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FOREWORD

The main aim of the exercise, of which the present report is the
result, was to cxplore possibilities of analyzing material, collected
by the Centr.l Statistical Office (CSO) in the Annual Sample Survey of
Swazi Nation Land with the help of a computer.

for this purpose, the Cropping Systems Research and Extension Training
Project (CSRETP) (Malkerns Rescarch Station), in cooperation with the
Social Science Research Unit (SSRU) (University of Swaziland), in 1983
took a4 small sample of the data of 50 homesteads, and analyzed about
50 variables on a small micro computer.

The results were prowmising, and therefore, in a later stage, the
exercise was cxtended to the full sample of 600 homestcads, resulting
in the present report.

This exercise has been uscful in that it provided information on and
insight in how to computerize the existing data bases, and, more
impertant, how to design future surveys in such a way that
computcrization would be made casier. These insights have been
benefited from during the design of the questionnaires, used in the
1983/81 National Agricultural Census. Further cooperation between the
CSRETP, SSRU and €SO would be desirable, especially with regard to
survey desion, data collection and data analysis.

Ihe format of the data presentation is different from the one used in
the regular reports in that the information is not gencralized to a
nationa! level, »nd that most figures are based on houscholds, rather
than on homestceads.

A report in the format used in previous years will be published under
a separate cover by the Central Statistical Cffice.

The Survey was condnctad by the Agricultural Statistics Scection of the
Central Statistical Office under its scetion head MR. PL.E. Kunene.

We would dike to express our rhanks to all thosc who provided the
informat.on for this survey and to the chiefs of the arcas covered,
for their cooperation.

D.M. Lukhele
Government Statistician

Central Statistical Office
Mbabane, April 1985.
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INTRODUCT ION
Fach year the Central Statistical Office (CSO) surveys Swazi Nation Land {SNL)

farmers in order to determine the pattern of land use and crop yields. In

1982/83, supplemental surveys were conducted to:

a) determine the composition of unastituent households within a homestead;

b) apportion the cultivated land and agricultural practices on a household basis;
¢) check the level of food production and consumption for each household;

d) determine the pattern of consumer expenditure, farm expenditure, farm income,
and rtotal ircome. together with a livestock inventory (including changes over
thee previou, vear by oand

o) collect date on perceived "normal™ output, 1981/82 output, and expected 1982/83

outhut of four crops: maize, cotton, beans, and groundnuts.

The specrfic instruments that were used to collect this data were:

1) An ddentitication wurvey, which located the chosen homestead and mapped each

Field {with area and current use), and assigned it fo the household which normally
worked it

2) A household survey, administered to each household in the homestead, which,

provided data for items a through c above.
2) A subsistence survey, which dealt with item d above.
4) A crop-production survey, which dealt with item e above.

5) A crop-cutting survey, dealing specifically with the question of yields.

These surveys were carried out in the first few months of 1983. The survey
tothodalogy was largely that utilized by the ¢SO in previous surveys, though in
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The remainder of this paper is divided into three sections. The first deals with
part of the data from the sample. About 90 variables were encoded and analysed

s they stand. Secondly, the findings are subject to a critique which is aimed
specitically at determining just what can be considered valuable from the
wdterial. Tinally, we comment on how lessons from these surveys might guide

Tuture surveys.
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SECTION I
SOME RESULTS

Perhaps the most innovative feature of this set of data has been the attempt to
collect material on the basis of the household unit rather than the homestead.
This follows from a debate amongst local researchers about the most appropriate
unit for studying social and economic variables (Black-Michaud, 1981; de Vletter,

19871; Russell, 1983).

The CSO definition of a household is that of a domestic unit l‘.eating from the same
kitchen." Though practical, this definition is by no means perfect and it needs
more careful enquiry (Russell, 1983). For our purpose, the definition was

slightly adjusted in regard to access to land. In other words, when two households

shared fields, these two units were regarded as being one household.

Data from 567 of the 600 homesteads was analysed; the 33 remaining homesteads
were cast out because data was incomplete. Of the 567 homesteads processed, 47
(or 8.3.) could be described as "complex," i.e. they consisted of more than a
single household. Nationwide, 113 households (17.9% of the total of 632 in the

sample) came from complex homesteads.

A. DEMOGRAPHIC STRUCTURE (Tables 1, 2).

The wean size of the household for all of Swaziland (when absentees are included)
is 8.6. Differences between sub-regions are not significant. If we restructure
the data to represent homesteads rather than households, the mean population is
9.6, with a mean of 2.1 absentees. This corresponds closely to the figure
provided by de Vletter (1983): 10.0, with a resident homestead population of

8 and 2 absentees.



The percentage of children younger than 10 years is very high (almost a third
of the population falls in this age category). This reflects the youthfulness

uf Swaziland's population.

For this analysis, one resident adult (15 years or older) is considered to
be a consumption unit, and each resident child (under 15 years) is calculated

as one-half unit,

The number of consumption units on average is almnst constant at § per household,

except in Lubombo, where households are smaller,

The average number of resident members in Swazi households in 6.7; and the mean
for absentees is 1.9. One would expect farms in the RDAs to have smaller
nuebers of absantees and larger numbers of residents, since the RDAs have been
pstanlished to create more artractive situations for facming. Zut this doos
not wee to be the case, as no significant differences appear in the proportion
of absentees in the total household population. For all households, regardless
of the location, this is about 20 percent. In the middleveld, the percentage
ot houcehold heads away from home is slightly higher in non-RDAs than in the
RDAs (just over 40 against just over 30%). In the lowveld, less heads are
absent, which is not surprising when we take the scarcity of employment
opportunities into consideration. This is most probably also the reason for the
high percentage of absent heads in the highveld min-RDAs, which, located near

Mbabane, have two-thirds of the heads absent.

The average age of the head of the household differs little between domains;
the average for all of Swaziland is 48.3 years. Highveld max-RDAs are an

exception; here the mean is 55.7 years of age.



B. THE WORKFORCE (Tables 3-5).

It should be noted that there is ambiguity in the usage of terms relating to
“time" in the completed questionnaires. For instance "part-time" and “"irregular"
appear to have been used inconsistently, depending upon the understanding of the
concept by the enumerator. Indeed, even "full-time" labour is not sufficiently

defined: it iz not clear whet,.or it means full-time availability year-round, or

only during the agricultural season.

The number of male adults working full-time on the farm rises consistently when
we move from non-RDAs to max-RDAs, but differences are small: the means vary
between 0.7 and 1.0. The means for female full-time working adults are much

qighir, varying betseer 1.3 and 1.9, and are on average higher in RDAs than 'in the

non-kais .

fhe mn-RDAL in the highveld, with a fairly low fuil-time adult workforce (2.1

ajainst an over:11 mean of 2.8 in the highveld), show the highest mean of children

aorking tull-tise on the farm: 1.4 against an overall average of C.9 in the
nighveld and 0.5 ror Swaziland as a total. A possible reason for this may be the
aroximity of wage-employment opportunities for adults, resuiting in children

being kept out of school for agricultural activities on the farm.

The input of part-time and irregular labour, at best widely variable and
questiaonnable, is hard to assess. The total adult part-timers for the different
domains show tY  ame trend as was noted for the full-timers; a censistent

rice when moving from non-RDAs to max-RDAs.

Tne total workforce, adaed up and expressed in productior units (adults working
full-time counted as one, children working full-time as 0.5, adults working
nart-time also as 0.5, and children working part-time as 0.25) again shows the

-6-



same trend: the mean number of production units available to the household

(farm) is larger in RDAs than in non-RDAs.

This trend is not so clear when the number or production units available per
hectare of arable land is considered. In the lowveld, the means are louwest
with a range from 2.6 to 4.2. The overall figure for Swaziland is 5.2

producticn units per hectare of arable land.

Low (1982) has suggested the presence of a positive relationship between
houscehold size and arable land. This retationship is not reflected in our data.
Correlations bet@een total household size and total arable land available to

the household show a coefficient of 0.240 for Swaziland total (0.22 for

RUAs and u.27¢ for non-RDAs). Correlating the number of production units and
total arable ‘und produced coefficients of U.147 for Swaziland total, 0.818

for RDA< and 0.115 for non-RDAs.

C. OF-FARM LABOUR AND CONTRIBUTED MONEY (Table 6).

The difference between resident adults {mean = 3.2) and full-time farm workers
(mean = 2.4) reflects the involvement of many adult residents in off-farm
income-generating activities. Furthermore, substantial numbers of household
members are recorded absent and in wage employment. The average number of wage
earners contributing money to the household for all of Swaziland is 1.2. Values
for Lhe individual domains vary but little, with the exception of the highveld
RDAs, -means of 2.1 and 1.8). As noted before this is probably due to the
proximity of wage-employment opportunities (Mbabane, Havelock, Peak Timbers,
Usutu Pulp). Percentages of households reporting no wage earners contributing
money are the highest (around 50%) in the lowveld; this category is lowest in

the highveld, especially in the RDAs (4 to 13%)
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The total amount of money contributed annually has to be interpreted with the
greatest caution. The complexity of remittances was highlighted in a recent
study by Russell (1984). Nevertheless, the figures recorded may give an
indication of the differences between regions, rather than an estimate of the

exact amounts,

The amount of money contributed to households reporting such remittances is fairly
constant over the domains. In Swaziland, the total amount is E799 per
houcehold; in RDAs it is slightly higher than in non-RDAs; this is not what one

wouid have expected.
D. AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION (Tables 7-23).
1) Crops and arcas (Tables 7-17).

The mean area of total arable land available to each household is 1.5 hectare.
In the CSO/SNL 1980/81 report, the data suggest an average area of 1.8 hectare,
with reqional differcnces.  This figure is based upon homesteads. Modifying
our data produces « mean value of 1.7 hectare per homestead. It has to be noted
however that often in the past all Tand allocated to the homestead was counted
as arable land, including grassland around the homestead, kraal area, farmstead,
and other areas on which no crops are produced. This may account for the

stight difference in the total area.

The Targest areas of arable land per household are to be found in the lowveld.

Significant differences do not occur between RDAs and non-RDAs.

The area fallow, on average 0.3 hectare, does not differ for RDAs and non-RDAs; 1in

all domains the percentage of land under crops is about 90 percent of the total
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available land. The lowveld is an excepticn; the percentage fallow here is akout
25 percent. This can be explained by the fact that large numbers of cotton
growers decided not to plant cotton, mainly as a result of the season starting
late (due to the mourning period after the death of the King), agricultural credit
vas wore difficult to obtain, and many farmers were reluctant to run risks after

a dry 1981/82 season with low yields. Furthermore, resistance to the compulsory
reqistration of cotten farmers resulted in less area planted with cotton;

fields were left fallow instead.

When we look at the land/merson ratidtotal arable land available per
consumption unit), there appears to be a fairly significant regional difference:
the Towveld scores higher (range from 0.37 - 0.49 hectare per consumption unit)
than any other region.  The overall average for Swaziland is 0.33 hectare per
consuiiption unit.  Furthermore, it is ayain clear that farmers in RDAs do not

have more land «.ailable.

Maize is by far Swaziland's most important crop: 95.4 percent of all households
plant maize. In the highveld and middleveld, this percentage is even higher:
about 9 hereent. Inothe Towveld, especially in the non-RDAs, high percentages
ot houschobds (19.3 in non-RDAs and 97 in min-RDAs) claim not to grow maize.
This may not be correct. [t is possible that crop failures were reported as
"no maize" (perhaps as "fallow," thus accounting for the high percentages of

fallow reported in this region), although maize may have actually been planted.

The average total area under maize, for those households growing the crop,

is 0.98 b ctare. Most recent CSO returns suggest a homestead figure of 1.09
hectare. ihen our data are recast for homesteads, the result is an average area
of maize of 1.07 hectore. Regional differences do occur but are not statistically
significant; all means are around 1 hectare under maize, except in the middleveld

non-EDA< and max-RDAs, with means of 0.7 and 0.6 hectare under maize.
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average). Very few farmers in the lowveld grow pure stands of groundnuts

{2.4), but areas are large: on average 0.46 ha. In the middleveld, the areas
under the crop are slightly smaller (0.28 ha), but more farmers (8.2%) grow it.
Stiahtly more farmers grow legumes (pure): 20 percent in the highveld, 16 percent
in tne middleveld and only 10 percent in the lowveld and Lubombo. The type of
Teaunes however would probably differ between areas. Regional differences in area
under legumes are small; all leqgume panels (except those in Lubombo) are about a

quarter of a hectare in size. Panels in the Lubombo are a mean of 0.56 ha per

arower {mean for Swaziland is 0.26 ha per grower).

Vkrrfuw farmers grow sorghum. Even in the lowveld, where it is a highly suitable
ard nromoted crop, only 8% of the farmers grow the crop. Areas for growers in
the hishveld and middieveld are almost the same: a mean of 0.27 and 0.24 ha,

roepnentively, Areas under sorghum in the lowveld are larger: 0.55 ha, on average,

per qrover.,

Very few tobacco growars appear in the sample; probably too few to comment upon.

It can be concluded that tobacco seems to be a disappearing crop.

The category “other crops” is not very useful for comment; this classification
mainly consists of pumpkin, irish potato, sesame, melons, etc., all of which are,
to a certain extent, also intercropped with maize. Therefore, taotal hectorages

and total percentage of farmers growing the crop are not known.
¢) Methods of ploughing and planting (Tables 18, 19).

L must be remembered that during the tillage season of 1982/83, a royal decree
banned ploughing until the end of October. The death of King Sobhusa occurred just
as the plowing season began, and tillage was prohibited during the period of
mourning. |

-11-



Therefore, it is possible that a number of households, noriially using oxen

for ploughing, now hired a tractor to speed up the process and avoid further delay
in planting. On the other hand, interviews in some areas suggest that many farmers
who normally hired tractors plowed with their own oxen, rather than wait for the

over-pooked tractors.

The Tigures suggest that tractor ploughing predominates for hybrid maize. In the
highveld, the percentage of farwers niring a tractor for ploughing the hybrid

maize fields are highest in the max-RDAs (43.3%), followed by the min-RDAs (39.1%)
and the non-RDAs (24.2.)). In the middleveid and the lowveld, however, this trend

is reversed:  higher percentages in the non-RDAs.

A nigh percentage of cotton growers also hire tractors for ploughing; again, the
nighest percertages were noted in the non-RBAs: 41.47% of the cotton farmers hired
tractors for ploughing  hearly one-fourth of the cotton growers own tractors

(most of these are probably in the Matsanjeni area, the southern part of the lowveld).

Nation-wide, in BDAs and non-RDAs alike, regardless of the crop, most farmers
plant by hand. Gxpianters are the common form of mechanised planting, especially
for hybrid maize. In the highveld max-RDAs, hcwever, almost all farmers use
axulanters for their hybrid waize. In all other areas, the distinction between
RDAs and non-RDAs is less evident or even totally absent. For cotton, planting
by hand predominates, although fairly high percentages of farmers use tractor

planters here.
3. Use of fertilizers and pesticides (Table 20).

Rates of fertilizer application were calculated, but the results were very

unsatisfactory. In too many cases the claimed applied rate in kg/ha was far
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too high to be realistic. The reason for this basically was that in many

cases it was unclear whether, for example, cne bag was used for all fields or

that one bayg per field was used (see our comments in Section II). Information on
fertilizer use will therefore be restricted to percentages of households using it.

The same strateqy will be followed for the use of kraal manure and pesticides.

One would expect te find more farmers within RDAs applying fertilizer than on
non-RDA areas. The data does not show this trend. Especially in the min-RDAs
lower percentages were recorded,  The overall percentage of farmers applying
fertilizer is 62.7 percent for hybrid maize and 33.1 percent for local maize.
In all regions, fertilizer-use is morc popular for hybrid maize than it is for

local maize.

Kraal manure apaears to be used most often in the mii-RDAs and next most
frequently ‘n the max-RDAs.  There appears to be little difference between
application for hybrid and local maize (in Swaziiand, 28.3% of all hybrid maize
growers opply kraal manure; 25.8% of the local maize growers 4o $0), nor are

there any significant regional differences.

Except in the highveld, pesticides are seldom used on local maize. The percentage
of farmers usinyg pesticides on maize in the lowveld is very low (only 6.7% of
the farmers apply pesticides to hybrid maize). In the highveld, however, 61.2
percent of the hybrid maize growers use pesticides; the highest percentage of

users (827) farm in the max-RDAs .

Just over half of the cotton farmers use pesticides on this crop. In the lowveld
max-PDAs, all farmers interviewed use it, but the sample here was very small

and may not be representative.

-13-



4. Livestock (Tables 21, 22).

Livestock numbers (bovine} for all ecalogical zones, except the Lubombo Plateau,
look plausible; they are slightly less than findings of de Vletter (1983) and the
Agricultural Sample Census (1971/72) (ASC) (those recordings were based upon
homesteads). Lubombo Plateau, however, with an average herd size in our census
of 16.7 head per household, in no way compares with an earlier finding of 28.7

{de Vletter) and 24.1 per homestead (CSO 1984).

The overall mean househsld herd size for Swaziland is 16.1 head, which compares

reasonably well with the 18.6 and 19.4 reported by de Vletter and ASC respectively.

Mean herd sizes in the highveld are largest in non-RDA areas, 18.5 animals; in

the max-RDAs it was 12.8 and 17.9 in min-RDAs. In middleveld and lowveld, however,

the largest herds weee found in the max-RDAs.

Ounership of goats beiween regions, was about the same; the overall herdsize for

Swaziland was found to be 13.1 (de Vletter reported 15.4; and ASC 20.6).

5. Maize output (Table 23).

To obtain crop production data a special survey was carried out at fhe homestead
level. This attempted to compare the output for 3 years - - - (a) a "normal"

year as perceived by the farmer; (b) actual production with that achieved for
1981-82, and (c) that expected by the farmer for the 1982-83 season. This data

is open to considerable error; one reason being that estimates of past performance
is subject to faulty recall. Therefore, "normal" year figures are not taken

into consideration nere. MNeither are the 1981-82 figures, because much more
reliable figures are already available for that season through crop cutting
experiments, carried out by the CSO. Only maize production has been taken into

consideration here.
-14-



The expected maize production indicates a substantial decline in output over
the last few years. The 82/83 output was about one-third of the output of previous

years, as figures (not tabulated here) from the crop-cutting survey indicate.

The percentage of farmers who expected no yields at all is astoundingly high,

even in the drought-prone lowveld (mean of 41.1% of all homesteads). RDA farmer
sect to be slightly more optimistic here: the percentage of homesteads with no
output declines while moving from non-RDAs to max-RDAs. This corresponds with

the move into more favorable ecological zores.

Lubanbo Plateas  has the highest anticipated output (15.1 bags estimated per
neaestead that expects some yield). For hcmesteads anticipating maize yield the
difference between middleveld and lowveld are negligible (4.3 and 4.4 bags,
e tively). The nighveld does a little better with 6.7 bags of maize per
nosestead.  Unfortunately, these figures can not be related to maize hectarage,

dui Lo the fact that areas were recorded per househald and output was recorded

per honestead.
i, MAIZE PURCHASES ({Table 24).

Substantial amounts of maize were purchased (in the period March '82 - March '83),
mainly due to very low yields in the dry 1981/82 season. Some households bought
more than actually recded (when we assume a total annual need of 250 kg per
consumption unit). Yhis can partly be explained by the fact that many households
sell maize after harvest to satisfy cash needs, and therefore have to buy at a
fater Ltage. Furthermore, some may resell or give away a certain amount of

maize (e.q., relatives living in the same homestead). Wastage (e.g. "overcooking")
is annther factor. It is «1so possible that, in the case of “complex" homesteads,
purchases were reccrded double by the enumerator because maize was bought for

the homestead as whole and not for the separate households.
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When we assume -hat households not buying maize are self-sufficient, only

24.4 percent of households can be so categorised. The percentage of self- _
sufficiency is lowest in Lubombo Plateau {12.2:), closely followed by the Towveld
(13.3:). In the highveld min-RDAs, more than half of the farmers are self-
sufficient, whereas the non-RDA-middleveld farmers score very high with 61.9
percent.  Thus there is no evidence that maize self-sufficiency is more prevalent

in the 2DAs.

The average amount purchased {considering all of Swaziland) is 110 kg per
consumption unit.  Average purchases are smallest in the highveld; the largest

ariounts were recorded in the lowveld and Lubombo.

dben celf-sufficiency is redefined to permit maize purchases of up to 50 kg per
consurption unit, evidence of higher degrees of self-sufficiency in RDAs does not
appear.  Defined this way, 39.8 percent of all farmers are self-sufficient in maize,

Witn Luboibo still showing the fewest (22.0%) and the higi.veld the most (62.7%).
\

Tiece appears to be some problem with these Luhombo figures as they seem to be

tnconsistent with €S0 crop-cutting data from the 1981/82 harvest.
£ FARM INCOME (Table 25).

A significant section of the subsistence survey dealt with the patterns of income
from the sales of farm produce and with expenditures incurred in farm production.
Regrettably there are many problems in attempting to interpret this data which

will be discussed more fully in Section 11.

Only 20.7 percent of all households claimed that they had crop sales in the
subsistence survey, This value is considerably smaller than that of de Vletter,
wno reported that 41.6 percent of all homesteads on recerd as having sold crops.
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The data provides little evidence that RDA farmers sell more frequently, or
receive higher incomes from crop sales, when compared with non-RDA farmers. For
all of Swaziland, total income from crop sales per household selling crops
averaged E256 in the year being studied. Average incomes among regions from
this activity varied widely; middleveld farmers on max-RDAs reported the lowest

in average sales (E70 per househoid'; the largest comparable sum (EB13) was

found 1n highveld houscholds located on min-RDAs.

Only 5.3 percent of all houscholds in this survey reported income from livestock
sales (de Vletter's survey found 32.7 percent). Our figure is probably too

low, especially since the year in question was a drought year, (drought cenditions
usually force people to seil off cattle). Regional differences did appear;

Tow ¢ wercen e, of highveld farmers sold, percentages in the lowveld were higher
(ue to 5.0 pe ot in the non-RDAs). Significant ditferences bztween RDAs and
nun-vudn O onot appear.  Average income from livestock sales for those selling

s £23s {Swaziland in total); the minimum was found (£33) in the middleveld non-RDAs,

the ma<ciman (£1240) in the highveld min-RDAs.
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SECTION TT.
AN APPRECIATION OF THE DATA

In the section preceding we have treated the data largely at it's face value.

Here we will review the data in light of the methods of collection and 1ikely

problems of interpretation,
a) The identification survey.

This survey was ﬁade to provide a base from which other studies could be carried
out. It was administered to the homestead to identify its constituent hnu§eh01ds.
name the household heads, and rame the homestead head. A map and calculations
provided data on distributicn of fields, by type of crop/fallow, and by household

to which they ace primarily allocated.

for the most part, the data from the identification survey reflects consistency.
Accuracy, while aifficult to judge, presumably should be equivalent to that

normg 11y achieved in CSG/SHL surveys.

Gererally what was most important to us, from a socio-economic point of view,

way information pertaining to identification of particular fig]ds with individual
househiolds and the r2lationships between the homestead head and household heads
in complex homesteads. In a number of cases this relationship was not clearly
stated, Also, in a few returns, fields belonging to complex homesteads were not

identified with the individual hcuseholds which managed and cultivated those fields.

In this vhase of the survey, each enumerator alsc recorded a value for each crop
that was grown in every field where mixed cropping occurred. This is a subjective
evaluation of the relative density of each constituent crop in the mixture, and s
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expressed as a percentage (e.g. 90% maize, 10% cowpeas). The C.S.0. have used these

percertage figures to calculate a "pure stand equivalent area" for crops that

are grown in mixtures. Thi: calculation does serve to give a measure of the
relative areas of all the crops that are grown on S.N.L., but in our analysis we
have chosen not to adjust crop areas by these parcentages. Nor have we devised
any <imple alternative method to deal with minor crops in a mixed cropping
situation,

The.purpose of this paper is to analyse the information which is contained in the
Co0 curvey in the hope that it will shed more light upon the process by which

SHL howesteads and households allocate resources to their farmirng enterprises,.
their non-farming activities, and how they provide for the subsistence needs of

their nembers.
by The house old census,

There is no doubt that the household census, combined with (a) above, presents
the woot useful and interesting set of data. The questionnaires were generally

Pilled an clearty, but some problems arise from antespretation.

There is a problem with the age datd; the census fiqures suggest that very few
nomesteads or households have young babies, younger than one year of age. There
might also be some inaccuracy in the reporting of the ages of elderly persens.
This problem is fully discussed in the reports on the 1976 census. Since the

30 survey is not to be used as a population census, these inaccuracies do not have

a ridyoo dmpact an the findings.

Turning to the question of occupation, a number of ambiguities occurred,
particularly with respect to the categories of “wage", "casual” and "retired".
Yhen coubined with the question on residence, other inconsistencies sometimes
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occurred. For instance, are "South Africa" employees resident in a household?

Uf course, if they are gold/coal miners they may well be at home on leave. In
one case we noted a non-resident farm worker, which is plausible, but may have
been confused with someone employed in agriculture elsewhere. These problems can
usually be resolved, but vigilant field supervision is needed to spot

inconsistencies in time for convenient rechecking.

Similar problems may occur over the designation of farm labour. In some cases a
particular EA appears to be composed totally of “irregulars®; in another EA,

all labourers were listed "part-time". The data does not indicate exactly when
gart-time labour is available, which makes estimation of labour inputs for
specitic operations difficult. Also there is the occasional "full-time labourer"
eing ascribed to a wage worker or even someone working in the Renublic of

South Africda.

More sericus 1s che difficulty of determining the amount of money cuntributed to
tne indlu by *he household ncad. Many heads of hcuseholds reported contributing
money and if tne head i< employed this nakes sense, but if he or she resides at
the homestead and labours full-tinme on the homestead, this raises interesting
questicns. The source of this money 15 not clear; if it's from farm income or
Frow elsewnere is tough to determine. 1t is suspocted that in a number of
returns the head merely aggregated centributions from other members and reported
them as his own. There is a yreat opportunity for double counting in such

cases, and some method which can avoid such pitfalls is needed.

As for the agricultural inputs, the returns were generally quite thorough and
satisfactory and thus useful in conjunction with the field data from the
identification survey. In some cases, though, field numbers were not adequately

reecorded in the sense that they did not correspond between the two surveys.
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Thic problen was compounded by the use of "ditto" marks associated with, for
instence, an ambiguous allocation of fertilizer usage. [t was therefore not
always clear whether the notation "4 bags" meant four bags applied to each field,

or & total of four bags spread over all fields. Such a distinction is required

ror analysis of input use.

tnite of measurcement turned cut to be the most difficult problem encountered with
tre fuod-consumption data. This is a cormon difficulty, and efforts to alleviate
its afrect included a special section for the recording of units keing quoted.

A fow enumerators used this provision merely to record the total amount of crop
sroduced-satisfactory if correct - but the bewildering variety of bag weights
quorted needs cautious interpretacion.  Were these simply the weights verbally
provnded by the respondent, or were they carefuliy checked by the enumerator?
Prowe uee data based upon the often-recorded 80-kg bag, when in fact the true
wieldht was nearer 70 kg, an error of some 14 percent would result. When

eepandint Lo reflect national totals, the distortion is considerable.

anothe st of crops covered by the food-consumption survey, green maize is
mncluded alongside grain maize. Given that the homesteads were surveyed

in March 1983, it must be presumed that some of the maize in the "green" category
would have come from the 1982/83 crop, while the grain maize was that of the
1981/62 crop.  The question stated that returns should be made for the "last"

seacon, s6 confusion on the part of the respondent should perhaps be expacted.

<7 The subsistence survey.

in theory, this survey should likewise have been administered to households,

bul in a pumber of returns we find it applied onlv to homesteads. Interrogation
in thin survey, carried out mostly in April 1983, frequently was with a
resuundent other than the persons queried in previous surveys. It is very

difticult to determine the validity of wmany of the data sets. Many of



the returns appear to have been filled in very casually, leaving much to

quesswork.,

Livestock data, except for Lubombo, appear to be quite reasonable. But the
problem of sisa'd cattle is riot dealt with, and it is probable that poultry
figures should be treated with caution. It appears that the poultry figures

are iess accurate than those for cattie or goats.

An effort was made in this survey to collect some tfarm-management data from
this nation-wide sample. Previously farm-management surveys had been limited

to a single RDA in one season.

There are numerous problems associated with income and expenditure data; which
1S to be expected wher a survey relies upon the memory recall of a respondent,
who maintaing no financi 1 records and who may not even have been involved in
thae financial dealings or tha decision-miking process. In an effort to get

sote meaningful data from a one-time interview process, different time-frames
vere uted foroditerent daca sets. This was deemed to be necessary because, at
the time of the interview, most dryland crops were standing in the fields. Farm
inceme for one year would have to include sales frem the harvest of the previous
year's crops.  To record farm expenses for the year which coriesponded to the
incoue scason it would have been necessary to recall crop expenses, not for

the previous 6 months, but for the period from 18 months to 6 months prior to
the interview - o hopeless task indeedt Realizing that it would not be possible
Lo compute such esoteric concepts as "NHet Farm Income' from the data, it

was hoped that sore worth-while information about SHL household economics

might emerge.  Unfortunately, it appears that the findings must be interpreted

with <autiorn,
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The farm-income and expenditure data are problematic because of inconsistencies
between these returns and other information. For example, sale of 1ivestock

is a very important part of cash flow in some households. In mary cases,
livestock disposal is recorded, but the income from the sale Joes not appear

as a cash figure in the financial accounts. Similarly, some households stating
tnat they hired cquipment reported no expenditures in this category. Obviously
the collection of data of this kind needs to be carefully handled and, in

rarticular, requires very careful supervision and checking.
dj General points.

In «ddition to the general problems noted above, not one of the surveys appears

t nave been conductied with a standardized procedure for deeling with "nb answer'"
Thera i an important difference between not being able Lo obtain an answer

to o question and a question that is correctly enswered "zero." Unless, this

P4 clarified, the resulting statistical work can be highly misleading,

zspocially when working with proportions.

It 15 perhaps unfortundate that so few of the questions were set out in
Sitwati, especially from the standpoint of some of the socio-economic
information. Concepts discussed in one language may be misinterpreted through
trarslation. It is possible that some of the returns suffered from this

oroblenm.
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SECTION III.

FUTURE USE GF DATA

The data set collected by the CSQ provides an enormous resource for studies

of various aspects of Swaziland rural 1ife. The clustered nature of the sample
and the use of EAs represent problems, but they are fully appreciated by the

€S0 and exist mainly because of logistic req.irements. In theory this limitation
could be corrected by the 1984 census of SNL in which 3 listing of homesteads

and ncuseholds - including locations - would provide a proper sample frame.

Th1s could serve as the basis for subsequent surveys which could be structured

in different ways to suit the specific purpose. Whilst some gencral problems
remain with the 19%2/83 data, the material is useful for preliminary study of

several topics.

The household survey and the identification survey provide material for the
hrmestesd/household debate. Our analysis shows that there are 47 compliex

homes teads in the sample.

Furthermore, from this data it would be possible to construct from the CSO
1982/83 data a picture of the allocation of labour, wage income, and arable

area for each constituent household. It may also be possible to provide a

quide to the types of complex homesteads, such as those composed of married

sons . as differentiated from those consisting of wives of the homestead head.

We mignt expect households headed by married sons of the homestead head would

act differently with regard to agricultural production when compared with
individual households headed by wives of the homestead head. Careful scrutiny of
the household census, guided by the detailed knowledge now accumulating at the

Social Science Research Unit of the University of Swaziland, could prove rewarding.

-24-



The subsistence survey can provide a general indication of the financial-flow
patterns commonly occurring in homesteads. It is not possible to use the
findncial information as a basis for farm-management accounting, but scrutiny of

the iivestock returns would permit a comparison with results of other ztudies.

For ‘uture surveys of SNL, we suggest that the following points might be

usefully considered:

1) Generally CSO surveys produce consistent, and reasonably accurate,
returns of land areas and crop patterns. The measurement or calculation of areas
of minor crops in mixed-cropping situations is still a problem for which there

is no easy solution.

2) On the basis of the housenold-census returns, it is clear that reasonably
accurate nsusehold-composition data can be collected if attention to the

question of the vecording of ages is observed.

3) Agronomic data can be collected insofar as the data consists of "use of,"

"date of " etc. But when dealing with estimates of amounts applied, and more
espectally with monetary values, the study suggests that serious prublems will
arise. Accurate responses to these questions are likely to require more time spent
by the enumerator at the household, and will likely involve a whole series of
supplementary questions. Ffield demonstrations and other farmer-education

efforts should help in this regard.

4) Additional economic and social data perhaps also come into category (3)
above. It is doubtful if the CSO is currently equipped to investigate total
income/expenditure patterns or certain social relations because of the time,

staffing, and specialized training required.
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5) Two features of the CSO procedure may need careful consideration for future
surveys. The first is supervisicn; collection of socio-ecoromic data requires
very diligent field management. Secord, if findings of surveys are to be
employed productively, their design must begin with a consideration of the
facilities available for analyses of the results. It is 1ikely that there

will be limitations, and it is hardly worthwhile to collect data that cannot

be handled in good tiwre.

£) Finally, we would like to suggest that the CSO consider carefully preserving

the nousehold census and identification survey. There are many ways in which
selections of data could be drawn out of the survey. Other workers might
wish to exploit parts of this data base from time to time; therefore we highly

recommend that the original returns be preserved in some form,
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