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AGRICULTURE AND AG RICULTURAL TARGEIT POPULATIONS
 
IN SOUTHERN DISTRICT'S COMMUNAL FIRST DIVELOPMENT AREA*
 

by
 

Paul lleisey** 

CIAPTER L 

Introduct ion 

A. Agricul Lure and CuinliuurItI l SL lDOve_ I o0nMIrLt. Po Iicysi Aria 

Deve lopmentl planners ill HotswAlll i dLt. i ly two LhelieS, employment 
creatioun and rutaI deveJOlllnL, as chiralac ! er si! ig dieV( loplinnLt efforts 
(Mi nist ry of Fi nance and Dleve loleii.Lt . iovemnber 1980, theP1 a11ir Iig) N11 
Rural )evelopmetnt: Counl rlje lldsI a1; l !d Lt I t i he pustl ed ill tile com­
munal areas ul BotwStMa ti.e. tho1se alrea.lS not clhlaraLri sud by I riuhoid, 
leasehold, or slate tenure) in a svsLemnatic kashion, beginning in Com1munal 
Fi rsk Deve l opmtl Areas. In most (o'mn11h I .r reis , it was ar'gued, emlploy­
niellL and ilComelC ge rtF!t1ontl wOnld itan I 114 coipl em nLritI y development of
mixed farm ing, rural i ndusL r ies , and labour-i ntens ivv devu lolmeitl projects 
(CFDA Worki ng (;rotip)• 

cOmiponl I (lVL,'Ol)eir II I)CCOeThe first ent , l ag icillkni l;llrr , ha cos Corn-I 
uonly stated goal in BuLswa ira, as iL has beeu in rural-based societies 
Lhroughout the wor l.d. O. of the inltent ions beaiind the creat ion of the 
CFDA policy is to focus it ent ionl on lhe fact that if agricultural devel­
opment in Botswana is to involve, posiLively, the majority of its rural 
population, it will have to comprise more than the creation of a commer­
cialised livestock sector. 

The administrative districts of Botswana were entrusted with the 
task of selecting CFDAs. In April 1981 Southern District Council endorsed 
the policy and selected the PItsaine/liitslrare-Molopocorridor as its CFDA 
(Southern District Council). Tis present pape r attempts to provide an 
overview of agriculture ill Southern D)istrict's CFDA, and to suggest some 
ways similar overviews could be developed in other CFI)As. It is based 

http:alrea.lS
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primarily on agriculturn a.t ist i,; :;,oi,,lt j',ia;l , Alnthropo)ogica l , and 
other sLudies done iii or r ' CFI)A wi I It il il R algriC l­nea" t have tii..,on 

Lure; and the autlhor's cvoversa, Wi: wit h SI 1w,iicrDiUt rift plIanning per­
sonnel, agricultural exLtension personniel Anid ',uiinItL at ion ()I Lilt records 

kept by agricuttural exLens ion perstilile I M:teI Ittir sourCes were con­
suited in the IsLMrct in late Octoelr iidl ,,,,fly Novtiimbr ul 1981. 

B. An Outline of the Paper 

The paper beg.ins with An overview "I .,r, I ri,, ii li e area, fI r st 
as seen iin the rvlev, nit port inns "I rv,,,,nl i11 lal A,,r i'tii;. SL.iL;s­
tics (Agricultural St is ivs Unit Aid c n JIi ;tat Ht i; (llie,i, vari­
o)us), and iI some of th, wu ik o1l Iliw ill rr"ltil ,,i,,;ots johIn ;lComarln I ( 1977, 
1980) and Ornnll (; Ihr.tid.st. (inllhrIbidsein). it ihli.it dit upw., d ' .1 i k ainl 

dirty' methodology whiclh might be used by lit iict pli.niii i, per,;oull l LU 
c reite A pol icy-orie nted typology i I ;laimir. io" at IIA. 16l examiple of 

this methodology appli eud to hg(tro vi I li ,, in s t lirin Ibistlrict, i:s pro­
v i d e.d T h i s' i nl u r n ,l p r o'{ o v x'; [i {t l { 1 "t il tdt tlllm­. , t V t k s.' d1 r et- ll l~m l th -- m ah ia~s 


Lion thai tlie a )roloig Fa.rm.s arei, wi lhin which, imorii )1 lieIe Ci)A lies, is 
a t ssltul' qiowiln; ait'a, It ,, rt, 1 Farwsiriaicv crop in cta/1'1t,,tI fdlt 1i" 

are, indeed, m;arktd by 'i a It.iitnlto inteit Il v r a, i i n;' , An ,;t re.ssed i)y 
COIllilrof f (1977), anid Ihtt , n1 fact, even ht ovut lI Ia ricul t rt I p1 rodUc-
Lion in Barolong has probably nev r heei as Iit ;i. i, us.iilly thought. 
Somei ol the impliiritions its has Ior ,gri ult ra l policy in the Area, 

alid in Botswana 's comliunliI tIartIs gtn1l,ra I I y , ar'e jiti ILteLd out. The pape r 
comc udes With soilie general tbiselvatvat1n iobsr ()li4tl:,ii l artera ii(uln Lir,;il 

ru4sparIU.'
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CHAPTER II 

Southern District CFDA and the Barolong and 
Ngwaketse South Agricultural Districts
 

A. The Agritultor l St atist ic.; 

The Iaterial 1p1r ,esenItILd i 1m1ed iit,I y l I ,, i s I rom the three [nost 
recent na tiow idt, I-i c Iut (Ia I o,;tt' t.),, I ( r 19 /8 /1P), 1979/80, aid 1980/81 
(Agricultural Statist ic t ; Il nild C'-'Itr I-I :;I t i c off icu, various). 

li ',l i rnia 
Lo good ye)ts (sVe a 1 '1) I) nld )(,, Ill 'ead 1in; Lhis sta-

The first year wI!; at dl'y y ,i ; liet' Iat tI. i w( a tii coio;id e,,d lo 
hibt'. he l4W 

tistical material , t lie rc.ide " lion Id r.i::i r " io t I ii i,,s in la rtic:tal-ar. 
First, in ti Ag, t'i t',lt aIi S. Li ist ic.;, cotI I citint s (I var i at iol ( v 's) 
are generally hii,luir Inct" i-t :\'ciilisii L.:.ttnsiiir listrict etimates than
for Agric: ltaral R .,i to esti in.i t , lli i, ii ' , ' ii, r i cvght t han 

for lotL_;W, i;I as a Whol,'. St mi'dt, I i t i l -:it A)ricuiilt ii Sta.;tis-
Lics aree I .i I Iv till(t, 1ti0 t tI, 5 , t), pIi Lt lltil',t e1s i ril e r'Sill t i 

ha vi rig a ,iiira it ic'. A.-, w I I I I (h it ­gi vein i: ;( I Ii, i I(Im,1;t s La Li s 
Lic ! c ll hiJdc siIIi IitIIt iul ti-u V, u1 t :lIaro in Thi rd,_allI i us, (I I I;Igv,'tie.s. 

tliese I- !)g , res ls;lil I I coitl , l "it ,I gw.i I :;,, Sl A11 lnic [ll ill 
E'XtenL SiOll Ici't I . The (:.lil\ I ioce; wil nii]) I I%.o 1) Listrict b ut- coi,­
prises , roughly, olly ,0( t h10 9 A I i, , lI Ltit. I -t -I ,;iol Areis within 
thIem. 

cullt i,i IrII i nIi i Ago ll I Iui:;l1ri 1;1;I ii it(.l" 2 pt, iit (it BIo tswa.,i 's 

tarmers, as estiiiiated by rictut Agric, ll iur;l Stat ist-ics; Lhe Ngwaketse 
SoutLh Agricultural Dist cict it . ' i*u p ,.ciut " 

I. Types of lirli; 

IL iS C0 111110io1)' I LI tL Lso1thItclop ),'ti: ot Lioll i,, Soutlern Agriculturall 
Region, antd particula ly isi'olong,iore than is Bo­is t,uji1hisi;ed it i n 
tswani a as who It.. it ,I-inc tr SLtt. i ,t it Ile 1p to i nea Rect t t I s de ; nd 
shalarpeln the pa rameL ter he iIIi t is ge' ltar, I IIctsiiII LiOil, anid Lo give an 
over'vi w of l)r iCI IIIu rI 1 t e1I ;i ;e5 t xi s t;t. if Ili two Di stt'i cLs 
within which the (FIDA lies ,'I.if)les 1-/). 

As expected, tLeier'ce et:igC.es of Ba I 10l fadrlers who held cattle 
We,'re S'tii0We lia loWt'" iIN tit' Ie ri'c t ,i,';e It) ' I I I B)t,;w;IIia . T ieestimatedi 
percentages for Ngwaketse South were hig;her Lan tihe ntional percentages 
(Table 1) . Estimated nl_,,IIie rd s iZeS for iaro Io we re lower thanlng for 
all Botswana. Those for Ngwaketse South were Lhe same to somewliat lower 
than the national figures (Table 2). 

Interestingly eniough, the est [malted p. rcentages of farmers holding 
arable lands ini Barolong and Ngwaktetse SoUtII were vi. rLually indistinguish­
able from those nationally, or perhaps lower (Table 3). And the percent­
ages of farmers actually ploughing and p)lanting crops in the three years 

http:et:igC.es
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IA BLIE I 

PVrcentagus of Farmer; HIolding Cattle 

1978/79 1979/80 L980/81 

60 04 62 

H9 82 76 

// 72 69 

'ABII. 2 

Mean lerd Sizes for il.',rmurtollding CaLLIt e 

19I1//9 19/9/8o 1980/81 

31 2.8 22 

41 134 J3;' 

40 42 43 

TABLEI '3 

Percentages of FarmrH lb ldinig Arable Land 

1978//9 1979/80 1980/8.1 

87 80 69 

79 82 72 

85 88 84 

TABLE 4 

Percentages of Farmers 1'[anting Crops 

[978/79 1979/80 1980/81 

53 71 62 

39 68 67 

55 82 81 
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'LABIE 5 

Mixed' Fiarmle rs an a P2rceIiiLagv of T'Iotal Farmers 

AREA 197S179 19/9/80 1980/81 

Barolong 47 50 31 

Ngwaketse South 08 o4 48 

Botswana 62 O 53 

TABILE I
 

'Catlelc Only' Fari ,r s1; ,i I'l' .ii ,ag,"I ''lt;a Farmers
 

AREA 19/8/79 1979/80 1980/81 

Ba rung 13 14 31 

Ngwakutse South 2i 18 28 

Bots-W;nall I , I2 16 

TAILE 7 

'Lands Only' Farmrs as a l',rcLiiage of Total Farimers 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong 40 3h 38 

Ngwaketse South [1 18 24 

Botswania 23 28 31 

in quest ion Lvidled to he lower in Iai'o long iid Nwakeise South than in 
all Botswana (Table 4). 'lhii mllis that in th two Agricultural 1Dist ricts 
somewhat lower prceilages of lariers who hold land a Lua[ly p)lanted crops 
in any given year. The figures for {lie individual years support this 
conclusion regardless of whether the year was dry, as in 1978/79, or not. 

It is notable that only 25 percent more Bazrolong farmcrs ploughed in 
1979/80 and 1980/81 thani in 1978/79, whereas in Ngwaketse South the num­
bers doubled, and nationalLy they increased by around 50 percent. These 
figures support the tentative conclusion Wla proportionately more Baro­
long farmers who plough in normal. to good years continue to plough in a 



drought year like 1978/79. Presumably iore Barolong farmers are larger 
arable farmers who, in ,a bad year, do not drop ""t hit rather reduce their 

hectarages. 

1If it is ;ssuilied tha ,l I I l rI ; t.it1her lit Id CatL Ie, or Iands , or 
both (i . e . that no I arier qua I i I! vd ao; sucli o I'y o l I he I,asi of , say, 
smallsiock holding), percentages ol 'ml > d, 'cittle ollly', and 'lands 

only' farmers can be callited. 

'Mi xed ' farme rs are t ll,)!;t Who holdI )()t lands aiid catLIe. Fewer 
Barolong fa r eor Wotl I x' a rilhls I ianii :t;wna -n ,'; lly. Tlie per­
centages for Ngwaket.s. Soth were more ioiiiiaratil ut, the ilolaIt I igureS 

(Table 5). More Ngwaket:i' Sooti, I,, mori; wot ' taltt.t (nly' larmers tHall 
nationally. The i)creemnt .,ig,.; l ", v[aitd k,I iT,,ly '.ble 0). More 
Baroloitg farners ;"d fewer 'jwlikt .; '),,ii h tairl.:; we.re ' lainds only' 
farmers than in gi l (TableiBotswalna neall y ). 

2. Crop Farming--l,,sic St it i.st i':; 

The presuppos ition h Lro, ,i N;wdkets haVe arabletLht . I ind Soluth more 
activity tlhan other Agricltural t)istrcl; is burnoe )ut by soume of the 
data (Tables 8-15). 

TABL 8 

Mean ItecLarage Per lPlotighing Farmer 

AREA 1978/791 1919/80 1960/81 

Barolong 5.1 11.7 12.4 

Ngwaketse South 5.8 8.7 8.5
 

Botswana 3.6 4.1 4.0
 

1. Sorghum, maize, beans, and millet only. 

'AB LEH 9 

Percentages of Planting Farmers Who Harvested Some Crop 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81
 

Barolong NA 80 80
 

Ngwaketse South NA 80 
 87
 

Botswana NA 83 84
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AREA 

Barolong 

Ngwaketse 

BoLswana 

Percenages of 

South 

TABLE 1 0 

Planted [ec_ az._,. 

1978/79' 

78 

37 

53 

Whicll Were 

1979/80 

92 

137 

A5 

Harvestd 

1980/81 

92 

93 

75 

1. Sorghum , maize, beans, and mill ,L onIly. 

AREA 

Bdru Io g 

Ngwaketse 

Bo tswa na 

South 

Yield 

TABL.: I1 

Per HarvesLed Ilectare--Io(d Crops / 

(kg/ha) 

1978/79 1979/80 

80 363 

65 276 

M9 190 

1980/81 

637 

392 

237 

1. Sorghum, maize, beans, and millet. 

TABLE 12 

PercenLages of 'l'uLa Natonalh 'Traditional' 

Food Crop OutLpuL, by Vo[uime 

AREA [978/79 1979/80 

Baroiong 3.5 7.8 

Ngwaketse South 2.9 15.2 

Botswana 100.0 100.0 

1980/81 

14.0 

20.3 

100.0 

1. Sorghum, maize, beans, and millet. 



l 

TABI.E 13 

P rcenla les Tota tio011,1 ;i()11;o (of aIa l I 1 Gri..dllnut 
and Sunf lower Output, by Vo i i.-, , So t htrn Agri itiIt I al R gii 

CROP 1918/19 1() /q/m 1980/ 8L 

Groundintits 12 11 67 

Sunflower h7 i 92 

1. Southern AgriculturaL Region I HludV:; Ilarolong and NgwaketLse SOULh
 
Agricultural Di st rict.;.
 

TABLE I 4 

Total ialit d 

AREA ;OR(;IIMi IZ1% Mll IIETl IEANS 041 kItR 

Ba 1ro lg 29.9 4 . / - 6. 21.4 

Ngwaketsu South 49.o '38.1 5.0 

Bo t swa nlia "2.0 27.7 ().2 8.0 4 . 11 

Percentage of Hacweiiap, to Civn Cropsi--1979/801 

1. Area from mixed f[Iel h; Is a Ilocated among Lhe var oul,-rops bly 
weight of seed applied. 

TABLE 15
 

Percentage of Total llectLarlge PlantUd to Givein Crops--1980/811
 

AREA SORGIIUM 1A I Z I: N IIT IlANS (JTIIr.lK
 

Barolong 32.3 48.4 - (.1) 8.9 

Ngwaketse South 32.8 58.1 - 8.3 U.8 

Botswana 50.14 30.1 7.3 9.0 2.6 

1. Area from mixed Ilelds Is al located ailoiq; tiv van'(ii cof) tbyClni 

weight of seed applied. 

.3 
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Mean hectarage per p[oglihing fa rme leas hero hi,,igher in the two dis­
tricts In the years under disussion ('Table 8).2 'le perce ntage of 
planting farmers who actual ly har',e, ipd :"1it1 '(C , ;iJ)CArs Lo Ie no dif­
ferent in the Iwo l)isUricLs LIhan iI w:; lt ional ly in the nonrwia to good 
years of 1979/80 and 1980/81 (Table 9). H.oweve r, in he su same years the 
percentage of planted hecta rage whici was harvested in botLh iBarotong and 
Ngwaketse South was higher tLhan in Botswaio is ai whole (''able 10). In 
the dry year of 1978/79 Barolong larmers 5tiI I naged to harvest 78 per­
cent. of their planted area, wii le nat imial ly tlhe Iiur, dropped 53to 

percent and in Niwaket.se Soull i to only 37 P,,rceont of lilanitid hectarage.
 

Another measure of arab le perlolllmanve, is yield pier harvesLd hecLare. 
Ifere, ili the good years, esti ilatLed yieIds lfor Fo)d crops were higher in 
the Dst iicIs in pus.Lion, witl, Baroln g , on i,:l ted , leading NgwaketIsu 
South (Table 1I). In hci dry year, 1918/79, yi, Ids w r i niniloiimly low. 

Given tlie generaiilly larger heri.alig n, lili r harvcvsLiiig raLios, aid 
greater yields for Barliong and Ngwaktso Soith , onile would expect- farmers 
Lhere Lo aCOllilt[ fIor disproportL io(Jiilt ly l;-rrg ilm1oil1s of i t ionat Crop 

prodiie ii 'li.ii in ha I li c, e crops in ite twool. tact_ beel rit 1'()1lo( 
glood i isll l',blo ! lii cahi c oi; ( o)pi n wi(ilUnoLs aidei hii ").! I 
suifilower tLhe doinianceo Sot heri :\gr imlt nriiralR ,glii, L;ikeni as a whole, 
In nitin)l1 '1ridiilonal oU olit is evei lilti' si ri ki ig (Tadley 1 ) 5 In 
fat, coils ideri l hi. rtiage f il,iI'CS I o r crop1)s ( tIior Ir l it : foodtan i c 
c rolls, it appears likely IIhit list tLiis5soul hero Rugioni gruiidnut and 
sou flower prodor on c omies frol Agriu i.iralBa lo ong i,iil liiIri:l 

,;o)l iIii ig i .1'aril01"s , p icti alrly r ig IB lierr ; , lid Lo plantI !a 
more maiz e ald 'LhOtlie c' cops Lhlhiai dio ot-s5;ila Farler geneL ra l (Tables 
14 and 15). 

3. Grop Farmin g--Fari Prac Lices 

'[he following estimates corn(ce rn ing farmll practices ii the 1979/80 and 
1980/81 Agricultural Statistics are worth notILnig (Taibles 16-21). 

TAB I. L Ob 

draught Access--Percentages of Ploughing Farmers 
Using Owned or Maf isa'd Draught 

AREA 1979/80 1980/81
 

Barolong 65 
 50
 

Ngwaketse South 65 50
 

Bot swana 53 50
 

http:Niwaket.se
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'TABLE 17 

Draughlt Type--Pc reniages of 1lough ing la rme rs
 
Using 'TracLors ur 'ractors Plus Animals
 

AREA 1979/80 1980/81 

Ba ro long 30 15 

Ngwaketse South 33 24 

Botswana 22 18 

AB11 18 

Draught 'Tylpc--Pcrcentages o1 Plougiii ng Fa'rmers Using Donkeys Only 

AREA 1979/M) L980/81 

Barolong 3 20 

Ngwaketse South 10 19 

Bo tswana I1) 

'IA 1,1. I I 

DraugiLt 'rypc--Pe'ccenLages of Ploughing Farmers
 
Using Oxen and Other Cattle, or Cattle Plus Donkeys
 

AREA [979/80 1980/81
 

Barolong 35 65
 

Ngwaketse South 57 56
 

Botswana b7 72
 

TABLE 20
 

Row Planting--Percentages of Ploughing Farmers
 
Plant ing Some or ALI of Their Lands in Rows
 

AREA 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong 50 40 

Ngwaketsc South 33 16 

Botswana 7 5 

9 
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TABLIE 2 1 

Date of lirst PlanLing--Porce:t l.agvs of Plougihing Farmers 

1979/80 1980/81 
AREA Befor, Dcc. Before .jan. lelore Dec. Before Jan. 

Barolong 40 95 40 95 

Ngwaketse South 23 85 23 95 

Botswana 26 79 30 81 

In 1979/80 percentages ol owned and maflsa'-d draught for both Baro­
long and Ngwaketse South were et iitaed as higher
,roLswanathan for kTable 
16). In 1980/81 all three f igures were the same. 

Overall1, higitr proport ons o l I ilol, l; ian 1ia i l id N,wakuts 
South use ILractors or donkeys Lhan ini BoLtswaia as a who le, alLhough usL­
maeLs of the two years diltcr somew liat ('Tale s 17-19). (ItL is likely 
that the donkey draughL csL imaLe ur Barolung in 1979/80 is an tveresti­
mate, and that , correspondingily, lik vaLL Iv dhiamlli estl imiate is too low 
for Barolong in Lhai year). 

How plant i ig was al;Iso estIimatLed to heu, much iiigh, r in Iiese two dis-
LWi ets Liai elsewhere (Table 20) . li "Ily, Mrolung farmers appuarud 

to plant earlier tiOan farmers in Ngwake, ,t Sl.it or n;ltlionally in these 
two years (Table 21). 

4, CaLtle Holdiiing 

Two st I mates for caLL t.o h(oldI peegr nt age 1)1- 1a rmne rs holding 
caLt le and mean herd size, have aiready Wen presented . Several other 
nuLable esLimates lol low immediately (Table; 22-26). 

TABLE 22 

Cattle Herd Composit ion--Oxen as a Percentage of tile Total Hurd 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong 22 1o 16 

Ngwaketse South [2 10 12 

Botswana 14 13 11 
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'TABLE 23 

-- JSiI1o: ' rdCatLL Ie. rd it o Ccw. *I;; , PIL'tI't'0tii Lii' loLal I! 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong 35 39 40 

NgwakeLse South 4'3 45 

BoLswaIla 411 41 41 

TAB 'I1"24 

e.;-- P L'i iEIffecLI [Vt CLi' v n In),R 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81
 

Barolong 58 53 49 

Ngwake 'se South )0 44 48 

Botswana 49 49 49 

1. Defined as ca [yes/cows raLher than 1)i I-li /cows. 

''ABLE 25 

CaLt Ie Molrtal i Ly l,aLe.;--IlcrctiLag ; 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 .1980/81
 

Ba rolong 7 12 


Ngwketse South 8 1.4 10.
 

Botswana it 14 14 

In 1978/79 and 1980/81 Barolong farmers appeared to be holding larger 
proportions of oxen. Ngwakeise South Lrek oxen proportions did not appear 
to differ significantly from the national proportions (Table 22). There 
were odd years In which the proportions of cows relative to total herd
 
size in Barolong or Ngwaketse South differed from the national figure, 
but no consistent pattern emerged (Table 23). 

9 



'IA BLE 20( 

Cattle Ofttiake Rates -­ t'ercnt ages 

AREA 1978/79 19/9/80 1980/81 

Baro1ong 12 14 13 

Ngwaketse South 11 [3 5 

Botswana 10 8 9 

1. Defined as (sales + home slaughtr)/iLtail ciattLe. 

Witih respec[ Ito bio)logicil herd pvrfrimlaliiil pdral;ij t. Ler , it seems pos­
s ible thai Llie lhrds in liaro bug ,id Ngwikt S )outhlloiet iluuluS surlassed 
the national herd. When c li c, i ,vecalving aiLO; in hlieLwo Iiistricts dif­
fered iroU nii uminl caIlving raiL s , IiQV Lt 'ided 1 e liigh r l'ablu 24); 
and when mortality raL L'S in llarnl ot, anld N,,wak(,L.lU Soutih dive rged from 
those nationally, they tended to he Iow.r ('Tlhde 27 Iowuver, Llse 
figures should probably be interpreted caut iu;ly. 

Final 1)', o ike i'rite i" Hi r(I o i ,g .i ,ii ri ItO liVc,have been so imewliatL 

i o L CS li1, h er L ian n l n1I i es . 'Thei Lc: I or Ngwak t.s, Sout.h displayed 
no consistunt piLL ern (Tablc 2u). 

5. Smll[stock 

This sLat isL ica I over view of agricu Ilture in Barolong and Ngwakutse 
South Agricultural )1isLr et is concluded witIh a brief look aL smallstock 
(Tables 27-32). 

TABLE 27 

Percentages of Farmerl I i ndig GouaLs 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong 67 64 44 

Ngwaketse South 58 66 67 

Botswana 59 57 56 

http:N,,wak(,L.lU
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'rA BI., 28 

PerceLtages; of 1'a roe rr. l) Il g Shel) 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong 43 38 

Ngwaketse South :37 34 26 

Botswana 18 17 15 

TABLE 29 

Moan Flock Size for Farmers olIding CoaLs 

AREA 19l7/ 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong lI) I 13 

Ngwakeuse Soot 18 2 [1 

Bosw;mna 12 1 13 

TAB I. () 

Mean Flock SiZe for larners Ho lding Sheep 

AREA t978/79 919/80 1980/81 

Barolong 17 13 13 

NgwakeL se South 11 WO 10 

Bo tswana 7 10 10 

TABLE 31 

Goat Mortality Rates--Percentages 

AREA 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 

Barolong 38 40 28 

Ngwaketse South 28 42 40 

Botswana 46 35 32 
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''ABIE. 32 

Slheep Mar a liLy Ra L'S -- i' reen.ages 

AREA 	 1978/79 19/9/80 1980/81
 

Barolong 
 25 	 11, 30 

Ngwaketse South 33 	 48 32
 

Botswana 	 39 32 26 

Snia 1.Istock 	 Iio vt, I -xi ;ailihold ings app .ir t,) h . molt .,i!; i V Ial-ger ii 
these Lwo souLlhern AgrictilLul ra1 Di sitrict t; I lii iamt .liialI y, r Li I; nI- y
in Barolong and )arL iculaily in shot1't lioldijn s (';bles 27-30). lloweverl 
tie eStilni at ,s l(1 r Siil Isto'k ill ha r I i lilat i NIWAkj t,;u S ul ii, both ill 
terms of ptrcetLles lioldin, shep ,iiidmd g lt d mt ,lii I'lock appear 

1) 

; aizes, 
to have been dec.clining (witi tile eXC Itioii l Ill' ptct iiiQLag ole1ding guats
ill NgwakeLtse SuniLLI) . FUtltil rillio', ll l li )' r1n .!; it lliro long and Ngwa­
ketse SOuW 1 were lii i ,ti 1 lHbit i iial y i11 1 /9/8 ) iild 1980/81 , Wi Lh lie 
UxCel)t ion o1 Lilt, oirt ilLai rat ,oats ill in most lLlr ii nililg(ll , Ilie '.ce 
year (Tables 31 aid 32) . No gt.lil l ),i t oirlli ijiptlr ldisc rilil e in ef­
fccLivu birth lrlLe- or0 t mktl(, rles o i-, IraI tok. (Tables for these 
variables arto It l rodUte d llIir I- r lCe i!;ll; 01 S;iIu C ). 

B. 	 Antliro)Ologia I Illive 1;,;i ,il iji s--'I ic Woi k
 
I Jo hit tuili.i, ro I I I il 0 ro1i 1.i brinlis 


The hare, bons,.0 I I ilt .\g i (it,u lu ;I S tatI i St iCrS -i IIIle fleselid aut by 
conSidering Lhe a liaIiyses ut two illajor imliiro)o log i cal studios, oie done 
i ll Barol ong AgricuIltnra l D str ict (Coiorl * 197/, 1980) and tie other in 
Ngwaketse South Agrici.ll ura Il DistricL (G(uIbrandsen). Both o Lthese are 
much wider il sc.. e Iliiln Otle pruselnt apcr, which cannoL begin l o i th0eimi 
jusLice, btL Lliey IitL i)C Collside red Lin any di scussion of agriculture in 
I it 	 area. 

. arlii, in the Mid-I 9/l's--Comarol 1 

John Colnarotf did 14 intuths' field research ini Barolong inl 1974/75. 
The two publica loils sLC21imI ng I rom t his field work which are considered 
here (Coliroff 1977, 1980 presellt both i static description of Barolong 
agricLtlriltu in [lie mid-' 970's and ;ill analysis of its historical antece­
detlLs and process of -ra sftoruLat i ol. BLSides considering agriculture, 
"The Structure of Agricultural TransforiiaLion inl Barolong" (Comaroff J.977) 
gives an overview of Bar(long's developmIient needs in 6eneral, and, as its 
subtitle would SLglgest , preselts plo icy recOilmendatLols for integrated 
development. "Casz, and Culture inl a Peasant Economy" (Comaroff 1980) 
concerns itself more specifically with land .enure, emnphasises the his­
torical process of agricultural transforiatioi, and presents a much deeper 
analysis of the interaction between 'internal structures and external 
forces' in shaping that transformation. 

http:Agrici.ll
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'he St.aLit, pie tt"r whili (vom; ro f , '.c Is W a",11 ovi erwheli ngilly 

successful arable agricullurc, ini total. F'or 1973//A Ie estimales Lotiil 
grain crop production of .31,000 mll'et U .ic Mhan yields are estiliiiLued.o"n-s. 

at anyghere between 200 kg/ha, i" a ipor y,.i ;U"r small fanrmers, and 1600 
kg/ha. Cmiroff Lhat I I d in, t 1 ie ;W almost. allest inat es ol A() ni aii , 
row p lanted; 67 percent undertook leg i r.1lp) r'tl[ itil; percent usedt 48 
the 129 working LiraClOCS bo1 Soinlll[hg 441 ler t i tra[slorl ; (0 percent 
owned plainters; 98 pvere't , lloigls; 46 jh I, It , Cult iv;tors; 4 percent, 
Lhresli lng l i i i s; and 5!),/ pe I't:iL , ot a r iiml ic, l;Product ion was 
aimed regularly at the ii;; rkt , with 96 I.r',Lit o1 the 1arIlling htuuS hold:. 
selling grai , and 81 poret' "I l l itng ) ld s !e Ililng 25 or more,tI wusi 

90 kg bags in 1973/74. 

At the L iule, I)roln.-,Lll.t i to o I,y lieCc BarooSaitMe . c:; 4 / (211Ll01f l g 

c IIe. Ilt' iit'. It c; lU­fa Ine rs held ll 'llt- W',ts g l s s I I Lte di s I, 1) 
Lion Imply Iieain herd S i ;O per" c;I LtIre oWe li ,t be aIrou nd 22, medi an 
size perhaps below 15, and ai tot;al ng lierd "I abut (( head.BarI)'I L) 6,U.O 

As menii Coma rot I I.lie iaU ol inoned, claim: plj lI piicl-l1, aIgricuILire 
Barolong hides signif icntL internil v iii iln. 1. c'lassi ties tile total 
population inLo tour t'atn i e . 

A small gro up )1 large la rme 'rs a1I had acce.ss t o a btnidanilt Ilaid, owned 
tracitors, produced Li-rg. outputs, and mlj", vcd MUch seasonal agr ict[Lural 
tabour. Much 4)f their ilt mi came from re ntil[ il o tn 1 elliee ts, services, 
and Lranshiort ; anid many tiltered shi.irvltiopp, i; crangemels witl other 
falmlers to gain atLess t more Illa. 

A in.ajo~ri ty I.lliells ' , I" I I al I I lit s tIiooI Wot. w,111 , hlion)ll rjopo 
Was tlt,c i-as sag r idly i i 1 1 -,.M 11l- iimu.didlt,, ,rOlll-i cauwMe Iur 
this was a nart'W il; -profitmargin i drgr tie, 1 ' omla)1 15 l of1 risinug costs 
and stlatic output prices. (JWoarom I c Iln:; this .as rutldespite the fact 
that uiddle-rai,,e Iat'lers were lot product ive iln terms of ouLput per 
unit area. TIlLSC. ldariie2rs were tLhe prinma'ry v-I i ,2tele for hiring mechia-
Ili .d gri cuIlttira[ I 'servic s, whlich o ILi lorcId theIi to (.oIilni I cash re­
sources early ini I lite Seails . Ihity were more 1 i kely t. hini otlier farmiers to 
allow some of their landIto he sh;h;rtropped. 

An i ncres ing proport ion of the fanrning comiiiiIi ly in 1973/74 was 
small faruiiir;. Most "sed animal ldraugit, particuliarly donkeys, and owned 

few iuiileiiieits. (hi tlieir si;ma[I holdiigs Lhwv pro(lLucd subsistence or 
small surpluses for saile . Many hatd to sup1))lemen t the incomes they gained 
from tlheir ag ricuItural hoIdings, and Lto rely more on reciprocal exchanges 
wiLh other poor hiousehiolds. 

Finally, the rest of the population consisted of non-farming house­
holds who tended, increasingly, to form a pool of labour for the large 
farmers.
 

As mentioned, Comaroff's 1980 Journal of African law article analy­
ses, more deeply, the historic dimension of the tr;nsformatlon of agricul­
ture in Barolong from low productivity to an apparently very successful 
enterprise, lIe argues thaL among Lhe Tshldi, the jroup of Barolong wino 
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occupy the f'arms, the clasi;c. 'Tswani Iei'chy is 'lhigly negotiable' ill 
termis of individu;l iut.e 's sI F;.I t t-l11t101'0 , t lit I ain)long 1)1 the farms 
have escaped some o L h tisi. r;li tit oni ri:sky, ;'m i -;rlid age i ulILurete 


posed, in the Tswana political a syst em, c'li u I I y control o1 people's 
iovement between Lthe cent ral , caVli tL I vi I I age and t Ne ,irable lands. This 
was due to the incruLas ing polit ica!l ;lllrat it'l" ofl tit Barolong in the 
farms from tlie capital I at Pla ikeng, now in ,: iM Al r'i(al, beCrlnse of the 
anoi Liies of e t, rnta lly itp;osed litiiiitli i e, S i! t')in '':; ts oVvr l t ie cont rol 
of land. 9
 

Particula-ly IsinceI , .ar'.;i . Bo swana 's i nh pt'oeltlel,'t)i lie cIl-ass ol f'arim­
ers has solidiffI ld it.; po);;it ion lit) n'ly Iit n ih ii itcoen trol of ag icul­

c piLal [lit' )i tt-ii! ':; .Iid imil!,mt i s, but al so
gal ining Co 1 over Ircal ,Imin I ',i ivy, i i l i iiiI n . These, in par-­
turl in form ,nh tIt'rough 

Li ula r, have be n tMCn;, 'l a rcitfd A t. I N A'i, t ion a tl adjut!iV''Lti on 01' 
laid andI tie plil lil), 01t ln.i d ii ;tr. 'rlI at tt II I i Pd (Ie; i te t lie factL 
Lhait. Iew large, la i;cr,. iv., in :;I ill ii ti ; wit 'I';-i li (Ii roya ILy . RaLtier, 

tlhey have foirm d e !c(ddthpol it ic:l All i ane,' ; wit ii lot-h ' L i', iLi ona 1 
and 'liudern' pol a th +iia ilt o tluie interests.rit ltirsi:tuit 


Vil la g l.wa - ,2. M atihel. e , kn s S uiitiit . ( i l lisi 

Or iuIf (u 11l) ii idS'i A IS io i l ie I(I wit 1, i 1 l eI, ii-- 19/0's , spe id1 ng 
I) 11mon hs i :ll l t l. tlit, it' 1 ; t/ I/ / ill' Ira rd ;tn) . hiia lie tli, lies iniiied 1­
atl I '. Lhe nortLh o t A u i lrt i he It is lher Xt,waiket Sunl wiili iii CIIA. 
Clil braind ;en's des r lit t. l M' i lit i li_ ag, i I t lire i-L'sqilli lIrs theC expected 
foir HoL.;,,ana mio' re, 'It,,; ' ilanl It' II ii oIiuch li ti.iin I lal S; il(, oif 

1;111 I',l-ands lu o,.;1 illa~ttos ,ibotul 8H! por el'lt o I~ hih.' :;,llllet ofl 148 houlse­

hioilds w lt'i inivulvutd ini ,idalh t' igi i uitIii, l'0 tit' livc!l iA ictivity was 
var iable and oiutmut g n erally low. ti iihii iam ;v p i ploughi ng Ilousehoid 
was SOiiwli-aL OV0. 3 lii ill I')/')/1( ,iiil tUlwiii l iiler J la. i 1976/77. 
Yields (roughily equtiuiviient Lo yields per.1 lii rvested licLare) were around 
150 kg/ha in 1975//61 aid! [[5 kg/ha in 19/6/17. (ulbrandsen estimates that 
only D or 0() i_ :eill o I a 11IIr ttilil; liou:;tholds in boti years produced 
over 20 bags of 90 kg, 1t a io)nte sold tlhat iiny. 

Giillr,iindsvu ist atus that 197,/177, lrcenL of the farmers in hisin e 
MimaSletlce lli t d oii I y oxeli I or 1i1ouli i 11),,g ,,pe r'ce lnt used oxen Ilus 
other cattle, 6 lierctL used donkeys, itl liiercent tric tors. Of the 116 
households lie classif ies as; irible fi'mt i' based oil activity over two 
years , 36 tpe i dd ti diira tit allild S frio aln XltC'id d [ailli ly pool to 
make up ;i span, aind 9 rel jed oin mafisa'd aiiinmail s to make up a span. in 
1976/77 uly 5 liouseholids puooled animals witi other Ihai close relatives, 

'Putp i n hands ' , ore,xc halmiged tabour for' draiughlt ; aitd only 3 hired 
draught, in all cases tractors. 1i Ibra,ti sen est imates that of ploughing
households in 1971/77, 91 percent owned a plough, 30 percent a planter, 
and 18 perceit a cultivator. Twenty-six pieent used kra.il manure or 
fertlliser regularly or irregularly and 17 percent practised systematic 
crop rotation. 

Calculations from Gulbrandsen's catIle ownershi) and cattile holding 
figures Indicate peIrhaps 7H percent. of hi" sample held cattle. The mean 
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lerd size per vatt Ie owneir Wt perohpH aritataItd 17 head and the Illudiall 
around 9 head. If cattle of other faMi ly anuaabt'rS leld in the ki hlis of 
household heads were iouitled, mann lierl i mi ,1it increase it) lnear 21. 
head and median hel'd ;i ze to 15. 

This disLin'tiO" b~tweeil ,'.AL t )wil'tl by ,l i;t'laol, head and by other 
family members , and Iti Ibraidsi ' ; d i v i s ion it cattI I e-ho III idng houseIholds 
by age and sex of louselho ld lea d, are li t importnLt means of classsifi­

cation given his ,111.l ysi q. SoniM 0l t lio' I -tlt .;,11 iL Ili fat olres; of this 
analysis are listed below. 

;ulbriandsen's work i.n ',it cad i n tI xami M i,"n ol Lthe extended 
family sLtriuLtlre. fu .iil i n t'tv; n 'couldsurvive theirVe'y t , l' t a,.ilian on 
agri'iC iltural pru1ct l "ii l, ta , ,and t. at ri,,, liltt y' Wele d i)jie LI IL ol t lie 

rem ittan.ecs o famil i 1)'y bii' who l i. id w. a la'i tai , t) I eli l I l between 20) 
and 4U or 50. Someau a bl. ,', iaa ltll, 1i,; Ii ItaV, '' iit" dep]) e adelnt oil casth 

remiI LLances I rom] riiat woriker s;, i ron ' te ralai I migraiL m IMate labour 
at ploughiing timde. At tlie SMin im' " a' ,nr iicl Li'e rel ied vroei ally on 
the a oinli tt - d.ratgliht v.wwl" a vitla'i to Ia t ,aim "ri III I' gt'lie ritm'' e x­
tended famnily.
 

No l ll, . l :: {tle :,l ,. .he; .'; ~l,,v,il i , .. ; , id ,11)l Ilul ly II ll isct. 

t lit'r househl d a boui t jitit,'n i ,roa.aa allpower od i I oti . Ile ;id­110 1(gh1t 
dliCeS [wo i Maiijoar I.' st lls. I i ' t , 1lut' a ',ia 1i 1; 1iI hat - ': t uos I t i n 
to l) ta l, usuia ly t hiaose l leaded by !;0al ior iI hIe;, () I II'll iltt'lid (raI iiilCiile 
the least. 'lhy ,e aaI'tre I ike ly to 11 vt,. . eit o.r Ii tt I t, eciri ty and 
I'eini t ii t'ta i liaelIC I itil 0'a11) I Oi 'ed lli I J ,'a. F i,'taIt l 1ea);i' , I t' Maya iave
 

I l t I't ' t ll ()I i Ik, Ititl:; iotse­lelt u a t ie o 'alollliI' ili eeastt bo't W -t ';i'a hol 
hI I Iwio llailt)llt I i :,'d k roti i lki'tllat' , aahn aala'.a 11- i d, o ;i aWh I]lloVitlida li )Lll£ii ia 

bllt rit.'t'i'ivtd [ 1im Iad O n.'elit ;. W , til t' tI to al i a:Lil
,'aiinl wiigi iral lit)y t 
laboor to risky, low olttp" iralbt.' igricuta re was ver'y low. 

Ili qua, Cl o to bitlraaiW'isI ;AurIa e iW 

Lion of resolrt'es Ai ar lilt it li tlthit used
 

I,1 i iai's a; aa'ia'uin tidtruL Ilisa­
irable? g n', ;laiaaa bi' noted lie 

Lthe lowest herd si :e r itcr I oan for i tl i cat i rig Lu ]rathlt name y,Jeaijl de , Il 11 

head . 'lhi.s corre'ep;ona aids i) laot'Iot tm " II . i d'qutlaltu dro uga eateugoryhat as 
definel d by AI.I)LE 19/.i), Ote ttn 1 'li ediuu or(,AILDEi-P or ita aa the ;izud', 

'naiixtd protutLct i ii ' ' Iass idtat i Iled 
 ill Hat i nll d~at a by Lit SChaL er and 
Ke I I IV (1. it r:; aone ar "il Ke I I y ) On tlit, otler li jil , it I li .; beeni , tIut2d, 
ustia II+ oillI tie iii,5i S 01 .1Vetrage larotor ioit sO 1 f i xeai ii ;I herd, Lhat 3U 

l iat i nlel)etlent headto 40 o ac'aIt le ai'e i'tepi retd for )i O glin )g. Forty 
+
ti) ta a;is tle )f the AI.I)EP' tud laitsclii ea lai Ku illy va'I if:;i ICat iotl s? 

aayjiat lias.;s; 
one might note t haIt awiersli i) 1 tl,;, a aitpina,, two fur"row I)lOughs) 
planters,s itd ciItIvat s aat, his smilil(. I a rmt rs as c erta i nily hi ghe r 
than it is, today, in BoL.swana generally. 'is indicates greater agri­
cultural capitatisation on the part (0f (ulbraindsen'sS Sam])t le. Yet. mean 

II I iveain t at ai llr;atl ' s; ' all att it l oqi;t sIailaoweve', 

hecta rage plouglhed alpe;lrs tLo have been i ,1s t I ng i1sha ble f rin nat ional 
means. 

Finally, Gulbrandsen explicitly stit us t la L In the mid-1970's only 
skilled workers in Botswana towns--a min0rity totmigrants to towns--could 
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invest substanLia I ly VatLtIV, and i di fi .ly in Lhu 
producLion. Similir rsu[i..s iaVo eWn rmprt by f,1980). the 

iI IIhl r'' iteans for crO) 
bha ' d (o)p'r On 


other hand, minersc wor oi tt piosit ion to invest in
wig ranL wel'' o ilit a Ie 'i"C 

agro-past oral prodclt o :tltlotigit tli n "ilo y dALtd I r i h1t, rulaLiV in­
crease in mine waiges int i, 'arly L0 
 i I id- )ti':. ,'h , l" Lhuy in faicL 

fol low u iXt'd tin i'. " Ihian s imply bui ldinigchose L~o a prodUn o strdt ',' in 
up herds has b oen partli l y di;'ttsel d abov' if] I l :su ai ryiSl'yof (;uibrald­
seun' s analysis.
 

C. Suimna ry 

aryiialr lI SiIn su y, 0 t Agricult uri t ist it'n, Cotai.ilrolI., a nild, Lo at IIuch 
Lesse r exLenL, .ulbrand :;e,, l dl sl i , ilii ;l rt'ara within which the 
SouLhtH )ist riVo tIO,)A lieso an iitr, ori(i ' i t d t a ra hli a.g r icu Loru than 
Bot swalna in gene ra I 'll is; i .s t i' il I r'ii' itoi" Pa rolong , as expected; 
and I i vVS t o kk iI d f, iii i ,:s pr o ittnt C to' ri't (haiil nationall y, boL i iii 
te tlilsof p'l''ent d, oIl I .itni'.i; lild i , I v ,to'k ifl mat lierd size. 
'OrietatIion to .i a bli' a r'i, "lH it' i, l i kile, - sli,,' l y defined,ii ivii 

iu I01-ilS H 1tiA' l i',1 1i*ii i, Fa .ll ', , ,t s t i.)Of iall,_t ,0',. , ,, i r m k il ho 
oin I ,'ic .lltii l ap'i t l, ta ' indii:ie l pi'i, I I , '0 Iil it i o li i d I by ii-
Ic I 9. u/g I t(lits toff sic'h i , r w "Ii if" A' I it 1 lipw as i'tb Iali Soldit 
ItMl r I t' 1it1A1 S i I I t I a I li , I 1w t I ilt l" , w iLr t r t C ' h,) (' Iii whoI niL dl'.tiii 

dU Iot' t t Alit _o. 'htI n It I i''dno n i lW t;ii I I lt' i if l oflit Ig a rid 
Ji o Wtoiite o t. h no is l't'1 ii' i . t° l 'ilm', C t lilt ti y; iI I t ,;kil I two:.,i. hot 

rittlui s i i t ri'l c I s, tI i t i; t.Sl , 
1,ii ,t;O I t l 


mii al .istor' t Ih bo i VI yt' 


lCmiIih- 1i oIit hoil I _ I ii 
Coldini>s i ima vl i t bti. i i ij. lostty. l art 

1)1IiClii linet' n i.;1-rip' llni , ti. iitJ a bi ,,lt' Itin itodios ; Iillo tshow il ablu 
oire o lit in 19J73//4 do:t tw lmiy lattr 1 i i iilt'i lio r. udvt t illl('si d, ctiL 

-in 19U/Bl t Ont i orI ter hand, t titbtitoils,o wioiti , , i no¢ , t ty h,i ws prless i . 
t ri i a d v a i llIa ii utl l 1'i , 1tiit- ; I-i I .t vc tend C toS Ui 
thn lacot'eL Ai'il.il . W W IisLr!Agtri s 1_ :lw t' l L, 

' ll'[ 1111 t reb 

forl someiC ofl Lhcsvl di.scri'panii us;. (W dirl~l'llI [ rt'r',ys- W r,, l roWlilf as. increas;l;-


B iothi os)r t WIdIi L u.rfI, w tks co ti pse siblerexcp laatrs 

inrs, olavrised a ilspgr ad maecnt ariclua ar"rm 
willth In tlll A l)ViIl)P', 11i (ietehd a l a I 'di, l n 

it" few y'isall tiddle­
t wiI Iot). ,ndsa, 

lhi s sdmplliv, 1 cnl lifode l't, l i i nodI .ral P tpr,dtil I i~lif cdi , I y . Inl "fl ierl paLsl'l 
,I (;tif 11r I' Illi s c-'1) , s illi() I I(),, r,1i ) Ih i i l t 'ci L t, a ,), vt, , If,- n J [. ,- I i nliw rs'l i I fh, 1" 

alll'-an 011 1i1t, D~isl~i-ri -- It dbllly atL I te hifent od d 1,i -1, li g~l~ I'i lot P r(je~cL ; 
anlt ,l'a t I c o Illl r illlt c. I's , of , Ka; Ilye l'loSlinlg Oln ' sot~lll"it. whomi I frolm ,tU 0 

grai n l ands ai~t Mag., ria_, pliL se..; andlt Mokgo.illiait'--whlo woul]d ha~ve I.teided to be.I 

Imuc(.h lalrger'l crop pro'ducersl'.
 

Th'is. p~resentL paperl A LL. rturnLlll Lo someli. of thes<e dlifferences Later'. 

Firlst, however', s;ome_ sgpe cific" relcet.'l e_.st imlla~'s ofl a ri("ilturall parat~ii e r~ s 

Withinl tilt CF"IA l-proper will be conllsiduetd. 

http:Ai'il.il
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CIIAP'TE'R Ill
 

Towards a Farmer Typology for Southern District's CFDA
 

A. Other Relevant C lassi l'iclt im l S'lltlli ; .inI( :Iili lt, is for This One 

One of- the i)r )"ilil gol Is Of t lie .ii rk :;tliiiitlii'i sel[ i Lihis paper was 

to prodie a pol i,.y-ori iit td 't,,p il vy', ,or c is; II J I.t ion sotcelime, for 
fa rmers in the Sout lit, 'n Re,,i on CV)A. ClI i ,; i a t i,ir; o I ithe i-oral I)po -­

lation in Botsiwilli ai-t i1iiito i-ililltl. A! wm. li.ivt , .. ii rolf has pro­
vided such a l i..i i',It jil0 1 1,i l lt a ' l'. l ; ;I aI'I. AS (Jo most+ .­

the otlier st'hiiii5 li.;tLd h liw, CiiaciI I ':. ivido ; li, poipiil,. il into 
non-farmers, and smiill, idtlii ., iiid lir't ;im,r. Utl ir tylpologies o' 
BoLswailn, larmcers Liv, b'n proVv l0h11l h A,I ,Vd (Alw r-:111i 1179;i), Cooper 
(Cooper 198()), i a1Ii Kil y), aind opschoor 

(Opschooir 19 19I . t il 1 y" Si;a; iuilii t i s iolabia, b I. .111iati I.. . e 
beciluse it is bAsed Onl tile tH9-919 80 A.',Cii,' l i il Silivc,'' (A, i t turtilal Sta­
Lti.sLi c s Unit an1d CXit i'il Stat i s t c!; MIll I' It)(J ) , ; ioha bil i Ly sa pllipe 

survey coveI ill, app 985hold- I I ,I ,I , Iv I .i9' ',I'll 
i_'l'S i 11 t swallI T le i i ,c I i (', l, iia ill- diw tt o C i oj , i' ilil (Jilio lloot a I so 
c n iide non- I ;1 i-iii wa,, I, i lit i ell-- ,Iin illilli I ,ild e ofiill-'i i cl olllii I o r iii~ fly 

rural fanmi I ius. 

lSi i i"1ii Ills le) .1 very si ii c lass i I ic.iL inOi cliniinc will J ll)Opi)5ed, 

I L wi I I , however, have three ;p,eiC i I i c a i mIS. ,' i i-st , t his p;1ier a i llis to 
dt(ve lop a siilple, reasonably Cie Ct iVe ilit iiiioll , wliiih willt aI low CFDA 

planners to Ca Leglor ie fin rmer within II eitl own CFDA.s. Second, tihe 'rec­
olllic idal Liol do alllillls I or 't l'get politii itin idiii l;'ti i d biy tle Ilic Lhodology 
are iinteided to be retevaiit_ Lo 1)t) icy. ill thi s Lie assulit in folowed 
is t hi t of -mni ng, Syst eii S eaI rI i, namilie I y tht 1 ie acI coops, of 
I ril le rS wi Lii si ini [; tI liC r tt "i S Li C5--.i I i I a L I', i l' e ;, CiUI uLo Ie , * 
marr kVLiii i ig ri L ties,I Ce iS r e ilil piI -Wl-h- i lc, Iik 1 1y' to rcp;loi)Id in1 tie 

sdiieC wl)' to) gri ul Lural pr)o ',,c ilH1ll0S (C;i I e't, Nor a,I P and Wicllh). In 
;illd iL i 01i, t ie , li t lil 1i ) ,y ;liou I d a I I ow CIlIA 1) nilt. rii I I o r, lite lie a;Lruc-
Lure of agriculture ill Lieir areas to tie structures described i l tlhe 
lit e i- t 111e Lted a hove .r no 

A further assutiiptLioll behind the proposed a pJroach also stems from 

Farming Systems Research. This is that CF)A pilliining iild implementatalon 
resources are limited. There is leither tile time, morley, nor personnel 

to collect deLailed information on each farm enterprise in a CFDA, or to 
devise and extend a i Individuml proramin, for each enterprise . In fact, 
tile approach Ipro)pOiSed here is a decided s implification of Farniing Systems 
Research, since it depends for implementat ion ol an unspecified set of 
'CFDA planners', rather than on a carefully chosen interdisciplinary team 
composed of both natural and social scientists. 
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B. A Methodology for Creat. in,, a Cll),\ lt, 'llogy 

In ti s sect ion1SLUps which ('ic li ' t ,1,, 1 i c at in+; a far-me,r typol­
ogy are discussed. Collect ion ol h:ICk 'i-iild i il 1'1 i()In i; fol lowed by a 
simple agricul uraI sUrvey. A c I-(- c.- -,1.-; i I i',at in 1 1 l +armersby cattle 
holding and crop piodicLtL ionl s n. ;ed it; lit'. h.is ; t(I lsif;lrticLi g a farmer 
typology. The restL l n,,, arilir grmil,; .1ft, .iIy;,, in Irio, ,lO soie of 
the other variable; il;,llt t'etl by tli. ,;l rvey. 

ThroughouLU1I t. Lili t , ii,, ; t,55: iI it :;lit It ,I s bort, iln mind tlhat 
the piroposed tlit h Igv 'i I I , Iv t i I y ally pIrLt icularo) .. ii V't,:;.i itli' 
household a., be Ion8 iiu, L() I lit-, ;,it i l i tlich in'li' j IlK( I (- ruse-l 
migh1t p lac, i . _t \'atI I t it. t : a c,s l.i:. i I i,'.i 1liion -il i 'Fis- vi-I for -a 
defined geograpliic Irai . Ti l, :; - I (W Ihi: ii l -t h-re r-e suIrceS 

atL ouli t mwi.ch ',)' i 
householIds Lo be l:iinc l I i,, 'Ii iiS :;I1,ul -ti tr Ia. ill dis-

Of Vd i ion St~~ ,. tilt_, I met l)tl'k 'iijc'Ii tyc;iin cu j li viduat 
l CIt'iiCit' I the 

cussi(on below. 

TWO ii ri,1 pilit it I . ii C, tiic .t' , pit- I c rla bIt'I y lie I( i n c re­
ative Ltensioll. First , Al p i hWt' i''' tl iiil,)ii,,it ion should be exa­Ilillil~11.-1'." t l~ i l d t l dli tl , 1 ti)W 11111C 11 i llllIIlll,I{ i, il I to, , tte t i 11 lily 

agriu itLirit I Survey, Ji.sLrit l lilil"Ile slit'! I il it i iir (';ir' l iily how mliuch 
lillt Illey lhive ivai l.ilbl, to I tiiiilys-I l l iil HO ilM I ill.lit' 

The firsL Stepi i ii,, i. a iiit'i l','itt 1 )' i:; r-viewing background 
Siti orilat i l oil agi c, ilt I t t in li t, I il . Ii,', ,it' it Itst tw(j Linds of 

S tlil t-i wflicIi illi' it,' iWli 1tlI4 . Tlw I ir!. t 'ttiej '- ; l previously pub­
li ;Iied stuIuidic s , Istm i soc Jil ,ind t;l t it l iii I i)' 1'dtSiid 11oi'CU Cccoil-

S S St ai ttI i lai' y 
 I t i i , r i1 iliI I I ra >.i i I i:Ibi lit'i-,iiiiii~ I, t t i. s of
 
;liyoie else who) iligit have t!S011t I iil 1' ,;'p( c i vtl a uitl
U ( l - I ye ()ii r l 1 t re ii tIle
 
a-uira--lor exiiplti, t rihal antl oit+,.C .
 

'lit' s eCOnd StCp is to ciiidtic[ t i it).'i,,tlt lit u Vey. This would be 
- .,)ii;'LiclLt'tI with ii r niiiL i(n1 e0 ic i Lted in1 -;tt'Ip I i ii iliid . 'Ilirue lists of
 

s,'usLt-ed vlri,11 :; ,ii'o Ire iV Ii ill 
 [ i a jtt'iiti .-- ,i shorlt I i etof absolutely 
csse iti<il iiiloriiiition a i ie+diutii I i st , , I onig I i s L.aid All I oLhe L things
 
equa i L i s bet Lt r Ior t lit, ui)(p, ses iItn i Cs"bh iiie r typo logy to ask
 
fCwr- r (ItIC S-L i (in o[ iiolI' I i r' lil I ha ii i 
Ile quest iols () flI ewe r ha riiier s,
 

provided t hat res.ion)1 anLSWelr S are tL crucial
bly ;itcc'uitrite I 1-btined tnhe 
tqiiclSt ion[is. There are at leat two reastull; I o r t IIi ;. TIie fi 'st, men­
tionud above, is Lhe likelMod 0l I ii:i t t'd resources for d;la analysi s. 

,h'lhe second is tie prohabitit of substintial simpl iing error because of 
the wide ranges in crucial agriCUtLUt-;l variablUS in lotswana. Further­
more, the advice ut a siI'ol,-ionai iciain is 111 Likely. 1 4 statisL 

The third step is to analyse Lhe dala based on a simple cross-clas­
sification of farm households by cattle holdings, and bags of food crops
produced in a noriial to good year. For these purposes a 'farm household' 
is defined as one which either (.) holds cattle; (2) holds 4 smallstock; 
(3) holds arable land; (4) owns .i ploug-h, or (5) pIouglihed in the last 
arable season.iS 

http:season.iS


The import nce t) cat tt1' i1n Iit.;wiit s'; 11'. 11 1'it-M(iiiy is; t ot we I
 
known to require c. la)uratijL uI rt,. It i; i *ly I t ltlitILL I u.11 typ)oIogy
 

will be part iciu lal on I t I. i - , T Itbased iI, c. ,l- I,i.,i,,:;', . p"lit i
 
stressed Lore is tll;it ibIL' ivi iv .I:*
i ir'ih'.i';t'd .i iV I ik.I ti, lt ;ci ­

l
aied with in1cre.uSt'd callIc iwit' 'l AI ,d !lI ' ' , i i. 'T tI i l) ll­

tradict the observat iol thit i it lit ,.;I,In i ';ilhl, .!l,,v, .i Ct ct I i1
 

ierd size--pjerhaps a lltld 40J lit',ld - LL'i, It 1 it'i C"Iil'L I y' icI i i i, t' . it Itl.w 

to substantially tL'Xj al I' ,iiddlc i't iVil 'Iy I) Ii) l',Ii(',' it I I l 'l I iv'Iy 

quite minimu al IC Ve..I.S';) I Hilt I) , li'Il.' ,ir II I '" l tt.11,L iol l ;1. 

litrge r ca L eI.arinel Fy In I l' I, , it;, . .l: I 

The t oLI I w i ug d iv I (tiII:; Id ('.II t 1(' 11',Ili i l'; 1 '1' la1 '1 I. ' .' I 'I Iii I lit' 
receunL re1)orL ti_ E. I 'i ',' ; :,iZ,by l i vie>Sii)cK v, lIli,, , w i IlkrdrIi i 

Lhreshold11s,'.' hLl) i.l1I :.::ii .:mI isii,)
IL' riti tI id.ed im ,u()I.I, ; (d. '.. et 
drauglt power) ld lirilblm.,s P, It ijCiII ,) -Ii ti l t i,,LItl). As 
Seenl 11 Sec ()Ii I,1.vtI 2 Lci ,' Ii h . 1 I I 'I , [ t ;.gtI ,t ll

40 liead , .IIVC'ht)' d(I i:c i,;' c~ I.I,:,,,~, t Ti ;w,,,et '
Iv I: ,,; w, 
c ;LttL II ii,,l, tc l'+eI -! , 1 , 4 , t()lii1 l l ; ;t ; a ) -l ,, - .+l I 
h,;d. 1 7
 

TIlotIII('tltll ' " , II i t,, t~d o.:. .I v,A i t,f , 1 I It , i,,,t,1, I( iv i y,l ,,I 


As stated , i s l, i I i I I t- I .I IttIahot'V it I;n',. i,. t - t lit r ' i .1 v (w i 
lt1IM!t Wt_'tIl c' t t t ' iii li i i; .i tl ,' , i' I ,,l I I t i 1i I i i t i, lli. iil 

holuu liltto L Wlo Il) lotL it lit- IIt I' iI' t , Ll w iI I lwi 1't I ti , l ­

il, p Wilk) are i t i ' t I )tr I lu,,r; ,I ,1iiI I ,.,1 t 
wlIo ) rodc e t ittI ist tI I u It'c ro ) I lI I l. ,I iilt 1 , . 

TI lu tLiti 'C t.' I'r ; t5 1I I a- Ili .i, 1). I AHI I Ij1:iA' Ii) I ll ,hlI, -11' c 
ledt. t L'' t'. tLi icI I In ,I) 1o ti,bI I iS L I jii t 1i I ,1 t tIl ti , wll" i11 Ii ()r i11, , ',Ili', 

rin l o lls. ti Ie s , n). iAtt., IobIye rt I , I p 1 11,d, y' ,I 
W t i ijn ileku Il. it ,,im, t' ht' 'I lCki, ttL i L,, I' , I i I', itI,tIcie I'C 

Fd '- 1. !; I i'10 lb )1w I V Iit ', 00i) i dt',i II il Iil' r Ii, (I iI II 1 i l'i l d. ' 

I i isIt'4'tj. I't !, i, v ':l." .:lLo t ln, it I i i nllc sit. it,11, i .ii I ',iri , i 
nlt o i 1,i MI S 1.0'ttrl .ob j c cL ive t1r 18$ 

L C C btI i i .1 i Itic[ illl qiiit Iu Lilti LCl I I rt'l'itii d I1, 1 il lit I ibtliI I IiiIal I Il 

g O tlS ' 1)ra tl d lit'r I ltul,s,'iI it r i i i pIti Y) 1.l ,'I I i'II it 1t 

iJ f t edand wOp 1 1 btol ;i je C t t, ) u c it'It It(. , , itiI, i ,m. I , I I 1ji, 

c ritL ic is ,; i ti Ihll IIll, w , ,, ! vI; i h iii ,,
is IL t i~ lu ;i,,: 1 ,, ' t v' 

an; I (i,sev ral p irt i l acII r t i t I 1i octhelInc nIltI'il i)ilt I ,'if I . t 
g oo d y elti 1) u ,';t'dI, il '11l;;i, , ',im,l' Ilk-'ili ' lSl,ltld e w L n I (I ' 141 I t,1 'I ,I t 

tlllo.t2u defi n l [ d ld nl l Uewi,til 1r; wite pl;dtI)It I Il, I.FI)A 
evenfigup reill n 1 o pi I-riirLenlIul)LI-I~ [Y t00d WlicII l v, I Ii' ir11 thll . 1 

jtil tei l i ii.l-i t ti,'li) I ,',) i st it' ;ittI , , viiittll ti ' . ., pi11,,i I .,1 4-,' 
L aj tl-,O I- Ii'~' l tl i 1' yea o) 1 i' mliv ivt'.tl ,,-.

or in itrea, tL wi thi Il irt (J.~ }, ,lt,, It I d,1an bitL hIL r, Iijge ,,It li,iV~lll DA t Il, - l, 

enough Lo t it(- col. t 'cL io il I)I I tI I. ' ii .,,- 1 , 

tion. 2 0  1If i litu~rvi ewing ,t it t .i h nI '.l ,+ 

pe r li t -t- il';t-l ,, , , Iil I'l"d I I 
i,,sd ,,w (- c I' I'l ,,Imt1 11,,11 

figures for /.1 recent[ l' itI yearll shuId~, l -Il",' fi l1no r Iw, I, ,1 , lll '] ,il 
l l '
Will be I es s ;Ic c u r ,Le t hit iti),til're ; r l"t , [I ,,il1 .11 ' c I 1 , pI () l 1-1 i I 

year . This leads Lto related T Iw I I 11w. Il I+, it po IIt . 1,c, I:; I(if lit,'-IVII-tj 
Would be illmnmdlitely aftLer Lilt(-+coml iL~I on tit i,rvt.:,t . 
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For the reasons just l i st ed, and htulllst CIlaises Of crop production 
relate less cltearly to aniiaigemenl Ihbl do classes oA cattLie holding, 
division of the 'bags produced' variable iWto classes is les: intuitive 
than division of 'cale ht Id'. The inumerous .st iviates of household 
self-sufficiency which have been made do, Iowever, inifluence the proposed 
division. Eleven to twenty bags per ho selhold per year can be considered 
a 'low self-sul ficincy' range, and !1-3( bags a 'lig,,h self-sufficiency' 

2 1  range. The S.uggesLed division i s: Ilhos; with lit) lands (i.e. Lho: , 
who have qua i lied as famer:; ton 010 of I h. Ot her 'i Icteria above, and 
who have not borrowed ld or p lough ing ) ; I hOWt' Wit Ii lands who did not 

plough; 0 bags harvsted; I- bags hiirvusetl ; D-10 bags harvested; 11-20 
bags harvested; 21-30 bays IlrvestutI; 11-50 bags harvested; 51-I0 bags

22
 
harvested, and 101+ bags harvesLed
 

Oil the basis of tles,, eg (,iI'othal , Iiou ,ihiL more rele­riero of io 

vant ) farme rs are cross-cldIssil ied by 'i l I holding and bags of food 
crops pro ,,'.ed, aii a I Iatrequci y taile, is plepaediul. ikAii otxialll.e is give n 

the Severi I, , hebelow in Lext). general printciples an used to group 
hJusehoids. First, tilt call Ie al'.egorli s imiay be tilt iore iil)ortan! vari­

able in any grouping. Second, th IrI.qutniicy table can ie ilnspecLed visu­
ally to see i1 Hith re .rt any apparenit. cI t ' lii rd principle isr The 

L colncent rate specifically tflit lllitI:; , l ofo fn on ii r side the Livestock
 
EvaI i i [liiL ctll bolding olds, iciularly at 0-10
ll '; hI thrleshi pirl Lhose 

and 40 head, t li iili and maxllillim threisholds usually cited as iiidicat­
ig 'adtlquait ' dratight . The f oilri Irliil i t) -L1) in liiid is t.hose crop 

producers who miglh be I i IteVd i iLt groups o1lier [.hail those iii which a 
5t ict cat t le class ilicati iii ii t pi iCe , lit ill. 

All r iaikinig,, a ftlit at iye i vis;iotl ill IhissWay, flile irlier ,roulIS C;i 
be exaiiiiid to ctiiit)a r,lethe distribut i on.; tof llhtr variables collected Ili 
tlhe sirvey. On ll, basis some revisio ly Made of tile ty­imbe originaJ 

pology'. Finll ly, i t,')A p1 ailllers slit)ulId begill to look atl.lie groups as 
ircolimendaloli domla ins'. This anal ysis is likely to be an oingoing, pain­
fill prUC ss during tie colrse if CFDA plIaniniu g. It should ieb rillelmlbered 
that ill many ways Lhe Larget popilkaLiltons identified wilt be similar to 
tLhose in other partls 1)f ot swaija. Tius, experience ;nd analysis from 
of wr researcliers aiid other CF:JAs should be ri: LevalL Lo the CFDA in 
q il,' St_ Io11 

Il'ic rv is one rucl l ai e;lpct o ilot wswiaiwi ' rural society which ia03 

ieen iglnored to t is5 poilt ilt i mut be lie ntuolned. it is Likely to be 
one of tlhe larger sources of variatiol which is not explained by a farmer 
typology constructedti;as out l iud above. 

To this poiitt, it has been implicitLy assumed that the unit of 
Investigatlou is tile 'small iotwapa' or 'dwelling unit'. This Is what 
every large scale social or economic survey in Botswana currently does, 
In practice. Further, a rough method of determining which units are 
'farm households' has been proposed.
 

ilowever, the social unit responsible for economlic production is very 
often not contiguous with a single physical location (Kerven 1981, 1982). 
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This pattern, al ready evident t lie i vi I Iage/ill c IaJS;ic Set.swa na ands/cattle 
post pattern of .3e0Lt I elnetL , IIS iil y )e nII,WCelt lid tld by Wage I abour [Ii­
gration. Today , boIll Socio-Il li-t)110 ) lg ii,i . I i is and production stLa­
tistics empiasise that 1os1 L.iilie; do nuit piltitie enough food to feed 
themselves, even in re L i V ly ' ood ' ri';i is; n1)r i I.he i r agricultural 
operat ions always appear c a .i 1),1 g'ner1, i Ill ti,'m .ighcash to pay for 
certain inputs. Furtlhermore., t lie l at ion of I he liousehld within the 
family life cycle of general mioui.lil ani he splitting oft of newaturat, ion 
households influence both lieI reStI-eeS 1l oui;eliold can command ill agri­
cultural production alld L11e i nCeIIt i ves Iioun;t IiiId Inclbers have to engage 
iii such product ion (Iull bralitdseII). 

Thiese fa;lurs shonlI ( b2 botile [i iimi ii whei is i niI .lie I a 'mer c lass i­

ficat ion. Assessing I hm i.S onV i'a,;l ll t'ttlltli ll liary ili-depti research 
in a CFDA wonld be useful . lO Iale, aiiLhcultl' t()i i, I resc rli h ii Botswana 
has provided ev idelt'e liet qu;t Li C lll) i(Ce
I inkages. Ai tliropoI.os, i[ cl ai other rsiei'rchti 1 ihaLs aolo, however, provided 

clear of t, t dor of hOusehold 

the finzla word oin tihe net impact of I lese l i k,i,,,, 23 

C. A Preliminary la rliiu r 'l'ypo loi',y i -orK1oru)' Vi iiag 

)tla reworked irum Peggy Nlsean, 's ;ttidy i K,,,oro is now used as the 
ho s of a simple exaillipI t)f I lie iiel. uido logy proposed above. These data 
ait- from a sample of 'M oul of appr'x [ma tely i 2) iot1isUtliolds ill Kgoro, one 
of the Barololig ' vi Ilages ' it hle Suot hlir )i sil t (lICIA. Niseane exa-
Illines her data in greaLer detail in 1liet sCtild 'liait.r ill li.; volUlle. 

Ili Figure I lhe Kgoro sinipie is cross-clis;il ietd by c ttle holdings
and bags of food ctro ps p roducied ill .9../81. h'l'e Ir'OpoLed division is as 
ou lined i le I i gure. 

Tie poorest three groups call be ident ifi ed by caltle class only. 
Group I consists of ill farmers with 5 or Ie wer caLtl.e; (;roup II of ill 
farmers with 6-10 head; and Group Ill of 'ill farmers witli 11-20 head . Iln 
Groups IV and V crop production also enters it Lo the division. Group IV 
consists of farmers with 21-40 head of cattle, but 50 or fewer bags pro­
duCed ; Group V of firmers with 41 or more ct:tlle or production of 101 or 
more bags, or both. Both of these groups could be interestingly subdi­
vided. Group IVA hlad no arable activity in 1980/81; IVB produced crops
at 'sub-subsistence' levels (under 20 bags); and LVC produced subsistence 
or better levels of crops. Tie farmers in GroLII) VA had little or io crop
production in 1980/81 despite being large cattle owners who also had the 
necessary implements; those in VB were large crop producers but only held 
cattle at an intermediate level; and those in VC were both large cattle 
and crop farmers. 2 4 

A look at some other identifying characteristics seems to show some 
support for the proposed division. However, the subcategories in Classes 
IV and V, though suggestive, contain too few individuals to permit mean­
ingful analysis in the discussion below. 

http:tliropoI.os


FIGURE 1 

by 
Kgoro: Cross-Classification of Sample Households 

Cattle Holdings and Bags of Food Crops Produced, 1980/81 

0 1-5 
CATTLE 
6-10 11-20 

1981 
21-30 31-40 41-50 51+ Total 

No lands 1 2 

Did not plough 3 1 2 1 1 8 

0 bags 3 2 3 8 

1-5 bags 4 5 1 3 1 16 

BAGS OF 

FOOD CROPS 

PRODUCED 

1980/81 

6-10 bags 

11-20 bags 

21-30 bags 

31-50 bags 

12 2 1 8 

51-100 bags 0 

101+ bags 1 1 2 

Total 11 9 8 7 6 4 1 4 50 
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There are not too many demtgrapli t vari ables di s L igushing the five 
groups which can be identi I ed. Mean .iV, ol head of household is fairly
 
ConsLant across groups (rd 1 d S.) witl the iean
U) ; Ifr the wea IthiesL 
group, Group V, pe rlaps be i iga I iLt le 11i glher. There are younger and 
older heads in all ;roupS; tWo ol [li l.rg,,-est LI amers ii V) are under 
40. This auL ho r does nolt hIAve Cuilfi tt1, infJoliiia Lim ,l sex of head of 
household. None of the houseliold IIleads in hl, weilIllilst group, V, are 
women. At least two fema le-headed honusehulds ri i' ileti fied as headed 
by women who are lot hLs of 111eln ill tile largest lrimer class. They are 
not too badly off. 

Nearly all Koro farmirs had access to land, and here did not. appear 
tO be sig var iaition by ',roij, l i. N st.l.ne's sample Iframeany ifiCra"Lt In l.'t, 
Was construlcrted from !he records ol tle Kor-,lth.el piI ,L land invenLory 

5of 198U.2 However, I Jew i tle l-Crlcdid plot holders ii [ lie i lnvell­
tory LoLd LriL e tlh'V held no Iletds. Still, land holding in Kgoro ap­
pears to be more univers.al I Itai in Jourl1 ,liur CIFI)A vi I lges surveyed by 
Narayan-Parker, fri whi c 15 pe+rceLt hI alIhouseli hoIs did not. have access 
to land (Narayan-Parke r) 

Agricn ILiiraI capitil in lit iillt) ilh l jliu,'ltn itl-r-+,;ed by group, 
moving fron Groups I to V. Fur exmp.iieIt, tit frqtlcy l plougl ownership
ranged 'oulilol y 25 pe'CI+'llt ill Groul I to iA) Il ieli[ in (;roup V. Tie 
percenLage tlf ploughs which were innltt pthe hit ow--loIre 'oilmion ini Baroiuiig 
thanll iln Botswana generally-A ;o fbor r+asel by ;ru ll, With Lltliesurprising 
exception of Group I, where 4 of tihe '5)Ic oi-,ifg lunselin Ids had mul­

2
t1 pie furrow pJouglhl s. PI ant r ownle rship wan vi rt ia II y ron[fined Lo 
Group V, in which .5 of 7 lmouseliold- OWWlid plintt_,ri. One other farmer, 
in Group IV, had a plaiter. 

Access to draught [or ptoughing hlouseliolds is recorded in itable 33. 
Primary dri-aught sources were classi Iied as own&, lired, or borrowed/ 
exchanged/pooled. The table shows d rauglI ownershi p i creased moving 
from Groups I to V. Iiring was predt)minauaiI ly confined to Groups I through 
11, but iL was fairly constant across those groups. Burruwing, exchanging 
labour for draught, or pooling was a lso l I iied to Groups 1, 11, and 1]1; 
but it was most frequent in Group 1, least frequenLt iLn Group Ill. 

TABLE 33
 

Access to Draught, Ploughing lHouseholds--Kgoro 1.980/81
 
(percenLages)
 

FARMER GROUP
 

II III IV V 

Owned or owned + hired, etc. 7 33 57 100 83
 

lired 
 27 33 29 - 17
 

Borrowed/exchanged/pooled 67 33 14 - ­

http:univers.al
http:Kor-,lth.el
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Ox draught was by far the molt coiiitnl in Koro. Only 3 larmers in 
Group 1 used donkeys. Tractor drauglgt prt hainLed at the other end of 
the scale. of Wi ploti g l ;roup us;ed Lra oneFour the i IelM; ill V Lors; 
of these was noL owned. Ot hverwi s, out y mie. riormier in each of Groups I, 
11, and Ill plouglhed solely with, lhi red trac to rs .nid olie other farmer in 
Group Ill supplemented ox drau ght wit Ii , i rd I ra lo . 

A concentrat ion ol smallIstourk "owirislip iii Kgaro is ofLen noled by 
local agricultural extens ion iur.o"mnie'. 8ii I ' t k ownership, Loo, fol­
lows the pattern of otler ,i,'['ii ltutr l pitl 1. FCrequ y of sma Ls ock 
ownershi p increases IrrI over 4( rc-m'.iil il (;,ulp I to lO( p'erCelnLt 1in 
Group V. For h tis eholds owniing slna l.;t ockL, mo.on lierd size is under IO Ein 
Group I, between. 10 ad 20 in Gromps I I , I I I , ,in IV, a d, due to several 
large flocks, noarly 70 Grip V. 

Arable sUcces s, 1y sevor,,l criLoe i., was r,, atr in tlhe wealthie r 
farmer groups. l'req., ico; ugloJhi i , in 1980)/8 I did not vary that ]uich 
by group. In t .hei ni eri ,d i ,t, C'raanp, 1 , Nil hunslis jIds plo,.iil d, inI n1o 

group was the Irequi cy hla)w V'5 perCa . ll. :et iig raLes (lid vary.
All plougl iog louselinJdI in ops I II, IV, an! V harvested at leat. some 
crops. A thi rd of Il P Hib'. i li l Ih ,1 ,I, in. i l ;rolul) I an l lilf of the 
ploughing hious eiholdis ini (;r)up II h r si'.';lad lit)'roua. tort' r leriior', As men-
Lioned above, Groups 1, 11, aid ll can ,,ltMo l. d ly oi the basisit sol 
ot cattle owIni'rs i Wit 'laba I# a at t hat imeanii il's of foodJ 
crops produced, baith per l looghiig lhousethlId anid pier harvestin ho u.osehltd, 
increases lrtoiii aror, I througihl t;iip Ill. .AN mii u extetLed, lreqtiuency 
of crop sa le's by ploughing t n)I d. w. l.;i ;or in Groips IV and V than 

-in Gro ps I, It, and II ii; I itfa t, lii , ,,st in ;rout) V.27 Crop p)ropor 
Lions lso di t, red i nI ,r ,,t i 1g, 1y i)' g lan)ja:; i1 198)0/8g . IN(re, of I tie 
toLii j lidoduc I ion, i n (1 iiu I V aid V -- -a Itti iiit () e I. Cali[ -- was Sa;rghmili L ;n 
in Groups I tirou gli I ! -- ) t 73 per'cre l . Sh;ui lowe r w'ls gtrown liy oil ly 
one ii oisehi)d in G;roup IV and an,. ii 1 ral ug V. 

In suiary, lid s Lyjiilogy ol K.aro larmrs a; (I i.;L ingui shed five 
groups. In genetral , ownership of draught , imlements, and smallstock, 
and food crop product ion, iicrease by group--alI in addition to the in­
creases in the primary identi fying charavterist 1c of caLtle ownership. 
At least 56 percent of the tiouseholds (timse in Groups I and 1I) to 70 

TABLE 34 

Mean Bags of Food Crops Produced;
 
Kgoru, 1980/8t--Croups 1, 11, 1
 

FARMER GROUP 
1 11 III 

Per ploughing household 2.[ 3.3 8.1 

Per harvesting household 3.2 6.7 8.1 
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percent ( those ii (roups 1, I I, a II I ) (tiO d (,COII cS: UrL(I poo r, as 
farmers Llud be Mrr(W iood by lack of. They Eo c ount caiWid ill 1mg, ri' , 
dLaught- amid implinimenits. In (oi' ps IV\ :nd V , til . are louIseholdS Which 
did not grow In bu jmuch t ood 198)/8 I, HosI ol I hlum appeared capable of 
doing so. Only tle 4 onLmoseh I ds iii VlB aid VC won Id(I I itL into Comaroff 's 
'mid-range' category, i nm a I I idike l ih ood, o Illi b is of Lille 'ploughing 
50 acres or more' crit rion (Comaroll 19 /) 

D. Kgor'o and the Sou ther n I)Sir'trict (.DA 

Ill an il ilp I () S ll,; Y )o g Iy r Igtoro might be broadly 

applicable to ie CFIA, sev, ,l sImmary slatitsil;I i's for Kgoro are compared 
to similar star i. it ' lsrc I (our ol Itr CF,'A vi I I., :s ( Na r yan-a1rl r) . 28 
These compa r . soils are stmmmi i isl hl lbthrugh 44. Iii andula 15 nats mona 
MeLloja v, ike K,.oo, ace_' ill ha rololl' Am riml mcl l) i ;trici. Mokgomnane 
and PhUItsane-MoLopo arc in Ng,;,tsKLI S omti Ag cicult ual [istrict. 

Several sa i et L poinIts ui, rg, I colm I h , 11) 1 (,!; presented above. A 
majority of tle rusidentS ot all t iv, rilkl,,s would ivu to b classi­
fied as small farmers. Crop piroduct iul jim Il"te ia,'wlong vIiFagos is higher 
than in time Ng,'wak tse Sout I v.i l.:gc s. JloweVi'c, rop prc mtti, is very 
unevenly distributed, perhaps evi more ,;o thanml l.tle ownership. Fur­
tlh rmore, in Na rayan-P:a rkcr' s wl IIi raink i , I In h i gher crop)-produc i ug 

'lAB LE 3) 

'ercentage ut Total Ilousehold.ds Hlding Catt Ic, 1980/1 

KGORO D1 NTSIIANA MET' LOJANE MUM(JMANE PhI ITSANE/1OLOPO 

78 49 09 69 69 

TABLE 3(0 

Cattle Holding Distribition, 1980/81 
(percentages) 

NO. OF V I L L A G 1'. 
HEAD Kgoro Dlnatshana Metlojane Mokgomane Phitsane/Molopo 

0 22 51 31 31 31 

1-10 34 38 35 49 33 

11-20 14 9 17 4 14 

21+ 30 2 17 16 22 
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'TABLE 37
 

Access to La nd, 1980/81: Pc r'cent gu of TotlI iouseholds
 

KGORO DINATSIIANA HtfTLOJ ANE .Ol(Kt;tulNA' PIIITSANE/MOLOPO
 

921 73 79 l00 86
 

1. According the h I and IOto Kgoro-Bctli. pil"1 inventory, percent. 

TABE 18
 

Plougliu , Ilou:cluildi , 1980/'11 
(percc,ntige of total ltuts lijo ld; ) 

KOORO DINATSHIANA IETIANE NOK(;lANI PIll TSANE/MOLOPO
 

80 49 to4 :Q 38
 

TABLE 39
 

Mean Food Crop ProductiLon Per IPigl inglit Ihoushuld, 1980/81
 

KG;RO DINATSI l,\NA N I I.I,NI' i )K;NA NE lIi 1';ANE/ (OLUPO
 

3520 1710 4320 85I) 380
 

,, 


TABLE 40
 

Food Crop Sellers as a Percentage of Plouhing llouoehoIds, 1980/81 

K;ORO DI NA1SIANA NlTLl)JANE NOK(;OMANE PI1 tTSANE/HOLOPO 

22.5 approx. 10 approx. 20 al)prox. 20 probably nil
 

TABLE 41
 

Skewness of Food Crop Production--Percentage of Total Production
 
Produced by the Top 10% of Ploughing Households, 1980/81
 

KOORO D NA'StlANA METLOJ ANE MoOKGOUHANE PIIITSANE/MOLOPO
 

90 57 45 40 27
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I'ABLE142 

Pe1"cen tLage o f IotLa I I1tiASehO I (IS W110 Are' I'Oijl"--Based on 
CriterIol of 20 Ilad of CI1A It, mI Iatss, 1980/81 

KGORO DI NA'rSilANA MI'1'L.1 ANI" IHOKGO;(ANI PI TSAN E/MOLOPO 

70 98 83 84 78 

IABIUI' 43 

PercentlAge of' Total IlMioieh ifsI.Wlto Are ' oor'--Bi;ed Oll 
Critel'ioln )f less TIi;in 2() B i;; Piodiweld, 1980/81 

KGORO 1)1NAI'S IIANA MITLOJ ANE MI.KGO:iANE PIIITSANE/MOLOPO 

86 91 b3 85 100 

'I'AIE 44 

Distribut ion of Wcail.i Bised oi Got timan Scale 

K O1) 1NATSAIIANA ,I1' O.J ANI.: M I)KNAINL I'll ITSA1I"1E/l0I,0P0 

Low NA 82 00 37 16 

Med ium NA 7 20 58 54 

Iligh NA 1I 14 5 30 

Ba ro long vi 1lages a re Less WA I tLilhytLin tie Ngwaket se South vI I ages. 
In fact, neithier crop producttLo nor cattIc ownership appears to account 
coiplete ly lor Oie wea I tli ranking. Th is tinderscorcs Lthe impoiLance of 
off-farm income in det rini ining Lhe Leve 1 of mate ra I well-being.29 
Finally, in Na rayan-Parker's vi llages, i nvo I vemet in arabIe agriculture 
appears to be constrained both by Lack of wealtli (J)inatshana) or other 
factors (Phit sane-No lopo). 

E. Kgoro and the Barolong Farms 

One of the reasons the l'itsane/Phli tsaiie-Nolopo corridor was chosen 
as Southern District's CFDA was that It was felt that an integrated, em­
ployment-orlented development programme would have greater chances of 

http:well-being.29
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success if located i n an area i n whil a'i hle igricu ILure was already 
!successful' IL has been seell above I ccLt I Iclk-c are Ilnid icat ions that 
agriculture, particularly in the Barolo, pa rt ol tLhie iDA, is more crop­
oriented than elsewhere i II eastern lit ;wana . Howe ver, crop product ion 
in the area ap)pears to be very tnevely distrilmbed, ;"Ai( does not seem to 
contribute much L.) le i ncoil.; o)1 i ;it fo rier;. [vecI in N tel.I ojlne , tlie 
village surveyed by Narayan-1a rker iin which lirger crop product ion is 
combined with a more equl I [i :;l "ihut ion, Lihe majority of farmers are 
smlllai farcmers, Very lew Ia cUci i1 tie :; otlrv by c-lalarkeu.c'. l eyed Natrayan 
or Ntseane qual ify is Iare' iacmels, by (ollcltro ' N d toiel ilition--iccess 
up to 400 ha or more, rdt.ur ownersh ip, pr"imt I ,o I 1000 or nore 90 kg 
bags in a normal year (C"lollI 19H81)). Inc loi, in a vil lage like Kgoro, 
it has been Seen Ithal Iew Ioirme rs ar'e eveilln Iid-i llt arcicers by (oic;croffiicI 's 
criteria. 30 

Since lthe umierget pi'tt ,ie l LIthe (1 ,\ di ti, I iciij lIce oftel Illade 

assumption ot Barolong as ann overwhelmingiIsnce-ssully crop are;a, a few 
comparisons between Kgoro anid tle liarol g Ag ric"it iral District, as por­
trayed by recent ntioLnal Agricul lu'al Rit L,;t isc, will be made inc the 
tables below. Thesef ot , , IIet of how 'dif­will completely 'hI , qujestion 
ferent' he Barolong part of I IcE CFI)A in lt I ie rt-,;L of IlBao long, but 
it should suggest a few puss ibl answers. 

'TABiLE 45
 

Per'tcc lt p,, f IiouIseIldi ; wiltl C(;It(:](-

K;O RI BA\OLO N; lIAROLONG 
1980/81 1981t/81 1979/80 

781 62.52 642 

1. Percentage of total househol Ids. In Kgoro, how­

ever, 'total houselho Ids ' andl ' c ccri hiousehio lds ' are 
nearly syloniymoius. 

2. Percentage of 'lill Icouseholds' only, by Agri­

cultural Statistics criteria.
 

TABLE 46 

Mean Number of Cattle Per Cattle Owning ilousehoid
 

KGORO BAROLONG BAROLONG
 
1980/81 1980/81 1979/80
 

20.3 22.0 27.8
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'TABLE 47 

Percentage of lHouseLhold.; with ,SImalIlsLuck 

KGORO HAROLONG BAJ{(ILONG 
1980/81 1980/81 1979/80 

Coats She p Goat s Sheep 

2721 43.82 3. 642 402 

1. Percentage of totatl h~nusvl,"ld:. 
2. Per'CetaeL L* 0 o arm Ih 0stI i (1hold.. 

Mean Numinber of SIaI1 1 o k i' S Ir I Lock Owning househo ld 

KGORO BAR(LON{; BAROLONG 
1980/81 1980/81 1979/80
 

23 13.81 to 25.72 12.91 to 201 

I. AssumeII.s mnlill moverlap of goat ;nud sheelp owners. 

2. Assumes llimmlll rlap goa;t shl(epX ove of aid oWIirs. 

TABLE 49
 

Percentage of HIouseholds Ploughing
 

KGORO BAROLONG K3AROLONG 

1980/81 1980/81 1979/80 

801 62.52 71.42 

1. Percentage of total households.
 

2. Percentage of farm households. 
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'ABLE 50 

Type of Drauglht
 
(percentage of plouging hiusht. holds)
 

KCO RO BA ROLON; BAROLONG 
1 191 1979/80I98()/1 

Ox/catLle /2.5 60 35 

Donkey 7.5 20 35 

Cat le/donkey - 5 -

Tractor 17.5 K5 25 

Tractor/aniiual 2.5 5 

'TABLI; 51 

ACvus lritiitV gh 


(lpercenta.ge of p Ilu iIng Inouisvliu Ids )
 

K)O1 BAIOIONG BAROLONG 

198U/81 19 8/81 1979/80 

Own 42.5 45 65 

-
Ma f isa 

Hlire 32.5 20 20 

Borrow 17.5 t5 5 

Combinat iOn 7.5 15 10 

TABLE 52
 

Crop Mix
 
(perccntage of land planted)
 

K(ORO1 KGORO [ BAROLONG BAROLONG 
1980/81 1979/80 1980/81 1979/80
 

Sorghum 48.7 49.8 32.3 29.9 

Maize 33.9 38.3 48.4 42.7
 

Beans/pulses 3.6 3.2 10.5 6.0
 

Sunflower/other 13.8 8.7 8.9 21.4
 

1. From records of Kgoro-Bethel pilot lind inventory. 

http:lpercenta.ge
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TABLE 53
 

Harvesting Households as a Percentage of Ploughin g households
 

KG ORO BAROLONG BARO LONG 
1980/81 1980/81 1979/80 

80 80 80
 

I'ABLE 54 

Mean Food Crop Production Per Plo ighing Ilousehold
 

KGORO BA RO LONG BAROLONG 

1980/81 1980/81 1979/80
 

3520 662) 2975
 

A look at thes. tables shows some diliirevs a! ti level, at least,
 
of gross statistical evidence. Ownters ip o" (at tl. and simallI tuck appears 
to be more widely distributed in Kgoro I l,i in lBaroloiig as a whole. In 
recent years, a greater proport ion of Kgoro iou:elholds plouglhed, and their 
production was weighted more towards sorghliuii than in Ba rol(oig generally. 
Ilowev.r, Kgoro crop Ia r'alrs I t I i ed ilore ) 11 Iji rt I inI orrowe d drangIit, 
and tleir total crop prodmt'ion, per honsvlio Id, was not as large as tlie 
Barolong figures in 1980/8I. 

The diffcrences just noted , however, are differences of degree. 
There is nothi ng at this level t suggest Iat Kgoro is totally anomalous 
in Barolong, jUst as there was nothing. 5t suggtst it as allOnaIOUS in tiLe 

CFIA. This leads to the prelimlinary comclusion that recent Agricultural 
Stat:t ics for Barolong are ii()tinconsistent with the studies of Ptseane 
aimd Na rayan-Parkvr. Neitlher are t hey incIlnsistet wilh time view tlhat a 
majority of crop farmers are smal, but meain production levels are brought 
up considerably by a few large producers. In fact, several other sources 
concerning isotated areas -- tie Flarm Management SoIrvey ill Makokwe from 
1977/78 to the present. (Ministry of Agriculture 1980, 1981), and the 
Arable Lands Survey in H'hokmta ko in late 1978 (Odell)--also suggest farm­
ing communities in which large crop output, if it exists at all, comes 
from a few large producers and is not spread across relatively large num­
bers of mid-range farmers. Only the Rural Income Distribution Survey 
(RIDS) (Central Statistics Office 1976), which sampled farmers in Papatlo 

and Logagama in 1974/75, shows a more general arable prosperity.
3 1
 

These considerations, combined with the sheer magnitude of the dif­
ference in the total crop production estimates of Comaroff and the Agri­
cultural Statistics, make it necessary to reconsider some of the basic 
statistics before proceeding to tle policy implications of any farmer 
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typology. 'There iS tno doulht tlauL n .ig riultural t ransformat ion has 
taken place in Barolong. But in a po icy conLtxL, Lhelre is an important 
reason for trying Lu accurately assess tie ,itinL [aLive dimension of this 
transformation. If a large percentage of tlie farming population has risen 
to substant ia ComiilelrC c La agriculLural prodict i ni, anid if many households 
have done tli s With mIn[I catt lholdi ing; Isay, t ewer than 20 head), then 
Barolong could serve as a mudl otr t l edevI opimnLt ofA crop agriculture 
in epstern Botswana, it outpul alone is [lite target Sci ots quest ions of 

soci i equity and eimploymenit "jIq)u't un it ies would riimain. However, if the 
number ol Barolong who have been atble 1(t develoup commerc ial c rop pr.oduc-
Lion is relatively sunai 1, Iih,, quest i n; uI equity and i,'in loyment: become 
even larger. I rt 'liiut' , a, t ' tegy u(A 'MilLit u r ortoung,' won td be 
less likely tuo d ii ove i pr otdnt ioin gu:lI . 

degre hA Ve 1ll i STO soMe 1)1I i C\'-ui. I,.Wl'rs .is-;Iu'd BAin h0g() A StCeCsSful 
arable area, and hiVe nut. ltoketd into C(iuoi rt' 'a; own ana!lys is of 'signif-
IWant inlterinal Va i tu n s' in the Barn long .igr iul Ltura I cuimiiuni Ly . There 
has Lhus been a tendency tL be I iev - t ie0r( is great inii:it potential 
SouLhern Region, particutlarly Barulotig, tor lturtler agricultural develop­

menL. I" fact, successful agricultural policy there iiy bo as difficult 
to foruntllate as ei sewhere iinBot swanla, i f nut Imre difficult. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Barolong Agricultural Production Reconsidered 

There are at least foumnr .ial IAl.it i" 'i , cr th in.vc'Ihit' d i I I1 a'' nr:, ill 

the estimates of .lroloqj c r'tc pr['odlut i A , o;n'l) in (Ciomir llanI d lki S, 
and as sL'en in lhl' l ct ricu tui t i\ .I a A dttI l I - I 'Afiic'liIltlil ' ,aiil 

cited in tle precedtilng so'ctin . 'ii'>t ,a(MY IrIi I ', total ; Ii ica '., 
linIL eS Coul Id b0 V, ' 'i', '.;t illIt4':. . :;t'' o li I , ( ,;ia .A .i i i t it .1 , ,t 

u tdere.sLiLt ed . ITh' ird , t h1 l't ,,, li Il 'l' Ic' l .aI it it-,]litt i,;I i li klt 
pl'tcc 't itcl t)t'twta'I ll oa' ill l, i l aI. ,I,' i,, I I itA In 1 i. i l. 

h'lie fourth, inid ios;t ililL'Fr t iiai lai ; i;i tt i. t,l I I I I li , i ( 'lt­, 
d ui L i in l h s ala..'oI'll) l lta t'l''t i ,' ! i hc 11 1 'o jjl:il c .l ,I .I I I 111 .' . 1 £,1 +I 
anJld L hle i' lowt [t Ba ,', ) I.1 1 ul, , ' I izt,( .1 ctw 1 .1 )',l­po la SA<'L oit ie. 1 ' :ti ,, cI i li tv 

anld manyll smal I 1 larmvrs'.+; 

Thet.:fiinal r'xpll"Ait n i , tIla' l tc:,l li i ic,, li I '',, ,, ',iM l,'l.it i,)on 
,wi II e .!po .ttl ll) d , lia.' t lii r o ., I:,iI i i i i I . VI' I V I' I' (,ii I'. 

o f with l it l 1 .'cJlll la. ' Ic' t a jcr"' i. I'V ',' I 'I. i I Lc! '.a t 1 .1l a,Iriol 


.;liJl the n it itl .;c'Iattuilc .il a'tI ,.i I :11 I t a iF.i l s fii 1 i ' ',','a ii Io ci 

i n ia ' U lilI ats'.'t'18 h',' , , a , . i i cac. c , ( . , 'a.a iv,-l1lIt ' I l, la. I' 

+
gti nl1 l I t t .I bias:lll l 111,al :!" I ' .. i 1.t i, _ ,,. Ii I al,,.,
glalic 't lit. tilltic' t.ilil':; :iial il l a'iaa Il'La ca ' 'iii l ' ; ia l I'at .'t it , .a..i.il'c ,',l 

W rt tl'; ot , I 9J//]' K And I) 9i", / J, wteita illI <ij~ ,lt, I il i Itli, ili P '. '1ii 

lcctlit Ia':; iI)tJva2; ht liad, cl. t ~ilahI l ia , I1 l ,'a',al ]ii'aal ',alla1' act Ilat' 'i l'. 
S I 't'. t' 'lit ,' t, aI , I , I.... ill a)I li t.' ,noaIi vW ' i Auld i,!a lii ' la c i;. JIa 

li'lp a';-x laiiii (lit, Iat o'l" Ic', t t il pl kll , t l I,,l ila tafllt hIali ili iii W1111 

We' I;aVaC boot'ii , ' no, ra;l, a 'i ill at A uliii i A,', I ni ,''.A 

I.\tiIl.. ,, 

(,111111) 

YEAR 50 SEIP T''-OCT 'I NOV-IJIW-.IAN AUG-JIJLY 

1962/63 no 27:3 395 
1963/64, yes la ' 31 tU 
1964/65 no 194 354 
1965/66 no2Mu 420 
1966/67 yes 249 127 
1967/68 yes 132 556 
1968/69 no 226 484 
1969/70 no 234 39o 
1970/71 yes 249 459
 
1971/72 yes 377 611 
1972/73 no 122 341 

(ontgL i nIui(1 ) 



-38­

(Table 55, Ralnfall--RamaLlabama, cont.) 

YEAR 50 SE'-OCT ? NOV-I)EC-JAN AUG-JULY 

1973/74 yes 208 612 
1974/75 no 303 775 
1975/76 Ho 240 669 
1976/77 yes 303 663 
1977/78 NA NA NA 
1978/79 no 155 311 
1979/80 yes 368 671 
1980/81 yes 429 611 
1981/82 n0 299 510 

FOR 1962/63TIIROUGII 1980/81 : 16 YEARS 

(with the eXCelpLioll of 1977/78) 

NOV -DEC-JAN AUG-J ULY 

Upper quart ile 303 Upper quarki l ie 663 

median 247. 5 hhd lan 520 

Lower quarLil 194 Lower quarLilu 395 

Mean 250 Man 522 

1. August through Harth only. 

TABLE 56 

Rainfall--Good Hope, Botswana 

YEAR 50 SIPT-OCI' ' NOV-DEC-JAN AUG-JULY 

1968/69 no 100 375 
1969/70 yes 181 350 
1970/71 no 277 477 
1971/72 yes 318 673 
1972/73 no 127 374 
1973/74 yes 380 664 
1974/75 no 340 720 
1975/76 yes 241 668 
1976/77 yes 247 593 
1977/78 yes 168 555 
1978/79 yes 162 311 
1979/80 no 196 536 

(continued) 
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(Table 57, Rainfall--ood Hope, cont.)
 

YEAR 
 50 SEPT-OCT ? NOV-DEC-JAN AUG-JULY 

1980/81 yes 547 
 749
 
1981/82 no 316 5121 

FOR 1968/t,9 IIRUII 1980/81 : 13 YEARS 

NOV-DEC-JAN AUG-JULY 

Upper quart i e 318 Upper qluartilte 668 

Median 241 Mud ial 555 

Lower quartile 168 Lower quartile 375 

Mean 253 Mean 542 

1. August t hrough March only. 

The first and second qLest ions, i.e. Lie rel1iabi/ity of various pro­
duction and ownersthi) estimates will he dis;its:;id with the aid of Tables 
57 through 67 below. These Lables ji)reSLnt :t. uittaes for the Barolong 
Farms I ron tilie folllowing Itree :;olrr ,; :(nirru irt f, 1977 and 1980; Agri­
clltI nra I niI t o r; ' V'.;l imal Ie; as ''l")ii t-d i n t ntl IP lans lot" theL t)eIto 

early 1980's and in Slaps; and AgricnItural S talisL ics for 1971/72,32 
1978/79, 1979/80, and 1980/81. 

TABLE 57 

Number of Farmers or Farm Households, tiarolong Farms 

LANDS TOTAL TOTAL 

LANDS CATTLE + WITH ACTUALLY HOUSE-
YEAR ONLY ONLY CATTLE LANDS PLOUGIIING HOLDS SOURCE 

1971/72 300 100 1400 
 1700 1600 17001 Ag Survey

1973/74 NA NA 
 NA 1500? NA 1500 Comaroff
 
1978/79 600 200 700 1300 800 1500 
 Ag Survey

1979/80 500 200 700 1200 1000 
 1400 Ag Survey
 
1980/81 600 
 500 500 1100 1000 1600 Ag Survey
 
1980/81 
 NA NA NA NA NA 2200 ADs' APs
 

1. Not equal to sutm of first three columns due to rounding. 
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TABLE 58 

Total Food Crop P'roducLion, Ba'rolong Farms 
(mfetric ronnnv;) 

FOOD) CROP 
YEAR PRODUCTION SOURCE 

Before t960's' 1,800 Comaroff 

1971/72 9,200 Ag Survey 
1973/74 31,S00 Comaroff 
1978/79 251)1 Ag Survey 
1979/80 2,9151 Ag Survey 
1979/80 13,100 ADs/Staps 
1980/81 6,621 Ag Survey 
1980/81 13,1 Ads/Staps 

1. Includes pulses. 

TABLE 1)9 

Crop Ara Est imaesLe, Harolln Fa rms 
(planted and Iia rVys ted a rea s for food crops only) 

TOTAL 
ARAB LE PLANTED IARVESTED HARVEST-

YEAR AREA AREA AREA ING RATIO SOURCE 
(ha) (ha) (ha) (1) 

1971/72 NA 16,100 NA NA Ag Survey 
1971/72 NA 14,9001 14,8001 991 Ag Survey 
1974 37,600 NA NA NA Comaroff
 

1978/79 NA 4,100 3,200 
 78 Ag Survey
 
1979/80 16,100 9,200 8,200 89 Ag Survey
 
1979/80 30,700 22,700 13,100 58 ADs/SLaps
 
1980/81 17,800 11,300 10,400 92 Ag Survey
 

1980/81 30,700 16,500 
 9,200 56 ADs/Staps
 
1980/81 35,100 
 NA NA NA ADs' APs
 

1. Sorghum and maize only.
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TABLE 60 

Yield Per Iectare, Barolong Farms--Food Crops 

YEAR Y I E I 1) 

(kg/ha) 
SOURCE 

1971/72 
1973/74 

1978/79 

1979/80 
1979/80 
1980/81 
1980/81 

1) 
2) 

3) 

'up 

as 

6222')S­
15 large farmers--;ipprJx. 1AS0re 
mid-range farmers 
a) ' 15 randoml Iy vht[,srii mid-range farmers 

With a siiitl, t ractor (hired or oiWlied)' 
-­ aplprOx. Ibt 

b) 'largest noun-Lrac ori zed ope r;Ition with 
which w reWvfLiai liar'--,pprtx. 12013 

small farmers---,nywheru hv~tw._tn "200 (bad 

year) aind 1000 (good y.ar) ' 3 

802 
363 2 

1,0002 

61 2 
1,420 2 

to [70(0 to )i)'0'--ci., ed by 'Ba rolong farmers' 
repo'[ted in St as. 

COIIIui r f f 

Ag Survey 

Ag Survey 
ADs/Staps 
Ag Survey 
ADs/SLaps 

I. Sorghum and maize only. 
2. Per harvested ( ic ar't ' . 

3. Per planted [iec tare. As noted in in. 8 to ma in text, given Coma­
roff's estimates of fallers fall ing into each category, yields for each 
category, and areas lor each category, a p laos ilile ilicumn yield for all 
Barolong might be in tle vicinity of 1,000 kg/iha. 

TABLE 61 

Cattle Ownership, Barolong Farms 

TREK TREK 
MEAN IERI) OXEN OXEN 

CATTLE SIZE PER NUMBER AS % AS % 
OWNING CATTLE OF OF OF TOTAL 

TOTAL ICGUSE- OWN ING TREK TOTAL BOTSWANA 
YEAR CATTLE HOLDS IOUSEIHOLD OXEN HERD HERDI SOURCE 

1971/72 27,000 1,500 18.0 10,700 39.6 23.7 
 Ag Survey
 

1973/74 16,000 
 710 22.5 NA NA - From Comaroff 
1977, cal­

culated on 
the basis of 
cattle owning
 
distribution
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(Table 51, Cattle Ownership, conL.)
 

TREK TREK
 
MEAN HERD OXEN OXEN
 

CATILE SIZE PER NUMHBER AS Z AS Z
 
OWN I NG CATTLE 0" OF1' OF TOTAL
 

TOTAL HOUSE- OWN ING TREK TOTAL BOTSWANA
 
YEAR CATTLE HOLDS 1OUSEHIOLD OXEN HERD HERD l SOURCE
 

1978/79 28,000 900 31.1 0,200 22,I 13.5 Ag Survey 
1979/80 25,000 900 27.8 2,600 10.4 12.6 Ag Survey
 
1980/81 22,000 1,0O0U 22.0 3,40o 15.5 11.0 Ag Survey
 
1980/81 21 O00 NA NA NA NA - ADs' APs
 

'Traditional' c;ittle herds only. 

TABLE 62 

Barolung "'Iaris--1P'rce tag of F"a rilers
 
WiLth Land Who Own CILLie
 

YEAR PERCENTAGE SOURCE 

1971/72 82 Ag Survey 
1973/74 47 Com;ruff 
1978//9 V4 Ag :;rvuy 
1979/80 58 Ag Survey 
1980/81 45 Ag Survey 

TABLE 63 

Draught Ownership, Barotong Farms 

FARMERS WHO PERCENTAGE 

PLOUGHlED PERCEN''AG E OF TOTAL 
FARMERS WITH! OWN OR OF AL PLOUGH CATTLE 

WHO OWNED MAFISA'D PLOUGIING OWNED OR 
YEAR DRAUGIT DRAUGHT FARMERS MAFtSA' D SOURCE 

1971/72 NA NA NA 72 Ag Survey 
1979/80 NA 650 65 NA Ag Survey 
1980/81 NA 500 50 NA Ag Survey 
1980/81 7201 NA NA NA ADs' APs 

1. Assumes no overlap of ownership of different kinds of draught. In 
fact, ADs' Farmers' Record Cards note some farmers with both ox and donkey 
spans, or an ox span and a tractor.
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TABLE 64
 

Type of Draught, BI roloug Farmnl 
(perce"Lage of ploughing hou:ehods) 

OXEN/ CAITLE/ TRACTORS/
 
YEAR CATTLE DONKEYS DONKEYS TRACTORS ANIMALS SOURCE
 

1971/72 67 22 
 - 11 Ag Survey 
1973/74 NA NA NA 33-0372 Comaroff 
1979/80 35 35 
 - 25 5 Ag Survey
 
1980/81 O0 20 5 
 15 - Ag Survey
 

1. For the early 1980's, Al)'s report 5.6 pervent of owned draught was 
oxen; 27.1 percent of owned draught, lonk\sy.;; and 17.3 percent of owned 
draught, tractors. The perce.tages, thowevr, are also subject to the 
unwarranted as;i!::m !ijon thatAl t[hle ; of l'ltugh Twois IUO l) (I types.
related tigure., ,re, 4)1 iuteteSt hIere.. Ciola roifI stales there were 129 
workin;g Itraclurs in BHato lon, in tlie mid-191(':s. For I1.0 early 1980's, 
ADs' Annual Plan:; rCe'Ort 15*3 wurk iiig [t ct.o:; owtd by 120 imlividual 
owners and 5 1tractor syindicate's. 

2. Calculated on 1th hasis of Cotatoti '' sL [il:te o1 number of farm­
ing households, IoLal tractor niIUbers, and pe r'iiLtage of non-tractor own­
ers ploughing witlh tractLors inl I Iol to good yedit. 

TABLE 65 

Ploughs, B lo-Ong Farlms 

% OF 

FARMERS 
WHO USED 

NUMBER OWN 
SINGLE DOUBLE SINGLE DOUBLE FARMERS PLOUGH 
PLOUGIIS PLOUGIIS PLOUGIIS PLOUGIIS WHO FOR 

YEAR OWNED OWNED USED USED PLOUGIIED PLOUGIIING SOURCE 

1971-72 750 1120 1000 1300 1600 
 821 Ag Survey
 
1973-74 NA 
 NA NA NA 1500? 98 Comaroff
 
1980-81 NA NA 600 450 
 1000 NA Ag Survey
 
1980-81 610 
 NA NA NA NA ADs' APs
 

i. Also includes own harrows.
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TABLE 06 

) [Ianters, iarolong I;Irms 

/ OF % OF
 
NUIMBER I IOLIII N(; I'LOU(;lH ING
 

FARM ERS FAIMERS FARMERS
 
PLANTERS PIANTERS WHO WIo OWNI-A) WHO ROW
 

YEAR OWNED USED 'LOUGlHE I'1) AN'I ,RS PLANTEID SOURCE
 

1971/72 480 1300 IbUO 30 801 Ag Survey 
1973/74 990 NA 1500? 0 1C001 Gomarof f 
1979/80 NA NA 1000 1A 50 Ag Survey 
1980/81 NA NA 1000 NA 40 Ag Survey 
1980/81 360 NA NA NA NA ADs' At's 

1. Approximations, according to text:S Of :Murccsi (lied. 

'rABL, 07 

Cultivitors, liar long Farm.:; 

X ()I," Z 01" 
111,01(11 I N(; P LO ICII I NG 

('UiL- CUil I- FI"I:"RS WHO - USEDOWNLI) IO 
VATORS VA'r)RS WHO o:LiT- CU LTI-

YEAR OWNED USED 1. UI(III'IJ VATORS VATORS SOURCE 

1971/72 420 1100 1oO 26) 701 Ag Survey 
1973/7/6 690 NA 1500? I40 NA Comaroff 
1980/8-! NA 150 100t NA 15 Ag Survey 
1980/81 310 NA NA NA NA ADs' APs 

1. Approximation, according to text of source cited. 

It can be presumed that the samping design lor Lhe Agricultural Sur­
veys Is the most sophisticated of those used by the three kinds of sources 
summarised in the tables. in fact, it is not likely that Agricultural 
Demonstrators base their estimates on any kind of sampling procedure. In 
the opinion of this author, ADs' estimatez )l such things as total crop 
production and area are not very reliable. The ad hoc procedure which 
they use may be to look at figures for larger farmers In their extension 
area, with whom they are most familiar, and expand those figures byv fac­
tors derived from the total number of farmers in their areas.33 On 

http:areas.33


c 
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the other hand, ADs' estimates of thin s wlivicl can be easily counted, for 
'xample large, visible item:; like tractors, are I Ike Ly to I)e much tore 
reliable. 

Tlany of Coma roft'is est imates arc. has'd n a hurvey (Agri l) condncted 
in early 1975. to lI or .. aAccordin g Coma ro , '1,I itrpu s e (orawing sample, 
the Farms were dividtd IV ext 'nsi) ;ar'oi aid ail ,qta I nmber of larmers 
selected aL random within each' (19/7). In 0l her words, Comaroff was 
doubtless samplil, from list frame, perhiaps provided by agriculturaL 
extension personnel. WitholtL knowing te .''ntplIIii Iraction for each ex­
tension area, it is not rea Ily possible to form est imates, in a staListI.­

cal sense, for all the Haioo,, Faris. IIs However, Comaruff's survey
dues cover the cii il'e tilI .farm , Il ke mitl. of IN! other sources cited 
above in III.C. thirough III.t, adl it is comjpl.m.lnltc.d by Coma roff', inten­
sive antlhrup)l)gical field work.
 

Finally, the Agricultural S-iurvey:; cit ed here arc iaIsud on probability 
sampling. in addiLion, t.lcy use area fr.uims, with s;ec'ond siage samplintg 
determined by the estinated ntimbcr nf Wi,.lling i. wi:lin a defined 
area . Nonut-heless, Lhere are, tI this ,auil l ', St'vt'al aillbi ii Lies con­

rning whiclh 'Ha roI "TI;', Iarmrs; arc .impll, by t 'e A ,ricultural Sur V,y. 
First, Paniyane ltarll,a:; a Ir1cc Itdh I l*iin ai',,,, w ,, iIl )[t bt included ill 
tle Agriculturali areai l l itoliSurvey' s Iv 'I l d ii i 1, lI ' Ia rums. Indiv idua L 
falris Lhe ru shou Id be i l Iudo'd iustt' id i0 t iW otrv y 'a I iSt I rme (oI cum­
Iti.i'C ia riis. ImtL is tL witlin thit st'o , oft I li.i pail)er I o ,IiiswUr theLe 

raLther lletaphy ical quslt io ni tf ln' lhr P.L y=.l l i or i is n iit .h lieBaro­
lting FaIms. It shlould only bie iointed uut tha.1t ilI lie m ids of peo­lie soile 
ple it is, and i" t , mind s tit oLIth rs, it I!, 1lL . I n lhe AgriculLural 
Survey, iL is IlI out oA tht 'tratd it iln" I' tI rm t.;t im l s:; which have
bee"t~ c!tted he~re. 

lulIt''lrioe , wiLhin L Iti'o Iong t ri Ia :i reca proper t here are 
cur rently t le l,bastho It dii areas; &'oVLr" ilng illprt)x imately l850 ha 
(Stps). It is unltear to this ,author whether tihis area is included in 
Lhe Agriculturail Survey's 'triditioinal' or 'commerci;al' fran. If it is 
con:i dered 'traditi onal' land, at least one hloldIiing tf ;fplproximiately 1U5U 
ha wold niot be cuvered aL ai l , since thc lessee does not reside in the 
Ha ro Ioil :+rms. 

Wt l e rIi'r ilse a iaas are lor aeI 10 i rs1Inot . ie 0 ith--d s t iia 15 01'or 

one's coltceplt ion trl Ha ri)long "a.rmls agricut'alI product ion is important
because they ire ireis iif large-scale, niarki't-tri toted crop production. 
In larolong, as elsewhere iii Ht swana , total crop lroductLion as well as 
liivestock ownerslhip is very skewed. IIrcluiSiaii Of a tew represenLaLIves 

ot the highi end oft a di britlion can substantially alter estim, -es of 
Lotals, means, and percentages from what LIcy would be if these individ­
uals were omitted frum a sample frame, or omitted from the sample by the 
luck of the draw. Furthermore, estimates of means, though useful in a 
limited way, can be highly misleading. Some indicatlon of distrIbution, 
at least an estimate of the median is more useful in disclosing the rel­
atlive posiL ions of more farmeis. Unfortunately these estimates are 
usually more difficult to make. 
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The question of who is or is not inclutded in one's sample frame is 
especially important for all surveys done, in Bot swana, not just the Agri­
cultural Survey. Several ot her eXallipl s I rom Sout ern D)istrict's CFDA 
Illustrate the point: 

1-) One large farmer, a vommi L C memiober of the Bairol ong Farmers' 
Association, lists Metlojane as his pl ace of residewce. iher he was 
omitted from Narayan-Parker's sample or his Lotl I p~roduct ion was dras­
tically underreported. Had it buen included it would prob;bly have 
increased est imatcd total crop product ion lo t t loj;an., sever;al times 
over. 30 

2) Est !Imated total cr, iroduct ion Ior il, i,,)tmait, Ngwaket.sc Soutlh, 
from Narayan-Parker 's survey makes M.okgomuie appear I" be a 'lund deficit' 
area. It could prb.ibly be made to seem a 'Ifnod surplus' area it the pro­

several ie f rom who 1lough 
area were included. 
duction of Wy farmers ony p in the Mokgomane 

3) Some Phitsa:no,-,HlotOp,) farmers pluglh at It ,Ihojatan, and some Mckgo­
mane farmers pJlouli at lswdiaill'.iiieig. As wit hi the farmers in (2), above, 
depending, on the niceties ol s:ample desi l ti Jr prodL outio could be con­
sidered ' Barolong' product ion or 'Ngwakcise Sout I t prodncL i o". 

It i: I clit th.t d10 i d1lit I W 1colt i, i 111, t io ,' hlboVt,, the Ag ri­
cultural Survey's e,;t imalts a olul liiv ' L:;Iw; sail n urr)r [han Comai­
ro l' s, whicli ii t or i ;1loiuiu d Iil y ,u.rn:; ,.tec it' r than lime AI)s:' usti­
mates. If it is argued li;it t het lat lr e;t Wi,'s are soiliehuOw better 
than lie Ag ricultural So rvcv.a; it, nu:,t i ,.,iii I ihlt tlhe Agricul tura[ Sur­

iije,.iireit ci: biL opi nion ofvey 's 111'1 ,dIvI jirori, t 1.iv,.,,. Ili [lie 
tL Ii .i L Iirt)or, I l i li ,; tmlI iIe.) 1 t htri :;a1l - e Ag-ricu Ltural 
Survey, Coimaaruf I , nd [it Ag r in It iura I Oemii t r,ttors--beiig subject to 
Iea su rement i, or. Fort e..mip I t, lie Ag,,ricul i tral uI 'S ses t1maLtes of 
ploutlgcd and ha-veStd 1ild a reis ,are pitooL bly iiiml' reliable Lhan the 
et.st it. l tti l land ;ire.. A li)ure 11 total IBarolol1 ) arabic land 
of somewhat over 3U, UUJ ha is supported by AL.DI".I' figtres (SLaps). These, 
in turn, were based Ol itcrlpre talioil oI airial photographs. A.l Lhee 
Agrivclt ural Survey .stimailea , for tot;I, p !Iouglied, aid harvested area, 
purport to he based on plysical masrtemenit s, but it is easy to see how 
unpliou ghed fields could be igunored, especially in an area in whiclh a 'land 
grab' hass take in p lace (Comiaruff 198U). Since Comarot f's estimates were 
supplemented by det;ilud local invest-igitiou, they may be, on the whole, 
less sub ject to measuremenit error than those oft Le oWier sources cited 
he re. 

In the opJlliol) ot this author, the ,stLim;itcs of the Agricultural 
Statistics are, overall, the most reliabLe, although not without fault. 
In addition to the advantages of the Agricultural StatListics' sampling 
procedures, there are at least three other reasons for supporting this 
view.
 

F'Irst, the crucial recent figures oni total crop production are for 
the most part supported by records of the PliLsane depot of the Botswana 

http:Ngwaket.sc
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Agricultural Marketing Board ((AMB). The relevant information is summa­
rised in Tables 68 and 69. BANH's 'i t:;iife depot obltains crops from a 
wider area than Barol ong alone; to draw a VUiL-off point somewhere, figures 
are presented for the three Agricultural Di)stricts in Southern Agricul­
tural Region. 

TABLE 68 

Southern Region Agrcicultural lPridi l"n Stat stics
 
and Pitsaiiv BAMIB Puircliases;, 19/9/80
 

(in met ric to)lllt':l )
 

AGI [CiULTURAL I)1SICT SOUTHERN
 
Ngwa ketse Ngw;klet se REG ION PITSANE BA1B
 

CR OP Ba ro tign So iLiif So LI [Ii TOTAL PU RCIASES
 

Sorghum 1195 4420 2515 81 IJ 2572 

Maize 1670 1 s95 1050 3L15 347J* or 55382 

Total grains 285 5(61) 355 i2O45 0U43* or 8187 
Beans/pul ses 1It 19) 1/0 470 77 

Total food 
crops 2975 5805 3731 12515 6120* or 811( 

Sunflower iind it 'Ife ilt i at ed 600 450 

1 . Solirces Piodiil' ion-- 1981 oot swiwii Ar,iui ltuiliiral St atistics; BAJMB 
I ml-iii-i--ii 

viewed through the courtesy of Mi. El liott Tlhakanelo, manager. All 
i t Salle iii eS-- iLa t - - ii "i ids ,-Vi IL-sa-i--- depo t, 

errors in interpretailioln are lie auhtior's. 

2. This colftusion arises Nvahecase one i to card o whiteLmiaize , which 
was with ihe otlier 1980/81 caids, and which recorded curcha ses since- 291i 
May 1981, nIonethleless stated at the op that it recorded produce from the 
198( sasoil . The 2067 lt oil lihatcard probibly reler to 1980/81 produc­
tion, but figures ale preqcnted in boti years excluding and including 
that alliount. 

Second, the estimates of total crop production, yield, and area must
 

be related by the equation yield equals (total production) divided by 
(area). Comaroff's total production estimate of 31,500 mt and a plausible 

mean yield, given his other figures, of 1000 kg/ha (see fn. 8), imply over 
30,000 ho were ploughed and harvested in 1973/74--in other words virtually 
all of the arable land in Barolong. Tc accept these total production and 
yield figures means to accept the notion that there was very little agri­
cultural land controlled by large farmers in 1973/74 but left unploughed. 
It also means one has to believe harvested area in recent normal to good 
rainfall years has only been one third of what It was in the mid-1970's. 
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TABLE 691
 

Southern Region Agricultural P'rdui't ion Statistics
 
and 'isane BANMi Pu rchae;t's 1981/81
 

( i nme ric I )lnne.; )
 

AGR ICULTURL. I)I TCS'I'R I SU'rlXIEIU
 

Ngwaket-s Ngwi ILse REGION 'ITSANE BAMB
 
CROP Barolong So ut ii Sot ii TOTAl, PURCRIASES2
 

Sorghum 2295 2/U 2(1/ /'340 1834 

Maize 4175 6425 91) 11515 4282 or 63493 

Total grains 6470 939) 2990 18855 6116 or 8183* 
Beans/pulses 155 21o 325 690() 159 
Total food 

crops 6025 oU 3315 19545 6275 or 8342* 
Sunflower utnd ii v renth i td 3() 360 

1. Sources: Productiun--1981 Botswan; Agricultural Statistics; BAlB 
Pit sane p urrha ses--raI I, rum iaul sane depot.colaltd hiv I'zli , )ItSdL 

2. To Oc t"ber 1981. 

3. See In. 2, 'Ta[ble 08. The numbers hl i vetid Lo be correct are marked 
with an asterisk. 

AlternaLively, one has to assule that less; area was plIoughed i n 1973/74, 
but that mnan yield was even liigher. One IlmusalI kg/ha seems high as all 
area wide mL'an , but certainly not im)ossi )le. But the higher the mean 
yields one calculates, IhW more n I i kly It y become. On this ground 
alone, Comaroff 's 1973/74 grailn product ion est imate is in all likelihood 
too high. 

Third, Cumamir tll's f iguires do lot show liow this bumper crop could have 
been produced , gi ven the avai lable draught. Comaroff est imates there were 
approximately 130 working tractors and a [arming jOpoltation of 1500. In 
other words, if each I tractor owlner owned a single tractor, under 9 percent 
of tile farming population owned tractors. Yet elsewhere, Comarof- esti­
mates 5-9 percent of the farming p)opul ation consisted of large farmers, 
all of whom owned tractors, somLetimes as many as 5 or 6; and that at 
least a few mid-range farmers owned Lractors too. This seems to more 
than exhaust the 130 trictors.
 

In an at tempt. to determine how many ol the L500 fariers 'iad 'ade­
quate' draught, one can assume thal al 1 tractor owners owned a single 
tractor. Comaroff est imates 28 percent of the non-tractor owners hired 
tractors for ploughing in an average or better year. If tractor draught
is 'adequate draught', 37 percent of the farming population had adequate 
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Lract r draught It can be turiLler NsSo;med LtatL nonle 0 f liese LracLor 
using fariiers had adequate catL Iu d rauglIt (a patL [Ly false assumption, 
since cattle ownership teids to pa rat IIl Irab e activity). Comaroff 
e Is only 15 perceii- of a LI 1-letI[aS oWned o ver 20 he;d of cat tLIe 
The figure for farmers owni iii, ove r 10 had of1cattle is not estimated 
but may have been ill L1e regi- of a tHit rd Ol a I I farMers. Onl the basis 
of these assunptions, and the addit iona il .isimpt ions that 10 or 20 head 
of cattle define ' adeqntLMLt d raughlit ', 50t o 70 pe ctit o1 I LIe Barolong 
farmers lad adequatt dragtiht ill 1913//4. (In hiti Lion, sole (l the small 
farmers used donkeys). 'ILe poi it to In. wiidt here is tll;t every assuimptioll
 
has to be stretched, Col:iirolt'.; s re Vogll lit( beiet,fi t leVery doubt,
 

in order to arrive, 50 10 1 i '1, . true II gore had;at the to p7UrCt'il (I Tile 

to be lower. Yet Co ,LirolI- .;et ilIte.S 68 WtrCil1t 0o lfHi larllli lig CoIIiUli il y
 
were mid-range farmiers or Ialrer, o control led tihe iicr',ages and imp le­
nient s to be at least i i d- ra it k rnte Is . ]"utl il e', 98 ipt,,rellt Of CO1ia­

roff 's sample sold grain ii 1973/74, aid 81 percent sol d (not produced) 
over 25 90-kg bags. It is IaIrd to see flow ti:; tilniversa I piroductivity 
and market orienltal ion co ld he ,.)la i ,oi in .I :i tilt io where apparently 
Ilmany fariiiers lacked adqu'(telt dligtl Jl . I t I li se lSUIi ku ly Lhat Coma­
roff is sanllp[e overr, preseilts Li ge nd i dd I,-r.liie Ha ro lolg farmers but 
noletlieltss tinderesLi mat e C t I I It()I(I ;s;. 

The 1971/72 Ag i',l'i' t Stlrvt-y, wlich i -;i greater total cropI , ) :sows; 
pr'udur Ii Ol I han iI Se V0t s (te mI ! I ., ,I, , p I 11.1 t, i ol l o1 IBa ro I (ug ' s 

product iOli addi t i )lhil to Ih11gei tf 0* tr1set I o - . Il Ta ble bi it can 
Ib SeeIiI lll I 191// tio l ion t.r ili the Barulong herdiln 2 proyplo l (d1 k wwXei 

was Very high , much llighier ttiiii lie )ropol)rt ion iii lie nat iona herd. Ili 
fact, this diffren'CI' e ha.lS teadc,d to pt-r; i !;t i fit t ie inore recent Iast, 
alIt i ,iglibo t IIlie 1,11 i nll I tlld Ii.,01 , I t'l ':n proportions I ve f[allen. 

Ill Stlllil'y, these 1ll'tite coniiclsioiL is o Il i s athlt or. They are cer­
tainly arguable, but seetll to t it tuhe aVa l AILae evideiiCe the best. First, 
tILe toal cr01) prt)dlilCt iOil V stima I te.I s IrecnLt Surveys fnay'0SOf Agricultural 


soiewliaLt ulnde rest ilnt cL ia produc L ion lite lctire roloig region
ol I ru'Ba ' 
--that is, tle Blaro lonlg la ris, inc Iud i il Ieuiselio ld arable .and , plus 
Panyane 's Ireehold ;Ira bl e aind. Second, Comaroff 's total product ion 
estimates are too Iigh. I1 rd , anId must i Itecest ing , there has probably 
been a reduc t oio ill c rop I)rodILuc t o beLween t lie mnid-1970 's and today due 
ti the increasing,, l a risat ion of the l-arulong lari ing coniiuuoni ty . Tie 
1971/72 Agr i It Ural, Sorvty, as well as Coiarofl 's work, indicates higher 
levels of arabe actLivi ty, arabie 1)r(ducLion, nl implement owierslip 
than do more recent Agricultural Statistics. Unlike many of the other 
Agricultural Stirveys of the early anid iid- 19 7U's, the t971/72 Survey was 
based on a sampling procedure simi lar to tie one used by recent Surveys. 
Furtlermore, as Tables '55 and 56 have shown, ra infal l in 1971/72 and 
1980/81 was not all that different . Alth.ough the quantitative dimensions 
of an arable decline ii Barolong renain nnclear, as (1o the quantitative 
dimensions of the original transformation, Comaroff, particularly in his 
1980 article, offers an excellent. historical and political argument con­
cerning its causes and effects. Complementary research might be under­
taken in the future to t race thlie invesLiMLent and disinvestment patterns of 
individual Barolong farming families. 
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Such descriptions and analyses of the Barolong experience might cer­
tainly give policy-makers pa use before they recommend increased arable 
investment as a so ht ion to al I of rura I Botswa;ia's employment ills. 
This is not Io argu ' such a policy; it is Mnly to suggest thatagainst 
Barolong's history shows, first, that incrased arabl production is not 
always concorre-', W1 Lh ictreased equi I y; s;ttol part Iy for tha very 

reason, an agri .ural tIra nsflormation result i ng int i ncuased production 
may possibly continue into a further phase in which total production 
actually falls; and third, eVl iiiin a-r I ike Barotong, more families 
depend on off-farm activity for income lMa is commonly supposed. It is 
to a further consideration of policy, in lie lighit of such knowledge, that 
this paper turns nexl.
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CHAPTER V
 

Policy Implications 

A. Some Reasons Why AgriculturaIl Policy lI; )il -icultin botswalla 

u ,L'11' r- I'( I;IsIn :tlThere are at least tLhrI tn II ',. WIly ,I-iVui trLr I policy­

making for CFDA's is di ficlt.I . 

Fi rs t , Cil)i 11 I IIdIltkri II't' to IIsL I -;'IidI t 1 I .i t ' x It iII t0 ,or I . i LI i 

exist ing CoverillielIt-fillied d p 1 ) cct S ( C l \ WorI.,ilig, C roilip). 'ofou; 1n1ny 01tihe policy imli cat;t ll+ +, ttl l ttl i) llitionsl klli'liit'l"it ',l+ I, typo,o ,y 

may be beyond the iiniie, die t', l0owcr of l)i t rt pll llilt l, ,ot, 11 to illlpIe­
ient. Ilowever, iL iS tLhe Co--totIld it, tL io l I ll p rj p cts it i't_ 1.)1 ';LricL 

level wili cl1 the F rog)ral'dillillo ;, .i lypo rla.' i lCI':\A ,'liv I ;i iln t y ;nay tio
 
Suggest to tile cr atiVt, plalin tr how .i, ,i dml,.
t 11t, 

Second, tlie iss-;ie:s tI evtn y ,t i lllp c lIa ; 1 i cat i on1rt'l t ell . o I 
are very comlplex. Thu-LS, it tIle level t ii,lti otli 1 C lj'i l po Ilicy, decci-­
sions InL-5t witii iuItlu Ike t-be taken a ittide i ilt,, , l 1,.0't 0t:; I iii ia lid. 
To'(o o ftvii (ill-llt(ui;JI 111litt, utttr ;~ l~~ll , + i t ilil, ii,itir,. (dl htl .it,,ic iL cal l tI n a( og itl lt il Itt .ll l o1rIltllh [ itc i i tc :tH' i t ~lb i.' li+,tld HI.t ir 
admnli)st-rat ion) polIiieis fo tec ror ,th-cit of hIl ceo,)l(Ioly are 
ill conflict- with lic policies or polit ic l i ,ilit- , t ill ml lit-l'ii i tt l)'I / 

'Tliird , ;it Lt le'vc[ of it li t l l'lIili',i ;).st I, ai t 'p I oI, IlIy 1; estL 

tile letd tor t iiiy i tlt t l i t'l ig :; it I lit i I t bc u.idt' 
Mo ' pl od uc i v et t t ,-W ,11 ,. tt,1' r t 1l11 !,+, )I ,lii t, ~ , ' l l l~ < t i ld 2i t I~L 

p re I111 iint ry evid lice .­;hws t 11I L LIll- A1)1A' 1)IA 11f CI ,id (I li )l, c k.afc;(-!; 
alone1 ily illtCrease Lotal Ii)rdtlIi(it lrtt l ie ittic, i lli id )lon (t ,,ili i ii t ait',.i 

iecessar i ly per Inbut ilot y Ie Ids litc'[ iee,. lI I M it i i u ) I i-s,;1lii ,it lit0' 
suppuort SLC l as,e tel Lell:; i oil t '11 - It' I t.I-[Zi . (-II()I l r 'I:;t (d i I i s;: r 
and ilu)Iu v,_ e;-ds will l ti llll y be I tliI dit f "y Ild:, t ili lit , 
(Li tscimuer) . n [lit' tt ier hilnd, f+ariicir.i; I1'r iitIIc I I1 1t y Lto i,ikc 
inFC r C, ll Ch1,111g L'S 11 fi ill lill ; t htin ,I i vL,vtt011L.-I I Lhi J ; .tteIn I o~ aldoptI 1 

package aL )ne1 t inie ((.i lbert. , Ni)Unililll illl Wiicll). Hic g il lItick ol 
Suc tss of theIl ininillui ti 1lgi' pa cik ,,i ,AlloptdI iI I lit-(,i ly J9/ (1 's 
LesL i I i id to tlit- tentlenlt:y 01 t0(i L hrh ;t y ,ly dCV,eI Op ,d I i i-ri n ;y:;ttIll, 
wliclh work well at tie exIle t'iliut stittilli to i ic w,- l illi f riirstdlt I,,:;!; 

fields.
 

i;t ;i ii; tl 
policy recotunitnndat i)ns olifLl ari se tao r IWLotewan'; agr,Iti Iture. For exam­
)ie, some of tile natin lenienLts ill an economi c policy for irable iigril-i 

Given these dili icuIL ii'.,, it is iiot. ipr it cointra l IcLory 

BLotswina iilpuL i es , ieSLure in are o;uId)S; subs I tI lot'Lt puI'chb;e 0l 
draught animals, 3 8 output price subsidies, and cXp;lnsionlol iI;rketLtilg
infrastructure. A glance ;it the pol icy 1 ittiure (t,.g. AI-;lt 19Mb;
Duggan; Ea ke s; Jone;s) revals rat-her wide dii I lUe IirenC ill tpinioll about 
which type or types of policy should be favoured . In Iact, a s IIngl: 
paper, such tile pricing lld s ib:;dies di ;cu s lli, cdli ,l;tlI.itleas ALDEP d 
appear internally contradictory.
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B. The Policy Environment
 

The farmer typology for Kgoro, above, and the subsequent discussion 
of both the Southern District CFDA and the Baro long Farms, do net suggest 
any radical departures for policy. What follows wilt seem, to many read­
ers, merely a rearrangement or reemphasis of familiar elements.
 

From a technical point of view, 'the drier the area the more impor­
tant are the interactions between meclbaiiisation and improved varieties' 
and ' the more pronounced are the advantaj,,cs of anll i a tract ion compared 
with hoe cultivation and of tractors compared with ox ploughs' (Ruthen­
berg), In this author's opini on, of all the inuch discussed constraints 
to arable agriculture in communal eastern lotsana, the lack of timely 
access to adequate draught powur is Lhe bi id ing constraint for more 
farmers than is any other. 

The experience of Southern District, particularly the Barolong Farms, 
has demonstrated this importance of agricultural capita[, particulnrly in 
mechanisud forms. The most successi ul arable farmers, i n terms of total 
output, are those who have been able to iwvest il implements, tractors, 
or the development of several an!imal draught teams. (On the last point, 
see the case of 'Ramotobi', cited by Gulbrindse). It is true that some 
Barolong farmers hlave Laken adv antage of permanent residence at their 
lands and perhaps hi gher ox proportions ini h ei r lIwrds. But it seems 
evident as well that there, as elsewhere in Southern District or eastecn 
Botswana, tie init ial development of arabl e gr i u I ttre has not proceeded 
mainly on tie basis of tie investment of crop iucne . Rather, sources 
of capital alpear to have been wage income, cattle incone , or Covernment. 
(The last soturcet, for exalilmIi,, ran )e seenl in tihe Integrated F'armi -ngPilot 
Project at PelotLshetlha in Ngwaketse SoothI). The patterns and quantita-
Live flows of ilvestment, however, have as yet not been exhaustively 
stud ied. 

The importance of itnvestment is recognised iin the area. When asked 
to identify major problems of small farmers (and to a certain extent in­
termediate farmers as well), the AD's on the Ngv'wkeLse side of the CFDA 
tended to give a more traditional analysis of the lack of draught or 
implements, of crop damage by cat te, or of widespread labour migration 
to South Africa (I*he last particularly in the case of Phitsane-loiopo). 
On the Barolong side, where successful crop production is more prevalent, 
the first problem of small farmers was inevitably identified as 'lack of 
funds'. Similarly, the respondents in Narayan-Parker's survey ranked un­
empIloyment as their first problem, overall (Narayan-Parker). Instead of 
agriculture being viewed as a source of employment, wage employment else­
where was seen as a source of income with which to buy cattle, to hire 
ploughing (Deepa Narayan-Parker, personal communication).
 

In this context, 'traditional' agriculture lhas become increasingly 
monetised on both the output and the input sides. Cash markets for grain
 
output permit a few farmers to obtain regular cash incomes, and afford 
the opportunity for poor arable farmers to raise occasional small amounts 
of emergency cash. Similarly, cash markets for inputs are characterised 
by different forms of behaviour. The farmer can attempt to break through 
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into much larger scale arable production through expenditure on mechanisa­
tion. 3 9  Or he or she can cont inue to use a low return, probably lower 
risk system which requires minilimum cash iliputs. 

For many farmers, the first opLion may be constrained not only by 
unwillingness to risk large amouts of family earni ngs or savings, but 
by the low levels of absolute we ltih and income, ['or a few (for example 
the low crop producing households in Groups IV and V in Kgoro), the first 
reason may be the more important. Given the levels of expected earnings 
in migrant labour, the subjective disutility of agricultural labour, the 
low expected return from crop agriculture, and, sometimes, the differences 
in objectives among family members, these farllers may still choose to keep
their investment (and effort) in arable agriculture low (Gulbrandsen). 

In recognition of these constraints, the mosL crucial elements of 
current Government arable policy are those designed to increase capital 
investment, particularly through subsidised purchiase of draught power and 
planter/cultivator packages. By lowering the relative prices of specific 
inputs, the Government hopes to encourage tLe use of those inputs. Even 
with current subsidies, however, tile aloutlL of investment required is a 
quantum leap for many farmers. A large number of very arbitrary assump­
tions (e.g. about replacement value of crops grown, past cost of hiring 
draught, discount rate, time horizoli, f req uncy of c0rop failure) can be 
used to calculate break-even poiits for I l:;mai tipa.lllrsi'who lake current 
ALDEP donkey 

in production 

ox or draught packages, or plnt:er/culivaLtor packages. If 
the farmer is to service tile loan out of crip i coilte, it appears he or 
she must either increase yields by aniywhere from 
same area, or maintain lower yields but ilhic tease 

60 to 
areas 

100 kg/ha 
anywlere 

on the 
from 35 

to 100 perceit .40 Tile exact figures may be dispted, but tie increase 
is substantial. it is likely that decision thresholds are 

eveni higher tian break-eveii points, oteii Jor risk-related reasons. What 
is not clear is if many farmers can successfully make these kinds of in­
vestments, even with the subsidies offered by 111- Government. 

Litschauer's analysis of the 1981 ALDEP pilot project survey shows 
that for recipients of the planter/culivalor package two crucial vari­
ables, land held and land destumped, are far above the national means, 
let alone medians. If this finding is accurate aji. conLtinues to be the 
case, Litschauer states, 'one of the goals specified for ALDEP--land 
holdings at full development--could well be reached through the ALDEP 

4 1  participant selection process itself' (LiLschauer). In other words,
it appears that the ALDEP component aimed at one version of 'middle range' 
farmers--those with I1 to 40 head of cattle--will, even if successful,
increase production only among those farmers who have already committed 
themselves to arable farming. This may not be an unworthy end, but it 
does only involve a small segment of the farming population. In fairness 
to ALDEP, it must be noted that Litschauer's survey does not analyse the 
draught power component. As will be seen in greater detail below, this 
component is controversial at both the analytical and political levels. 
But it is aimed at a potentially larger group of farmers. 

It appears that even a 'successful' ALDEP will not radically alter
 
the development path of arable agriculture, although much more analysis 



-54­

must be done before this conclusion can be reached. In semi-arid dryland
 
agriculture as practised in Botswana, yield enhancing, risk reducing tech­
nological changes are much less likely to be labour absorbing than such
 
changes in irrigated tropical agriculture. In Botswana, as small sectors 
of the farming population become increasingly and more regularly market 
oriented, the distribution of total crop output becomes increasingly 
skewed. Tables 70 and 71 show crude Gini coefficients, calculated from 
the Agricultural Statistics, for cattle holding and total food crop pro­
duction in 1979/80 and 1980/81. They demonstrate that there is very lit­
tle difference in the .ount )f inequality in cattle holding and in total 
food crop production. Aid, as with the livestock sector, it seems 
that Government policy for crop agriculture, no matter what its inten­
tions, is as likely to increase gaps in agriciltural income as to reduce 
them. 

TABLE 70
 

Gini Coefficients for Botswana Agriculture, 1979/80
 
(percent)
 

CATTLE 
HOLDERS ONLY ALL FARMERS' 

CATTLE 78 84
 

PLOUCHI NG 

FARMERS ONLY ALL FARMERS 1 

TOTAL FOOD CROP 77 81 
PRODUCTION
 

1. As defined in the Agricultural Statistics.
 

TABLE 71
 

Gini Coefficients for Botswana Agriculture, 1980/81
 
(percent) 

CATTLE
 
HOLDERS ONLY ALL FARMERS1
 

CATTLE 79 86
 

PLOUGHING
 

FARMERS ONLY ALL FARMERS1
 

TOTAL FOOD CROP 79 83
 
PRODUCTION
 

1. As defined in the Agricultural Statistics.
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In cone lusion, research has continuaItLy shown that farmer groups 
do differ significantly ill tLheir resource endowments anid thus in their 
ability to earn agriculturai income. As has been seen above, this is 
reflected at a gross aggregate statistical leveL. However, there is a 
strong tendency for agricultural policy to at tempt to do something for 
every farmer. There is political pressure to direct resources to 'those 
who call be productive with them', i.e. the alt'ready weal thy. In addition, 
another argument for not designating specific LargCet groups is sometimes 
made from a sociological viewpoint. Since families are interrelated and 
can command resources Outside the nuclear family, and since they pursue
their economic ends through a diversity of fleanuS, it is argued that rural 
society is so complex thaL any attempt to toctis on a particular target 
group or groups will result in creating divisions aind reducing the exist­
ing rural support network. In response to this last argument, it can be 
noted that Barolong's liistorical developmet has been marked by dec reasea 

in inter-household links, and an increase in 
 Iass divisions, with tile 
rise of commercial agricuit ure (Comaroff 1980). So even in the absence 
of specific product ion policy, tile rural stipport lietwork can be weakened 
if not totally des t royed. A policy of deliberately supporting all of 
rural society may be just ifIhable, but. such pronotincements are too often 
vague, and exploi ted by a mi nori ty c la;S of weaNIty tarners to its own 

ends. It seems more likely thiat only a polIicy of dIilberately discrimi­
ra ling in favour of p)ooreri farmers INaseve.n a sma I1 chance of improving
 
tie lot of more that a smll miinority of BIt swana 's rural population 
(Egner and Klausen).
 

C. A Few Suggestions for Southern l)ist r1ict's CiFDA
 

The fol lowing recommeictions are lot exhaustive. In addition, they 
constitute only one of a chorus of voices advising CFI)A planners oil agri­
culture. They are offered here only as a basis for discussion. 

First, the agricultural progrmune in Southern District CFDA should 
be aimed at Groups 1, 1I, and ill as identified in Kgoro, above (see Sec­
tion III.C), if it is to be at all tmlploymeit oriented. In other words, 
it should foctus ma ili y on those farmers hoIlding 20 or fewer head of cat­
tle. This will still involve 70 percent or more of the farming population 
in the CFDA. 

Second , the aid of Agricu ltural Dilemonstrators could be actively 
solicited in compiling lists of such farmers in their extension areas,
along with one other crucial piece of information--whether the farmer 
usually ploughs in a normal year. It is often pointed out that AD's do 
not know all of tile farmers iin their extension areas, particularly the 
poorer ones. Yet the completion of farmers' record cards is considered 
an onerous addition to their work loads. If they could be convinced that 
the compilation of the above information is vital to tile CFDA programme,
it would have the additional effect of introducing some of the AD's to 
the poorer farmers in their area. In addition, it would take less time
 
than filling out a complete set of farmers' record cards.
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Third, effort s should be made to ensure an ad,'quate suply of im­
p roved seed to e ve ry )1ough I ng fa rer i " I lie CFDA. There may be good 

,
arguments for not subsidising ie purc I as of1 seed, which, in any case, 
is a relatively minor cash eqxpense (l'ike;). FurLhermore, there Is the 
ineviLable argument that any single changv, qsue h as use of improved seed, 
will not have any effect in the absence of many other changes lowever, 
farmers' record cards in tie Southern District CFDA indicate that improved 
seed, probably because it formls such a smallIproportion of total input, 
is oten one of the first recom uoied prcl ices actually adopted by farm­

4 3  ers. improved seed, part icularly Lhat with good germination potlen­
tial, is a small change whiich could benefit even tile poorest arable farm­
ers. If it did not, letiLher the lalm.rs nor Hie (;ove-niunt would have 
lost that much.
 

Fourth, efforts should be made to oue t)ilrage in AEI)"P subsidy for tLhe 
purchase of ploughs, on at leaLst a pilot basi s. In lie current farming 
system, this is basic cOf Cquipileilt. plou:.i ownership cur­the piece is 
renlly a requirement for the ALIJE' p linter/ci.It i vator packige; they can 
be obtained as part of tie draught power package, if required. It should 
not be difficult to expand Ihe f lxi hi lity of i li paekaqc to meet the 
needs of farmers who might wish to huy a p loulghi but n1o draught alin~lialS. 

F ifth, all "orpart of li e S()ut lioii I)i:st 'ict1 "IIA cooIld h llade an) 
experi menit al area for a concertnl tt tort to jrott. Lthe ALDI.P draught 
power package. been above I dr;lught cru-It las a rguied I lJ;It powe r is tlie 
cial const ral lit for nire I ainiil r.5 thal W Alilyothler. Yet draug;ht power 
subsidies remain coutroversil . It is someti mes arg iued Ltt Lhe market 
can better determi ne apprupriaLe ilput eomhbinations (ALDEP 1979b; Eakes; 
Jones), and thereforc more emiiphiasis shiould be placed on output subsidies 
if subsidies are granted to arable agrieuItire (Jones); that draught sub­
sidies aight weaken current arrangellieuLts for spreading draught power over 
many farmers (l)uo.gan; akes); or thIit siIre lariers are attempting to 
build thir erds, aii ox subsidy would beiiefit tLhUse beginning to take 
cattle out of crop production more than the cattle-poir, since even with 
strictly enforced herd size restrictions, the larger herd owner could 
negotiate with a smaller owner to their mutual advantage (Duggan). Other 
concerns of ten expressed include lack u supply of draughit animals, or 
aggravation of overgrazing. Southern )istrict would be a good place to 
attempt to answer at least :ole of these questions because of the greater
emphasis on arable agriculture there and the concomitant likelihood that, 
at least in Barolong, lie rd owners maint ain lIarger relati ve numbers of 
oxen in their herds. A concerted extension effort should accompany an 
emlphasis on draught loans, pronoting timely ploughing and tlie use of 
ilptroved liarness.
 

Alternatively, perhaps o1,) part of the CFDA, or another part of
 
Southern District, could be seLected for a pilot of the fixed ploughing

allowance for anyone ploughing more than a specified area, suggested by
 
Eakes. in any case, Lakes' call for a specific study focusing on ways of
 
subsidising draught power remains timely (Eakes). 44
 

Finally, in the absence of a very carefully thought-out programme, 
group projects (e.g. in implement ownership, smallstock dosing) are more 

http:linter/ci.It
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likely than not to benefit larger farmers. This is the fear of smaller 
farmers in some of the CFDA extinsion are;IS, and it appears justified 
(Comaroff 1977; author's interviews with AD's). As ,xplained by Comaroff, 
the growth of a commercially oriented larg, OIrmer class has been accom­
panied by a greater emphasis on indeplendnL farming operations in that 
class (Comaroff 1977, 1980). In a separate, local oxample, Nseane's 
study of Kgoro has revealed that tihL sma llslock dosing group there 
is primarily the preserve ol larger arable larile rs or cattLe Owners 
(Ntseane). At the very teast, a carefunl ,;IsLIy of tw failures of past
'voluntary' assuciations hould be mad, before much reliance is placed 
on them as a vehicle of agricultural transformation. 
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CHAPTER VI
 

Conclusion
 

In conc l.usion, it has been seen t.haL il i)Lswanil, tile LransformatLion 
of the arable economy to much greater toLalI lrodliictlion and greater commer­
cia].isation does not i nevitably1lead to greater equality of Income in the 
farin population. Whi le no definitive sudy of Ilie Sub jcL has been made, 
it is likely that tie employment effects of such a it ran:;formation are not 
necessarily pos it i ve cit lie r . The0lprest.,e l1e ',ge co0erc ia I fa rilers 
in Barolong may not , at presUIt , lead to increaSLd cimpl oymlelil in the area 
itself. There is evidence that de.';pite I 11 1,"e nimbers Of noin-fariners 
or poor farmers i1,1Ba ro lmnig , larg, lamers ari, murt I ike ly to recruit 
labour in other partS o1 OLht.,wnna (Wylie). Ili inejlualiy of income and, 
possibly, negative employmenlt Ofl'cctS, tLie developmonlL of arable agricul­
ture has proceeded along similar line; to' ti development of tihe cattle 
industry.
 

In such context , on tore as1'Uthe meansa re I i ZL-c ri iiiI L Al )rimiry 
for increasing rural eiiiployiiienit may be uil Ouibld . II LI ere is to be any
chance for the success Of in tenployiiit,lL-oriei ld policy, it must be ac­
tively focused on tie poorerI Seg,,metiLs of 1 li0 l;irlllinlg pOpl la;tion. 

Two interre la ted , speci I ic are as of ccseall1 cou Id prove invaluable 
in clarifying bot11 the preseLi agrict lt ral sitt oil i and the objectives
for policy. FlirsL, a detail ld empirical study of tihe :;ources and expendi­

ture patern s of agriculLi ra iIiVeSImeltL illn eSt.t nil oLtswai would, ailong 
other li ngs , trace the rise 01 ct1rreitly I ;lce. ;SI 11 I a11111 ers . Their his­
tories could be scrutini sed for ideas which might be applicable in the 
larger fariii itLitioln,gi )oj pIct iculirly if they s l ted flrom relatively 
modest beg iining;. 

Second, the tiloaitiitat Live etfects ol the 'divers ity ol strategies' 

noted and 
anth ropol og cal I it eratiure need to be spel led ouit . De Lai led knowledge 

of individual cases must iow be Supp lemenLed wi th better evidence at the 
gross statistical level, distasteful as suchi a task might be to some re­
searchers. Thi is n1ecessary if po Iicy is ever to be directed towards 
IsLrengtLhening tile existing 

and 'complex soc ial interact ions' otLei 1 ini t lie sociological 

sulpport systeili'. 

Finally, a word of encou rageimenL should be offered to District-level 
CFDA planners. Their watchwords should be to think small, be flexible, 
see what works, and not l)e overly concerned wit h ca Ils from Gaborone for 
the provision of x jobs by year y. If local-level experience Is to count 
for anything, it may be less in the design of national development pro­
grammes than in the discovery of which elements of such programmes actu­
ally lead to desirable ends.
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A PEN I) I X
 

Tie following is a list of suggested variables for a household agri­
cultural survey to be used iil deVe lop )ig a tarmetr t ypology. The variables 
marked with a double asLeris;k **/ dr' Llo;e which are essential Lo any 
survey. The variables marked witih a singl e asterisk (*) could be added 
in a slightly ioer survey. lhose vWr i hi- l.; wi i ire tim maykeliked be 
included in a very eXtelleivt rllvey. 

As a rule ofl LtitMit), thLe fol liwii,i procedure for deLermnining whLch 
list (all variables, only t lho,-:, marked, ()r- on1ly i.ih)os marked with a **)
to use is suggesteLd. I f i t i f I1 L t lui t Lthere i s ,;ju L nolgih t ime to 
analyse the total body of'i hitormation, wily the tiarked iteas should be 
used. If it is 10 t t is just etitigSlh I iet. to all" lyse the, variables 
marked wi 1t * and ** , oily the iLelsl ma rked wi th1 ** should be used. Ill 
other 	words, it is wise to be , i ito 1)()H I e; tlad f i mlellatlll eff'orL 
requ i red L0to d tie t 1 suIvey iiid tlll Iye i I S t Ls . 

** I . aiit, a e, alnh 'X 1i1 1,I (:;, l, l . . 

*2. 	 Number of people pr.setiit ii dw,, I I i li . 

3. Names, ages, see; Of oi(2r I)reSeit_ dwel I1 l, uli L liellib rs. 

*14. 	 Nuniber of absent oJr p1rest'nit wal ',t wo 'Lige in fhm lily.l-kers the 

5. Jobs these worllktrs do. 
**6 .	 Ac cess to lanid and its o It Iii1dl a1; t i'ri m I tiralI sealson . Does 

househiotd 'own' I alid? Did Lthey 1)1tii it last season? Did they 
)OUgh on borrowed land? Was ind shi l'rOpped in? Sliarecropped 

out'? (More than one ite~ll can I)e indicated). 

• *7. Draught . Ox ( num be rs ) . LDonkey (tuible r ;S). in'ct' Lor . (More than 

one item can be indicated). 

**8. 	 Access to (Iraiig L. Owned , h i re d, borrowed , iii is, ' d . Cross­
classify wi tl i nformt L ion I tm No. 7, above. (more Lhan one item 
Cattl he itidi caLted). 

*9. 	 If draught iLs not owned, who s 1lie2 owner? Rlelat ionslilp of owner 

to household head? 
**1O . Plough. Owned, not owned; multiple or single. 

11. If plough is not owned, who owns? (Answer will. often be the same 
as for draughlt). 

12. 	 Planter. Owned, not owned; multiple or slingle. 

13. 	 If planter is not owned, who owns? 
*14. 	 Were crops planted in imnediately preceding agricultural season? 

Season before that? 

15. 	 Row planting last agriculLural season--all, some, none of planted 
land? 

Previous Page Blank
 



**16. 	 Bags of crops produced last agricuiltural season, specifically ex­
cluding sunflower, groundnuts . Include bags harvested, bags sold. 

*17. 	 Same as No. Lb for season before laI. 

*18. 	 Sorghum last agricultural seuasoia. Saigs hirvested, bags sold. 

19. Same as No. 18 for sea son before last.
 
*20. Miize last agrictiltura I season. Bigs harvusted, bags sold.
 

21. 	 Same as No. 20 for season before last. 
*22. 	 All beans/pulses lasL igricul LiI s:easonI. Bags hairvested, bags 

sold. 

23. 	 Same as No. lot ;tIsasn before last. 

*24. 	 (Southern Reg ion oil y). Sutl lowe r l,ist agr i cu I tural season. Bags 
harvesLed, bags sold. 

crop!;, y 

**26 . Are any smalistock kept ? 

25. 	 liJst of t . t" 0 1 )5 eVtCIl if ll in ;llla ;HMt tlLS. 

*27. 	 Number ol go,its. 

*28. Number of sheep. 

**29. Number of cat t e. 

30. 	 Cat tle herd c, niposi i lion. 
**31 	 . Cattle sales witliin last year. Number of beasts sold. IHave cattle 

eve~r been1 S01d ? 

32. 	 Smallstock sales withini last yerl. Nullber ol animals sold. Ilave 
smaltsLoCk ever been sold.? 



'-03-.
 

FOOTNO'I'S
 

* The origina I vers ioll of LIi s report was wriL tei at the request. of 
Southern District planning i)ersonnel and the Appl ied Research Unit, Min­
istry of Local GoVernment and Lands. l'e:;ns lami I iar wi th Lhat ceport 
might note that many of' tie Larger chanit.s I have made result from my
cons'iderini8 John Col,lcoft's 198U .lonralI of African Law piece, "Class 
and Culture in a Peasant Econtu10y1: The Tratnsformiationl of land Tenure ill 
Barolong" , tL .eater In look i IIt, La-L leng LI, iIy -, I or baroIong in 
the Agricultural Surveys for 1011/72 and 1980/81. 

** Ph.D. candidate, Del)pa.rtm It 1 Atl'icunlt rat Econoimics, Univursity 
of Wisconsin-1Madison. Soc LilI Sc k-.ice ;i;ir li Coluici I Fe! low, in Bo-
Lswaila, 1980-82. 

t;rateliii liit, Io wi t, I l4 i r - i :;t.I)( in t he 
prepara tion 

] ;il o 'I II I I I o t.; 
o1 I liis rl rt : .1i. I) Ar t ; ,i, iilt I, iroye r, Jolhi Comarolf, 

Peter Dornler, M I I I)ngLia , ,ob liitcIlC ck , l"os;tr Kokorwe, Steve J.awry, 
Clive Lightfoot, Mark Marqia rW t-, Scott McCoihmick, Hlt'o L)[M'KnIz ie, Felix 
Mlupi , Moruti hii ki g or Rat h, hr.nl Emiy koe, Andy Ride, C;regINot k,i;,i 


Sco t, Catherine Setmi se, .Jo';epli lalll, P t,r Tiuitdi, and Stephen Turner.
 

Durii!W the origiini work I to' I W L I P 01l aic ,d Wit legy Nt .Scale 
the Rural Sociology Unit, Hinistry of Ar iraltore:. particularly 
thallnkfUl to 1ir , a nd to I0,-,v, Na rayan-Pa rkr , Iy o I the RM(At. 1C/'a nyu) 
or perliissiol to o;()mie(2 tliI, ir daltil;use of raw to Jo,i) SlalpS, lurilll" 1)(L)/ 
airo Ionlg , or access to i Iforialtioil m liee Kgiru- tLiL iot L egi s­p1 w 

t rat ioil project ; to ELI iot TI liak,ilO, manaer, Pitsane BAMB depot, for 
at sL h)ilaand I0 d.s; t loS i l,i lno,, toruielIy Dist-rict Agr i­to ii si ',ca 

c lJ ur;lI SUple v iSl", Good 11pe,; to I. Nk u,, I) I st rDict. A, ii rIt ir al Super­
vi o'), PjiIsaii a; o t-i LuiraI s Lors R1eube oliiil Ad i i Dclwoi i:;t ra li l iha­

medi Keatimilw,, Ellas Ngweny;i, and N.LE. 'hi(to. 

0W coursei, nonW o1 these individualIs beallS aily res)nsibil ly for any 
of ily error., of fact ir interprelat-ion, 

I oWe special del)t s tO Roy leihnke alld (Carol Kervel for the ir thoughtful 
and extensive comments. They, too, ire absolved of all respolsibility for 
my errors; however Lhey cailni)t coiipletely escape aiccountability for solle 
of the lar,,er diredciois the present paper has taken. 

i. In the 1979/80 and 1980/81 Agricultural Statistics there are only 
two notable differences in estimates of basic socioeconomic variables 
between the two Districts in question and Botswana. Mean household size 
per holder's dwelling unit is higher for Barolong than for all Botswana. 
The percentage of holders in Ngwaketse Soutlh with 7 or more years of 
education is lower than nationally. 

2. In the recovery tron the dry ,ear of 1978/79 to the better years 
in 1979/80 and 1980/81, the increase in the national mean hectarage was 
proportionately smaller than the increases in mean hectares in Barolong 
and Ngwaketse South. This is probably because in a normal to good year, 
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nationally, increases in poughed ierLCtarae l, r farmer are counterbalanced 
by greater uuiLIhers of people piough ii,,. It is; fairly widely accupted that 
smaller farmers ofteu do not pl oughi at a11 in al bad year but may plough 
in a better yu r. 

3. In this case the me.i.sure was for food crops onLy, unlike inl the 
two later years. However i0Ld crops make ui)p a sizeable proportionofl 
total hectarage. 

4. As 'traditioiial' food crop prodi c ion in a IL three year:i was 
85-87 perC Ce1nL 0t Lot aI BoLs wanal Ioud c ro 1 p1rodu ion, tlusu figures could 
be adjusted slightly dowuIWard ACcoL'dil,;y , it so desi red. 

5. In 1978/79, 78 prcent 0l all lotswmna ,roiiiunit producLion was 
by 'tradit ionai' farmers; in 1979/80 onily 12 perrenl_ t; ;11n in 1980/81, 33 
percent. The co rresponding figures li," sunflower were 62 percent, 53 
perctut, and 34 percent. TI ls , palrtI i (1 tarty in I llii la to good years, 
Southern Region's :'hare 01f a I I w lIa et,,srollldillt. and sunflowur produc-
Lilon iS sUbstant al y reducLed Iroll Hit I igui i; i Ve ill Ille Lext. 

lilecit[ages 

possibly correspond 10 L1C IgILnr percl'Lt ;ige s for ii C'd (raiight observed 

6. Iigliur I t" ,octor ploingtihig iiiNgw ikt. se South could 

t le re. 

7. The generally lower est iates 1or 1980/81 fo owned draugit
 
Srac tor d rau ,hL, and 
 row pllt i n, , in u ht 1 ie. Ari cutI tra l Districts 
Lld(- r consideration a;id ill I I Bo tswa ia, Ill ihilt 1)1airs i bI y Ie explained as 

dun1 tLo mOrt, :;i, I H r er; pt oo .li i i I ')8()/81 I hli iI 1 979/80. Short 
LurI' Ireld of sollie othler" i tllre , or stat iit t e rror O Li tLher Lhe sam­
I)l in8l Or Ill a;INi iurt l Valr iety cannlot. be coip te t .ly ru led out, however. 

8. iven Coimiroff 's vari ous est imates O1 lllllbers of farmers failing 
into each category-- large, inidd le, and small; y i e Is for each category of 
farmer; a Lid Ict a ra, es plo ughred , for eacti category of [armer, plausible 
estlillated ,iiean yields for all Barolong might have been in the vicinity of 
100 kg/ha in tLhe mid-1970's. 

9. These potlitical confIicts were of many kinds--Rolon- vs. Ngwake­
tse, African vs. Boer, EngIlish vs. Boer. 

1O. For a fairly complete summary of various herd size thresholds and 
whaLt they mean for livestock management in the context of multiple house­
hold objectives, the reader is referred to tie recent work of the Live­
stock ElValuat ion Uliit (Carl BIro Inieril tLioluia). 

II. See the second to last paragraph in Lhis section. 

12. For example, the methodology suggested here would not be designed 
to replace, but to complement any in-depth sociological research in the 
CFDA which might be agreed Upon between the District and some available 
researcher. 

13. The National Institute of Research should bc consulted for its 
latest compilation of communal area documentation. The author of the 
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present paper is familiar with an early bibliography done by the Ad lloc 
Committee on Re search in tihe CFIDAs, "Partial Bibliography on Conmunal Area 
Research." Kerven and Simmons (1981) linlex many works on the 'society,
culture and politLCa I economy ot.posL-i ndependeince Botswana' by adminis­
trative District. Many national Agricultural Statistics are now also 
available in a breakdown by AgriculLural Regi on and Agricultural District. 

14. To the author o1 this paper, it seems that in the Botswana social 
science research comnii a dcaL hieat , liontdy good of wi much l ight, is 
generated by debates between those (often nthropologists) who believe 
that definit inal and nIsitr'mvntI errorsit e, goarded ;ga iist at all 
Costs, and LIose (Mvtn ecwoimi st s or ;at Li st i Cians ) to whomn SaIll) 1 ing 
error is tie b~t' 1 loi 'e. ( T,) tlI_, latt,,r, stOpping mCtnsue'iiunuwnt error is 
merely a mat Lr oT chucking tt shltct, not asking whe lher the: right 
measures el cruitiat variablcs aire being coiiidered, or even .uii.ch vai­
bies are crucial). Sociologists are ca ught uncomtfortably in tiue middle. 
In this author's opinion, many r preseitti ivts ol either camp should be 
more careful about botih soui'crc of e rro t'. F'rom personal extperieice hene 

has lea rned how eai5s',' I skttI m.k otll kind s ol nmis;take.
 

It ;ioIuId be lot ed i i hlis 'ouLuxt Lhit in tlie analys is of tie data 
col lectud, d scrihLi he low in liet text , it is iout iiiL,,idth(d thit stat isti­
tcal tests n 'ecessariliy be conductvd of dlillt-r 'a-,'s hIlwtin grotps. 

15. These cri teria arc simi lar to but simpler tian tHose used by the 
national Agricultural Statistics. 

l0. FaIaiItit,'S i I ii out 1ic1i l' re,'t'l rd rd -; led b),' t1 n1a I oiSL;trLtor's 

some ot the lariters iii th eir extetnsioni areas reveal this to be tile case 
evei in the Ba roloi;, part of Soothiierin l)istrict (.,'DA . Greater land hold­
illgS, graterlL - OWih2t'Sliip 01 agricultural impliitts, and greatur use of 
'iml)roved' arable praci ices are all positive ly associated with greater 
cattle ioldings. 

17. There ire oither cdLL lc hold ing thresholds above this, but they are 
of more interest in discussions of the couniiercia lisaLiton of the livestock 
industry. In the 'cunte xt of I CFDA auI-arm typology, they would probably 
not include entoughi individuals to be of interest fur tile planning of agri­
cultural i)rogramm.s. 

18. 'rit relat, ively receit transit ion from English to metric units is 
also a source of cotltus ion. It scems possible the agricultural extension 
personnel soiiietimes use 'I. acre = IthecLtare' or '2 acres = .1 hecLare', 
rather titan '2 .4 7 acres = L he tare', as the impliciit timenLal conversion 
ratio. 

19. It is likely that in a bad year CFDA planners will be more con­
cerned with drought relief than with farmer typologies for agricultural 
programmes.
 

20. In otlier words, though the categories ol crop producers with 
given characteristics other than output will vary from year to year 
in their crop output, any typologles for the CFDA resulting from the 
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cross-classification with cattle Iholdings s;hould be roughly similar 
regardless of in which normaI to good year it wa done. In a bad year,
apart from large crop producers, the range of crop production by house­
hold is likely to be too narrow to permit. meaningful distinctions.
 

21. In the following discussion, metr'ic' bags ol 70 kg are assumed. 
In the past, results have often been repor ted I,r imperial bags of 90 kg, 
as for example, in the work of Coma roff, CuIbrandsen, or in tie FAO report 
cited below. Furthermore, it is assumed that a 'dwelling unit' is made 
up of 6 people, in the sources where houselhold variables are referred to. 
Conversions to bags per househiod have been made on tLhse assuml)tions. 

Of the many estimates of food requiremnunts whic he have been made, there 
are two basic types: estimates of actihil grain cunsumption and calcula­
tions based on nutritional ruquLiremenLts. Ac't1ll consumption estinates 
include 11 bags per household per year (Colclough and McCarthy); 13 bags
(FAD); 18 bags (ALDEP 1979c). For those ;t i ma U's 10 percent 'seed, feed, 
and waste' losses have been a ssumed. utrit ional req i cementL estimates 
include 12 bags per houselod per year (AI)IE 19/9Vc); 20 bags (ibid.); 22 
bags (Lipton); and 30 bags, the only est imate to iinclude pulses (Kerven
1979). These latter estimates vary on Ithe bisi of dillereuces in assump­
tions or implicit assumluptions about seed sajving';; siora,e losses; milling 
rates; caloric req'irements; household ag;e/ se: dlistL'ibuLiui; and propor-
Lion of caloric requirelneils to be lt from grain:; or graius and pulses. 

Gulbrandsen estimates a fami Iy of V to 7 persons ,eeds roughly 19 70-kg 
bags per annum (Guibrandseu). His uuLethodtl ogy is unstated but it may re­
fleet bot h act tal cosutpt ioun and itlrit inai liactors. 

22 . The e are dtlih tless o(ther pnjI i I , I Ihrestnolds above thi s, but, 
as With catle, ' hese divisions will not include enLoulgh people to be iii­
teresting for an all-farmer typology. As will be s5en below in tile text, 
this appears to be true even i" tile Barol"nug part of thm CFDA. 'iis is 
not to say that the very large crop farmer, in Barolong or elsewhere, or 
tile large cattleman anywtere, does not play an ilmportant role in determin­
ing the agricultural prospects of his smaller neighbuars. 

23. For xaumpie, in the opinion of this author, tile definitive study 
analysing net investment in cattle or in crop agriculture by wage workers 
has yet to be dritten. Lucas analyses some evidence on investment of sev­
eral types ftom the National Migration Study data, but does not specifi­
cally answer tile question of whether there are net invesLiment flows from 
one form of economic activity (e.g. cattle, crops, or wage earnings) to 
another (Lucas). Alverson argues that tie 'consensus' is that income from 
wages and sale of stock 'subsidises' crop agriculture for most households, 
although 'it is cheaper to subsidise subsistence agricuIture than to buy 
food ini shops with money earned elsewiere' (Alverson 1979b). If one as­
sumes price at which food grains are purchased is higher than the cost of 
production, these statements together seem plausible; but the literature 
which Alverson reviews Is certainly not exhaustive. Furthermore, the use 
of Mte term 'subsidise' implies that by ploughing to save cash expense on 
food the household is behaving in an economically sub-optimal manner, when 
In fact this behaviour may be perfectly rational.
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24. Ntseane (in this volume, beluw) vl Is tihe VB farmers 'itermudi­
ate' farmers, along with others holding 
 21-4T heal., Indeed, cIrcumsLances
 
are such that a cross-classif ication 
by lags produced and cattlIe, done
 
next year, might find both t these farmers; iii tilis authior's Class IV due
 
to sharply reduced crop outLpto . [n1 h Iw; lrun(Hie I pj2/lrsto he dis­
investing in crop production and might.;[Lav in the ittermediate farmer 
group, while the other is invest ing ;ind might eventually stabilise his 
position as a large crop p)roduicer. 

25. Kindly made availahle by Joep StLaps, 1)O Ll) Barolong at the Lime 
Ntseane and this author vlsi ted Southerui Dtlrivt. 

20 . Many more observat ills of this Iit rlc' Wt)uld( provide sulplJort for 
argumenLs about. the decline ol thle md-rangu f atr in Ba rolung.Li 

27. Poor households in Botsw.a;na wit) ptrodiice sub-subsisLence harvests 
of food crops nonethe less somet .t 1I crops. isimes do 'l'. s itmpor taut ill 
aiiy tnut rsta udin; of how tiey genect hoeu!teh ld i lilliet . Ilo weVeu -, t IIi s 
does not nv;al idate t' claim that lirt , l',ht'l rmers ark-, more market
orielited tlin small l tarnlers, is liarkt't tiii tt it ioll L.Iiy he del illi-d not 
only hy the existence of sa I s but II:;( v ti iti I t'i I a r it.y a nd Lie 
amI"Malll., 
 in v ud . Smal~t I I ! 'anw£'smay wi_!;1 t o) ht' :or 't' lihl'rkrt orlit-iltudl 

and iay Ce l he ail iin it tlie ccICCIMIaltit ill o!t ie ca p i tL I Wihich would 
peiriilt tli.s ; ain tilt' t htli r Iiiiitl , I it' :lh l I I Iil;t Il; li t i' ;I i .1 ll t' ,' 1)1;io 
bag, or smalle r aimoullt to meet illiliit'd ciash nay lnet IirIi iite iLi mey eed 

tilt marketproduct ion for l as ,a realisutic goal. 

28. These were tbLained t lroulih t it.' ctuirt,.sy ol lRtetip Narayain-Parker. 
Her survey on s;i 1lscale uuo-anriciitori l lirodutuct ion ai.so col lcted in­
form.ition on ag'it WIlturdl variabls' (Nairjlydilt-rkvrj . Most of Lhes tig­
ures were obt.ined by tLits ;iuthor as grouped lti aiil so tlie assunpt ions 
used to calculalte cCi'tain totals, Means, etc. mi ght not give Lhe exact 
statistic calct edlle~hfrom unrouped datl.
 

29. Narynint-,arker reports the ful lowi ug jiert:etags of people who
 
listed their lost. iilnlortaht sourcU of Cash .uid seco hot ine[iortaLit 
source of cash: 

Most lmtportant. Source of Cash 

V L L L A G E 

1)i naL shillis Met I ojaine Mokgomale Phi tsane/Molopo 

Crops 14 42 7 
Cattle/siallstock 0 2 it 20 
Cash remittances, 
savings, salaried 61 35 53 50
 
job in village
 

Informal sector 20 14 
 27 28
 
No means 5 7 2 0
 

(contInued)
 

2 

http:ctuirt,.sy
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Second Most Important Source of Cash 

V I L L AC E 
binatshana MeLlo jane Mokgomane Phi tsane/Molopo 

Crops 5 12 18 2 
Cattle/smalistock 4 12 9 14
 
Cash remittances,
 
savings, salaried 20 26 22 

job in village
 

Informal SeCtOr 39 19 23 34
 
No means .31 31 28 14
 

30. At one point SLaps c laiils most Kgoro-BetLhe I f'elds are 'in tle 
hands of small farmers' (p. 23); at another lie states the Kgoro-Bethel
lands are-. is ploughed by ltermediate farmers who produce surpluses for 
the market (p. 39) (Slaps). 

31. Host of these studies ill isolated areas of the Barolong Farms, 
particularly the RIDS, sometimes give the impression that they are repre­
sentative of all of the Farms. In a statistical sense, they are not. 

32. The Agricultural. Survey for 1971/72 is the most thorough of the 
early 1970's surveys; it was has ed on a p ro hbility sample which used 1971 
census information; and unlike many of the other earlier surveys, it pre­
sents figures specif iailly for the Barolong Farms. The year 1971/72 also 
had good rainlall. 

33. Total farmer numbers may be overstated by AD's. See Table 57 in 
the text. In addition, area estimates are subject to measurement prob­
leIos, some of WhiCh ire described in Ill. B, above, and in fn. 18. 

34. It is possible, in addition, that a list frame provided by exten­
sion personnel could be weighted more heavily in favour tf larger farmers. 

35. The kAO, Lobatlse, gave total crop production figures for three 
very large Barolong- fal'mers in 1980/81. It all three were included in 
the Agricultural Statistics' 1980/81 sample, they would have accounted 
for slightly over one third of total production. If all i. ,re not in­
cluded, they would have accounted for slightly over one quarter. One 
farmer alone could have accounted for one sixth to one quarter of total 
Barolong productioo in 1980/81. 

36. Forty-three out of 50 reported households were interviewed in 
Metlojane.
 

37. I am grateful to Greg Scott for stressing this point. Each reader
 
familiar with Botswana can probably cite several examples of his or her
 
own which demonstrate such conflicts. Roe 
and Kerven, for example, in
 
separate work demonstrate that investment ill agricultural research and
 
development has been and continues to be weighted heavily in favour of
 
livestock rather than crops (Roe; Kerven 1982). Furthermore, since in­
dependence 'in real terms BMC producer prices rose against both South 
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African slaughter stock prices and Botswana Government salary and wage 
rates as well as against grain prices' (Hubbard). Price advantages to
beef production along with the reductions in both the percentage of 
draught oxen and their availability through 'traditional' interchanges
have reduced the incentives for arable producLion (Colclough and McCarthy; 
Jones; Table 32 in text, above). 

38. Draught power is an input too, but is is probably the most cru­
cial one. Furthermore, draught animals have other uses besides pulling
ploughs, and, if they are cattLe, they have a market value greater than 
the value of their draught power. Thus they are considered separately. 

39. An example given by Coma roff (1980) is that of farmers who 'were
 
persuaded to extend themselves in order to pay the hiring costs' 
 (of large
farmers' tractors and implements) 'by the promise of large yields which 
might be similarly inves ted in mechanised means, and thereby afford them 
entry in'to the ranks of the larger commercial produccrs.' In the mid­
1970's some of Comaroff's 'middle range' farmers tried to enlarge their 
capital hy soliciting aid from wealtlhier relatives or partnership with 
poorer ones. This was done more to maintain tleir level of production
than to expand it. 

4 . As noted above in the text, .itschamuer's anaiys is coitends that 
the first ALI)EP farmers may tend to increase areas rather than yields. 

41. On one other variable--use of manure or chemical fertiliser--the 
interviewed pilot farmers appeared well ahead of the general Botswana 
farming population. This also indicatevs that ipien t sie of ALEP planLer/ 
cultivator packages have tended to be those farmers already more involved 
in arable agriculture. 

42. It is hypothesised that in a dry year like 1978/79, for which a 
Cini coefficient [or crops could not be calcuLated, food crop production
would be more equally distributed. 

43. TIle Farm Management Survey's agricultural practices survey for 
1980 showed that many more sample farmers got seed from outside sources 
than farmers who row planted, auLumn ploughed, or used chemical fertillser 
or even kraal manure (Ministry of Agriculture 198). 

44. A CFDA in another part of eastern Botswana might be an appropri­
ate place for a concentrated effort to improve marketing, as suggested by
Duggan (Duggan). 
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