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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Introduction

The Swaziland Cropping Systems Research and Extension (CSR/E) Training Project
1s a cooperative venture between the Government of Swaziland (GOS) and the
United States Agency for International Development (USAID). The project 1is
based on a Project Paper (PP) prepared in 1980 and submitted to the AID

administrator in August 1981.

The 5-year project encompasses USAID's major response to requests for
assistance from GOS 1in its efforts to raise the productivity of homestead
families residing on the Swazi Nation Land (SNL), to increase their incomes,
and to improve the economic viability of farming on SNL. About two-thirds of
Swaziland's population resides on the SNL, and they are, 1in general, the
poorer people of the country. 1In 1979, per capita real income was $200

(estimated), of which $55 was cash income.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MOAC) is the implementing agency
for the project. USAID is providing technical assistance, construction, and
commodities to improve the capabilities of two  MOAC Departments
(Directorates)--Research and Planning and Agriculture. The United States

Peace Corps, through an agreement with GOS, is providing volunteers (PCVs).

The project purposes are to be achieved by:

1. Developing recommendations for innovations and improved cropping



practices for SNL homesteaders/farmers which are practical, within
their means, and readily acceptable; and
2. Delivering the recommendations and securing their adoption by a
rapidly increasing percentage of the SNL homesteaders/farmers.
The project 1is to achieve its purposes by outputs produced from inputs
contributed by USAID costing about $13 million, by GOS costing about $4.5
million, and by four PCVs from the United States Peace Corps through an

agreement with GOS.

The PP calls for two internal project reviews and an external evaluation. The

first review was rather informal, and USAID concluded the second review and

external evaluation should be combined. The evaluation was conducted in
November and December 1984. The basis for the evaluation was the logical
framework for the project. The logical framework is a planning,

implementation, management, and evaluation mechanism used in all projects to

which AID makes a major contribution.

B. Project Goal

The Evaluation Team reviewed the project setting to determine whether changes
which occurred between the time of the project design and the present call for
major revisions in the project. The team reviewed project progress and
attempted to dectermine: Causes for any shortfalls in delivery of inputs;
whether the outputs planned in the PP were likely to be produced; and whether
production of the outputs would cause the project purpose and, finally, the

goal to be achieved.



The Evaluation Team concluded that the stated goal fur the project, namely,
"to increase the economic viability of farming on SNL," was a very appropriate
one for a joint effort between the Governments of the United States and
Swaziland when the project was planned, and it is even more appropriate now.
In general, the CSR/E is a good project which merits being given top priority,
full support, and total commitment by GOS and USAID. If the project is
successful, the quality of 1life for at least half of the citizenry of
Swaziland will be enhanced. The project's goals and purpose are 100 percent

consistent with the stated policies of both GOS and USAID.

While the project's goals are laudable and remain very desirable, the
Evaluation Team found that the objectively verifiable indicators for the goal
in the PP were no longer adequate due to lessons learned within the project

and from similar projects in other developing countries. The team recommends

the following changes.

Recommendation: Update the project design by adding verifiable indicators

which measure change from the holistic perspective of the homesteader/farmer.

Time has demonstrated that the assumptions, on which goal achievement from the
project purpose were based, are no longer sound; therefore, corrective action
is needed at this time. It was assumed the marketing systems would
accommodate increases in production for the market. It is now very clear that
the market for corn is very restricted, and the markets for other products,
such as vegetables and livestock, are very uncertain and wunreliable.

Marketing and storage are definitely constraints to project progress, and will



become increasingly so. Marketing is not an incernal project problem, but the
project cannot logically be expected to reach its goal without major

improvements in it.

Recommendation: GOS should take action to improve the marketing system

for products produced on SNL.

Another assumption on which meeting the project goal was based is that GOS
policies will encourage crop production for the market. The record is good,
but the Evaluation Team feels greater effort should be made in the future. In
order to provide the economic environment needed to encourage substantial
increases in production for the market, GOS may need technical assistance and

the team took this into account.

Recommendation: GOS should request, and USAID should give, favorable

consideration to providing whatever technical assistance (TA) 1in policy and
administration is needed by the MOAC . It would be preferable for the TA to
be provided external to the CSR/E Project, but it is acceptable to revise/

amend the project and include it.

C. Project Purpose

The stated purpose of the project is "to improve and expand the capacity of
the MOAC research and extension program to develop and effectively extend
cropping systems recommendations relevant to the economic needs of the SNL

farmer."



The Evaluation Team commends all parties for what has been accomplished. To
date, the project has gone well in terms of meeting the stated purpose.
The Evaluation Team determined that changes which have occurred in the project
setting since the inception of the project do not call for alteration in the
project purpose, but, from this point in time forward, how it is interpreted
should be updated and accepted by all parties. Project experience, to date,
demonstrates that livestock cannot be ignored if a bona fide systems approach
is utilized, and it was further ascertained by the Evaluation Team that the
best, if not the only, hope for researchers producing recommendations which
are relevant, and thus will be accepted by the SNL homesfeader;/farmers, is to
analyze their situation from a holistic viewpoint, using systems analysis.
Both researchers and extensionists must use a whole farm/family approach.
Therefore, the Evaluation Team has concluded that livestock must be included

in the project; however, the project should continue to give major emphasis to

cropping.

What has been learned is no surprise. The design team for the project
recognized the critical role livestock play for the SNL homesteaders. The
team even stated livestock could not be ignored if a systems approach was to

be utilized and sound recommendations prepared.

The critical, practical problem is money and resources. The USAID commitment
is probably not sufficient to include a full-fledged livestock component, and
the Evaluation Team does not believe initiating large scale, across-the-board
livestock investigations/research at this time represents a wise use of GOS's
limited governmental revenues. With this 4in mind, four closely related

recommendations have been crafted.



Recommendations:

l. The Cropping Systems Research ané Extension Training Project approach
to both research and extension should hereafter be the holistic Farming
Systems Research and Extension (FSR/E) approach. (In the Evaluation Report,
whenever the approach of the project in the future was under discussion, it
was abbreviated FSR/E to signify that the holistic farm unit was to be the
basis for analysis.)

2. The project should continue to stress crops, partially because
progress to date 1s greater there and recommendations should be forthcoming
very soon.

3. Livestock research/extension should be limited for the remainder of
the project to those aspects directly affecting aund vital to the utilization
of the farming systems, i.e., FSR/E, approach.

4., A full-fledged 1livestock research program 1is not economically

justifiable at this time.

Good progress has been made by the GOS and USAID contractor team members
assigned to the project in terms of reaching targets established for the
verifiable indicators. Much research is being conducted on-farm, and several
effective recommendations are in sight. The project is beginning to produce
the kind of results anticipated in the beginning. In agricultural information
and extension training, progress is now g00od after a slow start. Research-
extension organizational linkages are behind schedule, and immediate attention

is required.

Problems which need attention have been encountered or seem to be emerging in

the assumptions which underpin the achievement of the project purpose. It was



assumed adequate financial resources would be made available to mee. MOAC
recurrent costs, and participants would return and remain in the staff
positions for which they were trained. To date, 50 percent of the long-term
trainee participants have left the project; and MOAC, as an unplanned result
of the worldwide recession, is facing difficult times financially. The most
critical problem is the present and anticipated loss of Swazi personnel
trained under project auspices. The project cannot meet its purpose or
achieve its goal if well-qualified Swazis do not remain in the employ of the

Research and Planning Department and the Agriculture Department.

Recommendations:

l. GOS must create a work environment which will retain the well-trained
personnel needed to create an effective research and extension program capable
of utilizing the FSR/E approach. (More will be said later on this topic.)

2. The Project Team (including both Swazi and ex-patriate members) should
be careful not to develop institutions or plan programs which are beyond the
financial resources GOS will likely be able to provide in the years ahead.

3. GOS should give high priority to the project because, if it is well
managed, it will likely improve the national economic base and in the long

run, yield a high benefit to cost ratio.

While much progress has been made toward achieving the project purpose, to
date is seems the project h:¢s largely been an "American" (USAID-Contractor
Team) effort, and hereafter, it is vital that major attention be given to
institutionalization. By the end of the project, Swazis must have accepted
the FSR/E approach and be capable of carrying forward without the help of
exnatriates. The project has reached a stage where a change in priorities for

activities is needed.



The Evaluation Team concluded that the FSR/E approach and the program being
developed by the CSR/E Project should be the keystone in the Swazi
research-extension system in the years ahead, and they were pleased to hear
that the same conclusion had been reached by the top echelon administrators in
MOAC, The Evaluation Team was told the conclusions in the Swaziland

Government Report on the Seminar on Rural Development Strategies for the Next

Decade: 1984-1994 represented the GOS's positions and policies. The

conclusions are excellent; the strategy is right on target. The Evaluation

Team commends MOAC higher administrators.

Unfortunately, the Evaluation Team determined that the decisions and policies
which apparently have been agreed upon at the highest levels have not been
communicated to the working levels. There is much confusion and uncertainty,
which in light of the decisions already made at the higher levels and strategy
agreed upon, seems unnecessary. For example, the Evaluation Team found that
£n~1 research personnel do not view the CSR/E Project as being the wave of
the futvre. They do not see working in CSR/E as being something vital to
their promotions and in their best career interests. Extension workers feel

similarly.

Recommendation: MOAC officials should clearly communicate to all levels

what role they expect FSR/E to play in Swaziland in the future.

D. OutEuts

Fifteen outputs are listed in the PP, and they are appropriate. The

Evaluation Team determined that very good progress has been made in terms of



reaching the verifiable indicators. In general, the project is about where it
should be at this time, but there is room for improvement.

Looking to the future, the Evaluation Team feels action should be taken to
implement the recommendations listed above with regard to the project purpose,
and this will reveal a need for some revisions in the outputs. The changes

required in outputs are very modest.

Recommendations:

1. Revise outputs to include those needed to utiliée a bona fide FSR/E
approach, but in accordance with the PP, continue to emphasize cropping for
the remainder of the project.

2. Conduct research and validation trials in all nine of the main areas
in the revised Rural Development Areas (RDAs) Program (see Seminar Report
cited above) and develop recommendations for all areas.

3. Include livestock outputs as required in recommendations cited under

"Project Purpose" above.

Two problems were discovered in the assumptions in the project plan which were
made relative to achieving the output targets. If not corrected, the
Evaluation Team is quite certain the project ultimately will not be successful
in terms of achieving its purpose or reaching the goal. Finding solutions
should be given highest priority by MOAC--specifically, the Research and
Planning Department and the Agriculture Department. USAID and the USAID
Contractor Team personnel should help if they can. The problems are that GOS
has not established the required posts and posts essential to the project are
not being filled by qualifed Swazis because those trained are leaving

governmental service or being transferred. A closely related, but equally



serious, threat to project success 1is that current post descriptions for
researchers and extensionists do not take into account the requirements for
utilizing an FSR/E approach. This applies to higher level Research Officers
and to lower level technicians, such as Research Assistants (RAs), as well as
corollary level personnel in extension. In extension, a career ladder exists,

but it does not in research, especially for the RAs,

Recommendations:

1. The Department of Research and Planning and the Department of
Agriculture should establish posts of the type needed.

2. MOAC should take action which will retain the services of well-
qualified Swééis, especially those trained for specific project posts.

3. Job descriptions for researchers and extensionists should be revised

to reflect the role and duties required in FSR/E.

E. Inputs

All parties have done well in terms of inputs provided. The project is
approximately where it should be at this time. The delays and shortfalls
which have occurred have been about what the Evaluation Team feels is normal
and should be expected under the circumstances. The Evaluation Team commends
GOS, USAID, The Pennsylvania State University (Penn State), and the U.S. Peace

Corps.

GOS has done well in terms of the provision of its inputs, but from time to
time, there have been delays. At present, the budget for recurrent costs is

squeezed, and this could become serious if not corrected. GOS must create an
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environment in which qualified Swazis are retained by the project and will
carry the work forward after the project ends. Recommendations earlier in

this report cover these emerging problems.

The U.S. Peace Corps' input contribution has been excellent. Those positions
filled by PCVs at present in which the work could be done by Swazis should be
phased out soon. However, there will be a continuing role for PCVs,
especially as "extenders'" for the efforts of the contractor experts and to

interface with Swazis.

USAID's inputs have been provided largely through a Title XII contract with
The Pennsylvania State University as the prime contractor and Teunessee State
University contributing through a subcontract. The collaborative mode of
contracting was used and Penn State* participated in the project design. The
main ingredient in the contract is the provision of personnel to provide
technical assistance. Construction, a minor but vital USAID input, has been

provided by USAID outside the Title XII contract.

While progress in USAID's input delivery has been good, the project is now at
a turning point and several aspects of performance under the contract and
elsewhere are due mid-term corrzctionms. First, most members of the initial
Contractor Team had very limited or no prior experience with farming systems
methodology, which utilizes a holistic systems-oriented approach. Although
the team received some training from CIMMYT FSR/E experts serving east and

southern Africa, initial progress was slower than had been anticipated in the

*Hereafter, the term "Penn State" refers to the contracting entity, and
Tennessee State University is presumed to be involved.

-11-



PP. Assigning personnel with limited or no FSR/E training or experience may
have been acceptablein the early stage of the project; however, from this
point forward, it is not. CSR/E is a farming systems oriented project, and
both USAID and GOS should expect appropriate experience and training in
personnel assigned by the contractor. As the project is revised to take
livestock into account and build on experiences in similar projects elsewhere
in Africa, it becomes even more important that every contractor team member be

trained and/or experienced in FSR/E.

To date, none of the Swazi participants receiving academic training have

received training in farming systems before returning to Swaziland. The

training seems to be standard brand commodity and discipline oriented. This
does not meet the needs of the project. Immediate correction is required if

the project is to achieve its purpose.

The Contractor Team in the field has done a very commendable job, but few
tenured, regular faculty from the contractor or sub-contractor have been
assigned. Whether the linkage envisioned in the Title XII legislation is
Tolowe & &
being @prmeQ}is open to question. The contractor, Penn State, is a stellar
institution and the faculty includes many who are creditable on a worldwide
basis. With Tennessee State's commitment to provide support, there should be
no reason for the contractor to fail to provide the personnel and backstopping
needed. A reasonable share of the personnel assigned to the contract should
be regular faculty members. With this din mind, several questions need
answering. Do the contractor and sub-contractor have the type of personnel

required? Do their policies encourage the best personnel on regular faculty

appointments to serve overseas? Is overseas service given full consideration

12~



in promotions, tenure, and initial appointments? Is the contractor and its
affiliate using the contract to fullest advantage by using staffing as an
opportunity to bring well-qualified people into the university system and,

after service in Swaziland, entering them into tenure track positions?

Three of the Evaluation Team members are experienced university
administrators, and they are aware of the problems universities face in
staffing international development contracts. The team is aware many tenured
faculty members are neither interested nor well qualified for overseas
service. The objective of personnel policies should be to staff the contract
with the best possible people; however, given the strength of the contractor
and the objectives of Title XII legislation, there is great merit in utilizing

personnel who have permaneni ties to the contracting institution.

Finally, two high-ranking MOAC officials expressed concern about the
professional relationships between the expatriate team members and the Swazis
assigned to the project. The Swazis felt that they were not being viewed as
proper representatives of the agency that has the basic responsibility for
implementing the project. A slight "we and them" feeling was noted. The
Evaluation Team found the situation confusing and 1is reluctant to offer
specific suggestions. The Evaluation Team found excellent attitudes on the
part of every expatriate. The conclusion is that the berception is not an
accurate reflection of intent; nevertheless, it is the perception and, as
such, is important. The only advice offered is that all parties, including
the contractor administrators, should at every opportunity stress that the
project 1is a "Swazi project," i.e., it 1s not a "USAID" or "Penn State"

project in which an institution is being created for "handing over" to the

-13-



Swazis. It is important for all parties to the project to recognize that the
appropriate heads of the MOAC organizations (Departments) to which all team
members are assigned hold the basic responsibility for everything that happens

in their organizations (Departments).

The project has great potential. It can be a showpiece for USAID, MOAC, and
Penn State. The collaborative mode has worked well so far, and it can work
even better. The Evaluation Team urges all parties to provide inputs of the
type, quantity, and quality required to make the project achieve its full
potential. The following recommendations are intended to be a guide for input

delivery.

Recommendations:

l. The project (all parties--MOAC, USAID, Penn State--included) should
utilize the farming systems approach as the hard core of the project, Use a
multi-disciplinary team approach in all aspects of the project. Staff

accordingly.

2, Integrate the extension and research components of the project

immediafely. "Think and talk" research and extension.

3. The contractor should nominate only highly-qualified personnel with
training and experience in farming systems research and extension, and if they

are not available, train them before they arrive in Swaz!land.

~14-



4. Designate one contractor position at Malkerns as being for a farming
systems research and extension expert. (The incumbent may serve other project
needs, too, but the major assignment should be to guide and monitor the FSR/E

thrust.)

5. Provide FSR/E training to all Swazis in academic programs before they

return home.

6. Plan and conduct short-term and on-the-job training in Swaziland on

7. The contractor(s) should adopt policies which will lead to top-notch,
tenured, world-class personnel from their own campuses being nominated for and

accepting appointments on the project. Provide FSR/E training, if needed.
8. The contractor, GOS, and USAID should give higher priority to the

impact on linkages between U.S., and Swazi institutions when nominating and

approving long and short-term technical assistance personnel.
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II. INTRODUCTION AND EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The Swaziland Cropping Systems Research and Extension Training Project
(645-0212) is a cooperative venture between the Government of Swaziland and
the United States Agency for International Development. The terms of
reference for both parties are contained in the Project Paper, and are
summarized by AID Assistant Administrator Ruddy in his Action Memorandum for

the Administrator, dated August 17, 1981,

The project encompasses USAID's major response to the low productivity and
income problem of homesteaders on the Swazi Nation Land. The project plan
calls for USAID to contribute about $13 million worth of inputs over a
5-year period; the GOS about $4.5 milljon; and the Peace Corps, through an
agreement with GOS, several volunteers. AID gave the project a Title XII
classification, and the collaborative assistance mode is being utilized., On
a competitive basis, The Pennsylvania State University, in association with
Tennessee State University, was awarded the contract to design and implement
most of USAID's contribution. Penn State, as the prime contractor, is
responsible for providing all of the technical assistance, training,
commodities, equipment, and vehicles; however, through a subcontract with
Tennessee State, the latter is expected to provide at least one long-term
person. Construction of 14 residences and a few other USAID inputs are not

included in the Penn State contract, but are handled "direct" by USAID.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives is the implementing agency for

the GOS. The project's research component is under the jurisdiction of the

-16-



Research and Planning Department (Directorate), and the extension training
and agriculture information components are in the Agriculture Department

(Directorate).

The Project Paper evaluation plan calls for three evaluations~-two internal,
to be conducted jointly by the GOS and USAID, and one external, The first
internal evaluation was informal, and because of perceived changes in the
project setting, the external evaluation was scheduled slightly earlier than

planned in the PP, and it was combined with the second internal evaluation.

Three persons completely removed from the project, but with considerable
experience in and knowledge of Swaziland agriculture, rural development
strategy, and infrastructure were engaged by USAID to serve as the core to
conduct the evaluation in collaboration with a representative from the
contractor, participation by key personnel from the GOS, and with a
representative from the Board for International Food and Agricultural
Development (BIFAD), who participated mid-term and counseled on
recommendations. This approach was in accordance with principles which have
been emerging as greater experience is gained with the Title XII
collaborative assistance mode. Representatives from the contractor and the
host-country government served primarily in resource roles. The scope of
work for the evaluation was prepared by USAID (see Appendix A).

The team consisted of the following:

Dr. Duane Acker--BIFAD Representative; BIFAD Member and President,
Kansas State University; background in animal science and higher education
administration (research, extension, and resident instruction) in the

land-grant mode.
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Dr. John Ayers--Contractor Representative; Professor of Plant
Pathology and Swaziland Cropping Systems Research and Extension Training
Project Director, Pennsylvania State University; background in plant
pathology and general plant science.

Dr. John L. Fischer--Agricultural Economist and Evaluation Team
Leader; Executive Director, Consortium for International Development;
background in agricultural and rurasl development and administration;
extensive international experience.

Mr.  Robert McColaugh--Farming Systems Resecrch Specialist and
Agronomist; REDSO/East and South Africa, Agency for International
Development; background in farming/ranching, development project leadership,
and farming systems research/extension.

Dr. Thomas Trail--Extemsion and Rural Development Specialist;
Professor of Adult Education and Staff Development Specialist for Extension,
Washington State University; background in rural development, farming

systems, and extension; extensive international experience.

The team members used the Log Frame in the PP as the basis for the

evaluation, and followed the guidelines for evaluations in AID Handbook 3,

Appendix 12-B., They met with the key representatives of the Government of
Swaziland and USAID who are involved in the project, and worked closely
throughout the evaluation with the Senior Research Officer of the MOAC, who
is the GOS administrator responsible for the research component of the
project and the counterpart to the Penn State Team's Chief-of-Party
(C-0-P). 1In addition, they also worked closely throughout with the USAID
Agriculture Development Officer (ADO) and the Penn State C-0-P, They

interviewed all nmembers of the Penn State Team, all available MOAC



counterparts in both the Research and Planning Department and the
Agriculture Department, the Research Assistants, the Peace Corps Volunteers
assigned to the project, and others with knowledge concerning it. The team
members reviewed the on-going research at the Malkerns Station, and traveled
extensively, visiting three RDAs and numerous on-farm research sites., At
the RDAs, they visited RDA managers, extension personnel, and farmers. Many
reports, studies, and project documents were reviewed. Before leaving
Swaziland, the team members made oral presentations, and discussed their
findings and recommendations with the MOAC higher echelon administrators,
the project team members (both Swazi and Penn State), and USAID. This
report is viewed as being supplementary to the messages provided in these

meetings.



IIX. BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

A. Background

Dual economies and subsectors are common in developing countries, but
Swaziland is unique in the extent and degree to which duality exists. The
culture is dual, with very vivid traditional and modern parts. There is a
traditional system of government/politics and a modern, westernized system.
The land ownership and use pattern is dual, with the situation on the Title
Deed lands and individual tenure farms being quite different from those on
the Swazi Nation Land. The agri/rural development system is dual, with a
strictly commercial and market orientation on the Title Deed lands and
individual tenure farms and a subsistence/security net orientation on the

homesteads on the Swazi Nation Land.

At the time the Swaziland Cropping Systems Research and Extension Training
Project, hereafter referred to as the CSR/E Project, was designed, the Title
Deed/individual tenure farms were operated almost entirely by a relatively
few expatriates, but they contained about 40 percent of the land area and
produced about 60 percent of the agricultural output. The remainder, about
60 percent of the total land area of the Nation, constituted the Swazi
Nation Land on which approximately 373,000 people (66 percent of the
Swaziland resident population) resided in 42,000 dispersed homesteads.
Incomes generated and technology employed by the Title Deed and individual
tenure farms/ranches was relatively high, but the real incomes for the 67

percent of the Swaziland resident population residing on the SNL were
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low--averaging $200 per capita annually. Cash income was estimated at $55

per capita.

When the CSR/E Project was designed, the decision had been made by GOS to
concentrate the efforts of the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives on
the Swazi Nation Land because that was where the bulk of the Swazi people
were located. This decision provided an environment very amenable to
assistance from USAID because it was quite consistent with agency policies

at the time.

The agricultural and rural development situation on the SNL presented many
challenges. About 87 percent of the SNL was used for communal grazing for
546,000 cattle and 281,000 small ruminents. Cattle were recognized as the
"most financially viable store of wealth for the majority of the rural
homesteads" (PP, p. 7). About 10 percent of the SNL area was under
cultivation, with 3 percent fallow in any given year. The area under
cultivation was the prime source of food for the 42,000 homestead families.
An important Swaziland national goal was self-sufficiency in food production
and another was to increase productivity on the SNL and involve greater

numbers of homesteaders in the market economy.

USAID, in accordance with AID policies at the time and in support of the GOS
decision to focus on improving the quality of life for the majority of the
Swazi citizenry who were poor and resided on the SNL, responded favorably to
a request Dby the GOS to provide technical and other assistance with a "focus

on research and extension" (pP, p. 8). Utilizing the Title
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XII collaborative assistance mode, USAID selected a prime contractor, namely
The Pennsylvania State University, to implement the USAID portion of the

project. A design team was fielded by Penn State, and the Project Paper,

vhich was submitted to the AID Administrator on July 6, 1981, was prepared.

The Rural Development Area Program was the keystone ia the GOS strategy to
increase incomes and improve the general standard of living for the Swazi
people residing on the SNL when the CSR/E Project was designed. The RDA
Program dates from 1970 when the GOS, with assistance from the United
Kingdom, initiated a pilot RDA Project. The basic ingredients in the pilot
RDA Project were consistent with the state of the development art in the
early 1970s, and the project was well received by the GOS. By the
mid-1970s, the GOS had decided to make the area development approach the
hard core of its national rural sector development strategy. GOS plans
then, as now, called for increasing the area covered by the RDAs until the

entire SNL area was included.

At the time of the CSR/E Project design, GOS classified the RDAs in terms of
inputs made available for agriculture, and it had a strategy for beginning
with the "minimum input" class and then upgrading them. The classification
system has been revised and virtually abandoned, but the basic concepts
which were the foundation of the RDA approach have been changed very
little. While not stated explicitly in the PP, the real purpose of the
CSR/E Project was, and remains so today, to backstop the RDA Program. There

simply is no other realistic alternative.



Agriculture research was officially begun in Swaziland in 1959 with almost
all of it carried out by expatriates on research stations. Most of the
research was .commodity oriented and focused on monocropping. A modest
amount of livestock and range management research was carried out on the
Highveld Ranch and at other stations. The research had met the need of the
estates and individual tenure farms reasonably well, but unfortunately,
extension workers in the RDAs on the SNL did not find the research findings
of much utility. The findings were not regarded as meeting the needs of the
homesteaders on the SNL, who were the clients of the RDAs and as indicated

earlier, constituted 67 percent of the Swaziland population.

While the research program in Swaziland dated from 1959, it was in a state
of disarray when the CSR/E PP was prepared. 1In 1978, major responsibility
for agricultural research was transferred from the present-day University
College of Swaziland to the MOAC. Thirteen professional positions were to
be created, but there were problems and appointments were delayed. By 1979,
all but omne of the expatriate staff had left the country, and only two

Swazis were filling positions.

The extension program which had been developed to backstop the RDA Program
on the SNL was relatively well organized and staffed by 1979, but primarily
by personnel with limited training. The Design Team concluded that
extension was constrained by the lack of training and the availability of

materials needed to be effective in improving crop production.

The Design Team concluded that emphasis in the new project, focusing on

research and extension and to be funded largely by USAID, should be on
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increasing the production and productivity of crops. While the areas tilled
were small for each homesteader, the PP Team believed productivity could be
improved and marketable surpluses produced. Livestock were recognized as
being important to the homesteaders, but it was decided to restrict the

project to crops for several good reasons.

A systems approach to cropping research, wherein much of it is conducted on
the homesteaders' land, was regarded by the Design Team as the best way to
assure appropriateness of the research program, and presumably to minimize
costs too. The team concluded extension required assistance too, and

priority needs there were in the preparation of information to be extended.

Since delivery of the GOS program for rural development is through the RDA
system and extension is the leading edge of the effort, the CSR/E Project
basically supports and backstops the RDA Program. Therefore, certain
aspects of it (the RDA Program) are fund;mental to project progress and may
be helpful in explaining certain conclusions reached by the Evaluation

Team. They are:

l. The RDA Program is basically an institution builder. As noted

earlier, the Swazi society and economy have been sharply dualistic with what
have been called "traditional" and "modern" components. The RDAs are the
local units through which the GOS delivers whatever programs it spomsors in
rural and agricultural development on SNL. The RDAs' governing and
decision-making mechanism bridges the traditional governing establishment
and the modern governmental mechanism. Decision making is shared, with the

traditional values being protected, while the people are increasingly
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immersed in a modern, market-oriented economy. One objective is to shift

the Swazi homesteader from subsistence to semi-commercial and commercial

agriculture through the developrment of institutions socially acceptable to
the people. The farming systems research/extension concept which the Design
Team for the CSR/E Project adapted to fit the need in Swaziland is uniquely
able to provide research findings and extension recommendations adapted to

such a socioeconomic situation.

The RDA Program is the central thrust of the na’ ion-building effort in
Swaziland. The RDAs link the government to the people. A properly
implemented CSR/E Project is capable of increasing the credibility of the

government in the eyes of the people.

2. The RDA Program involves the area approach to planning and

development. The RDA approach takes into account all of the factors which
must be considered if development is to be achieved. In establishing an
RDA, four factors are considered: (a) Natural resources (RDA boundaries are
normally based on watersheds); (b) the economic base; (c) social criteria;
and (d) political groupings. By taking into account all of the above, the
RDA Program has the potential for avoiding some of the pitfalls inherent in
other  approaches to planning and development. The farming systems
research/extension concept, which develops and delivers recommendations for

systems by areas, fits very logically into an area approach.

3. The RDA _is a good management unit for the delivery of GOS programs

intended to foster national economic and social progress. The RDAs are

-25-



decentralized and close to the people. In most other developing countries,
there is a tendency for the central government to exert ever-increasing
control over local affairs and to resist decentralization. 1In Swaziland,
decentralization is a reality. The people are involved. CSR/E should

produce relevant recommendations which an RDA can implement.

4. The various parts of the RDA Program are so interrelated that they
can rarely be veiwed as independent variables and evaluated apart from the

total program. The CSR/E Project is a good example. Its ultimate success
depends upon the success of the RDA Program. The goal of the project as
stated in the PP is "to increase the economic viability of farming on SNL,"
and verifiable indicators are: (a) to increase the percentage of SNL farms
producing primarily for the market (author's underscore) to 20 percent by
1992 and 30 percent by 1997 and (b) to increase the percentage of SNL farms
producing a marketable surplus above subsistence needs to 60 percent in 1992
and 80 percent in 1997 (PP, Anmex I, p. I-1). Research, extension training,
and agricultural informatiom, the major ingredients in the CSR/E Project,
cannot in and of themselves produce the required verifiable indicators.
However, the RDA Program can produce the indicators; therefore, the project

is a symbiotic part of the RDA effort.

While the RDA Program is dynamic and has changed over time, an understanding
of its content at the inception of tche CSR/E Project is a desirable
prerequisite to a good evaluation of the project. The RDA Program, circa

1979, was approximately as follows:
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1. RDA  centers either had been or were being developed for
administrative offices, staff housing (including extension), mechanization
pool workshops, and cooperative marketing. The center is the hub of the
RDA. From it, administrative, marketing, and éxtension services radiate.

All parts of the RDA are reasonably accessible from the center.

2. Reallocation of 1land, land use planning, and resettlement of people
are key ingredients in the RDAs.
a. Suitable blocks of arable land are separated from grazing land.
The arable land is protected against erosion by appropriate structures
(terraces, grass strips, grassed waterways, etc.) and by agricultural
management practices (strip cropping, crop rotation, etc.).
b. Grazing 1land is fenced from arable land. Appropriate range
management practices are sought (unfortunately, often without success) to

minimize grassland degradation and increase economic returns from livestock.

3. Roads are planned and locations established for schools, clinics,
churches, and other central services. The roads facilitate the involvement
of the homestead families in the market economy. Access roads within RDAs

and feeder roads to the national highway system are constructed.

4. Families living distant from roads and services are encouraged to
resettle in homesteads in closer proximity along the boundaries between
arable and grazing land (see no. 2 above). The intent is to simplify the
management of the lands used by each homesteader and to make it easier to

provide access to central services and water supplies.
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5. Safe domestic water supplies are given attention. A water supply 1is
planned for each project cen.er, and they are expanded by piping water to
the vicinity of homesteads. Additional systems are encouraged through both
force account construction and participation (contributions) by the

homesteaders.

6. Small dams and reservoirs are constructed, springs developed, and
other water facility development is undertaken to provide water for
livestock and to provide irrigated vegetable gardemns and for fruit

production. Small irrigation projects, where applicable, are installed.

7. Extension plays a key role in each RDA. All RDAs have a complement
of extension personnel to improve farming, marketing, and domestic science.
Increased extension activity and consolidation of fragmented holdings should
permit farmers to utilize their land more effectively. It is expected there
will be greater wuse of improved seed, fertilizer, pesticides, and
machinery. Emphasis is on the homestead moving from the subsistence to
partially commercial, and finally, perhaps, completely into the market

economy.

8. Specialty crops and enterprises may be developed where they are

economically viable, and most RDAs have at least one such program.

9. Where wood is scarce, communal woodland plantings are encouraged to

provide the community with firewood and building poles.
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10.  Ready availability of supplies and marketing services are recognized
as being vital to development. A major supply depot and subsidiary depot
are constructed in each RDA. The Central Cooperative Union (CCU) provides

for the marketing of crops, supply of inputs, and consumer items.

11. Health care and educational facilities are provided by GOS in each

RDA.

B. Project Description

The CSR/E Project is a joint undertaking between GOS and USAID, with
additional assistance from the Peace Corps. The Project Agreement (Pro Ag)
signed by the appropriate officials from GOS and USAID provides the terms of
reference. The project focuses on research and extension, and utilizes the
farming systems approach, but is restricted to crops. The MOAC is the
implementating agency, with a Title XII contractor, Penn State, providing
most of USAID's contribution. From the perspective of USAID, "The purpose
of the project is to improve the capacity of the GOS Ministry of Agriculture
and Cooperatives to develop and extend cropping systems recommendations
relevant to the needs of the SNL small farmer" (PP, p. 1). It is therefore

very clear that the project is expected to build and strengthen institutions,

The stated goal of the CSR/E Project is "to increase the ecomomic viability
of farming on SNL" (PP, Appendix I, p. I-1). The objectively verifiable
indicators, in a sense, "define" the term "economic viability." The CSR/E

Project is to emphasize production for the market, or more specifically,

contribute to the monetization of the SNL rural society. Emphasis is on
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increasing the percentage of homesteads producing primarily for the
commercial market, and the percentsge producing a marketable surplus

(author's underscores).

How is the CSR/E Project to contribute to achieving the goal specified for
it in the PP? The answer is found in the PP narrative summary of the
purpose statement and in the section entitled "Project Approach" (p. 26).
The PP identifies the basic constraints, and proposes a means for

alleviating them.

The three constraints viewed as being "basic" to increasing small farmer
(homesteader) incomes and to MOAC not achieving its goals in the RDAs are:
(1) Lack of relevant research recommendations; (2) the inability of the
extension service to effectively motivate homesteaders/farmers to adopt
improved farming practices; and (3) the lack of adequate field support for
extension workers in the form of extension and teaching aids. The project
proposes to strengthen two key GOS institutions--the Research and Planning
Department (Directorate) and the Agriculture Department (Directorate)--and
through their programs, to alleviate the constraints. Specifically, the
research organization is to be strengthened and a program started which
initiates recommendations which '"provide useful results to extension agents
and farmers" (PP, Annex I, p. I-2). A farming systems approach to research
is to be utilized because recent experience in selected other developing
countries has demonstrated its capability to produce the desired
recommendations. Most of the research is to be conducted on farmers'
fields, with extension personnel as active partners. The Extension Training

Unit in the Department (Directorate) of Agriculture in MOAC is to become
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capable of conducting large numbers of on-farm research trials and on-farm
demonstrations of research recommendations. Extension workers are to be
upgraded through training, and in 5 years, the Extension Traiuning Unit in
the Department (Directorate) of Agriculture is to be capable of reaching 75
percent of SNL homesteaders/farmers annually  with  improved research
recommendations. A fully integrated research-extension system within MOAC
is envisioned, and it is assumed homesteader incomes will be higher and

increasing numbers involved in the market subsector of the economy.

The enhanced capacities in research and extension which are implicit in the
CSR/E Project purpose statement are to be produced by outputs resulting from
inputs provided by USAID, GOS, and the Peace Corps. As indicated earlier in
this report, projected input costs for USAID are about $13 million and for

GOS, more than $4 million.

The USAID input contribution to the project 1is composed of three major

components. All inputs contribute to the components. They are:

1. A research "package." During the 1life of the project, research
findings which are relevant to SNL homesteaders are to be produced by the
use of systems analysis, and an effective research department created and

institutionalized,

2. An extension training "package." Extension workers are to be

trained in the use of relevant research findings and in extension methods.
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3. An agricultural information "package." The materials needed by

extension are to be produced.

Training, including short-term, long-term. and in-service, supports and

strengthens all three major thrusts.

More specifically, the research component of the CSR/E Project is to focus

on "an analysis of the systems within which small farmers operate" and the

development of cropping recommendations. Livestock are not considered. An
adaptive, on-farm research prograr is to be designed, using farming systems
methodology, and the entire program conducted with the support and
involvement of extension (for a statement of extension's involvement, see
Appendix I-Z, item 2, under verifiable indicators). In addition, applied
research is to be conducted on research stations. The USAID contractor is
to assist the GOS in establishing an appropriate research organization,
develop a program based on the systems approach, and train the personnel

needed.

Since it is very clear that the GOS expects the extension program to be the
key, frontline MOAC developmental effort on the SNL, the project calls for
the inputs needed to upgrade the expertise of extension officers. Training
in extension methods 1is to be provided by the contractor, including the use
of farm cropping systems research results. Since extension is to be
involved in the cropping systems research program from the beginning, a
smooth flow of information from recearcher to extension to homesteader is
envisioned. Extension is responsible for delivering sound recommendations

to homesteader/farmers and motivating them.



The Agricultural Information Section in MOAC is to be strengthened so that

the materials needed by extension are produced.

A special element in the USAID segment of the CSR/E Project 1is academic
training for some diploma graduates who will staff the Crop Production
Section of the MOAC. The services of these personnel are not rendered in
the Research and Planning Department or the Extension Unit in the
Agriculture Department, but they contribute to the project purpose. They
are required if GOS is to be able to continue to improve and upgrade

cropping on the SNL.

Construction, commodities, etc., needed to support the major components are

included in USAID inputs.

The GOS, for its part of the inputs required, agreed to create the posts
needed and cover its personnel salaries and wages. Research facilities are
to be provided, as well as housing and vehicle maintenance and some

commodities and supplies.

The Peace Corps contribution was planned as four volunteers.
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IV. THE PROJECT SETTING: 1984

One of the first steps which must be undertaken in a project evaluation is
to determine whether the setting has changed. If it has changed very much,
the project may need revisions, or perhaps even to be terminated. The CSR/E
wag initiated in 1979, and the 1979-84 period has been one of rapia change
in Swaziland. Many of the changes are a result of conditions exzternal to

the project, but some are internal. The more important changes follow.

A. Swazis want greater control, and are anxious to be completely

responsible for the planning, decision making, and general conduct of

agricultural research, extension, and other programs as soon as possible.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, Swaziland was very dependent upon
expatriates for the design and implementation of projects and programs. As
late as 1974, there were very few Swazis who were university graduates or
who had moved into strategic positions. Many of the important decisions

vere, in effect, made by expatriates.

In 1974, leadership for the RDA Program was provided almost entirely by
expatriates (see Evaluation, USAID Infrastructure Project, 1983). Step by
step, Swazis have assumed responsibility for their country's destiny.

Whereas in 1974 only one RDA manager was a Swazi, today, all of them are.

The research program has gone through similar change. In 1978, almost all

of the research was conducted by expatriates. Today, well-trained Swazis
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are beginning to return. Discussions in which the Evaluation Team
participated indicate GOS personnel are ready to take increasing control of
research activities, and in the very near future, they will want, and should
have, full control. USAID's contribution, by whatever means, clearly must

be supportive. Swaziland is establishing its own identity very rapidly.

Swaziland stands on the crest of a time when even more rapid change can be
expected. The implications from the above for USAID are primarily a matter

of modus operandi. How contractors implementing USAID's contribution to the

CSR/E and other projects interact with host-country institutions and

personnel may change significantly in the next few years.

B. The national approach to agricultural development is now clearly

defined, and the requisite policies are emerging.

It is interesting that the CSR/E PP made relatively little reference to the
RDA Program. The reason given is that there were uncertainties about its
role and future. Within the past year, any doubts anyone had about the
strategy and approach the GOS intends to utilize in agricultural development
should have been put to rest. The merits and problems of the RDA approach
have been studied in depth and debated at the highest levels. The strategic
dccisions have been made. The conclusions from the Symposium on the RDA
Program, Phase III, which the Evaluation Team was told represents the
positions and policy of GOS, provide many of the guidelines which have been

lacking. Swaziland has taken a major step forward.
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The message is loud and clear for the CSR/E Project. The project plan
in the PP was necessarily vague in terms of how the research organ-
ization was to relate to the RDAs and what was ultimately to be the
structure of extension in MOAC. In the future, there is a much reduced need
for vagueness. The extension approach has been settled. It is to be
the Training and Visit (T&V) system approach. Adaptation is needed,
but the key decision has been made. Now, the decision needs to be
communicated to all levels. Also, decisions appear to have been made on
the role of the farming systems approach in the total national research
program. Farming systems is to be the keystone in the national research

program,

The recent decisions cited above are very important for the CSR/E Project.
For example, prior to decisions on how extension was to be organized and
how farming. systems was to be integrated into the total research program,
many of the relationships needed for the farming systems approach to
succeed had to be on the basis of personal friendships. Now the project
can pass on from the wuncertainty of the early years, and the building of
relationships between research and extension largely on the basis of
personal friendships can be augmented by formal ties and linkages. It 1is
time for the Research and Planning Directorate to communicate the decisions
which have been made to all parties and fine tune the organizational
structure. It is time for research-extension linkages to be solidified

and communicated to all parties at all levels. Priority should be shifted

to communicating decisions, and the Evaluation Team is convinced GOS is

ready to do what is needed.
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C. Financial support for GOS from aid donors has diminighed, and the

revenue problems currently being faced are likely to continue for many years.

When the CSR/E Project was designed, the GOS was receiving aid from several
donors and the international economic recession of the early 1980s was yet
to come. It was anticipated external aid would continue at relatively high
levels and the inputs to which GOS made a commitment would be well within

its means. The RDAs were relatively well funded.

Today, aid from external sources has been cut back, and GOS faces a fairly
serious financial problem. GOS employees face severe kilometer-per-month
travel restrictions., Funds for transport, construction, and operating

budgets are very scarce. Unfortunately, relief is not in sight.

The CSR/E leadership, and the GOS in general, needs to review the project's
program and revise it to take into account the inherent constraints which
are likely to exist for many years. For example, it is not logical to plan
as though research or extension personnel will have unlimited use of
four-wheel-drive vehicles. The CSR/E Project needs to be rethouéht and

revised no it can be conducted with the resources likely to be available.

D. Marketing is now recognized as a much greater constraint to progress on

the SNL.

USAID and the Design Team for the CSR/E Project recognized that there were
marketing problems, but concluded attention should be focused elsewhere at

the time (PP, p. 53). This was probably the right decision then, but today
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there can be no doubt further progress on the SNL will be very slow unless
storage and marketing are improved. Marketing is a serious constraint
across the board--livestock, corn, beans, vegetables. The fact that from
time to time, there simply are no buyers is a serious disincentive to
production. High storage losses are a disincentive. Increased efficiency
in production should not be viewed as a substitute for a stable market or an
adequate price for the product. Looking to the future, it will be very
hard, and perhaps impossible, for the RDAs, hence CSR/E, to achieve their
goals if marketing is not improved. The marketing problem does not need to
be attacked by CSR/E, but it must be attacked by someone. USAID and GOS are
aware of the problem, and the GOS has developed a program through the
International Federation for Agricultural Development (IFAD) to begin to

tackle it.

E. National level policies and administration are now_recognized as being

important factors in whether CSR/E is ultimately successful.

When the Design Team for CSR/E prepared the project, it was assumed the
policies needed to foster development on the SNL would be forthcoming and
that vital administrative decisions would be made rather readily. It is now
known establishing the proper policy environment is a difficult process, and

technical assistance in policy and administration may be required.

F. In order to take full advantage of what the systems approach has to

offer requires consideration of livestock.
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Livestock were recognized as an important part of the SNL homesteaders' life
when the PP was prepared, but the environment was not right for including
them in a full-fledged farming systems research and extension project.
Therefore, livestock were not included and it was believed a "limited"
farming systems project was best. It is now recognized that livestock
cannot be ignored if the system of farming on the SNL is to be fully
understood and relevant recommendations based on research prepared. Also,
most of the early problems concerning jurisdiction over crops and livestock

programs have been solved.

Conclusions: The setting has changed, and an important impact is that the

need for a farming systems research/extension program is greater than ever.
However, new constraints have been discovered, and the CSR/E Project should

expand its horizon to include the homesteaders entire farming operations.
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V. THE PROJECT DESIGN IN RETROSPECT

A. Reevaluation of the Logical Framework

AID projects are based on a planning matrix called a logical framework (log
frame). At the risk of oversimplification, the log frame calls for viewing
a project in terms of inputs, outputs, project purpose, and goal. The idea
is that if the inputs are provided, the outputs will be produced. if the
outputs are produced, they will cause the project purpose to be
accomplished. With the accomplishment of the project purpose, the goal is
achieved. For each--inputs, outputs, purpose, and goal--verifiable
indicators are specified and quantified. While the order cited
above--inputs to outputs to purpose to goal--conveys the idea behind the log
frame more readily than the reverse, sound project planning calls for the
reverse. The project goal should be externally determined, i.e., it should
be a greater societal "goal" or something of high priority to the governmént

or the people. The project contributes to the goal, and it is not selected

ipso facto.

In project evaluation, it is important to ascertain whether the project
purpose does contribute to the goal, whether the outputs are only those
necessary to achieve the purpose, and whether the inputs are those required
to produce the outputs. The logical framework for the CSR/E Project 1is
Appendix A of this document, and the analysis of project progress which

follows in Part VI is keyed to it.
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In the process of evaluating a project, it is very helpful, if not
absolutely necessary, to reevaluate the log frame very early to determine
whether  the data provided in it remain a sound basis for measuring
progress. First, it must be asked if the review of the project setting has
indicated the goal is outdated. Second, whether the verifiable indicators
specified in the log frame are (still) adequate measures for each item
should be questioned. Finally, it should be determined whether the assumed
relationships between each item are (still) valid. This part of the report
provides the Evaluation Team's insights into these three questions, but
concentrates on goal, purpose to goal relationship, validity of verifiable

indicators, and soundness of the assumptions.

The goal, namely to increase the economic vigbility of farming on SNL (PP,
Annex I, p. I-1), remains a valid basis for a project. The GOS continues to
give highest priority to increasing the quality of life for the Swazi people
residing on the SNL. The GOS reaffirmed in the spring of 1984 that the RDA
approach is the keystone to the national effort to assist homesteaders
residing on the SNV and that the entire SNL shall be covered. The GOS
program calls for increasing production and incowe from farming on the SNL.
The GOS intends to move increasing numbers of homesteaders into the market
economy. The goal remains consistent with AID policies and USAID's Country
Development Strategy Statement (CDSS). Therefore, the goal as stated in the
narrative summary of the PP is excellent; the evaluation team sees no need

for revision or change.

The objectively verifiable indicators for the goal were not found to be

satisfactory because they are too narrow in scope. Experience and
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information obtained in the baseline survey show that achievement of the
verifiable indicators will not necessarily indicate success in reaching the
goal. For example, a reduction in the real or cash cost of inputs used to
produce a given quantity of product could represent increased "economic
viability," but it would not necessarily be associated with either
indicator. Also, two of the important assumptions have not been met or are
questionable. First, the marketing system has not fostered increased
production, or commercialization in corn, and the market for vegetables is
very thin. Second, GOS policies hive not encouraged commercialization, or
cash cropping, to the extent the Evaluation Team believes is desirable.

(See Part VI for greater detail.)

The shortcomings in the objectively verifiable indicators for the goal and
the problems with the assumptions require attention, but they do not

jeopardize the project. Three actions are recommended at this time:

1. Add additional objectively verifiable indicators to include a
composite of: (a) Total production; (b) homestead net income and real
income; (c) the contribution from homestead production to family food

supply; and (d) homestead family nutrition.

2. Address the market problems. (They do not necessarily need to be
addressed in the project.) GOS, USAID, and other aid donors may elect to

deal with them independently, but they must be addressed.
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3. Establish policies as soon as possible which provide additional
incentive for SNL homesteaders to increase production of basic foods and for
the market, (This is a GOS responsibility, but it may wish to ask USAID or
another aid donor for technical assistance in agriculture and rural

development policy and administration.)

The purpose, if achieved, will contribute to accomplishment of the goal, but
the changed setting discussed in Part IV indicates revision in
interpretation and updating would be appropriate at this time. The

verifiable indicators are satisfactory.

While limiting the CSR/E Project to crops when it was designed was probably
vise, experience to date with it and similar projects im other developing
countries indicates that such a limitation is no longer desirable. It is
now very clear that the SNL homesteader farming system includes
consideration for livestock, and if the system is to be understood, they
must be included. Livestock are a source of cash income, store of wealth,
and prestige element. Cropping cannot be viewed as a "system unto itself."
There is a market for 1livestock, and more than 90 percent of the
homesteaders own some. It is quite conceivable that marketing products from

the soil through livestock may be the best way to achieve the project's goal.

The Evaluation Team recommends that the constraint on livestock be
relieved and that the CSR/E Project begin to utilize an unrestricted farming
systems analytical approach. Cropping recommendations should continue to

receive top priority, The research program in livestock should be tightly
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controlled and restricted to very high priority activities which are

absolutely necessary to backstop the farming systems research and extension

program. On-farm activities should be the focus for any livestock research,
as well as for crops. If funding is very restricted, it would be feasible
to limit the development of recommendations to crops and cropping; however,

the role of livestock must be considered in decisions on them.

Problems have been encountered in the first assumption, "adequate financial
resources will be made availa:. . to meet MOAC recurrent éxpenditures." At
the present time, travel is restricted for MOAC personnel and >other
constraints could be cited. Two recommendations are offered concerning the
assumptions: (1) CSR/E Project leaders should review project plans and the
program, and, wherever possible, redesign and revise it to minimize travel
and recurrent costs in the long run (this point is discussed later in the
report); and (2) the GOS should give priority to the project and provide the
inputs needed since productivity increases the project is designed to bring
abovt will contribute greatly to improving the tax base and raising the

gross national product (GNP).

The second assumption, concerning participant trainees returning and
remaining in the posts for which they were trained, is rapidly approaching
being a very serious problem. Its reconciliation recuires immediate
attention. As of December 1, 1984, two of four returned participants were
not working actively on the project. One had left government service and
another had transferred. A third returned participant was mnot working with
enthusiasm because he was not being paid. This is serious, and it is

recommended that corrective action be taken by GOS at once.
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In summary, the purpose to geal assumptions are valid, buc, based on the
first 2.5 years of project experience and from the many other farming
systems projects in the world, the need for improvement is indicated at this

time.

The output to purpose relationship (validity) is discussed in detail in the
log frame analysis. In general, if the outputs are produced, the purpose

will be achieved. Good progress is being made.

Conclusions: The project design is good, but based on experience, slight
modifications are needed. The modifications are no greater than should be
expected mid-term in a pioneering project. The changes are vital, and USAID
and GOS are urged to give priority to making them as soon as possible. It
is recommended the purpose statement be defined to include livestock and
that there be minor additions made in the output and input segments. These
additions should be commensurate with the expanded purpose and revised,
objectively-verifiable indicators for the above-recommended goal, and

corrective action should be taken for several assumptions.

B. Pre-evaluation Changes in the Project Design

There have been no changes in the project design to date. Slight changes in

staffing by the contractor have heer authorized.
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C. Consistency with Current AID Policy

The project is completely consistent with current AID programming policy and
philosophy. The BIFAD member of the Evaluation Team indicated the project

is an excellent example of the application of Title XII ideology.

D. Current Validity of Socioeconomic Feasibility

The analyses supporting the socioeconomic feasibility conclusions were
examined to provide a basis for determining their current validity. The
economic analysis indicates the project's Design Team relied heavily on
infrastructure and irrigation to yield the anticipated benefits. This is
now questionable. The Evaluation Team, as well as GOS and the CSR/E Team,
would probably now give greater emphasis to rainfed farming, and, in light
of the slowness with which markets are progressing, infrastructure may have
less impact than was anticipated. 1In addition, infrastructure is behind

schedule. No internal rate of return was prepared for the project.

An updated economic feasibility analysis could be of considerable benefit to
all parties to the CSR/E Project. First, it could guide GOS and USAID in
terms of determining how large and/or how complex a research institution is

desirable.

Recommendation: The CSR/E team should be asked to do an economic

feasibility analysis for the remaining 1life of project (LOP) The
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beneficiaries are identified in the PP, but the mid-project review casts
more light on who they are. The section can now be updated, and doing so

should improve the project.

Recommendation: The CSR/E Team should revise and update the

beneficiary section of the PP. The social soundness analysis was relatively

well done, and no revision appears to be needed at this time.
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VI. PROJECT PROGRESS AND PROBLEMS

A. Logical Framework Analysis

The log frame 1is the strategic planning, implementation scheduling, and
evaluation device in all projects in which USAID participates. The logic of
the device 1is discussed earlier. The log frame analysis is, in a sense, the
most important part of the evaluation. In it, progress toward the
objectively verifiable indicators is determined. Recommendations are

included wherever they are appropriate.

Part VI is keyed to the project's Logical Framework (PP, Annex 1), which is
Appendix A of this document. Section B covers the Goal; Section C, the

Purpose; Section D, the Outputs; and Section E, the Inputs.

B. Goals

The CSR/E Project goal, as stated in the Logical Framework of the PP, is "to
increase the economic viability of farming on SNL" and stated indicators are
described as:
1. Percentage of SNL farms producing primarily for commercial
market increases to 20 percent by 1992 and 30 percent by 1997.
2., Percentage of SNL farms producing marketable surplus above
subsistence needs increases to 60 percent by 1992 and 80

percent by 1997.
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The Evaluation Team does not feel that these are valid indicators or that
they really could be measured under present Swaziland economic or cultural
conditions. Self-sufficiency measurements, or proper land use and
conservation indicators, may be much more meaningful and significant
indicators of project success. Another set of indicators that might be
considered could be the RDA production goals for each area. Recommendations

concerning mid-term goal revisions for the project are included in Part V-A.

The purpose to goal assumptions, as stated in the Logical Framework, are:
1. GOS policies will continue to encourage cash cropping.
2. Production inputs continue to be available on a timely basis.
3. Marketing systems can accommodate increases in commercial farm
activities.

4. SNL area under irrigation continues to increase.

Certainly, the goal assumptions of the PP, the team feels, must be
reevaluated at this point in time. It does not appear that the numbers of
commercial farms anticipated could be reached in the time frames spelled out
in the original Logical Framework and it is of limited utility as a
measure. It also appears that the available marketing systems will need
much more detailed study and improvement before the project pushes for more
increases of commercial volumes in irrigated horticulture or corn.
Marketing constraints have arisen that were not contemplated during project

design. Recommendations are included in Part V-A.

In tracking the project goal further, the purpose assumptions upon which the

project was designed and on which stated outputs were based are:
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1. Adequate financial resources will be made available to meet MOAC
recurrent expenditures,
2. Participants will return and remain in staff positions for which

they were trained

An in-depth study needs to be made of the financial resources available to
MOAC for recurrent expenditures of this project. It appears that in the
long run, it 1is not logical to assume MOAC will have the resource
allocations necessary for some of the project's operational expenses.
Maintenance of vehicles, fuel, and staff salary costs are in question, Some
of the returning participants (50 percent) have effectively dropped out of
the project. GOS, perhaps with USAID's assistance, must take action if the
institutionalization objective 1is to be achieved. GOS may wish to require
some type of a completion of service bond arrangement for participants in
order to assure the project that the trainees will be available to work as
CSR/E Project staff upon their return from training. Recommendations are
included in Part V-A, and a special section provides greater detail later in

’

the report.

Stated imput to output assumptions which are closely related to purpose
achievement are:

1. The GOS will establish required posts.

2. Qualified Swazis will be available for training.

3. Posts essential to the project will be filled by qualified Swazis.

Only no. 2, has been met, and GOS is commended for it. Not all posts needed

have been established nor have as many candidates as is desirable been
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nominated or allowed to go for off-shore training. Also, the research posts
which exist at present are not attuned to the utilization of farming systems
as the heartwood of the Swazi national research effort. The current job
descriptions for posts appear to be those which would be expected in a
research  organization relying very heavily on station research. (Job
descriptions are "standard brand" commodity and discipline oriented.)
Little is said in  job descriptions about the necessity for
multi-disciplinary work, or the need to work closely with extension. This

situation needs immediate attention.

The posts needed by the RAs have not been created, and the Evaluation
Team learned they were an unhappy group, with little esprit de corps and low

morale.

Recommendations, all directed toward the Department of Research and
Planning, MOAC, are:

1. The role of RAs in the national research program of the future
should be studied and defined, and attention should be given to establishing
a personnel ladder for them as soon as possible.

2. GOS should establish and describe research positions consistent with
the needs of the farming systems approach to research/extension.

3. GOS should make revisions in the personnel system or take other
action which would retain the pesonnel trained for research positions, and
provide an employment environment in which they‘ can be productive

researchers.
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C. Purpose

The Project Purpose, as stated in the PP, is "to improve and expand the
capacity of the MOAC research and extension program to develop and
effectively extend cropping systems recommendations relevant to the economic

needs of the SNL farmer."

As measured by the inputs and outputs as detailed in the Logical Framework,
project achievement was found to be close to target indicators at this
mid-term point in the LOP. GOS, USAID, and the USAID contractor, Penn

State, are commended for what has been achieved.

The project design contains the essential elements and resources needed to
achieve the stated project purpose. What is not clear at this point is if
the project staff, the MOAC administrators, the contractor, and/or USAID
have an adequate and current strategy for the next few years. Within the
CSR portion, the multidisciplinary approach seems to be breaking down, or is
being used only partially, Neither is it very clear what the agricultural
information or extension training portions of the contract are doing in a
planned and organized manner to achieve the purpose of the project. This is

viewed as a minor problem, but attention to it would be desirable,

Looking to the future, the measure of whether a sustained effort can be
continued by the MOAC to extend valid cropping and/or farming systems
recommendations to the SNL farmers will be, in part (1) the quality of their
technicians assigned to an FSR/E program, and (2) the extent to which this

methodology can be institutionalized into the national agricultural sector
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program. The Contractor Team feels the Swazi researchers assigned to the
pProject as counterparts and others and as off-shore trainees have been
excellent in quality., The problems 1lie in the personnel system in the
Department of Research and Planning, which as indicated above, needs

attention,

Progress has been made in terms of creating a bona fide Swazi research and
extenrion program capable of carrying forward a farming system based program
without expatriate assistance, but at this date, the Swazi staff assigned to
the project and at work in the field sites could not complete the verifiable
indicators as stated in the PP without the help and guidance of the USAID
contractor staff. It is anticipated that whem all the FSR/E posts are
filled and the long-term trainees return, they will be able to perform at

the levels indicated in the PP,

A problem the Evaluation Team encountered concerns attitudes of Swazi
personnel other than administrators toward the CSR/E  Project. Swazi
personnel intervieved by the Evaluation Team are mot generally aware that
GOS plans to make the FSR/E approach the keystone in its research and
extension program. Several Swazi personnel said they viewed the current
CSR/E effort as a "3 to 5-year project" which will come to a definite end.
They foresee big changes in their roles and activities when the project
ends. It is thus clear much work still needs to be done by the MOAC
administration to sell the FSR/E approach to its technicians and to
structure research employment opportunities in a manner which will encourage

good scientists to stay with the organization and be productive.



Full wutilization is not being made of the extension service as an active
FSR/E element and as the major channel to communicate research findings to
the SNL farmers. Plans to include extension as a full and equal partner
must be prepared as soon as possible and the draft design should come from
the CSR/E Project staff, in cooperation with appropriate personnel in MOAC

administration. The final decision must be made by MOAC.

At present, CSR/E is almost entirely a research phenomonon, and to a great
extent, it is the product of expatriate, project-assigned technicians. It
is not yet identified as an 'MOAC activity," and certainly not as a
research/extension FSR/E effort; as measured by the following indicators of
what the extension program should be capable of:

1. Conducting 100 on-farm research trials and 160 on~farm demonstrations
of research recommendations yearly.

2. Conducting annual field days and farmer training sessions.

3. Reaching 75 percent of the SNL farmers yearly with research
recommendations.

4. Conducting in-service training sessions reaching 50 percent of the
total number of extension workers annually.

5. Putting research recommendations into a form usable by extension
workers and applicable to SNL farmers with various resource
constraints.

6. Conducting an effective information program to supplement direct

extension agent efforts.

The Evaluation Team does feel that when the GOS has made the necessary

structural changes in research staffing patterns, as well as integrating
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extension agents into the field FSR/E activities, the Extension Training
Unit and the Research and Planning Department will be capable of reaching

the verifiable indicators stated in the Logical Framework.

The Evaluation Team recommends that several objectively verifiable
indicators be revised to attune them to present conditions. Specifically,
the team feels it is much more important if, during the LOP, packages of
technology (improved alternatives to the present farming systems) are
designed, tested, and verified by the FSR/E Teams for each of the nine RDAs
currently being planned by GOS, rather than just using a given number of
on-farm trials as indicators of achieving the project purpose. The team
believes that it is extremely important for GOS to have activities in all of
the major political sub-divisions. The team also suggests that a mnore
meaningful indicator of extension participation would be the number of days
per munth extension personnel are assigned full-time to the FSR/E activities

at the RDA level.

D. Outputs

The PP identifies 15 project outputs in the Logical Framework by which
measurements of program progress are to be made. To a large extent, at this
point in mid-term evaluation, the assumptions upon which the outputs were
designed remain valid, but there are some problems which, if not corrected
soon, will become very serious. A ma jority of the verifiable indicators, as
mentioned in the preceding section, still appear to be proper validation

points for purpose attainment.
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A summary of the expected outputs follows, with comments concerning level of
achievement. The Evaluation Team has endeavored to include the present
status of each output set, as well as comments and recommendations on future
actions or decisions required of project management. The team is unanimous
in the belief that adequate project progress has been made thus far. The
constraints noted will need treatment during the remainder of the project if
all outputs are to be reached and the institutionalization of the CSR/E as
the national research and development mode in Swaziland is to become a
fact. Appendix B presents details of outputs and accomplishments in tabular

form.

Outputs as described in the logical framework are as follows:

1. On-farm survey (one baseline survey and annual updates) conducted on
SNL covering:
- Socioeconomic aspects of current cropping systems
- Technical practices currently used
— Productivity in selected crops

~ SNL resource base
A baseline survey constructed from data obtained from the Swaziland
Central Statistical Laboratory was summarized in a 1983 annual report, as
well as in other documents produced by the project.
Informal surveys by the CSR/E Team were conducted on three RDAs in

1982. A formal verification survey on 270 homesteads in these three RDAs
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was completed the following year. Assessments of farmer reaction to on-farm
trials were also prepared by the project rural sociologist before her

departure.

The original baseline survey has not proven to be an effective tool to
measure project progress or to delineate specific project clients.
Subsequent surveys have lacked some of the socioeconomic data needed to
further refine investigation domains and identify client profiles. The
CSR/E Team is aware of this and, at present, is in the design phase of its
1984-85 survey work to include these needed indicators. The Evaluation Team
was impressed with the collaboration which has and is currently taking place
between the agronomic technicians and the socioceconomist in this mpuch needed
team effort. The Evaluation Team was unable to ascertain exactly how the
expatriate horticulturist and irrigationist were involved in most of the
update work. The two technicians have now recognized that there is a data

gap, and they are taking action. This may need further attention.

2.  Scientifically designed experiments conducted at the Central

Research Station.
Eight agronomy experiments were conducted in 1983-84. These were
related to the ox planter modifications and problems of its use in manure

applications and seed and leaf analysis.

On-station investigative work in horticulture involved some 45 trials,

which were reported during the last 2 years and dealt with:
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= Introduction of crops
=~ Fruit and nut trees
-~ Blueberries
-~ Strawberries
- Vegetables
- Melons
-~ Variety trials
- Potato fertilizer applications
-~ Weed control
- Long day onions
- Antitranspirants and mulches
-~ Seedling production
Five sets of trials were conducted in irrigation, These included

furrow/ridge experiments and investigation of evapotranspiration devices.

The Evaluation Team noted that a number of component research activities
have taken place at the Central Research Station. The team feels that, in
general, a proper balance of on-station research has been maintained in the
irrigated crops and the rain fed systems. However, the team wishes to
stress that during the next few years, the majority of the research work
should take place on farmers' fields at their homesteads. On-station

research should generally be supportive of the on—farm work.

3. Scientifically designed experiments conducted at outlying stations.
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In horticulture, approximately 12 were conducted; one covered sweet corn,

and the others were with fruit and nut trees.

The evaluators ageed that during the remainder of the LOP, more outlying
stations may have to be used for some types of component research, as the
addition of some six new geographic locations may necessitate these satellite
experiments. In some cases, it may be necessary for the project to rent
farmers' fields for special trials, such as some of the basic irrigation work

still to be completed.

4, On-farm trials.

In agronomy, approximately 100 total trials were established, with data
collected from 80 more. Maize trials dealt with varieties, herbicides,
modified ox planter, hand-jab planting, and cutworm bait. The dry bean trials

were on plant populations.

In horticulture, some 70 experiments have been conducted, and were
designed as follows:
- Introduction of crops
- Fruit and nut trees (cooperatives with one or a few trees of
more than one species)
- Blueberries

Strawberries

Vegetables
- Full-year cropping plan (eight were started, with a strategy for

year-round production; none were completed).
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The irrigation section undertook 12 studies, including plant placement,

basin irrigation methods, and evapotranspiration trials.

At this point in the project, the quantity of on-farm trials is
impressive. The coming cropping seasons will require, perhaps, a two-fold
increase in the numbers of on~farm trials to be conducted in the wvarious
research domains. This is due to an increase in the RDAs to be served, as
well as moving improved and verified systems into the validation/transfer
stages of a bona fide FSR/E system where many more homestead replications

are required.
5. Annual research reports (five annual reports).

Two annual reports from the CSR/E Team have been produced. An annual
GOS research report covering all aspects of research conducted by the MOAC
has not been produced for several years. As a result of the project, a GOS
report is being typeset at this time. (A draft was made available to the

Evaluation Team,)

Both of the completed annual reports cover in detail project
accomplishments of the CSR/E Team. What may become a more important issue
in the coming years is the distribution of this document. Specific
individuals within Swaziland should be key recipients, as well as the
institutions working in Eastern and Southern Africa in FSR/E. (The
evaluators assume that copies have .been provided to the Development
Information Utilization Service [DIU] in USAID/W as well as the various

USAID regional and bureau offices.) A clearer presentation of where
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research stands in the CSR/E master plan and where the next few years will
take the project in terms of expected results would help interested
readers. It was difficult to gain this view from the material presented in
either the annual reports or most of the technicians' papers. In general,

progress on annual reports is good.

6. Cropping systems recommendations.

Recommendations are currently (November 1984) being formulated based on
the 1982-83 and 1983-84 cropping seasons. These preliminary recommendations
have been disseminated through extension training and on-farm
demonstrations/research plots. Several publications on the subject results

are in press.

In terms of project progress, the Evaluation Team believes output of
site-specific, cropping sytems recommendations may be a much more valid
measurement than the number of on-farm trials conducted each year. Serious
thought should be given to establishing yearly goals in this regard, By the
end of project (EOP), the Evaluation Team would expect recommendations, both
from the rain fed and irrigated farming systems, to have been developed and

validated for each of the nine newly-denominated RDAs.

7. In-service training program designed and courses conducted for

extension workers and other MOAC staff.

During 1982-83, 12 workshops were conducted, with a total of 171 (45

percent) of the extension personnel in attendance. The number of
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participants for each workshop are indicated below in brackets. The subject
areas included:

~ Extension Supervisors Workshop (44)

~ Horticultural Workshops (39)

- Home Economics Workshop (32)

= Community Development Workshops (28)

— Local Training Days (28)

In 1983-84, seven major workshops or courses were sponsored by the

Extension Training Unit:

Subject Matter Specialists Workshop (30)

- Three-Month Retraining Course of Redeployed Extension Specialists
(60)

~ Twelve-Month Preservice Training for Certificate Course Students
(40)

- Ecology Field Course for Extension Officers and RDA Managers (40)

- Pesticide Safety Workshop for Extension and Research Staff (20)

- Research Methods for Research Assistants and Peace Corps

Volunteers (14)

- Up-Dating Extension Workers on the On-Farm Research Project (230)

Approximately 80 percent of extension personnel received training

through the project in 1983-84.

The 1list of training sessions is very impressive considering the

assigned tasks that each of the Contractor Team members is required to carry
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on in addition to these instructional activities. The RAs mentioned in
their presentations to the evaluators that they are in need of additional
training. The Chief Research Officer also noted his belief that the Penn
State Team should give more attention to some basic investigative
instructional activities for the Swazi research officers. The Evaluation
Team feels that the Agriculture Information Service (AIS) should give much
more effort to the creation of instructional modulars, covering all aspects
of the FSR/E methodology, as well as the specific technologies or subject
matter skills to be transferred to extension personnel and farmers. The
Agricultural Information Officer (AIO) should assist with this project. (A

detailed discussion of this section is in Appendix E.)

8. The AIS converts technical recommendations into forms usable by
extension agents. The following printed materials are at various stages of
production, with the number of copies to be printed indicated in brackets:

- Materials developed in 1984

- Crop Input Record Book (350)

- Extension Crop Record Book (350)

= Order Book for Cropping Systems Project (350)

~ Onion Production Guide (500)

- Beetroot and Swiss Chard Production Guide (500)
- Editing Completed and Reédy to Publish

= Report of the Agricultural Research Division 81/83 (350)
~ Typesetting Completed

- Tomato Production (500)

- Cabbage Production (500)

- Potato Production (500)
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- Manuscript on Hand; Requires Author's Approval
-~ Carrot Production (500)
- Manuscript Ready for Typesetting
- Insect and Disease Control Programs
-~ Citrus (500)
- Stone Fruit (500)
~ Apple (500)
- Avocado (500)
- Guava and Banana (500)
- Procedure for Producing Seedlings in Trays (500)
- Training/Pruning Deciduous Fruit Trees (500)
- Pruning Grapes (500)
- Slide Scripts Pending Translation to siSwati
- Pesticide Use and Application on SNL Farms (1)
~ Seedling Production with Seedbeds (1)
- Irrigation Fact Sheets (original drafts completed and
reviewed; final revisions currently being made by authors)
- Potatoes (500)
- Tomatoes (500)
- Carrots (500)

Onions (500)

Lettuce (500)
- Field Support Guides

- Field Equipment for the Pocket/Knapsack (300)
- Conducting a Method Demonstration (300)

- Conducting an Individual Visit (300)

- Conducting a Technical Meeting (300)



- Tips for Good Telephone and Radio Communications (300)
The printed factsheets will be distributed through the MOAC newsletter or

via project managers to frontline extension personnel,

The Evaluation Team was impressed with the recent publications and work
being performed by the information section. The team feels that much effort
needs to be taken to assure that special back-up is given the cropping
research activities of the project. Imstruction should be given by the AIO
to the RAs to help them in report preparation and general writing skills
needed at their FSR/E work levels. The 1list of future publications now
prepared by AIO persomnnel and the CSR/E staff will be an excellent measure
of the integration and use of these two divisions to assure that new

technology is moved to the proper cliemts.

A quick review of the 1982-84 titles shows the wide interest of the
project personnel in publications and materials development., The
integration of this information into a Swazi FSR/E methodology will be of
prime importance during the rest of the first phase. The formation of an
Educational Materials Committee composed of research and extension personnel
should assist in identifying priority FSR/E research, establishing suitable
format, and assisting AIO in developing a clearly defined schedule of

responsibilities for publication.

9. The AIS develops and implements communications support program to

assist extension service. (A detailed discussion of this sectiom is in

Appendix F.)
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Radio is the major method by which the MOAC information section attempts
to reach mass audiences. Some effort has been made to increase the

effectiveness of this information channel.

The Evaluation Team feels that additional coordination and cooperation
needs to take pléce between these two project units, the USAID/AIS and the
Extension Training Unit, in the preparation of FSR/E instructional modules
for use with extension personnel, research staff, and the students in
university agriculture classes. (The Florida FSR Project has developed

several modules that could assist and guide in this effort.)

The AIS must serve the needs of all MOAC programs since it is a unit of
MOAC. However, efforts must be made to insure that the products of the
CSR/E get to SHNL clients and that the AIS becomes capable of carrying on

without expartriates.

10. Materials to support extension field staff produced by the AIS
(materials actually in the field and used). (See nos. 8 and 9 above for

specific outputs.)

Many of the persons coatacted during the evaluation wvisits think that
producing materials to support extension is one of the most important
outputs that the project can produce. Few, if any, research findings for
SNL  homesteader/farmers have been published in the last few years except for
those produced by the CSR/E Project. Five extension bulletins on
methodology are to be published very soon and distributed to extension

workers.
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11. Strengthened linkages between Research, Agricultural Information,

Extension, and the Faculty of Agriculture.

A series of seminars were initiated by the CSR/E Team for the purpose of
bringing together representatives of all the identified groups. Six seminars

were held in 1982-83 and 12 in 1983-84.,

The project has yet to make the formal linkages needed, and the
Evalﬁation Team recommends that a well-planned strategy be developed for
this effort.. USAID must play a major role in this process if FSR/E is to
include the active participation of the Extension Tra1n1ng Unlt. The same
can be said for pre-service FSR/E training at the Faculty of Agriéulture.
The team suggests that the CSR/E Project join with the International Center
for Maize and Wheat Improvement (CIMMYT) and start a series of FSR/E short
courses in Swaziland. Perhaps a special meeting for key ministry leaders
and several sessions for the field technicians and research scientists
assigned to the project, along with selected university staff members, could
be arranged for 1985. The team also suggests an FSR/E seminar be arranged
for middle-level .management, i.e., RDA project managers, senior extension
officers, and extemsion supervisory officers. The latter may need o be the

first undertaken.
The project, i.e., the Penn State/MOAC Team, has worked closely with

CIMMYT in establishing « process for on-farm research activities based upon

Swaziland needs, but few other linkages/relationships are apparent.
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The project has also obtained genetic materials via several
International Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs) and other regional
research centers. Visits of the team members have included the
International Institute of Tropical Agricultrue (IITA), the International
Laboratory for Research on Animal Diseases (ILRAD), and CIMMYT FSR

networking meetings and courses.

The Evaluation Team feels that considerable effort must be made during
the remainder of the LOP to establish closer working relationships with the
international centers and researchers nearby. The efforts to date with the
regional CIMMYT FSR Project have been very positive. Similar arrangements
should be made for assistance in short-term crop production training of
Swazi personnel and to obtain special techmical assistance offered by IARCs
and other regional institutions. Technical seminars and workshops given in
Africa should also be given high priority for both the Penn State staff and
the MOAC personnel working in FSR/E. The Contractor Team should initially
take the leadership in this effort, but Swazis should be involved from the

beginning.

13. Farm demonstraiions and field days.

Two field days were held in 1982-83 and four in 1983-84.

There is concern by some members of the Evaluation Team that the Penn

State Team views farm demonstratious in the same light as on-farm trials.

When the methodology reaches the validation/transfer stage, the Evaluation
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Team feels that these could then be counted as demonstrations. This is,

however, several cropping seasons away.,

The Evaluation Team is sympathetic to the problems of sponsoring field
days in Swaziland. This activity should be a MOAC program and if it wishes
to conduct farmer training and field days, then the GCSR/E Project should
participate. The team does not feel that the numbers presented in the PP as

verifiable indicators are meaningful at this time.

14, Personnel trained and in place.

At this mid-term evaluation, most of the candidates for long-term
training have been selected and are in the United States. Several
participants have completed their training and have returned to Swaziland.
This technical area of the project has gone largely as planned; however, as
has been discussed elsewhere, several of those trained are not working in
the positions for which they were trained. The short-term specialized
courses for MOAC technicians are behind schedule. The Evaluation Team feels
short-term training must receive higher priority in the coming years.
Specific numbers and specialties of the trainees are given in other sections

of this document. Note Table 1, for more detailed information.

The Penn State Team and Swazi research and extension personnel should
develop a complete training plan for short-term trainees. Many of the
skills needed for the implementation and institutionalization of FSR/E

activities can be obtained from short-term training exercises.
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Table 1. Summary of Participants in Long~ and Short-Term Training

_OL_

Training Period Scheduled Target
Long-Term Discipline Beginning Ending Completion Degree Institution

Douglas Gama Horticulture 08/83 08/85 M.S. PSU
Donald Hlope Ag & Ext Educ 08/84 12/86 M.S. PSU

Zodwa Mamba Agronomy/Dryland 08/84 12/86 M.S. TSU

Basil Maphalala Ag Economics 08/84 12/86 M.S. PSU
Themba Masuku Ag Engineering 12/82 01/84 M.S. UM
Sebenzile Matsebula Ag Educ/Biometrics 08/82 06/84 M.S. PSU
Elliot Mavimbela Crop Science 06/83 08/84 M.Ag. NCSU
Themba Mavuso Horticulture 01/83 12/84 B.S. TSU

Paul Mkhatshwa Agronomy 09/82 12/84 M.S. UG

Petros Mtshali Entomology 08/82 08/83 M.S. PSU
Magalela Ngwenya Agronomy 08/83 05/85 M.S. PSU

Edgar Nxumalo Soil Chemistrv 08/83 08/87 B.S. TSU
Samson Nxumalo Ag Mechanization 08/83 08/87 B.S. PSU
Arthur Simelane Agronomy 01/83 05/85 B.S. TSU
Funekile Simelane Rural Sociology 08/82 05/84 M.S. PSU

Short~Term
Jameson Dlamini Ag Ext Management 06/84 08/84 UM (9 wk.)
PSU (1 wk.)

Setsembile Kunene Plant Pathology 06/83 09/83 PSU



The record of returned long-term trainees has not been as positive as we
would wish. Two are no longer with the project. (This is discussed in the

next part, Inputs.)

As indicated earlier in this report, the MOAC must take the necessary
steps to assure that the candidates will return to their posts, and that
these posts will be fully financed upon their return. If participants
who complete training do not rejoin the project, it will suffer delay
in institutionalization. This topic was discussed in greater detail in

Section V,

15. Facilities in place.

Construction 1is covered in part E, Inputs. However, it is also an
output. The building program has not kept up with the design schedule
or to a lesser extent, the needs of the project. This has been a
constraint to the areas that could be served by the CSR/E activities
during the first part of the project. Only 4 of the 14 houses have been
completed and approved. The new AIS addition is not completed. (See part

E for details.)
USAID should see to it that the homes for the field staff are completed as

soon as possible. This has curtailed the field CSR/E activities to a limited

number of field sites.
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E. Inputs

1., Inputs: USAID

a. Technical Assistance (TA)

Long-Term _ Personnel: The PP calls for 40.75 person years of

long-term TA to be provided by USAID. The contract USAID signed with Penn
State as the prime contractor covers the period April 1982-March 1987. To
date (October 31, 1984), 19.45 person years of TA have been provided (Table
2). This includes field personnel plus the project manager, who is based on
the Penn State campus, and the Tennessee State subcontract coordinator.
Interestingly, the contract with Penn State differs slightly from the PP in
that the contract calls for approximately 48 person years of long~term

support,

The contractor has, in general, provided personnel who fit the
descriptions outlined in the PP. The entire team was fielded over a period
of 5 months, with the last member arriving in Swaziland in September 1982.
All long-term technical assistance personnel were on 2-year contracts. The
terms of the C-0-P and of the irrigation specialist were extended for 1

additional year, while the agronomist was extended for 2 years.

With the concurrence of USAID, the agricultural economist and rural
sociologist positions were combined when the contract of each expired. The
contractor and USAID/Swaziland felt that the issues with which both

individuals were dealing could be handled more efficiently if one person
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Table 2.

Title

Field Office: Technical

Chief-of-Party

Agricultural Economist?

Agricultural Information
Specialist

Agronomist

Extension Training Specialist
Horticulturist

Irrigation Specialist
, , .. a
Rural Sociologist
. a
Socioeconomist

Tropical Horticulturist®

Field Office: Administrative

Administrative Assistant

Administrative Officerd

Name

Thomas B. King
Roland P. Freund
Glenn D. Bengston
Kevin G. Hayes
Christopher E. Seubert
Glen W. Easter
Benjamin H. Weddle
Doyle W. Grenoble
Robert E. Bevacqua
Gale H. Dunn
Vernaline Watson

John J. Curry, Jr.

Summary of Long-Term Personnel

Length of
Service Currently
(Months) on Project
31 Yes
25 No
22 No
5 Yes
26 Yes
24 No
3 Yes
26 No
_b
26 Yes
24 No
3 Yes
212

(17.75 Person Years)

Enid Pali
Duma Msibi

28 Yes
_8 Yes
36

(3 Person Years)

8position of Agricultural Economist and Rural Sociologist were combined to form

the Socioeconomist position.

bScheduled to begin in December 1984.

“Position established to fill the vacancy created by combining the Agricultural
Economist and Rural Sociologist positions; Amendment /Modification No. 4.

dPosition added ; Amendment/Modification No. 3.
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Table 2. Summary of Long-Term Personnel (cont.)

Title Name

Home Office: Technical

Project Managere J. Dean Jansma

John E. Ayers

Home Office: Administrative

Secretarye Judy McCormick
Lynn Rubin
Patricia R. Wilson
Sandra L. Hayward

Home Office: Subcontract

Subcontract Coordinatorf Roland Norman

Length of

Service Currently
(Months) on Project

26
2
31

(1.3 Person Years)

22

4
39

(1.6 Person Years)

31
31

(.4 Person Years)

No

Yes

No
No
Yes

Yes

Yes

€50% of salary charged to project; therefore, total person years charged to the
project is one-half the number of months divided by 12.

f24% of salary charged to project.
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held the position. Thus, the position of socioeconomist was created and was
filled in August 1984, The agricultural economist position and the rural
sociologist position were vacant for 2 and 3 months respectively, The
combining of these two positions provided a vacancy of one position. A
tropical horticulturist position was created to fill the vacancy, which to
date, has not been filled, nor does the Evaluation Team feel it should be.
The Evaluation Team sees much more need for additional TA allocated to the

rain fed agronomic work, and possibly mechanics.

The agricultural information specialist position was vacant for 1
month between specialists. The original horticulturist left the project in
early September 1984, and his replacement was due to arrive in Swaziland in
December 1984. Current plans are for the original horticulturist to return
to Swaziland in late December 1984 for a 2-to-