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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This paper presents the findings of the Traditionasl Seclor
Survey, the principle cumponent of the project "Changes in
Agricultural Land Use: Institutional Construints and ¢
Opportunities”. It is divided into three major section®.

The first presents a general overview and description of the
response frequencies to the survey which was divided into eight
sections (land amcquisition, general land tenure issues, income,
agricultural production, tribute labour, decision making,
fencing, livestock, and pusture management).

A number of general conclusions were drawn frowm this
overview. Almost a third of the land has been acquired since
1980, Nearly 1/4 of the the homesteads have land which has not
been cleared, and 16% ind cted the existence of clenred land
which was not being used. Unused land is not being lent out,
pmost commonly because the head of homesteads doesn’'t want to make
cuemies, Homeateads readily identified various problems with
borrowing and lending land, but few had personally had any of
these problems, Slightly less than 30% of the homesteads hud
{and which they no longer have, most commonly lost through
resettlement or having simply abandoned the land. Nearly half of
the homesteads indicate that Lhey are presently looking for land.

Wage employment or business income is the primary source of
income for two-thirds of the homesteads. Homesteads nre as
{ikely to hire draught power as to use their own. Cattle
ownership is skewed. Slightly less than forty percenl of the
homesteads own no cattle, The average herd size is 16.3 head.
The 31 homesteads holding more than 20 heud of cuttle own 44.6%
of all of the cattle. Labour shortages were most commonly felt
during weeding and harvesting. Hired labour was the most
frequent solution to these shortages.

A number of nontraditional land use pracltices appear to be
gnining acceptance. Over 60% of he homesteads have part of their
land holdings fenced. Over half of the respondents indicated
that their communities favoured fencing; only 6.2% indicated that
the community was opposed to fencing. Over one-third of the
homestends winter plough, while only 21.7X% utilize their crop
stover. In locntions where the chief unnounced when cattle were
to be removed from the fields in the spring, forty percent of the
respondents indicated that they would have ploughed earlier had
the cattle been removed eanrlier.

Grazing land in Swazi Nation Land areos is communally
utilized. Much of the literature indicates a deteriorating range
condition, yet little appenrs to be done by communilies to manage
their community grazing resources.




The second nddresses [oue general tenure issues which the
project poper tdentified for investigation: fragmentation and
subdivision, farmer control over production decisions,
uncultivated foarmlund of good potentianl, and pusiure manongement,

bragmentation and subdivision are policy constraints when Lhey
Listvel 1 nelfficiencies in the use of scarce resources (copital
vid labour and less itntensive utilizattron of the land. The

recen! literoture on wgriculture in Swazilund repeatedly ruises
thhe 1ssue of copstraints on a farmer's ability Lo make
independent decisions on the utilizotion of his land,  Civen that
fencing was seen to be an 1nnovative modification of traditinnal
lund use practices, the unnlysis used fencing as indicalive ofl
changing community attitudes toward more independent production
degision muking. Casunl observation seems Lo indicate the
pxistence of sizable amounts of good potential land which is not
being fully utilized, It 1s accepted that homesteuods are
onstantly evolving entities and that at certain times Lhere may
bee lund which the homestends i1s unuble to fully utilize.

Overgru ng and Lhe reasultant land degradation 18 commun 1n

communnl tenure systems where an increasing human populntion puls
v grenter demond on the land base for arable i»rlullanlnfl thereby
R 1Ny 1 gruwing Livestock herd anto a decreasing pasture. As
(S hg | 1 of lapd utilization increases community attitudes
ird lund manugement will cianite,
ction three then looks at specific subsets of the genernl
nulation lo ctermine 10 Lhe pbhove gentioned lTand Lenure 1s8sues
WL t particuiar oncern to tholt specitic group, The
mmnivsas focused on seven subsetls ol the |>u[1ll|lt! 1on with Lhe
expectation that their uniqueness in relation to the reneral
population would identify apenific lenuire constraninis which Lthey
face. [hree definitions of commercial farmers, homesteuds having

agriculture as their primury or seccndary source of Income,
homesteads at different stages of the homestends life cycle,
femaule headed homesteads, two definitiona of poor homestends,
homeszeads having demonstrated a willingness to adopt innovative
ngriculturnl practices, and homestends with investmenl potential
were annlyzed., A further set of hypotheses was developed to test
the significance of these lond tenure issues as they impucled
upon each subset of the general population in relation to Lthe
population ns a whole.

ibles 41 and 42 (page 35-39) summarizes the anulysis of
these groups, The differences between the groups 1s primarily a
result of the definition of Lhe groups, and secondarily what one
would expect to findi There is little evidence ol differences
belween any of the groups and the general population in terms of
the identified land tenure issuea of access Lo existing land,
frugmentation of land holdings, utilization of land holdings,
secess to additional land, borrowing and lending of land,
ecurity of tenure, or land use conslrainls.



http:utilizat:.on

Agricultural production 1s closely tied to the life cyole ol
the homesteand, following a fogical progression ol capital
swecumulation through wage employment at the enrlicr slages of the
cyele and an increasing dependence on agriculture ot the inter
stoge when land holdings have 11t reused, cattle herds have beaen
built up, and family labour 13 available. Given the general
availaubility of wage enploymenl this cyclicul profression 18
quite rational,

The general conclusion that one must draw from Lhe nnnlysls
1a that the traditicnal tenure system does not appear Lo be a
mpjor cunstraint to agricultural production as 1t 18 presenltly

practiced. Homesteads generally appear to be able to gain nccess
to lund gnd are increasingly able to moke independent (of their
community) production decisions. That there does nol appear to

be significant differences between the identified subselsa of Lhe
population indicates o iplatively homogeneous population on Swazil

Nation Land.




FAb Lt

LV

T LV

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMARY

OF CONTENTS

OF TABLES

INTRODUCTION

DESCHRIPTION OF RESPONSE

GENEKAL OVERVIEW

Homestewnd churncterislics

Land holdings and acquisilion
Genceral Lund Tenure Issues
Income

Production Decisions

Tribute Labour
Decision Making
Fencing
Liveslock
Pasture Management

GENERAL LAND TENURE SYSTEM PROBLEMS:
of lond holdings
production
potential

rules

Frogmentation
Furmer control
Unused land of
Hange munogement

OVEer decisions
}funll
and tenure

POPULATION GHOUPS AND TENURE ISSUES:
furmers

classified by
clossified by

homesteads

Commercial
Homestends
Homestlends
headed

Lnecome
the life

source of
stages of cycle
Femnle
Poor homesleands
Innovaotors
Investors

CONCLUSIONS

FHEUQUENCIES

I"agie

A
24
40

44
14
52
51
54
60

1

N,




Mups:

Map 1:

Taubles:

Ilable
Table
Tuble
Tab le
Tuble
Tabl:
Tub le
Table
Table
Table
Tuble
Table
Table
fable
I'uble
Fauble
Tl le
Tt l e
Tuble
[able
fuble
Table
Tub le
Table
Table
Table
Tab | &
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Tuble
Table
Table
Table
Tuble
Table
Tuble
Table
Table
Table

10
11:
i)
G4 4
144
1:5ir

1!):

17

18
)
203

24

e

.

o

]
1}
)
’
)

4
[

P
29:
30
A
Ss
St
34:
Bh
36
rf
d8:
AR

40

i

42

ey

= A

|

SAMPLE ENUMERATLON ARSAS

DISTRIBUTION OF SAMI'LE ENUMERAT LON AREAS
SAMPLE ENUMERATION AREAS QUESTIONNALRE TWO
NUMBER OF LAND HOLDINGS PER HOMESTEAD

HOW LAND WAS ACQUIRED

DATE OF LAND ACQUISITION

HEASON FOR REQUESTING ALLOCATION

LENGTH OF TIME FORI ALLOCATION PROCESS

TOKEN OF APPRECIATION

FROM WHOM WAS THE LAND BORROWED

WHY HASN'T THE LAND DEEN CLEARED?

WHEN WILL YOU CLEAR THE LAND?

HOW IS THIS LAND BEING USED?

WilY HASN'T THIS LAND BEEN LENT?

PROBLEMS OF BORHOWING FHOM VIEWPOINT OF BORHOWEHR
PRODLEMS OF BORNOWING FROM VIEWPOINT Ol LENDEH
WHY DID YOU LOSE THAT LAND?

WHY WAS HE BANISHED?

FOR HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN LOOKING?

WilY WERE YOU UNSUCCRESSFUL?

WHY HAVE OTHERS FAILED?

Puge No.

PROBLEMS ASSOCLATED WITH LAND AWAY FROM TIHE I[UMI"].':'I'I'::’\II' 14

MAIN SOURCE OF CASH I[NCOME

SECONDARY SOUNCE OF CASH INCOME

WOULD YOU HAVE PLOUGHED EARLIER?

WHAT DO YOU DO WITH YOUR STOVERY

WHY DO YOU WINTER PLOUGH?

OWNERSIIP OF DRAUGHT POWER

DRAUGHT POWER 1986

WIIAT DO YOl bo 1F LABOUR 1S SHOITY

HOW DO YOU DECIDE AMOUNT YOU WILL PLOW?
WwilY HAVEN'T YOU FENCED?

ADVANTAGES OF FENCING NONFENCEHS
ADVANTAGES OF FENCING FENCERS
COMMUNITY'S ATTITUDE TOWARD FENCILNG
COMMUNITY ACTION TO LIMIT DISPUTES
NUMBER OF CATTLE OWNED

MOST IMPORTANT HEASON FOR HOLDING CATTLE
MOST IMPORTANT HEASON FOR HOLDING GOATS
ATTITUDE TO OTHERS [N YOUIl GHAZING AREA
CAUSES OF DECLINE [N GRAZ ING

HOMESTEAD CHARACTERISTICS

LAND TENURE ISSUES




INTRODUCTION:

This paper presents the findings of the Traditional Sector
Survey, the principle component of the projegt "Changes in
Agricultural Loand Use: Institutional Constra ful a and
OUpportunitiea',

Discussions of lund tenure in Swozilund have relied heavily
upon the work ot A.J.B. Hughes Land Tenure, Land Rights and Local
Communities in Sweaziland(9172). Thut 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 tcuched upon it (Magongula, 1978;
Sibisi, 1981, de Vletter, 1983, Testerink, 1984 and 1987; and
Low, l987). Other studies have suggested that certain mspects of
the traditionnl tenure syetem may be constraining agricultural
development (Holleman, 1964; Whittington and Daniel, 1969; Maina
and Stricker, 1971; Magagula, 1982; and Tate and Lyle, 18982),

The project paper identified four general tenure issues to
be investignted frugmentation and subdivision, farmer conlrol
over production decisions, uncultivated farmland of good
potential, and pasture monnagement. Frogmentation and subdivision
are policy constraints when they lead to inefficiencies in the
use of scorce resources (capital and labour) and less intensive
utilization of the land, The recent literature on agriculture in
Swoziland repentedly roises the issue of constraints on a
former's ability to make independent decisions on the utilization
of his land. Given that fencing was seen to be an innovative
modi{ication of traditional land use practices, the analysis used
fencing as indicative of chuncing community attitudes toward more
independent production decision making. Casual observation seems
to indiente the existence of sizable nmounts of good potentinl
land which 18 not being fully utilized. It is accepted that
homestends nre constantly evolving entities and that at certain
times there may be land which the homesteads is uneble to fully
utilize. Overgrazing and the resultant land degradation is
common in communal tenure systems where an increasing human
population puts a greater demund on the land base for arnble
production thereby squeezing a growing livestock herd onto a
decrensing pasture. As the intensity of land utilization
increnses 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
populution would identify specific tenure constraints which they
foce. Three definitions of commercinl farmers, homesteads having
agriculture as their primary or secondary source of income,
homesteands at different stages of the homesteads life cycle,
femnle hesded homestends, two definitions of poor homesteads,
homesteads having demonstrated s willingness to adopt innovative
agl ulturnl practices, and homestends with investment potential

were analyzed.




The research sample was designed with the cooperation of the
Central Statistics office and based upon the the sample frume
which was used by the 1984 Agricultuyal Census. Detnils of Lhe
aumpling methodology are presented 1n Appendix 1. A strontified
random sample of 480 homestends was taken from a population of
appreximately 52,000 homesteuds. Stratificution was bused on
agriculturanl census enumeration areas in ditferent pcologionl
vores and with different HDA experiences. Gixty enumerntion
areas with B homesteads per enumeration aren Were gelected,

Table 1: DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE ENUMERATION AREAS

Ecological

zone Non- HDA Min RDA Max DA Tolnl
HIGHVYELD t 4 6 16
MIDDLEVELD H b b 20
LOWVELD 6 6 4 16
LEBOMDO q 9 H
Total 21 16 20 60

Two questionnalres were designed to gnther information from
the homesteads, The first of these gathered srimurily
demographic data on homestead composition, employment, and
homestead histories (Appendix 2A). Analysis of Lhis information
permitted later reduction of the sample size for the detailed
informntion gathering of the second questionnaire (Appendix 2B) .
fhus only 40 enumerations were visited for the spcond round of
dotuy ncollection.

Table 2: SAMI'LE ENUMERATLION AREAS QUESTIONNAIRE TWO

Kcological

zone Non RDA Min RDA Mux HDA Total
HIGHVELD 4 2 3 8
MIDDLEVELD 4 3 3 10
LOWVELD 3 3 2 8
LEBOMDBO 2 - 2 q
Totul 2 H 10 30

Map L illustrates the location of the enumeration areas for both
rounds of data collection.
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The informstion gathered in the second guestionnnire
necessitated two visits to each of the homeateads, the firsl for
the information in the questionnnire which deslt with the land
tenure issues addressed in Lhe project proposal, and the sccond
to measure nll of the landholdings of the homestend. Appendix 2C
explains the procedures followed in measuring the land holdings
of the homestends.

The following discussion 18 broken into threc mpnjor purts to
address the sbove depcribed issues, Each section highlights the
findings of the stptistical nnalyses of the datn. The complete
anulyses are found in Appendices 3-1, 3=2. and 3=4. The
introduction to Appendix d explonins the generul criterin used for
hypothesis testing.

Section two presents a genernl overview and description of
the response frequencies Lo the second questionnaire, The
questionnalre was divided into eight sections which the following
discusasion will address {land acquisition, general land tenure
lgsues, l1ncome, agriculturnl production, tr ibute labour, decision
making, fencing, livestock, and pasture management ) .

Section three anddresses general lund tenure syslem problems.
Fsur general land tenure lssue were addressed by Lhe reaearch:
frogmentution and subdivision, farmer conlrol over production
decistions, upused land of good p(}lutllllll, and range management.
A number of hypotheses were developed to test the significunce of

these 185Ues,

Section four then looks ol specific subsely of Lhe general
population to determine i1f the anbove mentioned land tenure 1585uUes
ure of particular concern to that specific group. The groups
ydentified are: commercial formers, homestleads whose income )
primarily from ngriculture, homestends at dilferent stuges of the
jife cycle, female heanded homesteands, investors, innovators, and
rurnl poor. A further scl of hypotheses wis developed td test
the significance of these land tenure issues as Lhey impancted
upon euch subsel of the gencrnl populntion in relotion to the
population as o whole,




1. GENERAL OVERVIEW: DESCRIPTION OF RESPONSE FREQUENCIES

inilial nonlvsis wos under loken by reviewing Lhe {frequency
ltalributions of the reaponses Lo the issues raised 1n Lhe
questionninares. Ihe first gquestionnuire I'I'Il\-‘ltll‘ll goener nl
homestead chursctepistics and employment informntion, The second
questionppire hod been divided into nine secctions denling wilh
land acquisition, gencral land tepure 1ssues, 1ncome, production
decisions, tribute lsbour, decision making, fencing, livestock,
and pnsture monogement. tesponaes to the questions of the second
questionneire coan be found in Appendix d-1. A summnry of these
responses nre the basis of Lhe following discussion.

Homestend churncleristics:

Of the 240 homesteands selected for the second survey only
Y26 were tnterviewed. {welve homesteads hod been abandoned
wilhin the yveor and 2 were not able to be contucled to be

interviewed,

I'wo hundred ol these homesleads were headed by men and 26 by
wWOmedt . Homesteods ranged in size from ] to 60 individuunls. The
averape homesteud size was 11 people with an overuge of H.4
adults present, The sge of the head ol homestead ronged from 22
to HUO yeurs wsveruging 50.Y yveoars. A total of 463 individuunls
were employed avernging 2.0 individuals per homeslend.

Lund holdiggs and ancquisttion:
The 226 homestends held 400 picces of land. The maximum

nunmber of land holdings 1n o homestead wan five.

Table dG: NUMBER OF LAND HOLDINGS PER HOMESTEAD

| 2 3 4 i) totnl
Homesteads 109 75 30 9 3 226

The totol land holdings of the homesteads ronged in size from
0.10 ha to 22.10 ha with an average holding of 2,10 ha.

Acquisition of lond through inheritunce was the most common
means of obtaining land (45.8% of the land holdings) .
Acquisition of land through the khonta process (allocuted)
accounted for n further 34.8%, gifts of land for 12.0%, borrowing
4.4%, nnd other methods 1.4% (Table 4).

(4]




Table 4: HOW LAND WAS ACQUIRED

Value Frequency Percent

INHERITED 1 1H 45.8
ALLOCATED 2 134 24.H4
GIVEN TO USE i aH 12.0
PURCHASED 4 | o3
BORROWED 5 14 3.4
OTHEH 7 4 1.1
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 4 i 4.0

TOTAL 400 100.0

Hespondenls were asked when the laund was pcquired by the
present homestead, Thirty five percent of the respondents did
not know (or did not remember) when the land wus wequired. (Mos!
of these unknown dates werec o result of not interviewing the head
of homesteud,) However, ysing only the lond scquisitions with
known dates, the data shows that 32.3% of the land has been
ncquired since 1979, and an additionnl 90.8% between 1970 and
1979 (Table 5).

Tuble 6:  DATE OF LAND ACQUISITION

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent
(known dules)

BEFORE 1950 26 6.0 10.0

1950~ 1959 21 6.5 9.2

19661969 a6 L) 17.7

1970- 1979 HO 20.0 30.H

1980 TO PRESENT B4 21.0 32.3

LINKNOWN 140 35.0 .
TOTAL 400 100.0 100.0

Inherited land holdings tended to be slightly smaller than
the size of the asverage land holding (2.00 ha). of the land
which was inherited (183 pieces of land) 77 units were shared
with others, 1in 54 cnses brothers. Oonly three disputes about the
inheritance were indicated, only one with a brother.

Allocated lund holdings were larger than the size of the
pverage lond holding (2.46 ha). of the land which was acquired
through the khonta process 59.7% of the units were requested
because of n desire to estnblish an independent homestead, 23.7%
had no land, and 16.6% gonve other reasons (Table 6).




Table 6@

REASON FOIl REQUESTING ALLOCATION

Vulue Lubel Virlue  Frequency  Percenl
HAD NG LAND | K A |
INDEVERDENT HUMI g Hd 5.7
NEEDED MOKE LAND { H et
OTHER 1 15 10. 4
TOTAL 1449 10,0
Considerable variation to the length of time for thi
process wos given by the respondents., Over 15% indicated
this process took more than oune year (Table 7).
Tuble 7 LENGTH OF TIME FOIC ALLOCATION PROCESS
Voluo Label Value Frequency @ Percent
THAN 4 WEEKS | a4 34.5h
LSS THAN 12 MONTHS Ol 36.7
1 YEAI O MOKI 21 Lo
DON''T KNOW/BLANK H 1Y 1383
TOTAl 134 100 0
Most homestoends reportoed having given the chiel a to
appreciation for the allocation of land. Money (34.0%) o
(27.3%) were most commonly ciled, However, i1n 2H.1% of t
allocations nothing wons reportedly given to the chief (Ta
Table B; TOKEN OF APPRECIATION
Value Label Value Frequency Percent
MONEY 1 a8 34.5
CATTLE 2 38 2154
NOTHING 3 39 28. 1
OTHER 7 B 5.4
DON'T KNOW/HLANK H t 4.4
TOTAL 139 100.0
Forty-eight pieces of land were given to homestends
their use. In thirty cuses land was given by relatives,
gifts might occur in situations where a father, while he
alive, gives land to a younger son to ensune thut he huas
to lund after he (the father) dies. This land would then
7
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part of the father's cstate at the time of his death. Similar
gifts might made by other relatives, Gifts of land from
nonrelatives seems less likely to occur, but there were ecighteen
such trunsaocttons. Of the four gifts which were Lemporuary Lwio
were from relatives (two responses were incomplete). None were
gifts from neighbours. The temporury gifts, more logicnlly,
should be treated as borvowed piecesd of land ruther than gifts

In o situation of lond shortage one would expect to find
significant number of borrowed pleces of land, as those who are
desperate for land will obtiain some land from thosc having on
excess nmount of land Opnlyithirteenipleces of land were
borrowed, Two possible conclusions might be drawn, either there
is sufficient land (and the opportunities to gain HMLGCESS to—r-t)
not to warrant borrowing additional land or there nre
institutional constraints which restrict the sbility to borrow
jund. The majority of the borrowed land was obtuined from
relatives rather than neighbours (Table 9). Insufficiency of
lund was the major reason given for borrowing land. Only one
homestead indicanted any poyment for the land being borrowed.

fuble 9:  FHROM WHOM WAS THE LAND BORROWED

Value Label value Frequency Percenl
WHOTHER 2 2 15.1
NETGHBOUR q 5 as.b
OTHER HELATIVE 0 6 16,2

TOTAL 14 100.0

Genernl Land Tenure Issues:

Homesteands were pnsked further about the development and
utilization of thelr own land. This section addresses both the
issues surrounding land vvailability and utilization us well os
access to land.

1{ there 18 8 perceived shortuge of land in on area, f
number of 1ssues must be addressed to determine how real that
shortage is and whut constraints Lhere are to overcoming Lhe
problem. Initially, one should look at the amount of land which
has not be anllocated Lo anyone. This will give an indication of
the amount of land available for further distribution. (Such
analysis, however, was beyond the scope of this project.)
Secondly, one should look at the iland which has already been
allotted to individuals to determine how that land is being
utilized. For example, how much of the land has been clenred,
how much of the cleared land is fullow, whul construinls fhere
are to the borrowing and lending of land. There 18 @ muc i
greater Justificutiou to anrguc about o land shoringe when! innd




which hus been allocuted has been clenred ond s wtilyzed (eilher
by the homestead or others) than where subslauntiul poarl of Lhe
lund has not been cleured, or thot which has been cleovred is nol
being utilized, Finally, 1f theve ia a perceived shorlage of
b o number of fuctors mipght influcence how thut 'lund shortage’
vddregaod, For example, tnstitutionnl mechanisms may be

introduced to limit the fallow period; “to encoursge Lhe borrowing
and lending of land; or, ol the extreme, to reanllocate unused
lund to individunls cnpuble of putting 1t Lo belter use.

Fifty-tour homestends (23.49%) i1indicated that they had arable
tundowhich hadonol _hoon clonred, A number of rensons wore given
fotr not having cleared the land (Table 10), but nearly half cited
u shortupge ol money, lobour, or equipment. wWhen nsked when the
lond would be cleared 50% ol the pecple indicated 'next year!
However, the scvond most common response was again, 'when 1 have
the money, lubour,equipment (Table 11).

fuble 10 WHY HALN'T THE LAND BEEN CLEARED?
Value Lobel tlue  Frequency  Percent

JUST GOT 11 T 13.
LAHOW, TIME SHOHTAGE b e
MONLEY EQUIPMENT 2 0%
LAND IS FAR

HAVE ENOUGH LAND

LAND STONEY, SWAMPY

DROUGHT ) ‘

OTHER { 20,4

1%
3.
st
7i-

[OTAL 9 100,

Table 11: WHEN WILL YOU CLEAR THI: LAND?
Value Label Value Frequency Percent

WHEN HAVE MONEY,

LADOUR, EQUIPMENT A 22.2
CHILDREN WILL USE ) 11,1
NEXT YEAH d Y 50.0
WITHIN 5 YEARS : Y
OTHER ) 11.1
DON'T KNOW/BLANK 1.9

TOTAL 51 100.0

Thirty seven homestends (16.4%) indicaled that they had land
which had been cleared, but was not presently being used. Only
four of these holdings were being lonned out, 13 were fallowed
(Table 12). When asked why the land had not been lent oul most
respondents indicated that they did not wunl to make enemies
{(Table 13).




Table 12: HOW 1S THIS LAND BEING USEDY

Value lLabel Vulue  kPreguones
LOANED OU1 | q
GHAZ ING 2 1'%
FALLOW 4 ]
DIDN'T PLOW THIS YEAR q 4
OTIHER { H
TOTAL 37

Table 13: WHY HASN'T TIIS LAND DEEN LEN

Value Label value Frequency Perc
DON'T WANT ENEMIES 1 16 q4.
NO DEMAND FOR IT 2 A b.
NOT MY RIGHT 3 q 12.
NOT EIOUGH MONEY A 1 3
PLANNING TO USE 1T 5 4 2.
OTHER 7 5 15
DON*T KNOW/BLANK H 1 d.

TOTAL 33 100,

Percent
10.4
q2%h
27.0

H.
¥ A

100,
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Only seven homesteads indicated that there was 8 limitation
on the amount of time lund could lie fallow before it would be
reallocated, This limit ranged from ] to 6 years.

A number of 1ssu
lending of land. However, in
one-sided that further analysis W
15 of the 226 homesteads borrowed
yeurs, only 17 had losned any lan
5 had lent any other land out wit
wns ns likely to be borrowed from
vs. 6, respectively). However, 1
to a relative (14 vs. 3 for nonre

anc

Homesteads were asked about
lending and borrowing land, from
well as from the viewpoint of the
present these findings., In both
the question most indicated poten
(70 of 116) or problems with the
when asked if they personally had
23 people indicated that they had
where the owner took the land baoc
was ready to return the land, but

10

es were raised with respect to

the borrowing
responses were 8O
For example, only
the last five
and anly

most cases
as fruitless.
any land within
d out in the past year,
hin the last five years. Land

o relative as a nonrelntive (8
and was more likely to be lent

lative).

the potential problems of
the viewpoint of the borrower s
lender. Taobles 14 and 15
cases, of Lhose reaponding to
tial problems with the borrower
lender (91 of 125). However,
had any of these problems, only
. Most of these (H8) werc cases
k (perhaps before the borrower
not an unreasonuble event).




Table 14: PROBLEMS OF BORROWING FROM VIEWPOINT OF BORROWER

Vilue Lnbel

ALWAYS NEEDING LAND
CONFLEICTS WITH OWNER

Vulue

]

USING/OWNEI WANTS BACK 4
NO P'ROULEMS q
OTHER 7
DON''T" KNOW/ dLANK B
DON'T BORKOW/LEND LAND 9

TOTAL

Frequency  Percenl

17
4]
1l
17
12
94
16

2206

7.6

100.0

Tuble 1H: PHOULEMS OF DORROWING FROM VIEWPOINT OF LENDER

Vaolue Label

REFUSE TO RETUIN

OWNEI GETS JEALOUS

NO PROBLEMS

PAIN WHEN TAKE BACK
OTHER

DON'T KNOW/ BLANK
DON'T BORROW/LEND LAND

Value

i

t
]

[OTAL

land were the most

Value Label

TAKEN BY CHIEF
RESETTLEMENT
GIVEN TO SOMEONK
ABANDONED
RETURNED TO OWNER
TAKEN BY RELATIVE
OTHER

The vast majority (173)
problems simply because

Sixty-seven homesteads
which they no longer
longer having this land,

l‘“"'l”“

226

spid

ncy Percent

thaot they did not have these

they never borrowed nor lent land.

Value

TS LR -

TOTAL

indicated that they had had land
had . A
resettlement and simple abandonment of
frequent responses (Table 16).

number of rensons were given for no

Table 16: WHY DID YOU LOSE THAT LAND?

Frequency Percent

10 14.9
18 26.9
10 14.9
18 26.9
3 1.5
2 3.0
6 9.0
67 100.'0
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A number of people had

of tenure existed

through the banishment ol individuals
s. Heportedly banishment mighl occur when a

with his ppricultural production
might become jenlous ., The

a number of cause

given farmer 18§ more successful

than his neighbours. The neighbours
former might spend less {ime in community pnetivities. 1If Lhis 18
rrence he might be pccused ol using witchecraoft

a consistent occu
and be banished.

indicated that a certnin insecurity
in the chief's ability to take lund awny from
individuals. One such mechanism which the chief can exercise 18

from u chiefdom for any of

Repsondents were usked 1 Lthey knew of nny such bunishment

cases in their ch

eifdoms 1in the la

knew of cases. Table 17 shows the

Witcheraft, unacc
were the cause of
not know or were

eptable conduct,

Table 17:  WHY WAS HE BANISHED?

Value 'Label

NONALLEGIENCE
UNACCEPTABLE CONDUCT
SERI0US CHIMES
WITCHCRAFT

OTHER

DON'T KNOW/ BLANR

Ninety-three

looking for land.

Table 18; FOR HOW LONG IAVE YOU BEEN LOOKING?

Value Label

<6 MONTHS

6 MO. TO 1 YR.

1 TO 2 YRS,

OVER 2 YRS.

HASN'T DONE ANYTHING
OTHER

Value Frequency

|
-
3
4
7
8

TOTAL

people indicated
Table 18 indicates
looking. Forty-four people have been
one year. Twenty-two

Value F.equency

L B

-] L D

TOTAL

12

st

causes for these bunishments.
and serious crimes (murder )

17 of the expulsions, Seven people either did
unwilling to talk about the case.

8
7
4
b
&
7

38
thut they were presenlly

indicnted that

10
8
8

36

22

five years. Thirty-eight

Percent

21,1
18.4
10.5
16.8
15.48
18.4

100.0

how long people have been
looking for lund forr over
they hadn't done anything.

Percent




However, when queried further 1f they had ever tried ond failed
Lo pget loand, only 34 people indicuted the fnilure. Hensons lor
fallure are given in Tabhle 149,
rable 14 WIY WEHRE YOU URSUCCHSSEUL
Value Lobel Volue  Frequency  Percent
LARD GIVEN 10 SOMEONI | q 11.48
CHIEE SAYS HAVE ENOUGH o L5 14,7
NOT WILLING TO KHONTA i | 229
LAND LS SCARCE 0] (¥} 17.6
WAITING FOR CHIEI h 4 11.8
CHIEF DIED G q B.H
OTHE il 7 20.6
DON'T KNOW/DLANK H 1 ad
TOTAL J1 100.0
Six ol the 344 indicouted o fojlure becauuse land 18 scurcoe,
Fourtecen of the 30 repsondents who knew of others who had failed
to get lund cited the lack of lund availsbility as the couse of
Lhe ntlure Table 20
Tuble 20 wilY HAVE OTHEHS FAILED?
Yalue Label Value Frequency Percent
NO LAND AVAILABLL I 14 ab.7
NO REASON GIVEN 2 3 10.0
OTHER 7 J 10.0
DON'T KNOW IF DENIED H H 26,7
DON'T KNOW WHY 4 2 6.7
TOTAL 30 100.0
The mojority of respondents who gave an answer indicated
thut the sizes of the allocations of land from the chiefs are
getting smaller (94 of 118) and that the period of the allocation
process 1s getting longer (51 of 85). EKighty three of the
respondents indicated that the token of appreciation given to the
chief is chunging (or they don’t know). Most of these people
indicated that it is either getting more expensive (16) or

chunging from the traditionsl gift o
All of these foctors seem Lo in
gencral conslraint to access Lo and
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indicated that they did not
of those that
cited as

“he majority of homesteands (162)

iand located away from the homestead.
of the lund was most oftlen

(Table 21).

huve sny
did, trunsport und monitoring

pioblens of fragmented holdings,

Tuble 21: PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH LAND AWAY FLOM THE. HOMESTEAD

Value Label value Frequency FPercent

NO LANDL LOCATED AWAY
FHOM HOMESTEAD 0 164 kT .
CONGLMES WOMEN'S TIME 1 b Ay
TRANSPORT 2 14 H.0
MONITORING K| 17 73D
NO PRODLEMS ) 14 5.8
COMDINATION 1+2, 2+3 B b YA
OTHEI g 2 .9
DON'T KNOW/BLANRK H 1 .4
NOT APPLICABLE 9 . Y
"OTAL 226 100.0

of cash income sources nol only refleels the amounl
the homesteads for pgricul lural
reflects the relionce on
Homesteads were

After hoving
reapondents were

Analysis
ol resourced availlable to
but, on the other hand,
ol that 1ncome,

gsources of cush

ypvestment,
ppgriculture as 8 sOUrce
questioned nbout their
indicated cash income
nsked to indicate theilt
purposes ol

Ipneome .
from the various gources,
primury and secondary sources ol
this present annlysis Lhese wore
calegories: Wagpe employment,

homestead activities, and businesses.
gs combined with wage employment in
Wage employment ig the primary source of
for 62.4% of the homestends, agriculture the primary
21.7%, homestead activities 9.2%, and businesses 4,0%.
income. (Toble 22). Agricultural

then
cnsh income. For
combined inte four lncome
agricultural sales, other

(Income from businesses w

subsequent analyses).
income

gource for

Six homesteads had no cash
gsnles plays n much more significant role as a secondary source of

ensh income (woge employment 14.6%, agriculture 27%, homestead
nctivities 22.1%, and business 2.7%). A third of the homesteads

reported no spcondary cash income gource. (Tauble 23).

s e




MAIN SOURCE OF CASH INCOME

fable 22:

value Lubel Vaulue  Frequency  Percent
AL Al 141 62.4
AGICULTURAL SALES ¢ 11 44 2157
OTHEIL HOMESTEAD ACTIVITIES l K 2l 9.2
BUSINESS L 2 4.0
NO CASIL INCOMI X 6 a5
TOTAL 226 100.0

Table 23: SECONDARY SOURCE OF CASH INCOME

Value Lubel Vaulue Frequency Percent
WAGES A+ B 33 14.6
AGRICULTUNAL SALES C I k1 27.0
OTHER HOMESTEAD ACTIVITIES I K 60 21.1
BUSINESS I £ AL
NO SECONDARY CASH INCOME X 76 33.6

TOTAI 226 100.0

Iwenty six percenlt of the homeslends reported some crop
sales last yedar (1985/86).

Production Decisions:

A number of factors influence u farmer's obility Lo make
independent production decisions. Three major issues were
nddressed in this poart of the questionnaire, those concerning the
movement of cattle off of and onto the fields before nnd after
the cropping sessons, the community’'s attitude Lownrd Lhe
introduction of innovative agricultural practices such as winler
ploughing and the harvesting of stover, and the availubility 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. Neurly B0% of the
respondents indicated that the chief announces when cattle have
to be off of the fields in the spring. In 57.9X% of Lhe cuses
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 hud the announcement been mnde
earlier (Table 24).




Table 24: WOULD YOU HAVE PLOUGHED EARLIER?
Virlue Lnbel Virlue  Frogquency T'ercent
YES | T2 a0.0
NO g2 al%]
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H 14 T
BIDNYT PLOUGH 9 2 1L |
IOTAl 180 100, 0
This situation 18 not resltrictive 1n the full at Lhe end
ol the growing scuson. while 64,68 of the respondent s indicnled
that the chief makes an announcement when i attle nre permitted to
return to the filelds 1n the fall, over 50% indicated thot return
wion not immediate, but that o yvime limit waa given.

Netlghbours' altitude aboutl the use of stover did not seem Lo
he restrictive. Only a small percentage of homestends indicated
that they mude use of Lheir crop residue’ (Tuble 25) Of Lhuse

mentbonds making uae of Lthe stover 41 indicated thot their

hbour didn't mind them using the stover. wWhen | he
idents were naked 1f Lthe nelghbours minded having thelr
ittle feed on the J.'-l,'_hlmul".' fieolds when there was nolhang on
! fields for Lthe neighbours' cattle, 46 ol Lthe coses
1l ated that the neighbours sunild noLthing.
[k Lo 2 WHAT DO YOU DO WITH YOULE & OVEI
Value Lobel Vulue Frequency Percent
CUT AND STORED | 30 L3503
PLOW UNDER JUST AFTERR HARVES] 19 H.4 .
BET POl CATTLE d 164 74.4
gadiomeled 7 2 )
)T APPLICABLE ¢ 6 250
TOTAL 226 100.0
A much lurger percentuoge of homestends practice wintetr
ploughing (33.6%) than hoavvesting their stover, Homesteads most
commonly winter ploughed Lo plough 1n the rempining crop stover
or to tnke andvantoge cf the first rolins (Table 2b6).




Table 26:

WiLY DO YOU WINTER PLOUGH?

Vitlue Lubel Volue  kFrequency  Percent
FLOUGH IN STOVEN ! 31 40, H
FLINST NAINS BENEFLT p 22 28,4
KEEFP CATTLE OUT 3 1 1.3
MAKES SO1L FENTTLE A 10 13.2
REDUCES WEEDS : 4 6 d
UTHER ff H 10.5

TOTAL T6 100.0

Community nttitudes toward winter ploughing seem to be quite
favouronble, bver aone third ol the respondeits indicolted it
thelr neighbours winter ploughed. And the majority (62,4%)
indicated that their chief suid nothing by wuy of encouruging or
discouraging the practice.

Timely wecsss to draft power influences when n furmer cun
begin ploughing in the spring. Slightly more homesteads borrowed
or hired drought power than Lhose who owned their own (Table 27).

b | OnNERSHIP OF DRAUGHT POWER

Yolue Lubel Value  Frequency [Percent

UWNED 94 41,
HIRED OR BORROWED 100 141, J
OTHER T 4] Ll
DIDN'T PLOUGH 9 / Sl
OWNED AND HIRED OR BORROWED 12 22 9.7
HIRED O BORROWED AND OTHER 27 l A

10TAL 226 I[JI},{J
The most commonly occurring source of drought power wns that of
owned oxen. However, the muajority of those hiring or borrowing
draught power borrowed/hired tractors instead of oxen (Table 28).
Table 2H:  DRAUGHT POWER 1986 '

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
THACTORS OWNED 1 10 4.9
TRACTORS HIRED/DORROWED 2 81 d1.3
OXEN OWNLED 3 109 42.1
OXEN HIRED/BORROWED 4 45 17.4
OTHER 7 b 2.3
DIDN'T PLOUGH 9 1} 3t
TOTAL 259 100.,0




The mujority of homesteads indicauted that there was enough
labour for agricultural activities (86.3% indicated enough labour
for ploughing, B7.6% for plunting, HO, 1% for weeding, nnd B2.7%
for harvesting). For Lhose homesteads indicating n shorluage, Lhe
mujority of them relied on hired labour to overcome it
shortage (Table 29). Of the 22 homestewnds hiring lobour, 14
hired the lubour for ut leasl one weeek.

Tuble 29: WHAT DO YOU DO [F LABOUY 15 SHORT?

Value Label value Frequency lPercent
HIRED LAHOUK | 22 47.4
EXCHANGED LABOUR e { 1552
SUMMONED LILIMA J 49 19.6
OTHER 7 ([ 13.0
DON'T KNOW/BLANK t 2 4.4

TOTAL 46 100.0
~

Only 4.0% indicated thal they summoned 1ilimo, o Ur nditionnl
mechantsm for overcoming it labout shortoge at crilical Limes
duritng the year. However, 46.5% of Lhe homesteads indicutod thol
they porticipated when others 1ny ited lilima predominantly Lo
help their neighbours. Forty two of those who indicoted thot
they did not participate reported that lilima 18 nol practiced in

Lhelr nrea.

I'ribute Labour:

Lubour demands are also mude on the homestends in the form
of tribute lobour duties performed for the King and for the.
chief, While the nctual amount of time spent performing these
duties wns not determined, Lhe extent to which homeateads
purticipate wus.

Tribute labour is provided to the chief by over 95% of the
homestends. Most of this labour 1a provided for weeding and
harvesting (856.4% and 73.5% of the homesteads respectively).
Most homestends indicated that their neighbours also provided
tribute labour. Only 14 homesteads (6.2%) indicated thant Lhese
duties affected work on their own fields.

A similar case is found in the provision of tribute lubour
to the king (77.4% of the homesteads). Again mosl of this labour
is provided for weeding (67.3%) and harvesting (66.4%). Qver
ninety five percent of the homeatends said that their neighbours
provided tribute labour to the king. Only 9 homestends (4.0%)
indicated Lhat these duties affected work on their own fields.
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Decision Making:

A number of fuctors 1nlluence Lhe amount of lond which o
homestead 15 going to plough itn a given yenr. The largest number
af bomestends indiente that their decision on the amount of lund

which will be ploughed 15 dependent on money or other 1npuls
(548 Bt ) Over 29% ol the homestends ploughs everylhing every
yeur. Ihe wvmeunt of last year's harvest influences the decision
of 20.8% ol the homesteunds, The amount of rain 1s the deciding

factor for 16G.4% of the homesteands (Table 30).

Tuble 308 HOW DO YOU DECIDE AMOUNT YOU WILL PLOW?

Value Lobel Value Frequency Percent
WIAT 15 MANAGADLE 0 oh ()
DEPEND ON HIS MONEY 1 32 14.2
BEPEND ON HIS INPUTS P 144 1630
AMOUNT OF RAILN 4 47 16.4
LAST YEAR'S HARVEET ) a7 2008
PLOUGHS EVERYTHING 0 b 27.1
OTHEHR {i 5 250
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H | A
DIDN'T PLOUGH 9 5 2.2

TOTAL 226 100, 0

Fencing

The literature indicntes Lhoal traditionnl land use pructices
did not permit the fepcing of individual holdings. The free
novement of livestock onto the fields at the end of the growing
senson to feed on the crop residue was an essentianl part of those
land use practices. Caltle were moved off the ficlds in Lhe
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 enrly plough ng, who wishes to introduce
hybrid moaize varieties which required slightly different growing
senson, or who wished to practice winter ploughing would be as
constrained by a prohibition of fencing as the individual who
simply wunted to protect his crops from livestock damuge during
the growing season.

Fencing waos looked &t as one of the mojor issues in terms of
the individual farmer's control over the management of his land

holding in reloation to whol were secen to be traditional communal
uses of Lhat land.




Cusunl observation shows that fencing is much more common
than one is lead to believe from the literature., The Tindings eof
the research indicate quite a different situation than waos
unticipouted in the project design.  Over 60% of the homestends
have part of their landholding fenced, Of Lthose wino have nol
fenced, o shortage of money (64,.0%) or shortage of muterinls
(12.8%) were the most commonly given responses (Tahle 31).

Table 31: WHY HAVEN'T YOU FENCLD?

Value Label Value Frequency FPercent
NO MONEY | bl 64.0
SEE NO ADVANTAGE 2 1] < fad
SHORTAGE OF MATERIAL 3 11 12,8
FENCED GRAZING AHREA 4 2 2:3
OTHER 7 H 9.3
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H 2 ik

TOTAL HE6 100.0

Curiously, Lthe majority of neighbors of nonlencers huve not

fenced either.

A number of reansons for fencing may be postulunted. Any of
the individual management decisions delineated above could
justify the extent of fencing. In wreas where land shortuge is

hecoming ncute, fencing might be undertoken for the purposes of

demarenting boundaries.
[he protection of crops is the most commonly given response
hv the nonfencers to the advantoges of fencing (Table 32).

ADVANTAGES OF FENCING NONFENCENS

Ly

I'ub L e

Value Label Value Frequency Percent

PROTECT CROPS SUMMER 1 59 bH. b
PROTECT CROPS WINTER 2 10 11.6
IRRIGATED FARMING 3 A 355
PROTECT TREE CROPS 4 1 1.2
BOUNDARY DEMARCATION 5 2 2.3
CROPS AND BOUNDARY 6 4 4.7
OTHER 7 q 4.7
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H 3 3.5

TOTAL Bb6 100.0

The protectisn of crops wns also the renson mosl commonly

given by fencers four having fenced (Table 33).




Table 431 ADVANTAGES OF FENCING FENCERS

Vulue inbel Value Freguency Vercenl
PROTECT CROI'S 1 111 HO .4
PHOTECT OTHER CROPS /i b 4.3
SOUNDARY DEMARCATION 3 4 20e
CHOPS AND BOUNDAKY ! 10 2
PLOW/PLANT EARLY L J Pl
OTHER I b X i o

TOTAL 14l 100, 0

Combining both groups results in the proteclion of crops is
Lthe predominant renson for fencing (BE,9%), while boundury
demurcation 18 mentioned by less than LOX of Lhe homestends.

Musit homestends did nol consull their neitghbours (75.4%) nol
idid Lthey fteel that their chiel needed to be vonsulted (79.7%)
when taey fTenced Where the neirghbours or chiel were consulled,
consultation wae done so that the neighbours and chief would know
Lhut cuttle were being kepl out of Lhe fields. 0 Lhose people
who have fenced, most (7H,.3%) have indicoated having no problems

in madntaining their fenco, Ilntentional or enllle damspe wos
reported by only 6.5X of Lhe homesteads.
in Lhe majority of canses Lhe chiel does not hove any of his
Land lTenced 59.0%) . fhe community's ottilude townrd fencing is
gencerully fTuvourable (56.6%) or umbivalentl (27.45%) (Tuble 31).
Table 34: COMUNITY'S ATTITUDE TOWARD FENCLING
Value Label Vulue Frequency  Percent
THEY LIKE IT J 124 56,6
THEY SAY NOTHING 2 (i 27.4
THINK CONVERT TO
TITLE DEED LAND 3 7 3l
DON'T LIKE IT 4 | A
SOME LIKE/SOME NOT H b 2l
OTHER 7 3 153
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H (B3 8.0 '
NOT APPLICABLE Y | A
TOTAL 226 100.0

In addition to cattle moving back onto the fieclds at the end
of the growing season, Lhere is considerable movemenl of cattle
Lhroughout the yeor wus coltle are token oul Lo gruze eauch day and
returned to the kraonl every night. Only 16:2% of the homesleads
tndrcated thalt there were some of their cattle which were not
returned to the kraal every night.,




the prevalence of crop damuge

This daily livestock movement,
dispules (OHH.HBX of the homestesds reported crops dispules being
common in their area), and the Inck of community action to limil
Lhe number of crop disputes ma) be Lthe magor factor in the
pcceaptance of fencing (Table 4505
bt COMMUNITY ACTION TO LIMIT DISPUTES
Yislue Label Value Frequency Percenlt
NOTTIING 1 24 17,49
TAKE CARE CF ANIMALS % bty 49.3
BULLD GRAZING CAMPS 3 A eve
DISCUSS DPHOBLEM “ 17 1257
FINE CATTLE OWNEHRS 5 10 )
FORCED TO FENCE FIELDS & I D
OTHEN T 4] Sl
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H 2 1556
TOTAL 134 100.0
C
lhe ownership ol eattle provides nceess Lo draoupght power #s
ns milk ond ment As shown earlier, draught animals were
Josl common sourdes ol draughl power. Cattle nlso serve as o
re of wealth, providing significant returns. on investment, as
11 ns being fairly rendily convertible Lo cuash.
Cattle ownership is skewed. Sl ightly less than 40% of Lhe
homesteads own no cutlle, Of those owning caltle Lhe average
| { 'gize is 16.3 head, Homestends owning more than 20 hend of
cubtle own 44.6% of all the cuttle owned (Table d6)
rable 36:  NUMBER OF CATTLE OWNED
Value Frequency Percent
0 HY 39.4
1S5 20 H.8
6-10 40 1757
11-20 44 1955
220 3l 13.7
DON'T KNOW 2 )
TOTAL 226 100, 0




ltespondents were wsked the most impartunl reasons [on Wi g
cuttle, More than one answer to the question was permitled.,
The mast common response andicoted the need for droupghl power
e d% ), tollowed by milk onnd ment SLLHN) . nnd monuve (20.6%)
i1 tnvoastment, and loboln werc-only indicoaled 4. e e T I Lot £ 4
VL% of the Lime, respectively Table 47
Tuls | MONT OILANT MEASON FOI HOLDING CATTL)
alt I Vil Freguency  Percent
STATL | i) 4.4
INVESTMENT Ht 11.H
LOBOLA 14 0 Ipe |
DHAUGHT POWER g fids 26,4
MANLI] 5 JH 20.6
MILLK AND MEAT 5] Ve 2]1.8
OTHEH [ | 1.0
DON'1 LANK | A
NO CATTLE HELL / $111 S0
[OTAL 171 100, 10)
Hespon were furiher asked bthe most important reason for
ilding gonl While moent | Lhe most commonly given reanson,
AFITIeA 1 U ' 15 ! iccond most frequenlly cited responsge
b
Tuble 38 MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOIRR HOLDING GOATS
Vialue Label Value Frequency Percent

CEREMONIAL PUIIOSES i 17 2633
HATE OF REPRODUCTION 2 29 13,4
MEAT J e 31.6
MONEY 4 40 22,3
OTHER 7 6 4.4
TOTAL 179 100,0
Pasture Management
Grozing land in Swozi Nulion Loand areos
ulilized, Cattle are generally free to graze

not being
the lilerature
little

resources.

utilized
indicates

for aruble

produclion
a delteriorating range condition, yet
appedrs to be done by communitics to munuge their gruzing

or

18 communully

wherever

residences.

.

land
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A number of questions were asked concerning the communily's
ability to cantrol their gruzing arcus such s whether coltic
cume from vther runners ofr chiefs areas to graze in Ltheir nren
and 1+ f the grauzing arcu Whs determined by the dip tnnk nrea. Only
respondents who had indig wted holding cattle wera nsked question

reluted to pusture munapement

Forty respondents indicated that the communily hud a fenced
grazing aren, in 27 cases ilens ed as o result of the HDA program.
Only hulfl of the repsondents indicuted thut the grazing arcs Wus

determined by the dip tank nren,

I'he majority of respondents indicated thal Lhelr grazing
aren was not grazed by cattle from other runner Arcas el b her
the summer (81.1%) or in the winter (B2.1%). Nor wus 1L graozed
by cattle from other chiefs' areas (8B.5% 1n summer amd HY. 3% in
winter). However, more than half of the respondéents indicoted
that 1t didn't bother them it outsiders grazed their cattle in
their gruzing area (Table 3973,

1n

Ffable 33 ATTITUDE TO OTHEHRS IN YOUR GRAZING AltlEA

virlue Lubel Vnlue  Frequency Percent
DOESN'T BOTHER THEM | 10 4.l
BOTHERS THEM e 14 29,1
NEVER GRAZE HERE J 141 9.5
OTHIE T 5} q. 1
DON'T KNOW/BLANK H q 2.7
NOT APDPLICABLE 4y | 0.7
TOTAL L7 100.0

Phe majority of homesleads (67.4%) felt that Lhere was
enough prass for their nnimuls to feed throughoul the year.
However, of those who felt that there wins not enough grazing
{hroughout the year (63 homestends), 54 respondenls indicoted
thot they had perceived o decline in the quality of grazing over
for this (Tuble 40).

the years. A number of rensons were Hiven

Table 40: CAUSES OF DECLINE IN GRAZING

Value Label Vaulue Frequency Percent
TOO MANY CATTLE 1 19 35.8
GRAZING AREA TOO SMALL 2 7 13.2
CATTLE FROM OUTSIDE 3 19 35.8
BUSH ENCROACHMENT 5 2 3.4
OTHER 7 5 9.4
DON'T KNOW/DLANK t | 1.9

TOTAL 53 100.0




[11. GENEKAL LAND TENURE SYSTEM PROBLEMS !

Hluving provided o general overview of Lhe tenure silualron

o awnas Maltiron Land the discussion now will focus on apectl e
LGnure pa8ue. Four pencrol nrens for anvestbignloon were
tdentified in Lhe projgecl paper. lThey were:

) trugmentantion of Jund holdings;
b) tarmer control over production decisions,
el uncultivated formlond of good polentinl und

) pasture munopgement.

The Tollowing discussion anddresses each ol Lhese nrews of

concern wn turn., A number of hypotheses, bused upon the i1nitinl
review of the dota through the frequency distributions, were

propesed to tesl the relutionships between varisbles associated
wilh these 1ssues. The results ol the statislicnl tests are to

b found 1n appendix 3
A. Frugmentatyon ol lond holdinga:

Fragmentation of land must be distinguished from Lhe

subdivision of loand Frogmenlalion refers Lo o silunlion wheroe
Lthe landbholding of an tndividusl or homeslead is comprised ol
severnl non conliguous untly, Subdivis on, oun Lhe olher Iulnll, 15
the process by which o pieee of land 1s Sroken into smaller
pleces. Subdivigion ogenrs pramarily throupgh inheritance, though
1 nlso occurs throughhbllocations of land by Lhe land holder and

transoacltionys, such ns the borvowing aund lending ol land,

Frogmentation 1s potentially a policy concern because it can
lend to anefficiencies in Lhe use ol scurce resources (capital
and labour) and less intensive utilization of the land. It may,
however, conlfer o pnumber of benefits as homesteads are nble to
spread Lheir risks by taking advantages of different soil Lypes
uand permitting a wider range ol crops to be planted, Subdivision
becomes o problem as 1t lends to the fragmentation of land into
sub-economic units and eventual landlessness.

Fraogmentation and subdivision oare related, Given o high
tute of subdivision o homestead will eventually be required to
have a number of units of land to support Lhe needs of that !
homestend. In the third and subsequent generations these units
become increasingly froagmented. Fragmentation may also result
from individunls seeking available land for Lhe expansion of
their ngricultural enterprise.

Seven hypotheses were proposed to test the significance of
the fragmentation and subdivision i1ssue in relation to Swazi
Nation Land homesteads,




1. Inheritance resullts 1in subdivision.

2  Hate of subdivision 18 inerens ing

4. Inheritance/subdivision relationship varies by
ecologicnl zone

4. Younger homeslend hends need more pnrecels to gel n
given hectarage than older homeslead heuads.

. Fragmented holdings will have o higher percentapd of
fielda fallow Lhan nonfragmented holdings,

6. Frogmentallion vuries by ecologienl zone

7. 0Older homestead heads more frequently have fragmented
paorcels than younger homestend heads.

The relationship of 1nheritance Lo gqubdivigsion does nol
appenr to be of significance, individuals inheriting lund nre
more likely to inherit all of the land ralther than a portion of
the holding, that 1s, subdivision ul inheritance does nol scem Lo
be taking place, There i1s no relationship between the
inheritunce of portion of the lundholding or the entire lund
holding and when the land holding was inheritnd, Thus, there 18
not an increase in the occurrence of subdivision over time.
Further testing also showed that the prevalence of subdivision of
lnnd holdings 1s nol relnted to ecological zones ol Lthe counlry.

lhere do not appear Lo be significant constrainls imposed by
e<iating lrugmentutaon. Noldingis which are fraogmented show no
difference in the amount ol land which is fallow Lhan those
holdings which are unlragmented. The nrgument thal frugmented
holdings nre less likely to be fulily utilized 1is refuted by the
dulu. Younger homestends require a lurger number of lund
holdings to reach a given hectarage of lund, while older
homestends tend to have more lund holdings in generul. This
would seem to indicate that individual units of land are becoming
smuller, Agnin there 1s no relationship between ccologicul zone
and the extent of fragmentuattion,

i, Farmer control over p roduction decisions:

The recent liternture on land use in Swoziland repeatedly
ruises the issue of construints on the farmer's abilily to muke
independent decisions on the utilization if his land holdings.
These issues are primarily center around the impact of cattle
grazing on crop residues at the end of the traditional growing
senson and its relation to the adaptation of innovative land use
praoctices such as winter plowing and the utilization of crop
residues (harvesting for fodder or ploughing under to return
organic matter to the sotl).

.

This literaturc has also indicated thal truditionully,
fencing 1s not permitted on Swazi Nation Land. However, casual
observation will show that fencing is commonly pracliced
throughout the country reflecting an incrensed pcceplance of this
individunlizotion of land use.




Given thut fencing wns secen Lo e an dnnovonl ave modiFrent ron
of the traditionnl land Gsce proaclices 1t s used as @ crrbienl
indicution of the gcceptance of Lhese other land use praclices,

The madocity of the nnndlysis concentraled on the vcommunities’
neceptunce of fenciag by dndividupls. I'welve hypoltheses wepoe
proposed 00 teal the sinl bidunee of foncing nnd Lthese produclion
innovalions s well os on nsscessment of communily bt litudus
Loward tencing
| Fiirmers who fonce ure more likely to wintoer plow,
Furmernn who Lence bie morve Likely to hoarvest thott
itovot

Farmers who have not fenced huve been constrained by

comuuntily attitudes townrd fencing

4, Foarmers who fence will consull thedr neighborsa,
Farmers who lence will consullt thetrn chael.

i If o chiel fenves his lund (ormers are more likely Lo

lence thelrs

Fourmers are mure lbikely to fence 11 Lhe communily
nrtbtliltude fanvoruable

H. Formers are more likely to fence af crop damug
dispules nre common

1's ommunity ottitude townrd fenging will vary by
crolugld iy Zoneg

L0 Farmers witlh Inrper oottle herds are more likely Lo
Lenct

11, Furmers who fence ond whe think that the communily

iUt Ltude townt fencing 1a not Ffavorable will not use
winre to Ltonce;
|2, Furmers who would hove ploupghed-ecurlier i cattlel had

been removed enclier will winter plough.

The relotionship between fencing and the asdaptation ol the
two production techniques of winter ploughing and utilization of
stover show mixed results, There 1s no relotionship between
fencing and winter ploughing. Farmers who have fenced are as
likely to winter plough us those who nve nol., llowever, furmers
who Have [fenced are more likely to ubtilize Lhe crop residue that
those who huve not fenced.

Anolysis of the datu reveals o significant chonge in
attitudes aboul fencing from what one is led to believe from the
literature, Genernlly speonking, only 6.9% of the respondents
indicated that the community did not like fencing, 30.5% were
ambivalent, and 62.6% favoured 1t. Consequently 1t 18 not
surprising that there 1s no relationship belween a farmer having
fenced nnd the community's attitude toward fencing or that a
farmer feels constrained about fencing becnuse of the community
atlitude toward fencing. Individunls anre more likely to have
fenced 1f their chief has part of his holding fenced, but they
are ns likely to consult their neighbours or chiel uboul their
proposecd fencing as they are Lo nol consult them. There 1s o
slipght variotion in communily nltitudes townrd fencing across
ccological zones, but not significantly so0.




The frequency distributions had indicated that people
fenced, or sosw the andvantunges of fencing, Lo be the protection of

crups from livestock damage. However, there 18 no relalionship
between the commonulity of crop dompge dispules an a pivei wren
and the likeliness of an individunl fencing. Similarly, owners

of larger cattle herds, whu wre more likely to be scusitive Lo
crop domage by thelr own cattle, arc no motg likely to fence thaon
owners of fewer animinls. Anunlysis shows o sipgnificunt
relationship between the type of fencing materianls ysed und the
community attitudes toward fencing, wWire fencing mulerinls ore
more-likely to be used in compunities favouring of opposed to
fencing, while other maler iuls ure more likely to be used i
sommunities which are ambivalent townrd fencing.

A further test looked al the inter-relntionship between
winter ploughing and the timing of spring ploughing. The Liming
of spring ploughing 18 dependent on Lhe coming of Lthe first
raing. The rains loosen Lthe soils on the fields ns well nsg bring
the firat flush ol gruss 1n Lthe grnzing nreoas with which catlle

begin to rebuild their strength, The harder the soil 1s the
slronper the oxen must become belore ploughing cun bepin. A

mn lor ndvantage of winter ploughing is Lhe loosening of the 501l
witer Lhe growing scason which permils enrlier nccess Lo Lhe lond
in the apring. Annlysis indicates that farmers would hove winter
ploughed would have ploughed ecarlier if the cattle had been

renmoved earller.

¢. Unuscd land of good ]Jnla.'n_l_lill'._

Cousal observation seems to indicate that there exist
cizuble amounts of good potentinl land which 1is uncultivated,
land which hos obviously been cultivated at some Lime 10 the
past. There will be a certaoin amount of intentionnl und
unintentional fallowing as o result of such factors as rainfall
and resource (labour and other inpuls) availobility in a given
yenr. However, at 1ssue QAre pieces of land which have lain idle
for long periods of time, unutilized by the homesleund but not
being lent out to neighbours who may have the resocurces to
cultivate the land. The availobility of new lund muy not
necegsitate the borrowing by resource rich homesteads of
ndditional land from resource poor homestends. On the other haend
social and institutional constraint may inhibit these temporary
land transactions.

Low (1986, 79-86) has identified live slLuges of the Swnzil
homestead life cycle: establishment, expansion, consolidaltion,
fission, and decline. These stuges reflect the nge of the hiead
of the homestecd and the growth of Lhe family sssociated with
thut homestend. Thus the estublishment phase is compriscd of n
young head and most commonly a nuclear family. As the family
prows the homestend expands. Consolidntion occurs ns the head
nges and parried children and grandchildren are present 1n the
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homestend, As these marcied children brenk awny from the
homesteud (tission) the number of homesteund members begin Lo
decrease., And finelly 1n the decline stnge most of Lhe children
hauve loeft the homesteod,

During this process the homestend will have dillerent
resource endowments (lond, labour, ownd cupilal) and different
needs for Lhese resources, In nll likelihood in the enrlier
stonges of the life cycle the head of the homestesd will be
involved in wage employment, while ut the later asluge of the
cycle, the children will be in wage employment and sending
remittonces bouck Lo the homestend., Similorly, at the earlier
stage of the cycle fewer members 1n the homestead will
necessitute n lower level of producltion to sustain the homestead
thun at Lthe later staoge of Lhe cycle., It was thercefore
hypothesized that at different stuges of the life there will be
different demands for the land which i1s available to the
homestead and, consequently, different smounts of lund follow.

Three hypotheses worc doyvloped bto btostodnese -} e oycle
relotionships ond three were developed to look ot the

relationship between land scarcity and utilization.:

1. Homesleonds wilh older hends will huve n lower percent
of land [ellow.
Homestlends with loarger numbers of cattle have a
smoller percentnge of fallow land.
Homeslends with o lorger number of ndulls will huve n
lower percentage of fallow land.

4. borrowing of lantd will occur more frequently in luand
CArcCe: arens.,

5. The percentuge of loand fallow will increase in land
Scarce preas.

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

Analysis shows thoat there is no relotionship between any of
the variables tested and the amount of land which is fallow.
Life cycle anulysis of Lhe datu will be trented in greater detunil
in the next section of the report, lomesteads 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
relantionships are not significunt.

A ascarcity i1ndex was devised to annlyse to remaining three
hypotheses., The i1ndex considered perceptions of declining size
of allocations, increasing amounts of the token of apprecinlion
given to the chief in the allocaution process, and increoasing
length of time of the allocution process itself. While the index
relies on perceptions by the individual, the borrowing of land
and utilization of land might be related to the perceplions of
scarcity. However, no relantionships were seven to exist.
Perceptions of the community situantion benrs no relationship. to
the individual's anction.
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. Hange management nnd tenure rules:

wverpgrnzing nnd the resultuont land degradation s quile
evidenl 1n Swazl Nation Land nreas. This situstiaon 18 quitle
common dn o cammunnl tenure systoems where pn o ancreansing humuan
populstion puts a greater demamd on/ the fand bose Lot aurnble
furming und squeczes o growlng colbtle herd onto n decrensing
pasture, However, livestock play & significanl economic and
socinl role in Lhe Swazi homesbend. Mitigantion ol the continuing
degradat ion of the range resources of the community necessilales
the evolution of community bpased livestock munsgemenl systlomns s
well as community and individunl recognition of the cosls of
keeping cullle. Community allitudes Lownrd runpe manngemen! will
be addressed in the analysis of ‘the case study findings.

However, seven hypolheses were formuluated to look al q5uUes
reloted to cattle movementl, communal grazing, Tenfing.

. Smuller herds will graze closer Lo the homestend.

! Lurger herds will not be returned to the kraal every
night.

4., Homesteads more dependent on drought power for
ploughing will have larger herds.

4. Tenure rules for grozing will be most slricl 1n areas
without enough grass.

h, Homestends with o lower percentupe of lund follow will
be i1n areas wilh fewer crop damage dispules.

6., Individunls in areuas with fenced gruzing will not have
their own holdings fenced.

7. Individunls with large numbers of cattle owned will
keep them 1n fenced grozing areas.,

Homestends having cottle herds of diflerent si1zes are
cupected to make different utilization of those animals. Demand
for the utilizotion of those animuls should dictoate their .
iceessibility or where they are grazed. Owners of smaller herds
nree likely to moke greater demands on individual animuls for
milk, meat, and draught purposes than owners of lurger herds.
Younger homesteads have fewer cattle, They nlso houve less labour
available for herding. However, the analysis indicales that
there is no relationship between herd size and the location in
which the cattle. 3

While 1% wus assumed Lhol some cattle of the homestend did
not return to the kraal every night, this proved to nal ke Lhe
cuse ns nenrly all cattle returned Lo the homesteand every nighlt
throughout the year. Further investigation should be made of the
sepnsonnlity of sisa arrangemenls,

As grazing deteriorates, and as individual and community
realization of the causes and conscquences of a declining runge
resource become evident attempts are made to ameliovnle Lhe
siluntion.




As the i1ntensity ol
altitudes towsrd lLond manuagement will chunge. The nnnlysis
yndieotles, for example, Lhnt individuals 1n nress ol fornnoaed
Pravzang urent iree less Dikely Lo have theor holdings fenced.
R miUn ity nelton hong been token to limit the number ol crop
amp e digpulboes o estoab biabinpg i Tfengoed praziag nred, the
TR T TR 1 I dhe 1V Ui vie and does nol have Lo absorh Lhie
pibiv i dun) o Lol Tencing. llowever, there is no stgnibicunt
velabionshlp hetween homestonds Having o lower percentoge ol land
Pl borw W prars N G intonisat atf- lund used nnd whether orn nol
(Wi lumppe dispulbey i for livestock monagement) are
mmon  tn the aren.

Peprceptians nboul the existence and chuse ol a declining
e ing aren are not as developed. As noted earlier, over HT7X% of
the respondents indicoted that there was cnough prouas for thelr
animol | groze throughout Lhe yeal Where 1t was fell that
Lhot Wittt nol enouph grozing over 46% indiecaled that Lhere were
Lot matly abt e und o osimilor 45% andicaled thal Lhere were
7 % (5 BER AR I ror VR pales Uhres v npels
As' L mmunlby | forcead Lo recognize Lhe problem tenure rules
bl Lt However, oan index ol grazing tenurc rules buasoed
ot Lhiey exisbtence [“a RBA Fenced communal grazZing unroei and the
prazangy ol cattle | othor chiefs) or cunners! #areus during the
3 | t rowinler bore no relaltonship Lo Lhe perceptions: ot Lhe
1110 11 S paa v lab b

Pnall no relatronship was ceatablished between the size ol
Lhe het i the likelihood that they would be Kepl oin-a fenced

land utilization inereases communid by




V. POPULATION GROUPS AND TENURE 1SSUES

boes the current lant tenure gystoem croeute problews {wr
|un:luul.n groups ol people within the |-u[=u|:lllntl'

In the proc cding sculaan poeneral ool tendre rasuc: Wit U
unalyzed for Lhe population as o wholoe. As wus coneluded;
gn-na-tuil}' speuking, thoete appear to be no sipnaficant lund Lenure
problems. However, while this moy bha. leue fopcthosenbira
populntion ns # whole, it miy=nat be—the-case for cortitiil
of that population. Homesteads al different stoges ol fiEtsiRle
cycle, homesteads with dillerent production objeclivoed,
homestaends Wwith different resousce endowments may {ind
canslruints in the land land tenure syslem which inhibit or
prevent ugricultural aclivilies.

subsels

This section winiirook i hescrGRE QB

seven asuch groups wWere ydentified tor further anpnlysis.

ey Heos

| . Commercinl farmers

9 llomesteads clanssaified by source of income

4. Homesteuds clussificd by stuges of the lile cycle
4., Female headed homesleads

5. Poor homestends

6., Investors

7. lnnovators

Euch of Lhese groups wWis compured to the rest of Lthe
population, first to test for characteristic differences between
Lhie specific group und the entire populuation, and sccondly to
delermine if there were significunt differences between Lhe
specific group and the rest of the population with respect Lo
various tenpure 1ssues. A standard set of hypotheses was used for
nll of the groups for each anunlysis. Resulls of the atotislical
annlyses are to be found 1n Appendix 3-2.

Nineteen churancteristics were tested which nddressced five
major issues dealing with homestead composition, land holdings,
‘enltle, 1ncome and maize product ion, unnd np,ru:ullur'ul 4
innovations':

A. Homestead composition

. The number of people in the homes tead
The number of adults i1n the homes Lead
The age of the homestead head

4. The life cycle slage of the homestlend

P
A%
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11} Land holdings of the homestead
) Fhe siaae ol the Bandboldiog ol the omesend
by the nupber ol L holdings Wl the homesteond
The tolbul “drens Lopd doevoted ' fo milze product ton
Lhe percentap ol reld arenl'which was ol low
) bt vren ol calbtaavated and devoled Lo Ul produclion
vIocnsh crup:
10 the percentago of cultivated land in ensl Crops s
| ept Bl B WHerah Ly
3l Plye number ol tb Ll awned
Ll T and muoree produclion
J the grouped marn tncome ‘source of the homestent
| The wage an igratultural 1ncome of the homesteod
i dothe homesteod produces enough maize to [eed
Ltapll
¢ I (R 16l rotuces enouph muize Lo sell
4 LU R }] Vit e
| Tha s Venoes JlEs vy ne- ol part of the Dnndbalding
A W o A g LKy t Hro ng nrea
t L L bt homest i MK U 0l L cerop slover
19 PP the homesteud procbives winler plowing
Additionally twenty-four tenure issues which mighl prescenlt
tenure constraints for aspecific subsets of Lhe populaltion were
tdentificd for further snulysis, These deanll wilh issues of
acecess to existing land, frogmentation of land holdings,
utilization of land, access to additional land), borrowing nni
lending of land, security of tenure, and catlle movement /rango
monaugement 1ssuel.
A, Access to exisling land
l. The pervcentage of the inherited land which wos a purt
of a larger landholding
2. The number of the homesteand's land holdings which were
inherited
3. The number of the homeslead's luand holdings which were
allocated
4. If the lund allocntion wos souphl becuuse the
homestead had no land
5. If the nllocution wns sought beconuse Lhe homestead
head wished to establish a homestend
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B, Fragmentution of land holc _npgs

G, Whal percentupe ol the lund 18 st homesteod

7. What percentape ol the land i1s frogmenled wilhin 500
neters of Lhe homestoud

¥, What percentaye of Lhe Lund 1s fragmentbod vyl HU0
meters From the liomest cud

¢ Utilization of land

g, 1s there uny urabilc iund which 1s unclenred
10. Is Lhere any arable land which has beeun cledl ed bult 1s
presently unused

D. Access to additional land

. 1s the homestend currently looking lor Jund

). How far 1s the homestead head willing to po for land
4. Hns Lthe homestend ever triecd but failed to get lund
1. Are the allocations of land getting smaller

5. Is the token ol appreciation given to the chiel
changing

ii. Borrowing and Lending of land

16, llas the homestead borrowed land which it 1s not
presently borrowling

Tl smtne homestead currently lending any ol its lund

18, Does the homeatead see any problems wilh borrowing
land from the viewpoint of the borrower

19. Does the homestecad see any problems wilh horrowing
lund from the viewpoint of the lender

20. Has this homeslend had any of these problems

F. Security of Tenure -

1. If the homestead had land in the past which does not
currently have, why did il lose that land
22, Does Lhe homesteud head know of any banishmenl case

G. Land Use Constraints

24. Would the homestend have plowed enrlier if Lhe cultle
had been removed from the fields earlier
9q. Is there enough gruss for the caullle to feed.

Tables 41 and 42 summarize Lthe results of the anolysis for
each of the groups. The movc detniled explunations ure found in
the relevant portions of appendix 3.
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| Notes

Lo

Tuble 41

Group 1 as oldesl A venrsy, D Gronp i s younpest a4, 3
yenr:
Group | has  the Inerpest land holbditys 4.9 hnt, troup.s
the smollest g8 hna
Group | has the mast Lo holdinps gy o geonp 40
least 165
Group < hus the must lund devoted to mpize produclbion
(1.7 ha), Group 3 the least (1.2 bhao
Group 2 hus Lhe most lund devoled to cash crop production
(0:B8 ha), Group:d the-teast {00 ha)
Group £ hus the highest percentoge of lund in cosh crops
(20.4%), Group 4 the least (0.0%)
Group 1 hove the moslt cattle (16.5 owned and sisn'd in and
15,2 owned and sisa‘d outy), Group 4 the least | H,2 vwned
and sisutdian and b.O owned and saisn’d oul]
Group | most olten produces enough milze Lo teed ytaell
Group 4 leansld ofloen
Group 1 mosl often produces enough marze Lo sell, Group 4
least oftan i
Geoup 1 most likely Lo winter plow, Group lenst Likely
Establishment phase has 3.0 ha, consolidation 4.8 ha, and
decline 2.9 ha,
Eatablishmenl phuse has (.67 ha, consolidation &.0 hn, nnd
decline 1.2 ha;
Expunsion has 78 dealtane 0.,0%
Estublishment have the fewest animels, increaning Lo
consolidation phase, und then decrensting Lo degline
Fatablishment phase 18 most likely lLo/nevel have enough in
compurison to later slupges
Expansion phase 1§ more likely to use Lhan nlhoers

phuse 18 mosl lihely to winltet plough

Filasion
No ngricult
Most

commonly

ure s 8. 3edl f:[:l!lll}’ 1 NG ome source

eslnblishment and expansion phinsoes

36







Notes to Table 42

1. Group | is most likely to inhepit (b3, 35), Group
lenst likely (dH,2XN)
Group 1 has the smulleslt percentuape ol the homesLend,
Group 4 hes the largesl percentage (TH.B6%)

4. Group 1 hus the larpgest peccentage OvVer 00 m from the
homestead (21.1%), Group 4 has the smallest (7.1%)

4. Group | most frequent ly itndicates unused lund (36.1%),
Group 4 least frequently (U,U%])

5, Group 1 homesteuds huve tanirled least (4,15}, Group 4
homesteads the maost (21.1%)

. Group 4 homesteads more frequent ly had problems

. Group | homesteads would have ploughed enrlier

#H. Group | homestends see o decline in the quulily of grozing

4, Expansion phase homesteads are most likely to be looking
for more land

10, Establishment annd expunsion phase homesteads
likely to have tried and failed to get land

1!, Establishment phase homeslends do nol see decline in the
size of allocations {(less than 50%), while over 70% ol the

nere morrae

other groups see n decline




The

Farme

il farmers woere devolioped Prom
His nonnlysis considered hsetarnye
ng woll ns productaon/sconsumpl ron
not have productiron not
proxy cnn be used with
v and 'enough mailze Lo sell’.

lesterink's delinition. A foarmer is

COmMmet s b fhe fulfalblsone—ofl the

ineome is the siale of moaze wnd (NS
ghi maurze Lo gsell most o evory yeatr.

i of itncome 1% Lhe sale ol miirzo
cnoupgh morze to sell every yeot

the sule of obther crops [ hol
and the homestead prowa enough
il eoVeLy Yt

vepetables exceeds AU ol
de the normpl ¢crnoppeng Senson
secondory sounce of 1ncome,
ticed wilh sale ol vegoeltnlles

onduary source ol income,

crank's delinition moking Lhe

tul heetarape of cotlon is wb Feast 206 i ond Lllie

ol cotton 15 Lhe poiimagry soure ol :.‘|".]| Lneame,

tolul hectonrnpge of Ltobneco 1a nt least | ha and the
of Lobocco 1s Lhe primury source of cash i1ncome,

totul hectorage of cotton is al lensl 4 ho and the

sale of cotton is the second most important source of

cnsh 1ncome.

totul hectarage of tobacco is nl leonst 2 ha nnd the

sale of tobscco is tLhe second mosl importanl source of

cash 1ncome.

Al
the

AL
and

Lneome .

least 50% of the total hectorsge planted is colton and
sale of cotton is the primary source of cush income.

leust 25% of the totnl hectarnpge plunted 18 tobucco
the sale of tobacco is Lhe primary source of cash

.
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Ench delinition will be discussod in Lurn looking tirst sl
Lhe homestend charactervistics in relation to the resl of Lhe

poupultantion ond then ot Lhe specilie tenure reluted 1ssues, Moy o

hy firsl delipnition nnd only difleronces
dectanibions 2 oand 3 will be noled,
gl commercial farming 18 based on Lhe
roepiul ! Za o Lhe sule ol other cush cruoups (collon,
Labae 1 Ve ey fao reach this level of production one
LY &40 L e 8 - n cndowment of resources; lond and cupital

.ir-.‘nnl'l- labourt

homeslend nddresses Lhe ss5ue ol
mestends are more likely Lo have
()i e tnl operulions, Ihe aunlysis ol Lhe
that commercinl farmers ore no difteront
populntion in terms ol oll of Lthe varinbles
individunla and ndults itn Lhe
diflerent, nor nre Lhe npges ol

igmestoend Lile cyole,

s does itndicote sipnaoltennd
hove more uhits of Jand (425
lo 1A% ol Lthe gencernl
wildings b hp vs 12
t u dnrger toltul nren
n higher percentape of land
Tand devoload Lo muoi s
tEgnifqeantly different Commercial farmers
uge ol A hear land only da-tallaw tn
tor olthers

Ly, commerdinl Tormers differ from Lheir neighbours

the numbers ol cottle Lhey hold, Commercial [oarmers
own and have siso'd 1o an nveroge of 14.7 animals in comparison
to only 10.7 animols for the genceral population. A less
significant differcence exists in terms of the number of cutlle
owned and sisa'd out (14.1 vs. 10.83 animals),

Anplysis of Lthe income sources of commercinl foarmers
comparison to the rest of the population is obviously
inappropriale by delinition, as nre comparisons of having
adequate amounts of maize to sell. However, there appenrs to be
no diflferences between the groups in terms ol having enough muaize
to feed the homestead,

Differcnces belween the groups in terms of wgricultural
tnnovations are not substantinl, While 75% of the commercial
formers fence in compurison Lo 69.7% of the generul population
this 15 not statisticolly significant and there is no difference
tn relation to communitly lencing or fenced gruzing nreo,
Comrercial farmers are no more likely to ulilize their stover.
How ‘v, they nre more likely to winter plough (50% vs. 32%).




The stricter delinaition commercinl furmers (definibion 2)
differ only aslightly from the first definition in terms of their
the populution. Gompnrisons ol

chorncteristics va. the rest of
i Lhe

the menns of Lhe two groups shows a sizable 1ncrease
number of coattle owned and sisn’d out by the sccond proup ol
commercial tsrmers in compurison to the fivst group {14, 1 heod
vs, l4.8 head). There i little chnnge 1o bhe numbier ol ol e
owned ond sisn’d oul by the general population (10,3 head and
10.2 hend), Definition 2 cummercial farmers are sipnifrennl Ly

jess likely to be in an asrea with a fenced graozing nren Lhon the
likely thoan Lhe

gencral populntion. llowover, Lthey are no more
general population to winter plough.

The third definition of commerd iul formers, being the leost
atrict, begins to show closer similarities to Lhe general
population resulting an fewer vuriables where the two groups
differ. There is no longer u significant difference between the
commercinl foarmer and the genernl populuntion in Lterms ol the
amount of land fallow, the pumber of cattle owned and sisn'd in
or owned und siss'd out, nor in the proctice of winter ploughiyg,
However, there is a difference belween them and Lhe gencral
populution in terms of fencing. The delinition three commerd 1l
farmera ore more likely Lo have some of their land tenced (7H%
ngxy) and ore ldss likely Lo Live @1 arens where Lhoere are
(12 5% var (290BAE - anslnverse relationship

& iy

fenced grazing aroei

which wius demonstzaled eorlier,
Given that the identificd differences beltween commercl al

population predominant ly relnte Lo lund

{nrmers ond the gencral
sitgnrficnnt Ltenure conslranints facing the

holdings, are there oany
commercinl {furmers?

Commercial furmers differ from the generanl populnbion in n
number of the issues relaled Lo necess to Ltheir exisbing land
holdings. 1t has nlready been shown thal Lhey huve more lang
holdings so it 18 expected thaot they will differ from the general
population in terms of the number of land holdings which were
inherited and allocated. There 18 no difference between the two
likelihood of inheriting only o purl of

of requesting an allocation because

the inhervitance, nor 1n termy
they hnve no lund, However, commercial formers are more likely
allocantion for Lhe

than the genernl population to request an
of estublishing un independent homes tead. y

groups in terms of the

purposes

Since commercial farmers have more land (in lterms of numbers
of holdings as well as totul lund aren) than Lhe generul
it would be expected that differences in terms of
frugmentation should be evident. Indeed, they are significantly
different in terms of the number of land holdings oway from Lhe
homestend, (Thirty-six percent of the commercial formers had al
lenst one holding within 500 meters and 18% had more Lhan one,
while only 22% of the genuenul populantion had one and only 9% had
more than one. Twenty-one percent of the commercial farmers had
one lund holding over 500 meters from the homestend and 15% had

population,




IWo ot more, tuy compurison to the general populoation's 16% wilh
one und only 4% with two or more).

Commercial turners hove o signilicant ly lower perconbape of

therr bond holdings ot Lthe homesUead (56 .00% 1000 compinr rgson Lo L

rest ool Lhy populotion {% This is to he expected ot having
been shown thal commercial furmers hove moce land holdings,
Commerciol toarmers olso hove o signilicuntly higher porcentape
(27.9%) of their land frugmenled within 500 meters of Lhe
homesteud than that of the general populoblion (17.3%)., However,
at distunces grenter than 500 meters theroe is no stotisticnlly
signmiticonl dillercnce between the two groups in Lhe amount of
land at that distance (15.49% of commercinl farmer land holdings
v, 10LZ% ol the generanl population holdings).

A indicaled caclier commercinl formers hove o lowet
percentage of their loand fallow. However, there 1s no dillerence
between commercial farmers wod the peneral populalion in Lerms of
the existence of some unclenred land nor an terms of cleared land
wihilch 14 not being utilized ot o given porntl 1n time,

quesl ) lond 18 ol 1mporfunge Lo an
who wislh rxpund a lorming operation. [t there is
oty | ebtbing necess to adequole amounts of lLond
nl farmers should most likely be conslroined, However,
pnolysas shows thot comuwercial formers do pol differ ((vom Lhie
geneval population poterms o any ol the dssues tdenlvlied Lot
nnuelysis, Forly threee percent of Lthe commeveiul Tarmers itndicale
thot they are looki ; {11y e comparison to 41% of Lhe
peneral popuwlalb ron y 9% ol the commercinl {farmers ape
Lo ‘g0 any 5L [ o pot land 1n compatison to 38BN ol
pencral population, but this 18 nol o significant dif'ference.
16% of the general
population have tricd and lailed to el land, Finnlly,
commerciral farmers are no diflerent from Lhe generol populalion
tze of nlloecntions and

ourtecen percent of the commercial {ormers and

tn Lterps uf thelr pervceptions nbout Lhe

pas

5
4
'

Lokens of npprecintion given to the chief,

The borrowing and lending of lund shows some dilference
between Lhe two groups. Commercionl farmers arce more likely to
fiave borrowed land in the poust (14% vs. 6%) aund to be lending
tand inwthe present (15% vs., 5%). Eighty-three percent of the
commercionl furmers and B5% of Lthe general population identified
potential problems with borrowing and lending land from the
viewpoint of the borrower and 7% of the commercinl formers and
J4% of general population indicated potentinl problems from the
viewpoint of the lender. Not only wus Lhere no slalistical
difference between the two groups in terms of these perceptions,
only 18% of the Lotal populualion indicated that they personnlly
had had any of the problems.

the perception of securily of Llenure 'will 1mpucl upon Lhe
willingness to make investments in one's land holdings. Sixty-
seven homesteads reported having hod land which they no longer
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huve, Forty-two percent of the land which 1s no lLonjger held by
the homestend was either token by the chief (15%) or Laken in u
resettilement programme ( 27%). A similar 42% was oilher given
(presumably by the owner) to someone else (16N) o1 ahinndoned/ left
1dle (2758). Commercial farmers nre no ditlerent than the poencenl
population with reapect Lo liow Lhe land was losl, Notv are they
uny more lLikely than the genernl populatinn Lo Know ol oy

banishment coases.

Commercial farmers are no more likely thun the peneral
population to have ploughed enrliec il cattle hud been removed
earlier. Commerciunl farmers are more perceptive in loerms of the
decline in amount of grazing ltor livestock. Sixly four percent
indicute thut there is nol enoupgh gruzing for the livestock in
comparison to only 38% ol the general population.

The stricter definition commerl nl farmers (del. 2) di [fer
slightly from the definition one farmers in relation to Lhe
genernl population on tepure issues, They woere no more likely
than the gensral population Lo request an ol location lor Lhe
purposes ol est ublishing homesLend. Nor nre Lhey any more
likely to be lending land, They do differ lFrowm Lhe genecrol
population (unlike the definition 1 commerciuol faormers) in Lheir
perceptions of o chunging Ltoken of appreciation (They sec . o
movement toward cash payments,) and in Lheir swarences of

banishmenlt cases,

And Lhere nre slight dillerences with definition d
commercial larmers. As wilh the definition 2 commercial farmers
Lhey are no more likely Lo have requested an allocaltion for Lthe
purposes of establishing o homestend thon the general popnlotion,
ihey differ from the previous definition in compurison to the
general population with reaspecl Lo the percentuoge ol land wilthin
A00 meters of Lhe homestoend (no difference) and Lhe percentuge of
lund over 500 meters fron Lhe homestead (significantly different
from he gencral population), They are nol different Irom the
general population in terms of theiv hoving borrowed land in the
pust. Like definition 2 they ure morc l1kely Lhan the generul
population to he naware of banitshmenl cases.

4-2  Homestends clussilicd by source ol 1ncome:

The main source ol lncome WaSs used to clussily o secontd
cubuet of the populaltion. Homestends hoad been ashked to indicule
their primary, secondary, and tertiary source of income. These
responses woere combined to give four possible 1ncome calepories
into which homesleads were classified.

|. The primury source ol income is ugriculture (Group 1).

2, The primary source of income 18 wapge employment and Lhe
secondary source 1§ pgriculture (Group 2).
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d. The primary source ol tncome is wape employment and the

qeconduary source 1y Iluil.np'llllulilnl- (GQroup 41,
1. The primoary soupree ol dncome a8 nognpeieud baee ool
nonwoge enpyl Weenl Group 4
the number ol homues bood: IS e praip warie i follows
Group | i4
Group 2 34
Group o | 4 R4
Group - al
Fotol LRI
Sipntlicont differences between these groups were sought an the
Wil v Homesteads wilth o cosh income were excluded Lrom Lhls
iy
i WEE LR i mpros ot i1 shouwleh pirve some indscation ol bLhe
v o v Ll i | Lhe homestead. Where upricultupoe
| iy o IEHE Y I veondin gurce ol itncome there should be
el labiour d 1l Lhan on cbhe toberoroups, Howevaer, Lhere
Ll vt diflerences botween the proups e Lenms ol Lhe
1 ey bdut s nor Che pumber of ndults in the homestend,
[ 1 ! int o [erence between the groups in terms of
(LR gf the hettd of haomestend, Gioup | homestends hnve older
hends I v Wl 1 praup 4 hnvi the yvounpesl heods (AH., 3
T hdwever, ne signitliconl drllerence belween: groups 18
(& dent e relil ron Lo dillerent stoages of Uhe VilFe dyole.
Apricullure being the primoury or secondary source ol i1ncome
should boe reflected in the size und wtilizaltion of lund holdings.
Fhere 19 o significant diflerence between the groups in Lecms of
the stee of lund holdings (proup | with 4.9 ha, group 2 wilh 4.8
ha, group 4 with 2.9 ha, and pgroup 4 wilh 3.3 ha), us wecll us the

number of holdings. Dilfercnces between Lhe groups are
demonstrated 1o terms of the total area of land devoted to maize
production (Group 3 hod the Jensltiwith 1,2 ha in compurison to
the other groups which ronged from 1.5 ha Lo 1.7 hao)) in terms
of the totanl arew of land devoted Lo cush crop production (Groups
I and 2 huve 0.61 ha and 0.88 ha respectively in comparison to
0.01 ho and nothing for groups 3 and 4 respectively.); and in
terms of the percentage of land devolted to cash crop production
(Groups 1| und 2 huve over 14% ol their lund in cush crop
production in comparison Lo less than 1% for the other Lwo
groups. ). Surprisingly, there is no difference belween the groups
in terms of the amount of lond which is fallow.

1t 15 expected thot homesleands deriving thelr primoary or
secondory income sources f[rom agriculture will have larger catlle
hoerds, ns with the commercinl furmers disvussed earlier. There
i o sapgnificant difference between Lhe four groups bolh in Lerms
of Lhe of cattle and sisa'd in as well ns owned and

number ownoed




sisu'd oul. Homestends deriving Lheir primary source ol incone
from agriculture have over 16 head of cottle: where agricul Lure
is the secondaury source of income cattle herds avernge belween 1Y
and 14 head. Nonsgricultural itncome homesleads have belwien £
und 10 hend of cattle,

Homesteuds whose primury source or scconduary souprce ol
income is from mgriculture hoave been shown Lo have planted more
miize. Ope would expect thal they would wlso diflfer Fron e
other groups and more often have enough maize to fecd Lhemselves
ns well as haove enough muize to sell. Over 22X of group |
homesteands hove enough morze to [eed llsell every year in
compurison to 15.2% for group 2, HB.O0% for proup 4, und 14.4% [or
group 4 homesteads. Eighteen percent ol group 1 olwuys or most
yenrs huve enough mnize to scll in compnrison Lo Y%, 4%, and 5%
for groups 2,3, and 4 reaspectively. Only dALT% ol these
homestlends never huve enouph muize Lo sell in compurtison Lo
54.5%, 74.3%, and 71.4% of homesteads of groups 235 und: 4.

Finnlly, 1L would be expected thot homestends deriving their
primery or secondary income sources lbrom upt tculture would be
more Likely to have taken ndvanluge of agricultural innovations,
However, Lhere is no significant difference between Lhe groups 1n
Lerms ol fencing, the exislence aof o fent cd grazing arcn, or oin
the use ol crop stever. Only in terms ol winter ploughing do
dilfferencoes show, Over hall (56.4%) of group 1| homestends winter
plough in compnrison to only 24, 1% of group 3 homesleads,

Hoving coclice looled nt caommercinl formers Loosco il° they
uppeargd to be constroined by Lepurcolssues, the discussion no
poscs Lhe same questions Lo Lhe four income groupt.

[here appears to be almost no difference between groups in
ferms of how or why they acquired their exisling holdings. LOnly
in Lerms of the number of inherited land holdings do gignificant
diflerences appenr.  Only 36.7% of #roup | homeslends did not
ynherit any land in comparison to 61.8% for group 20 54.8% for
proup 4, nnd 47.6% lfor group 4. Over sixleen percenl (16.3%) of
group 1 homesteads inherited & or more pleces oeinnususrn
compurison to H.8% for group 2, G.1% for group 4 und none lor
group 4, There was no difference beltween groups in terms of Lhe
number and reasons behind land allocalions.

Some differences between the groups exist in the locution of
their land holdings. While there are no significunt differences
in terms of the number of land holdings at various distances from
the homestends, though group | homesteads tend to huve more
holdings over 500 m from the homestead, the percentages of land
holdings at the various distances differ significantly between
groups, Group |l homesteads have a smaller percentage of land at
the homeslend (60% in compurison to 73% to 79% for the other
Lhree groups) and have a lorger percentage of land holdings at
more Lhun 500 m from the homesteand (21% in comparison to TR0
10% for the other three groups).
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One would expect honestends deraving Lhelr primary ot
scocondury tncome from agriculture Lo be using thewr loand more

rnbensi'viely Thopre nee no sipnificant dif [oronces bes b winzarnn Lliee

proups o borms ol Lhe orxisloence ol unt Lestineedd mr b L e,

lowevor, group L o homesteads ore more Likely Lo have lond Tollow
Navis Che wlbher proups S AN by comparrson: o L2 I BB STAG el
noliting for proups 2 throuph 4 pegpecbively
Pl e yppenrs Lo be noldy lerences between Lhe groups in I
L ma v booking for odditional land or i Lhe dislances whieh
o=t ol Wit tingt o for Hetwesvirr— bhoo proups do

difter 1 theie experiences of Tovlure dn atlempts tol gel Land.

ly 4L 0% ol group. | homestcuds hnve tried nnd Fad Ledsan

nardigson to 1409% ftoe group 2, 2L.0% Lor fdroup 3 and 9.0% Lot
firoup 4 (1 pt Lol ibout Lhe siee of alloenlions and Lokons
I Lhe chiel do not ditfer betweel proupis
ol T4 st T B B [Pl loronece bolween groups on- Lhe rs5ues
b | rowiny and lepdipg ol oo, wWhixnn L
ERE LT horrowaors or proescib Chenodirs e e
Lrd e} 1 Y] further stolisl Lo nnplysis s
’ . ] Percnces belween groups o Lorms ol
[ [hA T o nusocinbted with Lhe borvowiog and
‘ | (Wil vl Il M) i A ds sincbreantly more Fikely
1 i | i Lol | AL R v . R I Lt Il e il L e
1 i G 8 [ | howity L Lt sttty olidlenuroe
! \ preclude pnalysis of why laod has
[ I LUiby homesteands neo bhe various groups, Thistie et no
I (etency beltween Ve O inoterms of Lheld awureness ol
Ditnushmenl ULt
Stpnid ant dilterences do exist beltween the groups in Lterms
1" lond use conasbtroints., Fitty-“seven percenl of groups |

tends would have plouphed carlier hud' calile becen removed
earlier in comparison to 36% ol group &, A16.4% of group 3, and
12,.6% of group 4 homesleads. Nearly 608 of group | homestcuds
feel that there is pnol enoupgh grass for animals to feed compared

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

1-3 Homesteads classified by stopges of the life cycle,

Homestends at different stoges of the life cycle will have
different resource endowments, (different amounts of land and
lubour available for agriculturnl sctivities, and different
amounts of capital available as a resull of wage employmenl ,
ppricultural production and wealth necunmulation) and dilferent
consumption requirements., Younger homestends will be smaller,
huving fewer members will require less lond, und will have [lewer
resources avolilable to 1L, Older homestoéands will be lavger,
requiring more land/production for subsistence, bul will have 3




mwore resources (lubour and capilal) nvailuble to (] And Tinnlly
declining homesteads will huve lewel people na the children have
left, but muy still have resources (porticulnrly tonnd and
capitnl) for sgricultural production. The proemise ol Lhe Tile
cyele theory is thal homestoends expnnd nnd decline over Liome an
terms of the number individuals (labour) 1in the homesteads as
well ws in terms of lond (the size ol Lhe Lnnd holdings), nnod
capital {Lhe number of call le nnd income f{rom woge employment .

Low [18986, 79 HG| i1dentified six different phuses an s
life cycle analysis of the Swazi homestead. Female headed

homestends were clussificd sepurntely. Muale heoded homestends
were classified on the basis of family size, age of Lhe head of
the homestend, and the number ond ages of children, Low

identified the following phoses of the homestead lile cycle which
wns ndupted for this nnalysis:

|. Female hended homesleads

g0 Eslnblishment: Homestends with less than 7 andividunls,
the ape of Lhe head 1s less than 51 years, uand Lhere
ure no children over the age ol 10 ycurs,

Expunsion: Nomestends with more than b but lewer Lhan 13
individunls with o head aged less Lhun H1 yeors.

d, Consolidation: Homesteands where Lhe number of
individunls excecds 12,

Fission: Homesteads with more than 6 bul fewer than 13
individuals ond the homesteud head 15 over H0 yenrs.
B, Decline: Homesteads with less than 7 individuals and the
homestend head 1s over 5H0.

L
Nilie: Low used 6-10 individuals in the expansion ond fission
phuses und (11 or more in the consolidution phuse. )

Since femole heanded homestends nrve being pnoalyzed as o
qepurule group Lhey have been excluded Ffrom Lhis ononlysis. The

population was divided between Lhe groups as follows:

Estoblishment 16

Expansion 62
Consolidation 6l
Fission 348
Decline 23

Total 200

The remaining groups were annlyzed for gipnificant diflercences
belween them.

ay



Homesteads at differenl stages of their life cycle are
éxpected to have differenl s1265 of Innd holdings. The annlysis
does show n that there is o signilicont difference boelween Lhe
differont lilg cyecle phoses. As homeslends progress through the
life eyele the nverape sido of fund holdings fiest expand, and
IMenldeciine CREOENTRS SN, A g n 4.0 ha, and 2.9 ha for
groups < through b respectively). However, thece 18 no
difference hetween groups in Lorms of the number ol 1ond
holdings. Given thot there is a significant difference between
proups in Lerms ofthe size of the lund holdings il 15 nol
surprising that thepa areo also differences between the groups in
terms of the totul nrea devoled Lo mnlze production incrensing
for 0,67 ha to 1.19 ha, 2,04 hao, 1/23 ho, ond .23 ha as onc
progresscas Lhrough the life cyoles, The onulysis shows thal
thoere o8 pno sipgnificant dilforence between groups 1n terms of the
percentupge ol land which iag fullow, however, estnblishnent phase
and decline phose homeatends, having less resources and labour,

huve u higher percentoge ol their lund follow, There 18 no
difference between groups in terms of the totn]l amount of lund
devoled Lo cnsh crop produchion, but there is n sipgnilficant
difference betlwesn groups 1n terms of Lhe percentage of Lhe
homestends loand devoled to cush croup production, Supjea isingly,

ealoblishment phase homcst
percentupe of Lhelr lund to cush crop production (Ut At W Yy

cada hove devoted the loppgest

comporison Lo ‘only n.9% (o expansion, 7.2% Lol consolidalion,
10,18 [or [ission, and 0% for decline phusc humes Leads,

One would expecl Lhe eab bl herds Lo dncrensse ng Lhe
homes Leads: apges Lhrough purcliose ol andmoels and the notural
growth of the herd. Analysis shows o sipgnifrcant diflerence
belween the proups both in torms of the pumber ol cuttle owned
and sign'd out as well as Inf terms:of the numbers ol catlile owned
and sisa’'d 1n. Eulublishment phuse homesteads have Lhe lewesl
cattle owned and sisa'd out (3.7 hend) while the expunsion phase
hauve the most (13.2 head),; only slightly more thun Lhe
consolidation phase homesteads (13.1 head). Fission homesteads
have 11.9 heud and decline phasc homestends have only 5.0 head.
These differences vary slightly in terms of the numbers of cattle
owned and sisn’d in, Establishment phase homesteands still have
the fewest animals (8.3 head), but expansion phase homesteands
huve fewer animals under their direct control (11.5 head) than
both the consolidation phase homesteads (14.8 head) and the
fission phuse homesteads (12.7 head). The decline phuase
homesteads still have a sizable number of animals (8.2 head).

These numbers are quite self-explanntory, Establishment
phuse homesteads are just developing their herd. Expaonsion phase
homestends are increasing the size of their herd, bul there is o
tendency to have the aninals sisn’d out, probably because the
head of homestend is still involved in wopge employment und
agricultural production is low. Consolidation phuse homes lLends
hove the largest numbers of animals. In 4he fission phuse Lhe
herd begins to decline, perhaps a reflection of children moving
out of the homestead. And finally the decline phuse homestend
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which still hus reluatively lnrpge numbers ol nntminls under 10w
control, but no need for sisa'ing animals out,

The nnnlysis ol dncome nod murze producltion inlso show
predicinble results. While there 15 no siegnificant dillevences
betlween groups in terms ol tpcome SOUprces, the tendency 15 1o
wipe tncome Lo decline nnd apt leultural tncome Lo phoroosse
through the cyvele, Signitiennt differences do exisl bl wien
groups in their ability to prow enough marze to teed Lhemselves
(43.8% of the estublishment phuse homesteands never huve cnouph
mnize to feed themselves in comparison to 2H.3% for expunsion,
15.0% for consolidution, 16.8% lfor fission, and 13.0% for decline
phase homesteads) . There 1s no significant differences between
groups in terms of having enovugh malze to sell.

There 18 some difference belween groups in Lerms ol some of
Lhe agricultural innovalions, Signilicant diflferences belween
groups with respect to fencing, either by Lhe individual
homeslend or by the communilty, do nol exisl. However , oxpansion
phase homesteads are more likely thun"olthers Lo ulalize slover
42 . 1% in comparison to 13.38% lor estublishment, 11.9% lor
consnlidation, 27% for fission, and 26% for decline phase
homesLonds ). On the other hund fission phuse homestends nre most
likely Lo winter plow (56.38% in comparison Lo £0% [0
cutublishment, 35% for expunsion, 40% for consolidation, und

94.8% for decline phase homesteads).

Having demonstroated some characteristic differcences belween
proups, primarcily in terms of land and cattle holdings, the
discussion will now focus on lund tenure issues.

No diflerences between groups was found in relalion to
existing lund holdings. Estublishmenl phuse homesleads were more
likely to inherit some land (68.7% of the homesteads), bul
inheriled fower pieces on nverage thun other groups. Simildrly,
they were less likely Lo hove allocoted pileces of loand, bult not
significantly different.

Given that there are no differences belween groups in terms
of the numbers of land holdings, it is to be expecled Lhat there
muy not be differences between groups 1in terms of numbers of land
holdings at different locations 1n relation to the homestead.
This 1s indeed the case. Nor is there any difference between
groups in the percentages of land holdings located al Lhe various

distances.

The utilization of land holdings indicuales some anl icipnled
trends, but agoin, significant differences between groups do nol
exist. The percentuge of homesteuds in ench phasc ol Lhe lile
cycle which have uncleared land declines (from 37.65% to 2b.2%,
25.0%, 18.4%, oand 13.0% respectively) ns onc moves through the
cycle., Establishment and expansion phuse homesleads nre least
likely to report some unuscd lund (12.5% und 11.6% respeclively),
while fission phase homesteands are most llikeiy to report some




anused lond (21.18). Consoliduation and decline phose homestends
have 16.7% and 17,45 respectively, of their lund unused) .

tpntficant differences hetween Lhe proups do exisl in Lerms
o aininy neeenss Lo additionnl lund. Sipgnilrconnt Ly, . uU% ol
Lhe expansion phase homesteads wre looking for more land in

dompurigon Lo 47.6% ol Lhe establishment, 42,63 ol consolidation,

a4 4n of tissien, and 31,.8% of decline phase
However, (though not sipuiticunt dilferences) exphansion and
consolidaution phase homesteads appear mosl desperate with 42,3%
and 44.6% respectively indical ing o willingness to go any
fand, 11 comparisen to-only 7.7% ol expunsion, J.H%
of decline phose honestouds, Latublishment

homestends.

diatanue Lot
ol Lissiton, und 11,04
phase homesteads are significantly less success ful

nnd expansion
have

felbing land 256% ol the lormer and 27.4% of the lntler

| ]
LA bl et By A e S B reapeclively ol the

(g led in compaurison Lo
cyele phonse homes!touds. Estublishment phusce

Inter lite
in Lhe size of

homes tends are lenst likely Lo percelive u decline

innd nllochtion.. More than HUX believe the nllocnl tons are nolt
declining in comparison Lo over 70% for aull other calegories.
his probubly rellcets Lheir being newet homeslends us well as
hoving lLevel vilocatiunsg, )

there nre no differepces bebween groups Lhelr exporiences
of Lhe borrowing and lending ol Land. Less Lhan L0O% of the
homestouds 1n any of the lile cycle cutegories huve cither

are prescobly lending any land. Perceplions of

borrowed ot
from either

problems nssocinted with borrowing nnd lending Lond
Lhte borrower's or Lhe lender! viewpoint do nol differ between

froups, nor does Lhe expericncce of any problems,

Group differences do not exist for either of the two
scceurity issues., Smull numbers in the unalysis of why land hus
been lost preclude any conclusions. lowever, the distribution of
the number of responscs ol ‘resettlement! or 'sbandoned’ crossed
ull groups. Establishment phanse homesteads seem least informed
of bunishmenl cases, bul are not significanlt ly different.

And Lhere are no signilicunt differences between groups 1in
Lerms of the land use issues. While only 25% of Lhe
establishment phase homestends would have ploughed eanrvlier
cnttle been removed (a reflection of limited secess to draught
power?) and as many as 51.3% of other groups would have, this 1s
nol significant. Similarly, uo much smaller percentuge of the
establishment phase homesteads perceive o shortage of grass (20%)
in comparison to up Lo 61.5% of the olhers, this, ns well, is nol
significant, Relatively amnll numbers in Lhe estublishment phase

asccount for these differences.

had




1-4 Femule hended homesteads.

Femnle hended homestends were Lhought Lo be prescented with

problems different from Lhat of Lhe population as o whole, In 23
of the 26 cuses femule heoded homestends were heonded by widowed
women, The other three were hended by divorced ov separalod

WOMGTH , While it might be nrpued that they should be no dilferent
thun the rest of Lhe populotion, becnuse of Lhe developmenl of
the homesteand prior to the death of the husbund, 1L was none the
less expected thal homestends in Lhis group would lave less
continued anccess to resources {or agricul turnl production. And
that this would be reflected in their currenl status in relolion
to the rest of the communily. It was felt, further, thal Lhey
might be facing unique constraints on their agricultrual
pelivities becuuse ol their uniqgue stutus.,

There 18 no significant difference belween male and femaole
heanded homestends in terms of homesteand composilion 18sucs.
Femanle hended homestends tended to have more individual an Lhe
homestead, but fewer ndulls, The heads of Lhese homesleads tend
to be older (54.5 years 1n comparison to 50.5 years for Lhe rest
ol the population). Given thot the mujorily of femole hended
homestends nre headed by widows, one would expecl older
homesteonds, hence more individuuls, Fewer ndults may be o
reflection of the late husband.

The anunlysis of land holdings begins to differentinte
between Lhe two groups. While female headed homesleads had
nenrly the sume number oif lnnd holdings as mule hceaded
homestends, they had significantly less tolal land (2.7 ha in
compurison to 3.7 ha). As n conscquence lemale heanded homesteands
also had significantly less land in maize production. The
tendency i1s anlso for female heuded homesteuds to have o lor,er
percentage of land fallow (9.9% vs., 6.5%) and to have leass land
dovoted to cush crop production (0,13 ha vs. 0.31 hn), o possible
refllection of less access to resources and labour, bul neither of
these differcaces is statisticonlly significant, lowever, {emule
hended homesteads have a significoantly smaller percenlonge ol
their land devoted to cash crops (3.5% vs. 7.4%).

In terms of both Lhe number of cattle owned nnd sisa'd in
und owned and sisa'd out, femonle hended homestleonds have lewer
cuttle than male headed homesteads (B.2 vs. 11.6 lor coltle owned
nnd sisu'd 1n and 7.4 vs. 11.2 for callle owned und siso'd oul,
The initial analysis indicates that these arve not significant
differences (Table IVelOub). However, the standurd devintions
are extremely high, which will bias the statisticuol annlysis,

Given the land resources und the number of adulls in Lhe
homestead one would expect [emale hended homestends Lo differ
from mole headed homestends in terms of income sources and muize
production. Less lund could limit the possibility of
ngricultural income. Similnrly, fewer adulls in the homestead,
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wonld likely mean lewer people bn whpe employment Femnle heonded
Lhomesteads are indeed diftferenl in Lerms of Lheir main source of

LHC O . fwonty five percent ol Lhem indicale nonapgriculture,
Nopwapre cornings as Lhelr primary 1ncome source, wihtile only 7.7%

e de headed homes Loads pndicnliod Ul s, Mile heoded
homesLeuds woere more likely Lo have indicnled woape 1ncome (BYL 2%
Vi B s o dpvleulluarnl tncome (24018 vs. LHEET A Looh tny
furbther ot thelsecendacy source of dncome when wige rncome i Lhe
primuary soutce, Lhe hnalysis shows an even hipgher level of
ibpnificance. No lemale headed homeslends indicoted agriculturnl
tncome ns o0 osccondary source when thaeare wins wage jpncome IS Lhe
primory source, while over 17% ol Lhe mole heoded homeslends
indicoted this culepory. However, female hended homesteads Lend
Lo e slightly less able than muale henaed homestleands Lo grow
cnouph muize to feed itself’, bult do not difler from mule heonded
homesteads in terms of hoving enough maoize Lo sell.

[hare appears Lo be Lattle di flerence belween groups in

terme ol dhe adaptation of agricultural practices, Femole heanded
Bome sl o e ns Likely ns omole headed homestends Lo have
Funced, ubilized theiy crop resitdue; bul tend to be less likely
to praclice winter ploughs This mony be u reflection of femule

hended homesteads hoving smaller catlle herds.

Ihe above discussion hus shown that female heonded homestends
differ from male hended homesteads 1n Lerms of land holdings,
nren of lund devoted to muize production und percentnpge of land
devoted Lo cush crop produclion, and pfncome sources. Given Lhese
potentinl handicups Lo ojr i ultural production, do Lenure
problems also| constrain Lhese homesleads?

The annnlysis shows Lhat Femole headed homesloends vre no
difterent from male headed homesteads i1n Lerms ol necess to land.
The number ol inherited and allocated land holdings do nol
difter, nor do the reasons for requesling the anllocolion., The
pumber and percentuge of lond holdings al various dislunces 'rom
the homesteads do not differ also. For bolh 1ssuecs, while there
uppears to be no difference, Lhis ig probobly o reflection of Lhe
land acquisition of the lale husband who acquired Lhe loand in Lhe
first place,

Utilizotion of land presents u similar case. Femanle headed
homesteads ore no different than male headed homestends in Lerms
of the existence of unclenred nrable land as well us in terms of
unused cleared land,

No differences between the groups exist in terms of access
to ndditional land, While slightly fewer female headed
homesteads are looking for land (34.6% vs. 42.2%), Lhere scems Lo
be n willingness to go further Lo get land, und Lhey are less
likely Lo have tried Lo get lund and fauniled, nll of Lthese
diflferences are not significant., Percepti'ons of n changing size
of lund ullocalions and changing token of apprecintion givan Lo
the ehief do not differ from male headed homesteads.

(&g ]
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Some differences helween the groups do exist when dealing
wilth borrowing and Leoding liinl . There 15 no dilterence el ween
proups in Lerms of huving borrowed loand. However, lemiale headed
homestends are more Likely to be lending fand. Over 1U% ol
fomule headed homesteads ave preserl Iy lending land 1n comparison
to only 4% of wole headed lomestends, Phere nppents Lo oo
slipht ditlercnee bobweon Lhye Llwo proups 1n Lieeermiss ol Lhiett
perceptions nbout problgms associnted with Uhe boarrowing lLond

from Lhe viewpoint ol Lhie burrower ., Over 40% ol Lhe Female
hended homestends indicuted that they were lwnys necdong in
comparison Lo only 12.06% ol male heoded homesteods, Conversely

over 16% of Lthe moule heuded homesleuds indicuted thot there wero
o problems nssociated wilth borrowing land 1n comnpirisol Lo no
femnle headed homesteads. No differences in perceptions ol
problems from Lhe viewpoinl of the lender were seon belweel the
two proups. This Is worlh noling us 1L has been shown thol
foemale headed homesteads are more likely to be lending land.
Femule homestlends did not diller from thetr mule counterponrbs in
thetr having hod any of Lhose problems themselves.

Mo differences exist belween the groups in terms of the

jecur ity of Ltenure i1ssues. A smoller ratio of fomale headed
homostends huve lost land (4 of (2B)0 1 hon muole heoded homesLends
63 ol 2009, However, these smoll pumbers prevenl onalysis ol

why that lund was lost. No diflcrences between Lhe pgroups in the
knowliedye of banishment cases apre seetl.

Pilty percent of the femalde hended homesteods indiented that
{ ey would have ploughed earlier if the catlile hod bheen removed

curlier (in compurison lo 44.2% of Lhe male heanded homestends) .
[hig is not a significanl difference, Femnle headed homesteads

are no different than their mole counterpnrts in Lhen
perceptirons of Lhe availobility of grazing for livesloc Ie.

q4-5 ool

A [ifth populuation group nddressed thosce homestoends found to
have the least opportunilty to increase their agriculltural
production becuuse of their resource endowmenl ol Lo huve been
the least successful with agt tcultural production. Iwo
definiltions were used,

The first definition identified homest cnds on Lhe basis of
Lthe maitze production, theitr resource endowments (si1ee of Ltheir
land and cattle holdings), and consh 1tncome. A homesleuad 15
considered poor by definition 1 1f 1l meels one ol Lhe three
following criterin:




I The homestend nover produces enoupgh maize Lo {ired

gvitryone i Lhe homestbeod, N no enttle nre owned or
srando1n
e Womestondts ot Tand hHolding vs Less oy i,
Fhe homes Lead s on cash o cngome
e second defanition vdentiyed homesleads on Lhe boasis ol
malze production, cottle hol:dings and cush 1ncomi. Lo ho b g

wore specidicully nol ancluded Lo permil constderntion ol Lband

nnualyais, A homestead-is consitdered poor by

delfinttion 2 i1 it meots cilher due of the ol lowing craberin
i [he homestead nover produces enough maize Lo {orind
cvervone tn the homestceand, AND no call lee nroe owned of

iisa'd out,

Plhiee homesbend g na sl rncome.

fhirty five homésteads it Lhe fiest deflinition nnd 41

homesteads it Lhe second, v number ol the anonlyses were nol
fune a6 Lhe definition peecluded analysis. For example, o
compurison ol Lhe size of fond holdinps would obviously show
sipgnificant differences belween (the bwo groups ol Lhe firsl
delinitton becnuse poors homestends ore delined porbianlly on Lhe
bastis of hoaving vercy small land holdings,

A with the three proups ol commercinl farmers, the lirst
proup will be discussed 1 delnel. Discussion of Lhe second

proup will only be moade where Lhal group diflers sipgnificant Ly
frrom the fairst, [f there 1s no diflerence between the LWwo groups
in torms of the nnalysis the discussion of the Firsl o group will
vquully pertuin to the second.

l'vor homestends are sipnelicunt by diflerent from Lhe resl

of Lhe population in Lerms ol homeslend chauranclteristics. 'oor
homes Lends are smullor (7.9 vs. 11,7 individuals) nnd have lewer
vdults (4.1 vs. 5.7 adulta). The hends of Lhese homesteonds are
vounper (44,7 vs, H2,0 yours). This is further refllecled aguins

the Life eyele variable which indicates the poor homeslends ore
concentroted o the estolblpalhment ond expuansion plinses (hd.d% v,
.75 ol the peneral population) and are less cyvident in the

consolidation phuse (B.7% va. 44.7%) .

Poor humestends wooald be expected Lo differ lrom Lhe peneral
population with respect Lo their landholdings becouse ol the
definition. MHowever, in terms of the percentanges ol land fallow
and devoled Lo cush c¢rops Lhere anre no dillerences. The nnulysis
shows thal poor homeslends nre no differenl from Lhe general
population. However, Lhey have sipnifichntly less Land devoled

Lo cash erop production (7.7% vs. 2.H8%).

-
-




Poor homesteads which hnd cosh tncome (29 ol 30H) nre

sipnificantly different from their neirtghbours. Twenly scvoen
(93.158; ol them repor ted woge employmenl o5 Lhete pramury dneome
saource. Apriculture was roeported us uo sed anduary tncome sour e Ly

only B.6% of the homestends.

These homesteands olso difler wn Lerms ol Lhoere ndapt bon ol
agricultural i1nnovations. They tend to fence less (anly H1.0%
vs. Bd.4% of the genernl populubtionl, but, stgnilicantly lLewer
use their crop residue (B.bB% Vs, 2h%) or winler ploughCl2. 4% vs.

37.49%) .

Thi second deftnition poor homesl cads confirmed the lTand
holding 1ssue chorncteristies that could not be addroessad by Lhe

first delination poor homestouds, Pocr homestends hoave Fewer
tand holdimgs (1.8 vs. [iH) whichagivel s amuller Lotal [land nrea
(1.9 hu vs, 3.9 hu), [t follows thut there will bhe lefs tatnl
nres planted to matze and less ared devoled to cosn ovop
production. Definition 2 poor homesleands e compnrable Lo
definttion | homesleads 1n 111 Lthe olther charactevieshbics with Lhe
one exception Lhat they do nol differ Crom their neavghbours an
terms of [encing.

In terms ol homestends chirae b intics poor homestends

senerally, appear to be much different from their neighbours.
Choey hoave less lubour and show less nptracul turl production. Iy
definition they huve less land and cattle. Arc they hampered by
the lond tenure situnbiony

Foor homesleands are nol ditferent from their nerpghbours in
(e tecess to thetr exisbing Jand holdings. They Lend to
inherit land ws frequently. [hey have o slight tendency Lo be
nllocated land more often, bul are no mote likely Lo huave
requested the allocation becnuse they had no loand or for the
estublishment of a new homeste vl than their neirghbours, i

Frogmentation of lund holdings offers little tnsight to the
differences between the two groups. There 1s no difference 1n
{erms of the number of land holdings locuted at Lhe various

distonces. However, there is o significant difference in terms
of the percentoge of land holdings loconted at the various
distonces., Poor homesteads tend to have n higher percentoge ol

thieir holdings at the homesLend (B2.6% vs. 06Y. &) und u lower
purcentage within 500 m of the homestead (11.7% vs. 1909%)"

There ure no dilfercences belween groups in Lhe utilizoulion
of land., Poor homesteands nre as likely as the gencerul population
Lo hoave some uncleared arable lund ws well ns Lo hove some
cleared, but unused land.

Sitpnilicant differcences between Lhe groups do exisl oin lerms

of gaining access Lo additional land. The poor homestends are
much more likely to be looking lor land (O7. 1% v, UB.AN). They
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nedphbours on Lerms ol the distance

for lund, but they do report Lhol L haey
poet Lond (41 .1% va.

are no difloerent Trom theid

they are willing Lo go

more [requently facl in Lheir onllempls Lo

el B Lhetr petceptions about the chonging size of nllocabions
iree w0 didterent frowm the percoepliaant ol olher . Pliee il yesie
indicate thot there 18 @ dilfieconce 10 e ol pevceplions aboul
the token given to the clivel, but gmnll numbers moke delindle
conclusions debotoble.

exint between Lhe groups an Lerms ol

Litbtle diflerencen
ussociated wilh Lhe

Lheat cexpoer bences el pent :-1‘1 tons ol irt'uhl"l‘!l'i
borrowing onad lending olf  Lond, They nre a4 lbikely ns the pencrnl
lund 1 Lhe pust or Lo be present ly
i terms of Lhe possible problems
from the

populntion Lo hove boprrawed

lending loand, They do dil Lo
Lo by encountered 1o bonrowing and lending land

viewporntl ol the londoer, less frequent ly indienbing o refuasnl ol
ihe borrower Lo return the Tond (50,0% v, 1.0 eT% )0, However, they
are oas Hikely as their neapghbours to huve experiencoed Lhese
prr ol e

e poor homestends do nol dillter from their neirghbours in
torms of bhe reusous piven for pno longer having land which they
e hiodo in Lhe post, bul Lhey e liss likely to bhe aware ol
bupntshmenl cascs., Only H.09% of them hod heard ol such cusesd L
compuy ison to 19.0% of  Lhet nedphbours.

1y Lhoey are nol differont wn Leems ol Lhelr wish Lo

Similae by,
honve ploughed cor bier hind vt le beon vemoved Prom he [1elds
They are more |Likely Lo fcel thol there isn'l enough

eat et
nunbers make Lhis o dubiious

gruass lor fraZzing, but smid i

conclusion.

Wilh respecl lo tenure issues there s ngnin little
difference between the firsl and sccond definitions of poor
homeslends. The sccond group are more likely to have requested n

land ullocution becuuse Lhey didn't have land. Both groups ore
cimilur in terms of frapgmentobion ol land holdings vus well as an
of land utilization. There are little differcnces between

terms
Lthis group and their neighbours in lterms ol looking for luand.
in

(While 51.5% of Lhe poor homesleads are looking for lund

compnrison to only 39.6% of their neighbours, this ia nol
significant.) Finally definition 2 poor homesteands differ from
the genernl populatican in terms of their perceptions of problems
gssociabted with the borrowing and lending of lond from Lhe
ol Lhe borrower. Slightly under 38% of the homestends

viewpoinl
others.

snw no problems in compuiison to 12% for Lhe




4-6 Inpovators.

Innovolors were classiicd ns n group on Lhee hinsas ol
utilization of innovolive ARl fcultural produstion mert hoels .
Homestends wire clussificd us innovalave i ey tallbaybled one ol
Lthe following requirements

(. Nomesteudys who praoclice farming outside Ll normil
cropping Senso0n.

. Homesteads who prug fipce drrignted Forming.

4. Homestends who utie iheir stover (harvest itoopr plow 1|
uncder) AND fence AND winter plow.

1t wos felt that this group, which has d smonstraled an
adaptution ol pgriculturnl innovaotions mipght be constroined by
the lund tenure and, therefore, warrants unalysis as an
independent proup. Thirty one homesloends were o fnssi lied ns
innovalors.

innovator homestlends duller from Lhe peneral pupnlntion 1n
some humeslend character ystics, They tend Lo hnve foewer peuple
i s = ) individunls) nnd lewel ndults (4.6 vs. A0 ndults).
fliere 18 no signiticant differences in the nge of Lhe heads of
nomestends nor oo the stoupe ol Lhe I fe eyolae 1n which Lhe
homestend finds iLaell. However, a larget percenlope ol the
innovalor homestends are in the [i1ssion stage (31% vs. 17%) und n
amuller percentage are Ll the consolidotion phase (13.8% vs.
44 .4%) thun their neighbours.

No significant differences exisl belween the groups L
relation to uny of the annlyses concerning their lund holdings.
Innovators tend to have slightly larger land holdings (4.6 ho vs.
4 ha), bul the number of holdings, the tolnl area ol lund
devoted to pnnlze oOr cash crop production, or the percenlage of
lund which is fullow show no dilferences between the groups,
They also tend to have B higher percentuage of their land devoted
to the production of cash crops.

As innovalors are defined to practice winter plowing,
harvest Lheir stover, and fence Lheir fields, one would expecl
those homesteads to have larger cattle herds providing timely
access Lo drafll power. However, the annlysis shows no difference
between the innovator homesleads and Lhe genernl population both
in Lerms of the number of enttle owned und sisa’d 1n a8 well ns
the number of cauttle owned and sian'd oul.

Innovator homesteads ara significontly different from Lhe
general population in terms of their income sources s well as in
torms of muize productiof. Agriculture 1is Lhe primary source ol
income for 3B.7X% of innovalor homesteads 1n compurisol to only
19.7% of the general populution. In only Hl1.6% of innovalor
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homesdloeads 18 wWwage tncome Ll pramary tncome source, L

comparison to 70,7% ol the peneenl populnl jon. Looling turther
b o wape tncome:s wilhh nonopgriculture vs, agriculture os the
scecondnry soures D oincome, one sees Lhint nontnnovolor homoestbends
P mge Ll her by L lpve abher pnecome (b, 4% tulthier L han
pr acul b | 1S Y 4 j Lhee sccondury tncomne source olter wope
1 punovataot housechaolds nee evenly split with @5.8B% having
g el bure and poopgpricullure ns Lhewrr sccecondoary tnvome souroes,
lnnovoaltive (ormers would be expected to be produce more and hence
have more matze Lo tewd the homestend membors, Anunlysis
tndicates no significant ditderence between Lhe Lwo groups.
Howoever,  innovative tarmoers grossigntificantly diiiforent from tthe
poencral population on thete ability Lo grow cnough miaize to sell
Loor bl yeurs, 'he annlysis indicoltes thot 20H.H% of Lhem
I v o iy mnlze for snle most or all yeurs AIn comparison Lo
il Jiaenw tor Lthe penerndl populntion.
While mujor charact o Ly diflerences do nol seem Lo be
} 1 L I il I Afrfrecins 1 Lhe g llri--'iil|l'nf aa prie ulture
T B Lhe land Lenure issues indicote
ol R i i { b b e ey e sesbem L Ll =88
A S | 5 St iy, Fnnavnlors aunrt 1 i|11|t'1'l'h1 ['ram t!ll'
T T AT e 5 34 inalyvsia ol most af the loand Lenure
btes gl dilbereue exisl 1 berme col cnccess Lo oexlstong
i, dand utrltzotion, the borrowing and lending ol land, and
el uke consbrngnld
nnuvinlor hamoesbend: ree more Lihely Lo request ub
ition to estuablish an independent homestend Lhan theit
ey phbiours H, 7% v 2t

vlaght diflerences appear in terms ol Joand ulilizal ron.
Ilnnovator homesteunds tend Lo hove less land ancleared, Unly
LUy 1% of the nnovators had uncleaved land tn comparisaon Lo 20 .04%
ol Lthe genecrul populution. A slightly higher percentoge ol
nunovators (19.4%) indicated Lhe presence of unulilized clenred
nnd in compprison to l6. 1% ol Lhe genernl populunlion. However,
in elither cases these differences were nol significont.

Innovators tend to have bhorrowed more laund 1n the pasl Lhan
Lhe penernld opulation (12:9% vs. 5.7%). They nlso tend to sce
less problems with the borrowing and lenaing ol lond lorm he
viewporntl of the lender than their neighbours.

Stpgni Sacunt differences do appenr in Lerms ol wishing Lo
plough ecavlier. Over threo lourths of Lthe innovators would hnve
ploughed i2orlier had the cattle been removed in compurison Lo
only 37.7% of the general populalion.
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The Cinul subsel ol Lhe populot ion was definced to be
investors. Thesde were classified on the bosis of Lhe homestead
heoad bewng o ‘professiononl’ (Lhose wilhh formaol Loornmang,
senitoraty 1n the civil sorvide, Drosaome enlreprenueraship sue hna
upronumisls, nuraes, necountunts, middle o seniol eyl
governmenl ofticers, business owhners oF miandpers, und teachers)
or n skilled techniciun (thouse with some technienl tradning or
nequired skills guch as plumbers, mechunics, welders, velevinury
pssistents, torm manngers/supervisars, melal processors, und wood

processors) . Thirty homesleads were classified us investors,
' Thege individunls were idenld ified from informal ion pulhered
in Lhe first questionnnire. The assumption wos made Lhat

individunls falling anto this 'itnvestor' chlegory might huave
diaspoasnble tncome which could be inveslted 1# an npricultural
enterprise., Anulysis of Lhe diutn wos made to see 11 indecd they

diftered from the general population,

Little differences exlsled in Lterms ol homes Lend
compasition. [nvestor homesteads tend to be slightly gmoller and
hnve lewer odults, bul Lthese dilferences nre not sipgnilicnnt,
lfowever, 1nvestors are younhger avernging 456.1 years in comparison

to 51.8 yeurs Tor the general populotion. Investors tend to be
i the enrlice stages of the life cycle as would be expected by
the cmployment component of the delinition. However, Lhe

(i1 {ferences are not significont.

cimilarly, little dilfferences existed between investors und
{hiee peneral population in berms of land holdings and utilization.
[here nre no signilicant diflercnces in terms of the number wand
20 of land holdings, nor in the amount of land devoted Lo muirze
e cush crop production., liowever, inveslors nre deounticnlly
difterent from the neighbours in terms of the amount of lond
Fillow (0,75 1n relation Lo 7.8% for the gencral populution).

They do not differ from the general populzlion in terms of
coltle owned nnd sisn'd in nor in terms ol cottle owned and

4 ' . b
gian’'d ous,

Given the definition of inveslors once would cxpoeact
differences in the analysis of i1ncome, However, in lookinpg nt
secondary sources of income, where wnge employmenl 18 Lhe primary
source one sees a slightly higher (Lhough nol gignificantbly
different) percentage of investors huving ponugriculturnl income
as the secondary souprce as well.

[nvestors do not difler {rom Lhe genernl populnlion in Lerms
of manize production. Their nbility to produce enoupgh mairze Lo
feed themselves or Lo be able to sell 1s no different from thot

of their neilghbours.
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Finally, itnvestors display little diflerences lirom thear
peiphbours an terme of their nduptution of wpriculturnl
tnnovalions There i o dibterence betwoen groups in terms of
Feneding, the existence ol Fepoed i grazang nrcis b I e communily,
tors, however, are less likely to

o i o winter ploughing. L
thett crop roesidue. Neavly 90% ol the inveslors lenve
on the Trelds on componrisonclo alighlly over T76% of

populnl aon; None ool and sbore tha slover i

o 15.9% of the penceal populalion.

Hoving scen thot there appeanrs Lo be Litd le differences
on the choronctertstics ol the tnvestors oand the general
nltion, nre they foacing tenure constroinls which might be

)

yng their willingness to invest in ngriculture’

Uil lerences belween the Lwo grouwps do exist in the
i1tion of present land holdings, While 1t hus been shown in
urlter discusstion tLhot Lhere was no dilference belween
v oin btepema of the number of land holdings, investors nre
Prkely Lo inhee tit el Over 75% of Lhe investors did not
L Land tn compirison Lo less than 50% of the genecrol
nbion, Inveslors tend Lo pol o alightly highen, though naot
higher, percentnpge of theirr land through

Investors onroe more likely to request Lhoese

for the purpose of establishing an independent

0% of the investors in comparison Lo 24.05% ol Ll

populalbiron).

Mhete 18 no diflference between groups in terms ol the
tion of land holdings in relation to Lhe homeslend, Sliphtly
more than 70% of holdings of bolh groups ure ul the homesLend,
slightly less than 20% are within 500 meters, and the remoining
holdings nre over 600 meters.

Investors have tended to develop leas ol Lhelt land
holdings. A larger percentonge of inveslors thun the peneral
populotion responded that they haid some arable; land which haod
not been cleared (36.7% vs, 2204X)., HNowever, Lhey were no
different from the genernl populotion in Lerms of Lhe ubilizntion
of existing clenred land.

Inveslors appeur to be no differenl Lhan Lthe general
populotion in terms of thelr experience with gaining access Lo
uwddilionn)l lund. Fewer investors appear lo be looking for Lund
(43.3% vs. 42.6%) and more appear to have tried and failed (20%
ve., l4.4%), but these differcnces are notl stutisticnlly
significant, Their perceptions of changes in the size ol
allocantions and the token of appreciuntion given Lo Lhe chiel are
comparable to that of their neighbours.

Gome voriution between Lhe groups appenrs Lo be Lhe case in
f the borrowing and lending of land. The annlysis show n
percenboge of investors having borrowed land in the pasld
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(14.4% vs. h,06%), while none ol Lhe investors ure currently
laond 1n comparison Lo 6.7% of theirr neighbours, However,

lending
Investors' perceplions of

those are not o signilbrcand diffoerences.,
probloems associated wilth Lhe borrowing and lending of lund from
bolh the borrower's und lender's viewpoinl is no diflerent Llinn
thut o!f the generoal population. Experiences of thes problems

are ulso compurable.

Ihe securitly ol Lenuro queslbions do not depiet signilicnnt

differences between the two groups. Investors are not dilferend
from thetr peirghbovrs 1n the various reasons for no longer having
tund which they hadipreviously held. However, they Lend Lo be

mutro nwiee ol bunishmenl cuses.

Investors do not differ From the generul populultion tn terms
of thetr inobility to plough enrlicer, nor in their perceplions ol
n decline in the quoality ol grnzing.
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CONCLUSLONS

A numbier ol popernl oconcliusrons pny bhee drnwn lrom Lhe nbhove
iflscussLon Almost o third of the land has been acquired since
LA Nehrly 1/ ol th the homestonds have lund which ltas nolt
Lieeent cloured, nnd Lt indicled the existence of ¢ lenred lond
whireh wid nol s boe it sl Unusod Tnnd 18 nol herapg lent oul,
musl Scommoan by biecanse Ll ol homeslends doesn't wanl Lo mius ke
enemses., Hamestends ceadily tdentified varitous problems wilh
borrowiny and lending land, bul few had personnlly had any of
these problems, Slipghtly less than 30% of the homestends haod

Tund whach Lhey no conger hnve; most commonly laost Lhrough

reset Llement or huving simply obundoned the lond, Nearly hoalf of
the homestends indicate that they are presently looking for land.
Only 15% have ever tfaaled in onnp attempl Lo et land (nol
necessarily implying that Lhey failed in a8 luater attempl).

Wupe cmployment or business income 18 the primoary source ol

thicome for Lwo-thoed of the homestends. Homesteads are ns
Iikely ta hire drought power ns Lo use thedir own. Cattle
ownorstiyp ts s8hewoed Slightly 'less than forly perc ent of the
homesteuds own no entt e, [he averafe herd size 18 lbod hend.
[l @41 homesteasds holding more than 20 heod of cattle own 44.6%

ol all ol the catllc.

Lubour shorthpes were most commonly foelt during weeding and

Liarvesting. Hired lobour was the most frequenld solution Lto Lhese
shortuges. Over 95% of the homesteads provided Lribule Inbour
for thelr chicts, Only B.2% tndicated thal this tribute labour
interfored wilth work on Lheir own fields.

A number ol nontraditional lend use practices appeat Lo bhe
furning ncceptoance. Over G0O% ol he homesiceads have purl ol thett
land holdings fenced, Scevenly-seven percent of the nonlformers
huven't fenced becanuse of u shortupge ol moncy. Over holl ol L he
respondents indicated thalt Lhelr communilies favoured fencing
only 6.2% indicoted that Lhe communily wit opposed in some
fashion. Over one-third of Uhe homestends winter plough, while
only 21.7% utilize their crop sltover. In loculions where Lhe
chief announced when eattle were to be removed from Lhe fields 1in
the spraing, forly percenl ol Lhe respondents indicated that they
would hove ploughed earlier had the cattle been removed carlier.

Gruzing land in Swozi Nalion Lond areas 1s communally
ut 1l Fzed. Much of the literature indicales o deterioraling ronge
condition, yvet little appears to be done by communilics Lo mnnuge
thetir community grazing resources, Defining o ‘communily' 1s a

L

first step.  There ls no relntionship between dip tonk arens nnd

grazing areas. And, while Lhe majority of the respondents
indicotod thot their groazing oren 1s nol being pgrozed by cnllle
frow other runner or chieltancy areas, the majorily indicnted
that b woulldnttUibobther Ehem iyt owng ot




vdentificd four gencranl tenure lssues to be
subdivision, [(ormer control over

The project papeor
investiganted: frogmentoticn and
uncultivited formlund of good potentinl,
developed Lo

j~{'ndut tion decisiang,
and pasture maonagement.,
test the signilicance ol these

A number of hypolheses were

conslraintls,

are policy construoinls when

Fragmentation and subdivision
resources

they lend to inefficiencies in the use ol socurce
and labour) ond less intensive ulilizalion of the
g osipgnificunl relationship
there 1s nol an 1ncrease 1n
vinr it ion in

lund.

(capital
The annlysis shows that there 1s not
hetween inheritance and subdivision,
the level of subdivision over time, nor 1s there
subdivision or fragmentation beltween ecological zones.

Frogmented holdings, where Lthey exist, huve us much land lallow

as nonfragmented holdings.

I'he recent liternturs on wsgriculture an Swuzilund repeantedly

raises the 1ssue of constraints on a farmer's ability Lo make
independent decisions on Lhe ultilization of his land. Given Lhat
fencing was seen to be an lnnovative mo~ification of truditional
lund use practices, the anulysis used fencing as indicative of
independent production

changing community nttitudes toward more

decisiron moking. Community nttitude townrd fencing hus changed
remarkably., Farmers are more likely to huave fenced 1 Lhelr
chiel hus part of his holding fenced, However, they are as

neighbours and chief when they are
of homeslends hoave [enced some
indicoled cash

likely as not to consult their
beginning to fence. The majori Ly
of their holdings; these whe hove not fenced have
‘0 mutlerinl shortanges rather Lhan community opposiiron Lo

fencing ns the constraints preventing them from having fenced.
lhere is no relutionship bebtween fencing and winter ‘ploughing.
However those who have fenced are more likely to ulilize Lhelr

croup residue rather thun simply leaving 1L for caultle to leed.

Casunl observation seems Lo indicate Lhe existence of sizable
amounts of good potential land which is not being fully ulitlized.
[fL is nccepted that homesteads are constantly evolving entities
dnd that at certoin times there nay innd which the homestend is
unable to fully utilize. However, the annlysis shows Lhat there
are no significant relationships belwecen the amount of fanllow
land and the number of adults in the homeslead, Lhe age of the
homestend heand, ner in terms of the number of caltle owned by the
homestead. The extent of borrowing was s§0 limited that an
unulysis of these informul murkels was nenrly impossible.
Perceptions of scarcity of land in terms of lenglh of time for
anllocations to be made, declining size of nllocalions, elc. do
not significantly relate to the frequency of lands being retuken
the chief, the intensilication ol lund use, nor in the

rl W

frequency of borrowing.
and Lhe resultnnt land degradolion 15 common in
increasing human populalion puts

0 frenter demand on the loand buse lor arable production thereby
liveslock herd onto o decreasing pasture, As

Qvergrazlng
communal tenure syslems where an

gyqueezing o HIEOWINDE
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¢ employment ot the ecarlier
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hauve incrensed, collle herds have been
yur 1s available, Given Lhe general
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Lo be o

on Lhal one musl
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there does nol appear Lo
identificd subsets af Lhe

appear

clslons. I'hat
e belween Lhe

Lively homogencous population on Swazl




.
SUMMRIRY
! CHANGES IN AGKRICULTURAL LAND UGE: IMST I TLTIOMNALE COMNSTRAINTS ANLD
| OFFORTUNITIES== THE TRADITIDNAL SECTOR SUKVEY
| This paper by Mark Marquardt pPeport the findings ot the majar
. component ot the =0 month Sstudy ofFf land Terunt in Swaziland. The
study was based on data ohtained tam scientifically g@lected
sUNveys. lhe 4 ecological zones, RDR oant non=-RDA areas, and all
classes of homestead/ Tarmers Wers: WEreds.
The paper focuses on the 4 proolemn traditidnal Hwazl tenure
(SNL) 18 frequently purported to 1 ter:
i 1% Fragmentation af land holdings,
b
oy Inadequate tarmer con traol over production aeclsi1i0ns,
|
‘ N Good Lotential land belng unused, and
‘ 4. Foor ranae and pasture management.
| Recognizing that all people do nat nave the same needs or Tac
‘ similar situations, thereraore may be atfected dirferently 0y
tenlUre, 7 population groups Were studied:
|
|
‘ Ccommercial farmars,
‘ Homasteads Classified by soubce 01T 1NCOME,
. - Homesteadsclassified by lite | Cc Jcle,
- Homestesds headed by women,
-  Foor homesteads,
N . Innovators, and
- Y Investors'.
The first section ot thea report 1s an overview which descripes
i the typical situations found among homesteads cum tenure 1ssUeS.
- The second section reports tindings in terms of the 4 purported
| tenurea problems (seg above), and the third 1n terms of the 7
| population groups.
‘ MAJOR CONCLUSION: The traditional tenurse system doas not appear




to be a major constraint to increasing agricul tubal procicticn.

e study tnat nomestea w0 wWart gl and have
manacerial sl e 1t Thest v 1t I Bt vallatl
or appeear o toD Bl 10, I in £ = | L: IfGAYy athls
to make 1ndependegnt productlion gecl sl

The major conclusion s tercibly tmportant tar policy makers.
[t means that changing traditional tenurs will nov be a "miracle
drug which will tegned prob lEms assoclraved Wwilth L oW
produccivity. (Changint tenure vules aloneg Wwill not lead Lo

rapid incrgasiEs 1N pgroduction) . Constraints other than tenure
are at work in the system and they must be contfronted.

e resEearch also shows that while lang tenure alone 1s not
constraining production, 1t may be integrally related to cemoving
s0ome ot the other constralints so 1% 15 MO y dead 1ssue. The
conclusions call attention to L ract that there 15 proom for
1mprovemsnt 1n the tenure SNE CE, g 1t 18 lmportant Tor those
improvem=2nts to o mades YOIMY et i ssibhle.

ction l: The Ovarview

The research i1nto the hamestead situation cum tenupre ceinrtorced
Lo genaral rnowledgoge agricul cural professionals have of the
s1tuation. b= rrom a tentre/productivity standpoint the tollowing

stand out.

Une Quiarrcen QT tNneg Nomgsteads NayYe! Luntsed Lrand ot nian

farming potential

have cleareda land riot Tarmen

Land lending 1s &alppractice ingeclyr

&5Y afty the laing acaulisitions nave Deen since 1970

(hespritlemant 15 1mpoprant,. )

- Sales trom tarm products are the major source of cash faop
one—-third of the honesteads

- The traditional land tenure system i1s flexaible

- The traditional land tenure svstem 15 CHANGING

Land disputes are 1ncreasing.

(1

gaction Il: The Furported Tenure FProblems'

Vs Fraomentation of land holdings: At the present time 1t 18
nat a consteraint. bubdivision was not Tound to be
increasing over time; however, 1t could become a problem 1n

b




the TUuTtUre.

= Farmer. control aver proguction declsiong: e commonly held
complaint that tTarmers o [ot Havi agefuate contral ovej
decisicn mabking Was found to be only marginally true, and
the situation 18 changing rapidly, In gegneral, rarmers can

fence and make the strateqglitc decisions which are required
to lncrease productivity, but unitorm policies of the pright
typetanong chiets could i1mprove the situation.

LG4 Unused land of good potential: There 1s land availlable, and
tenure does net sE2Em to el D1g 155U, Ditferent
homestaad needs aver 1t life cycle and other
cpnsiderations are the iwnportant elements,

&4, FastuPre managainant: M Bl Tudy not vet davallable loolks
at this prapla LN UeEpicn. HroweyYenr, 10 wWas pecoanilzed thnat
CNne increasa LT Limeri population' linked to the desipe to
CiWn L1IvEsStock put i greater demand an the land hase, LLow
productivity in livestocl 13 ct loglcal cansedquence, Ihe
tenagency. 1s to pvergraze and damace ithe 'anag base through
Brosi1an.

wmectiaon 111 Fopulation groupss

Inese tn-deptn analyses will bhe very nelprtul to policymakers,

ind attempta to ummarize the Tindings must leave QL important
ASDECTLES.

The diffeérernces among the droups) are pramabrily what a laarned

agriliculturalist wowld enpeact.

Thare | little evi between any of the
groups and the ganegr apms ot the 1dentiried
Land Ltenures 1551 or \CoRess t enisting land,
reagmentation, uwallzation of land, i to additional
land, borrawing and leanding or land, curity of tenure, ar
land LS e constraints., Irat thare goes nov appear tg (s ]=]

ianiticant i Andicates a prelatively homogenous
population on SKNL.

¥ A5 | one  would enpect, agriculbural stion, hence the
neeg” tor Land, 1S losalyitied to the lite cycle of the

famestead.

- Commercial rarmers  Nhave, more land, DUT most  practices
utilaesed difrepr little rhom the genenal population. They
have found wavs to get the land they nead.

- Homesteads geriving more i1ncome trom wWwaoge emplovment oW
fewar cattle and plant less maize, but they differ little on

key tenurs 1ssuess,
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An Executive Sumnmary

of a ’ Report Entitled

CHANGES IN AGRICULTURAL LAND USE:
INSTITUTIONAL CONSTRAINTS AND OFFORTLUNITIES
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

AND FOLICY OFTICONS

(] INTRODUCT ION

The .-..' report  byE=Dp, John Eruce presents the summary
findinas and POLICY OFPTIONS of what 1s commonly called the "“land
use and land tenure policy options'! study. fhe Tinal araft will
be circuiated prior to the SEMINar on the topic which 18
tentatively scheduled for late August 1988.

Wy wWas the study conducted? While a numbetr of MTrican

countries have opted forr dramatic retorms in their customary
svstems of land tenure, Swaziland has so far elected to  retain
1ts customary system largely unaltered. However., Many
commentators nave suggested certaln aspects of the system are
constraining agricultural productivity. The commentators have

had access to very little good data and relied heavily on studies
mare than 20 vears old which were only modestly quantitative at
the time. In Segptember 1Y85 the Ressarch and Flanning Department
of the MOAC launched a major pesearch project to clarity the

15sLes,
How was the study conducted

1% Basic facts, in contrast to heresay, were accunulated by
field surveves.

i Drawing from the facts, potential constraints to increasing
productivity were itdentified, and hypotheses developed and
tested to contfirm whether they were, 1n fact, constraininog
prodquctivity.

= When some deqgree of constraint to 1ncreasing productivity




found, 1t was determined whethetr:
- all ftarmers were afrectueon
r there were counterbalancing LH.’[I'.‘f 165

oo 1t was related ) othar constraints so that tenure
change alone would have little 1mpact.

4. The customary system was analyzed to determine whether 1t
Was evolving satisfactorily #{a’ meet the challaenges of

changing times.

= Models wWwithin Swaziland and elsewheras in Atrica were
analyzed tor lessons,

G, Finally, policy options were prepared.
: The stuay has produced:
1L Three broadly based study reports entitled:
- Chanaes in Agricultupral Land Use: Institutional
constraints and opportunities (the Swazi Nation Land

Tenure Survey)

~ Land Tenure and otheéer constraints to Commercial
Agricul ture: A Survey of bwaziland s Advanced Farmers

T Case Studies of Land Tenure Issues 1in SHL communities
(not vet available)

' Five narrowly—i2ildsed "sprcial studies' reports entitled:
- Legal Aspects of Land Tenure 1n Swaziland
Customary Land Disputes and Their rlanacement

- Ihnovations and Adaptation: A Study of Land Tenure and
Smallholder Irrication Schemss 1n Swazilland

-~  Land Tenura Arrangenents in  Agricultural bDevelopmentl
Frojects on SN

- Individual Tenure Farms 1n Swazi1 Dwnership,

The report summarized herein synthesizes all of the data and
tnformation from all of the stucies and presents a summary of the
research findings and the policy options availlable to
governmant.
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IThe findings frrom the entlpye body of research I llid&t e
Wilth regard to the 2i1ahbt 1mportant Canuge 1t I e lEnce A
aS ldentarTtied trom the research e flect M T ¢ n of ti
elght closes with an i1dentifilcatiaon ot the claal ieed

. § Urtitty ot Tenre

The commentators ut'oglng Lencit FaTOIm | S il 1 LS more
ictention on thi 155LE than | otne;,, A t wa studled
thoroughly. The conmentatons argumeanit sl ly nber ar Lh
rthiets authority to allocate {8 anid the result W T inceprtainty
whict i1 claimed k1]l LI VY Lo 1 Ve t and 1ncre £
nrod £t 100, Also, 1t a Tit ] La1rmed Ui 3 AN immerclal
Tarming generates 18a] a i f gantsnment may I"esuilv.

e research ftound that thepre was much maot Yamolke than Tips!
in b 1 e . Wt le (] T8 ncl [ mimuint i lousy ovePr

LCCt 3Ll { 1al Tarmir W 0 N Ttopnit T
1N only one casp w 't nreall T tohihahailt ¥ o e
Mmeay & a8 1mportant a Tact yir:y 1 ot deaan 15t
15 0 I HIY  LMPpORtant.

Resettlement 1€ in 1651 int il i) iy ione and peopl fal
L Lirre 10 WOrrlies LHEm. (S 34=1-1 14 ! 1 1% JLICE t Larncl
11Gput which e Incrgasing

i it s 1% 10 VLG e e

J Kiro at i 1N ( i il vl b ! i !
- | T B1rn W] Tl M e | 1al ARl 1= Tt n FOTENT LRL
LN A el m I
(l tEer uUniLToimit 1N pOlicle 11 £ | £10n IV o CNLeT
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i, ib=division and Fragmentation

Not a prablem at this time, but 1t could be 1N the fTutiire.

Clear neesds 1nciuca reintonrcing glements 1N the 2
discouraging fragmentation.
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- Establishing mechanisms Lo TOSs e’ improvemente 1N the
fTuncLiIoning orT the svystem where theprg are minos probpl ems
sUEh as garly removal ot Irvesto tram treldss

F. ShL Tenure and Irrigation

SN tenura WaS nov as constraining Nas baen commonly

believed. At minimum areat doubt was cast on "hard! conclusions
auch as were reached i1n Tate and Lvie t1982). It was 1ound there
are projecet mocels 1N el18LEeNCE 1N =i land whicn show great
pPromlse. No particular model W raconmended.

Clear negds 1nclude:

L Ml irritaation schame nould governeaa {n wiritten
documents clearly settinag out prignts and abligations

Access to land in the scheme should be a phivalege == NOT A
HIGHT - condltional upon fulfilling speciiic terms  &and

nlioatilions

< Admission policy should tnsure openness to' all, 1ncluding
those often regarded as disadvantaged at the present time

4. GBovaernmental polic = cleaprly promoting, stich schemss and
ansuring a means tonr Miaghat authobities to settle disputes

s 0o arise promptly and sustaining the schemes.

G. Commnunal Tenure 1n Range/pastura

Thea tinal epecial stLdy 1°¢ not avatlable. b this time
tontative conclusions are that there 1s indeed 1 ramariable laclk
ot commuitity cantrol ovetr SHL grazing and there 15 cood teason 1o
helieve the situation coprasponds to the “tragedy of the commons!
scenario iHardin, 1S ek ). 11 this 1€ s, "clear negags' mLe t
1ne lude eslther individualizatlo or the creation or e\ mo e
priective sStem Tar common propeprty managenent.

H. fAlternative Syvatems: ITL, and '“~poject! tepure land

tha study found that ITL 1s a viablerocption Tor @ many Swazls.
Do L {0 AL i the [TL holdings. constituting 12% of the area ot
LTL . are nav . in Swazl hands. However, li1ttle o1 Nno evidence Was
found that [TL arrangements wepra ar alternative Lo SML, Swazi
rreeholders are, 1n fact, cdeeply involyved 1N tkaen. All Swazi
fresholders had active links with local chiets. Ta Swazis, Lhe
twp systems appear to be complimentany and suppaonrtbive.

The various “projects! which reflect a aoredat deal of tenuraial
arperimentation hold many lessons. Conclusions from "“"projgcts”

include the followings:

5




e The chilet's capability to reallocate land Lo torm a schemea

1.@, far a block af land on which cer ACtivITLE Zan
be concentrated, 1s an tmportant adva

- Where project activities are on Customanry rmoladinus,
gutrigoer farming models have specilial potential 100 warking
"around' the customanry tenure 3 Ihey can degl Wwitn
many problems === SXtension, PEQLt.

L It 15 clear that oan repurchased [TLy Lovernment has had
ditficultby arriving at a satisfactory tenura Termula ton
smal lholder farming. lhe ovtcome of some paperiments, sucn
\S Lhe Vuvull ang diepute, tend to undermineg the argument

{euch as advanced by Tate and Lvle) that leasenalds provide

better control authoraty than do the chigte,

111 POLTICY: ORPTIONS

Four bagic policy aptions are outlined and analy:zed, Ihey a9
drawin Trom the research and @uperiancs 1in as wall as
glasewhares, The options take 1nto ount the "clear needas'! which

» 1dentitied 1n the study.

H., Individualization ot Tepure: The Frneeshnold Model

wWwhere shitting traditional svstems to ftreehold has L1,

11 n pEsn Tound t0 Dbe enpensive and does not L Mary
pranLems. Common unsalved problems are:

It has Nnot contributed, muecn ta eConomic sourlty tor the

family,

Landlessness 1s bei1ng generated by the operation ot the land

market, and

Land sales are 1n some areas for speculative, rather than

productive purposes,

While convepsion to freghold would meat opr assi1st 1n most  of
& 1dentifred, 1t would not be'consistent with
ements 10 Swazi  eulture which! provide 1ts
iN=lal 15 whether the same negefs mioht
not be met better in aother wavs. A sub-option wWhich the
would seem to favor would be a valuntary conveprsion mode :
wc1al Tarmers segem to Have a serilous need

the "clear neec

Manr s of the e

coheslon. Ine relevant gues

a relatively 1ew comme

100 change at this tin
B, The Cooperativization of Froduction Model.,

The model loolks good 1n theory. but 1n practice 1t has not been

A
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very successtul  anywhere, Hll countries that have tried 1t on a
large scale are packing off.

In terms of meeting the ‘'clear needs!  1dentified an @ the
project, a drastic snift toward cooparativization would not meen
them, but prather malke them inrelevant! A Whole new list af needs
would emerge.

The customany modil in Swaziland where the chiet Appears to
have the power ta malke labor discipline more easy to maintaln
could be an advantage L a cooperativization approach.
Cooperativization built around ' the c¢chigf may have limited
potential and be worth exploring.

C. The State Leasenold Model

This has been lhe most popular “refaorm model! in Africa. 1t has
been tried extennively 1n Swaziland.

One preason 1o the popularity of the leasehold idea 1s that
there has been a wide diversity aof Views concerning what 1t would
accomnlish. For example, individualists sea 1t as a step towanrd
individualization, but moderate socialists see 1t as a means  to
retain governmental control. lo traditionalists, 1t retains the
centralization of authority with government replacing the old
traditional authority,

If leasshold systems szerve auite different  ends to different
peEpole and in different situations as 1ndicated above, they also
atfect cultivators very ditffecently from situation to situation.

ney can pravide ei1ther more.) or less gseclry bl Ihey can be Tair
anc honest, o corrupt! [hey can increase ramrmen contral over

production (grow certain crops, use speciftied technolooy. etc.)
aor lessen 1t.

Exparience with leasehold systems raises several 15sues which
should be carefully considered 1n Swaziland,

1 Leases are ortten encumbered with requirements and
restrictions 50 that farmers prafer the cUustomary
allocation system. Many conditions and restprictions have
pean praven 1mpossible to snforce, and this 198

denorallzing,

P4 Leases cannot be producers of PEVEnue for governmenkt.
(High rents make leases unattractive and low rents cost
more to collect than they are worth!)

i

. Leasehnld administration 1s very subject to inefficiency
and carruption. (A realistic assessment 15 required) .

4. Administering a leasenolfs, system 18 very eaexpensive, and




evervyvwneanre the COStS have beEen undergstimated 1n the

Deginning.

6} Incremental Reftorm af the Customary Tepupe Svstem

I e above 5 options involve a dramatic aeparture trcm the
present customary (SNL) SvYEStem,. They all breall the lLink between
the traditional Swazil =ncial System Nals| land tenure, ney all
reflect a contention that the customary SWazi system 1s

inherently 1ncompatible with agricultural madernizatian, and 1ts
short-comings can best be corrected by dramatic, 1nclsive change

1N tanurss, The ressarch does not support the contention.

This option recognl zZes Lhat same change 1N Bwazil customany
tenure 15 necessary and desirable, wWhile recngnizing that 1t has
been Bvolving and 15 basically Hot incompatible with the
regquirements tar a modern agricul ture,

Ihe cholee 15 not between Nno change ot change, but between the

present ogradual and uneven evalution which, al though 1ts
direction 185 satisfactonry, does create uncentainties tor same
nomes teaders, and a greater degreeg ot leadership and aguildance by
QovEernment N ardap to clapity, Rase and perhaps speed up the

change.

Al though the Authorn has painstakingiy avolded any
recommandationsg, 1t 18 clear this optlion 12 hige cholce. He has
goneg 1nto detsail aa to what are the crucial i1ssues and how they
wowld 1mpact on the Y"clear nesds! 1dentified 1N the resaarch.
fhis section menlits caretul neading bv allipolicy makens.

The authors conclude by

Lie Showing Row the model or gradual, incremental chanas could

ACQCArEss the needs of SNL homesteads.

T Noting that the possibility of harassment of successful,
proaressive, commercial farmners does BR1sE, ancl
consideration should be aiven to providing an expeditious

means aof review to protect them.

4 Indicating that 1t may be agvantageous for Ttees, labor
Btc., owed a5 tribute or PEVING to finance local

Activitlies Lo be tandanrdilzed. [ SE e Al relt the moneg
waalehy should pay more, fine, bhut standardize 1t.)

4. sSugaesting that provaging a means tor  preventing, and when
they arise settling, land disputes quickly and fairly would
be beneficial.
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