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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

. Thispaper- presents the- fihdings .of-the..Traditional.Sector .......
 

Survey, the principle qomponent of the project "Changes in
 

Agricultural Land Use: Institutional Constraints and Or_
 
into three major section.
Opportunities". It in divided 


The first presents a general overview and description of the
 

response frequencies to the survey which was divided into eight
 

sections (land acquisition, general land tenure issues, income,
 

labour, decision making,
agricultural production, tribute 


fencin%? livestock, and pasture management).
 

A number of general conclusions were drawn from this
 

third of the land has been acquired since
overview. Almost a 

1980. Nearly 1/4 of the the homesteads have land which has not
 

been cleared, and 16% ind.'cted the existence of cleared land
 

which was not being used. Unused land is not being lent out,
 

commonly because the head of homesteads doesn't want to make
most 

enemies. Homesteads readily identified various problems with
 

few had personally had any of
borrowing and lending land, but 


these problems. Slightly less than 30% of the homesteads had
 

land which they no longer have, most commonly lost through
 

resettlement 
or having simply abandoned the land. Nearly half of
 

the homesteads indicate that they are presently looking for land.
 

Wage employment or business income is the primary source of
 

income for two-thirds of the homesteads. Homesteads as
are 


likely to hire draught power as to use their own. Cattle
 

ownership is skewed. Slightly less than forty percent of the
 

homesteads own no cattle. The average herd size is 16.3 head.
 

The 31 homesteads holding more than 20 head of cattle own 44.6%
 

of all of the cattle. Labour shortages were most commonly felt
 
the most
during weeding and harvesting. HiredIabour was 


frequent solution to these shortages.
 

A number of nontraditional land use practices appear to be
 

gaining acceptance. Over 60% of he homesteads have part of their
 

Over half, of the respondents indicated

land holdings fenced. 


favoured fencing; only 6.2% indicated that
that their communities 

the community was opposed to fencing.. Over one-third of the
 

homesteads winter plough, while only 21.7% utilize their 
crop
 

stover. In locations where the chief announced when cattle were
 

to be removed from the fields in the spring, forty percent of the
 

they would have ploughed earlier had
respondents indicated thut 


the cattle been removed earlier.
 

Swazi Nation Land areas is communally
Grazing land in 

Much of the literature indicates a deteriorating range
utilized. 


to be done by communities to manage
little appears 


their community grazing resources.
 
condition, yet 


i. 



The second addresses fou. general tenure issues which the 
project paper identified for investigation: fragmentation anrid 
subdivision, farmer control over production decisions, -, 
unculItivated farmland of good potential, and pasture management. ' 
Fragmeff (ation and subdivision are polipy constraints when they 
Iead to i neffit:'iencies in lihe use of scarce resources (ca)ital
 
uiid 1altour) and less intensive utilizat:.on of the luod. The
 
recetil, literature on agriculture in Swaziland repeatedly raises
 
the issue of constraints on a farmer's ability to make
 

...... _.fiiven'. that ......nd -i den.detisions.onl. the..utilization _of his. land. 


fencifig was seen to be in innovative modification of traditinnal
 
land use practices, the analysis used fencing as indicative of
 
changing community attitudes toward more independent production
 
decision making. Casual observation seems to indicate the
 
existence of sizable amounts of good" potential land which is not
 
being fully utilized. It ,s accepted that homesteads are
 
constantly evolving entities and that at certain times there may
 
be aind which the homesteads is unable to fully utilize.
 
Overgru,,."-ng and the resultant land degradation is common in
 

cuMMuna tenure systems where an increasing human population puts
 
a greater detnund on tite land base for arable production thereby
 
I ut fig Pf gawing1, I i es Iock herd onto a decrensing pasture. As
 
Ll, t of increases community attiLudes
iite siLty land utilit;,at ion 

t. ,a tldIland lana ugemejit will ci.an le. 

Section three! then looks at specific subsets of the general
 
popultioo l o determ rie if Lhe i|lbcvt' a atjonilled ls;nd tenure issues
 
di e o t port icular coll(c rrt t t)that speci fit: group. Tie
 
anii'vysis f 6,ucd on seven subsets of the popultition with the
 
expectation that their uniqueness in relation to the general
 
population would identify spe,:ific tenure,,couastrai|iss which they
 
face. Three definitions of commercial farmers, homesteads having
 
agriculture as their primary or secondary source of income,
 
homesteads at different stages of the homesteads life cycle,
 
female headed homesteads, two definitions of poor homesteads,
 
homesteads having demonstrated a willingness to adopt innovative
 
agricultural practices, and homesteads with investment potential
 
were analyzed. A further set of hypotheses was developed to test
 
the significance of these land tenure issues as they 'impacted
 
upon each subset of the general population in relation to the
 
population as a whole.
 

'lables 41 and 42 (page 35-39) summarizes the analysis of
 

these groups. The differences between the groups is primarily a
 
result of the definition of the groups, and secondarily what one
 
would expect to find; There is little evidence of differences
 
between any of the groups and the general population in terms of
 
the identified land tenure issues of access to existing land,
 
fragmentation of land holdings, utilization of land holdings,
 
access to additional land, borrowing and lending of land,
 
s-ecuritv of tenure, or land use constraints.
 

ii. 

http:utilizat:.on


to the cycle or
closely tied oifc 

Agricultural production is 


the homestead, following a logical progression of capital
 

at the earlier stage" of the
 
accumulation through wage employment the 'later
agriculture at 


increasing dependence on
cycle-and an 
land holdings have increu.sed, cattle-hcrds -hve been
 

stage when 
 Given the general
is available.
built up, and family labour 

this cyclical progression in
 

availability of wage employment 


quite rational,
 

draw from the analysis
one must
The general conclusion that 

appear to be a
 tenure system does not 
is that the traditional 


as it is presently
 
major constraint to agricultural production 

gain access
be able to 

practiced. Homesteads generally appear to 

their
to make independent (,f 
to land and are increaningly able 
 not appear to
That there does 

community) production decisions. 
 identified subset5a of the
 
be significant differences between 

the 

on Swazi
 

velatively homogeneous population
a
population indicates 


Nution Land,
 

iii.
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I. INTRODUCTION:
 

-This paper presents the findings of the Traditional Sector 
Survey, the principle component of the proje t "Changes in 
Agricultural Land Use: Institutional Constrafnts and
 
Opportunities"
 

Discussions of land tenure in Swaziland have relied heavily
 

upon the work ot A.J.B. Hughes Land Tenure, Land Rights and Local
 
.Cowmu iein Swezilen((972). -That.study- was-based on survey

data from nonrandomly selected localities used primarily for
 

descriptive purposes. A number of studies since then, while not
 

focused on land tenure, have touched upon it (Magagula, 1978;
 
Sibisi, 1981, de Vletter, 1983, Testerink, 1984 and 1987; and
 

Low, 197). Other studies have suggested that certain aspects of
 
the traditional tenure system may. be constraining agricultural
 

development (Holleman, 1964; Whittington and Daniel, 1969; Maine
 

and Stricker, 1971; Magagula, 1982; and Tate and Lyle, 1982).
 

The project paper identified four general tenure issues to
 

be investigated: fragmentation and subdivision, farmer control
 

over production decisions, uncultivated farmland of good
 
potential, and pasture management. Fragmentation and subdivision
 

are policy constraints when they lead to inefficiencies in the 

use of scarce resources (capital and labour) and less intensive 

utilization of the land. The recent literature on agriculture in 

Swaziland repeatedly raises the issue of constraints on u 

farmer's ability to make independent decisions on the utilization 

of his land. Given that fencing was seen to be an innovative
 

modification of traditional land use practices, the analysis used
 

fencing as indicative of chaning community attitudes toward more
 
seems
independent production decision making. Casual observation 


to indlcate the existence of sizable amounts of 
good potential
 

land which is not being fully utilized. It is accepted that
 

homesteads are constantly evolving entities and that at certain
 

times there may be land which the homesteads is unable to fully
 

utilize. Overgrazing and the resultant land degradation is
 

common in communal tenure systems where an increasing human
 

population puts a greater demand on the land base for arable
 

production thereby squeezing a growing livestock herd onto 
a
 

decreasing pasture. As the intensity of land utilization
 
increases community attitudes toward land management will change.
 

The analysis focused on seven subsets of the population with
 

the expectation that their uniqueness in relation to the general
 

population would identify specific tenure constraints which they
 

face. Three definitions of commercial farmers, homesteads having
 

agriculture as their primary or secondary source of income,
 

homesteads at different stages 
of the homesteads life cycle,
 

female heeded homesteads, two definitions of poor homesteads,
 

homesteads, having demonstrated a willingness to adopt innovative
 

agri:ultural practices, and homesteads wi.th investment potential
 
were analyzed.
 



the coopraltion of the
 
The research samPle'1486 designed 

with 

Central StatistiCs Office and 
babed upon the the. almple frme 

Details of the

1984 Agricultu.l Cenus. 
which was used by the 

1. A stortified
 
sampling methodology are presented 

it Appendix 

taken from a populatioit of
 

random sample of 480 homesteads wao 
 was based on
Struatif ictltion 

apprxiomstely 52,000 hoesteuds. i, different ecologict
 

census enumeration areas
agricultural Sixty enumr.tio
 
zoes and with different RDA experiences. 


area were selected.
 
areas with 8 homesteads per enumeration 


E ENUMRRATON ARHEIS............
" 
Table 1: DiSTRIBUTI-O O-'N ' I. 

Ecological
 

TotlI
Max- ADA
Min-IIDA
Non-RDA
zone 


16
6
4

HIGIIVELD 20
 
MI DLEVEL) 

6 
]8 6 6 


16
4
6
6
LOWVELD 
 _4_
4
LEOMBO 

20 
 60
16
24
Total 


to gather information from

designed
Two questionnaires were 


first of these gathered primarily
 the homesteads. and
The 
homestead composition, employment,
demographic data on information
Analysis of this
(Appendix 2A).
homestead histories detailed
 

permitted later reduction of the sample size for the 


informationigathering of the second questionnaire (Appendix 2B).
 

the second round of
 
Thus only 30 enumerations were 

visited for 

datu -oliect ion. 

SAMPLE ENUMERATION AREAS QUESTIONNAIRE 
TWO
 

Table 2: 


TctalEcological Mux 111)AAia- RDA
Non-RDA
zone 

8
3
2
3
HIGIIVELD 103
3
4
MIDDLEVELD 8
23
3
LOWVELD 2 4
-2LEBOMBO 

30
10
8
12
Total 


for both
the enumeration areas
location of
Map i illustrates the 


rounds of data collection.
 

2/ 
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the questioninire
The information gathered in second 

to each of the homesteads, t,' first for 
visits
necessitated two 
 the Innd 

information in the questiionnilire which deal1 with 
the 

the project proposal, and tLie se oud 
tenure issues addressed in 


Appendix 2C 
the landholdings of the homestead. 


to measure all of 

land holdings
followed in measuring the 


explains the procedures 


of the homesteads.
 

three major parts to 
The following discussion is broken into 

Each section highlights the
 
. .addre.the above.-der0c.ribed,. issues. 

of the dat. . The complete
analysesof the statisticalfindings 

analyses are'found in Appendices 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3. The
 

general criteria used for
 
to Appendix 3 explains the


introduction 

hypothesis testing.
 

overview and description of
 Section two presents a general 

the second questionnaire. The
 the response frequencies to 


into eight sections which the following
divided
questionnaire was 
 tenure

address (land acquisition, general land 


dliscussion will 
 labour, decision
 
issues, income, agricultural production, tribute 


and pasture management).
making, fencing, livestock, 


problems.
three addresses general land tenure system

Section 
issue were addressed by the rc:iearch;


Four general land tenure 

control over productionfarmerand subdivision,fragmentation 

good potential, and range management.
land of
decisions, unused 

the significance of

developed to test 
A number of hypotheses were 

these issues,
 

or the general
then looks nt specific subsets

Section four 
land tenure issues 

populntion to determine if 
that specific group. The 

the above mentioned 
groups

iore of particular concern to 
farmers, homesteads whose income 

is
 
commercial
identified are: 
 at different stages of the 

from agriculture, homesteadsprimarily andinnovators,

female headed homesteads, investors,


life cycle, 

A further set of hypotheses was developed tW test 

rural poor. 
tenure issues as they impacted

the significance of these land 
to tlie 

each subset of the general population in relist. ion 
upon 

as a whole.population 

4
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.... OViiE I RESPO9NSE FREQUEN .1ESG....OF S R P 

i It i an was under taken by reviewin I theo frelluivnCyit I ysis 
ions of the resPonses to the issues raised in thelislribut 

qus t ionnA i res. The f i rst quest i onnu i re provided generaI 

homesLoad characteristics and employment information,. The second 

into nine sections denling withqueatienitlre had been divided 
income, production
t.4and~acquision, geneCol and tenure issues, 
-cing, liver-6,csk,
decisions, tribute labour, decision makin g,--- feIn 


the second
to 

in Appendix 3-1. A summry of these


and pasture management. Responses the questions of 


questiUonnaire can be found 
are the basis of the following discussion.
responses 


lomestadic] churacLer-sLtics:
 

Of the 240 homesteads selected for the second survey only 
abandoned
"26 were interviewed. Twr.,Iv homesteads had been 

were riot able to be contucted to be 
w thin the vear n ,d 2 
intervewed. 

Two hundred of these homesteads were headed by men and 26 by 

ranged in size from I to 60 individuals. The 
women. Homesteads 


an average of 5.4 
average homesteud size was 11 people with 

The age of the head of homestead ranged from 22 adults present. 

A total of 463 individuals
to 110 years averaging 50.9 years. 


employed averaging 2.0 individuals per homestead.
 were 


it
Land holdiu L.J'LL 

of land. The maximum
The 226 homesteads held 400 pieces 


number of land holdings in a homestead was five.
 

Table 3: NUMBER OF LAND HOLDINGS PER HOMESTEAD
 

4 5 total
1 2 3 

9 3 226
Homesteads 109 75 30 


The total land holding- of the homesteads ranged in size from
 
of 2.10 ha.
0.10 ha to 22.10 ha with an average holding 

the most common
inheritance was
Acquisition of land through 


means of obtaining land (45.8% of the land holdings).
 

Acquisition of land through the khonta process (allocated)
 
a further 34.8%, gifts of land for 12.0%, borrowing
accounted for 


3.3%, and other methods 1.4% (Table 4).
 



-------------------------- 

HOW1LAND WAS ACQUIRED
Table 4: 

Value Frequency Percent 

I8: 45.81INHERITED 
2 139 34.H

ALLOCATED 
48 12.0
3 1GIVEN TO USE 
 1 .34PUIICHASED 
13 3.3
5
BORROWED 
 1.17 4OT|IER6 
1 3.0

DNTKNOW/bLAN( 

400 100.0
TOTAL 


was acquired by the
 
Respondents were asked when 

the land 
the respondents did
 

present homestead, Thirty-five percent of (Most
land was acquired.
not remember) when the head
not know (or did not interviewing the 
a result of 

of these unknown dates 

were 

the land acquisitions with
 

However, using only
of homestead.) land has been
 that 32.3% of the 

the data shows
known dates, 30.8%between 1970 and 

and an additional
ncquived since 1979, 

1979 (Table 5).
 

DATE OF LAND ACQUISITiON
Table 5: 


Percent
Frequency Percent

Value Label 
 (known dates) 

10.0
6.0
26
BEFORE 1950 
 9.2
6.5
24
1950-1959 
 17.7
11.5
46
1960-1969 
 30.8
20.0
80
1970-1979 
 32.3
21.0
84
1980 TO PRESENT 

140 
 35.0
 

UNKNOWN ---
100.0
100.0
400
TOTAL 


to be slightly smaller 
than
 

tended

Inherited land holdings Of the land
 

the size of the average land holding 
(2.00 ha). 


were shared
 
(183 pieces of land) 77 units 


which was inherited three disputes about the
 
Only


in 54 cases brothers.
with others, 
 with a brother.
 
were indicated, only one 
inheritance 


were larger than the 
size of the
 

Allocated land holdings 
land which was acquired
Of the 
 ,
average land holding (2.46 ha). 

of the units were requested 

khonta process 59.7% 
through the independent homestead, 

23.7%
 
establish an 
a desire to
because of (Table 6).
reasons
16.6% gave other 
had no land, and 


6
 



Tub Ie'uJ REASON FOR 

VuIue Lubel 

IArD NO LAND 
I NIDII 'ENIENT IHOME 
NEEDEID M01*E LAND 

Considerable 
lrocess; was given 
this process took 

TaL, e.. 7: I,LENGTI OF 

Value Lnbel 

I,.SS rIIAN 4 WIEIS 
LESS TIIAN I" MON'lS 
I YEAIl Oft MOIVE 
DON'T KNOW/B LANK 


REQUESTING ALLOCATION 

V11lu I 'r'Hequent y l'ercezit 

3.. 23,7 
2 H13 5!). 7 

H 5.8 
7 5 

vari.ition iii the length of time for this 
by tihe respondents. Over 15% indicated that 
more than. une year (Table 7). 

TIM: Foil AILOCATION i')CESS 

VaI ue I'requenwcy Perezit 

1 48 34 .5 
2 51 36.7 
:3 21 15.1 
i 19 13.7 

TOTA 1, 139 1001) 

Most homeste,,ds reported rinving given the chief a token of 
appreciation for the allocation of land. Money (34.5%) or cattle 
(27.3%) were most commonly cited. However, in 28.1% of the
 
allocutions nothing was reportedly given to the chief (Table 8).
 

Table 8: TOKEN OF APPRJECIATION 

Value Label 


MONEY 

CATTLE 

NOTHING 

OTHER 
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 


Forty-eight 


Value Frequency 


1 48 

2 38 

3 39 
7 8 
8 6 


13
TOTAL i19 

Percent
 

34.5
 
27.3
 
28.1
 
5.8
 
4.3
 

00.0 

pieces of land were givc'n to homesteads for
 
their use. In thirty cases land was givet i by relatives; Such 
gifts might occur in situations where a father, while he is still 
alive, gives land to a younger son to ensure thal he has righl.s 
to land after he (the father) dies. This: land would then not be 

7
 



... 	 . .r .'".. .: offn his death.,state at the time i--.t s o f l a n d f r o..m .mia.eor •G
::::	p..a .r t .'.. .off .:,t..hee . .a h rer' s n 
Igifts might mde by other relatives. hereifwf .en 

fat 


ln fro 

nonroatives seems less likely to occur. but there were t eight
 

('I trt.i ...- .. se . thle four gifts which were tempoary twO 
eesuch (two responses were incomplete). None weretransactin 


o land rather than gifts ,
from, neiglibours. I'lle ,e ;q more logic lly, "i swerfrom r 	 - temporry gifts,
.:::gifts .etiv. 

should be treated as bor'uwed Piece! 
Of
 

oneC would expceet to find~l If 
nijtitiOf Of land shortage land, as those who areIn a 

number of borrowed pieces of 	
nsignificant 	 land from thone,11vig 


land will obtain some 
desperate for 	 land were
 
Only thirteen pieces of 


excess amount of land, 	 drawn, either there 
-- waouosbtnu.,.,-..'--_.,mihtb 

ai;Cessto-"it)'
 
is sufficient land (and the opportunities tognai 


there Hre 
to warrant borrowing IAditional 

land or 

'not to borrow
 
institutional constraints 

which restrict the ability 

obtained from
 

The majority of the borrowed land was 
hind. 	 Insufficiency of
 
relatives rather than neighbours (Table 9). 

Only oile
 
reason given for borrowing 

land. 

land was the major 	 land being borrowed.
for the 

homestead indicated any 

payment 


Tuble 9: FIiOM WHOM WAS TIE LAND BOIIOWED 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent 

BROTIIEII
NRIGiBOUR 
OTHER HILATE 

2 
4 
5 

2 
5
6 

15.4 
38.5
46.2 

O~ll~l EL~iV-----------------------------------

13 100.0
TOTAL 


Tenure Issues:
General Land 


asked further about the 
development and
 

Homesteads were 

This section addresses both 

the
 
land. 
 as
utilization of their own 	 as well 


issues surrounding land 
availability and utilization 


access 
to land.
 
area, a 

I' there is a perceived shortage 
of land in ni 


be addressed to determine how real that
 
must
number of issues 	 to overcoming the
 

and what constraints there are 	
land which
shortage is 	 the amount of 
one should look at 


problem. Initially, 	 This will give an indication of
 
to anyone.
has not be allocated 	 (Such
 

the amount of land available 
for further distribution. 


analysis, however, was beyond 
the scope of this project.)
 

the land which has already been
 
should look at 	 being
Secondly, one 


to individuals to determine how that land is 

allotted 	 land has been cleared,
 

For example, how much of 
the 


utilized. 	 fallow, what constraints 
!,here
 

the cleared land is 

how much of 


There is a sue
 are to theborrowing and lending of land, shortage when '._Ind 
to argue about a land 

greater Justification the 



w|Istc, h.- been a1 Iocit v 	 tindhis be:, c (ceared is uti Iied (vi ther
by the homestead or others) t han where substantial part of the
 

aund ht; not been ci ord, or that which hns been cleured is not
 
being ut ilized, Finally, if there is a perceived shortage of
 
11111d 1 h fmIler of foc'tor' mi I% influe .icehow that 'Iand siaortage' 
I'Taddrcnfetd, For example, institutional nieclihal isms may be 
I!I roduCid to 1ii I I he Lull ow period; t1'o.ncurag o the borrowing 
ond lenling of land; or, at the extreme, to reallocate unused 
Iind to individuults citpnblv of putting it to better use.
 

Fifty-four homesteads (23,9%) indicated that they had arable 
Ii4usd owh ioh-hud not--hrni-ot: Ion rd *.....A f-re.on-number-o4 woirs.-g ivon.... 

.. 	fr not having cleared the land (Table 10), but nearly half cited
 
u shortag, of money, labour, or equipment. When asked when the
 
land would be cleared 50% of' the people indicated 'next year'.
 
However, the second most commuon response was again, 'when I have
 
the money, lubour,equipment (Table 11).
 

Table 10: WIY II,,N'T 'fill- IIE'N CLEARED?I,ANID 

Vuue Label Vual it Frequenlcy percent 

.tJST Gor I1 0 7 13.0 
LABOIR/ TIME SIIOITAGE 1 6 11 . 1 

MONEY FOUlI'MENT 19 35.2
 
LAND IS FAR 3 1 1.9
 
IIAVE ENOIIGIl IAND 4 2 3.7
 
LAND STONEY, SWAMPY 5 e 7.4
 
DROUGIIT G 4 7.4
 

, 	OTIER 7 it 20.4 

TOTAL 54 100.0
 

Table II: WHEN WILL YOU CLEAR TIHE LAND? 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
 

WHEN HAVE MONEY,
 
LABOUR,EQUIPMENT 1 12 22.2
 

CHILDREN WILL USE 2 6 11.1
 
NEXT YEAR 3 27 50.0
 
WITHIN 5 YEARS 4 2 3.7
 

* 	 OTHER 7 6 11.1 
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 8 1 1.9 

TOTAL 54 100.0
 

Thirty seven homesteads (16.4%) indicated that they had land
 
which had be'n cleared, but was not presently being used. Only
 
four of thes~e, holdings were being loaned out, 13 were fallowed
 
(Table 12). *-When aske," why the land had not been lent out most
 
respondents indicated that they did not want to make enemies
 
(Table 13).
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HOW IS THIS LAND BEING IJSIFII?
Table 12: 


Value 'requec' PercenItValue Label 


1 4 10.8LOANED OUT 

2 12 32.5

GRAZING 

10 27.0
3
FALLOW 


YEAR 4
DIDN'T PLOW THIS 
7 

3 1.1 
8 11.OTHER 

100.0
TOTAL 37 


LENT?

Table 13: WHY HASN'T THIS LAND [EEN 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
 

16 48.5
DON'T WANT ENEMIES 1 

2 6.1
2
NO DEMAND FOR IT 
4 12.1
3 


3 0

NOT MY RIGIIT 

4 1NOT EI"OUGH MONEY 

4 12.1
5
PLANNING TO USE IT 


15.2
7 5OTHER 

3.0
8 1
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 


33 100.0
TOTAL 


was a limitation
 
Only seven homesteads indicated that there 


would be
fallow before it

land could lie 


on the amount of time 

from I to 5 years.
This limit ranged
reallocated. 


to the borrowing
 
were raised with respect
A number of issues 


most cases responses were so
 However, in 

and lending of land. For examplo, only
fruitless. 

one-sided that further analysis 

was 
land within the last five
 

the 226 homesteads borrowed 
any


15 of in the past year, nnd only
land out
had loaned any
years, only 17 five years. Land
the last
out within
lent any other land
5 had relative (s a nonreletive 
(8
 

to be borrowed from a 
was as likely to be lent
more likely
However, land was 

vs. 6, respectively). 


vs. 
3 for nonrelative).
to a relative (14 


asked about the potential problems of
 
Homesteads were of the borrower as
 

lending and borrowing land, from the viewpoint 

and 15


of the lender. Tables 14 

from the viewpoint
well as of those responding to
 

In both cases,
these findings.
present 

indicated potential problems 

with the borrower
 
the question most However,
of 125).
lender (91

(70 of 116) or problems with the 


when asked if they personally 
had had any of these problems, 

only
 

(8) were cases
Most of these 

23 people indicated that 

they had. 


the land back (perhaps before 
the borrower
 

where the owner took 

not an unreasonablt event).
 

was ready to return the land, 
but 
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Table 14: PROBLEMS OF BOROWING FROM VIEWPOINT OF BOIRROWER 

VLiauc 1,1bcl Value Frequency Percent 

AWAYS'NEPDING LAND 1 17 7.5 
CONFLICTS WIT11 OWNII 2 29 12.81 
USING/OWNERi WANTS BACK 3 41 18.1 
NO JIUOHLEMS 1I 17 7,5 
OTHER 7" 12 5.3 
DON'T KNOW/ BLANK 8 94 41.6
 
DONIT BORPOW/LEND. LAND 9 16- 71.-

TOTAL 226 100.0
 

TubI e 15: PROIILEMS OF BOIOWING IFOM VIEWPOINT OF LNDER 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent 

RUJFUSE TO RETURN I 1) 40.3 
OWNERI GETS JEALOUS 2 4 1.8 
NO PIOBLEMS 3 11 4.9 
PAIN WHEN TAKE BACK 4 8 3.5 
OTIIER 7 II 4.9 
DON'T KNOW! BLANK 8 95 42.0
 
DON'T BOJWOW/LEND LAND 9 6 2.7 

TOTAL 226 100.0
 

The'vast majority (173) said that they did not have these 
problems simply because they never borrowed nor lent land.
 

Sixty-seven homesteads indicated that they had had land 
which they no longer had . A number of reasons were given for no 
longer having this land, resettlement and simple abandonment of 
land were the most frequent responses (Table 16). 

Table 16, WHY DID YOU LOSE THAT LAND?
 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
 

TAKEN BY CHIEF 1 10 14.9 
RESETTLEMENT 2 18 26.9 
GIVEN TO SOMEONE 3 10 14.9 
ABANDONED 4 18 26.9 
RETURNED TO OWNER 5 3 4.5 
TAKEN BY RELATIVE 6 2 3.0 
OTHER 7 6 9.0 

TOTAL 67 100:0 
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certain insecurity
 
A number of people had indicated 

that a 
take lilnd away from 

of tenure existed in the chief's 
ability to 

can exercise is
the chief

One such mechanism which 
individuals. from u chicfdom for any of 

individuals

through the banishment of when a
occur


Reportedly banishment might 

causes.
a number of 

successful with his agriculturaIl production
 
more 


The neighbours might become 
jealous.
given farmer is The
 

than his neihbours,. If this is
ctivities.
time in community
farmer might spend less 
be accused of using witchcraft
 lie might


a consistent occurrence 


and be banished.
 
of nny such banishment


ifIthey knewwcrv__jskedi Repsondants - Thi rty-eight..five years;in the last

in their cheifdoms
cases for these banishments.causes
shows the 


knew of cases. Table 17 
and serious crimes (murder)
 

Witchcraft, unacceptable conduct, Seven people either did
 
of 17 of the expulsions.


were the cause 
 to talk about the case,
 
or were unwilling
not know 


WHY WAS lIE BANISHED?Table 17: 

Value Frequency Percent
 
Value Label 


8 21.1
1

NONALLEGIENCE 7 18.4
 
UNACCEPTABLE CONDUCT 

2 
4 10.5
3

SEItlOUS CRIMES 6 15.84
WITCHCRAFT 15.87 6 
OTHER 18.478
DON'T KNOW/ BLANK 

38 100.0
TOTAL 


were presently
 
Ninety-three people indicated 

that they 

indicates how long people have been
 

for land. Table 18

looking 


Forty-four people have been 
lookinig for land fo'r- over
 

looking. 

one year. Twenty-two indicated that 

they hadn't done anything.
 

'
 LOOKING?
FOR HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN
Table 18: 


Value F.equency Percent
 
Value Label 


1 10 10.13
 
<6 MONTHS 8 8.6
 
6 MO. TO YR. 2 

8 8.6
3
1 TO2 YRS. 


4 36 38.7
 
OVER 2 YRS. 
 22 23.75

HASN'T DONE ANYTHING 
 9 9.7
7

OTHER 


93 100.0
TOTAL 
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However, when queried furthrer if they had ever tried and failed
 
to ifel land, only 34 peopjle indicated the fijilure. Itvao is for 
failure are given in Table 19. 

iablc I!):WIlY WIhI0,VOU UiNIUCCISSFU,? 

Value Luhel a,Iu Frequency Perceiit 

LAND GlVEN TO SO?',ONI, 1 4 11.8 
:. _tIE -SAYS IIAVE ENOIGH, 2 6 14.7. 

NOT WILLING TO KIIONTA 3 1 2.9 
LAND IS SCARCE ,1 6 17.6 
WAITING FOR CHIEF 5 4 11.8
 
CHIEF DIED t 3 8.8
 
OT1rieR 7 7 20.6
 
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 13 1 2.9
 

TOTAI, 31 100.0
 

six f the :14 id icuttd i i'niure because liand it; scarce, 
FourteCu of the 30 repsondents who knew of otliers who hd failed 
Io get Iind cited tHit! lack of lund availability as the cause of 
th, failure (Table 20) 

'fable 20: WilY HAVE OTIIEIIS FAII.EID? 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent 

NO LAN) AVAILABLE I 14 46.7
 
NO REASON GIVEN 2 3 10.0
 
OTHER 7 3 10.0
 
DON'T KNOW IF DENIED 8 H 26.7
 
DON'T KNOW WIY 9 2 6.7
 

TOTAL 30 100.0
 

The majority of respondents who gave an answer indicated
 
that the sizes of the allocations of land from the chiefs are
 
getting smaller (94 of 118) and that the period of the allocation
 
process is getting longer (51 of 85). Eighty three of the
 
respondents indicated that the token of appreciation given to the
 
chief is changing (or they don't know). Most of these people
 
indicated that it is either getting more expensive (16) or
 
changing from the traditional gift of livestock to money.
 

All of these factors seem to indicate that there are some
 
general constraint to access to and utilization of land on SNL.
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(162) indicated that they did not
 
"he majority of homesteas Of those that
* 

iand located away from the homostCad.
"any as
hu.e most oftcto cited 

did, transport and monitoring of 

the land was 


pL-oblems of fragmented holdings, (Table 21).
 

F1O1 THIE IIOMESTEAID 
Tible 21: PIROBLEMS ASSOCIATEI) WITH! LAND AWAY 

Value Frequency Percent
 
Value Label 


NO LAND LOCATED AWAY 
0 1(32 71 .7FIROM HOMESTEAD -2.7TIME 1 - 6CONSL4ES WOEN'S 
2 18 8.0 

TRANSPORT 
 17 7.53MONITORING 
5 13 5.8

NO PROBLEMS 
5 2.2
6
COMBINATION i+2, 2+3 

2 .9" OTIUER .4
8 1

DON'T KNOW/BLANK 
 .99 2NOT APPLICABLE 

226 100.0
"'OTAL 


cj. Mi11po _ 

the amountnot uoly reflects 
cash income sources

Analysis of 
the homesteads for agricultural

available onol resourcee to 
the reliance 

but, on the other hand, reflects 
wereinvestment, IHomesteads source of that income.

agriculture as a 
of cash income. After having
 

questioned about their- sources respondents
the various sources, were 
cash income from ofindicated and secondary sources 

then asked to indicate their primary 
these 'ere

this present analysisofFor purposescash income. wage employment,income categories:combined into four 
agricultural sales, other 

homestead activities, and 
businesses.
 

from businesses was combined 
with wage employment in
 

(Income 

Wage employment is the primary 

source of
 
subsequent analyses). 

income for 62.4% of the 

homesteads, agriculture the primary
 
and businesses 4.0%.
 

for 21.7%, homestead activities 
9.2%, 


source Agricultural
(Table 22). 

Six homesteads had no cash 

income. 
a secondary source of
 

a much more significant 
role as 


homestead
sales plays 
(wage employment 14.6%, agriculture 27%, 


cash income the homesteads
 
22.1%, and business 2.7%). A third of 


activities (Table 23).
 
reported no secondary cash 

income source. 
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'irTab22: MAIN SOURCE OF CASH INCOME
 

Value Lobel Vulue Frequeacy Percent 

A It 141 62.4 
4',A;RJCUUL tAI SAI.C Ii 49 21.7
 
(YHlEII HOMESTEAD ACTIVITIES i - K 21 9.2
 
BUSINESS !, 9 4.0
 
NO CASH INCOME X 6 2.7 

TOTAL 226 100.0
 

Table 23: SECONDARY SOURCE OF CASH INCOME 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
 

WAGES 
 A + 11 33 14.6
 
AGRICULTURAL SALES C II 11 27.0
 
OTHER IQx4ES'rEAD ACTIVITIES I - K 50 21. 1
 
BUSINESS 
 1, 6 2.7
 
NO SECONDARY CASH INCOME X 76 33.6
 

TOTAL 226 100.0
 

Twenty- six percent of the homes teads repJorted(( fsllll" fo)p
 
sales last year (1985/86).
 

Production Decisions:
 

A number of factors influence a farmer's ability to make
 
independent production decisions. 
 Three major issues were
 
addressed in this part of the questionnaire, those concerning the
 
movement of cattle off of and onto 
the fields before.and after
 
the cropping seasons, the community's attitude toward the
 
introduction of innovative agricultural practices such winter
as 

ploughing and the harvesting of stover, and the availability of
 
draught power and labour.
 

Cattle movement off of the fields in the spring determines,

the earliest dates that a farmer can begin ploughing. If the
 
rains are early, the farmer owns adequate draft power, and/or

wishes to plant earlier varieties, he may be constrained'by

cattle which are still grazing in the fields. Nearly 80% of the
 
respondents indicated that the chief announces when cattle have'
 
to be off of the fields in the spring. In 57.9% of the cases
 
this meant immediate removal, while another 19.9% indicated that
 
there was a set time limit for removal. Where such an
 
announcement was made 40% of the farmers 
indicated that they

would have ploughed earlier had the announcement been made
 
earlier (Table 24).
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Table 24: WOULD YOU IAVE PLOUGHED EARLIER? 

Villue libne] Va I I ve quvnyequii P(,r 

YES 
NO 
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 
DIDN'T PLOUGHt 

! 
2 
11 
9 

7" 
!J2 
14 
2 

40.0 
51. 1 
7. u 
1.1 

TOTAl, IHO 100.0 

not restrictive in tile fall tit -Le 'end 
This situation Is so 

While 64.6% of tile respondents i ndicated 
of the growing sesoun. 

when cattle are permitted
that the chief makes an ,innouncemet, t to 

, over 50% indicat(ed thut return 
return to the fields in the fall 

but that it time limit was given.
wa'n nut immediate, 

not %e(.,n to 
Neighbours' attitude aout the use of st.Lover did 

indiclted 
Only a small percentage o' homesteads 

lic restrictive. I hse
their crop ruesidue ('rble 25). Of' 

that they made use of 
stover 41 indicated th,, their 

51 hon,:iteads making use of the 
them using the stover. When I lie 

nec k)hbours didn't mind 
if the neighbours minded having their 

rc p,,nds.int. were asked 
when there was fcothing ,.l,,

the neighbour~s.' fieldsc:tittle feed on 
for the neighbours' cattl. L , :36 of the case;

theicr fields 
that the neighbour; suid nothing.indicated 

WHAT I)o YOU DO wItli YOU? sTOVEIV?'frt,le 25: 

Vul ue Frequency Percenlit
Valc label 

1 30 1:3.3
CUT AND STOiED 

2 19 13.4
UNI)EI JUST AFTE IIAIVESTPLOW 

169 74.83LEFT i01 CATTLE 
7 2 .91,2,3 or 1,2 

2.79 6NOT APPLICABLE 

100.0TOTAL. 226 

pract ice! winter 
A much lurger percentuag, of homesteads 

their stover. lomesteads most 
ploughing (33.6%) than horvesting 

crop stoverto plough in the remuining
winter ploughedcommonly 

of the first rains (Table 26). 
or to take advantage 
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Tble 26: WilY DO YOU WINTER PILOUGII? 

Value Label ValI ue Frequency Per:ent 

PLOUGH IN STOVFU.1 1 31 40,H

FIlRST IAINS IiENEFIT 
 2 22 28.9
 
KEEP CATTLE OUT 3 1 
 1.3 
MAKES SOIl. FElI! 1J'1 10 13.2 
REDUCES WEEDS 
 5 4 5.3
 
OTIIEII 7 8 10.5 

TOTAL 76 100.0
 

Community attitudes toward winter ploughing seem to be quite

favourable. Over One third (if the rerapondeiit indicated thut
 
their neighbuurs winter ploughed. And the majority (62.4%)

ifndicated thot chief
their said nothing by way of' encouraging or 
discouroging the practice. 

Timely tct:kus- to dr oft power in flluence,; when it firmer cal
 
begin ploughing in the spring. 
 Slightly more homesteads borrowed
 
or hired draught power thani thiose who owned their owi (TabIle 27). 

Table 27; OWNEISIIIP OF DRAUGHT POWIE-J 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent 

OWNED 1 9Jl 41.2
 
HIRED OR IORUOWID 
 2 1D0 44.2
 
OTHER 
 7 3 1.3
 
DIDN'T PLOUGH 
 9 7 3.1
 
OWNED AND HIRED OR BORROWED 12 22 9.7
 
HIRED Oi BORROWED AND OTHER 27 1 .4
 

'IOTAL 226 lO0.)
 

The most commonly occurring source of draught power was that of
 
owned oxen. However, the majority of those hiring or borrowing

draught power borrowed/hired tractors instead of 
oxen (Table 28).
 

Table 28: DRAUGIIT POWER 1986 

Value Label 
 Value Frequency Percent
 

TRACTORS OWNED 1 10 3.9 
TRACTORS IIIAED/BORROWED 2 81 31.3
 
OXEN OWNID 
 3 109 42.1
 
OXEN IIIRED/BORROWED 
 4 45 17.4 
OTHER 
 7 6 2.3
 
DIDN'T PLOUGH 
 9 8 31
 

TOTAL 259 100.0
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thmt there was enoughThe mujority of homesteads indicated 
(86.3% indicated enough labour
 

tabour for agricultural activities 

80.1% for weeding, nnd 82.7% 

for ploughing, U7. % for plianting, 

for harvesting). For those homesteads indicating a shortage, the
 

hired labour to overcome their
majority of them relied on 

Of the 22 homesteads hiring labour, 14
 
shortage (Table 29). 


hired the labour for at least one week.
 

Table 29: WHAT DO YOU DO IF LAIIOUI? 1. SHORT? 

Value Frequency PercentValue lsbel 

1 22 47,HHIRED LABOUR 
2 7 15.2EXCHANGED LABOUR 
3 9 19.6SUMM4ONED LILIMA 
7 6 13.0OTHER., 
8 2 4.3

DON'T KNOW/BLANK 


100.0
TOTAL 46 


they summoned lilima, tt traditional
Only 4.0% indicated that 

at critical times 
wechunism for overcoming a labour shortage 

thuthomesteads inadicated 
during the year. However, 46.6% of the 

others invited lilima predominantly to 
they participated when 

Forty two of those who indicatted that. 
help, their neighbours. 

that lilima is not practiced in 
they (lid not participate reported 
their area. 

Tribute Labou 

made on the homesteads in the form 
Labour demands are also 

laipour duties performed for the King and for the,
of tribute 

time performing theseamount of spent
chief. While the actual 

which homesteads
duties was not determined, the extent to 

participate was. 

Tribute labour is provided to the chief by over 95% of the
 

Most of this labour is provided for weeding and
 
homesteads. 


the homesteads respectively).
and 73.5% of
harvesting (85.4% 

that their neighbours also provided
Most homesteads indicated 
 these
 

Only 14 homesteads (6.2%) indicated that 

tribute labour. 


on their own fields,
duties affected work 


found in the provision of tribute labour
 A similar case is 

labour
 

king (77.4% of the homesteads). Again most of this 

to the 
 Over
 

for weeding (67.3%) and harvesting 
(66.4%).


is provided 

that their neighbours


five percent of the homesteads said
ninety 

to the king. Only 9 homesteads (4.0%)
 

provided tribute labour 

their own fields.


these duties affected work on 
indicated that 
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Devisi n Miki _j. 

A niumber of factors irflurence the amount of lund whiich u 
holuesteud is going to plough in a given year. The largest number 
,f hlomestutds indicit, that their decision on the amount of land 

which will be ploughed is dependent on money or other inputs 
(29 2,). Over 27% u1 thet Ihomestouds ploughs everything every 
year. The, amount of last year's harvest influences the decision 
of 20.8%of the homesteads. The amount of rain is the deciding 
facLor for l.4% of the homesteads (Table 30).
 

T be 30: HlOW DO YOU DEIlD1E AMOUNT YOU WILL PLOW? 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
 

WHAT IS MANAGABLE 0 2 9 
DEPEND ON IllS MONEY 1 32 14.2 
DEI'ENID ON IlS INPUTS 2 34 15.0 
AMOUNT OF RAIN 3 37 16.4 
LAST YEAH'S IIAIIVI'ET 4 47 20. H 
PLOUGIS EVERYTIIING 5 62 27.4 
OTIIEIi 7 6 2.7 
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H 1 .4
 
DIDN'T PLOUGI 9 5 2.2 

TOTAL 226 100.0
 

e cLL 

The literature indicates that traditional land use practices 
did not permit the fencing of individual holdings. The free
 
movement of livestock onto the fields at the end of the growing
 
season to feed on the crop residue was an essential part of those
 
land use practices. Cattle were moved off the fields in the
 
spring after the chief announced that ploughing could begin and
 
that cattle had to be removed.
 

An individual farmer who had access to adequate draught
 
power which would permit early plough ng, who wishes to introduce
 
hybrid maize varieties which required slightly different growing
 
season, or who wished to practice winter ploughing would be as
 
.-onstrained by a prohibition of fencing as the individual who
 
simply wanted to protect his crops from livestock damage during
 
the growing season.
 

Fencing was looked at as one of the major issues in terms of 
the individual farmer's control over the management of his land
 
holding in relation to what were seen to be traditional communal
 
uses of that land.
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Casual observation shows that', fencing is much more common
 

than one is lead to believe from the literature. The findings of 
anwas
the research indicate quite a different situation tb, 


Over 60% of the ihomestendsthe design.anticipated in project 
have part of their landholding fenced. Of those who have not 

money (64,0%) or shortage of materialsfencedi a shortage of 
commonly given responses (Table 31).

(12.8%) were the most 


31: WIlY HAVEN'T YOU FENCED?Table 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent 

1 55 64.0NO MONEY, 
2 8 9.3SEE' NO ADVANTAGE 

3 II 12.8
SHORTAGE OF MATERIAL 

2.3FENCED GRAZING AREA 4 2 
7 8 9.3OTHER 
8 2 2.3DON'T KNOW/BIANK 

TOTAL 86 100.0 

the majority of neighbors of nonfencers have not
Curiously, 

fenced either.
 

A number of reasons for fencing may be postulated. Any of 

delineated above could
 the individual management decisions 


justify the extent of fencing. In oreas where land shortage is
 

becoming acute, fencing might be undertaken for the purposes of
 

demarcating boundaries.
 

commonly given responseThe protection of crop: is the most 


by the nonfencers to the advantages of fencing (Table 32).
 

Table 32: ADVANTAGES OF FENCING NONFENCEIIS 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
 

PROTECT CROPS SUMER 1 59 68.6 
11.6PROTECT CROPS WINTER 2 10 


IRRIGATED FARMING 3 3 3.5
 
4 1 1.2PROTECT TREE CROPS 

2.3BOUNDARY DEMARCATION 5 2 
6 4 4.7CROPS AND BOUNDARY 
7 4 4.7OTHER 

DON'T KNOW/BLANK 8 3 3.5
 

TOTAL 86 100.0
 

reason most commonly
The protectio)n of crops was also the 


given by fencers foil having fenced (Table 33).
 

/ 
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Table 33: ADVANTAGES OF FENCING FENCERS 

Value LubeI Vulut Freqieau'y I'ercent. 

itI'iOT r CIuOI'S I II . 4 

1'JtUlC'i OTIlI,1 CIOPS 2 i 4.3 
BOUNDAfRY DEMARCATIfON 3 3 2,2 

k('IOIS ANI) BIOUNIJAI(Y 4 10 7.2 
PLOW/PLANT EARLY 5 3 2.2 
OTI E.. 7 5 3.6 

TOTAL 138 1600 

Combining both group.s results in the protect ion of rops is 
the lpreduminant reasnon for fen,':ing (0138.9%), while bouaadury 
demurcation is mentioned by less than 10% of the humtnsteaads, 

Most homesteods (id not consult their neiglabours (75.4%) nor 
did Lhey feel that their chief needed to be consulted (79.7%) 
when tlhey feaac.d. Where the at.ighbours or chief were consuled,(l 
consultation war done so that the neighbours and chief would know 
that cattle were being kept out of tiae fields. Of those people 
who have fenced, most (78.3%) have indicated having no problems 
in waintn i nI inifrag thir fence t, ionaa or rattle wos[ntae i dnaaarge 
reported by oaily (;.5A o(" the homesteds. 

In Lhe mrajority of cnsaa,; the clhief do . no,, hive 1111y of his 
land fenced (59.3%). The ,:ommuzaity'; uttiLude toward fencing is 
,generully fuvourublc (56.6%o) or ambivalent (27.4%) (Table 34). 

Table 34: COMIUNITY'S AT'rITUr TOWAR) FENCING 

Value Label Value F"requec:ay l'ercent 

THEY LIKE IT 1 1213 56.6 
THlEY SAY NOTHING 2 62 27.4 
THINK CONVERT TO 

TITLE DEED LAND 3 7 3. 1 
DON'T LIKE IT 4 1 .4 
SOME LIKE/SOME NOT 5 6 2.7 
OTHER 7 3 1.3 
DON'T KNOW/BJANK 8 18 8.0 
NOT APPLICABLE 9 1 .4 

TOTAL "26 100.0
 

In addition to cuttle moving back onto the fields at the end 
of the growing season, there is considerable movement of cattle 
Lhroughout the year as ctattle are taken out Lo graze each day and 
returned to the kraal every night. Only 16:2% of the homesteads 
indicated Lhat there were some of their cat tile which were not 
returned to the kraal every night. 



- --

the prevalence of crop damage

This daily livestock movement, 


disputes (5B.B% of the homesteads reported crops disputes being
 
limit
lack of community action to 


in their area), and the
common 
 in the ' 
thv number of crop disputes may be the major factor 

acceptance of fencing (Table 35).
 

fable 35: COtMUNITY ACTION TO LIMIT DISPUTES 

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
 

66 49.3TAKE CARE OF ANIMALS 2 

"3 2.2
BUILD GRAZING CAMPS 3 
17 12.7
4
DISCUSS PROBLEM 

1o 7.5
FINE CATTLE OWNERS 5 

FORCED TO FENCE FIELDS 6 7., 5,2
 

7 , 5 3.7
OTHER 

.
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 8 2 1.5
 

100.0TOTAL 134 


Li. -VS t OCk

access to drnught power as 
The ownership of cat tic: provides 


wll as milk and meat. As shown earlier, draught animals were
 
a 

the uo:; t common sources of druught power. Cattle also serve as 

returns on investment, as 
of wealth, providing significant
sLore cash.


well as being fairly readily convertible to 

of the
Slightly less than 40% 

Cattle ownership is skewed. 

cattle the average
own no cattle. Of those owninghomesteads than hffad of 

herd size is 16.3 head. Iomesteads owning more 20 


all the cattle owned (Table 3(;),

ca=ttle own 44.6% of 

Table 36: NUMBER OF CATTLE OWNED 

Value Frequency Percent
 

0 89 39.4
 
1-5 20 
 8.8
 

40 17.7
 

11-20 44 

6-10 


19.5 
31 13.7
>20 


2 .9DON'T KNOW 


100.0TOTAL 226' 
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-ICrLpondents were asked fie most important reasoii for own inl,outtIC. More than one ') wrl,, to the question was permitted.
oi coummon isidic nted the for drtiu, htwt res.ponst: need 	 power

(2 	1.3 , followed by milk ozd melt (21 .l), itnd mrunuv (20.f . 
i vti Iob di 4.S t I I v'.t mnlt Ifind liit W(!rei-,ojl y i cated 4%, I 1. , 

d l.[l of the time, r'vni1 v v:vely (Table 317 

,hllc 17: MOST1'11,I'OIITANT ILASON FOUl 1IOLDIN(; CATTEI, 

* Va I ur; Label Value Frequenlcy Perceni t 

ST*1ATI IS 1 21 4.4 
SINVESTMENT 2 56 11.8 
LOIJOLA 3 53 1.1. 1
 
DIiALI(I;T POWlEl 125
4 26.3
 
MANlE 5 .if 20.;
 
MILK AND MEAT 	 10.1 21.8 
OTIER 	 7 19i 4.0 ,,

D KNOW/BLANK 1 .4
DON'T 	 H 
NO CATTLE 111Q.D 9 68l 30. 1 

TOTAL '176 100.0 

lienporlideILtS weve further asked the most importnnt reason for 
holdillig golt W$in c wie., Ithe Most. meu il commolily giVen rsos(in,
cerdtlOl l i. pUt lOSe(S was t he: n ecuid most frequent l y cited response 
( Tub 14v 311 

Table 38: MOST IMPOITANT IEASON ,011 HOLDING GOATS 

Value Label Value Fnv-quency Percent 

CEREMONIAL PIJEIPOSES 1 47 26.3 
RATE 	 OF' REPRODUCTION 2 24 13.4 
MEAT 
 3 62 34.6
 
MONEY 4 40 22.3
 
OTHER 
 7 6 3.4 

TOTAL 179 100.0 

Grazing land in Swazi Nation Land areas is communally
'utilized. Cattle are generally free 
to graze wherever land is
 
not 
being utilized for arable production or residences. Much of

the literature indicates a deteriorating range condition, yet

little appeirs to be done by communities to munuge their grazing
 
resources.
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' 
A number of questionrs were asked cojnceraiing the community's7 : 

whother (at tIeability to control their grzing aretis such as 
in their area

from. other runners or chiefs areas to graze 

and if the grazing nrea was det.vrmined by tliv dip Irnk iirrit. Onlycamne 

question
responderats who had indicated holding cattle were tisked 


muin.c:meint.
related to pusture 

hrd a fencedthu I the commuit y
Forty respondents indicuted 

I1DA program.in 27 cases fenced as a result of the
grazing area, 

that tIhe grav.ing urea was 
Only half of the repsondents inidicated 

urea.
determined by the dip tank 


grazing
The majority of respondents indicated that their 

area was not grazed by cattle from other runner areas either in 
Nor was it grazedor in the winter (82.).the summer (8l.l) 

ond 89.3% in
cattle from other chiefs' areas (88.5% in summerby 

half of the respondents indicated
winter). However, more than 

bother them if outsiders grazed their cattle in 
that it didn't 

their grazing area (Table 39).
 

Table 39: ATTITUDE TO OTHlERS IN YOUR GRAZING AREA 

VnIUe, Label Value Frequeney lercent, 

80 54. IDOESN'T BOTHER THEM 1 
2 43 29. 1lO'rllElS TIIEM 
3 14 9.5NEVER GRAZE HERE 
7 6 4. 1O'[11IER 

4 2.7DON'T KNOW/BLANK i 
9 I 0.7NOT APPLICABLE 

TOTAL 11111 100.0 

The majority of homesteads (57.4%) felt that there was 

their animils to feed throughout the year.
enough grass for 

was rot enough grazingwho felt thnl thereHowever, of those indicated
throughout the year (63 homesteads), 53 respondents 

in the quality of grazing over 
that they had perceived u decline 

the years. A number of reasons were given for this (Tuble 40).
 

CAUSES OF DECLINE IN GRAZING
Table 40: 


Value Frequency Percent"Value Label 

19 35.8
1TOO MANY CATTLE 

7 13.2


GRAZING AREA TOO SMALL 2 

3 19 35.8CATTLE FROM OUTSIDE 


3.85 2BUSH ENCROACHMENT 
5 9.4
7
OTHER 

1 1.9
DON'T KNOW/BLANK it 


53 100.0TOTAL 
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Il. GENE.RAL LAND TENURE SYSTEM PROBLEMS. 

lav ing provided a genfern I overv iew of t he t eotur sit unt ion 
o"n swu 1 Nat ion Land the discuss ion flow wi II foeus oil Sptec if Ic 
I (!th r e i ss U!-. Four ri'rera I iti ets for i lives i gilt ion w rtI'f, 
iden t i fivid in the proj(!Ct pliper. They were: 

it) I rtigmentatI oilof land holdings; 
b) farmer control over production decisions; 

7" ' .............. 
?)
d ) 

uncut tivated ftmland of past u r e ma n aigeme it .' .............. 
good potentinl; and 

...- .... .. ..... ... ... ... . .............. 

1'lt. following discussion addresses each of these areas of 
concern in turn. A number of hypotheses, bused upon the initial 
review of the dita through the frequency d is tributions, were 
proposed to te:;t the relitiotiships between variablest associated 
with these issues. The r(.,;ult; of the statistical tests are to 
be found it appendix 3. 

A. Frugmen Iit tot .t' I u lto I.ittg j:ho 

frigmIntlt fi of land mus L be dist i nguished fron the 
Subd ivIsilt of, 1111d. Frgintltt tt ion refers to i si tul Iio where 
the ludholding of t i Zindividual otr homesoLead is (:ompri'sed of 
s" verll liot uti t1±. Subdi svi ott the other iscotI. iiguous &coti, hand, 
the process by which a piece of land is' roken into smaller 
pieces. Sulbdivision ortur.; I imttrily thtrough iltheritli ce, though 

Stalso occurs through',Ill.ions of land by the land holder and 
translictionts, such its tel botrrowinrg find lend ing of" Iti d. 

Fragmentation is poteot iat ly a policy concern because it can 
lend to inefficiencies ilI the use of scarce resources (capital 
and labour) and less intensive utilization of the land. It may, 
however, confor a number of herefits as homeste:6ds are able to 
spread their risks by taking advantages of dIfferelt soil types 
and permitting a wider range of crops to be planted. Subdivision 
becomes a problem as it leads to the fragmentation of land into 
sub--economic: units und eventual landlessness. 

Fragmentation and subdivisit'n are related. Given a high 
rate of subdivision it homestead will eventually be required to 
have a number of units of land to support the needs of that 
homestead. In the third and subsequent generations these units 
become increasingly fragmented. Fragmentation may also result
 
from individuals seeking available land for the expansion of
 
their agricultural enterprise.
 

Seven hypotheses were proposed to test tire significance of
 
the fragmentation and subdivision issue in relation to Swazi
 
Nation Land homesteads.
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1. Inheritance results in subdivision.0
 
2. Hate of subdivision is increusing
 

3. Inheritance/subdivision relationshiP vari',s by 
I qecological zone 


4. Younger homestead heaids need more paircerli to get 11 

given hectarage than older homestead heauds.
 
will 	 have a higher perventnste of

5. Fragmented holdings 
fields fallow thagn nonfragmented holdings.
 

zone
6. Fragmentation varies by ecological 

frequently have fragmented
7. Older homestead heads more 


homestetd heads.
parcels .than younger 

to subdivision does not
 
The relationship of inheritance 
 inheriting land are 

appear to be of significance. Individuals 
of the land ruiher than a portion of 

more 	 likely to inherit all 
does 	 not seem to 

the holding, that is, subdivision tit inheriLance 
There is no relationship between the 

be taking place. 

of portion of the landholding or the entire land 

inheritance 
land 	 holding was inherit/d. Thus, there is 

holding and when the 	
over time.of subdivisionnot an increase in the occurrence 

the prevalence of subdivision of Further testing also showed that 
zones of the country.to ecologicallind holdings is not related 

There do not appear to be significant constraints imposed by
 
nowhich are fragmented show 

existing fragmentation. Holdings 
than 	 thoseamount of land which is, fallow

difference in the 	
The argument that fragmented

holdings wh ich are unfrngmented. 
are Icns likely to he fuliy utilized is refutod by the 

holdings 
datt. Younger homesteads require a larger number of land
 

a given hectarage of land, while older
 
holdings to reach 


to have more land holdings in general. This 
homesteads Lend land 	are becoming

would seem to indicate that individual units of 


zone
 
Again there is no relationship between ecologicalsit ller. 


and the extent of fragmentution.
 

B. Farmer control over production decisions: 

in Swaziland repeatedly
land 	use 

the farmer's ability to make
The recent literature on 


raises the issue of constraints on 

on the utilization if his land holdings.


independent decisions 

These issues are primarily center around the impact 

of cattle
 

the end of the traditional growing

grazing on crop residues at 


the adaptation of innovative land use
 
relation to
season and its 


winter plowing and the utilization of crop
as
practices such 
 return
or ploughing under to 
residues (harvesting for fodder 

to the soil).
organic matter 


indicated that traditionally,
This 	literature has also 

Swazi Nation Land. However, casual
 

fencing is not permitted on 

fencing is commonly practiced
observation will show that 


increased acceptance of this

the country reflecting an
throughout 


individualization,'of land use.
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Given that fenc i rig wIis +j(i'tlto be an li ioVill i Vt modi i I('lit (III 

of' tie traditional land use iructices it is used is ii xjtil 
indicut ion (If the intceptillcv of tiese" other liand use pruat ices. 

o (Ciintr ii f lIt t'ommunieocllt. 	 e1I, tThe mujoriiy of t lit 
lI(cce'ill llf of f.!ll'l Igig toy I IIV fli 'rwe I Ve () I i tIIie wteldull fyI 

pr'opotsed to testI the t igo i fIcalwlice of fCent+illy fin( ti 'ee pI)IucI loll 
I loll itt.I, ll it ib we.+ I -, ti11ll tistllis inielt of" .omIImuolitIy io1AL I uden.t 

Lowar'; feoc Vg, 

1 . Fl a'r m e rs w bh J f v n, c I I re/' m oll ( - I i k ly t o( w i ll l v i - p l o w ,o I 

Lri....................... ~e l u ; itv " t ( o I e~tfifk l y to *h arvest- th i ..........
 

3{. 	 Failr)in leho Illyt' iIot i lctc d h vi, ben'l (Ois tra i niletd by 
community attitudles toward Fencin g 

I .	 Fir tvrs who felnve wi I I consult the ir neigl loi* . 

5. 	 Former,; who fpt-or. wi 1l consult thvir chie l' 
G . If (I chii ef fiits:i hIt lanad far mers tire more litely to 

,Cc e thi rs. 
7. 	 Farmerls ra -remote I ih1'ly to fnve if the. community 

att itudL?" IS litVoral Ie. 
It. Fl mIIr ire move11' IkW1 ly 1(nce if rvtiaip da"I to crop 

f t 	 put Iir e collil n, 
ity I t it 


eVologic4I zeoilo
 
9. tommun I ilut1 tiow Id fellc ifwi I I v"ry by 

10. 	Farm I t; wi th II nt'r ca tit.I v herdit; are more I ikc Iy to 

fenrce 

II.	 Fiarie r -i ti o i tni iltid wii(, Ihi Ilk t haL1 t I(- ofini i ty 
it LI tude towiiiu It!lnl I ig i not favoriltiI will riot use 

wir, to "lic e. 
12. Fnrmers wtu w I)u hI Vei ) lougliet ear I i vi- if cait tiL . heitd 

been removed tnr Iier will winter plough, 

of 	 theThe rlitionshipl bLtween fencing and the udaplationl 

two production techniques of winter ploughing and utilization of 
stover show mixed results. There is rio relotionship between 
fencing and winter ploughling. Farmers who have fenced are as 

likely to winter plough is tLhose who live riot. However, farmers 
who 	have fenced are more likely to utilize the crop r-esidue that
 
those who luve not fenced. 

Analysis of the data reveals a significant chang~e in 
is led to believe from theattitudes about fencing from what one 

only 6.9% of the respondentsliterature. Generally speaking, 
indicated that the community did riot like fencing, 30.5% were
 

ambivalent, and 62.6% favoured it. Consequently it is not
 

surprising that there is no relationship between a farmer having
 

fenced aind the community's attitude toward fencing or that a 
farmer feels constrained about fencing because of the community
 

attitude toward fencing. Individuals are more likely to have 

fenced if their chief has part of his holding fenced, but they 

tire ias likely to consult their neighbours or chief about. their 
proposed fencing as they tire to not consult them. There is a 
slight variation in community altitudes towaird fencing across 
ecological zones, but not significantly so. 

27
 

- ' "..... 	 ,,* - .. , :- : , : , 4 : , , ; + ,:. L.'.+.' >' ' ; . , , , ., i, 



people

The frequency distributions had indicated that 


to be the protect ion of 
or saw the advantages of fencing,fenced, no rlal-ionship 

crops from livestock damage. ilowever, there is 
in i givc" arec.

of crop damage disputes
between the commonal ity 

fencing. SimilIirly, owners
 

an individual
and the likeliness of 
are more likely to be sensitive to

of larger cattle herds, who 

crop damage by their own cattle, are no more likely to fence tihan" 

owners of fewer animals. Analysis shows It significant 
the
 

type of fencing materials used itnd 

relationship between the 

fencing materials are
 
toward fencing, wire
community attitudes 
 or opposed to
 

to be used .in communities favouring

more likely 


are more likely to he used in
 
fencing, while other materials 


fencing.
ambivalent toward
ommunities which are 


Lest looked at the inter-relationship between
 A further 

timing of spring ploughing. The timing
 

winter ploughing and the 

the coming of the first
 

of spring ploughing is dependent ont 
as well as bring
fields
loosen the soils on the 


ruins . The rains with which cattle
in the grazing areas 
the first flush of grass 
strength. The harder the soil is the 

begin to rebuild their Acan begin.before ploughingthe oxen must becomestronger of the soilthe looseningploughing is 
major advantage of winter 

to the landpermits earlier acce-ss 
Lhe growing seasoon whichafter would have winterthat farmers
spring. Analysis indicatesill the cattle had been 

would huve ploughe:d earlier if the 
plaughed 

reimuved earlier.
 

good potential:C .UnusedL 1and _of 

there exist 
seems to indicate that 


Causal observation 
 uncultivated,
pot ettial land which is 
nmounts of goodi 1zubl( at some time in the

been cultivatedland which has obviously andtmount of intentionala certainpast. There will be 
factors as raojfall

as a result of suchfallowingunintcntional a given
and other inputs) availability in 

and resource (labour idle
land which have lain
pieces of 

year. However, at issue are not
 

unutilized by the homestead 
but 


for long periods of time, 
 to
resources 

out to neighbours who may have the 
being lent 
 new land may not
 

land. The availability of 
cultivate the 
 rich homestad5 of
 resource
the borrowing by
necessitate O the other hand
 poor homesteads.
land from resource
additional t'hese temporary
inhibit 

social and institutional constraint 

may 


land transactions.
 

the Swazi
identified five stages of 

Low (1986, 79-86) has 


life cycle: establishment, expansion, consolidation,
 homestead age of the head
 These stages reflect the 

and decline.
fission, family associated with
 the growth of the 


of the homestead and a
comprised of 

Thus the establishment phase is 


that homestead. As the family
 
young head and most commonly 

a nuclear family. 

ts the 'head
occurs
Consolidation 


grows the homestead expands. in the
present 

ages and married children and 

grandchildren are 
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homestoad, As these married children break away f'rom the 
homeuteud (fission) the number of homestead members begin to 
decreusa. And finally in the decline stage most of the children 
have lullt the homestead. 

During this lprocess the homes tud will have dil'l'ereat 
rel.source endowmenta (land, labour, mnd cupiLu) aid different 
needs "for IItesc' resources. lit nil likelihood in the earlier 
stages of the life cycle the head of the homestead will be 

_involved .in wage employment., while at.-the. later. sLage of the...... 
cycle, the children will be in wage employment and sending 
remittances back to the homestead. Similarly, at the earlicr 
stage of the cycle fewer members in the homestead will 
necessitate a lower level of production to sustain the homestead 
than at the later stage of the cycle. It was therefore 
hypothuesized that at different stages of the life there will be 
different demands for the land which is available to the 
homestead and, consequently, different amounts of land fallow. 

Three hypothe2ac.a werc dc. inpord Iu t'-4i ilmeset li re Icyclc 
rclitionsihips atid three were developed to look at the 
relationship between land scarcity and utilization.: 

1. 	 llomestends with older heads will have a lower percent 
of land fallow. 

2. 	 Homesteads with larger numbers of cattle have a 
smaller percentage of fallow land, 

. omesteads with n larger number of adults will huve a 
lower percentage of fallow land.
 

4. borrowing of lnd will occur more frequently in land
 
scarce areas.
 

5. 	 The percentage of land fallow will increase in land 
scarce areas.
 

6. Land taken by the chief and reallocated will occur
 
more frequently in those areas of land scarcity.
 

Analysis shows that there is no relationship between any of
 
the variables tested and the amount of land which is fallow.
 
Life cycle analysis of the data will be treated in greater detail 
in the next section of the report. Homesteads with older head
 
appear to have more land fallow, while homesteads with more
 
cattle or more adults appear to have less land fallow, but the
 
relationships are not significant.
 

A scarcity index was devised to analyse to remaining three
 
hypotheses. The index considered perceptions of declining size
 
of allocations, increasing amounts of the token of appreciation
 
given to the chief in the allocation process, and increasing
 
length of time of the allocation process itself. While the index
 
relies on perceptions by the individual, the borrowing of land
 
and utilization of land might be related to the perceptions of
 
scarcity. However, no relationships were sben to exist.
 
Perceptions of the community situation bears no relationship, to
 
-..
the individual's action.
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I).!Lqe a_ ment and tenure rules: 

uvcrgrtazing and the resultant land degradtttoi l t ,tip 
evident in Swazi Nation Land areas. fhis situat )io* is quite 

Commo n Communal tenure sys t ems wl|)erv tfi iingnsreean i hIUlfrin 

popul ation puts a greater demand on)'the latnd buse fojr arable, 
Ilirmine and squeeze.n u growing cat tle herd onto is d,'reisiJig 
pasture. ilowever,.livestock play a significant economic and 
social role in the Swazi homesLaud. Mitigation of the continuing 
degradation of the range resourves of the community necessitates 
the ovl u ion ofcommunr I i-y- hnsTd iiv0stok maage, S ys t,(us as. 

well as community an'd individual recognition of the costs of 
keeping cattle. Community nttit ude: toward range managom-n l will 

be addressed in the analysis of the case study findings. 

However, seven hypotheses were for Ulatled to I ook at issues 
rvlated to cattle movement, communal grazing, itnvgnf. 

I. 	 Smaler herds wi I I grazeI closer to the homestead. 
2. 	 Larger herds will not be returned to the kraal every 

night. 
3 . Homestends more dependent on drmtught power for 

ploughing will have larger herds. 
4 	. Tenure rules for grazing will be most. strict in areas 

without enough grass. 
5. 	 Hlomesteads with a lower percentage of land fallow will 

be in areas with fewer crop damage disputes. 
6. 	 Individuals in areas with fenced grazing will not have 

their own holdings fenced. 
7. 	 Individuals with large numbers of cattle owned will 

keep them in fenced grazing areas. 

llomesteads having cattle herds of different sizes are 
i,.xpected to make different utilization of those animals. Demand 
her the utilization of those animals should dictate their . 

or where they are grazed. Owners of smaller herdsaccessibility 
tire likely to make greater demands on individual animals for 

milk, meat, and draught purposes than owners of larger herds. 

Younger homesteads have fewer cattle. They also havye less labour 

available for herding. However, the analysis indicates that 

there is no relationship between herd size and the location ir) 

which the cattle. 

While it was assumed that some cattle of the homestead (lid 

not return to the kraal every night, this proved to not be the
 

case as nearly all cattle returned to the homestead every, isght 
throughout the year. Further investigation should be made of 
the
 

seasonality of sisa arrangements.
 

As grazing deteriorates, and as individual and community 

realization of the causes and consequences of a declining range 

resource become evident attempts are made to ameliorate the
 
situation.
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o 1,i Lat i i zat baaitll .reases ommuali t.yAs Lie inteiis ty 
Wi lllai1L i1.Udes Lowlrd lI ald mfilizeg('ia(1 wI I I ''. 'lli iitgii Iys if; 

] ivv f ualIs i I ii t n 0[f e'IIll 1I-easiitd t:it o!, for ex-ilipI) , li i 1t 
l- I IiiId"ii'1 fteoci'l.V ItI.rillit il :11,0; ) I i t' I y L i lilVe t hi 

1 I itii tie'It unlier of' Cliop
Coit tlUli ty ac il Ia ti (i ikt Iiito it 

lb I i :Ii ig ai I' lced glii',li g i lli, tIlI 
Yliit ' ) 

uinitk; g v i tits b)y evu 

d is It)I liafve to jibsorh i 
I lii Vi l(il 1 m'iwt th iitivillLat a ' mil Lhe 

so lui I' icoit 
iad v iduiil ono Icoh 'ic iiag. However, thel', is It, n 

r IatL oiili i , hp'li itt'iid awettli liiieft liav ijag lower perce oluge of I arid 

i " p xtiTi l.'intvria.-;i t y of' -use) (i"d -mid -wh t 1i r. oir- iio t.
flLiit;i( ii 

for livesLock manugerien t) are
ciriop dullauge' disput tni(a pltoxy 

C:oiiliaotl iii thhit it. 

tarad eCi e ii d 

gti,.iflg uUlittiiu' iitt dev;loped. As IioL.ed earlier, over 57% ofha' l'(pI itills libiouL t it(! vx i.i Ie fin lu of, i ii llt 

,sl 


Li!iire'nspondvriLts iridiciit 'd thit Iher- Was eiiilugh grutis Ifor their 

rtimils Lo grze tlhui;iouLg L.ii year. Whore it wits fell Ihul 
, 
 were

tcti'i wi aoll ittlos1,ah Irftitiri a ivr" "ir iiidiotid Lioth Lhesre 
rliet'r
mid it 

tu I ide lihi r area. 
IL.otiisiy ciil.t i iiiii ril3 iadica l Lha t . wer-e 

c:liI t Iv comntg fron 

At Ithe collitit.y is; rovf:#tdi tio vecognize Llt!' prbiem tenure rules 

change . llow eVt-', til 1i1adex of' gi 'uiZ ll teoluri' ruies Wlsed
,hiou lId 
. lie- exiat erict'i U a IrtA t'' ],tcoImIunal Igra ig iitra arid the 

ctl-" cli efs' or l'Unters ireiis (juriiag Lhe
gitizili og of i-ut th lForm i 

ria r't] iati to pereopt--t o of thel inj i p tlie 
s iliimetio W ijt".r ,r-


iaaoullt I (i f t' itll! ivil iI I li c .
 

ie 'weeil size of'

Filt IIlv, io e,ltt z.oiih i l wits en tuLb Ii-h. h the 

t they be kepLlint would in a fele e'd 
I lici livrdih mid tlit- I ikl I i liud tl 

iYI 
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U
IV pOpULATION 

system (:real' pro10leu"o for 
land IWIuO 

thin the popuirt Ion?
Does tlie current 

part iculi groups of people wi 

1 t: 'la; le 
pr eced ilin, sect I inn1illlt u)I{ l i! t l 

In the was V,011Iluded,
for the populaotin as a who le. As 

tenure•a Iandyzed no si nifi'cuntto bethiere apperspeaking, 
wh iIe Litin may 1) Lr~ue f'r t he vii Li regenerally 

i owevor,_robq _ms. subnotsLii ~IOfr(Vtaill
hoe t, aY110t- be it'I life 

ppjUlh t ioOil (I different stages of 
lomesteads at 


of that population. 
 production object' v(j,
 
homesteads with difrferent
cycle, find
endowments may
resoumre


homesteads with different which ijhibit ur 
tenure systemthe land lald 

constraints in 
act ivitis. 

prevent agricultural 

these (,uses.look at
This section will 

ied for further anaIysis.
idetif
groups wereSeven such 

'They are: 

farmer;
1. Commercilil of incomeby sourceclassified2. Ilomesteads 
by stage+'; of the life cycle

Classified3. Hlomesteads 
Female headed homesteads
4. 


5. Poor homesteads 

G. Investors
 
7. Innovators
 

the rest of the
compared to
these groups wasEach of 

for characteristic differences 
between
 

to test 
 topopulation, first 

the entire population, 

and secondly 

the specific group and tihedifferences between
significant

determine if there were with respect to

populationthe rest of the group and was used forspecific of hypothesesA standard set
issues.various tenure the statisticalRlesults of
for each analysis.the groupsall of 

found in Appendix 3-2. 

to be
analyses are 


tested which addressed 
five
 

were

Nineteen characteristics land holdings,
 

major issues dealing with homestead 
composition, 

and agricultural


income and maize production,i
cattle, 

innovations:
 

A. Homestead composition
 

the homestead
 
1. The number of people 

in 

the homestead
 

2. The number of adults 
in 


the homestead head
 3. The age of 


The life cycle stage of 
the homestead
 

4. 


~32
 



B. 	 Land hoIldind of theilhomestead 

5. The s i . t1'I| I h I'ull4tho ItIf fig oI' I lit- hol ;I clifd 
G;, The lijutuber of llnt holIdinlgs 'oil' the honesteud 
7. 	 Th v ot Iit rti. I,1id dIvot,ed lo jn11l|je l dur illC 

I'.The pr(- lJr tia , ,4)eI' Idi |rea whill was fallow 
.I. 	 'lit i-reu I0 F t 0 1 vif, d I nod detvp, I.td to lt l)roduct i on 

(.[' asilh c'op"; 
IU. The pcrc('ntaagi oI' cultivilted lm.tnd in cash crops 

{,(: J m,.[owner""ship 

The of1 C. lllumlhr ftOWof4:11 ti 

S liCUlQ an.d lllil, ze puI- lue t ioll 

;]. 	 fit. rtiull'd tn;l II I I C0.e ISource o' Lte homes tleal 
Zr:i. i! wage ijIi agi i-uItu Irat income of the holmesteld14. 1! li'l 11 Nlz eOi f11 .lOdUCeS! (!ItOUP,11 111Hi Z4V LC0 N! ed 
i Ls r f 

I. I f" the hlal,.4dl tmt l orduce!; enough 1111 'ze to se I I 

', 	 A gr Ic. tuIil V I Illst I llnvd) 

.6 '111v elnt ,,l cll'l I ll', I' e l, dhtl. lle#-xII e 1418 o oo 'li ti 
I7. t hru I i I tllt-i tl g u.a itg rpif nri 

I it. I F t Ile hunwIIU t :tiff Ia kvs use ofi'Ilho crop v Lover 
19.. 11 the ho mes ud ruc Lic'es w ilter plowintiff, 

AddIt iona IIy twenty-four ,tnure, issues whicIs miItl prcsenN 
tenure conlstrainLs for speci fic subsets of the popul ation were 
identified for further aina I These IL 
access to exiLsting land, fragmetation of land holdings,
utilization of land, 

s l. det with ssues of 

access to addi t tunal Ilind, borrowinri tnd 
lending of land, security of tenure, and cattle movement/rangp 
manalgement issueS. 

A. 	Access to existing land
 

I. The percentage of the inherited land which was 
a part. 
of 	a larger landholding 

2. 	 The number of the homestead's ind holdings which were 
inheri ted 

3. 	 The number of the homestead's land holdings which were 
allocated 

4. 	 If the land allocation was sought because the 
homestead had no land 

5. 	If the allocal ion wns sought because the homest.ad 
head wished to establish a homestead 
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of 	 land holt '.ngsB. 	 FragmentatiOn 

o! 	 t hs Iind is it homest Le d
What percentite 

is 	 frugment ed within 500 
7, 	 What percentage qi the land 


mieters of the 
 hoi 	un! i nd 
is 	 fragmlenlh,, ,over 500 

U. 	 What percentage of* . he 1101d 

til II,11,!; etvi(l
meters f1'r Ihe 

of 	 landC. 	 Utilization 

unc leftred. 
9. 	 Is therIe any -raibic land which is 

been cleared but is 
10. Is there any arable land which has 

presently unused
 

land
to 	 additionalD. 	Access 


looking for land 
11. Is the homestead currently 

go 	for land
 
the homestead head willing to 


12. flow far is 

ever tried but 	 failed to get land 

homestead13. Has the 
land getting smaller
allocations of
14. Are the 
 the chief 

the token of appreciation given to 
15. Is 

changing 

FI'. Borrowing and Lending of land 

land which it is notborrowed16. Hias the homestead 
presently borrowir,11 any of its laind 

the homestead currently lvnding
17. Is 

see any problems with borrowing
the homestead
18. Does 

the borrower
land from the viewpoint of 

see any problems with borrowing
19. Does the homestead 

lender

land from the viewpoint of the 


any of these problemshadthis homestead20. Has 

F. Security of Tenure 

the past which does not
had land in

21. If the homestead 
it 	lose that land
 

currently have, why did 
 any banishmenthead know of 	 case 
22. Does the homesteud 

G. 	Land Use Constraints
 

if the cuttle
 
Would the homestead have plowed 

earlier 

23. 


fields earlier
 had been removed from the 

feed.
the cattle to 


24. Is there enough grass for 


of 	 the analysis forresultsand 42 summarize theTables 41 	 are found in 
the groups. The more detailed explanations

each of 

appendix 3.
 the relevant portions of 


J; 
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Notes to Table 4l 

s 
oldt'sl ycars;, Group t is yoitie t (4.3x

I, 	Grottp is 5i.4 y
ii years 1 

lrI Il11id foi (,1.9hI') Group 3 
2. 	 Group l hos the s 


the smallest (29 ha)
 
the 	inu ; I tild holdillift; (2. ) ;ro'll, 4 t-h, 

3. 	 Group I has 

least ( -5).
 

2 has the mostuid devoted to inn ize production4. 	 Group 

(1,7 ha), Group 3 tle least (1.2 ha)
 

toA cash cr0p production5. Group 2 has the most land devoted 	
. .l'ast O h).


-Group'-A: the:-	 . . .. 

(0-139-hu) 
 land in (;is, . crops
6. 	 Group 2 has tile highest PerceItage of 


G 'oip 4 the least (0,0%)
(20.3%), 	 in andowred and sjsti'dmost cattle (16.5
7. 	Group I have the 

least (8.2 owned 
15.2 owned and sisa'd out), Group 4 the 


in and 6.5 owned and. sis'd out.)
and 	 sisa'd 

ma ize to i'eed i tso If, 
often produces enough

8. Group I most 

oft en
Group 4 lenst sell, Group 	 4 

often produces ellough mi ize. to 
9. 	 Group I most 

least often Group \dcust likely 
IU. Group I most likely to winter plow, 

.9 hn, andla, 	 consolidot ioni 
11,, 	 EsLabIi ahme nt phase hias 3.0 

decline 2.9 ha. 2.0 lii, aind
has 	 0.67 hu, consol idt ion

phase12, 	 Establishment 

decline 1.2 
 ha. 

has 17%, decline 0.0%13. Expansion 	 iui toi nr re ithe fewest animals,
Establishment have14. 	 to declintethen decri nig,
consolidation phase, nrid 	 in 

phase is most likely to inevel have enough 
15. 	 Establishment 

later stagescomparison to nthers
phase is more likely to use than 

16. 	 Expansion ploughlikely to winter
17. Fission 	phase is most 

sourcea secondary income
No 	 agriculture as18. 	 and expinsion plihnvs

19. 	 Most commonly estublishment 
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Notes to Table 42
 

I. 	 Group is most IIkely tO i herit (63. 3%), GvoUI 2is
 

leastL likely (38.2%)
 
e ;it tihlehoimest.eid,
 

Group 4 has the largest percentage (78.6%)
 

. Group 1 has the larjest percentage over 500 m from the
 

2. 	Group I has the smiiilest percentgl 

(7.11)homestead (2l.1%), Group 4 has the smallest 
land (36. 1J%)4. 	 Group I most frequently indicates unused 

Group 4 least frequently (0.0%) 
. 

5. 	Group 1 homesteads have failed -eIS(4l), 1)ilcd Groupho-4-d 
(2t.1I%)
homesteadsthe most 


had 	problems
6. 	Group 4 homesteads more frequently 

7, 	 Group I homesteads would have ploughed earlier 
of 	 o.rziflt

8. 	 Group I homesteads see a decline ini the quulity 
are 	must likely to be looking


9. 	Expansion phase homesteads 


for more land
 
ire 	morehomesteuds10. 	Establishment and expansion phase 

to have tried and failed to get landlikely 
it dvcl int in t.hv 

1' 	Establishment phose homestendo do out see 

size of allocations (less than 50%g), while over 70% of the 

other groups see it decline 
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, ' Cosnrsn L'iI;) k35 ln. 

'til11 l vI ,I ItiI, i 4I11 tll('it I'lr',wte r volo ped Frui'1l'IC3 I.: J we'r: ed 

Istn tot i1'1h , ' l 1 io .vr lltIyI i li atti I yu is cons id r d lIi,,%to1.1; ge 

i ool/Ctiis timpt ioil , 	 l ('41 t Po inI ; Itild s.lis l Io .: i, Wc'II (I.-; Uproduct 

.t r allLIVs.. Ih ti ,ur.iJ'-CY distLi do;s 3lot have product 	loll Ilor 
d wi titlisulilpt ioll I I 3Ui'cIs prI' e , but i PjU'UXy ClIII te use, 

u3 h3oI) l f ' it 13) ind ma i ze Lo .I ough miJe Ioeed' 'elough sell 

Il'tlliti I suI II itis ; ttns liIy Teter ik'a delini Lion. A firmer is 

. 'h i - tied n': Ing eomn+rlcsII.) ifV. hew l.fl'iI is on, of the 

Io I I ow ilig cri torit 

t. The ma . Source isivoime is t ho Is,(l' m izei and the; of 
hoiit t Let grews r 'lenoughi zzmooto e1, 1 ( s ?or 0v. ry yea'.Il 

ond3( 0ot1 . 3'901 Ie of iI3co01530 i s the st o I 333jz115 

it itd L t titsen I e n (1 r uwsn eni o u 9 t wa I z to -I~e I evIeW'~ Yu a 

.1 	 TI'h4 flifill) ;o3tl;'t' ot iii olt' is tile slio t11fIl l l' ' rops (lot 

IIlll 1' e., tO3L , or L O; '(O) ulld : lomsgl e,'t!d islloUg}lthitt gron'l 


,
'I'I'l0 1 t s1 1's1 t V II9 l ( I vt' P Lil)1I" s I L'ce IS 4J! III). , os 

ThI'Pe t3tll vs h .5 u I' mlC o I1, I lit 11333333 I c 1.111) i Ill',9s '33Seks 

e. 

O"r 3 rtIg(tI d Irsitmi II, is ps sieeticed witI stile v go,-tti311 
WIIous " sIllsP is11; h( pl llidl'.vycr 0.;-(lltilry so)UrCe. of sin 

o' s 

be I tI pr lll.Mry (Iv s c,'ul tdur y sou rc of i licollie 

~c It i t i i 2 111111 ri ' l; t'SlI . tk slel' il it 1oi1 iltslitli 33 tIl''_ I's 

cu d it os- inore sLricL: 

. The total hoc Lnrijf if cotl (l is ai I Itn i. '2 .5 ill lsind tIie 

solf. of cot toll is the primitry sourcOC of ca-19h isloome. 

'. '[lie t 	 (if L bbic-co i s II leasL I f li nud LheLotul lectlirtigs 
sule if tubcco is Lhe p'illlry source of cash in3cOIe. 

3. 	 The LoLul hectarage of c(ott03n is at letist 4 hin and the 
sale of cotton is the second most imporLant source of 

cash income.
 

4. The total hecturtge of tobacco is tit least 2 ha and the 

sale of tobacco is the second most important source of 

cash inscome. 

5. 	At least 50% of the total hecturuge planted is eotLon and 

the sale of cotton is the primary source of cush income. 

6. 	At least 25% of' the totul hectaraige planted is tobacco 

and Lhe stle of tobacco is Lhe primary source of cash 

"19' 
, n 
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7. 	 At least 75% of the total hecturage plantLed is cotion and 

fte sale of cot Lori is tihe second most import ant source of' 

,ash InIcome.
 

it. 	 At I enst 50, of the total hecttartgk pltl.lt'd if. tolaotct 

and the suile of tobacco is the second must impurtant 

source or cash income 

source or (of i aco(n.' (,ht! saill . or iot ioll inad 
to feed its imembersr.

1). 	 The main t sh is 

the homestead grows 	 enough maize 
or every year, AND enough manitzc is growil for ssile most 

every year. 

10. The second must iml torLintsource of (,ash ilactomeilit" the. 

sale of cotton find the homes(nted grows enough I Iifi. to 

every year, AND enough miliz.e is grown,feed its members 

for stile every year,
 

lile 	produ( tion is utI I . The total hectarnge devoted to vegel 

AND the primiry or- seconadary SOUl ce- of inicole
lea-it .Sha. 


is the sali of vegettbles.
 

the brine d fi lnit ion nlnki ng the
 

coad Iitions less strict:
 
And definition 3 modifies 

(R? tine
1. The total hte .taruge of' rotton is lit,Itust 1hn. 


is at Ieast .5hai. Oil the
total hecLarage of lobit co 

to growing is it lenst
percentage of' land devoted cot iOil 


land 	devoted to tObml(n.eO growirig
35, Oil the percentage of 


is at livist If)%.
 

ton
sa;l P'0 (:of'
2. 	 'lne pr'imairy qourr( tal cash itncoe' i!; the 

and the homestead grows elnough maizva to feed it self and 

to sell if) most or every year. 

3. 	 The second most important source of income is the sale of 

cotton an d the homestead grows enough muize to feed 

itself and to sell every yenr. 

4. 	The total hecturage devoted to vegetables is ant least
 

.5ha. 	OR farming outside the normal cropping season is
 
irathe sales of vegettables as the
practiced resulting 

source of cash income OR irrigated
primary or secondary 


is 	prac t i ced resti Iting in the sul es of vegetaib les
farmi tig 

as the primary or secondary source of cash income.
 

The numbers of commercial farmers fal I ing into ench 

definition art as follows: 

Definition 1 28
 
Definition 2 15
 
Definition 3 32
 

'10 
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Iitcli del itt ion will ie dittiussod in turn loukil, firl it(

the hIomestead character ist ics I i relat ion to the rest of the
 
popaiIiit ion find I belll it Lhe speci ric t enur e re' lLed is.Nues. Mot,
 
tsme iI spent, with It . only t, rei
i be e, fisL dtfinition and d(i 

Vhi<( hl' ,1peorl ,illo ; Ilitioll.; 2 noald " wi ho-erolied.
1 i II ¢t ,il (i1' 

The fI rs L tie I Li o l 0 .oil farming is based oio Lll
i,guI or !.iitI tit' or" sile other v'urlll (cot till 

lncommercial 

e mitivn hi' of croptl 

Loabcco, or vegetables) . To reach this level of product ion oile 
lintlUirmes ii tain I and cullpit ledlowmllent. (if'resources; rird 

C' C iT-i:u.l ii i :d r ,," 4il rin-leilq14tie '1 b ur'.
 

The cOlos.I ition of the hometLtevid addresses ithe issue o F
 
IlodeqUrte labour. Older homestivads are move likely Lo hiov
 
aidequote,t abour for cosomere:ionl opera i The atIo lysis Of
Lionis. Ihtill 
Ioiur hyplothe:avs alow that COlillmletic ri fNtrtner.q non Ior(loferent 
Lhilli tI r v. t t e 1 lt ioili ii of,f' l I r1'ite vlr il (she or p iIi terms 
toris dvr'ed. number ridlviditru a nd ii Lhe!The of il rdults 

hont'stetid or. lot.[ i,11 I'i,:110l Iy Ili 1'l'rei , nor sore thl ali(! ir
ges 
lhf. h,.ld fid ilt netlige fi th,, home teud i fe CyIe . 

'li,. fiislys n: of 11141d ho4di ligt does ind i,:u I,' s ilgo11"icliii
 
di fervincesl . Commercitl Iun iners hove more, units of' Iaiid (42%
 
1Ii1VI thre , or motre in com lif I I*1* of 11v 1r IilJ
to I lie 


pol'ulation) iind have larger laind lholdiiigt; ( (.F5 hO vs. 3. fll).
 
the. dv'fi nit ion WOuld larger
( yin one wou peIt to Lotil frelst' of' 

main.,z production find c;ll.si n-i1)1-; slid it higher po r:I' I tiII of llri 

II elnii, crops . Honwev er , t Ire1 r en-vof' I11111 devo It 1n ati e 
produc L rull wits tiot. signi r I titill I y di I ver 'vrif . () inrin',-r a I I rmleVrs 
il +in te IvI, t il 1 111111 (oil I : % faIllow init lt CIIt; I ute I 

lcompritsoir to 7% for o thIf
erI,,
 

Simillhr ly, commerctitl iitn v is Ii ffer from Lfheir liei ghblurs 
in terms of the numbers of' coat Ithey hold. Commercial farmers 
own ind hove sisti'd i tilltverage of 14.7 aijmils in) comparison 
to only 10.7 nnimulls for the geoneral population. A less 
sign ificant di fference exists rit terms of the number of cuttLie 
owned and sisa'd out (14.1 vs. 10.3 animals). 

Analysis of the income sources of commercial 'rirmers in 
comparison to the rest of the population is obviously 
inippropriaLe by derinitioi,,,us tre comparisons of having 
adequate amounts of maize to sell. However, there appears to b'e 
no diff'erences between the groups in terms of" having enough maize 
to feed the homestead.
 

Diffcrrences between t.he groups in terin; of' agricultural 
innovations tire not substantial. While 75% of the commercial 
farmers fence in comparison to 59.7% of the general population 
this is not statistically significant and there is no difference 
ill relaition to community leiicing or fenceq grazing areu. 
Comr-,rciol farmers are no more likely to utilize their stover. 
ow . they tire more likely to winter plough (50% vs. 32*). 

,'I
 



farmers (definition 2)
The stricter definition commercial 

differ only slightly from the first definition In terms of their 

of the populntiOn . comlarisons of
charicteristics vs. the rel 

a sizable increan" P th"L1
the means of the two groups shows 


and sis"' d out by the secoli grouji (l
number of cattle owned 
commercial frrmers in comparison to the first group (I8.I head 

There is little change i, the numbetr ol" -oll Iv 
vs. 14.8 head). 


sisa'd out by the general population (10.3 hnad and

owned and 

are stgil'ric'nitly
10.2 head). Definition 2 commercinl farmers 

an area witl a fenced grazing nrea thun tihe 
likely to be in 

he. less 
Ilow ver,- they -are ,no sore i key. tlin 

. .generail population. ...... 
general population to winter plough.
 

least 
The third definition of commercial farmers, li itill I )it 

to the generalto show closer similaritiesstrict, begins 
two groups

population resulting-in fewer variables where the 

There is no longer a significant difference between the 
differ. 
 of Hit,and the general population in tterms;
commercial farmer 

nd sian'd in
of land fallow, the number of cattle ownedamount 

out, nor in the practi(ce of winter ploughiuig. 
or owned and sisa'd 

them and the generalin a difference betweenflowe,,,!r, there 
in terms of fencing. The( definition thre commercial

population 
their land to-aed (7H%to have some of'frrm,:ra are more 1* kely 

live iii areas where Iher,' nre(
*s.fi9%) fnd are I ss likely to 

relationship
fenced grazing are,1/ (12.5% vn. 29.8%); an inverse 


which was demonst;{ Led earlier.
 

di ffe rences between commercialthe ldentiifed 
the general populnIt. lon )redominnntly relate to lundGiven that 

farrmers and theconsLraiiits facing
are there any saignificant tenureholdings, 

* l tfarmer-s?commerciti 

from tie general population in 
Commercial farmers differ u 

to access to their existing land
of the issues relatednumber more launtthat they have

holdings. It has already been shown 
they will differ from the general

holdings so it is expected that 
number of land holdings which were 

population in terms of the 
the twodifference between

inherited and allocated. There is no 
a part of

of the likelihood of inheriting only 
groups in terms 

nor in terms of requesting an allocation because 
the inheritance, likely

no land. Ilowever, commercial farmers art, more 
they have 

to request an allocation for the 
than the general population 

homestead. 
purposes of establishing an independent 

terms of numbers
land (in

Since commercial farmers have more 


land area) than the generalas total
of holdings as well 

it would be expected that differences in terms of 

population, are significantly
evident. Indeed, they
fragmentation should be 

in terms of the number of land holdings away from the 
different 

the commercial farmers had aL
 
homestead. (Thirty-six percent of 


had more than one,
meters and 18%

least one holding within 500 
 had one and only 9% had

gcoeral populationwhile only 22% of the 
of the commercial farmers had

Twenty-one percentmore than one. 
over 500 meters from the homestead and 15% had 

one lurid holding 



two ofr mor ,, in comptiriso to lii general popuJution 't; Iti, wilioilu Ulod o)lzly 3%. with two or" mo~re). , 

JoinI~te l''iiil I 'liltlt(? fltl Ve it -ignit'i ionwe I ' iwer p1ref 1i, ItI, (1ll 
Itill r Ialid li:lig; I t ie ioimei.Lead (tt;, , ii compt ii ol I ) Ihs, 
re's! ll' h iiai iui This t t o(. vd it alivilli,Ill: pp (73.3.). in v, Xl,(-
been shownti hat Incittt '-nrmters have morio land holdingi, 
Commetci i l'ar mer's also have li goigil'i cill l JI hightr epercellIage
(27.7%) of' the i r land* fragmented within 500 meters o C tile 
h... e I.14d .Lhall t ilhal . of le ieneral ,. p (i17. ) ... vet', ............tpul ut io 33%w, 
at distances greater than 500 meters there is no sl.aListically 
significart diff'erence between the two grolips in th auilt of' 
land at that distance (15.9% of commercial farmer land holdings 
vt. I.2% of' the general population holdings), 

'As indicated varl ir commercial f'armers have a lower, 
per'centltge of thei ir land f'll low. However, there is iio diflFerence 
between comtercial farmers and tile general populttion in terms of' 
the exist ence of some une:1 eared land nor in terms ol' cleared la(d 
which is not bing titili;;ed at a given point in time. 

ThIs v lUes t Il lof t (1i I(:t I i s o1' import it i(. I. itit 
iid ivi dun I who w :ih.i'! t ox ij:irid i ta'rm ilig operat ioil. 1' there is 
it L('lUr. c (at!-l t rit t it Io geL I i itg i t sCeS t.o iide(UttliL iiniliUlt li ofr land 
conl ierc ;tol rue r.-; IIouId lllomost I ikely he cotil rai tlld Hiowever, 
|he yliV sIhow!; . hit cofni'rctl Ft o'n rmer do lto di r' r From tie(, 
genlleral i ju il fttr'tit t ifty l" tile 1 ssucs 1 |en I i f i ed for 
tl yll i . orr' y t Iit, t gic'llt io tlite comm trc:i a tilrmers indtic t(' 

thal Llit.ey ire look ig fi ianid is, ;impir iton to 41%, of the 
Veltufill pi iillti iol. O tly ,7- i7 the contmncr ' itil ftariers tire 
williinag to go any ciisLinc I. oa ,#t laind! in comparison to 3'i of 
the Ifer r-al popultiioii, but tillhis is not t sigti 'i (anl dit'fference. 
Foutteetn percent of the f'Ofllli(;l&-l farmer; and 15% of the general 
populatii on itrive Irl 'd and Iai Ied to get liid . "ilitilly, 
(1omm0c1a I'urmers ire o di f etttl, from the get ni l population 
ill tez' of' tliet percept tot1!; about the ize of' allocations and 
tokens of apprecisition givetn to the chief. 

Th: borrowinig tond I ndtil (if liitnd siiows some di1 feretice 
between the two groups. (ommercial farmers are more likely to 
hove borrowed Iand ill the pias t (14% vs. 6% ) ind to be lending 
land in'-t.he present (15. vs. 5). Eighty-three percent of the 
commercial farmers and 135% of' the general population identified 
potential problems with borrowing and lending land from the
 
viewpoint of* the borrower itird 7U of the commercial farmers and 
94% of general population indicated potential probleni from the 
viewpoint of the lender. 
 Not only was there no statistical 
difference between the two groups in terms of these perceptions, 
only 18% of the total population indicated that they personally 
had had any of the problems.
 

The perception of security of tenure'will impact upon the 
wiinirgness to make investments ir one's land holdings. Sixty
seven homesteads reported having had land which they no longer 
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the which is rio longevr ield by
ithave, Forty-two percent of land 

token iin achief or 
Lhe homestead was either taken by the (15%) 

A similar 42% was evither given
resettlement programme (27%). 


by the owner) to someone else (15 %) or iihnnglol,.1/Iort
(presumably thie |g(.e
gneri 
idle (27%). Commercial farmers tire no dii fereii thi 

to how the land was lost. Nor atre they 
population with respect 


than the geieranl populatiPn to know of iany 
any more likely 

cases.
banishment 


are no more likely thu the generil
farmers
Commercial 


cat tle -had been removd.......
 
populat-ion t o, have plougd erlier if 

Ierms of the
farmers are more perceptive in 

earlier. Commercial 
amount of grazing for livestock. Sixty-four percent
 

decline in 

there is not enough grazing for Lite livestock in 

indicate that 
of the general population.
comparison to only 39% 


farmers (duf. 2) differ
 
The stricter definition commercial 


one farmers in relation to Lth

definition
slightly from the 

They were no more likely
tenure issues.general population on 
request an allocationlo i the 

than the gene ral population to 
Nor are they niuuy mure 

establ ishing ithomestead.purpu,;eu of 
differ from Lhe general


likely to be lending land. They do 
in theirformerr)definition I ommercjal

poplaIntion (unlike the 
of a changing token of appreciation (They see a 

perceptions 
in uwareneons 

movement toward payments.) and their of
cash 


banishment cases.
 

And there are slight differenccs with definition 3 

with definition 2 commercial farmers 
communrcial farmers. As the 

to have requested o1 allocatLion for the 
no likelyLhey arc more 

than the general popuilation. 
purposes of establishing n homestead 

to the

the previous definition comparison


They differ from in 
withinto the percentage of land 

general population with respect 
and the percenttge of 

of the homest,,od (no difference)
5o meter.. 

from tite homestead (significantly different
 500 meters
land over 

not diflerenl from the
 

general population). They tre
from he 

having borrowed land in the 

general population in terms of their 
2 they are more likely than the general 

past. L,ike definition 
aware of banishment cases.
population to be 


ob r-rti L 
4-2 IlhmesteaIs. clissi f.i OU_ rc of 

used to classify a second 
The main source of iicome was 

asked to indicatebeen
subset, of Lite population. Homesteads had 

source of income. These
 
their primary, secondary, and tertiary 


to give four possible income categories 
responses were combined 

classified.
into which homesteads were 


source of' income is ugriculturt- (Group 1).

1. The primary 


wage employment and the
 
2. The primary source of income 

is 


is agriculture (Group 2).
secondary source 

!4
 



3. 	Tih primury sourcv of inuoit is wtigt eruploy ll n a1d 1 ho 
secondury source it; iti griivu| LIurt (Group : , 

4,. ''h l iit sourv'e o V i i(-oil*i tit :c~, ( It vnI ry s r 1i ;illI 

lioiiW ige I Q;rotc p 4eimp|ityilllI ' 


Itli iiii11111 iI holiit (ds I.; eic hii 111111 we I v lit;fo II oiw e r I(?,. 

Ur(oup I 19 
rou. ... ..15 

Group ,] 

To ti I 2 I 

citi I (iL ret'ei ; , e tw I lese groups wer s ll [I he 

I cc I lItoi if w 1 IIcoine Ironti 
SI gio icf er' til 	 iji 

cll Yli . s Ie ict Iill[o :iimit we.r- excl udiied Liii s 

lici l , Ii ,,: t )111 ho U I(I V, Ivv in Ind iit tort I lie I(-itII I fl I i 1 so51 oif 


I I;,Ou "l.'ci tiii I o, iioi aIg,
;im 	 tic ' t I I c t ie h iiel, L acod. Wfit.Ie iCu I Lure 

1 j 1 w I c' ' l (.Cc i iccic thereI Iie 1-1 c i cit i lg - o f I shou I (I be 

ot he I r Iitwev , li re t:1 t,I-e I cibiou ,ci c icciii Lhlsc IIIiiih oc ) icu[i er Lh 

ll io ,ii I e'lPi ,ci; b ,tweiiii ti' I{FOUp'S il If'lS f I tilW) i 11 I' (itI t , I 	 I oi 

i 1 .L iiiijber I ts titi hulicl 
'lhlucre t c1 p.I l(:1llc i I1 i t I'oce bu ctwi the groups ill Lerms of 
i11111c6-1 o 1, l cd I " itlu i !; r1 lit' o f1cd ill c nL end, 

li oii+ I he eC of' I" I iccid I 1 4 uup 1 
Itvitd,; . ) Iy Illc'c ) W I eo giIIcIl 3 ihe c h-lds (411.3 

( h hl titcii 	 hocesS ,e ilI hnve (der 

licivt ytctoungest 

Yt;iIt. .; lwe'vet* , ito : ig I iclli di CCerenice betwetetn groups i 
e v i dci I II II LI t st uges the i ICIII ler'c ioi o1" I Cycle. 

Agr icuJLure beiig Lit- primory or, .ecolidtiry source of' ilcome 

should be re,.i(ectd in the size n.ud utilization of lund holdings. 

Th lC .er it ii gn i ificant diC Crence ieLweeni tire+ groups in terms of 

tie s.ze cI)( land hodilgn (groul, I with 4.9 lilt,grioul, 2 with 4.8 
li , group 3 with 2.9 ha, and group 4 wi Lii 3.3 hn), us well as the 

number of holdings. DilI'eretices between Lhe groups are 

demonstrated in terms of the total area If land devoted to maize 
product ion (Group ,1 hiid the lleiust. with 1.2 ha -in cornpurison to 

the other groups which ringud froni 1.5 in Lo 1.7 ha.); in terms 

of the Lotil urea of land devoted Lo cush crop production (Groups 

t and 2 have 0.61 ha and 0.88 ha respectively in comparison to 

0.01 li cind nothing for groups 3 and 4 respectively.); and in 

terms of the percentage of land devoLed Lo cash crop production 

(Groups i arid 2 have river l1 of their lurid in cash crop 

production in comparison Lo less than 1% for the other two 

groups.). Surprisingly, there is no difference between the groups 

in terms of the amount of land which is fallow. 

It is expected that homesteads deriving their primary or
 

secondary income sources from agriculture will have larger cattle
 

herdn, (I.u-with the commercial formers discussed earlier. Thero
 

iu usignificant difference between the four groups both ii terms
 

of the number of cattle owned and sisa'd in as well us owned and
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s isu' d out. Homesteads deriving their primory sourctfofr ini'),,f 
head of cattlI; where agricultLurtfrom agriculture have over 15 


is the secondary source f income cat tie herds nvcirtie b,owe' n 13
 

and 14 head. "Nonagricultural income homes tends hlave btwtsin G;
 
und 10 head of cattle.
 

llomesteuds whose primary source or secojinda ry suni', of, 

income is from agriculture have been shown to iave plialte.d i01re 

would that would diffe'r themaize. One expect they tiso frot 
have enough maize to feed tLheuselvesother groups and more often 


SweIlV..as.- have, enough...mii zc,- t s. I. O W'_ 22 of fOUP J
 
homesteads have enough maize to feed itself every y.ar in
 

2, 8.O% for group :1, find 14.:1 for* comparison to 15.2% for group 
or mostgroup 4 homesteads. Eighteen petrcent of group 1 always 

yefirs huve enough noize to HeIl in complrisoi to .9%, 4%, atnd 5% 

for groups 2,3, find 4 respectively. Only :1,7% of tlhiese 
have mtize Hel l COliwi'riO1homusteids never enough to ill to 

54.5%, 74.3%, and 71.4% of homesteads of groups 2, 3, and 4. 

Fiti Ily, it would bt expected tfhi t hoiestiids der iving their 

prtmiry or, secondary income sources roin agriculture would be 

nol',o like ly to ltive taken ndvon Ltioge of ag~riculturaltrn ilovt. ions. 

Ilowver, there iS no significant di fference between the groups in 

terlnt; of fencing, the ex islence of it 'tlnce'd gj'azinig 4iri!lt, or ini 

the: usiet of crop stover. Only in terms of winter ploughing do 

,i rffcrences show, Over htll' (55.:1) of group I homes teuds winter 

plough in comparison to onily 21. 1% (if group 3 homesteids. 

tinviig eiinr'lit:r I kooht(Ii llimeri al fllrlfelr.t I 0t iee if' they 

iippelred to be conistrailned hiy tenuru, issues, the discussion no 

pos es, the siime quet ions, to the four income group. 

There aippetirs to be almost no difference bet ween groups in 
why they icquired their existing holdings. Onlyterln of' flhow or 

inL terms of the number of" iiherited land holdings do significant 
ilefnds diddifrerenceu appear. Only 36.7% of group himes not 

inherit any land in comparison to 61.8%X for group 2, 54.8% for 

group 3, and 47.6;%for group 4. Over sixteen percent. (16.3%) of 

group I homesteads inoherittd 3 of- more piieces of Inid, in 
2, 6.1% for group 3 andnone forcompurison to H.MU' for group 

group 4. There was ao difference between groups in terms of the 

number and reasons behind land allocations. 

between groups in location ofSome differences the exist the 
their land holdings. While there are no significunt differences 
in terms of the number of land holdings at various distances from
 

the homesteads, though group I homesteads tend to have more 
homestead, the percentaiges of landholdings over 500 m from the 

the various distances differ significnntly between
holdings at 

groups. Group I homesteads have a smaller percentage of land at
 

the homestead (60% in comparison to 73% to 79% for the other
 

three groups) and have a larger percentage of land holdings 
at
 

more thUn 500 m from the homestead (21% in compariso to 7% to
 

10 for the other three groups).
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O1( would expectl homestlids derivinzg tho ir p'imatry or
i II , r Iu|illdmiizS se oiia(tiry iiielnlle front gir ic lIture to be us the i 

ht t t 
1L It 	 IVit? ' i igli ficolti Fo#i'lr-niee ; wo ''ii Lilt,afs t h.h o- ilt n i 4 i . dl 


),fOI)I Oiii l tihe ivit'l UiLlceIItl
I t~i~ot ol tP i of l IIIr'ub t" 11=1*1. 

lhowovoti r , r j) I hioil':;0t .',ds irc' mor 1ikei y to( huveyi [t l ndlIllI w 
7%i.I Iiiii (liv ol i itr outI); ( 2G . 5". ill e oilui'r II s li I t 12. 1%, . 7%d, 


iio ,LtIlig o Iltl o~ugh 'I Il'i.*wltl' ive Iy)
I'l I grouiff~ 

I(I 	ffl't'r licets hi0t{wt'tn I it? Igr-oUPS 1 iI'li'ltertll4lp'i)Is I fit 

1iid+i t i4,ii I ilIarId or it he l i Ulices whi 'hIeri; 0 Iooktip for 
, 

- .... l1i1tV i iiu:&I dii it; w-) 1Iinig--t ) o- for 'lu biIwever , it do- ..o1i rind,- I olu i 

difll'' io thLtir exI"er ieni-4et, of foi Itrt, ti at teLmpt±; to got I[nid. 

On Iy 'I1 I ofl g oupl I loin tlI" ti(Is lilive Iri ed iiiid fiti led it) 

* I)ii lr to .7 lol r 2 fr group :i, snd for'a is011 I'I f 'p1. 9,5% 

rc c, t; 1i1joill tIII. iV fof it IIotit Ior niid Io kells'I tp tIL ISIi; 

rIVtC t h Cls* I dI riot(1 (11 f 0r' tW0
di b te 1igroUp1)s
 

Tho!r 	 i-I! I I ItI c d i I 1 1.1 Iellc. heIween gr oiij'!; onl Ilt(' I s s00c5 
i 

I , wi'tflIll0tI 1 ,rfIllvi t . l li! Mi I or priiol titio 11, 1,; t- I lift, 

I! I I ftr<,l h|r ll+J O - tijOI l t WlevslI c IllguI I0Itg I 111l Whe(11- it , 

'ta t L ,iI t i tII I Iti' sit I ,,t, dI Ii,$k.' Ii i , 1,it F/ Ito,I r f'iu , ill p 

i i 	 p h 'j I cI Iii;. itir it, iti I 1'l -l r iae t it1 ll i 111tis iii'li inn(it 

i~' Itt 1i S igiw l I'i I , 	 +it . I til i'lit l ':iol' a L tliI ; Sit I gi'i l 

' A i l i kilif I tI Ioo ti 1n*. 2- I~ , IheIc II Il.Ii :111 111w e l 
f LhI
III li;-v h itL [,i J, V lit 2 3 . 8 s L 


tl|it ii s', ' P. r•)1 

' 

s 	 ii llilr'1 	 lieI. ctoii o f' Iole1,1 il e.1,I t1-	 ".i'd e (' I lit hown 

, I ,5 i I .'11, 1!!.1,1 iyd ai Iy- oF wI y IIIId lin ;I Su .i . III;]Ii U14t)tV tl 

t (I:.; lI1 elit groutps . - lit'to iit± noI :i i, os It to y hi last I viii. lious 
,,oups 


a is e b;li g u
 
tit 	Let'i'nie±; between thit' ii terms of thsi t iiwarene s of 

hat'iit t. 


t 

S I IF (Iillt d I fte rtiicv- do t;xis t between Iiie 1 roul n ill t'rnils 

of I1iI t113. cI Ist. rai lt-s. ['i I'ty-n vLi+ i )er- etL of grr oUli I
 

Itoin.tetuL de; wod4ld have po itaihItc(I 
 itr I r he d IcaLLIe bein removed 

)Lo"36% of group 2,, 15.3% of gl'oUp ',3,and eLit, 1eV i4i compariolir- l 


12.5% of Vroup 4 homest.ends. Neairly 60% or group 
I homest.euds 
unimnls to feed comparedf'I!I Lhat. there is not enough grass for 


to only 25% to 40% of the homesteads of the other groups.
 

'1-3 Ilomen tendls classi fi ed by sLages of the life cycle 

Iomesteads at different stuges of the life cycle will have 

di f ferent resource endowmet s, (different amounts o f Iand aind 

labuur available for agriculLural activities, and diff'ev'enl. 
amounts of capital available as i result of wage employient, 

agricultural production and wealth accumulation) and different 

consumption requirements. Younger homesteads will be smaller, 
and will hnve fewerhaving fewer members will require less land, 


resources available to it. Older homest4.nds will be larger,
 

rlequiring more land/product ion for subsisl-(;neie, Isul wi I I lho~ve
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ii:uore resources (Ilibour and c:opi Lll) vui lablclto iI. And Vii jll y 

declining homesteads will have fewer people nis the childre,, have 

left', but may still haive resources (porti culorly linod aiid 

,capital) for agricultural production. TiaIpremise 0'l the' 1i re 
hiomes teads expllId 1nd dtclill, lvulr I ime iit cy l [lleheory is tha t 


terms of the number individuals (labour) in the homes teads ilS
 
of land ( t ht si ze of the hind ho I(Iijigs), itild
well, as 	 in terms 

'rom wuge emp loymeivntcupi tul (the number of cat I oI 	and income 

Low 119U6, 79-11 i identified six different phases i ll i
 

tife cycle analysis of the Swazi homestead. Female headed
 
Male homes t ead1it omes teuds were cl-asstried separue ly headd ..... 

were 	 classified on the basis of family size. age of the head of 4 

and ages of children. Lowthe homesteud, and the number 
homestead 	 whichidentified the following phases of the lift- cycle 


was adapted for this unlysis:
 

1. Female headed homesteuds 

2. 	 t"nIltub lishmeuit : Iomenlstends with IlV.sen I tiue 7 iodiviiduni s, 
the age! of the head is less thani 51 yi-urs, and there 

yetnrts.are no clildren over the age ol' 15 

:1, rpunsion: Ilome±stends with more than 6 but Fewer than 13 

n head aged less thni 51 years.individutils with 

4. 	 Consoli dation: Homesteads where the number 4if
 

inidividunals exceeds .12.
 

6 but fewer than 135. 	 Fission: IlomestLeuds with more than 

over
individuals iiid the 	 homestead head is 501 years. 

6. 	 Decline: Homesteads with less than 7 individuals and the 

homestead head is over 50. 

(Note: Low used 6-10 individuals in the expansion and fission
 

phases and II or more in the consolidation phuse.)
 

as aSince female [leaded 	 homesteads are being analyzed 
been excluded from this analysis. Theseparate group they 	 have 

as follows:
population was divided between the groups 


Establishment 16 
Expansion 62
 
Consolidation 61
 
Fission 38
 
Decline 23
 

Total 200 

for s ign fi('ant (Iif'ferencesThe remain ing groups were ana lyzed 


between them.
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iglomeatad at different stages of their 1fe ciyule art' 
hlloin gs. The al ysisoxlected to have di fferent sizes of larid 

i that there is u significant difference bwtween the
does show 

As homesteads prog r,:ss Lhrou ii.h thv 
l if rert,i t. I f c ye I v phI ise. 

ho Idilgs ri r 1,xpitkid, kind 
life. cycie tLhe aivLteIa ai or f untd I. 

hat For 
liel duel i t: (i 4.0 hil, 3.5 list, 4.9 hit, i.0 ha, 1nd 2.9 

groups 2 through 6 respectively)., However, there is no 

iii terms of the number of litild
di'1erence betwetil groupst 

there is it sigiificant difference between 
holdings. Given that 

of the s ize of the lund holdings it is not, 
groups iii terms 

rn.lso..dif ferences. bo.tween_, the groujis i..-surpris jg th t.- th 
producLion increilsiigthe area devoted to mitizeterms of Lota 

for 0.67 ha to 1.19 ha, 2.04 ha, 1.,23 ha, and 1.23 ha as one
 

the fire cycles. The anulysiq shows 

progresses through thnt 

in terms of thebetween groupsthere is no significni-l diffe-rence 
i, I'u low, however, estahi ishimcnt Ihpl.ume

piercenttage of land which 
less resources and labour,

and decline phase homesLeads, having 

fallow. There is no


have u hight-r percentatge of their land 
iln terms of the Iotal amount of lund 

dif feruriee between groups 
but thert. is a si gli i i eni I 

chevo ((I to citil] crop pro Iuc i.oil , 


ill terms of the perceltage of the
 
differectc betw,:en grouip; 


crop producLion. S;Ur'pr.i-injIl'zigIY,

homesLtitd's land devoted it ca:ush 


the lorgeast
hom( .q-it;d4 have devoted
i-sLablibimeti l)hasr 


ijerc l' of' thieir Iiiiid Io ctih erul, productioll (17.,1% ) ili
l igt! 

fm expaiisioi, 
7.2,% for consolidation,
compurison to only 5.9% rr 

0% Vol. de:i le pias lume.tend.It.Il'. ror l'issioh , Lild 

Lo ilidrease no UseOne would expf-cL Lhe calt ( It! heeds 
of' animul s 1ad tite iiicLurIl
 

homoesLeads ages iirough l)U ' 


the herd. Anaiys i; shows a signil'icant di'ferceice 
growth of 


in Iterms of the number of citt le owned
 
between the groups both 


as well as in terms of the numbers of cattle owned
 iAnd sisu'd out 
 fewest
 
and sisu'd in. Es tablisheni phase homesteads have tile 


cattle owned and sisa'd out (3.7 heud) while the expunsion phase
 

(13.2 head), only slightly more than the

have the most 


Fission homesteads
 
consolidation phase homesteads (13.1 head). 


have 11.9 head and decline phase homesteads have only 5.0 
head.
 

terms of the numbers of cattle
 
These differences vary slightly in 


owned and sisa'd in. Establishment phase homesteads still have
 

espansion phase homesteads
 the fewest animals (3.3 head), but 

(11.5 head) than


animals under their direct control
have fewer 

(14.8 head) and 


both the consolidation phase homesteads 
the
 

The decline phase
fission phase homesteads (12.7 head). 


homesteads still have a sizable number of 
animals (8,2 head).
 

Establishment
quite self-explanatory,, 

Expansion phase
These numbers are 


phase homesteads are just developing their 
herd. 


there is a

increasing the size of their herd, but
homesteads are 


animals sisa'd out, probably because the
 
tendency to have the 


involved in wage employment and

head of homestead is still 


Consolidation phase homesteads
 agricultural production is low. 


have the largest numbers of animals. In the fission phase the
 

herd begins to decline, perhaps a reflection of children roving
 

finally the decline phase homestead
 out of the homestead. And 
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.wiic'h si 11 has rev Il i vv Iy I irge numlbers ofr io in, it I u hII I I 

control, but. no need for aistitig 4iills out. 

T~O( 1kIIIII y s eof tit o, uit d miti (- produI t I (f) it I s 
is no signif ic::nl. di ffrnuvilesp redicabIv result-. Whi I there 

o illcone rer's, Iheit' t c hilt-licy it; 101between gr oups ill t(rms 

wage incoo to decl inu ,end i gri cu Ituralj in,:,,o,e to h,, - in'.
 

tLhe cy Ie. Si gil i icotI d i f :e do1r0n 1
14xi b(et W0011through 
g.row enough maize to fvod tiiio:;#i-Itvesgroupfi :in ti.eir abiliy; to 

(43.8% of, Lte estabi ishment phase homesteads never- holve enloiugh
 
maize to~feed, themselves in comparison to 28.3% for exphulsioII,


5.. 0% o'rI consolid tion, 1i. ror fission, lnd I3.0% for decline 

".>!pha homesteads). There is no sign fiont iffrences hetw. 

igroups in terms of having eniouglh mu ize to sell. 

There is some difference between groups in Lerins of some of 
Si gni fican t di ferences be tweenLite agricul tural innovat ious. 

groups with respect to fencing, either by the individual. 

or by tie commun iIy, do n(I exist. Ilowtvr, exphiaillIIhomCtesad 
pliaesa houes tetds are iore l ike ly thu~iothers to utilize stover
 

(3Z. 1%; in comparison to 13.3% for esalublishent, 11.9% for
 
for decline phase
Conslidation, 27% for fission, and 26% 

homest eads). On the other hand fission phuse homest ends fre most 

likely to winter p)10w (55.S. in comparison to 20% for 

estublislinen t, 35% for expunson , 30% for consolidttion, and 

34.8% for decline phase homesteads). 

Ilaving detonstrtted some characteristic differences between 

groups, primarily in terms of land and cattle holdings, the
 
tenure issues.
discussion will now focus oi lnnd 

found in relation to
No differences between groups was 


existing land holdings. Fstublishment phuse homesteads were more
 

likely to inherit some land (68.7% of the homesteads), but
 

ol average than othic, groups. Sintiilcarly,inherited fewer pieces 
they were less likely to huve allocated pieces of land, but not 

significantly different.
 

Given that there are no differences between groups in terms 

of the numbers of land holdings, it is to be expected that there 

may not be differences between groups in terms of numbers (If land 
in relation to the homestead.holdings at different locations 


the case. Nor is there any differen c' between.
Thisi is indeed 

groups in the percentages of land holdings located at the various
 

distances.
 

some anticipatedTile utilization of land holdings indicates 

trends, but again, significant differences between groups do not 

exist. The percentage of homesteads in each phase of the life 

cycle which have uncleared land declines (from 37.P% to 26.2%, 

25.0%, 18.4%, and 13.0% respectively) as one moves through the 
homesteads are leastcycle. Establishment and expansion phase 


likely to report some unused land (12.5% and .1.6% respeclively),
 

while fission phase homesteads are most 1liei' to report 
some
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tiiiusdI and ("1. 1%) Consolidut ion. and dec ie phise, homes tcus 

17. 4% respe- I vely, of the i r I ind unused)Ihave 1l. 7. inrtd 

s i nni tifctnt diff, + blet.ween the groups ito ,x ist in termsirincei 
!sts I o ddili oi l land. Si ni'ivcnnt ty, 54.11% (I"

ofilglitilll),n t 
expans ion phase homPsit 4dsrre looking for more Lund it

Lht 
l IbLishment. , 42. i of coiuco Iidu tion,

OUiMpIi son I o 37.5% o 1 1li!? ". 
, -o f f"i ss Ion, and 31 .8o of decline phus e homes t eads. 

However, (though not significnnt differences) expansion and 
appear most desperate with 42.3%

consolLdation phase homesteads 
indicI ing, a, willingness to go any1111d :14. respectively+b + - iii i+i-'+or land;;-- n co rr ++r+t o on0 1 y+-7. 7%.-o It-expuns ion... 3 .
 

phase honiesteuds. Est.ablishment

of, I'issijon, and 11.5% of decline 
aind exlpansion phase homesto ads tire significantly less successful 

of the latter haveland 25% of the former and 27.4in Itelting 
5.3%, and 9.1%, respectively of tile 

lailed in compurison to 9.11., 
li'stLbl isilnent philiselatet l iII'(! cycle phnise humest;ids. 


least perceive i decline in the size of

ioniestends are likely to 

Inld ticii ( 1io1.. More lhmni 5U% believe the al loc 	 tions tire not
 
categories.
declining in conparL sotn to over 7o% for ail other 

" L iie newer homesteads us well as 
(This p bitbJIy ret Iletc lie ng 

it in=s )havinutg I ewer I oc at 

et'l.weetn groupsi il their experiencesT,tcr' lirtt no Ii i lf('t 


of Lht.u borrowing and fetding of land. hess than 1O of the
 

itnany of tIte I iiye cy c t egoruries huve either
hotiw tetids 
any land. Perceptions ofare y 


prtblei .nt nsocitLed with Ibmrrowing nod lending lnd l'rom cither
 

or the lender's viewpoint do not differ between
 

borrowed or present lending 

the borrower's 
prob teas. groups, nor does Lite experi enIce of any 

of the twoGroup differences do not exist for either 
in the analysis of why land has

security issues. Small numbers 
preclude any conclusions, However, the distribution of
 

been lost 

crosse(d

the number of responses of 'resettlement' or 'abandoned' 


tall groups. Establishment phase homesteads seem least informed
 

are not signi ficnntly different.of banishment cases, but 

And there are no significant differences between groups in
 
terms of the land use issues. While only 25% of the
 

phase homesteads would have ploughed earlier had
 
establishment 


access to draught
cattle been removed (a reflection of limited 

other groups would have, this is 
power?) and as many as 51.3% of 

much smaller percentage of the
 
riot significant. Similarly, a 


establishment 
phase homesteads perceive a shortage of grass (20%) 

the others, this, nt4 well, is not 
in comparison to up to 61.5% of 

Relatively small numbers in the establishmoivt p1has
significant. 

these differences.account for 

14 .*..i 	 1 



4-4 femule headed hofuest.ads. 

Femt le headed homes teads were hlough tI to be prseHn ted wi || 
Sproblems different from Ltat of the population as a whole. In 23 
of the 26 cases femal e headed homes teads were headed by widowed 
women. The other three were headed by divorc:ed or separated 

1wom(n. While it might. he trgi;lJd thllI they shouldi 6-i no, diferont 
hLui the resl of ite populutioti, because of Lhe development of 
the homestead prior to the death of the husband, it was none the 
less expected that homesteads in this group would have less 
continued access to resources for agricultural production. And 
ithat this would be reflected in their current status in relation
 
to- thC rest of the community, It wit felt, further, that they 
might be facing unique constraints off their agricultrual 
activities because of their unique status. 

There is no significant difference belween male and female 
headed homesteads in terms of" homest.id composition issues. 
Female headed homestea ds toLended to haive more individual inL the 
homestead, but fewer adults. The heads of these ,omesLeds Lend 
to be older (54.5 yours in comparison to 50.5 years for Lhe rest 
of' the population). Given thait the majority of femalI, headed 
homesteads are headed by widows, one would expect older 
hiomste(ads, hence more individuals. Fewer adults may be if 
reflection of the late husband. 

The anulysis of land holdings begins to differentiate 
between the two groups. While female headed homesteads had
 
nearly the sume number of land holdings as mule headed 
homesteads, they had significantly less total land (2.7 ha in 
comparison to 3.7 ha). As if consequence female headed homesteads 
also had significantly less land in maize production. The 
tendency is also T"or female headed homesteads to have i larhcer 
percentage of laA'd fallow (9.9% vs. 6.5%) and to have less land 
devoted to cash lbrop production (0.13 ha vs. 0.31 ha), anpdtsible 
reflection of loss access to resources and labour, but neither of 
these differai-,ccs is statistically significrant. However, female 
headed homesteads have a significantly smaller percentage of 
their land devoted to cash crops (3.5% vs. 7.4%). 

In terms of both the number of cattle owned and sisa'd in 
and owned and sisa'd out, female headed homesteads have fewer 
cattle than male headed homesteads (8.2 vs. 11.6 for cattle owned 
and sisu'd in and 7.4 vs. 11.2 for cattle owned and sisa'd out. 
The initial analysis indicates that these are not significant 
differences (Table IVelOub). flowever, the standard devintio6s 
are extremely high, which will bias the statistical analysis. 

Given the land resources and the number of adults in the 
homestead one would expect female headed homesteads to differ 
from mule headed homesteads in terms of income sou'rces amid maize 
production. Less land could limit the possibility of 
agricultural income. Similarly, fewer adults in tht homestead, 
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mean fewer s'o"lo I I i Wait empl Oymeni , l,'line I c headedwoulId likely 
of Lheir main source ofhomesetads are indeed diff'erent. in Lerms 

f~1 i ei ofL t em it IlOi li c:u I l.ure ,i Itome. rwcIt I.y. tc t I dicit 
oi' iiii ngl'll tanLhe il" Iv -iU ly1 Icole s Uul , wi i v Oil Iy 7. 7%aoliwl got! ). 1 2 


Ih,lg u I,' fIi alled li Im 'iliv.l. I id |:iiI,(i d I hi . MilIIe hea,&ded(l
* r 
ld ic Led wagei aclcnIII. ( J.2%

Iome.s.;t'ds w'',e motet/- li koly to) have 
M. oot-,I,|,)igltricullu'tl .ieooue (2:.1l% vs. t6.7%). look ing 

nvs 
'wu.' of inacome wilt walge I come is the 

futlie l" lit t III lth,e . ' y 


priim rY n;ou cc , Iliv .s i l-;flllJo aii evenll hilgh.'" levfl I of,
IoWS 

Itetl,,,l homestI ads indicated agricultural:ai g iri ca itice No I.'mile 
. iiC)..I. asl it settiii ry SoimiI"ce whll t.hvre wis wage ncome tsL he 

over 171 . f tie mile headed h-i n i SLe ads. ... 
pr imot'y sOu:ce, wh i I 

hi.,ided hioilestealids tendildiCt led thins. category. llowever, female 

lsi. lihtly lt,ss able Lhan male headed homlesteaids Lo growL, lv I 
i tsel f, hut do not di f'l'er from mule hleaidedJ~tlOIi|l luli I Zi.ie to reed 

hlilnflOl.t (ilds ill Le'-s of)1lu i inllv llaough maize to sell, 

. lrt 
v,:U1i5, 2 l' tit iidujptalt. i u oIf ipricultural prnctices. Female headed 

hitiig°itsl 1 iti!- I ihI(,I II t II Il eaei(Iud hollii tellds t lilh ve 

'Ihllire apllp L. be I iI I lIe di fference between groups in 

lira I! 

I'iticedl , uLi I z l theiiv t1 ctIDlI'r niduo, but telld to bei lessi likely 
1 'i,T is be i reflect iolio f feinuleTii- llY 

nill or catl e herds. 
to mr1cLic e wiliter p a11 

heilded homesLeads having 

hllI dd home, I. eiitls 
The 'I bove di scu-;s i on I I s AIlown tI htit fein it I e 

headled I-omesLeLids in Lermsl of, land hoildings, 

Lo inia iz.c tr-duc 5 ion unid perce2a1,iiln t (if aind
differ from mule 

ircit of liand deveLed 
devoLed Lo cash or0l) productL iol, and inicOlie sources. Given Lhes,

5ol eitilil handicaps Lo alfti cul lil pil(roductI ion, di hl lIuri 

ulsoi constrain Lliese homestLeads?problems 

le liended t litdiiesLLetads ui noThe ana1lysis shows Lhat Ircnum 
to land.homesLeads in ternis ol' it e:css 

Tihl.e number of inherited and illocated land hoichi ngs do not 

differ, riot do the reasons for requesLig Lthe il IocaiLion. The 

number and percelntage of' laund holdings ti viii'ous diI tances rrom 

also. For b.oLh issues, while thor 

differeni from male headed 

the homesteauds do iot differ 

appears to be no difference, Liis is probably a refi oct. iin (if' lic, 

lateihusband who nvtuired thelinid in Lhe
land acquisition of the 

first. place.
 

Utilization of land presents a similnr ease. Female headed 

different than mule headed homesLeads in Lermshomesteads are no 
iaswell as ili terms ofof the existence of uncleared arable land 

unused cleared land.
 

groups exist in termrs of alccessNo differences between the 
to additional land. While slightly fewer female headed
 

(34.6?1 vs. 42.2%), Lhere seems to
 
homesteads are looking for land 
be a willingness to go further to get land, and they are less 

land and failed, all of' theselikely to have tried Lo get 

differences are not significant. Perceptioons of n changing size 

o|" laidiallocations and changing token of apprecilLion 'givat to 

,- the chief do not differ from male headed homesteads. 

5.4 



Some dif ferencis bs.,twe,,., the groups do xist ?ih,, deaCltIg 
iI nl. 'lh,11r1 iq ino ( iller' vilic't h w(;en

w LIt borriowin, ai I10end 
in tt.-n :e of ha,,ri, borrowed I nd . Hlowever, i'.miile, headed 

Sroupis 

l('ii(lii glloid. Ovt, HM (if'

homein teids a ,emore likely It lIe 
I ' iiI c Oltliit' Iolnretv lendliigIti : I I is i i

atl.da , pr'teilt y 	 r ,. , I)IIIlalIf !; )'al e r homest,l ld1i1'lI1e'tm4, y headedof In leII. holnlvt-1't votils.oil '; 


i! I hlc two greeoups iti t l't )1' L1' IlI 
. Iigh t di f''rer' eie b tw - il 1 

about pr-oblo;m s is| ocititLed with tihe borrowin tulid 
percepLions 

Over 30% of the fe-iaIi.

viewpoint oi' the borrower.- om the 

aledl ,htii th(vy were ailwitys needin , in 
hended homes, eaId t indi 

12.I% ol' male henided Iomosteudl, Convers elY 
tCOmparisil to only 

over 16 ol the mule headed homesteads indicated thit [here were
 

iii coIniiarlsoil to no
 
problems. associated..wi tL..botcrowing land no t 6ii 

homesteads. No differenceis iii p"rie 1 .. . . 
femntle headed 
problems from the 	viewpoint of the lender were seen between the
 

is worth noting us it lhas been shown tilt
 
two groups. This 

to be lendiig latild. 
fomale headed homesteads are more likely 

their male countrlirts 
FeLint [' homes ttends 	 did not dirrer from ill 

any of those problems themselves.Iheir having had 

No differences exist between the groups in terms of the 
of femalf' heiiid4 

secul ity of tenure issues. A smaller ratio 

21) thnnmale heu(li+h t,,tIl
 

loin(eteids hOve lost lund (4 of' 
Irevenlt 1iiulysissmall numbersIw of 200). However, these 	 of' 

gruup!;lost. No di fferon(':es between h(lie iii tiit' 
why thal, land wUs 


know ledge of' banishment case tit( Seel
 

the femaIle headed 	 hiomc-stIends iindipilled that 
Fifty percent of 


hiey would have ploughed earltier if the caittle had hecie removed
 
hiomesteitm< ).


ier comparison to 43A.2%. of' the inn H' headed.arl . (in 
hiiealed litnentends 

'Tlhis is not a significant difference. Femate 


than mic counterpairts ii lhi,,ir

.rir4 no different their 

of grazing for livestock.
perceptions of the availability 

4-5 Poor
 

A fi fth populat iolt group addressed those htomst eds oud to 

to increase their agricultural
have the least opportunity 

because of their resource endowment. ofit, t hlve been$ 
product ion 

Iwo
successful with agricultural production.
the least 


definitions were 
used.
 

homes t eads oni the 	basis of
definition identifiedThe first theirresource endowments (size of' 

the maize production, their 
A homesLead is 

land and cuttle holding.), and cash income. 

it meets one or the three
 

considered po'or by definition 1 if 


following criteria:
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llougrh cu ize to faid 

eve ryonie i it Lie ho ei I uttid,ANDJ lio tot, t lttir, owtivl o 
| . 'he' homttestetld iei'Ver pr'oduces 

l* lantd 4w liing is I sn thlititI hll.
2. 1(,i lhont: teati otil[ 

Ii)cilet lsito e.
3. ''he htlct-Le iildliti,, 


I(e ds I ie hi ll , oillte'aliti il f e 

ma iz~e pr oductLi on, emtit-l~e ho Itipn s ittid cus h i itcoi''. I'llitt Ito1 (! i I iss 
i o' lilill .. .. . .. 

T'he I ecolid h ilt 	1 homes 

wevrev I iI' it ly ,t l i li Itidted Io permi I ectoit idt-r'ilt on I . . 
d,;i by 

tng r i t l'i 
l 

d(,'it. i oi 2 i 1' it mctu ct It elt due oI" th( lol Iow i 

.Icte+I+ in the nirllly?1 is,- .... I4otiietiLoud, iti e:ons +r+td lpo r 

ti 


I hl' honles t end lleye+i loduces: etli)ugh IIII i ze to led 

,tlANI) owiIeh (itvyveryotte ii It lhe holes It ito cii I I Ie tir' 


ta 'tf out.
 

"+",The hont ! I i iI t ll h iiltc'lcme . 

Tl I' F V 	 IitI I it! irasL durfin itioil tiid 34Lrty- homeste;ids 
l ie sue otot. A tiutibe i' of itli( iiiiiii ysiet we e iiol

hafliutr eads fit 

Ic,
uI lith Fo' txllttlt it'<lott Iti",Lht d(, illit ioll 1P<'' deti lys is. 

I of' till e ( Illlitl h ildilllft; Would o(bviottn Iy showcoltlparm l5o0 slv 

,iftcutlt illffer't,1cus hict[weetti the two groups ti' tii, 7irst 

d I fJuil ljt'tmutie or h<li ti ls fire def+'lilted pill'L itIIy oil thieiulm po I 


)as is of iltg Very suallI ilid hold ings.
htt1iv 


As wI LIh Itlet' gr till it V coinc'nle i iI Il riter , I l It* irstI lit? hu 
s c onit 


li roup dil'lers i lti fi lllItly

g rjis ) W iI h1)v fi tiit sc'l tit i, %Liii, )isIc:Usiti)tI of LIe dI 	 v 

,tl'UUl wilt €jily be m de Wleti: thut 


from the ' ir -t . If' tihere i.; no diifl'ereict bc-tween tle two groups
 

in terms of th( noInlysis the discussiorg of' Lite Firs giroull will
 

ellUtl ly pertitin 	 to tlhe scuitd.t 

Poor homest einds 	are s tgi I'iconli ly dilerco I 'roin ,he resL 

ter is olI' homes. end chr'ucter islL i . floor
oF the laOULht i 

o n it 
.7 	 naid have fewerhomes Lutds are smalI er (7. 9 vs. II indvi vi dual a) 


heuds of these homesteuds ure

adults (4. I vs. 	 5.7 adul ts) . 'r 

vs. 52.0 vtr:;) . This is 	 f'urtlher ft'l ected agninstyouilger (44.7 

the poor hIomecteads nre

the I ift' cycle v(tnriible whih	h indicutes 

iihmit t oril expin io i inhmu:t (6 i.3 vs.
 

((iiceii ruLt'd ii the enttil 


:01.7%. of' Lihe gencral populJattion) and are less evident inl the
 

t pha.e
:onto Ii hldiou (6. 7' vs. .14.7% 

he to ei'r From Lite gncerailPool- homesteads wou Id oxpected di 


pl)lu tt i oi witII respect. to tlie ir luandholdi ,igsbeciuse of' Lthe
 
land fallow
 

definition. However, i nLtenrm of the peren Lages of' 

dil'',rences . The tnulysis
:mrud dvoLed Lo cush c rops tie re tire no 


tire no different from the general
shows that poor homesl .cad's 

pot)t IiI.ion. However, they have sigi i'icieihntly less Iind devoted
 

to i'alh crop production (7.7. vs. 2.8). 

'Iy
 



which had cash igeome (29 tf 30) ...sevenPoor homesteadsdifferent from their neighbours. Twenlty
signif'icantly 

reported wagn, employment no thei'r i mury Inom' 
l, (93,1m) of them 

i,,. :Nouus u serOuItlO ry Hmc, 
source. Agriculture was reported 

only 8.6% of the homesteads. 

in termni of their "jolp il
These homesteads ajro differ 	

,tr 

to lean (only 5l.5.
 
agricultural innovations. They tend fO:ce 


vs. 63.4% of the general population), 	 but, significantly f,;wer 
or winter ,lough(12.9- vs. 

their crop residue (i.6% vs. 25%,) 


37 ,9),)
 
use 


nondderfin it ion 'por homes teads cunlirmed- , l and...... . The 
could itut be addrv.syjd by Lh 

holding issue chrncterisLics that 
huome teLds huitvt rCewert 

defin ition poor homeslt.,tds. l'ocrfirst 
vs. 1.01) which give a simaller totalilland area 

land holdings (1.5 
thiIt there will he It/f toltal 

(l.9 	 hu vs. 3,9 ha). It o ilowa 

' ,O
 

to mu izt and less nreta devo ted to cuinr 
utrtia pIannted 


2 poor humouetelidO Ir'' vom~l i ilel I 
product ion. Vefilii L In 

inlall the other characte'is tics with 	the 
I ornmesteotIldeinition 

they do no! differ from their lie ighiliour ii, 
o(' exception that 

term'lts 0f eti
for ng,
 

dui llr'huirlc riti ci; lo()r htliI('i s 
In teL ruin of homest n'tdn 

appear to be much different rrom tleir n.ighbours.
gei t Icrully, 

dhl how IRss iii u lll I' product Lion. 	 ly 
They hate less l bota 

they have less tnd and caLl Ie. Are they hampererd by
dthfinit ion 

the land tenure situation?
 

l'oor homesteads are not dilferv'nL frot Ilieii ieigl h)utrs in 

Cx i:iItln Iand holdings. They Lend to 
t ir access to their 

have a slight tendeucy to be 
|iherit land us frequently. They 

more to have
allocated land more often, but are no likely 

had no lnnd or for the
requested the allocution becmuse they 

of u new hometed than their neighbuurs.establishment 

little insight to the
land holdings oflersFragmenttion of 	 in


the twI) groups. There is no difference 

differences between 
 at the various 
terms or the number of land holdings located 

in termsthere is a significant differencedistances. Hlowever, 
located itt the various

of the percentage of land ho)dings 
higher percentage of 

distances. Pour homesteads tend to have a 
and u lowerhomestend (82.6% vs. 69.1%)their hol diigs at the 

within 500 m of the homestead (11.7%i vs. 19.9%). 
percentage 


tween group's in the utiliz, Lion 
There are no dii'feret'r'$e 


as the general population
of land. Poor homesteads are as likely 


land as well no to have 

to have some uncleared nroble some
 

cleared, but unused land.
 

the groups do, exist in terms
Significtnt ditfferences between 

poor hIumestetals are 
of gaining Access to additiunal land. The 

for land (57. 1% vs. 311.,4%). They
much more likely to be looking 
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I 

01|"lVIttojj lit ' 
iI 'renI from t.l ii.oi I11,hour it | sitre no dii' 

but they do report 1ihaU 1e.i
they are will ing to go for foid, to got I llind (3 J.4% vnl 
moore fi'eq llt ly fl ill i t-irnLtemnptsl 

it I ltI 4Ii the chillgig . i zoi lto i it|O) tiilhout iI} ' r
12.M T.Ih t I 10-1 	 ,' 

t T * 

lit, lvo d j Ffti r 'iit I 'roma Iic'v pci1( 'lI IRS o Il, . i. 41111 
i



i i nit v )r I tmtrn '1)liun 1Pout
 
ilid i cntt t.hatI. t ere i a d iI'Fe.r-lc t 

- 4i14 
lht e k:ia g lV iI Lo It! ch i v'lV, 	 but s1Hill|I I numl vvt.'1111h4kd frit 

Colic its Iol ; deliL t ub e. 

the grouu s ii Iuetms ofI

,I1Ic ii ff' i ic i-utali ,.xi-;I etwc-leii 

)rol) Iems with the 
...... txpvr'I (' f Lc.)(' 4'f t ufi ll l)v r	'c'1L i o)3 of its i i u i 

Ian0d. 11a7 reiar--lI kely is- t Ie,-tl'.'r'bl;' I ig Ii'e~liiie of h 
or to be l)rs eolt I y

t4) hov ritrrowed 1 iiiid ill the pus L 
ofi Lhe )os. i 1 tle prob Iems

popU I itL i to b 

I e'ifIr I rled. They do, diller in Lerms 

nod lending land from the
to bt* ealcount'erd Ili borrowill 	 i rei fUsi| (l|'4) ti cth lt: 'r , I 	 ridentlyI'e(lUe~t indictiigVI t'Wj44Ill i 

t oi . (50.O vs. 75.7%) . luwever, they
thI"lbo1 rrowr to4 -h.ti food 

4l'. Its '¢cly a i')glbeaurs to have experielinctd IeSt 
I1 i tivJir 

u r
 
|l s in
n,iglihi


11,' l )t l. i',.;l,'0 ,1!.,d ) loot I I l'l' I'oi(ill l itheirpoo 
I the r l gi V )r ) u' lon ger hiviig Innil which they

t.r:rn:, ofi I' I 
0!..s.likely be' fiwir'.of'to 1 

dllifooda it)llthe' l4 5I.l, blal lthey o4rc 

. t I y -. oiL t ln l holdIli rd 01' 1 c a ,i ill14l4 	 911u i ti' 
bulnlshm t.cit:;il-it,i O r 


:ulnilll I i !;on Io4 19. I". (f' h4'hiI 4'll . h oto1 1i;
 

Ierns the ir wiFillS imi lut'ly, Lley ist' loo44tdifi I 'l'ivi t il oIf to 

hi 
hlfv(' 1)1Uiightd clI 1 I(.1- hi1d cit I Iv be(coi r(i-c V44.I I' i n I I'icI do 

enough

Sr I ivir, They ior'' lor' I1ike'I y to 00hul, there iso,'t 

razI rag, bu t salfi I I tiiiLbern make thi it duh i (4u0
gruss lot 
C011C 1lus iol 

Wi l t .o 115 s Ic tIu cre i; liglli I i I tI cI'4'514cI. I elui 

the f i r; l,and se:onid do fin it ions of p)or
dif ference between 

lihely to have reques Led II
 

hoi14Lstetid . The secon(d group re more 
have land. both groups zre
I and oillo:t Lion becuus( I hey d idii' t 

lurid as
of holdings a'rignuLionwell as ill


sinailur in terms of' 

There are little differences between
 terms of land utilization. 


lin(1.

this group and their neighbours in terms of' looking for 

home teads ore looking for fund ill 
of the poor
(While 51.5. 

only ne-ighbours, this : not.
compflrison to 39.6% of' their 

poor homesteadA differ from 
significant.) Finally definition 2 

in terms of their pei'rlcepLions of problems
the general populntiu;ai 

from tlhe
iissociated with the borrowing und lending of land 

the homestealds

viewpoint of' the borrower. Slightly under 38% of 


12% for the others.
:taw no problems in compar'ison to 
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4-6 I1Pvtors 

roup o : lt . Ibf lt-
cil. ss I l'.ied s jr'Uswereinnovators 


ricul Luu I prusu,% i,n 1et1114. 
ut iI lzat io, of i novatiwvv 	

ye ltull ilIed oit, oI"in llovt ii Inhy
1aome teids wt}re classifid as 


followini requirements'
the 


it-tll1apt.=. tcci armi ig ut t ! t l 
1. 	 lulmes Leads who 


cropping season.
 

who pris( 1,ice irrigated farming, 
_ 2. 	 HomestLeads 

(harvest-it -r plow it 
-- ........3. steads who usea liit "r- stover . 


fence ANID winter plow.
under) ANII 

anwhich has di'monutratedthis group,was felt 	 thatIt 	 const raiiied by 
adup t it Li onl of agricultura l innovations might be 

a atwarrunts 	unilysis
and, therefore,the liand 	tenure c ll i i fi vII at uds wIre 

independent group. TIh i rt y 41iii! t,
III)Mea 

to ,i II nI) I It I 

lt 	ion in

from the ilener

"l ipolidifferInntovator homesteads 	 hove fewer p upleto
They Lend 
flumeILeLid chartcteristii-is. 	 adults).-iosi 	 ts (4.6 vs. 5.5nad fewer tidal

11.4 mndividuals)(9. 	 v;, tihe heads of
 
no significaint difrerences it) the age of 


There is 	
of the lift cycle ilk whitch ith 

it) th. s tla
hOta!t .ll('adslolr 

lwever, a larg.-r pertenl(tage of the 

itself.
homestead finds 	 17%) and in
 
i t 	 Lith-fissionl stage (31?. vs. 

areinnovnLor hmesteads 	 phase ( 1:3.8% vs. 
the consol idat ionare' in 


.6) than tlieir nfvighhours
 

exist between the groups in 

smal ler percentage 

No significant differences 	 land holdings.
anatlyics concerning their 

reltiiol, to any of the 	 vs. 
have slightly larger land holdings (4.6 

ha 

tend to
linovators 	 area of' Landthe totitl 

ha), but 	 the number of holdings,
3.4 	 or the perceuntage ;f

cash crop producLion,to 	maize ordevoted 	 the groups.between
no differencesis 	fallow showland which 	 of their land devoted 
a higher percentage

They also tend to have 
cash crops.to 	 the production of 

are defined to practice winter plowing,
 
As innovators 	 would expectfields, onefencce theirtheir stover, andharvest 	 herds providing timely 

to 	huvc .arger cattle
those homesteads 	 shows no differenceanalysis

draft power. llowever, the 
to
access 	 the general population both
 

innovator homesteads and 
between the 	 in s well asnisai'd 

in: terms 


owiled and 

of 	the number of cattle 


out.
 
the number of cattle owned 

and siau'd 


fri the
 
nre significantly different 


Innovator homesteads 	 ts in
 
of 	their income sOU-Ces us well 


in 	terms
general population 
 the primary source of
 Agriculture is 

of 	maize production. 
 to 	only
terms 	 acompurisoit
homesteads in
innovator
38.T7 of 


the general population. 

income for 	

In only 51.6% of' i vllovolor 
19.7% of 


fII5"'
 ... .
 



homoaoeLuuda is wage income' I e pIrimary tiome source, in
 
compaisoni to 7U.7% ti the gene',ial popult i on. Lolilg further
 
ut wage incolme with flongi vu''ti Lure vs. a, l'i l tore an
l tit 
secoiii dary s oue orincomel ' , otit.l* I 11ut nnI novnl r hum n Lelds 
Ire Intr I tt l" I to other lsumn .%J?) thanLIllil2Ve i (5 ruther 
uiicult ore (13.1 t income noUrre IilA r wojgcU'; i;Ihe necungdery 

LllCUlIliP InnoaVol r n sllliUslihoOIh. lliae eVenly split with 25.8% buinv lg 

eig 1 i (II IlUr.vt I lfl 'i I I Ill-€ "l1i leir secoldarfy in~cfome s.ulur Ce o 

l nluvuive farebiimers would ee exlpected to be p'oduce more and hence 
hlave more mn , Ie leed le himesea d memhers. Alnal yni ; 
tiediuuteL.'; i i g ui fi ct diffelerence between the two groups.e1 

.. lwc'vrer, i-ri[nrivat ivu-furm(, r-u rv-si ni ticunt lyd iffl ercit-f rum - h... 

i,,eiitral Iopulation in their ability to grow enough maize to sell 
milnt I r nfil yenfu. The ana lys is indicaites thut 25.Ht of them 

tw rtitaugh mnii ze for a iit all in tomos or yours comiiparison 


,,eily 1. 2% for the Ifl(*rII Igenerap ll lat iOl.
 

Whitl in jor clh i vii n;niIl " differeinces do not seel to be 
0 i'i''' , l* , 10. lI 4)lli\ alpl I I |l t IIfill dUIl)tlld 'ttlIl {1lII (tl ;eg ri ('ii IIu fe 

H,, ' i,,ininl r apame ui I " ba tmo rn teiri ' ii:;"" ea r idulluet 
I-, 1 11ii I I 1i ;? II'illll "11Dolb hv I Bylhc Ia'id indica 

'l l 'c l' lI l , InlllIV llf!v re' dif'fer ilyII ai f"ll nt 'rom Iliet 
jurl'ti l jelt , SI" the :1a 1v; sI o i msI o r thl I" tid ten ure 

1!1.1115%. . & 1 iigh d[ r nvvw ,K inl orf Iovt'l vxi:t ;l Ivilllr n1(upus;! e'xis tilng 

I;lnd, IlanI uti JI ? i u. tihe burrowing and Ilendinjo,uli, l)Id, nd 

IniIlV tli l(ilute; I l d ll'e mor e I li. Iy I r IIf rll r-equtest uIIi
 

a;1 l.a Lo t to e:stab ishc ani Illdelnlefden.L lomes Lead than thuir
 
Iluiihbour (311.7% v%. 2:3. %; ).
 

Slight di fferenices apper; in terms of land utiiz i'ation. 
I nnovulot homes teads Lin(d Los hiive less land un:lIirCe'd. OUnly 
1t.1%. of the inova tors bud uncleared land in coilluiisi - on I ')2 .4. 
of the gunertl populution". A s lightly highier pete'ti ilge of 

innovators (19.J %) indicated the presence of unutilized (:leared
 
liand ini cunprison to IG.i. of the geniernl population. IHowevt',
 
in either cases these differences were not significant.
 

Innovators tend to havea borrowed more land in tie pist Lhittn 
the generol "opulation 12.9% vs. 5.7%). They a1s) tend to see 
less prQblems with the borrowing and lending of land1(I form Ihe 
viewpoint of the lender than their neighbours. 

Sigfii/lScont differences dIn appe'r in Iterms of wilshini g to 
plough a a7%e r . Over three-fourths of the innovaLorn wuld have 
ploughed /arlicr hud the cattle been removed ina coo |rimtl to 

only 37,7t or the general population. 
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of pupuas 1it wil define d o be 
The finlal subset the ioilu 

homestead were classified on Lte h)11is of th'e 
Lnvtystors. These 
he(d being a 'profess ionul ' (those wiLls forma l tt-L iui sg, 

na erv aca, or som eat rlsreauup'h ap such 
nensiority in the civi I 

or I !liior Ivv(I
tts, nurses , iicCooLantslL|S , middle

alrululni 
bus in,-ss owners or meaagers, uad Leacher's) 

government officers, 
with technical t rainingL or 

skilled technician (those some 
or a 	 veterinaryas plumbers, mechanics, wel!ders,
acquired skills such 	 aund woodmetal 	 proces.sors,managers/sUpervisors,assisatnts, furm 

as ioivestUors.
Thirty homesLeads were classified

processors). 

ied from informa ion guLheredwere 	 deidt if 
The assumption wa

-,--These insdividuails inside Lhth 
in the first questionsnire. 


falling into this 'investor' cptegory might have
 
individualn agricaulturulinvested 'Itt,which could be 	 an 
disposable income 

made to see it' indeid they
 
enterprise. Analysis of the data was 


population.differed from the general 

in terms of homesteaad
Little differences exist(d 

t end be s lightly smulII!r and 
comlosl 	 it ioil. I nves t or homes teads to 

differeances are not significant
haasv- fewer adults, but these 

1 years in comparison
are younger averaging 45.

lowever, investors i	 bet n
piopula o . Investors tendto

for general51.11 years theto 	 he expected byof the life cycle as would
iti Lite earlier stages 

Iowever, tiedefinition.thef e551loymenti componenti of the 


are not significtilit.
differences 


anveslors and
existed betweendi'ferencesSimilarly, little 
holdings uid utilization. 

th#I general population in te'mns of lanad 
in terms of" the number fand 

There 	 tare no significant differences 
of land devoted to maizein amount

sLze of land holdings, nor the 
s 	 draslnt it'Ul Ily 

u (ash crop production. Hiowever, invesol aire 
of tiae amount of land

the neighbours in ternsdiftferent from 
7.B% for the general populution).

Fallow (0.7. in relation to 

general population in tar'ms of 
They do not differ from the 

and nor terms cattle owned 
cttle owned sisa'd in in of' uand
 

sisa'd out.
 

of investors one would expect
Given 	 the definition 

income. However, isa looking tit
 
in the analysis of
differences 


sources of income, where wage employment is the primary 
secondary 	 yhigher (though not signil'icantI 

one sees a slightlysource 	 inasconenooasgriculLuril
different) percentage of investors hauving 

well.as the secondary source as 

ii termsfrom the general popul ation 
Investors do not diffier 

enough muize to
Their ahility to produce

of maize production. 	 thatsell is no different from 
to 	 ablefeed themselves or be Lo 

of their neighbours.
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Fnally, 	 inv'ttors display Little difftrences from their 

terms or Ihlier "daput ion Of Hgri(ulturaIIne hbiurn in 
knilvtionS, 'Tllre id "" dit'i"rence between groups in terms of 

I 	 uheUv' ing, 	Ihp xis telce orl' " i'c''d j riZilng ,I t-Ii5 hii rumllUity, 

nor i wi ttLer ploughi ng. I wwv¢.,lors, however; are less likely to 

oe. Nua,aly 90% or Ihe inivestors leitVe1 i l a* their crop rent 

the sidue on the fields in' lauIli asun tm l ight ly over 75% (f 

LLIe |t.erne via paIpul in 1on. Nole cit und sLoii the sl wIV,r in 

compari son to 15 9-% of the gahnerull ipopulaLiu n . 

ipla'lr's Lu he Iitt le i fferenceshiovinn seen thut tLhre 
h..anwtn. the ..chauructursiis. of _.tll,.Anve torsnd the gee.rl. 
pupul t ioni, nre they Cuitig Ietluie coiistirni"its whi ch might be 

in agriculture?
will ingness u investlimiLing 	 their 

ween1
i.flerewncen etlid th Iwo, groups do ,xisL in the 
heei shown inuisqui,S itLi of present lanld ho idings. While it hus 

til (!ti'Iir dis:usnSion Liil iLthere wis no di rference between 
are
g roupa iii l. e'mm of theli"umbe.r of lurid holdings, iiven tors 

Iusu I ike ly lo inherit lind. Over 75% of the invei tLors did not 

to less tMian 50% of the generalinherit. Liil in compaismown 

Lor tIend to get u slightly higher, though iot
popuilltio . iivu 

-ignificanatily higher, peiceitnuge of their land through 

a lIocut ion. Iluvest(rs ore loreI likely to request thleme 
otor puIrl)ole Pstabl Ishilwg an independentuiJ lOcutI flS the iir 


a oi umilliwri sll to 2 5% or ilhe
liotties ee,,d (4U% of tli Li l-,,l in 

rest h' thoe populutLio ). 

inl terms or" Ile 

or land holdings in relation to Lhe homes etitd. Slighitly 
Thire is 	ito diff'rrenic:ee bet ween groups 

locuLion 
hoLh groups tare HL. the homustend,mnore than 70% of holdings of 

500 meters, and the remainingslightly less than 20% are within 
holdings are over 500 meters. 

Investors have tended to develop less of their land 
thui" 	 gener alilhoidinlgs. A largcr percentInge or intvesto.in uwIl 


they had some arible; land wh ich had
population responded that 
not been ci eared (36.7% vs. 22.2%). However', tlhey were no 

of the utiIizLLtilindifferenrt from the general population in terms 

of existing cleared land.
 

Investors appear to he no different thiuw the general
 

population in terms of their experience with gaining access to
 
for landiuddiLionul land. Fewer investors appear to be looking 

(33.3% vs. 42.6%) and more appear to have trLod and failed (20%1
 

but these differences are not stntislicnlly
vs. 14.4%), 
significant. Their perceptions of changes in the size of
 

allocations and the token of appreciation given tL the chief are
 

comparable to that of their neighbours.
 

biv Lhe ('liSte inote vuriuttion between the groups nppears to 

term. of the borrowing and lending or InM'. Tihe nanIysin .how a 

lhighar t perceintage or' inlvestI (r's layinvtg borrowed I niid in the punt 
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u r eUr t tI y
(: j %i V!; ), wh ii( 11onlIsc o he invOSt 01o 


7% of the i r neighlbours 1owever,

I g Ian d n cointparisoil Lo (3 


Lh-. tirt lot ficti..t
.igni 	 di r'fcrenh'.n . lnve.ti ors' per:ept. ions of 

lie borrowing anhI lendllg, of Iund from 
pro blenii 	 ussociuited with 

lemler's 	 viewpoint it; io difloruntLtheln
both Lhe. borrower's und 


general population. ExperietL'en of these problems

that of Lhe 
,arc ulso 	compuruble. 

do nLot depi:t ignil1icat
The security of Lentute quesLio.ns 

two groups. Investors are ,ot. di.ferent " 
di fferencs between the 

havingin the various retlsons for no longer
from their weeighbodFy 

tendqtey .o be,l vAe.d.. flower,T=-nnd whi-ch-	 tohey -hadlsrev io. 

o! bani shient cussev.morure aware 

ion in tertsdiffer from the general populil
Investors do not 


nor itn their percepLions pferlier,of Lhoir 	 inability to plough 
quality of gretzing.
a duecline in tile 
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CON( LU1 IONS : 

sr t il get' i a (''rll ion "ililyvbli d rawa I tui I liec rayA numb' 
-. a of tle land has beets acquired aincet oiscus;n Almost, 	 third 

I hI Imes tev ds hive l and which, has notl 1110. N(orly I,/4 tf I ht, 
b,. . 11 c i# 1d,+ antid hAI i 	 ll clteid Lite e, istellt'' of cleared I land 

, l l 111ld lot Ibe 1$,I lenI ouL,ad iw ilsIth 	 w l. l io l I flilgl lis 
tl iije.'[. doei l'l wllait Lu 	 lnll +ki'

11lt I c iiIillI I y 1)1, 4: i1:if LtI i' , d o)l" jl l 

ell eilI -'fC loii.tt'aiids renadi ly identil"ied vnrious problems wiLh . 
land, 	 hut, few had personally had ally of

borrowinrg and lendinigl 
. SIi 	 ght 1y I e;s t.han :i0% of the homesteads had

1the±;e problm 

i l h i iio inger h:ve, most commoi I y los I. I hrough
I ii..d W liC - Ly

y 

of 
reset t I etnvit or h viiig ;irip I y abandoned the I anid. Nearly haifi 


presently looking for land.

tht hounest.eiads indicate that they are 

Ol y 15% hlave ev(-r itiled it till attempt Lot get land (noL 
in a later attempt).ice';sarily ilnlplying that thy failed 

income is the primary 	 source of
Wtige epl oylezit. or bus ir +s-; 

lor Lwo- thirds of ithe howIesteads . Hlomiesteads art is
acOiIe 

Ias to use their own). 	 Catt I,
I lie ly to hire drauhlthl power 


less than forly percenit of the
It: skewed. Slightly 
it, I 6. head.

owniorship 
hosts Leads own ntou tLIet. 'The averalge herd size 


mtiti than 20 head of cattle own 4l4.6%

[1ii :i1 lhoinesLe dn ho lditrg 


ou til of, th( cattle.
 

Labour shorLtigus were 	 mont commonliy felt during w.eding udi 

wus the most. frequent solution to Lhese
huavesLtiig. Hired labour 


the homesteads provided Lribute Iiibour

.,.hortlige.s. Over 95% of 


for their chicft'. Only 6.2% indicated that this tribute labour
 

on their own fields.
inLter'fered with work 

practi ees appear to be
A number of' nontraditional lend use 

Over 60% of lie homesenads have part- of I ie in" 
gain ri rg accepLnnce. 

of' the nonfarmers
land holdilags fenced. SevenLy-seven percenL 


because of a shortlage of, montey. Over. haIlf of' It
 
haven't fenced 


indi cated that their communilties, favoured rer iilli;

respondents 


was, oppose(l ill some

only 6.2% indicated that the community 


one-third of the homesteads winter plough, while
fashion. Over 

tn locations where the


only 21.7% utilize their crop stLver. 

chief announced when cattle were to be removed from the fields in
 

the spring, forty percent of' the respondents indicated that they
 
had the cattle been removed earlier.
would 	 have ploughed earlier 

land in Swazi Nation Land areas is communallyGrazing 
utilized. Much of the literature indicates a ,leteriorating range
 

lo imiinage
cOildiLion, yet little appears to be done by (:ommui it ies 

their 	community grazing resuurces. Defining a 'community' is a
 

step. There is no reltiLionship betweei (i p I ink tires and

first 

Lhe ,majority of the respondentsgrazing areas. And, while 
area is not being grazed by caltleindicated that. their grazintg 


frtm other runner or chiefLancy areas, the majoriLy indic ted
 

lht i l. w)u l(lr' t tothier t liei i f t was
 

Ii : 



The project piper ident i fied four generral tenure itssues to be 
over-iestigated:fragmentation and subdivision, farm nr rontrol 

product ion decisions, uncullivoted f'nrmlnld of good potential, 
hyputh eses were developed to 

and pasture management. A numblir of 

test the sigrificunce of Ihes.e consLraiits. 

Fragmentation and subdivision tre policy construints when 
of scarce resourcest. hey lead to ineff icienvies in the use 

and less i ntensive uLilization of the land. 
(capital and labour) 


there is not a sigllifical.i relationshipThe .anniiysis shows that 
is not an increase in

hetweeta inheritance and subdivision, there 
nor,is- there -voratt ion in .....
 

th-e :JC',1e 6.-Of"'sUibd-iv i-iiii iver-t Ime, 
zones.
sub4ivision or fragmentation between ecological 


as much land fallow
they exist, have
Fragmented holdings, where 


as nonfragmented holdings.
 

The recent literntur; on ugriculture in Swaziland 	repeatedly
 
to make


raises the issue of constraints on a farmer's ability 


decisions on the utilization of his land. Given that
 
independent 


traditional
 seen to be an innovative mo- ification of
fencing was 

indicative of 

land use practices, the analysis used fencing as 

chungiiig community fittitudes toward more independent production
 

toward fencing has chaitnged

decision making. Community ttltitude 

are more likely to have fenced if their
remarkably. Farmers 


of his holding fenced. However, they are aschief' has part 
they are 

not to consult their neighbours and chief when
likely as 

to fence. The minjority of homest(vuds huive. fl0icvd 	 some' 
beginning 


haive- fenced have indicated cashof their holdings; thase who not 
rather than commuity oppsiuiI. iouz to 

an4d material shortages 

them from huving fenced.

fencing as the constraints preventing 
wid winter 'piough ing.

There is no relationship between fencing 
to utilize their
have fenced are more likely
However, those who 


than simply leaving it for culttle to feed. 
crop residue rather 

to indicate the existence of sizable
Casual observation seems 

being fully utilized.amounts of good potential land which is not 


It is accepted that homesteads are constantly evolving entities
 

may land which the homestead is
and that at certain times there 

shows that there

unable to fully utilize. However, the analysis 


of fallow
significant relationships between the amount 

in the homestead, the age of the
are no 


land and the number of adults 

nor in terms of the number of cattle owned by the
 

homestead head, 

homestead. The extent of borrowing was so limited that an
 

analysis of' these informal markets was nearly impossible.
 

land In terms of length of time for
 
Perceptions of scarcity of 


be made, declining size of allocations, etc. do,

allocations to 


being retaken
to the frequency of lands
not significantly relate 


by the chieft, the intensification of' land use, nor in the
 

frequency of borrowing.
 

the resultint land degridatiiin i s. common inOvergrazing and 
increasing human populot ion puts
communal tenure systems where an 


nrulhte product ion thereby

'i greoter demand on the land base for 

herd onto a decreasing pasture. As 
squeezing a growing lives tock 
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i i l r ses co InIIIk iti y 1 1 ititudetithe irt,'iL at.V ol I :and U I li t 

I owIwd Idint Ialai ia evli ia.It L wi II r hul g:. Il'eceeitlIy most. caLt LI(" returva 
i it,1 ibo I (vexplllit iI io lur Lhetit I ht. krua I eeV v Y ii l ,', 

SrctUliai'y 1) 1' crolp d;,ilat'lll, 41 iput es Yet , there it- tit) relat iunship 
ilt- itLtl'Ji IIse ox 4i{'he 4'e l ao11 I ( 111d alliliI.I et I ll I o ro'l disallIg 

di * II f, .c er naijuna r,'i 1tp has taken 1)1ace i ltdividual s ar-e 

it+:In I i hv I Iut h pvi!t hi I r 11 tIdI is r'eitccd . Netr I y ;0%l of tl h 

ae i N9 r-atis thtir (tiLutl tIt, Ihe WaS uutla 1or i L le 

l tlaa eniough grlz ijng tou nIlly 
h Mi"S I 4! !- Iaaid akllIdat 

I.III 	 allli ott.L tlit y var Wh t Ilt I are iwas 
... L c, + or LjIr'dcatA qLtIv ie I w- v.11. -. 11-11--l-vt' ...................................r, I-....- 1-1....................... ,--. ......... ..........However
Lhe pri.ry causes. .........


t eitre will,, 110 1i 1t,al ioih pIl1nevii bet wt'n percept i.0.1 (lec i lin g 

r g II i i o -t,i ifi L Lhc tioa luall i t's,y index ohf grI,az ini Len Ip 
r-. t1 r i v t i on!; 

e:rll fil l It ev I defice of tneru 1. telaurc conls t rai iti ItsIllivinif 

iztil vi ty, 
I talit ljpultI a t onilwi ht ie Ievxpect at i Un thai I tIi e i a til i queneis ill 

I pa lilt ion would ident i fy speci fic tenure 

cur urn!1)roisitii tliv anaIlysis f ocused oi lea subeetis 

I l".it oll to the ,llla 
0o i ; I i ailt t Il.. - Ie IIiey Ti l roe e d in i i L olas ol ,tillil er(" i it I 

I I I 
J t it o m,,; L r,It a aii ; gr- c Lu r-c s Lthe i r p i iitiry il' 

-
lai: hitpl ds ,1 silt -ges 

hoillf ; I .llh; I , If iiiaI I hioadeti holo tiaLeads , tilt f i it i olis 
-t'oiadnta y -,Lit of i o|f.ic , Let u rl'eta 1t of' I he 

, 	 o two 
'ilds -it i I I III is 

t , t ' r- Il a c Li cus , 
fpett l lfliV 'Liti!l, il lt 'Sl I hlti Iaiadenll II ril . !d i1 vagr 

I vOv i g Iu it a iaad Iaitllm ; Leaji w i I It 

It vc ; I li!II I ,l ''ut ill I w' rv aifit 11i 1 ,y'e.v 

!;laliaaaaur izo llae Ih. '- ' T'l h I u s .11 iid 42 (prage :i :19 ) 	 hI i.aai ,in of' 11 

0 
, 

. d . Fe itles b- I wt'ai g-ocaps Ias pr Ia a I ly i r+s u I 

I Ilt, t Li n Ltion of' ih groail'! , nili(] ecoiadari ly wistI oila woIuld
i ll 

I i I I Ie O-v i d wiIe iF di f 'crc'll- s lie I e 

vil! Ahe 'v 	 Lilt 

Sxpvct,. t o 'i aid. Thl're is 

"l 1ily of C ilgroups and the ltgone t' I puop lnt L i a lin I . 'le'ls of' tilae 
, 

idoit/i ' ied l i tLentre i-sues of aic cess.) to e xi s Iii I iilld 

uL iii zit ion or' Itilid holdings,t'ragmuntrt ion of land holdings, 


acces to tiddi Lionnal lainad, borr-owing ilid lending if lIand,
 

.iocur'it y of tenure , or land use cons lai iltLs
 

life cycl.; ofAgricultural pr'oduction is closely Lied to tla 

the homestead, following a logical progr'ession of capital 

accunaulation through wuge( employment tit the earlier stuges of tlhe 

cycle and sn increasing dependence on frgficulture at the lnter 

.tiagwhen Itand holdings lhave increased, caLlle herds have been 

huIlit Up, and family labour is available. (iven the general 

a val pility of wagec employment this cyc]h,"cil prtogressioaa is 

luite rutioial. 

frtoill the Unaillysis'I'laeftn+ral I nc usi f that one nust, (1liw 

lti thaLil th! iraditionnl Lenut systea does laot appear to he a1 

llla,jor c: t ilaiint to agricc lltu aal I productio ias it is pres tiLly 
able to guinil accesspracticed. Hlomesltends genef.ral|y appear to be 
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SUMMARY 

LAND U)SE: INSTITUTIONAL CONSIRAINTS AND 
CHANGES IN AGRICULTURALOPPORTUNITIES-- THE TRADITIONAL SECTOR SURVEY
 

This paper by Martk Miarquardt t-epor'ts the findings ot the major, 

6tudy of land tenure in Swaziland. 
component of the :( month 	 The 

based on data obtaineo from scientifically selected 
study was 

zones, RDA and 	 non-RDA areas, and all 
surveys. The 4 ecological 

were covered.classes of homestead/farmers 

Swazi tenure rn the 4 problemt traditionalThe paper, focuses 

is frequently purpot-ted to foster':
(SNL) 


of land holdings,
1. 	 Fragmentation 


farmer" contr'ol over production decisions,
2. 	 Inadequate 

land 	being unused, and
3. 	 Good Potential 


Poor, -ange and pastute management.
4. 

Recognizing that all people do not have the same needs 
or- face
 

may 	 be affected differ4ently by
similar situations, ther-efor'e 


studied:
tenure, 7 population gr-oup,.s wete 


- Commercial fat-mers,
 

source of income,

- Homesteads classified by 


- Homesteadiclassified by life cycle,
 

- Homesteads headed by women,
 

- Poor, homesteads,
 

- Innovators, and
 

_ ,investors-.
 

reoort is an over'view which describes

The 	 first section of the 

issues. 
the 	typical situations found among homesteads cum tenure 


terms of 	 purported
The second section repor-ts flinding in the 4 


and the third in tetms of the 7
 
tenure problems (see above), 


population groups.
 

tenute system does not appear..
The 	traditional 
4, 

MAJOR CONCLUSION: 
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to be a major constraint to increal in arrIcuItur a prodLActIon. 

Tne s tudy found that hone teead who w r vt land and ,have 

manaeil sJ"Ill 5-6 iteEctvi nave- i t ava i iau ie1s 'Itru2I" 
or appear to be anle to Cet it. s inrearinciyae able 
to make independent oroduCtIon ci3 i ions. 

The major conclision is terribly iniportaht tr policy ma:ers. 
It means that changing traditional trelure wilI not bo a "miracle 
drUg" hich w Ill "cute" p rob Iems associated with low 

productivity. (Changing tefnurt-e -tiles alone will not lead to 

rapid Incr'easis in or'oduction). Constraints other than tenure
 
ate at work in the system and they must be confronted. 

The research also shows that while land tenure alone is not 

constraining production, it may be integrally related to removin4 
some of the other constrainttsio it is NO a dead issue. The 

conclusions call attention to the fact that there is room for 

improvement in the tenure system, and it is important for those 

impt'ovem.ents to be made as soon as possible. 

Seccion I: The Overview
 

The research into the homestead situation cum tenure reinforced 
tne general knowledge agricultural professionals have of the 
situation. From a tenure/oroouctivity standpoint the following 

stand out. 

- One ouarter of tne homesteads nave unused land oi hi ah 
farming potential 

- 16% have cleared land nct farmeo 

- Land lending is a ptractice in decline 

- 6-% of the land acquisitions have been since 1970
 
(Fesettiement is imporrant.
 

- Sales from TarM products are the major source of cash fatr 
one-third of the homesteads 

- The traditional land tenure system is flex.ible 

- The traditional land tenure system 1S CHANGINU 

- Land disputes are increasing.
 

Section II: "he Purported "Tenure Problems"
 

1. Fragmentation of land holdings: At the present time it is
 

not a constraint. Subdivision was not found to be 
increasing over time; however, it could become a problem in 
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triuture.
 

2. 	 Farmern control over. orouction cisions: tre colmiy tim'd . 
complaint that f-armer s 0o not have- aoequate contr'ol ovet 
decision mak:ing was found to oe only marc'inally true, and 
the situation is changing rapidly. in ceneral, Tarmers can 
fence and mal1e the strategic decisions which are required 
to increase productivity, but unitorm policies of the 'right 
type"' ainoncj chiefs could improve the situation. 

Z. 	 Unused land of rood potential: There. is land available, and
 
tenure does not seem to be a biq issue. Different
 
homestead needs over i ts life cycle and other
 
considerations are the important e l ment s.
 

4. 	 F'ast're manaclet:.ent. ii srj4cial ts.tudy not vet avai Iable looks
 
at this problegm In dup th. However' it was recogn zed that
 
the increase in human popul,.t ion lint ed to the desire to
 
own livestocl: pL a rgreater duman1d on the land base. Low 
productivity in livestoC1 iZ a locical conseauence. The 
tendency is to overrjraze and dafima.e the land base through 
erosiLon. 

Section III: Foulation qt-ouois. 

There in-'depn analyses will be very helpful to pollcymakers, 

and attempts to summarize the findingiis must leave out important 
asoects. 

The dxfferu-,nces amonq the aroups are primarily what a learned 
%iriculturalist would expect. 

- There is little evidence of differ'eces between any of the
 
grouoi and the cqeneraJ Doouletion in terms of the identified
 
land tenure i5sLe....s of access to existing land,
 
fragmentation, utili:zatLori of land, access to additional 
land. borrowinq and lInclinc1 of land. securlty of tenure, or 
land use constraints. Fhat there does not appear to be 
signiiicant differences indicates a relatively homogenous 
population on NL. 

-	 one would e-pect, agricul tural production, hence the . 

need" for land, is closely tied to the life cycle of the 
homes t ead. ' 

- Commercial 1armers nave more land, but most practices
 
utilized differ little from the general population. Tney
 
have found ways to get the land they need.'
 

- Homesteads deriving more income from wage employment own
 

fewer cattle and plant less maize, but they differ little on
 
key tenure issues.
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thetre nor wei-e s ni f icant d1 tferpces oetween male and 
. . ale. . -haad. homeser- i , f, ed .compo - -tion 
issues. Female headed hQeitIadS raQ sirqnificantly l ess 
land. Most of tfhe femaieii -ieacdinri hoimesttc-as were widows. 

- Poor homesteads were different in terms of homestead 
characteistics. They have tewer, people, and landsmaller-
holdings. Farm practices are difterent. However, on land 
tenire issues, it is only in terms ot c4aininq acces to land 
that they appear' to differ, qi'eatly. 

- Innovotors wete riot lOUind to be unique on land tenure. 

" Ilnve'.rtcirs face rici t- nL ,uaULt I. 1 - PrQbi'Or Eif. 

The tas1C concluai1on with t-eciard to the Vi'IOLIoS population 
cirOLIpS iS that they are not sQt'iOUSIy constr'ained from increasing 
production by trad tionaI tenutie, but there are some modest 
c rancqes in the sysB te1 wt ich VWuLI d be h I pfUl. 
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An Executive SuMmary
 

of a Report Entitled
 

CHANGES IN AGRICULTURAL LAND USE:
 

,INSTITUTIONAL CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES
 

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS
 

AND POLICY OPTIONS
 

I: 	 INTRODUCTION
 

The 40 report by Dr. John Bruce presents the summary 
finding and POLICY OPTIONS of what is commonly called the "land 
use and land tenure policy options" study. The final draft will 
be circulated orior to the seminar on the topic which is 
tentatively scheduled for late August 1988.
 

Why was the study conducted? While a number of African
 
countries have opted for dramatic reforms in their customary
 
systems of land tenure, Swaziland has so fat, elected to retain
 
its customary system largely unaltered. However. many
 
commentators have suggested certain aspects of the system are
 
constraining agricultural productivity. The commentators have
 
had access to very little good data and relied heavily on studies
 
more than 20 years old which were only modestly quantitative at
 
the time. In September 1985 the Research and Planning Department
 
of the MOAC launched a major research project to clarify the
 
issues.
 

How 	was the study conducted?
 

I. 	 Basic facts, in contrast to heresay, were accumulated by
 
field surveys.
 

2. 	 Drawing from the facts, potential constraints to inct-easing
 
productivity were identified, and hypotheses developed and
 
tested to confirm whether they were, in fact, constraining
 
productivity.
 

3. 	 When some degree of constraint to increasing productivity
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was 	found, it was determined whether:
 

-	 all farmers were atTeceo 

-	 there were counterbalancing benefits
 

- it was related,.p other constraints so that tenure 
change alone woOid have little impact. 

4. 	 The customary system was analyzed to determine whether it 
was evolving satisfactorily to meet the challenges of 
changing times. 

5. 	 Models within Swaziland and elsewhere in Africa were 
analyzed for lessons, 

6. Finally, policy options were prepared.
 

The study has produced:
 

1. 	Three broadly based study reports entitled: 

-	 Changes in Agricultural Land Use: Institutional 
constraints and opportunities (the Swazi Nation Land 
Tenure Survey) 

Land Tenure and other constraints to Commercial 
Agriculture: A Survey of Swaziland's Advanced Farmers 

- Case Studies of Land lenure Issues in SNL communities 

(not yet available)
 

2. 	 Five narrowly hCused "special studies" reports entitled: 

- Legal Aspects of Land Tenure in Swaziland 

- Customary Land Disputes and Their Management 

- lnnovations and Adaptation: A Study of Land 'Tenure and 
Smallholder Irrigation Schem-s in Swaziland 

- Land Tenure Arrangements in Agricultural Development 
Projects on SNL 

- Individual Tenure Farms in Swazi Ownershio. 

The 	report summarized herein synthezizes all of the data and 
information from all of the studies and presents a summary of the
 
research findings and the policy options availaple to
 
government.
 



II SUMMARY OF REiSEARCH F1ND4l115
 

The findings fom the entir-e body o" reiewtrcn aire con~ol idated
 
the eirht tenuree erIences
with veqat-d to impOrtant or e :ses 


as identified from the researcli. [he dlicusl,1on Ofr ecn of the
 

eight closes with an identification of the "clear needs.
 

A. SO-clurity of Tenure
 

The commentator's Ulqiinq tenu'[ r-oTorim in bJw-i;: i arid 1OCL5i more 

attention on this issue than any otner, and it was studied 

thoroughly. The commentato's at'ouments usually centec on the 
clhiefs' author-ity to allocat- land, and the resultant uncet-tainty 

which it is claimied k.ills ic nLive to Invest and increase 

oro)dution. 'lso, it is trequentl € claimed success in commetcial 

fatming genet-ates jealousy, and evt.ri banishment may Iresult. 

'
 
The i-esear-ch found that there was much more "smoke thian lite 

on this i ssiue. While C iTis and commun iy aI1 OUIsy over 

successful commercial farmnci was a common tooic of conversation, 
in only one case was it treally found to be a factor. Feiceptions 

may be as important as facts, so it is not a dead issue, but it 

is not very impot-tant. 

Resettlement IS an issue. Until it: i5 done and peopJe feel 

secure, it worries them. Also it is a fertile source Tor lad ,nd 

C1SVL~uteSt wrich are inctreasinq. 

Clear, needs include: 

- owt'i, inq4 at mat inrj suc:e- 1' aut'cit tur a s LatL's S..mto 

Pr vtec ti11j 5UCCiitUl comMCrc Ial far-mers from FOTENTI AL1 
tiar'a'simen ri 

- Greiter" unlormity in policies and reculation by chiefs
 

- Auuthoritaran statements clar-ifyinci and rento-cing some: 

parts of customa'y law 

- CLarifying the futui'e of- resettlement in all areas. 

B. Sub-division and F-aomentation
 

Not a problem at this time, but it could be in tne 'uttire. 

Clear- needs include r-einforcing elements in the system
 

discouragin ftagmentation.
 

C. Access to Land
 



There is unusea land available almost evervwhere. About 40% of 

the homesteads said they wanted more land. out only tried
%,had 
to do anything a out it. the homosteasi cycle was found to be
 
related to the need (demand) for Iand i.e. lauer availability

and "mouths to feed". Land boarowing is on the 6ecline because
 
of concerns about qettinj it back.
 

Clear needs Include a more adequate mecnanism ftor sniftinq land
 
among homesteadt in response to the life cycle and for- other
 
reasons.
 

0. Land as Collateral for, Loans
 

1his is an issue which has received much attention by

cominentators. The research qave 
 careful attention to it. Key
 
findings include
 

- There is a bias against credit use! 4-.A "preTer" to do
 
without credit which is not viewed positively as an income
 
producing tool
 

- Lack of deeds is probably not a constraint tot, larcger,
 
Proven farmers
 

- High wane earning nomeIteaos mad little oroblem 

- Small nomesteads and those aspiring to uecome commercial
 
farmers were constrained by lack and terms of credit.
 

'rie clear need is lor cntnoeo and reform in the fiancial 
struc tre, but for land to serve as collateral woula require
quite substantial rnianges in the tenure syVtem, and arethere 

other ways to solve the problem.
 

For land to serve effectively as collatetal there must be an
 
effective market for land, and Swazi society must be willing to
 
see people dispossessed and have their land taken tram them Tor
 
failure to repay debts.
 

E. Farmer Control over Production Decisions
 

The system is changing, and it was not found to be particularly t} ,
constrair,inq. Fencing, once recarded as undesirable in many
 
areas. is now accepted. Chiefs ' prerogatives, such as sayin-:
when cattle are to be removed from fields, are a slicght
constraint in qelected areas, but nation-wide it is not a serious 
problem. 

Clear, needs include
 

- Confirming the evolution of custom which is taking place 

'1- .. 1 



to 	 foster improvements n the
Establishing mechanisms 

I
.funCtionin9 	 of the system where there are minor 4oo em

such as early removal a-t Iivestock '-i roiii 	 '7 

F. SNL Tenure and Irrigation
 

SNL tenure was not as constraininq as has been commonly
 

great doubt was cast on "hard" conclusions
believed. At minimum 
such as wer roached in Tate arid Lyle (1982). It was lound there 

are project models in existence in Swaziland whicn show great 

promise. No particular model was recommended. 

Clear needs include:
 

should be governed by written
1. 	 All irriuation schemes 
rights and obligationsdocuments clearly setting out 

the 	scheme should be a privileoe -- NOT A
2. 	 Access to land in 
terms and
RIGHT -- conditional upon fulfilling specific 


obligat ions
 

should insure openness to all, including
3. 	Admission policy 
those often regarded as disadvantaged at the present time 

4. 	 Governmental policies clearly promoting such schemes and 

ensuring a means tor higher authorities to settle dispute 

as oo arise promptly and sustaining the schemes. 

G. Communal Tenure in Ranqe/psture 

final special study is not availabJe. At this time
The 

that there is indeed a. r-emarkable lack.tentati.,4 conclusions are 


reason to
of commuilty control over SNL grazing ann there is cood 

believe C'he situation correspond to the "tragedy of the commons" 

this is so, "clear needs" must
scenario MHardin, 19bE). I 
or tne creation of a motre
 

common pronerty management.
 
include either individualization 

effective system -otr 

ITL 	and "'roiect" tenure land
H. Alternative Systems: 


a viable option fTor many Swazis.

The study found that ITL is 


the ITL holdings, constituting 12% of the area of

About ,30% of 


J,
Swazi hands. However, little or no evidence was
TL., 	are now in 


to 	 SNL. SwaZI
found that ITL arranciements were an,, alternative 

in tact, deeply involved in both. All Swazi
freeholders are, 


chiefs. To Swazis, the
 
freeholders had active links with local 


two systems appear to be complimentary and supportive.
 

a great deal of tenw isi
 The various "projects" which reflect 


hold many lessons. Conclusions from pro- t"
eitperlmentation 

include the following:
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I. 	 The chief's capability to reallocate lan to ioram a sciieme 
i.e. for a block of land on which certain activitiez carl 

be concentrated, is an important advantage. 

2. 	 Where project activities are on custofmary rnoldinrjs,
 
outrigger farming moodes have special potontial tor workino
 
"around" the customary tenure system. They can deal witn
 

many p;oblmmi --- extension, inputs, crtedst.
 

3. 	 It is clear that on rePurchas.ed 11TL. Government has had 
difficulty arriving at a satisfactory tenure orLmu la for 
smallholder farming. "he outcome of some experiments, such /i, 
as the Vuvulane dispute, tend to undermine the argument 
(such as advanced by Tate and Lyle) that lease). ids provide 
better control authoritly than do the chilis. 

II: POLICY OF'TIONS 

Four basic policy options are outlined and analyzed. They are 
drawn from the research and e.perience in Swaziland, as well as 
elsewhere. The options take into account the "clear needs" which 
were identified in the study. 

A. lndividualization of Tenure: The Freeiold lodel 

Where shiftinc traditional systems to freehold has been tried, 
i t has been found to be ei:oensive and does nov solve many 
SroolesS. Common unsolved oroblems are: 

- 1t; has not contributed much to economic securi tv tot the
 
family,
 

- Landlessness is beinq generated by the operation of the lane
 

market, and
 

-	 Land sales are in some areas for speculative, rather than 
Productive purposes. 

While conversion to freehold would meet or assist in most of 
the "clear needs" identified, it would not betconsistent with 
many of the elements in Swaz i culture which provide its 
cohesion. The relevant auestion is whether the same needs might 
not be met better in other, ways. A sub-option which the research . 
Would seem to tavor would be a voluntary conversion model because 
a relatively few commercial farmers seem to have a serious need: 
for change at this time. 

Dj. 'the Cooperat;ivization of Production Model. 

The 	 model looks good in theory, but in practice it has not been 

'* ;. .. .: , . : , . - *d, *- :. . . * . -,*l i..;'>'.:!." 	 ... "". 6I
 

http:rePurchas.ed


very successTLI1 anywhere. Al1I countries that have tried It on a 

In terms of meet ing the 1°clear needs" identified in the 

project, a drastic shift toward cooperativi ation would not meet 

them, but rather make them irrelevant! A whole new list of needs 
would emerge. 

The customary model in Swa i land where the chief appears to 
'have the power to make labor discipline more easy to maintain 
could be an advantage, in a cooperativization approach. 
Cooperativization built around the chief may h.e limited 
potential and be worth explor ing. 

C. The State Leasehold Model
 

This has been ! he most popular "r_form model" in Africa. It has 
been tried exten,iivelv in Swaziland.
 

One reason Yor the Popularity of the leasehold idea is that 
there has oeen a wide diversity of views concerninQ what it would 
accomolish. For e;,ample, individualists see it as a step toward 
individualization, but moderate socialists see it as a means to 
retain governmental control. To traditionalists, it retains the 
centralization of authority wit, government replacing the old 
traditional authoriity. 

If leasehold systems serve oute different ends to different 
oeoole and in different situations as indicated above, they also 
affect cultivators very diffe'rently from situation to situation. 
Trey can provide either mors,,, or less security! They can be fair 
and honest, or corrupt! They can increase farmer control over 
production (grow certain crops, use soecified technology. etc.) 
or lessen it. 

Experience with leasehold systems raises severaal issues which 
should be carefully, considered in Swaziland. 

1. 	 Leases are often encumbered with requirements and 
restrict ions so that farmer's preffer the customary 
allocation system. Many conditions and ,restrictions have 
ueen prven impossib]e to enforce, and this is 
demota I i z inc. 

2. 	 Leases cannot be producers of revenue for government. 
(High rents make leases unattractive and low rents cost 
more to collect than they are worth!) 

3. 	 Leasehold administration is very subject to inefficiency
 
and corruption. (A realistic assessment is requited). 

4. 	Administering a leasehol system is very expensive, and
 



everywhere the costs have been underes t imtated in the 
beginning. 

D: 	 Incremental Reform of the Customary Tenure System 

The above 3 options involve a dramatic departure trom the 
present customary (SNL) s',S tem. They all breal: the lin between 
the traditional Swazi social system and land tenute. They all 
reflect a contention that the customary SwaZi system is 
inherently incompatible with agricultural modernization, and its 
short-comings can best be corrected by dramatic, incisive change 
in tenure. The research does not support the contention. 

rhis option recoognizes that some change in Swazi customary 
tenure is necessary and desirable, while recognizing that it has 
been evolving and. is basically not incompatible with the 
requirements for a modern agriculture. 

The choice is not between no change or change, but between the 
Present gradual and uneven evolution which, although its 
direction is satisfactory, does create uncertainties for some 
homesteaders, and a greater degree of leadership and guidance by 
government in order to clarify, ease and perhaps soeea up the 
change. 

Al though the author has painstakingly avoided any 
recommendations, it is clear" this option is hir choice. He has 
gone into detail as to what are the crucial issues andS'how they 
would impact on the "clear needs" identified in the research. 
lh is section merits caretul readinq by all policy malers. 

The 	authors conclude by 

I. 	 Showing how the model oT gradual, incremental change could 
address the needs of iNL homesteads. 

2. 	 Noting that the possibility of harassment of successful, 
progressive, commercial farmers does e:i st, and 
consideration should be given to providing an expeditious 
means of review to protect them. 

Indicating that it may be advantageous for tees, labor 
etc. owed as tribute or serving to -finance local 
activities to be standardized. (If it is felt the more 
wealthy should pay more, fine, but standard ze it.)
 

4. 	 Suggesting that providing a means for preventing, and when 
they arise settling, land disputes quickly and fairly would 
be beneficial. 



5. 	 Pointing out that it would be anpropriate and very helpful 
to confirm, by an authoritarian 0.claraion, the evolution 
in farmer control over' produc ion decions has 
already taen/place in most local\ties. /n 

Crucial questions concerning levels and types of anes are
 
identified. They are:
 

- What are the PARTICULAR modit ications. and clarifications
 
whicn are ne~ed?
 

- What degree of formality, is needed to induce the needed 
changes'? 

- How are the "chanqes to be enacted AND communicated? 

- Are chanes in the role of chiefs as administrators needed? 

IV 	 Communal Range and Pasture Management 

The policy options are not as clearly defined as they are for 
, araole land. Thesi will be expanded in the final draft of the 

policy options parer. 

JLF/LT'/1 
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