference in the means was not
statistically significant.

TABLE 2.1
FIELD SYZES BY TYPE OF ACQUISITION AND DISTANCE FROHM HOMESTEAD
(HECTARES)

HOW ACQUIRED/DISTANCE MEAN STD DEY  HMIN  MAX  NUMBER
ALL FIELDS i 1.98 3.17  .032 26.00 151°
INHERITED FIELDS-NOT SHARED 1.86 1.64  .049 5.31 19
INAERITED FIELDS-SHARED 2.11 2.19  .065 9.61 40
ALLOCATED FIFLDS 1.89 3.13  .032 22.46 70
FIELDS RECEIVED AS GIFTS .78 .50 .127 1.62 7
BORRONED FIELDS & 6.72 .088 26.00 14
PURCHASED FIELDS .02 -- -- -- 1

FIELDS BEYOND 500 HETRES
FIELDS WITHIN 500 HETRES

.11 4.02 .049 26.00 456
.92 2.75 .032 22.46 105

Lo di o IR o o ]

* Ten of the 161 fields in the survey were not seasured.

In fact, despite the great variability in field size. the average
field size is remarkably constant at about 2 hectares regardless

of how the field was eacquired or its distance from the homestead.
Only fields received is gifts and purchased fields (of which only
one was measured) were significantly smaller on average.
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One possible interpretation of these results is that fields
are gerierally not.split up in the process of subdivision.
Rather, holdings made up of two or more fields may be divided up
as in the second example atove. 1f this were true, it would be
expected that the total number of fields and the total land area
inherited through subdivision would on average be less than the
number ard area inherited by sole heirs. However, this
expectation was also not supported by the data. The average
number of fields inherited by the two groups was almost
identical. Sole heirs received an average of 2.5 fields while
heirs of subdivided homesteads inherited 2.6 fields. 1In terms of
land area inherited by the two groups, irheritors of subdivided
homesteads actually received more land on average: 5.3 hectares
compared to 4.4 hectares.

One fact which may help explain these numncers is thi .
advanced farmers are not representative of Swazi rural residents
as a whole. When land is split up at inheritance, it may not be
divided equally. The principle heir may cften receive the
lion’s share while other family members receive smaller portions.
It is possible that the principle heir is more likely to have
become an advanced farmer then his siblings. Also, in the ca.es
in which the advanced farmer had died, it was the principle heir
who was contacted for the survey. 1In fact, 7 out of the 1l¢é
farmers interviewed who had shared their inheritance reported
that they had received a larger than equal share. Only one said
she had received a less than equal share. Another explanation
would be that on average only larger homesteads are subdivided at
inheritance while smaller homesteads remain in the hands of the
eldest son leaving the other sons to find more land on their own.
This is supported by the fact that among the 23 farmers in the
survey who acauired no land through inheritarnce, 56.5% (13) of
them said it was because the land had been bequeathed to an older
brother or other family member.

No matter what the explanation, it does appear that, at
least amcng advanced farmers and their descendants, subdivision
has not resulted in average field size or total field area
smaller than those of non-subdivided homesteads. It will be
interesting to compare these results with those of the
Traditional Sector l.and Use Survey which was conducted on a wider
sample of Swazi homesteads.

Fragmentation:

This study endeavored to answer several questions about
fragmentation. What is the extent of fragmentation among advanced
farmers on Swazi Nation Land? How many have fields located away
from their homesteads? What kinds of distances are involved?

How did the fracmentation come about? Has fragmentation been
reduced in areas that have been resettled? And finally, how much
of a problem is fragmentation as perceived by the advanced
farmers themselves?
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Measuring the extent of fragmentation first requires a
definition. Fields adjacent to the homestead or within 500
metres were considered to be non-fragmented while fields 500
metres or more away from the homestead were defined as
fragmented. The degree of fragmentation is a function of
distance and distance was broken down into five categories: 500
metres to 99% metres, 1 kilometre to less than 2 km, 2 km to less
tharn 5 km, 5 km to less than 10 km, 10 km to less than 20 km, and
20 km or more.

, There are several ways of looking at the extent of
fraguentation among advanced farmers. Out of the 47 farmers, 53X
(25) had at least one field located more than 500 metres away
from the homestead. However, in terms of the number of fields,
8% (109 out of 160) of all fields were located at the homestead
or within 500 metres. These numbers vary dramatically depending
ori how the field was acqguired. Only one out of & (12.5%) fields
received as gifts were located more than half a kilometre away
from the
homestead. Inherited fields and fields allocated by the chief

TABLE 2.2

DISTANCE OF FIELDS FROM HOMESTEAD BY MEANS OF ACQUISITION

INHERITED ALLOCATED  GIFT BORROWED  PURCHASED
NUMEER X NUMBER 1 NUMBER % NUMBER I MNUMBER I
H ' d | H H H ] i ' i
NEXT TO HOMESTEAD | 37 | 601 | 43 1 59T ) 51 632! 1 | 7221 01! 0 !
( 200 METRES & NOT! 10 ! 16X { 4 | ST! 0o! 0 + 0 { o ! 0! 0 |
NEXT TO HOMESTEAD! ! : ! ST ! ! ! | |
200 TO 499 HETRES | 2 | 31! 4 | syt 2125t ! 1 { 7200 ot 0 !
500 TO 999 METRES ! 0 ¢ 0 | 8 }11x ! 0} o0 } 3 +203! 014 0 !
1KMTOC2KH Vg 113t 5 Vo7t 0t 0 ¢t o2 113t o0} 0 |
2KHNTOCSKM ) 5 ) o8rt S ) o7t o1l12rl s 1333 o0} 0 !
SKNTOClOKMN ! 6 ) 0 ! 2 ! 3! ot 0 ! 3 to21t! 0! 0 !
10KKTOC20KM | 0 ) 0 ¢ 2 ¢ 31! ot 0 f 0 0o} 0! 0O !
20 _KM_OR HORE L0 ) 0 b 0.} 0 ! 0 0.t o0 o 1 211001}
| i ! : H ! H i i d !
TOTAL 1621100} 73 1100} 8} 100} §5* ) 100 } 2 } 100 |

* The distance froa the hosestead of one of the 16 borrowed fields was not
ascertained in the survey.

were also mostly located around the homestead. Just 21% (13 out
of €2) of inherited fields and and 30% (22 out of 73) allocated
fields were at a distarnce of more than 500 metres. On the other
extreme were borrowed fields, of which 812 (13 out of 1&) were
located away from the homestead, and purchased fields, both of
which were located farther away than any of the other fields,
more than 20 km. Another pattern which emerges is that not only
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is a higher percentage of borrowed and purchased fields located
beyond 500 metres from the homestead but the distances involved
are greater, too. A full 60X of inherited fields located more
than 500 metres away are still within 2 km and all of them are
less than 5 km away. For borrowed fields located away from the
homestead, 60% are located more than 2 km away with several in
the 5 to 10 km range.

There are many causes of fragmentation among advanced
farmers on SNL but most of them do riot correspond to the usual
concepiion of fragmnentation as a problem, i.e., needing
additional land but only being able to find it far away from the
homestead. This type of situation represents less than a third
of the total cases of fragmentation. Out of the 25 farmers with
fragmented holdings, 32% (&) seem to have beern motivated by a
shortage of land in obtaining those distant fields. Table 2.3
indicates how fragmented fields were obtained and the reasons.

A surprising number of farmers raceived fragnznted holdings
at inheritance or when they were first allocated land by the
chief to establish their homesteads. In most of the 13 cases, it
was not established why the inherited or originally allocated
larnd was fragmented to start with. The exceptions are two women
homestead heads who had inherited fields from their husbands.
These fields had been relocated away from the homestead during
resettlement.

Although resettlement is, in general, supposed to contribute
to the consolidation of people’s land holdings, it has sometimes
resulted in fragmentation as homesteads and fields are placed
away from each other. This seems to have been the cause of the
fragmentation for 3 advarnced farmers (5 farmers if those who
inherited land fragmerited during resettlement are included).
Another indication that resettlement has not helped to
consolidate holdings is that while 53% of the advanced farmers
have at least one fraagmented field, 75% of those who have been
moved during resettlement have at least one fragmented field.
While only 22% of all fields not acguired through resettlement
are located over 1 kilometre away from the homestead, over half
of the fields received through resettlement are at least that far
away.

Another reason farmers get fields located away from the
homestead is the opportunity of joining an irrigation scheme.
Seven farmers have fragmented flelds that they either borrowed or
were allocated in an irrigation scheme.

Two advanced farmers purchased TDL to expand their farming
and both of these fields were located farther away than other
fields, over 20 km. However, the distance of these fields seems
to have been considered a positive attribute by the farmers who
bought them. One of the farmers wanted land in a different
ecological zone (highveld vs. middleveld) on which to grow maize,
The other one wanted land where he could "....plough freely
because on SNL, cattle trouble me."
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TABLE 2.3

REASONS FOR OBTAINING FRAGMENTED FIELDS

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

REASON HOW OBTAINED FARMERS X OF FARMERS® FIELDS
' ' ' ! !

WANTED TO EXPAND | BORROWED | 3 ' -- o1
CULTIVATION ] GIFT ' 1 ' -- ! I
! NEW ALLOCATION | 4 d -- H 6 1

TOTAL ' 8 ' 321 Vo172
H ! H 1

ESTABLISH NEW | ALLOCATED (KHONTA) ! 6 ' -- ' 6 !
HOMESTEAD : INHERITED } 7 H -- HI
TOTAL P13 | 52% Voo19
H i i :

] ' ' ' !

RESETTLEMENT H ALLOCATED bo3(5)** | 2012 i 3(9)**
| | { H H

' ' ! ' o

JOIN SCHEME ! ALLOCATED ' 4 ' . ! 6 |
! BORROMWED } 3 B -- ! 31

TOTAL ' 7 H 28 ! 9
H ] } H

' ' ' ' '

WANTED LAMD AT H PURCHASED ' 2 ' 81 ' 2 |
ANOTHER LOCATION | H H : i

TOTAL 25 51

* Percent of farmers who have fragsented fields. Alsc note that the nuaber
of farsers adds up to more than 25 because some of the farmers acquired
two or more fragaented fields for different reasons.

** Nusbers in parentheses include farmers who inherited fields fraagmented
by resettleeent.

The classic case of fragmentation, i.e., as a result of
subdivision, was not found among the advanced farmers. Of the 1é
farmers who shared their inheritance, ¢ had no fragmentation of
their holdings and the other 10 had fragmented fields for reasons
other than not being able to find additional land close by. Four
of these advanced farmers inherited land already fragmented. Two
got fields located away from their homestead during resettlement.
Ariother two were either allocated or lent distant fields in
irrigation schemes. A farmer who purchased additional land did
so to avoid the restrictions and cattle problems he experienced
on his Swazi Nation Land. Finally, one farmer was allocated a
fragmented field which actually reduced the amount of
fragmentation he faced by allowing him to discontirnue using an
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even more distant field. Thus, in this sample of advanced
farmers, subdivision of inheritance was not a cause of
fragmentation.

How much of a problem is fragmentation as perceived by the
advanced farmers? 60X of the farmers with fragmented fields said
the distance to the fields caused them no problems. However, the
.other 40X complained about the time and expense involved in
getting people, implements and crops to and from the fields as
well as the inability to properly watch over them. Thus, out of
all of the advanced farmers surveyed. about one in five
considered fragmentation of their fields to bte a problenm.

Two factors seemed to influence whether a farmer considered
fragmentation to be a problem: distance (as would be expected),
and the reason the fragmented field was acquired. The costs
imposed by distance were sometimes offset by other advantages
such as escaping restrictions on SNL, being able to farm in a
different 2cological zeone, or being able to irrigate. Farmers
who acquired fragmented fields for these reasons did not complain
about the distance even though the fields were often located
great distances away. Farmers who got fragmented fields without
any special characteristics were more likaly to complain as the
distance of these fields from their homes increased.

Obtaining Additional Land

If a farmer doesn’t have enough land to farm as he wishes
can he get more? The answer appears to be yes. 40%Z (19) of the
advanced farmers sought and obtained additional land after they
had already acquired their initial inheritance or allocation. 1In
order of frequency, 12 (26%) asked the chief for more land, 9
(19.1%) borrowed land, 3 (6X) asked other people, and 2 (4%)
purchased Title Deed Land, and some did more than one of these.
32% (15) of the farmers said they were looking for more land
right now, and most of these were doing so by approaching the
chief (&) or potential lenders (4).

There were only 6 farmers who reported they had ever tried
to get more land and failed. However, all of these were farmers
who had also been successful at obtaining other land. The
failures were not failures to get any land but just a particular
piece of land at a particular time. 1In only one case was a
person told by the chief that there is no more land.

The next question which must be addressed is when did these
farmers get their fields? As population pressure on the land has
increased, has it become more difficult to obtain additional
land? Did most of the advanced farmers ask for and get their
additional land many years ago or has it been possible for them
to obtain new fields in recent years as well? Survey data
displayed in Table 2.4 implies that it is still possible to add
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to one’s holdings on SNL. There seems to have been nn decrease
over time in the number of farmers who have been able to acquire
new allocations of land from the chief. O0f the twelve farmers
who

TABLE 2.4

PERIOD IN V'HICH ADDITIONAL FIELDS WERE OBTAINED

SINCE 1980 1972-1979 BEFORE 1972 TOTAL

FARMERS X FARMERS I FARMERS T FARMERS X

| ' | i | 3 { ! ‘
ALLOCATED P4 33 b 4 sy o4 s7T 12 1 46X |
BORROWED Vo7 0 88 V2 L 29r b o} 0 t 9 4 351 !
GIFY P00 0 P 0t 0 3 ) 43 4 3 4 o121
PURCHASED Lot 8x ) 1 5 14 4 0 } 0 ! 2 1 g1 !

i i i ] ; i i ! i
JOTAL 112 1100 § 7 {100y 72 1 100X% | 26 ! 100% !

asked for additioral land, four have received that land since
1980, four between 1972 and 1979, and four got their land before
1972. The table seems to indicate that borrowing of fields has
become more common recently but that may not really be true. The
figures do not include fields that were borrowed earlier but are
no longer being borrowed and as discussed in the next section,
there are 15 farmers who report that they used to borrow fields
that they are rno longer borrowing.

Borrowing Fields .

The issue of borrowing is of particular interest because of
the observation that many rural homesteads have only a small
portion of their arable land under cultivation. Thus, the
situation can arise in which some farmers want more land to
expand their farming but there is none available. At the same
time, much of what is already claimed by other people is
underutilized or is not being used at all. Homesteads with more
land than they presently need are, however, reluctant to give it
up. They may plan to use it in the future or give it to their
children cor just keep it in case of emergency.

Borrowing is a means by which land could be temporarily put
in the hands of a person who would use if. productively, yet still
allow it to be reclaimed by the owner when he needs it back.
There are both bernefits and risks to lending out land from the
point of view of the lender and depending on their relative
weights, a potential lender may or may not actually lend out
land. The benefit comes from avoiding the risk of having the

13



chief take away one’s land and give it to somebcdy else because
it's not .being used productively. Hughes [1972, p. 150] mentions
this as a pussibility under the traditional ternure system and
cites it as a reason a person may lend land to a relative who
will cultivate it with the least effort necessary to retain claim
to it.

Data from the survey seems to confirm that this may happen,
at least in some chiefdoms. 40% (19) of the advanced farmers
said they felt there was a definite risk that the chief would
give land to somebody else if the owner left it fallow for too
long. 1In most of these cases, this was a rule that the chief had
announced but never acted on. However, there were five farmers
who said that such a thing had actually happened.

If thire is risk involved in leaving land idle, there is
also risk in lending it out, especially for a long period of
time. Since there are no documents with which ownership can be
proved, a person who borrows a field for a long time may begin to
feel that he has a claim to it. If the chief who originally
allocated the field dies or it is the children of the original
borrower who are now farming it, there is much potential for
dispute when the lender tries to reclaim the field.

In the survey, an attempt was made tu get some idea of the
extent of borrowing and problems associated with borrowing from
both the borrower’s and lender’s point of view. 43% (20) of the
advanced farmers reported that they borrow and/or used to borrow
fields. 19X (9) are presently borrowing fields. 0f those who
used to borrow, about half returned the fields by choice because
they no longer wanted them. The other half had ¢o return them
because the lender wanted them back.

Several of the advanced farmers (13X) reported that they
loari or used to lpoan out land. Four of them are currently
loaning out land whil2 two no longer loan land. 1In one of these
cases, the farmer reclaimed the land so he could use it himself
and in the other, the borrower no longer wanted the land.

These figures seem to be much higher than those for the
rural population as a whole. Preliminary indications from the
Traditional Sector Survey are that borrowing is extremely rare.
Only about 2% of rural homesteads were found to borrow fields.
However, the fact that so many advanced farmers do borrow or used
to borrow land seems to indicate that borrowing is an accepted
practice and that those who want additional land are able to
borrow.

About half of the advanced farmers who borrow or loan out
land deal with their relatives and in those cases, the lender
does not expect anything in return from the borrower. Of the
cases in which fields are borrowed from or loaned to non-
relatives, less than half of the lenders reguire some kind of
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payment. Of those who do, it is usually expected of the borrouwer
that he plough the lender’'s fields. There is also cne instance
in which the borrower is asked to pay part of his harvest.

Few people reported problems with borrowing or lending.
Three (15%) of the farmers who borrowed said that they had
problems with the lender becoming jealous or acting unfairly. For
example, one farmer complairned that the lender waited until he
had ploughed before coming to take the land back. None of the
farmers who now loan or used to loan land reported any problems.
However, one man who neither borrows nor loans, said that the big
problem with lending land is that, "you can have a dispute with
the borrower over whose land it is when you want it back.® This
was confirmed indirectly by another advanced farcer who was
urnthappy that a piece of land he had been givern by his neihbour
was later taken away. Apparently there was some disagreement
over whether the land was actually his to keep or had just been
loaned to him.

The unpredictable nature of random sampling is demonstrated
by the results of the questionnaire pretest conducted prior to
the survey on eight advanced farmers around the country. Three
of these farmers, a much larger proportion than in the survey
itself, said that there was a big problem reclaiming land lent
out. As one put it, "when the person who lent the land dies and
his children try to reclaim it, there are problems and the case
goes to the libandla.” Another farmer added, "You should put it
all in writing."”

Crie feasture attributed to the traditional land tenure system
in Swaziland is the lack of secure tenure. The chief has the
pouwer to allocate land but he also has the power to take it away.
It has been reported that a farmer who works hard and becomes
successful through farming is a target for community jealousy
and a potential candidate for banishment. According to this way
of thinking, initiative, competativeness and striving to get
ahead are not socially acceptable qualities. When a person rises
above the rest he is thought to be making himself too important
or trying to be like a chief and his success may be attributed
not to hard work, but witchcraft. The outcome of all this is
that an advanced farmer may feel pressure not to rise above the
crowd or work too hard for fear of community ill will and
increasing the danger of banishment.

According to Hughes, "if a man becomes too rich, he may
arouse the envy of his chief, and be banished. If he antagonizes
his neighbours, they may seek his banishment....Similarly, anyone
who starts to commercialize his land in a manner of which a
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substantial section of the community disapproves does so at his
own peril." [1972, pp. 148-149]

Several questions about banishment and community attitudes
toward commercial farming were asked in the survey to try to
determine whether attitudes such as have just been described
really influence people’s behavior. Data from this survey
confirm that banishment, although it does occur, is not fregquent.
When asked if they knew of any cases in which someone, living in
their chiefdom had cver been banished, 74.5X of the farmers
surveyed said they did not. Of the 12 farmers who krnew of
instances of banishment, only five described cases which had
occurred in the last five years.

However, as others have pointed out, banishment does not
have to occur frequently. The threat of banishment is an

effective tool to enforce conformity to locally approved social
norms.

In how many of these 12 cases was the person really banished
because he had adopted cowmercial farming methods at odds with
traditional practices or because he had become prosperous in his
farming and so aroused the jealousy and envy of his rneighbours
and chief? 1In five of the cases, the matter seemed to be
unrelated to farming such as murder or having an affair with the
chief’'s wife. Six banishments were said to have been for
witchcraft or unspecified disagjreements with the chief and so it
Js possible that some of these occurred for the reasons with
which we are interested. However, one case of alleged witchcraft
turnied out to be & classic case of a successful farmer being
accused of witchcraft and baniched. One of the advanced farmers
recounted the following story:

"A man was very successful at farming and grew many
mangoes. He was also a priest in a revivalist church.
Some other priests were jealous of his success as a
preachszr and went to the chief and accused the man of
bewitching them. The chief, who coveted the mango
trees, went to Lcbamba and got authority to banish the
man. MNow the chief is eating the mangoes."

The farmzr who told us this story was himself a serious
commercial farmer. He commented that his chief was not
particularly encouraging of farming and that, furthermore, he
himself was not on good terms with this chief. When asked, he
also said that he thought what happened to the priest with the
mangos could happen again and maybe to him! So, out of the 47
farmers surveyed, at least one was found who knew of a case in
which a man was banished because the chief and others were
envious of his success.

In terms of his position and security in the community, an
advanced farmer must also worry about the attitudes of the
community toward commercial farming, not just the chief'’'s, though
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the two are certainly related. The advanced farmers in the
survey were asked how they thought their neighbours felt about
farmers who use their SNL to grow a surplus of crops to sell.
27.7% (13) said that their neighbours approved of such farming
but there were also 10.6X (5) who said their neighbours
disapproved. The bulk of the respondents said that either their
neighbours didn’t care or that they didn’t know how their
neighbours felt about it (34.0% and 27.7X respectively). The
response to this question did not seem to be related to the
status of the farmers who gave it. For example, of the five
farmers who said their neighbours disapproved of commercial
farming, two were commercial farmers, one of whom was qui.e
Prosperous, two were semi-commercial farmers and one was a non-
commercial farmer.

There are actually two separate issues involved here. (1)
Negative attitudes toward commercial farming seen as an improper
use of SNL and (2) negative attitudes toward individuals who rise
above their peers in terms of success and wealth. The case of
banishment described above seems to involve both issues. The
question about feelings toward commercial farming only reflects
the first of these issues. Magagula [1978] in his dissertation
on Swaziland rural development asked a question about the second
issue. He asked his respordents whether they agreed or disagreed
with the statement, "1f you get extremely rich and successful,
Jealous neighbours will bawitch you." 60% either agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement, with most of those in the
"strongly agree” category.

The relevant question is what kind of damperiing effect do
the few instances of banishment and these kinds of community
attitudes have on farmers® incentives to make a success of their
farming? Countrywide, it is difficult to say because one thing
that became clear during the survey was' that different chiefs and
different communities have different attitudes about commercial
farming. Some chiefs encourage it by clearing cattle from the
fields early, giving blanket parmission to fence or cooperating
with irrigation and other production schemes. Other chiefs, like
the one in the banishment case above, are, at best, indifferent
to commercial farming and possibly even opposed to the use of
Nation Land for anything but subsistence farming. Certainly, the
farmer who told us about the banishment felt threatened and
insecure. The banishment served as a warning to him and any
other aggressive farmers living under a chief with similar
attitudes. However, it would be expected that this and similar
banishment cases would have much less deterrent effect on
successful commercial farmers living in areas with "progressive"”
chieis. A few other advanced farmers reported that their
neighbours “grumbled among themselves" about various commercial
practices they followed.

In the opinion of the author, the threat of banishment and
chiefiy and community disapproval of certain practices or too
much success are deterrents to commercial farming in some areas
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of SNL. However, the strength cf thi< doterrent varies widely
and in many places it may be non-existent.

These motives for banishment have been reported by many
observers at least since Hilda Xuper described them in the
1940°s. There is not sufficient data from the survey to say
whether they are any weaker row than they were then. However, it
is suspected that the emphasis has changed. Many commercial
practices, formerly unpopular, have been gaining acceptance over
the years, as will be reported below. It is probable that today,
conspicuous success and prosperity is much more likely to create
envy and i1l will in 2 -ommunity than fencing, irrigating, or
selling cash crops. '

Resett]

i

rent

Like banishment, the threat of resettlement could reduce a
farmer’s willingness to make improvements in his land or
homestead. Any investment that he might make, such as fencing,
would be lost if his area were resettled and his fields and homa
moved. The gquestion of resettlement and its effect on farmers
was investigated in the Advanced Farmer Survey.

Some of the results were unexpected, starting with the
number of people who said that they had already besen resettled.
72.2 (34) of the advanced farmers claimed to have been resettled
and over half of these said that the resettlement had taken place
since 1980. More surprising is that 64.7% (22) of those who had
been resettled said that neither their homestead nor their fields
hacd been moved. The explanation was usually that the area had
been resettled but that their homestead and fields had been found
to be "in line."

Twelve of the advanced farmers had actually been moved
during resettlement, ei‘*her their homestead, their fields, or
both. Most of the seven whose fields were movad were not happy
with the resettlement. They complained that they got less land
of the same or worse quality than they had had before. In
addition, recettlement led to land disputes for two of the
farmers. One said that the land he had been given during
resettlement was reclaimed by the former user. Another said the
chief was using resettlement to try to replace him with somebody
he liked better. Only one person said that resettlement had made
farming easier, but he had just had his house moved, not his
fields.

0f the thirteen farmers who have not been resettled, only
four expect to be resettled in the future and two are worried
they will be given smaller fields. One farmer, though, was
optimistic about the prospect of future resettlement saying that,
“resettlement will provide for grazing land wherias there is none
now."
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It would appear that resettlement is not a major source of
tenure insecurity among the advanced farmers. 91.5% (43) of them
have either already been resettled or do not expect to be.
Furthermore, resettlement seems to have been relatively painless
for most of those who have been through it. Only 20.6% (7) of
the resettled farmers actually had their fields moved. Though it
may have been an unpleasant experience for most of these farmers,
it is over. They do not have to worry about being resettled
again. That is probably the most fundamental aspect of
resettlement as it relates to security of tenure. Before it
takes place, it could be a major source of insecurity but after
it has been completed, the uncertainty vanishes. For most of the
advanced farmers, then, resettlement is no longer a factor in
their security of terure. However, for the 8.5% who still expect
to be resettled, it may create a serious disincentive to make
improvements on the land until the uncertainty hanging over them
is resolved.

One of the most common criticisms of traditional Swaziland
land tenure as opposed to private property is the lack of
immovable assets to pledge as collateral for loans. Others would
argue that this is, in fact, one of the strong points of the
traditional system. As Russe 1 points out, "Since land cannot
be pledged, its occupants are spared the temptation of
indebtaedness and the entailed threat of expropriation. In this
way, even the weak are protected from landlessness.” [1985,
pp.34]

Yet there is still the possibility that because farmers are
unable to risk their land by using it as collateral, commercial
agriculture in Swaziland is constrained by lack of credit.
Previous research [Guma and Simelane, 1982; Mercey, 1953; and de
Vletter, 1984] has found that about 10% of SNL homesteads have
borrowed from SwaziBank and only a quarter of those who are
denied credit fail because of lack of collateral. 1In addition,
only 5% of those who have never tried to get credit cited lack of
collateral as the reason. Thus, at least as perceived and
reported by rural residents in previous surveys, lack of
collateral is not the major barrier preventing them from
obtaining credit. There has also been the suspicion that credit
has little effect on increasing expenditure cn agricultural
inputs because much of it is spent on non-agricultural purchases.
De Vletter however, suggests that while credit may not be a
problea for the average SNL homestead, it may very well be a
serious constraint for the commercial or aspiring commercial
farmer.
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The Advanced Farmer Survey did not generate sufficient data
to give a definitive answer on this point, but what data there is
suggests that credit is not a major problem for advanced
farmers. Compared to the 10X just cited, 75% (35) of the
advanced farmers in the sample reported that they borrowed money.
The vast majority of them, Q6% (30) took out seasonal lcans for
seed, fertilizer and other inputs. The other major type of loan
was for tractors or farm equipment, 23% (3). &3% (29) of the
farmers borrowed from SwaziBank. There was only one loan from a
cooperative and one through the People’s Participation Project
(PPP). Cattle were the collateral of choice (B%%, 31) but orne
farmer used his car and two others used both cattle and their
wages. Of the 12 people who never tried to borrow, only one said
lack of cellateral was the reason. Half of those who never
borrowed said they had no reed of borvowing. Fourteen farmers
(30%) had evar been denied a loan hut 12 of these had borrowed
money at other times. Half of the failed attempts to borrow
money were due to insufficient collateral.

Not being able to get collateral was not listed as a matter
of concern for any of the farmers surveyed though two of them did
complain about high interest rates. This is not to say that lack
of capital is not a constraint for them. Over half of the
advanced farmers said that they were short of money, in general,
or did not have erough money to buy inputs or implements.
However, the prospect of borrowing more money did not seem to be
attractive to them as they would be expected to pay it back.

In summary, though there may be a liquidity constraint or as
phrased by one banking official, a planning constraint, the
survey did not provide evidence that advanced farmers are
constrained in obtaining credit by the inability to mortgage
their land. Three quarters of the farmers surveyed did use
credit and of the 15% (7) who had had credit denied for
insufficient collateral, all had obtained other loans at other
times.

2.4 Farmer Coritrol Over Production Decisions

The literature on land use repeatedly raises the issue of
constraints on farmers’ ability to make fundamental decisions
regarding farming practices and the use of their land. There are
actually several issues under this general heading. These are
fencing, when cattle are and are not allowed in the fields, and
tribute labour.

Under traditional tenure, a farmer temporarily loses the
right to exclude others from his fields after harvest when
livestock are allowed to roam freely through the fields to graze
on the crop residues. It has been suggested that this constrains
early planting required by some maize hybrids and that it makes
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it difficult or impossible to double crop during the winter
season.

Fencing

Fencing, which would allow a farmer to control catile
movement over his fields has been strongly opposed by many Swazis
in the past. Fencing has negative associations for many Swazis
because it is a symbol of their loss of land to the Europeans
during the concessionary period. It is also viewed by
traditional authorities and many rural people as a potential
interference with communial use rights after harvest and making
the rights of individuals over land too exclusive, reducing
chiefly authority over land allocation.

Yet fencing is a means by which a Swazi farmer can increase
his yields by protecting his crops from livestock. It also makes
it easier to winter plough, irrigate, and plant esrly in the
Spring. Hughes [1972) reported that fencing had begun to gain
limited acceptance in Swaziland and that fencing off one’s own
residential area including a few small cultivated patches was
generally accepted. However, he goes on to say that:

"...too great an enthusiasm for fencing can have its
dangers. If a man decides to irrigate a large area, say
and fences this off, he may arouse the ire of his
conservative neighbours. They may argue that he is
depriving them and all the rest of the community of
their Right of Stover. In one case investigated, such
an attempt at large scale irrigation (which was
encouraged and supported by government officials) was
one of the reasons for passing a sentence of banishment
on a man." [p. 226]

Laurel Rose in her recent study of customary land dispute
settlement in Swaziland [1987] noted that fencing matters
represent one of the most common disputes betweer community
members over land use rights. However, the problem is not so
much in obtaining permission from authorities as it is defining
the boundaries where the fence is to be placed. She states that,
"when fences are erected, latent boundary disputes often flare up
and new nmnes arise." [p. 42]

Many questions about fencing were addressed in the Advanced
Farmer Survey. How many people actually fence and why? To what
extent do traditional attitudes about fencing constrain those
farmers who want to fence? How do comnunities and chiefs really
feel about fencing? What problems are encountered by people who
fence? A related issue is the power that fenicing gives one to
control the movement of other people’s livestock through one’s
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fields. Does this aspect of fencing cause problems with one’s
neighbours?

The number of advanced farmers who fence was even greater
than expected. Only 6% (3) of the 47 farmers surveyed had no
fencing at all. oOf the 44 farmers with fences, 23 fenced their
entire holding or had every field fenced. The other 22 fenced
some but not all of their fields and had, on average, about half
of their fields fenced.

Without erception, the reason given for fercing was to
protect crops from livestock at various times of the year. The
demarcation of bourdaries was never given as another purpose of
erecting a fence. It is very possible, however, that th> intent
to define boundaries or strengthen ones claim to a piece of land
by fencing is a motivation which a farmer would be reluctant to
acknowledae.

Only 1€ farmers said they fenced in order to be able to
plant or plow during the winter when livestock are otherwise
allowzd to rcam free through the fields. The fact that 93%
fenced in order to keep livestock out during the normal cropping
season seems to indicate that the supervision of cattle during
that time is rnot adequate to protect crops from damage. 1t is
interesting that orne farmer said that fencing enabled him not
only to keep other people’s cattle out of his field but also to
keep his cattle out of his neighbours®’® fields.

TABLE 2.5

REASONS FOR FENCING

_ REASON FOR FENCING NO. OF FARMERS X OF FARMERS
PROTECT CROPS FROM LIVESTOCK: | ' !
DURING CROP SEASON ' 41 i 93.21 '
DURTHG WINTER ! 16 ' 36.4% |
ENABLES ME TO WINTER PLOUGH ' 2 ' 4.5 i
CONTROL HY OWN LIVESTOCK 1 1 3 2.31 1
] 1 ]
] ] []
TO0TAL ] 44° H 100 L

¥ The nuaber of responses is more than the 44 faraers who fence because
of sultiple responses.

Although no one specifically mentioned irrigation as a
reasons for fencing, the two are clearly related. While &7% of
all fields are fenced, 95% of irrigated fields are fenced and the
one irrigated field that is not fenced is irrigated by bucket,
rot by furrow or sprinkler.

22



There are several different ways of assessing whether
traditional anti-fencing attitudes of the chief and/or the
community act as a constraint to fencing. Just by the numbers of
advanced farmers who fence and the extent of their fencing, it is
susrected that such attitudes are little constraint. Are farmers
who ‘fence ignoring these attitudes or have the feelings against
fencing themselves disappeared? Data from the survey suggests
the latter.

Table 2.6 shows the attitudes toward fencing of chiefs and
community members as perceived by the advanced farmer. 78.8% of
the advanced farmers reported that their neighbours either
approved or didn't care about ferncing. An even larger majority,
85.1% , said that their chief either approved or didn't care

TABLE 2.6

ATTITUDES ABOUT FENCING

HOW REIGHBOURS FEEL HOW CHIEFS FEEL
FREQUENCY X FREQUENCY 1

i i ] i !
APPROVE ; 23 i 48.91 | 28 i 59.61 |
DON’T CARE : 14 i 29.81 | 12 i 25.5% |}
DISAPPROVE ' 3 ' 6.4 | 1 i 0 i
DON’T KNOW i 7 i 14,92 | 6 ! 12.8% |

] 1] 1 I

{ A i

NGO CHIEF - N i 1 2.1%
about fencing and none felt that their chief disapproved of or
oppased fencing. In fact, in 45% (21) of the cases, the chief
himself had all or part of his holding fenced. Fencing is not
Just done by advanced farmers either. 55.3% (2¢) of the advanced
farmers reported that most of their neighbours fericed too.

One other way a "traditional attiiudes" constraint on
fencing might have been detected is by looking at why some people
haven't fenced more than they have or in three cases haven’t
fenced at all. The reasons given in the survey had nothing to do
with either chief or community opposition. All three ron-fencing
farmers cited lack of money as their reason for not fencing.

That was also the most common reason for farmers not having
fenced all their fields (73%). Ancther 14% said they hadn’t
fenced all of their fields because it wasn't necessary.

The traditional system of allowing cattle into the fields
during winter to eat the stover and the disadvantages of this
system is well summarized by Hughes.

"In the "old time" system of agriculture, fields
were thrown open for grazing once the crops had been
reaped (the Right of Stover) and the cattle were no
longer herded but left free to range. In many parts of
Swaziland today the state of the grazing areas is so bad
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that crop residues in the fields probably make an
important contribution to the local cattle’s dry season
diet.

Technically, this has the disadvantage that it
removes from these fields crganic matter which should,
ideally, be ploughed back to maintain the fertility and
structure of the soil. . . [I]f cattle are free to eat
these residues and wander off elsewhere, much of the
advantage of fertilization is lost. The man who
fertilizes may reap a better crop, it is true, but the
structure of the soil deteriorates." [pp. 225-226]

By fencing and keeping his neighbours® cattle out of his
fields during winter for the above reasons, or for winter
ploughing, or for irrigating and winter cropping, the farmer is
reducing his neighbors® "Right to Stover." Can a farmer keep
his neighbours’® cattle out of his fields without creating ill
will? How do neighbours feel asbout a farmer ploughing under his
crop residue, cutting it, or allowing his own cattle to feed in
the fenced area but not thzirs? How do they react if they find
such a farmer’s cattle in their fields?

Not every farmer who ferces keeps his neighbors® cattle from
feeding on his stover after harvest. The act of fencing is not,
in itself, necessarily a violation of the “Right to Stover". Of
the 44 farmers surveyed who ferce, it was found that 57% (25) do
not pre.ent their neighbours® cattle from grazing in their fields
after harvest. These farmers (1) just open the gate and allow
the cattle in to feed or (2) only keep the cattle out of a small
fenced garden or irricated field, allowing them into all their
other fields. Some of these farmers winter plow but only late in
the winter after livestock have already browsed in fields.

The remaining 43% (1%) of the fencing farmers violated their
neighbors’ "Right to Stover" in several ways. They may (1) keep
all cattle out of the fenced areas, (2) allow their own in to
feed but keep others out of (3) let their neighbors®’® cattle in
but only after the stover has been cut and stored or ploughed
under. As perceived by these farmers, however, most of their
neighbors don’t care. Only 2 farmers reported that there is some
disapproval of their not leaving the stover in the fields.

("They grumble amongst themselves but there is nothing they can
do.") Eight farmers said that nobody cares, one farmer didn’t
know and one said his neighbors usually approve of his actions.
(Unfortunately, this guestion was not asked of the 7 farmers who
left their stover standing but only allowed their own cattle in
to feed on it.)

This is consistant with Sibisi’s findings in her study of
"keen" farmers in which she found that most of the farmers she
surveved had succeeded in getting their communities to accept
their practice of fencing and cutting of the stover [1981, p.55].
However, she stressed that there seemed to be some conditions on
the acceptability of these practices. First it was important
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that only a few people do it so that the traditional system was
not overturned. Secoridly, those few farmers who excluded other
people’s cattle from their stover had bastter keep their ouwn
cattle out of their neighbors’® fields.

No evidence of this latter condition was found in the
present survey. Without exception, all the farmers who cut their
stover or ploughed it under so that it was unavailable for their
neighbours®’ livestock reported that there was no problem if their
cattle browsed in their neighbours’ fields.

The existence of the first condition is more difficult to
judge from this survey. Though these practices are very crmmon
among the advanced farmers surveyed, they may not represent the
behavior of the average resident on SNL. Are the practices of
fericing and -violating the "Right to Stover" the exception to the
rule, practiced by only a few advanced farmers as Sibisi
concludes? Or are these practices becoming more widely adopted
on SNL and do they therefore represent a fundamental change in
traditional Swazi land tenure rules? The answers to this
question will have to wait the results of the Traditional Sector
Survey based on a randonmn sample of all homesteads on SNL and not
just advanced farmers.

Rose made the point that the problem with fencing may not be
fencing, per se but fencing before the boundary on which the
ferce is placed has been agreed upon by all concerned. She tells

of a chief who commented that, " . . . people who want to fence
must inform the authorities of their intentions, i.e., the kind
of fernice they plan to erect and the exact location . . . [S]uch
action would present disputes." [p.42]

None of the advanced farmers surveyed reported any problems
with fencing and boundary disputes. However, a surprising number
of them did not consult with their neighbours or seek the
permission of the chief before they fenced. Only 40.9% of those
who fenced consulted their neighbors and 45.5% sought out
permission of the chief. 38.6% (17) consulted neither neighbors
or their chief, though four farmers reported it was not necessary
to ask the chief for permission because the chief had announced
that anybody could fence who wanted to. Of the 18 farmers who
did consult their neighbors only 2 did so to discuss boundaries.

Despite the claim by most of the advanced farmers that
ferncing was approved by the community or was at least a matter of
indifference, 32% (14) of those who fenced reported that they .
cometimes found their fences cut. One of these farmers explained
that his fence was cut by kids making wire cars, but the others
must suspect that there is at least one member of their communiity
who does not like their fence and the fact that the movement of
his cattle is restricted. It is interesting that although 2 out
of 3 of the farmers in communities disapproving of fences:
experienced cut fences, 30% of the farmers from both apptroving
and indifferent communities alsoc had their fences cut.
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Actions and Reauirements of the Chief

1t has sometimes been suggested that some actions of the
chief or obligations to him can get in the way of the dedicated
farmer. Traditionally, the chief announces when cattle are
allowed onto the fields after harvest and when cattle are to be
cleared from the fields in the Spring so that ploughing can
begin. The timing of these events may not coincide with the
plans of the advanced farmer who may not follow the same schedule
as his neighbours. For example, early ploughing, a oractice
stronaly encouraged during the Advanced Farmer Scheme, is made
difficult if the chizf does not clear the fields of cattle until
later in the season. Have advanced farmers actually had problems
of this nature?

In terms of the opening of fields to grazing by cattle, it
was found that in 55% (26) of the cases, the chief does not
announce the date at all. People in the cemmunity are said to
“just know" when the time has come to let the cattle into the
fields. The chief does not have to announce it. Of the 21
farmers who live in areas in which the chief does announce when
cattle are to be allowed into the fields, only 2 reported that
cattle are allowed in before they are ready. However, in one
case, the reason this happens is because people let their cattle
in before the date set by the chief. 1In the other case, the
farmer reported that she had planted very late.

Thouagh there was little problem with the time cattle are
allowed onto the fields, many of the advanced farmers repor ted
that they were prevented from ploughing as early as they would
like becauce the chief waited tuo long to call for the removal of
the cattle. 70% (33) of the farmers said that in their area the
chief announced when livestock must be taken out of the fields.
However, the deadline by which the cattle must be removed varied
widely. 1In one area, the chief required cattle to be removed in
July. 1In three others, the date wasn’'t set urntil December.
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TABLE 2.7

MONTH BY WHICH CATTLE MUST BE REMOVED FROM FIELDS AS ANNOUNCED BY CHIEF

NUMBER OF CHIEFDOMS 1° __ CUNULATIVE %

] 1 ] 1

] ' ! 1
JuLy | 1 Y-S S 3.2t |
AUSUST : 6 bo19.41 1 22,61 |
SEPTEMBER : 6 Po19.41 1 42,01 |
0CTOBER : 1 3558 1 77.51 |
NOVERBER : 4 Po12.91 F 0 90041 |
DECEMBER : 3 | 9.61 | 100.01 |
DIDN'T ANNOUNCE LAST YEAR : 1 : - -
DON'T REMEMBER : 2 : - -~
DOESN'T_ANNOUNCE : 13 : S S

* Calculated as the percent of chiefdoas in which the date is known and
announced.

Table 2.7 shows the distribution over time. Only 20% of the
chiefdoms had the cattle cleared out of the fields by the end of
August. Another 20% were very late, not removing the cattle
until November or December. The majority of chiefs called for
the removal of cattle during September and October, a time when
many people want to start ploughing. Thus, in over 70% of the
chiefdoms in which the chief sets a date for cattle removal,
there are varying degrees of potential for farmers to be delayed
in their ploughing. This is confirmed by the responses to two
other questions on the subject. 87.9% (29) of the advanced
farmers in areas where removal dates were set claimed that they
would have ploughed earlier if the chief had set the date
earlier. Likewise, 3¢.4X (12) of these farmers said that they
ploughed immediately after cattle were removed and an additional
42.5% (1¢) claimed to have ploughed before the cattle removal
date. Thus 84.8% (28) ploughed before or immediately after the
date set for cattle removal.

All of these facts raise some additional guestions about
fencing. The 2 farmers who complained about cattle being
released into the fields before they were ready both have fences
around all of their fields. Many of the farmers who said they
wouuld plough earlier if the chief set the removal date earlier
have fenced all or most of their fields. Why don’t they all
plough before that date (as 16 of them have done)? Part of the
answer is that fernices don’'t seem to be totally effective in
keeping cattle out of the fenced areas. This can be seen in
Table 2.8 which shows that 8%.4% (42) of the advanced farmers
have problems with other people’s livestock damaging their crops.
What is more surprising is that fencing does not seem to help as
91.3X (21) of the farmers who have fenced all their fields still
have livestock damage to their crops. This damage is not only
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due to goats who have no trouble slipping through wire fences.
Damage by cattle was reported by most of the farmers as shown in
the last column of the table.

TABLE 2.8
CROP DAMAGE CAUSED BY LIVESTOCK

NUMBER 1IN LIVESTOCK DAHAGE CATTLE DAMASGE

EACH CATEGORY FREQUENCY 4 FREQUENCY

' ] ] ] ] [}

1 [} ! ] 1 ]
ALL ADVANCED FARHERS | 47 i 42 i 89.41 | 36 b 76.6% |
THOSE WKHO FEMCE i 44 i 40 i 90.91 1} 34 Po77.31 0
ALL FIELDS FENCED A 23 12! j91.31 18 }78.31 }

Once again, farmers who fence all of their fields seem to be
no more successful in preventing cattle damage than those who
ferice only part of their holdings or none at all. 78.3% (18 out
of 23) of the farmers with fences around all their fields
- reported crop damage by their neighbor’s cattle.

Befure concluding that fences are totally ineffective in
achieving their stated purpose, i.e. protecting crops from
livestock camage, the possibility should be considered that crop
damage in fenced fields is less than in norni—-fenced fields even
though fercing is not totally successful in preventing livestock
from entering a field. uUnfortunately, the magnitude of the crop
damage was not determined in the survey. What little evidence
there is does not support this hypothesis. That is, one of the
three farmers with no fencing was also one of the five farmers
who reported no livestock damage to crops.

The data on incidence of cattle damage to crops suggests
that fencing of fields is not a complete substitute for the
supervision of cattle and other forms of control. This also
helps explain why even farmers with most or all of their fields
fenced might feel constrained not to plough and plant before
cattle have been removed from the cultivated areas.

Tribute Labour

Another traditional practice which could hinder the work of
a serijous farmer is that of tribute labour. Does the chief
require people to come help him plough his fields before any
other fields in the community are allowed to be ploughed? Are
people called to help the chief or the king plough, weed or
harvest at just the time when they need all the homestead’s
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labour resources on their own fields for those tasks? If so, how
significant are these problems and how do farmers feel about
them?

The requirement that the chief’'s fields be ploughed before
those of his subjects could impose a serious constraint on the
advanced farmer who wants to plough and plant early.
Communication with a number of Swazis on this subject before the
survey led us to belicve that this was a common practice on SHNL.
However, the results of the survey show otherwise. Only 8.5% (4)
of the respondents said it was not permitted to plough their land
befaore the chief's fislds had been ploughed. One of these
farmers said ke couldn’t plough before the chief did because he
was on such poor teries with the chief that he didn’t want to give
of fen=e. He implied that the restriction did not apply to his
neighbors. Ancther two of thece farmers described what we had
been told was the traditional practice. According to one:

"Every vear before eloughing, everyone is called by the
chief to 9o to the wountain to give something to the
gods and ssk tham to give a good harvest in that
particular season. From there, they first Jdo the
chief's fields."

Although the requirement that the chief’s fields be ploughed
first is no longer common, it cay still pese a serious constraint
to early ploushing in those few areas in which it is practiced.

Data from the survey suggests that the practice of
contributing labour to the chief is almost universal on Swazi
Nation Land and that it may exaccerbate a labour constraint for
some advanced farmers. All of the advanced farmers (except two
from areas where there is no chief), reported that tha chief
calls them to work in his fields. 1In 7% (35) of the chiefdoms,
subjects are called for ploughing, weeding and harvesting. 1In
the remaining 10 chiefdoms, the chiefs call the people to help in
only one or two of these tasks. Most of the advanced farmers
obey the chief’s call. One farmer said he was esempted because
of poverty and failing health while another said he sometimes
woent to help in the chief’s fields but not this year. Thus,
91.5% (43) of the farmers surveyed contributed labour to the
chief.

The drain this might impose on the homestead labour force
was measured in two ways: (1) the number of homestead members
sent to work «nd (2) the number of days spent working. As
revealed in Table 2.9, a majority of homesteads (55.85%) sends
just one rapresentative to work in the chief’s fields. 4&nother
18.6% (3) of the homesteads =end two members and the numbers
decline from there. Two farmers reported that everybody at the
homestead participates when the chief calls.
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TABLE 2.9

NUMBER OF HOMESTEAD MEMBERS PARTICIPATING IN TRIBUTE LABOUR

NUHBER OF CHIEF'S FIELDS KING'S FIELDS
PEOPLE FREQUENCY 1 FREQUENCY ¢

| ' ' i ]
) I 24 1 55.81 1 24 {o63.2x
2 | 8 i18.61 | 9 XS S
3 i 3 T B Y S 3 i 5.31 1
4 i 3 io7.08 4 P 7.91 |
6 i ) Po2.31 0 0 '
EVERYBODY ; 2 . 0 1 0 1
d ' i i g
TOTAL P43 j_100.0% } _ 38 1 100.0 §

AVERAGE NUKBER
PER HOMESTEAD

N
o

1.8

All of the homesteads contributing labour to :the chief also
donate the use of their tractors or oxen and other farming
implements. But ploughing, weeding and harvesting the chief’s
fields are not the only tasks for which homesteads are required
to supply labour. Almost three quarters (34) of the advanced
farmers said they were also required to do other tasks for the
chief besides working in his firlds. These included helping to
build the kraal or other structures, cutting and thatching grass,
shearing maize and running errands. In addition to these
responsibilities to the chief, the homestead must also respond
when the king calls the nation to contribute labour, usually for
weeding, harvesting and non-agricultural tasks. 80.9% (38) of
the advanced farmers said they send people when the king calls
the ration. As with sending workers to help the chief, a
majority of homesteads send just one representative when the king
calls.

Perhaps more indicative of the labour costs to the homestead
imposed by tribute labour is the number of days involved. The
number of days spend on agricultural tasks for the chief and king
ranged from O to 105 days a year with an average of 34.4 days.
Although some homesteads spent much time in the chiefs fields and
little time in the king's, others do just the opposite, the
average time spent working for the chief and for the king is
about equal.
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TABLE 2.10

NUKBER OF WORKER DAYS® OF TRIBUTE LABOUR

' i CHIEF'S FIELDS | L146'S FIELDS i B0TH i
| VRUESER OF UKRER OF (AURBER OF i
L NORRER BAYS  HIMESTEADS 1 CUM Y (HOMESTEADS 8 CUM I _ [HOMESTEADS 4 comsg |
i ' i ! i
| HONE i { 8.71 .71 L 10 A7 a2 4 L4
P10 2EtS | 13 831 .01 | $ 1091 321 1 | 8.91  13.31 |
D270 4 MES 3 13 8.31 &1 1 1 2.1 8.1 4 7 1561 28.91 |
DA T0 6 WELS 4 l 8.71 o0l ¢ 12 2.1 gt8r 1 10 2.2 Suit |
106 70 10 %ELS | 8 17.40 9141 [ 8.71 9351 & 9 20.00 7101
1710 70 1S LS | 0 0 9141 0 0 93.51 4+ S 1 g2 |
DISSEEES 14 8.1 100.00 3 3 651 10008 § 8 17.81_100.01 1}
] [} ] ] )
' ' ' ' '
LOTAL*Y 5 A 10001 - 4 46 1008 - i 4 '00.00 -
S, i
] ]
L] ]
LAYERAGE FOR ML 3G L BCRREREAYS .7 NLER DAYS 62.4 HORZER DAYS 1
t |
] )
(RARGE O TO A0 AORRERDAYS_ . 0 TO LAL HORKER DAYS 010 18 YORIER DAYS |

t Yorker days foi 2ach hodectead is calculated by attiplying the nusber of days worked by the nusber of hoge-
stead azsbers sont.

1 Totals do not add to A7 berause there sas one faraer in 2ach catzgory who did not know how sany days of work
his hesestead had contributed.

The concept of "worker days" was used to measure the labour
contribution of each tomestead. For each homestead, this was
calculated by multiplying the number of. homestead members
participating in the tribute labour by the number of days worked.
(The time spent working on non-agricultural tasks could not be
included.) The results are shown in Table 2.10. The average
advanced farmer donated 62.4 worker days of labour to the chief
and
king. One farmer claims to have contributed 348 worker days a
year, the esauivalent of donating the full time labour of one
homestead member.

The magnitude of these figures would certainly suggest that
tribute labour draws away a significant amount of labour from the
homestead just when it is needed most. However, a majority of
the farmers said it was not a burden to them. Almost two thirds
of the farmers who contribute labour to the chief or the king
said it did not affect their own farm work. Fifteen farmers who
sent workers to the chief and 11 who answered the king's call
said that it did delay them in their work.
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TABLE 2.11

DOES WORKING IN CHIEF'S OR KING'S FIELDS EFFECT YOUR OWN WORK?

CHIEF'S FIELDS KING'S FIELDS
I OF THOSE X OF THOSE
FREQUENCY TOIAL 3 WHO SEND FREQUENCY TOTAL T WHO SEND
' ! ' ' d d '
IT HAS NO EFFECT | 28 | 59.61 | 65.1% | 25 | 53.2% | 69.41 |
1T DELAYS MY WORK ! 15 ) 31.93 | 34.91 } 11 ] 23.4% | 30.6% !
DO NOT SEND MORKERS ! 4 4 8.5% 1 ==} 11 ) 23.4% 4 -- }

The questions regarding the effect of tribute labour on a
farmer'’s own work was worded very carefully because it was
recognized that this might be a sensitive issue about which a
farmer might be reluctant to discuss frankly. This suspicion was
confirmed by the fact that some of the farmers seemed a bit
surprised at the question. Thus the responses to this question
may have been biased by some farmers giving the diplomatic answer
of, "It has no effect."”" whern in actuality, providing tribute
labour does make their farming more difficult.

Other data which could indicate the existence of a labour
constraint were collected in the survey. (Lazbour as a constraint
is discussed more fully in Section 3.3.) Farmers were asked
whether they invited lilima or hired workers and whether or not
there were some times of the year in which they did not have
enough labour to do the necessary work in the fields. Inviting
lilima or hiring labour was taken as a sign that there was
insufficient homestead labour at the times the additional labour
was sousght, usually for weeding and harvesting. There were 32
farmers (68.1%) who hired labour. However, in the group of 16
farmers who said that providing tribute labour delayed their
work, hiring labour was even more common. All but one of these
farmers (93.8%) hired labour. Hore difficult to explain is that
while there were 21 farmers who stated that they faced labour
shortages and 16 who said that providing tribute labour delayed
their own work, only 6 said both. Similarly, there was rot the
expected relationship between the perceived burden imposed by
tribute labour and the actual number of worker days spent in
tribute labour. Although the two highest contributors of labour
said it delayed their work, as would be expected, 68.8% (11 out
of 16) of those claiming to be delayed by tribute labor donated
less than the average number of worker days. The explanation for
the wide variation in worker days donated is not known. Does a
farmer donate more because he wants to and has plenty of labor or
because in his chiefdom more is expected? The fact that 92.9% of
the farmers who provided tribute labour said that they
contributed about the same as their neighbors suggests the
latter.
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While there is evidence that the practice of tribute labour
can impose on or worsen a farmer’s labour constraint at critical
times, the farmer who chooses not to contribute labour could face
other costs. The most obvious cost is the imposition of a fine.
Most farmers reported that the consequence of not responding to
the chief’s call was having to pay a fine ranging from E10 to
E100 or in some cases, literally a cow. A more serious cost,
though is the possible loss of community good will and this may
be of special concern co an advanced farmer who already may be
transgressing some of the traditioral rules of behavior, i.e.,
fenring, denying right of stover, and using SNL. to grown a
marketed surplus and thus having "more land than he needs." 1If
an advanced farmer decides he cannot afford to send workers to
help the chief and opts to pay the fine instead, he may be seen
as withdrawing more from the cammunity or as starting to think of
himself as above his neighbors or an equal to the chief. Thus,
tribute labour may be a means by which an advanced farmer can
keep himself in good standing with the community.

Another side of the guestion is that advanced farmers may
feel compelled to do more for the chief than their neighbors
because of their success in farming, wealth or ownership of a
tractor. However, as stated above virtually all the respondents
said they thought they contributed neither more nor less than
their neighbors. 0Only one farmer claimed to contribute more.

The impression of the author is that tribute labour was not
perceived as a major problem by most of the farmers surveyed.
When asked, some admitted that it did delay their work but many
were quick to add, "but that is our custom,” or "that is just the
way of things," implying that they did not think it was an unjust
burden.

Funierals may be more of a problem for farmers than tribute
labour or the apparently little practiced rule that the chief’s
fields must be ploughed first. Unfortunately, this was not
anticipated and so no questions about funerals were asked.
However, several respondents brought up the subject on their own

without being asked. One farmer explained to us that, "...there
are certain times when farming activities are not allowed like
when there has beern a death in the chiefdom..." Another

complained, "We on Nation Land have to mourn when we hear of a
death in the area. We stop our work in the fields whereas just
next dcor on Title Deed Land, work in the fields goes on. This
slows my work because 1 can’'t make up for the time lost."

Thus, a fureral taking place at a critical time can
interrupt a farmer’'s work much more than tribute labour. While
tribute labour does rniot bring all work to a halt since homesteads
generally need only send one or two representatives, funerals
seem to require that all work be stopped for a certain period of
time. Little can be said here about the frequency and extent of
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the burden funerals may 1impose on advanced farmers because no
data was collected on the topic. However, it is significant that
2 farmers identified funerals as a problem without being asked.
It is reasonable to expect that other advanced farmers in the
survey would have been found to share these opinions if only they

had been asked.
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NON-TENUJRE _RELATED CONSTRAINTS TO COMMERCIAL AGRICUL TURE

3.1 Transport and Marketing

"HMany researchers have concluded that problems related to
marketing, such as lack of transport, undependable markets, and
low prices, are the most serious constraints to commercial
agriculture on Swazi Mation Land. Harriet Sibisi in her research
on "Keen Farmers” strongly emphasized this issue. She reported
that:

"The greatest constraint on maize production_is
marketing (Emphasis hers.) Farmers consider the
Swazziland Millirno Company price far too low in view of
input costs and the amount of work that goes into maize
growing and resent having to corpete with South African
producers who are subsidized by their government.
Hence, they sell wmost of their grain locally and sell
much of it green. They also restrict mutpe* to what
they know they can sell (above their own
consumption)....Yet given adeguate marketing
opportunities _and the right kind of support otherwise
they covld produce mairze and other food crops in
abundance: and trtey are still keen _to do so (emphasis
hers)." [1%31, p. 3]

In anticipation that marketing problems would be high on the
list of advanced farmer grievances, many questions about
marketing were asked during the survey. However, the responses
were different and much ferer than expected. HMaize was sold by
£4% (30) of the advanced farmers and 43% (13) of ihese reporced
problems in marketing their maize. However, most of the
complaints concerned transport. Five farmers complained that
hiring transport was too expensive. Four more said that they
didn’'t like being dependent on hired transport, mostly because
they couldn't sell when they wanted to. Finally, there was one
farmer who owried his own bakkie but complained that it was too
small and that he had to make multiple trips to the market.

Only five farmers, 17% of those who sell maize, reported
problems in selling their maize. Two cowplained that the local
markets were small and unreliable and that they were not always
able to sell all their maize before it spoiled. Another two were
not happy with having to wait in a long queue at Swazi Milling
before they could sell. Only one farmer complained about getting
too low a price and that was because he felt the milling company
graded his maize too low.

Why are the results on the issue of marketing maize so
different in Sibisi’s report and the present research? Sibisi’s
"keen farmers"” felt very strongly that the price they received
for their maize from the Swazilant Milling Company (SMC) was much
too low. Yet only one of the advanced farmers surveyed
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complained about low prices and even that complaint was not so
much over the general price of maize as it was that his maize had
been given too low a grade. The obvious answer is that the price
of maize has changed since Sibisi conducted her research in 1980
and 19#1.

At that time, the government price for maize was E8.55 per
70 kg bag. By May 1986, the end of the cropping season about
which the advanced farmers were asked, the official price of
maize had risen to E23.45 per bag, an incra=ase of 175X. 8ut this
increase is actually much less than it appears. With the high
rate of inflation in Swaziland, prices have more than doubled
since 1920. When the 1966 price of maize is converted to the
eaquivalent of 1930 emalangeni (using the Swaziland Retail Price
Index for Low Income Groups) it is eaual to only E£10.67. Thus in
real terms, there has been a 25% rise in the price of maize
between 1230 and 1986,

It is agood that Swaziland has been able to offer its farmers
a steadily increasing price for maize during the 1930's
especially since in many countries farmers have been faced with
declining real (i.e., inflation adjusted) producer prices.
However, would this 25% increase in six years, the equivalent of
a 3.2% increase per year in the price cf maize satisfy all the
farmers who complained so vehemently of low prices in 1980, if
they were riot being at least partially fooled by the inflation
induced appearance of a much larger price rise?

Sibisi also found that many keen farmers preferred to sell
their maize locally rather than to the SMC whose price they
considered to be too low. The data from the present survey
confirms this pattern. Only 31% (%) of the farmers who sell
maize sell it to the National HMaize Corporation (NMC) which not
operates the Swaziland Milling Company. The rest sell their
maize at home to people who come to buy. A few also take it to
local markets. The average selling price for maize reported by
the advanced farmers was E23 per bag and ranged from E20 to E26.
There was ro difference in the average price received by those
who sold to the MMC and these who sold at home. Why some farmers
choose to send their maize to the milling company, while others
sell at home or locslly is not determined by price or
goographical location. It is mostly the larger maize farmers who
sell to the milling company. Average gross maize sales for this
aroup is over three times the average for those who sell at home
(E1905 compared to E£582).

The marketing concerns expressed by sellers of cotton,
legumes, fruits and vegetables were very similar. Problems with
transportation were the most fregquently mentioned type of
marketing problem. These were split pretty evenly between those
who thought hiring transport was too expensive and those who
didn't like the inconvenience, delays and unpredictability
involved in hiring transport. In addition, two out of 23 sellets
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of legumes, fruits and vegetables said they had problems with
their produce spoiiing before they could get it to market.

while almost half the farmers who sold crops complained of
problems with transport, only 20% said they had problems selling
theit crops. 1In addition to the problems of selling their maize
described above, three vegetable sellers said they didn't know
where to sell their produce and three said they were not always
able to sell all their produce before it spoiled.

In summary, marketing did not seem to be the problem for
advanced farmers it was expected to be. A majority of the
farmers reported no problems. Those who did were mostly
concerned about problains with transporting their crops to market.
The transport constraint is not as serious as it might have been.
Nobody said that they couldn't get transport at all. It was only
that, for some, hired transport was felt to be too expensive and,
for others, the problem was not the expense but that it didn’'t
come right when it was wanted. This latter problem was most
critical for two vegetable farmers who reported that sometimes
their produce spoiled before they could get it to market.,
Firally, out of the 9 farmers who reported some kind of problem
in selling their crops only one complained of low prices.

3.2 Acquisition of Inputs

Problems in obtaining farm inputs are another potential
constraint to commercial agriculture. The advanced farmer survey
examined the use of certain inputs and whether there were
oroblems in obtaining them. A majority of farmers said they did
have problems. 4% reported some sort of difficulty in obtaining
seed, fertilizer, insecticides and/or farm equipment. About half
of these farmers §53Z) said they lacked enough money to buy the
inputs but mnst of them (80%) also complained about the
difficulty in gstting the inputs, the distances that must be
traveled to get them, or the fact that they don’t arrive at the
RDA shed until too late. 17% specifically mentioned that there
were no tractors available in the area for hire.

Despite these reported difficulties in obtaining inputs, one
powerful finding of the survey was the wide spread use of modern
inputs among advanced farmers. The use of hybrid maize seed is a
good example. All but one of the advanced farmers (96X) use
hybrid seeds. A majority of them (62%) use hybrid seeds
exclusively while another 36% use a mixture of hybrid and local
seeds. Of those who use local seed (including the one who only
used lncal seed), only 5 (28%) said it was because they could not
afford to buy all hybrid seed. Most of those using & combination
of hybrid and local seeds did so because oi the pozitive
attributes of local seed. They cited bette: taste, higher
resistance to drought and better storability of maize from local
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seed. Many also said they planted both hybrid and local seeds as
a general strategy to reduce risk.

The use of fertilizer was also almost universal among the
advanced farmers surveyed (98%). However, more people complained
about its expense. One farmer said he could not use fertilizer
at all, and 11 more said they used less than the recommended
amount, because it is too expensive.

Tractor use was found to be very high among advanced
farmers. 257 of the farmers owned tractors (though a third of
this group said their tractors were broken down), and 74% of the
farmers (including a few who also own a tractor) hire tractors
for one or more tasks during the year. Ir total, 87.1% of the
advanced farmers use a tractor either hired or owned for all or
part of their ploughing. Despite these high numbers, 10% of the
farmers said they were either sometimes or always unable to hire
a tractor because none were available for hire in their area.
The major source of complaint over hired tractors, however, was
the often long wait between the time the tractor is wanted and
the time it actually comes. 40% of the farmers hiring tractors
said that the tractor comes from two weeks to a month or more
after the time they want to plough.

Though problems were reported in obtaining inputs, the
problems do not seem to have prevented most farmers from using
them. All but one advanced farmer uses hybrid seeds and
similarly only one farmer does not use fertilizer. 87% of the
farmers surveyed own or hire a tractor. However, some of the
problems described in the survey may limit the use of these
inputs or reduce their effectiveness. 26% (12) of the farmers
said that they could not afford to buy as much fertilizer as is
recommended for their fields and the same number of farmers said
they had insufficient funds to buy as much hybrid seed as they
would like. Four farmers (9%) said the same about hiring
tractors. Overall, one third (16) of the advanced farmers said
that being short of cash limited their use of one or more of
these inputs.

Besides being unable to afford enough inputs, not being able
to get them when they are needed is also a serious problem for
some farmers. Six farmers (13%) complained that inputs do not
arrive at the RDA shed until too late while 10 farmers (21%) said
that the tractors they hire come too late.

3.3 Labour

This research turned up numerous indications that labour may
be a constraint for many advanced farmers at critical times
during the cropping season. Some of these indicators have
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already been discussed in relation to tribute labour in Section
2.4 above.

A broad picture can be obtained by looking at the homestead
labour force in relation to the land holcing of the homestead.
Homestead labour was defined as the number of people, 15 years or
older who either reside at the homestead or are employed away
from the homestead but return to help with the ploughing,
planting, weeding, and harvesting. The number of homestead
members available for labour averaged 6.3 people and ranged from
2 te 19. 77% of the homesteads had a labour force of 7 members
or less. _

By dividing the number of homestead workers by the total
field area of the homestead, the number of workers per hectare
was obtained. There was very wide variation in homestead workers
per hectare among the advanced farmers as can be seen in Table
3.1.

TABLE 3.1

HOMESTEAD HORKERS PER HECTARE

HOKESTEAD KORKERS ~ NUMBER OF
PER_HECTARE HOMESTEADS 1 cuM 1
] { [} 3
] { L] 1
LESS THAN .5 ' 8 {17.4% 1 17.4Y |
).5 BUT (1 i 9 Po19.61 1 37.0%
Y 1 BUT (2 i 20 | 43.52 | 80.5%
). 2 BUT 5 | 7 bois.2% ) 95.7%
9_0R HORE 4.2 1 4.31 1 100.02 |
; ! i i
TOTAL 146 1.100.0% | -

The average number of homestead workers per hectare was 1.57
but a majority of the farmers had less than that. Some of the
variation is explained by the ecolooical zone of the homestead.
Since holdings are on average 3 to 4 times as large in the
lowveld than elsewhere, the labour available per hectare in the
1owveld should be much less than average. Seven out of eight
homesteads having less than .5 homestead workers per hectare weve
in the lowveld and there were no lowveld homesteads with more
than 1.7 workers per hectare. As would be expected, homestead
workers per hectare was highly correlated with other indicators
of a homestead labour shortage.

As mentioned in Section 2.4, inviting lilima or hiring
labour was taken as a sign that there wis insufficient homestead
labour at the times the additional lab.our was sought. There were
32 farmers, &8.1% of the sample, who hired labour. Nine farmers
(19.1%) invited lilima but only two did not also hire labuur.
Thus, 72.3% (34) of the farmers augmented their own homestead
labour with outside labour. Table 3.2 displays the very strong
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correlation between hiring labour and low levels of homestead
labour per hectare.

TABLE 3.2

RELATIONSHIP BETYWEEN HIRING LABOUR AND HOMESTEAD WORKERS PER HECTARE

HOMESTEAD HORKERS PER HECTARE

FREQUENCY | : : : : | ROW
ROW I 0 €5 D5 E <l bt 102845 1 2S5 i TOTALS
COLUMK I __ | : | ; i 1
! : : : ] :
HIRE LABOUR | 8 | s + 11 1 3 4 0 1 3
| 100.01 ! 100.0% | S5.0% | 42.91 | 0.0 | 67.42
; : i : : N
: : : : : !
DONTHIRED O L 0 I 9 4 4 1 2 i 15
LABOUR .  0.00 ! 0.0 ! 45.01 1 S7.11 | 100.01 | 32.6%
ISR R T ; i
COLUMN 8 9 20 7 2
TOTALS 17.41 19.61 43.51 15.21 4.31

while all of the 17 farmers who have less than one unit of
labour per hectare hire additional labour, only 55% of those with
between one and two homestead workers per hectare and 43% of
those with between two and five homestead workers hire labour.
Finally neither of the two homesteads with more than five workers
per hectare hired labour.

Although hiring labour or inviting lilima indicates the
existernce of a homestead labour constraint, after having obtained
outside labour, the homestead may have overcome that constraint.
The relevant question is how many homesteads are short of labour
even after having hired workers or invited lilima?

There were 21 farmers, 45%Z of the total, who said there uwere
times during the year when they didn’t have enough labour to do
all the farm work. 18 of these hired labour and/or invited
lilima. With hired labour there were two kinds of constraints:
no money or no workers. Ten of the farmers who hired labour but
still didn’t have enough, said that they didn’t have the money to
hire any more workers than they already did. The other 8 said
they would like to hire more workers but that tnere were just no
more to be found. One farmer claimed to travel all over the
country looking for additional labour, but that he could find few
willing to work. This is somewhat surprising considering the
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high unemployment rate in Swaziland and the small number of
workers the farmers hire (912 of those hiring labour hired 10
workers or less).

Lilima is a traditional alternative to hiring labour.
Rather than paying wages, a farmer could invite his neighbors to
come work in his fields in exchange for home brewed beer,
somelimes food and a gond deal of socializing. But judaing from
the responses of the advanced farmers, lilima may not be what it
used to be. HMany farmers complained that people who come for
lilima do little work and poor work at that. Worse, they
sometimes do damage to the crops. One farmer said:

“Lilima spoiled my work. When they weeded, they
also uplifted the maize plants, so I stopped inviting
them."”

Other farmers reported that lilima is no longer practiced in
their areas or if lilima is invited few or no people come.
Finally, people in the rural areas may be becoming less willing
to put in a day of work for just the chance to meet with friends
and drink home brewed beer. Some of the advanced farmers said
they couldn’t afford to invite lilima because people who come
expect to be paid wages as well as be provided food and beer.
Therefore, lilima may no longer be an institution farmers can
rely on to relieve seasonal shortages of homestead labour.

In summary, it can be said that some, but not all, advanced
farmers face a labour constraint in their farming. Although over
two thirds of the farmers interviewed had insufficient iomestead
labour for weeding and/or harvesting, many of these were able to
overcome that constraint through hiring labour or inviting
lilima. MHowever, over half of this group said they were unable
to get enough outside labour at the critical times. 11 farmers
said they lacked the money to do so, while eight said they were
unable to find any more people willing to work. There was also a
small group of three farmers who said they were short of labour
but neither hired workers nor invited lilima. All three said
they were prevented from doing so by lack of money.
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SUMHARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

Through the Advanced Farmer Survey a number of potential
tenure-related constraints to commercial agriculture have been
investigated. Some of these have been found to be little or no
constraint at all. These include:

~--SubdJdivision and fragnentation of holdings

--The inability to acquire additional land, including
the inability to borrow land

~-The inability to use land &s collateral for credit

--Chief and community opposition to ferncing

--Having to plough the chief®s land before your own

Other potential constrains were found to be real constraints
of varying dJdegrees of seriousness. In many cases, though, it is
difficult to say how serious a constraint they are. These
include:

~-Chief and community disapproval of commercial farming
and visible success combined with the threat of
banishment

--Late removal of cattle from fields in the Spring

--Tribute latwour

In addition, non-tenure related constraints such as
transportation, marketing, access to inputs and labour were
examined. It had been expected that marketing problems and
especially low producer prices would be found to be major
impediments to increasad commercial production. However, very
few advanced farmers seened to feel these were a problem for
them. Instead, problems in obtaining transport, inputs and
labour were often cited as serious non-tenure related
constraints.

4.1 Some Hon-binding Constraints

Subdivisions of holdings was found to take place on Swazi
Nation Land but, at least for advanced farmers and their
descendants, it has not resulted in average field size or total
holding size smaller than those of non-sundivided homesteads.

About half of the advanced farmers had at least one field
located over 500 metres away from the homestead and thus defirned
as fragmented. One in five advanced farmers, 40% of those with
fragmented fields said that the distance to th2ir fields cost
them time arnd money, as well as make it difficult to watch over
them properly. Howaver, there were many causes of fragmentation
and most had nothing to do with the usual conception of
fragmentation as a problem. Less than a third of the cases of
fragmentation were caused by farmers needing additional land but
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only being able to find it far away from the homestead. None of
the cases of fragmentation resulted from subdivision.

A shortage of land did not seem to be a problem for most
advanced farmers. Only six farmers said that they had ever tried
and Failed to get more land and all of these were farmers who had
succeeded in obtaining additional land at other times. Forty
percent of the advanced farmers reported they had sought and
obtained land in addition to their initial inheritance or
allocation and most of these had dorie so by asking the chief or
borrowing.

Rorrowing was found to be a common method of obtaining
additional land. Forty three percent of the advanced farmers
borrow land and/or used to borrow land. Despite the potential
for disputes at the time the land is reclaimed, rnone of the
advanced farmers who loan or used to loan out land reported any
problems.

The inability to Lse land as collateral did not seem to
prevent access to credit. Three guarters of the advanced farmers
do use credit, mostly for seasonal loans to buy inputs and, less
freauently, for major purchases such as tractors and other farm
equipment. Only one out of twelve people who had never borrowed
money cited lack of collateral as the reason. Although there
were seven farmers who had credit denied because of insufficient
collateral, all of them had obtained other loans at other times.
Finally, norne of the advanced farmers said that not being able to
get collateral was a problem for them although two complained
about high interest rates.

The reauirement that the chief's fields be ploughed before
people can begin ploughing their own fields was seen as a
potentially serious constraint to early ploughing and planting.
However, it was found that very few chiefs still demand that
their fields be ploughed first. oOnly three advanced farmers
(6.42) said that mambers of their community were not permitted
to plough their fields before helping the chief plough his.

Fencing has become widespread among advanced farmers and
there seems to be little or no constraint due to chief or
community opposition. All but threz of the advarnced farmers
ferice all or part of their holdings and the three who do not
fence cited lack of money, not community opposition as the
reason. Only 6% of the advanced farmers thought their neighbours
disapproved of fencing and none felt that their chief
disapproved. Of the farmers who used their fences to restrict
the movement of their neighbours cattle through their fields
during the winter (denying the "Right to Stover"), only two (1&%)
felt that their neighbours did not like it. Finally, though
advanced farmers overwhelmingly believe that their community as a
whole dves not oppose fencing, almost a third experience problems
with having fences cut. Apparently, even pro-fencing communities
have some members who do not like it.
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4.2 Fencing and Cattle

The findings regarding ferncing and cattle involve a paradox.
Farmers wishing to depart from the traditional schedule for
ploughing and harvesting by ploughing early, growing long
maturing varieties, or irrigating ard winter cropping, face the
problem of cattle destroying their crops during the time when
their neighbours®' fields stand idle and cattle are allcwed to
roam freely throughout the fields. Fencing is supposed to be a
solution to this problem. A fernce should protect the fields of a
farmer who grows crops during the winter, or plousghs and plants
before the chief announces that the cattle should be removed from
the fields.

An unexpected result of the survey was that late removal of
cattle from fields in the Spring was felt to be a constraint to
early ploughing despite the widespread use of fencing among the
advariced farmers. All but three of the advanced farmers fence
all or part of their land holdings. Yet in the areas in which
the chief determines the date cattle are to be removed from the
fields, 88% of the advanced farmers said they would have ploughed
earlier if the chief had set the date ecarlier.

Fencing has not provided the expected degree of independence
from the traditional calendar of ploughing, harvesting, and
releasing the cattle into the fields. Two farmers who complained
about cattle being released into the fields before they were
ready both have fernices around all of their fields. Hany of the
farmers who claimed they would plough earlier if the chief set
the removal date earlier have all or most of their fields fenced.
Why can’t they plough when they want to?

Data on the incidence of cattle damage to crops suggests
that fencing is not a complete substitute for the supervision of
cattle and other forms of control. 77% of all advanced farmers
reported crop damage from cattle but the incidence of crop damage
was no less for farmers who had ferniced all their fields. Ferncing
is, therefore, not a panacea. It does not secem to give farmers
as much control over their production decisions as would be
expected. Many farmers with most or all of their fields fenced
still feel constrained not to plough and plant before cattle have
been removed from cultivated areas.
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4.3 Land, Labour and Banishment

Another unexpected result of the survey was that many
advanced farmers are constralned by labour but do not seem to
have a land constraint. Prior research has concluded that having
insufficient land is a major constraint for farmers wishing to
farm commercially on SN while labour is not a constraint. 1In
his analysis of agricultural commercialization in Swaziland,
Testerink states that, " comparing the resource bases of the
farms, we can conclude that the main bottleneck is land. .
lLabour is abundantly available [though] more so with non-
commercial farmers than commercial farmers." [1934 p.28]. In
The Swazjland Rural Howestead, De Vletter reports that, "for the
highest crop incoime earncrs, labour did not appesar as an
important constraint. Invtead, marketing emerged as a serious
problem in addition to land shortage and lack of water." [1936,
p.33). Funnel, {1722] also argues that land rather than labour
is the constraining factor for maize.

Just the opposite scems to be the case for the advanced
farmers. The advanced farmers, even including the non-commercial
farmers, have over twice as much land as Testerink’'s group of
commercial farmers. While just over half of Testerink's
commercial farmers have access to more than two hectares, only
two (4.52) of the advanced farmers have less than two hectares
and both of these are non-commercial farmers. Over a third of
the advanced farmers have over five hectares. Another indication
of the lack of a land constraint among advanced farmers is that
36.2% (17) of them have land that has been left fallow for at
least two years. This is not to say that norie of the advanced
farmers want more land. However, as reported in Section 2.1,
many seem to have no trouble getting additional land by either
asking the chief or borrowing.

TABLE 4.1

LAND HOLDBINGS COHPARED

AVERAGE
_réUVAﬂggﬂuﬁéﬁﬁgﬂﬁT"~m§“ﬁﬁEﬂﬁIAL' .RURAL R£§IDENTS'
AYERAGE LAND HOLDING i 6.5 HA. % 3.0 HA. % 1.5 HAL® E
I WITH LESS THAN .5 HA. E 01 % 1.71 E 26.51* %
I WITH LESS THAN 2 HA. E ‘.51 E 43.11 % - E
L WITH OVER S WA i 34811 _ 124 | - !

* Testerink, 1984
+ Annual Saaple Census of Agriculture, 1971

At the same time, advanced farmers have fewer homestead
workers per hectare as the commercial farmers in Testerink’s
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sample as revealed in Table 4.2. The disparity is even greater
if non-residents of advanced farmer homesteads who return to work
in the fields are excluded, as they are in Testerink’s sample.

The constraint imposed by tribute labour can be understood
in light of the above. Since most rural homesteads have a
surplus of labour, tribute labour is no burden. Even for many
homesteads which meet Testerink’s definitior of
commercialization, labour, though less abundant, still seems to
be plentiful enough that several workers can be sent to help the
chief or king without much impact on homestead agricultural
production. Therefore, for the community as a whole, tribute

TABLE 4.2

HOMESTEAD LABOUR UNITS PER HECTARE

LABOUR UNITS ADYANCED FARMERS  COMMERCIAL FARMERS®

PER HECTARE : 1 : CUK X ' p4 ‘ CUH X .
LESS THAN .5 % 17. 41 E 17.42 i 8.81 % 8.81 E
2.5 BUT (I i 19.61 § 37.02 E 21.11 % 29.91 ;
)y 1 BUT (2 ; 43.52 E 80.51 E 36.81 ; 66.71 ;
HORE THAN 2 ; 19.51 i 100.02 j 33.3% : 100.02 Ai

*Testerink, 19584

labour is a traditional institution with little cost in terms of
foregone agricultural production which helps maintair cultural
values and social relaticnships. However, for that small
minerity of serious commercial farmers represented by many of the
advanced farmers, tribute labour can impose a constraint on how
much they can produce. These farmers are likely to have expanded
their land holdings in order to increase production and no longer
have a surplus of labour from which they can donate several
workers without affecting their own farm work. Though not a
problem for every advanced farmer, a majority of the advanced
farmers had insufficient homestead labour at critical times
during the cropping season. 68% of the advanced farmers
augmented their own homestead labour with hired labour and over
half of this group said they were still unable to get enough
outside lsbour for weeding and/or harvesting. Farmers who
admitted that their work was delayed by tribute labour were those
already facing a labour constraint. This can be seen by the fact
that 94% of those who said tribute labour delayed their work also
hired labour.
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The costs imposed on advanced farmers by tribute labour may
be less than the costs farmers would face if they did not
participate in sending labour to the chief or king. Evidence was
found in the survey that the threat of banishment may be a matter
of concern for some advanced farmers in some areas. oOut of the
47 farmers surveyed, one knew of a case in which a man was
banished because the chief and others were envious of his
success. Several other cases of banishment were reported that
may also have involved jealousy of a person’s property or
disapproval of his farming practices but insufficient detail was
gathered to determine the precise reason for the banishment. It
was concluded that some advarced farmers may risk banishment,
though 1t is very infrequent, and/or community disapproval to the
extent that their style of farming and level of prosperity differ
from that of their neighbours. An advanced farmer who does not
send labour when he is called may find himself even more isolated
from the rest of the community. It may add to the impression of
his neighbours that he thinks of himself as being above them or
as being an eaqual to the chief. Contributing his fair share of
labour and gifts of produce to the chief may help the advanced
farmer maintain good relations within his community.

Tribute labour may not be resented as an unjust burden by
advanced farmers because it is seen as a normal part of life. It
did rnot seem to be perceived as a major problem by most of the
farmers surveyed. Though some did admit, when asked, that
tribute labour did delay their work, many were guick to add, "but
that is our custom,” or "that is just the way of things."

4.4 Marketing and Access to Inputs

Many researchers have concluded that problems related to
marketing, especially low producer prices, are the most serious
constraint to commercial agriculture. The advanced farmers were
found to have some problems with marketing but low producer
prices were not one of them. Only one farmer complained that the
price he received for his crops was too low and that was because
he felt they were given too low a grade.

The most common marketing problem concerned transport. Half
of the farmers who sell their crops said they had problems with
transporting their crops to market. Some complained that hiring
transport is too expensive while others said they didn’t like
being dependent on hired transport, mostly because it didn’t come
right when it was wanted. This latter problem was most critical
for two vegetable farmers who reported that sometimes their
produce spoliled before they could get it to market.

One result consistent with past research is that most maize,
legume and vegetable sellers, sell their produce locally. Less
than a third of the commercial maize farmers sell to the
Swaziland Milling Company. About 10% of those who sell at home
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or at local markets complained that the lcocal markets are small
and unreliable and that they are not always able to sell all
their produce before it spoils. In addition, three of the
vegetable s=2llers (13%) said they didn't krow of a good place to
sell their produce. Overall, marketing was much less of a
constraint for advanced farmers than expected. Most reported no
problems and those who did were primarily concerned with
transportaticon.

Obtaining inputs posed difficulties for a majority of the
advariced farmers. &4X reported <ome sort of problem in obtaining
sced, fertilizer, insecticides and/or farm equipment. Half of
these farmers’ problems stemned from not having znough money to
buy the inputs, but over half the complaints dealt with the
difficulty of getting the inputs, the distances that must be
travelled or the fact that they don't arrive at the shed until
too late.

The delay involved in hiring a tractor was also a major
source of complaint. About three quarters of the advanced
farmers hire a tractor to plough. 40X of these report they must
wait from two weeks up to a month or more from the time they
wanted their fields ploughed.

The problems in obtaining inputs do not seam to have
prevented most farmers from using them. All but one advarnced
farmer uses hybrid seeds and similarly, only one farmer does not
use fertilizer. Hcwever, the problems cited by many of the
farmers can limit the use of these inputs and reduce their
effectiverniess. Over a quarter of the farmers said they couldn’t
afford to buy the recoimmended amount of fertilizer or buy as much
hybrid seed as they wanted. Other farmers said they depended on
the RDA shed for their inputs and were often seriously delayed
because seed and fertilizer do rnot arrive at the shed until too
late, if at all.
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APPENDIX A

THE_ ADYANCED FARMER _SCHEME

The Advanced Farmer Scheme, formally known as the Pupil /
Advanced / Master Farmer Scheme was begun in Swaziland in 1961.
It was modeled after similar projects reported to be successful
in Botswana and Lesotho. As outlined in a review of the Advanced
Farmer Scheme by former Chief Agricultural Officer G. Hunyua
Maina {1974 p. 10], the stated goals of the Advanced Farmer
Scheme were the:

1) Achievement of national self-sufficiency in food supply.

2) Commercialization of agriculture in the Swazi (African)
sector.

3) Stepping up of production of cash crops such as cotton
and tobacco.

4) Improvement of the gerneral standard of living in the
rural areas.

S) Increasing of naticnal wealth.

In addition to these, the scheme had other related goals
which can be found in various Hinistry documents written during
the time of the scheme. One of the major motivations behind the
Advanced Farmer Scheme, articulated in a Ministry discussion
paper on master farmers, was to counter rural—urban migration in
Swaziland and the resultant urban unemployment. It said, in
part:

"Many Swazis now aspire to jobs in industry and the
govermment but opportunities are limited and most people
must perforce remain on the land. The creation of a
group of master farmers, proud of their status as full
time farmers and showina that a good living can be made
from farming could do much to remove the erroneous
impression that farming is somehow a second class
occupation. Good farmers have a very important place in
the development of Swaziland and orne of the aims of the
Ministry must be to demonstrate (through successful
master farmers) that farming can be a very attractive
and worthwhile occupation.” [Richkardson, 1971]

The Advanced Farmer Scheme was originally aimed at a
minority of Swazi farmers, i.e., those who were or intended to
become full time commercial farmers. It was hoped that the
scheme would grow and expand as the first advanced farmers served
as opinion lzaders and good examples for the majority of farmers.
According to Haina, "the implicit objective of starting the
scheme was....to establish a farmers *club’ whose style of
farming and standard of living was above average and which, it
was thought, would make other non-progressive farmers wish to
Join the ’club’.” Anocther objective reported in the 1956 MOAC
annual report was "...to build up a record of the genuine full
time Swazi farmers who earn their living from the land and to
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enable extension staff to give these farmers special and
individual attention and assistance."”

These last objectives reflected a cdefinite and perhaps
controversial extension philosophy. At that time, Swaziland’s
extension resources were spread even more thinly than they are
now. It was therefore thought necessary to concentrate extension
effaort on a particular subset of Swazi homesteads. But which
group? One approach would have been to target extension advice
to those who seemed to need it most: the poorest farmers using
the worst techniques who had the most room for improvement. The
opposite approach (and the one =Jdopted by the Advanced Farmer
Scheme) was to ain extension advice at those farmers who would be
most receptive to adopting it. These would be the farmers who
have already committed themselves to improving their farming and
perhaps hacoming comnercial farmers. Hore it was thought,
extension would have the greatest effect in helping achieve the
goals of increasing national agricultural output and attaining
self-sufficiezncy. The probilem was that these farmers may already
have been the wealthiest pecple in the community so it may have
appearad that the Advanced Farmer Schieme was helping the
(relatively) rich get richer and ignoring the poorest farmers.

In fact, this scems to be the major reason the scheme was
abandoned in 1772. It was thought by some policy makers that the
Advanced Farmer Scheme was prowmoting an elite group.
Consequently, all =fforts were channeled into the Rural
Development Areas Program which was in its ascendancy at that
time.

The primary activities of the Advanced Farmer Scheme were to
qualify farmars for membership, to make sure members were
receiving extension advice, and to promote their attendance at
short courses on agricultural subjects. To join the Advanced
Farmer Scheme, farmers were supposed to meet certain standards.
In the garly years of the scheme, the requirements were only laid
out in general terms but by 1969, a revised set of standards had
been codified. By this time, the nzwme of the scheme had been
changed. The original term, "Progressive" Farmer had been changed
to "Advanced" Farmer and a new apprentice category was added, the
‘Pupil” Farmers. The requirements for membership were as follows
[Maina pp.12-14]:

Pupil Farmers

1) Any farmer with whom the field extension officer works and
who 1s prepared to take advice.

2) The farmer should preferable be a member of a Farmers’
Association i1f any exist in his area.
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Advanced Farmers

1) The farmer should continue to cooperate with extension staff
arid be willing to accept departmental recommendations.

?2) He should be conversant and apply most (if not all) of the
recommendations applicable in his area covering crop
production and livestock husbandry.

3) He should adequately be equipped to pursue his particular
branch of farming.

4) He <hould earn a good living from his farming operations,
something of the order of R300 gross income per annum, and
except under unfavorable circumstances, he should be able to
realize profit per given unit.

S) To be able to see whether or not he is making a profit the
farmer must keep simple farm records, even if this only
consists of a notebook showing his inputs, dates of
operations and yvields.

o
~o

Where a Farmers® Association exists, an advanced farmer
should be a member of this body and take active interest in
its affairs.

7) Where possible the farmer should have a vegetable garden
having as many varieties as possible including some fruit
trees either in the garden or in the homestead.

&) An advanced farmer should have a reasonably decent homestead
which he should always strive to improve.

Upon becoming an advanced farmer, a farmer received a badge
and certificate to that effect. (The Advanced Farmer Scheme never
reached the stage of graduating advanced farmers to master farmer
status because the scheme was abandoned before the requirements
for becoming a master farmer had gotten beyond the discussion
stage.) Besides receiving the recognition that came with the
badge and certificate, advanced farmers also were given specific
extension messages and the opportunity to attend short courses on
agricultural subjects. According to David Dlamini, Senior
Extension Officer for Manzini District, the extension messages
-emphasized during the Advanced Farmer Scheme were:

-Suitability of crops for a particular area

~Encouraging winter ploughing

~Encouraging early ploughing and planting

-Switching from broadcasting to the use of planters to plant
in rows

-Encouraging timely weeding

-Late in the scheme, methods of crop storage were taught
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Classes were held during the winter, so as to not compete
with a farmers time, at the farming training centers in three out
of the four administrative districts. Each session of classes
would last up to a week. Several different sets of classes
covering different topics were held each season. Many of the
topics covered would be area-specific, for example, classes on
tobacco girowing held in Nhlangano or on cotton pesticides in the
lowveld. The plan called for the farmers to be picked up by a
MOAC bus and be brought to the training center where they were to
receive room and board for the duration of the course. A fee of
about SO cents a day was usually charged. There were sometimes
problems, though. Several MOAC annual reports during the period
of the scheme make refererice to some districts having much
trouble providing the rniecessary transport to the frustration of
both instructors and participants.

Records of the specific content of the courses have been
difficult to find. However, the advanced farmers contacted in
this survey remember guite well the subjects of the courses they
took. The most common courses reported were maize cultivation,
cotton cultivation, fertilizer use, spraying cotton and raising
dairy cows.

It was realized from the start of the Advanced Farmer Scheme
that elitism and the appzarance of elitism must be avoided if the
schieme were to survive. To this end, the scheme was designed to
consist of education only. It did not involve the provision of
improved inputs at low or zero cost such as in the Rural
Development Areas Program. However, one of the explicit
requirements of the Advanced Farmer Scheme was that farmers in
the scheme join the local farmers’® association which was supposed
to improve a farmer’s access to inputs. Still, membership in the
associations, enrollment in the farmer training classes,
extension advice and membership in the Advanced Farmer Scheme
were ooen to all farmers. Anybody who wanted to could join the
Advanced Farmer Scheme as a pupil farmer. Hhat the scheme did
was identify those farmers with the interest to do so. Even so,
the eventual demise of the Advanced Farmer Scheme was mostly due
to the appearance of favoring some pecple over others which the
schieme was unable to avoid.

Over the course of the Advanced Farmer Scheme, the number of
farmers involved as pupil farmers grew from 271 in 1962 to 10
times that number 10 years later. By the end of the scheme,
there were 919 advanced farmers. The enrollment statistics
appear below.
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TABLE A.1

ENROLLMENT OF PUPIL AND ADVANCED FARMERS, 1962-1972

YEARS PUPIL FARMERS ADVANCED_ FARMERS
1962 271 -
1963 435 €4
1964 S%0 BS
1965 761 119
1966 982 144
1967 1735 S5¢6
19£8 2214 60¢
1569 2214 745
1970 2785 745
1971 2629 877
1972 2700 919

e e - p . - - " - e = e = B e iy e G T G G s e e e e S SR Peb T - T S TP S G . V= > T — e e —

SOURCE: HMAINA 1974, P.17.

TJo evaluate the success or failure of the Advanced Farmer
Scheme, it may be best not to assess whether it achieved its five
stated goals. These goals were either too gerneral or unrealistic
to be used as measures of the scheme’s performance. For example,
national self-sufficiency in food supply had not been achieved by
the end of the scheme nor has it been even now. Does that mean
the scheme was a failure? Assuming that there has been an
increase in commercialization of Swazi agriculture or an
improvement of the general standard of living in the rural areas,
did the Advanced Farmer Scheme have anything to do with it? If
so, how much? There is no way to tell.

A better, though more modest approach, is to see whether the
scheme accomplished the specific tasks it set out to do. These
were to make extension advice and farmer training courses
available to the participants so as to encourage the adoption of
certain recommended practices. Data obtained during the Advanced
Farmer Survey makes possible an evaluation of the scheme’s
per formance in these areas.

Thirty five farmers in the survey were asked about their
experience in the Advanced Farmer Scheme. These questions were
not asked at the elevern homesteads in which the original advanced
farmer had died or the one homestead in which the advanced farmer
was still alive but working in South Africa.

Overall, mos. of the advanced farmers had a positive opinion
of the Advanced Farmer Scheme. 91.4% (32) of them said that the
scheme had helped them in their farming. Three of them said it
was no help. When asked how they were helped by the scheme,
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about half of the farmers gave examples of the good advice they
had gotten, such as the importance of fertilizer and how to use
it. The Advanced Farmer Scheme was also credited by half of the
farmers with helping them succeed in farming and selling crops.
It became clear during the interviews that farmers have seen many
schemes come and go over the years and that it 1s easy to get
them all confused. One fifth of the farmers who said they were
helped by the scheme cited bernefits which were not a part of the
Advanced Farmer Scheme, such as receiving free seed or being
loaned money.

Cne of the ways the scheme was supposed to help the
participants was to see that they received frequent attention and
advice from the extension warkers. In fact, ¢8.6X (24) of the
advanced farmers said the extension worker did visit them more
often after they Jjoined the scheme. 23% said they didn’t and
8.6% couldn’t romenber.

The advanced farmers in the survey were asked not only if
they were visited more often by the extension worker but also
about the frequency of those visits. Table A.2 displays the
frequency of contact with extension workers by advanced farmers
at the time of the scheme, the number of times per year the
advanced farmers currently see their extension worker, and for
comparison, the amount of contact all Swazi rural homesteads have
with the extension workers as reported in the 1383-84 Swaziland
Census of Agriculture.

TABLE A.2

FREQUENCY OF EXTENSION VISITS PER YEAR

! DURING THE SCHEME ! CURRENTLY 'AG CENSUS!
{FREQUENCY T 'FREQUENCY X 4 x 1
] ] ] ] ] ]
] ] ] ] 1 t
6 OR MORE TIMES | 23 ! 65.71 1 12 4 25.51 ! 5.21 !
3705 TIMES b4 fo11.4T ) 7t 14.91 ) 4.5t
1 70 2 TINES s bo14.31 0 03 b e.a% 11X
NEVER SEE HIM S| L2.51 4 25 4 s53.2% 1 79.2%
DON'T KNOW 1 2 v sy b g ' 001 ! 0.01 !
{ ! 1 : : :
TOTAL 435 1100.0% 1 47 ! 100.0% ! 100.0% |

It would seem that advanced farmers see much less of their
extension workers today than they did at the time of the advanced
farmer Scheme. Whereas 65.7% of the advanced farmers said they
saw their extension worker & or more times a year during the
scheme, only 25.5% see them that often now. Only one advanced
farmer reported that he was never visited by the extension worker
when he joined the scheme. Now 53.2%, over half of the advanced
farmers say they never see the extension worker. Despite the
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drastic reduction in the amount of contact advanced farmers have
with the extension service, th: _,e still receiving much more
attention than the average Swazi rural homestead as can be seen
in the last column of the table. According to the Census of
Agriculture, 797.2% of the rural population have no contact with
agricultural extension. It appears that the Advanced Farmer
Scheme did succeed in getting extension workers out to its
members. Although that service has dropped off drastically since
the scheme ended, advanced farmers still receive, on average,
more attention from the extension service than their neichbors.

Data from the survey also shows that the Advanced Farmer
Scheme succeeded at getting the participants to attend short
courses on agricultural subjects. €0% (23) of the advanced
farmers said that they had atterded farmer training courses
during the scheme and most of these went to at least two or three
different sescions. As mentioned above, the most commonly topics
covered in the courses as reported by the advanced farmers were
maize cultivation, cotton cultivation, ¢ oper measurement and use
of fertilizer and other inputs, cotton spraying and raising dairy
COWS.

The more important question to be addres=zed is whether all
this effort to make extension advice and training courses
available to the advanced farmers paid off in terms of getting
them to adopt the agricultural practices recommended. Those
practices irclude winter plousghing, early plouching and planting,
use of planters and timely weeding. The suitability of crops for
particular areas and methods of crop storage were also taught
during the scheme. The extent that some of these practices have
been adopted by the advanced farmers can be gleaned from the
results of the survey.

Stressing the importance of winter:ploughing was an
important part of the Advanced Farmer Scheme and now 1S5 years
later, over half of the advanced farmers say that they do winter
plough. 44.7% (21) said that they always winter plough and an
additional 19.1% (9) said that they winter plough in years in
which there is some rain during the winter. Two thirds of those
who winter plough, do so in June or July while the other third of
the farmers plough earlier in April or May. When asked why they
winter plough, all 30 of the farmers shot back the textbook
answer, "Turning stover over improves the soil and helps it
retain moisture during the winter." Two of the farmers added
that it also makes it easier for the oxen to plough in the
Spring.

On closer questioning, it was discovered that ¢0% (20) ~f
the farmers who winter plough do not plough all their fields.
The most common reasons given were lacking the money to hire a
tractor for the entire job and not having enough time. Only two
farmers said that they purposely left some of their fields
unploughed so that their cattle could feed on the stover.
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The reasons for not winter ploughing all of one’s fields
were very similar to those given by the 17 farmers who do no
winter ploughing. About half of these farmers said they didn’t
winter plough because either it was toc much work or they didn’t
want to spend the money to hire a tractor. Three more farmers
said they wanted to keep the stover in the field for their cattle
and two said their chief was against the practice.

Before embarking on the survey, this researcher had been led
to believe that winter ploughing is a very uncommon activity on
Swazi Nation Land. If this is so, then the Advanced Farmer
Scheme has had a tremendous impact on its participants in the
area of winter ploughing, assuming that they were not more
inclined to winter plough thanm their neighbors before they jolined
the scheme. 6€4% of the advanced farmers now do scme winter
ploughing of their fields. However, the definitive answer will
have to =zwait the completion of the Traditional Sector Survey
which at the time of this writing is still in progress. B8y
comparing the freaquency of winter ploughing found in the two
surveys, it will be passible to document the extent, if any, to
which advanced farmers winter plough more than the average rural
homestead.

Ploughing and planting sarly were also strongly encouraged
during the Advanced Farmer Scheme. This does not mean that
farmers were advised to plant on a specific date but rather to
plant as soon as possible given sufficient rain. There is
evidence from the survey data that many of the 43 advanced
farmers who grow maize have taken the idea of planting early to
heart. Decspite the extreme lateness of the rains in the 1926-87
cropping season, 30.2% (13) of the advanced farmers ploughed and
planted during the month of Seplember or October. In some cases,
these farmers planted before they felt there had been enough rain
in the hope that the rains would come shortly. They usually lost
this gamble and sometimes had to replant later in the season.

The wmajority of farmers, those who waited until November,
December, and/or a few cases, January, to plant can be divided
into two groups. One group was anxious to pirant as soon as
possible and so, ploughed and prepa 2d the soil for planting
early so that when the rains finally did come they could plant
immediately. The other group was in less of a hurry and so did
not even begin to plough until they felt there had been
sufficient rain. 32.5% (14) of the farmers fell into the first
group who ploughed in September or October and then waited until
the rains came to plant.

One must be cautious about the conclusions that can be drawn
from this data about farmer intentions to plant early. During
the survey farmers often had difficulty reporting the time of
ploughing and planting except in vague and general terms.
Therefore, there is bound to be a significant amount of error in
the "month of ploughing” and "month of planting” variables.

Still with that caveat in mind, it appears that 62.&8% (27) of the
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advanced farmers have adopted the practice of planting their
maize as early as possible.

Two of the requirements of becoming an advanced farmer were
to join the local Farmers' Association or Cocperative and to keep
simple farm records. The first requirement was met by most
advanced farmers. 9i.5% (43) of the advanced farmers surveyed
said they Jjoined the Farmers' Association or Cooperative although
9 of them are no longer members, often because the cooperative
‘tself has dissolved. The schieme was not as successful in
getting the advanced farmers to keep records showing inputs and
exnenses, dates of operations, and yields. Over three quarters
(36) of the advanced farmers said they do not keep any farming
records at all. One particularly unhappy cotton farmer suffering
from i1l health and drought explained, "I don’t keep records
since 1’11 feel sorry about the money that is wasted.”

The last practice recammendad during the Advanced Farmer
Scheme about which the survey gathered some information is the
use of mechanical planters rather than planting by hand.
However, the data on this point is very incomplete. 60X (23) of
the advanced farmers own planters. This should be considered a
minimum figure for planter use because it is probable that other
farmers pborrow planters.

It would appear that the Advanced Farmer Scheme was, for the
most part, successful at achieving its specific objectives. Most
of the participants in the scheme did receive frequent visits
from the extension service and did attend one or more farmer
training courses. Furthermore, to the extent that it can be
ascertaired, the advanced farmers did adopt many of the
recemmendations promoted during the scheme, and they are still
practicing them.

This judgment regarding the positive performance of the
scheme should be tempered with the knowledge that many of those
who became advanced farmers were probably a different class of
farmer before they joined the scheme. Therefore, it is not
suaqgested that all of the differences in wealth and farming
practices observed between advanced farmers and the average rural
homestead be attributed to their participation in the scheme.
However, it can safely be assumed that some of these differences
are due to the scheme. Some of the farmers specifically credited
the Advanced Farmer Scheme for getting them to make improvements
in their farming practices.
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APPENDIX B

COMMERCIAL_FARMERS DEFINED

One of the primary gonals of the Advanced Farmer Scheme was
to encourage commercial farming on Swazi Nation Land. Those who
joined the scheme and graduated to advanced farmers status were
presumably already involved to some extent in commercial farming
or, at least, interested in doing so. By documenting the
experience of these farmers over the 15 years since the scheme
ended as well as their present status, it was thought that a
betier understanding could be gained of the constraints facing
commercial farmers on SHL.

It was assumed in the design of this research that advanced
farmers were pore involved in commercial agriculture than the
average rural homestead in Swaziland. Now that the survey has
been completed, it is possible to determine whether that
assumption was justified.

There are many ways commercial farming can be defined.
Definitions can be b:ased on farm size, the proportion of income
derived from farming, wiether certain non-food cash crops are
grown, cash income from sale of agricultural goods, the
proportion of food crops prodiuced as a surplus compared to the
quantity consumed or even the intention of growing crops for the
market. One definition of commercial farming given by Hinderink
and Sterkenburg [1930] (as quoted in Testerink [1984]) emphasizes
intent:

"Agricultural commercialization involves a
deliberate action on the part of the agricultural
producers - of their own free will or by means of

coercion -~ to use the land, labour, implements and
annual inpiats....in such a way that a greater or smaller
part of the crops produced....is for exchange or sale.

Incidental s.les due to emergencies or accidental
surpluses thair are marketed should not be considered as
a form of agricultural commercialization."”

Both production of non-edible cash crops and surplus food
crop production are considered to be commercial farming.

In his study of agricultural commercialization in Swaziland,
Testerink [1984] used this concept of commercial agriculture to
construct his own definition of commercial farming. Intent to
farm commercially could be detected in two ways. (1) The
production of nori-edible cash crops was taken as a sure
indication of commercial intent. (2) Secondly, the production of
food crops in excess of that needed for subsistence also
qualified a farmer as commercial. This second criteria involves
some ambiguity because subsistence farmers will often plan to
produce a surplus in normal years in order to cope with the risk
of variable rainfall. Therefore, it is necessary to distinguish
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between a surplus produced for the express purpose of marketing
and the surplus grown to reduce the risk of a food shortfall in
the event of a poor harvest. For a staple crop such as maize,
Testerink chose a production goal of 200X or more of the
homestead subsistence requirement as an indication that a farmer
intehded to sell maize commercially and that the over production
was not just a buffer against adverse growing conditions. For
ron-staple food crops such as legumes, the observed production
gnal was set at 150% or more of the homestead subsistence
requirements before a farmer was considered to be commercial.
The specific definitions used by Testerink were as follows:

Commercial farmers must fall within one or more of the
following categories:

1) 50% or more of his arable land, or more than 2.5 hectares
under cotton.

2) 25% or more of his arable land, or more than 1 hectare
under tobacco.

3) Maize output goal 200% or more of the output needed for
subsistence.

4) Legumes output goal 150% or more of the output needed for
subsistence. _

5) Meeting two or more of the criteria for semi-commercial
farming (defined below).

Testerink recognized an intermediate class of farmer who
falls between the serious commercial farmer on one hand and
strictly subsistence farmers on the other. These he called semi-
commercial farmers.

Semi~-commercial farmers fall under one of the following
categories. (A farmer meeting two or more of these requirements
is classified as a commercial farmer): -

1) Grows cotton on less than 2.5 hectares which is also less
than 50% of his arable land.

2) Grows tobacco on less than one hectare which is also less
than 25% of his arable land.

3) Haize ocutput gcal is 125% or more but less than 200% of
maize output ne.oded for subsistence.

4) Legumes output gomal is 125% or more but less than 150% of
legume output needed for subsistence.

Non-Commercial farmers meet none of the above criteria.
They grow neither cotton nor tobacco and their intended
production of maize and legumes is under 125% of their
subsistence requirements.

For additional explanations of and justifications for these
definitions see Testerink [1984, pp. 1-5].
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These definitions were applied to the sample of advanced
farmers with interesting results. The survey provided the
necessary data on hoinestead compasitior, and land area devoted to
each crop to compute the annual homestead consumption
requirements for maize and legumes and the projected maize and
legume harvests. These rcomputations were based on the area
planted, ecological zone, inputs used and farming methods. The
ratios of projected production to annual homestead consumption
requirements are expressed in terms of percentages. (See Table
B.2 at the end of this appendix.) Using these ratios plus data
on the area of 1qnd devoted to cotton or tobacco, the advanced
farmers were cl.=sified as commercial, seml-comnercial or nor-
commercial babed on Testerink’s Jdefinitions.

The rumbers of advanced farmers that fall into each category
are very different than in Testerink’s survey which was conducted
on a random sample of homesteads on SNL from encmeration areas
selected through a spatial cluster samoling process. As can be
seen from Table B.1, the bulk of rural Swazi homesteads (£5.5%)
as measured in the Testerink survey are non-commercial farmers.
Only 18.4% are commercial farmers with the remaining 16.1%
falling under the semi-compercial classification. In contrast,
only 10.%% of the advanced farmers are non-commercial.

Commercial farmers make up 69.%% of the sample population while
semi-commercial farming is practiced by 17.8% of the advanced
farmers.

TABLE 8.1

NUNBER AND PERCENTAGE GF HOMESTEADS (HOUSEHOLDS®)
IN EACH CATEGORY OF COMMERCIALIZATION

(1) g (2)
HOUSEHOLDS ADYANCED 'ADVANCED
_(RANDGM SAMPLE) _ 1 FARMERS 1 'FARMERS 1

] ] ] 1 ] ]
l [] [] ] ] ] ]
NON- CONSERCIAL b 414 ) 5.5 L S b o10.9 4 11 ) 23.4 !
SEMI-COMMERCIAL ! 102} 161 b 9 b 19.54% 8 4 17.0 |
COMMERCIAL . f . Al6 % 18.4 1 32 i 6961 28 | 59.61}
TOTAL 632 T U000 ¢ 46 ) 100.0 ! 471 100.0_}

* Testerink used the household rather than the hcsestead as his unit of
analysis. However, since aost hcaesteads have only one household and
subsistence production was estisated based on the nuaber of household or

statistics.

It appears that advanced farmers do differ from their
neighbours in that they are by in large, engaged in farming on a
commercial basis. The assumption made in choosing the advanced
farmers to learn about commercial farming on SHL has been
confirmed.
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Testerink’'s definition of commercialization was limited by
the data he was able to collect in his survey. Specifically, he
had no data on farm income, actual crop production and the
quantity sold, or vegetable production. These and other data
related to commercial farming were gathered in the Advanced
Farmer Survey. Thus we are able to refine the definition of
commercial farming and evaluate the effectiveness of Testerink’s
definition.

One possible weakness of the original definition of
commarcial maize and leaqume farming is the reliance on the
expected output of these crops based on hectares planted
miltiplied by average yields per hectare adjusted for different
ecological zones, farming practices, and inputs. It was found in
this survey that the actual production levels of maize and
legumes varied widely from these expected output estimates.

Actual reported output of maize ranged anywhere from SX to
almost 3 times the "expected” output. Only 38% of the output
measures were within 50% of each other. In almost half of the
cases, actual production was much less than "expected” output.
Finally, actual production exceeded "expected"” output by a wide
margin in one out of seven cases. The large disparity between
the two measures of output raises some doubt about the validity
of using “expected" maize output as the sole determinant of
whether or not a farmer is a commercial maize producer.

In addition to reported harvests of maize and legumes, data
on percent of maize harvest sold, freaquency of maize sales,
importance of agricultural sales as a source of income, the
marketing intentions of farmers and gross sales of maize,
legumes, cotton, tobacco, vegetables and fruit have been used to
reclassify advanced farmers as commercial, semi-commercial or
non-commercial farmers. The definition of commercial farming
based on non-edible cash crops (cotton and tobacco) are the same
as in the Testerink formulation.

Ore of the standards that were supposed to be met before a
pupil farmer graduated to an advanced farmer was to make a “"good"
living from farming. This was defined as having gross sales of
at least R300 in a good year. To apply that same standard today,
an adjustment for inflation must be made. Using the Swaziland
Retail Price Index for low income groups compiled by the Central
Statistics Office, it was calculated that between 1969, the year
the standard was defined, and June 1986, the date the sales
reported in the survey were made, prices have increased by
642 .1%. That means that the R300 in gross sales necessary to be
considered an advanced farmer is equivalent to E1926 in 1986,
Since there can be great variability in gross sales from years to
year and the 1985-&4 cropping season is known to have been poor
for some parts of the country, the cut off point was reduced by
half so that farmers making at least E963 in gross sales from all
crops were considered to be commercial farmers.
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1t was recognized that commercial farmers having a bad year
in 19686 may have had gross sales even less than E963. Four out
the the 12 commercial cotton farmers had gross sales less than
£E9¢3. Therefore, a combination of other factors was examined to
determine the status of the farmer. Having sufficient land for
commercial production, selling legumes and/or vegatables in
addition to or instead of maize, whether the farmer had a surplus
of maize to sell every year or most years instead of just
occasionally, and lastly sale of agricultural goods as the most
important source of income all contributed to a farmer beingy
classified as commercial.

Aanother indication of the farmers’® status was the answer to
a dual question about his o+ her commercial intent. Each
advanced farmer was asked, "Is one of your major objectives in
farming to grow crops for the market each year?"” A negative
ancwer to this gquestion from a farmer who might otherwise have
made it into the semi-commercial category resulted in a non-
commercial classification.

The riew definition of commercialization resulted in 17
reclassifications from Testerink’s definition. In twelve of
these cases, farmers had been classified as commercial or semi-
comnercial on the basis of their "expected" maize surplus but
their actual harvest was much less. Dependent upon actual
production, gross sales, how often and market surplus is
produced, the importance of farming as a source of income and the
existence of a marketing objective, these farmers were
reclassified as either semi or rnon-commercial farners.

In the other S cases, farmers originally classified as non
or semi-commercial farmers were actually commercial farmers.
These were primarily farmers who specialized in vegetable
production and marketing. Since Testerink was not able to
collect data on vegetables, commercial vegetable farmers slipped
through his definition. Some other farmers reclassified as
commercial were those who produced and marketed much more maize
than their "expected" output based on Testerink’'s formulation.
These farmers used more intensive farming methods and sometimes
irrigation to obtain large harvests from land seemingly too small
for commercial agriculture.

The last 2 columns in Table B.l show that using the revised
definition, there are somewhat fewer commercial farmers and more
non-commercial farmers among the advanced farmers. Still, about
60% are commercial farmers and over three quarters are either
commercial or semi-commercial farmers.

62



p—y

- [ A N N N D AO RO AN PO AD A A A A b= b b S e B e e e

JABLED.2
SELECTED YARIABLES ON WHICH THE DEFINITION OF COMMTRCIAL FARMING IS BASED

[
awmwmmaum.—l

ESTIMATED  REPORTED YEGETABLE

MAIZE PROD. XAJ2E HARVEST LESURCS  TOTAL PERCENT  YEARS
OVER OVER HAIZE  COTTON  TORACCO & OTHER  6KOSS  WECTARES OF MAIZE  HALZE
D_ REQUIRCHENT ~ REQUIREMENT _ SALES _ SALES __ SMLES  SMES _  SALES CULTIVATED _SOLD __ _ SKpD
Vo7 b 3’ tE100 fE - VE - TE - VE N0 P 1.6 170 % MLUAYS
AT SR 17} A A 04 L3I V0 ) VIR
YY) S T S T 1.V S T R 7 T ) D T 18 S 11} S 1) |
ooty by b s b - - 02 1 77 0 1.7 b 3811 ALHAYS
R S S R £ § SN S 11| R T T S S SN A 11| NS B S 'S} S (1)
! 70 0 M40 4 1250 ) 4000 f - 4 1960 7150 § 133 0 S61 1 RmOST
R 11 SR R S S Y R 0 f 44 1 0 | SOME
VooUsST b XL b 2%00 4 9S4 b - b 150 b ebh f 7.8 4 SO1 | ALWAYS
boooser b qger b 300 v - b 80 ) 135 b SIS b 34 b A8 ] AUMYS
g 7 13 v - L4000 4 - b - ADOO ¢ IL6 T 0 1 SOM
d 13 1 0 S [ 2 T T AR R S 1.7 2 S 20 A S -1, 4
boooS391 b Hsir b 2500 o 930 L -} 180 13,350 § 460§ A4S © HOST
| 11 0 A1 ) - b 180 b - 1 M000 2870 1 8.6 1 0 i HIVER
bt b onst b o0 v - b - b - b 200 4 6.7 4 BT | HOST
RN /1) S S - S S | N S SR (| A 17 SR D ¢ () B P S R 0 ) S - (1) |
P19l 1 H/A N (T 01 2.0 } KA SO
booo2000 ) XA bowo b - b - 4 - b 200 2.0 1 H/A 1 SO
D 1Y) S RY S T S SR N S 0 22 &+ 0 | 9%
oI b 12kl b 683 b 972 v 80 ot - b 1705 44§ 44D ) KOST
' 61 | ) S S O L7 W R 7 S A U0 N T | N 2
J:tP; SN TS Y VY1) SN 7 | N A S S S S 7 T Y A V) N A ' 1A
S 1.1 S L S e S A T/ W A 77 W 6 T S (R -
' 772 S S Vo') S 11| RO S A S S SRS 1417/ MY 0 N HNY2 S 13
' L%:} SR .Y’} S A N S B R 04 LY 4 0 1 KOST
P} SN RS 11'7) SN T2 S S S S ¥ | S S 1'% A S O% N A 11) S W (L]
' 1) S m o+ - 4 - 0 - - 0+ .8 F 0 | HEVER
T ITS SN ) S ] B R N D 21 1 35 1 41 | HEVER
oo 150 0 - b - b= ba3s00 4 ¥3%00 4 3.5 1 0 ) SOME
HZ71) S R §1:7F S Y 1t B S oo b 00 2.2 B/A L SOME
! 841 ) 1S b M b - b - 890 b 133} 16 1 a1 WST
oA bOK/A VKAV - = A K R N ST
P08l ) Bl ) oS00 b - boL004 1 sM04 1 31 b 821 1 ALWAYS
' 91 ) e v - b O3NS0 b - %00t 3650 1 8.0 4 0 i S0
I &1} S 70 8 - b - b - b 300 4 300 ) 2.1 § 0§ SOAE
Soo2100 b 20l b 400 4 - b - b - b 400 7 2.0 1 291 1 ALUAYS
' 463 0 91T b 750 b 288 b - b 12s b N30 L9 b 431 1 ALMAYS
o33 b e b NS0 b - b - 300 ) M50} 2.6 1 S0 50K
o33 ) M9 b 336 b - b - b - b 33601 2.7 1 S0 1 SOME
boo1e3r b 8er b k0 Y - b - b - 1 480 1 3.7 1 BT 1 SOME



TABLE 8.2 {continued)
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CROP GROWING _ GROWING _ SELLING  SELLING | GROWING _ SELLING
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] 1 ] ] t ] [}
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APPENDIX C

ADVANCED FARMER DEMOGRAPHICS

Demographic information on the advanced farmers is displayed
in table form below. For comparison purposes, demographic data
for the "average" Swazi rural homestead is also reported when
available. Sources for the comparative data are the 1%933-1984
Swaziland Census_of Agriculture [Central Statistics Office,
198¢]), The Swazi Rural Homestead [de Vietter, 1983] and the
Sample Census of Agriculture, 1971 [Central Statistics Office,
1972].

TABLE C.1
HOMESTEAD SI2E, ABSENTEES, OFF-FARM EMPLOYMENT AND LABOUR FORCE
ADVANCED FARMERS

1 OF TOTAL
MEAN HIN HAX___HHSTD POP.

ALL_RURAL RESIDENTS)
X OF TOTALY
HEAN __HMSTD POP.

100.0%

] 1
1 I
! :
: : :
] ] ] ! (] ] ]
1 ‘ 1 ' i ' t
HOMESTEAD i 15.3 1 5 1 48 | 100.0% 1} 10.0% | |
POPULATION ! ! ! ! ' ! :
| : ! : ¥ : :
HOMESTEAD P 11,7 1 0 ! 45t 7651 11 8.01+2{  80.01 |
RESIDENT® POP. : : : : H : :
: ! : ! ¥ | :
HOMESTEAD NON- | 3.6 ¢ 0 | 18 | 23.51 i 2.02 | 20.0% |
RESIDENT POP. : | : | H : :
: ! : : ¥ ! :
MEMBERS EMPLOYED | 2.5 1 o0 ! 9 1 163t 1 - 4 - |
ANAY FROM HMSTD | : : : H : :
! : ! ! ¥ ! :
NUMBER OF INCOME* ¢ 1.9 | o | 9 % 1242 3 - 1 - |
EARNERS (RESIDENT | | : : H | :
AND NON-RESIDENT) ! ] : : ' : |
! ! : ! ¥ ! :
NUMBER OF NON- 1 1.7 &+ o |} 9 & uar 4 - 4 -
RESIDENT REMITTERS | : : : X : :
: : : : ¥ : :
HOMESTEAD LABOUR & 6.3 & 2 | 19 1 4r21 ft - 1 - |
FORCE? ! : : : ¥ | !
: : ! : ¥ : :
HEMBERS LESS THAN | 6.7 | 0 | 28 1 43524 - 1 - |
15 _YEARS OLD : | | ! L : :

1 1983-1984 Swaziland Census of Agriculture.

2 The Swazi Rural Hoamestead.

* Residents a.e aesbers who sleep at the hoaestead at least 5 nights per week.
+

|

i.e. excluding non-resident wage earners who do not send back reaittances.
i.e. resident aesbers age 15 or older plus employed non-residents who return
to help with ploughing, planting, weeding and harvesting (at least 3 of 4).
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TABLE C.2
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF HOMESTEADS HAVING CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS

AVERAGE RURAL

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ADVYANCED FARMERS |1 RESIDENTS
HONMESTEADS HAVING: NUHMBER 4 i -
{ ] (M} ]
] § 14 ]
NON-RESIDENT H 7 ' 14.92 1 - H
HOMESTEAD HEAD i H H H
] [] &) )
] ] [N} []
FEMALE H 4 H 8.5 i 28.012 |
HORESTEAD wEAD H ! i '
' H i ]
NON-RESIDENT MEMBERS | 42 ! 89.41 i 78.31%2 |
] ] () ]
] [] " ]
HEMBERS EHMPLOYED OUT- H 4] ' g7.2% ! 862.0%2 |
SIDE THE HOMESTEAD | H H i
] ] t 1l ]
] ] "t ]
MEMBERS CONTRIBUTING | 37 | 7878 4 - |
TO HOMESTEAD INCOME ! i ' '
] ] ti ]
] ] 11 ]
NON-RESIDENT P32 1 esox 4 -
INCOME REMITTERS | : H :
] 1 [ ]
] ] [} []
ONE HOUSEHOLD R R B 13X S I
¥ ] [ | ¥
] ] [} ]
TWO HOUSEHOLDS H 10 B 21.32 It - H
| ' i H
THREE OR MORE H 6 H 12.72 {1 - |
HOUSEHOLDS H H i B
[]
1
AYERAGE NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS PER HOMESTEAD: 1.6 1
2 The Swazi Rural] Hosestead.
TABLE C.3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS OF ADVANCED FARMER HOMESTEAD HEAD

AVERAGE NUMBER

i 1 y
HOMESTEAD HEADS WITH NO SCHOOL E - E 12 E
AVERAGE YEARS OF SCHOOL-HOMESTEAD HEADS E 4.3 YEARS § - i
HOMESTEAD MEMBERS OVER AGE 6 WITH NO SCHOOL E - E - E
AVERAGE YEARS OF SCHOOL-MEMBERS OVER AGE 6 } 6.3 YEARS 4i - E

o - o e mo o me e
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RESIDENCE AND EMPLOYMHENT STATUS OF ADYANCED FARMER

TABLE C.4

NUMBER 1

! ' d
RESIDENT ! 40 | 85.11
RETURNS WEEKLY b2 b a3
RETURNS MONTHLY ! 4 ) 8.51 !
RETURNS YEARLY S U 0 T S
TOTAL NON-RESIDENT ! 7 ' 14.9%7 !

i | H
FULL TIME FARMING |33 ) 70.21 |
NON-FARN EMPLOYED®* = | 11 ! 23.4%3 |
UNEHPLOYED 3 1 6.1}

% Includes 3 self-eaployed

TOTAL AREA OF ADVANCED FARHER HOHMESTEAD FIELDS

TABLE C.5

IN HECTARES

HOMESTEAD HEAD

' HEAN : MINTHUN ' MAXIMUM '2 ( .5 HA : I ) 5 HA :
TOTAL SAMPLE E 6.3 % .9 % 47.5 é 0 E 34.8% %
HIGHVELD % 3.5 E .9 E 7.1 % 0 § 9.1 %
WET MIDDLEVELD % 3.4 g 2.0 E 8.9 E 0 % 9.1% §
DRY MIDDLEVELD E 4.4 % 2.1 % 8.2 % 0 % 28.6% E
LOWVELD i‘ 13.0 E 3.4 E 47.5 E 0 E 85.71 g
LUBOMHBO % 3.4 E 2.4 E 4.2 % 0 g 0 E
AVERAGZ RURAL ; 1.5-2.6 ; - ; - ; 26.5% 5 12.21 ;

i 1 i i i '

RESIDENT®

% Various surveys have reported different average land holding sizes for

Swazi Rural hoaesteads.

Testerink [1984]). The
centages of hoaesteads
hectares coae from the

The figure of 1.5 hectares was obtained froa

figure of 2.6 hectares as well as the per-
having less than half a hectare or more than §

Sample Census of Agriculture, 1971.
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TABLE C.6

NUMBER OF FIELDS BY ACQUISITION

HOW ACQUIRED NUHBER ' 1 ‘
INHERITED ; 62 E 38.52 E
ALLOCATED (73: 100.0%) ; 73 ; 45.31 ;

- ORIGINAL (47: 64.41) i - - !

- ADDITIONAL (26: 35.61) E - E - E
RECEIVED AS GIFT % 8 é 5.01 E
BORROWED E 16 i 10.01 ;
PURCHASED g 2 % 1.21 %
TOTAL ; 161 E 100.0X Ai

24 (51.1%) ADVANCED FARMERS INHMERITED AT LEAST ONE FIELD.
27 (57.4X) ADVANCED FARMERS WERE ALLOCATED AT LEAST ONE FIELD.
5 (10.6%) ADVANCED FARMERS WERE GIVEN AT LEAST ONE FIELD.
9 (19.1%) ADVANCED FARMERS BORROW AT LEAST ONE FIELD.
4 ( 8.51) ADVANCED FARMERS LOAN OUT AT LEAST ONE FIELD.
2 ( 4.31) ADVANCED FARMERS PURCHASED ONE FIELD.
15 (31.9%) ADVANCED FARMERS HAVE BORROWED FIELDS THEY ARE NOT
BORROWING NOW.
2 ( 8.5%) ADVANCED FARMERS HAVE LOANED OUT FIELDS THEY ARE NOT .
LOANING OUT NOW.

TABLE C.7

RANKING OF INCOME SOURCES FOR ADYVANCED FARHMERS

NUMBER OF FARMERS HAVING  NUMBER OF FARMERS HAVING
THIS AS MOST IMPORTANT  THIS AS 2ND MOST IMPORTANT

SOURCE OF INCOHME SOURCE OF INCOME
INCOME SOURCE : NUHBER l 1 : NUMBER ' 1 '
CROP SALES % .36 E 76.62 E 3 E 6.41 g
WAGES AND REMITTANCES E S % 10.62 E 13 E 27.71 E
SALE OF LIVESTOCK E 2 % 4.31 E 11 é 23.42 §
SALE OF HANLICRAFTS E 2 é 4.32 % 6 E 12.82 %
OTHER ; 1 E 2.1 ; 2 ; A.32 E
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APPENDIX D

DATA _COLLECTION

Before a sample of advanced farmers could be drawn, it was
necessary to have a list of all of the farmers who had joined the
Advanced Farmer Scheme. Such a list was not immediately
available but after some searching, it was found that a list
could be compiled from Advanced Farmer Scheme documents riow
stored in the National Archives. The relevant documents
corisisted mostly of memos from the 11 subdistricts announcing the
names of the advanced farmers and the advanced farmer numbers
they were assigned. Many times the lists of names were
incomplete because they had been coumpiled in the late 1%60's. In
those cases, there were almost always memos from later years
giving the names of farmers who had joined the scheme after the
original lists had been compiled. 0Out of all of these documents,
a single list was constructed containing the names of 892
advanced farmers along with their advanced farmer number and the
subdistrict in which they resided. Since there were reported to
have been 919 advanced farmers by the end of the scheme, only 27
farmers, less than 3 percent of the total are missing from this
list.

Each farmer on the list was assigned a number between 1 and
892. A sample size of 50 was chosen for the survey. However,
since it was suspected that there might be some difficulty in
locating some of the advanced farmers, a random sample of 100
farmers was drawn. They were then arvanged in the order in which
they were drawn so that if a farmer could not be located, he
would be replaced by number 51 in the sample order. The next
farmer who could rfiot be located would be replaced by number 52
and so on. The first 65 farmers on the list were used to obtain
interviews with 47. Time constraints prevented the attainment of
the full sample size of 50.

A questionnaire was designed covering homestead
demographics, land holdings, acquisition and security, crop
production and sales, marketing, farming methods, tribute labour,
fencing and irrigation. Because of its length, the questionnaire
was split into two parts. Part I dealt with land questions,
homestead demographics and field measurements. All other issues
were covered in Part I1.

The questionnaire was written in English and then translated
into siSwati. The siSwati version was then retranslated back
into English to check for translation errors. This was an
important step as many cases were found in which the translator
did not really understand the original English or in which a

6%



literal translation had been made but the meaning had been
totally lost. This exercise also convinced us of the importance
of translating the questionnaire into Siswati beforehand rather
than depending on the enumerator to translate as he was
conducting the interview. Many mistakes in translation were
found during this process which would never have been caught in
the field.

After being translated into siSwati, the questionnaires were
pretested on a group of 8 advanced farmers who had not been
selected in the sample of 100. The pretest identified many more
problems in the questionnaires. The results of the pretest were
used to further revise the questionnaire; rewording scme
questions, dropping some and adding others.

The questionnaire was administered between February and Junie
1937. The farmers were located by contacting the extension
workers in the subdistricts in which the farmers were krnown to
reside. Each extension worker who recogrnized one or more of the
advanced farmers accompanied us out to the homestead of the
advanced farmer and introduced us.

During the administration of the first part of the survey,
the fields of each advanced farmer were measured. A field was
defined as a piece of land that is ploughed or could be ploughed
and is separated from the land next to it by a fence, trees,
river, road, or other boundary. Most fields were divided into
smaller areas by grass strips which ran horizontally across the
fields perpendicular to the slope. These sub-fields were called
panels.

A measuring wheel was used to measure each panel and each
grass strip. Top and bottom length measurements were taken of
each panel or grass strip and three width measurements; one on
either end and one in the middle. The area of each panel and
grass strip was then calculated by means of a formula provided by
researchers at the Malkerns Agricultural Research Station. Total
field areas were obtained by summing the areas of the panels and
grass strips.
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