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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Context 

1. In recent years, the government of Swaziland has made substantial efforts to 
increase investments in the agricultural sector, but these investments have produced 
limited results. Swazi agriculture continues to face significant development challenges: 
productivity remains low, food production has failed to keep pace with population growth, 
and food insecurity is rising, especially in rural areas. In this context, the World Bank 
agreed to contribute to the evolving thinking about the approaches needed to stimulate 
rapid and sustainable rural growth, specifically by carrying out a Rural Sector Review 
intended to identify actions that can contribute to broad-based agricultural development 
and poverty reduction. Given the multi-faceted nature of the rural economy, the 
Government and the World Bank agreed to narrow the scope of the Rural Sector Review by 
focusing on promising opportunities for raising productivity in the small-scale farming 
sector and better integrating smallholder farmers into markets.  

Rural Sector Review outputs 

2. The main findings of the Rural Sector Review are summarized in two policy notes. 
The purpose of the policy notes is to contribute to an understanding of the factors that 
combine to constrain the development of smallholder agriculture in Swaziland. They seek 
to shed light on why, despite being well-endowed in land and water resources, and despite 
having a climate that is generally favorable for the production of crops and livestock, 
Swaziland is obliged to import substantial amounts of food to feed the population. Another 
key question addressed by the policy notes is why, in spite of the significant investments 
that have made in the agricultural sector and in spite of the extensive farming experience 
of the 70 percent of the population that lives off the land, smallholder farm productivity 
and production have been declining over time. Finally, the policy notes identify priority 
areas where strategic interventions are needed to turn things around and get smallholder 
agriculture going as a driver of growth and poverty reduction. 

Objectives of this Policy Note 

3. The specific objectives of this first policy note are to provide a brief overview of 
smallholder agriculture in Swaziland, identify constraints that may be contributing to poor 
performance in the smallholder sector, and evaluate technological options that could 
improve productivity of smallholder farmers. In addition, this first policy note summarizes 
the findings of a recent review of public spending on agriculture, undertaken to identify 
trends and patterns in agricultural spending over the last five years and to determine 
whether the government’s budget allocations have been effective in supporting the 
intended development of smallholder agriculture. After addressing these questions, the 
policy note points to entry points where future government interventions could help to 
reverse the current negative trends. 
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Importance of agriculture in Swaziland 

4. Agriculture, long the backbone of the Swazi economy, has been in decline for quite 
some time. Agriculture’s contribution to GDP has decreased gradually over the last two 
decades, and the performance of the sector has been severely and adversely affected by 
recurring droughts, chronic underinvestment, and the ravages of HIV/AIDS. Although 
agriculture’s direct contribution to GDP has declined, its indirect contribution has 
increased: industrial manufacturing (which derives many of its primary inputs from 
agriculture) has grown, reaching 43 percent of GDP in 2008. Agriculture-based products 
account for around 75 percent of the country’s total export revenues (amounting to USD 
1.5 billion in 2008). These revenues are derived mainly from exports of sugar, edible 
concentrate, wood pulp, pineapple and citrus fruits 

Dualistic structure of the agricultural sector 

5. Agriculture in Swaziland is strongly dualistic. Large numbers of subsistence-oriented 
small-scale family farms exist side-by-side with a handful of medium- and large-scale 
commercial agribusiness enterprises. The dualistic structure stems mainly from differences 
in land ownership arrangements. About 40 percent of the country’s land area is classified 
as Title Deed Land (TDL); this land is used mainly for commercial agriculture and is 
characterized by capital-intensive cash crop production (mainly sugar cane and citrus). The 
remaining 60 percent of the country’s land is classified as Swazi Nation Land (SNL); this 
land features mainly small-scale agriculture dominated by maize, is held by the King (the 
Crown) in trust for the Swazi nation, and is administered by local chiefs. Commercial 
estates (producing mainly sugar cane) generate more than 88 percent of all agricultural 
output and employ about 25 percent of the total rural population. Meanwhile, smallholder 
farms (producing mainly maize and livestock) account for just under 7 percent of 
agricultural output, even though these farms serve as the livelihood base for about 70 
percent of the rural population. 

Principal agricultural production systems 

6. Three main agricultural production systems can be distinguished: (i) large- and 
medium-scale commercial irrigated farming (on TDL), producing mainly sugar cane, but 
also involved in production of citrus, pineapple, dairy, meat and on a smaller scale cotton 
and cassava; (ii) small-scale rainfed smallholder farming (on SNL) producing mainly maize, 
complemented by beans, groundnuts, oilseeds and in some cases, cotton on average small 
holdings (< 1 ha). The capacity of households to ensure their family’s food security is low; 
and  (iii) small- to medium-scale farming with access to irrigation (on SNL) producing sugar 
cane (2 to 3 hectares), but also exploring the potential for other crops such as maize and 
vegetables. Productivity differs greatly between the commercial and smallholder sectors. 
Enterprises that were developed on a commercial basis (many of which are concentrated 
on TDL) have performed significantly better on average than subsistence-oriented 
enterprises (most of which are concentrated on SNL).  
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Agricultural policies and programs 

7. Because agriculture is so important to the national development agenda, the Swazi 
government has developed a number of policies and strategies aimed at creating the 
conditions for the development of the sector. The main policies and programs of relevance 
to smallholder agriculture are briefly reviewed, with a view to determining whether 
policies are targeting the key constraints that are negatively impacting performance of 
smallholder farmers. The general picture that emerges is that policies and strategies are 
basically sound, but implementation has sometimes fallen short of expectations, rendering 
the policies less effective than they might have been. 

Trends in agricultural public expenditure 

8. To what extent does the government of Swaziland back up its agricultural policies 
and programs with public resources? As part of the Rural Sector Review, recent evidence 
on public spending in the agricultural sector was reviewed. The review covered the period 
1990-2010 and focused on trends in budgetary allocations to agriculture, budget 
execution, the composition of spending, and its alignment with policy priorities. The review 
determined that budget allocation to the sector as a share of total government spending 
has increased in recent years. Agricultural spending rose from 4.7 percent of GDP in 2006 
to 7.2 percent in 2009/10. This increased budget allocation follows a period of lower 
spending in the sector. The review determined also that increased allocations to 
agriculture have coincided with an increase in the relative importance of capital 
investments. Capital expenditure increased from 67.8 percent of total spending in 2006/07 
to 71 percent in 2008/09. Public investments in agriculture will continue to play an 
important role in support of the country’s economic development agenda. Given the 
budget constraints that the country is currently facing as a result of the global economic 
crisis and falling SACU revenues, there is need to continue paying a critical attention to the 
efficiency of budget composition. To ensure that public resources allocated to the 
agricultural sector are used wisely, it is desirable to examine the cost-effectiveness of the 
sector-recurrent expenditure with regard to increasing farm-level productivity and 
production. The Ministry of Agriculture should ask whether the current composition of its 
recurrent budget can be restructured to achieve better efficiency and exploit opportunities 
for cost saving, particularly as a large share of the recurrent budget covers personnel costs 
and transport. Moreover, allocations to the key functions of the Ministry have declined. 
Sub-sectors that have benefited most from relatively good resource allocation include 
Livestock, and Agriculture Promotion and Extension Services, but the bulk of the actual 
budget in both sub-sectors was attributed to wages and vehicles costs, leaving very little 
for field operations. Absorption capacity has also been modest, with an average budget 
execution rate below 80 percent.  

Constraints affecting smallholder agriculture 

9. After reviewing performance of the sector, reviewing key policies and strategies, and 
examining public spending, the policy note identifies three sets of constraints that are 
undermining performance of smallholder agriculture: (i) weak public capacity to deliver 
essential goods and services; (ii) low productivity and lack of competitiveness, and  
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(iii) weak policy implementation and ineffective expenditure management. The three sets 
of constraints are discussed in some detail, and an effort is made to unpack each one to 
expose the main causes. 

Entry points for reform 

10. The policy note concludes by identifying a number of entry points where 
appropriately designed and properly timed interventions could help to overcome these 
constraints. They fall into three broad groups: (i) strengthening public capacity to deliver 
essential goods and services; (ii) improve productivity and competitiveness of smallholder 
value chains; and (iii) improve the design, implementation, and resourcing of public policies 
and programs. Each one of these potential interventions is discussed in some detail, and 
concrete suggestions are made concerning actions that are needed to get smallholder 
agriculture going in Swaziland.  

Intervention options 

11. Swaziland is currently facing a major fiscal challenge, arising from the combined 
effects of the global financial crisis and sharply declining SACU receipts. In recognition of 
this fiscal challenge, the policy note gives particular focus to five intervention options that 
offer the possibility of accelerating the development of smallholder agriculture with a 
limited contribution of financial resources from the public sector: 

(i) Improve delivery of extension services: Following years of neglect by an 
understaffed and underfunded public extension service, many smallholders continue 
to engage in traditional farming practices that have evolved very little for decades. 
Efforts are needed to introduce modern production technologies that offer the 
potential to increase productivity, for example by achieving better integration of 
cropping and livestock production activities, or by achieving labor savings.  This 
could be done at limited cost to the public sector by taking advantage of financial 
and human resources being provided by development partners and NGOs.  

(ii) Promote increased use of improved inputs: Crop and livestock productivity remain 
low in Swaziland in part because use of improved inputs remains limited. Use of 
improved seed, fertilizer, improved animal breeds, and veterinary supplies should be 
promoted through a two-pronged strategy designed to strengthen demand while 
simultaneously increasing supply. Demand for improved inputs could be 
strengthened by sensitizing farmers to the benefits and by facilitating access to 
finance needed to pay for them. At the same time, measures could be taken to 
improve the availability and lower the cost of inputs by increasing competition 
among input suppliers, most notably through lifting of the prohibition on direct 
importing of inputs by farmers.   

(iii) Strengthen capacity of farmers and farmers organizations: Efforts to promote the 
modernization of the smallholder sector will not succeed as long as the majority of 
farmers are unable to successfully adopt modern farming practices. Investments are 
needed to increase the capacity of farmers, many of whom lack the knowledge and 
skills needed to understand and effectively manage improved technologies. The 
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most efficient way to build capacity is not by targeting individual farmers, but rather 
by working with groups of farmers. Swaziland has made notable progress in 
promoting the farmers organizations, including through the establishment of the 
Swaziland National Agricultural Union, but additional work remains.  

(iv) Improve water use efficiency: Swaziland has made good progress in improving 
access to water for agriculture. Recent evidence shows that smallholders have 
benefited from public irrigation schemes, although to a lesser extent than 
commercial farmers. As part of its strategy to boost productivity in the smallholder 
sector, the Government should continue investing in irrigation schemes that are 
oriented to high value crops grown by smallholder farmers, especially including 
horticultural crops. To ensure that these investments in irrigation pay off, they 
should be complemented with parallel investments designed to promote the 
formation of water users associations and to build capacity within these associations 
in the area of water management.  

(v) Reassess and clarify the roles of parastatals:  The parastatals currently working in 
the agricultural sector, especially NAMBoard, suffer from overly broad and 
sometimes conflicting mandates. This undermines their effectiveness and 
discourages private firms from investing in the sector. The Government should 
reassess the roles of these parastatals, with an eye to reforming them. Generally 
speaking, the parastatals should perform regulatory functions, leaving the 
implementation of production support, marketing, and processing to private firms 
that will be able to perform these activities more effectively and at lower cost.    
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Context 

1. Swaziland is predominantly a rural country, and the majority of the population 
depends on agriculture as its primary livelihood source. Because agriculture-based rural 
growth is needed to meet the nation’s development goals, the government has integrated 
agricultural and rural development as a central element of the National Development 
Strategy (NDS). Similarly, the Government Program of Action 2008-13 (GPA) places 
agriculture at the center of the economic growth agenda, emphasizing intensification and 
diversification of smallholder agriculture and food security as the pillars for reducing 
poverty. In this respect, the GPA is aligned with the Poverty Reduction Strategy and Action 
Program (PRSAP) approved in 2007.  

2. In recent years, the government of Swaziland has made substantial efforts to 
increase investments in the agricultural sector, but these investments have produced 
limited results. Swazi agriculture continues to face significant development challenges: 
productivity remains low, food production has failed to keep pace with population growth, 
and food insecurity is rising, especially in rural areas. In this context, the World Bank agreed 
to contribute to the evolving thinking about the approaches needed to stimulate rapid and 
sustainable rural growth, specifically by carrying out a Rural Sector Review intended to 
identify actions that can contribute to broad-based agricultural development and poverty 
reduction. Given the multi-faceted nature of the rural economy, the Government and the 
World Bank agreed to narrow the scope of the Rural Sector Review by focusing on 
promising opportunities for raising productivity in the small-scale farming sector and better 
integrating smallholder farmers into markets. 

3. The findings of the Rural Sector Review are summarized in two policy notes. The first 
policy note focuses on the overall priorities for the development of smallholder agriculture 
in Swaziland. The second policy note focuses more narrowly on challenges and 
opportunities associated with two value chains judged to have considerable potential for 
smallholder producers: horticulture and livestock. 

1.2. Objectives 

4. The objectives of this first policy note are to provide a brief overview of smallholder 
agriculture in Swaziland, identify constraints that may be contributing to poor performance, 
evaluate technological options that could improve productivity, and identify priority areas 
for future government interventions in the sector. In addition, the policy note summarizes 
the main findings of a recent review of public spending on agriculture, undertaken to 
identify trends and patterns in agricultural spending over the last five years and to 
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determine whether the government’s budget allocations have been effective in supporting 
the intended development of smallholder agriculture.1 

5. Including this Introduction, the policy note includes eight sections. Section 2 
presents background information about the economy of Swaziland, the extent and 
distribution of poverty, and food security. Section 3 describes the agricultural sector, 
including a short analysis of main agricultural production systems. Section 4 presents the 
institutional context and describes agricultural policies and programs. Section 5 briefly 
summarizes the findings of the recent review of MOA spending. Section 6 discusses key 
challenges and identifies major constraints, while Section 7 discusses intervention options 
that could help the country to better support sustainable smallholder agriculture. Section 8 
presents core conclusions. 

1.3. Data sources 

6. The Rural Sector Review was carried out using information obtained from the formal 
and informal literature, complemented with information generated through discussions 
with government officials and interviews with key informants in the field. Rigorous 
quantitative analysis was made difficult by the limited availability and generally poor quality 
of empirical data, including official statistics. The last agricultural census was carried out in 
2000, and reliable data on crop and livestock production are not available from the 2001/02 
cropping season onwards. 

2. MACRO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT  

2.1. Geography and demography 

7. The Kingdom of Swaziland is a small landlocked country located in southern Africa, 
with a total land area of 17,364 square kilometers. The population currently numbers about 
1 million and is growing at an annual rate of 1.4 percent (WB, 2010). The country features 
four main agro-ecological zones: the Highveld (high rainfall), the Middleveld (medium 
rainfall), the Lowveld (low rainfall), and the Lubombo plateau. These zones run 
approximately parallel to one another from west to east.2 The country is traversed by four 
major river systems, which have high hydroelectric potential and are increasingly used for 
irrigation. In recent years, the rainfall pattern has become more and more uncertain, 
characterized by periods of drought and periods of intense heat, which have contributed to 
a number of major crop failures.  

                                                   
1
 Government institutions have been undergoing major structural reforms under which new ministries have 

been established and entire divisions, departments, or sections of current Ministries have been 
transferred, restructured, or eliminated. With regard to the agricultural sector, oversight responsibility for 
Forestry, previously a core function of MOA, has been transferred to Ministry of Tourism and Environment.  

2
 Swaziland’s agro-ecological regions are described in greater detail in Annex 1. 
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2.2. Economy  

8. Size and composition: With a gross national income per capita of US$2,600 (2008), 
Swaziland is classified as a lower middle income country (LMIC). Nonetheless, the incidence 
of poverty is severe, and about 63 percent of the population live under the poverty line. 
Swaziland’s economy is relatively diversified: the service sector accounts for 43 percent of 
GDP; industry constitutes 49 percent of GDP; and agriculture, fishery and forestry represent 
about 8 percent of GDP (Figure 1). Official statistics show a slowdown in real GDP growth to 
2.6 percent in 2008 (3.5 percent of 2007), mainly attributable to weak private investment 
and declining exports.  

 

Figure 1. Composition of the Swazi economy (2008) 

 

Source: MEPD and CSO 
 

9. Preferential trade agreements: Swaziland is economically well integrated with 
South Africa, from which it receives almost 90 percent of its imports and to which 50 
percent of its exports are destined.3 Located in a sub-region of rapidly growing economies, 
Swaziland benefits from a sub-regional political economy whose growth has been 
stimulated in recent decades by major investments in rural infrastructure and 
communications. The United States and the European Union (EU) are the country’s other 
key trading partners, with which it has negotiated preferential trade agreements for apparel 
and sugar exports. Textile exports grew by over 200 percent between 2000 and 2005, and 
sugar exports by more than 50 percent during the same period. More recently, sugar and 
textiles investments have declined, however, as a result of the threat of the removal of US 
trade preferences for textiles and the phasing out of preferential prices for sugar to the EU 

                                                   
3 Central Bank of Swaziland, Annual Report 2008-9.  

43%

49%

8%

s ervic e indus try manufacturing agriculture
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market.4 In 2009, Swaziland signed an Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) with the EU, 
which provides for the reduction of tariffs and import quotas for all African, Caribbean and 
Pacific countries (ACP) spread over a period of time.5 

10. Regional integration: Swaziland benefits from structural integration in regional 
markets through its membership in the Southern African Development Community (SADC), 
the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA), the Southern African 
Customs Union (SACU),6 and the Common Monetary Area (CMA). Infrastructure in the 
country is well developed by Sub-Saharan African standards. Swaziland’s currency, the 
Lilangeni (SZL), is pegged at par to the South Africa Rand. While the relationship with the 
Rand helps to ensure a certain stability, it also brings risks; for example in 2008 when 
investors moved away from emerging markets, the Rand fell, with consequent real 
depreciation for the SZL. The government has been successful in recent years in generating 
revenues, with the main driver being the import duties obtained through SACU trade, which 
accounted for about 60 percent of government revenues during the period 2006/7- 
2008/09.7 However, revenues from import duties are expected to fall by 50 percent in 
2010/11, leading to a projected 22 percent decline in total government revenue.8 SACU 
receipts have been falling due to persistent global economic distress, a reduction in SACU’s 
common external tariffs, and the one-off reimbursement of E400m (US$53m) to 
compensate for excess pay-outs received in previous years. As a result, the budget deficit is 
expected to worsen in 2011/12, undermining the government’s ability to finance future 
development programs and to maintain macroeconomic stability.  

2.3. Poverty and food security  

11. Incidence of poverty: According to the Swaziland Household Income and 
Expenditure survey (SHIES),9 about 63 percent of the population lives below the poverty 
line. Poverty in Swaziland is widespread, but it is especially concentrated in rural areas: the 
poverty rate is as high as 75 percent in rural areas, compared to only 49 percent in urban 
areas. About 21 percent of the population is chronically food insecure (FAO/WFP, 2007).10 
Per capita income is about four times lower in rural areas than in urban areas, and food 
consumption in rural areas is half that in urban areas.  

12. Causes of poverty: The high prevalence of poverty can be attributed to a number of 
structural factors, including: (i) chronic drought accompanied by crop failure, death of 

                                                   
4 Ibid. 
5
 Medium Term Budget Policy Statement, 2010/11 - 2012-13. 

6
 Swaziland, Lesotho, Botswana, Namibia, and the Republic of South Africa form the Southern African 

Customs Union (SACU), where import duties apply uniformly to member countries. http://www.sacu.int/ 
7
 Medium Term Budget Policy Statement, 2010/11 - 2012-13. 

8
 Economist Intelligence Unit 2010, Country report.  

9
 The 2009/10 Swaziland Household Income and Expenditure Survey (SHIES) defined the food or extreme 

poverty at 215.0 Emalangeni per capita per month and the general poverty line at 461.0 Emalangeni.  
10

 FAO/WFP Crop and Food Supply Assessment Mission to Swaziland (2008). 
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animals, and lack of drinking water; (ii) continuing existence of a large part of the 
population beyond the reach of the market economy; and (iii) lack of competitive skills 
among a large part of the potential labor force. More recently, global events such as soaring 
international food prices and increasing oil prices have brought additional challenges for 
Swaziland’s poor inhabitants.  

13. Unequal distribution of income: With a Gini coefficient of 0.5 in 2008, Swaziland has 
one of the highest income distribution inequalities in the world. The poorest 20 percent of 
the population account for only 4.5 percent of the nation’s income, while the richest 20 
percent account for 56 percent. The extremely unequal distribution of income has 
implications for policy: if the goal of eradicating poverty is to be achieved, future economic 
growth will have to be accompanied by more equal distribution of wealth.  

2.4. HIV/AIDS epidemic  

14. Impact on the labor force: In common with other countries in the region, Swaziland 
has been hit hard by the HIV/AIDS epidemic. The incidence of HIV/AIDS in Swaziland is so 
high that policy makers need to take into consideration the likely impact of an impaired 
work force on economic activities. Both the quality and quantity of labor in the economy in 
general and in the agricultural sector in particular are being adversely affected by this 
dramatic situation. A striking feature of HIV/AIDS in Swaziland is that it disproportionately 
affects the educated classes, including many skilled workers. It is estimated that about 30 
percent of staff from the public sector will be lost to the epidemic over the next 20 years.  

15. GDP growth losses: Estimates made during the early 1990s suggest that the average 
loss in GDP growth attributable to HIV/AIDS is around 1.6 percent per year (Muwanga, 
2004, cited by Whiteside et al, 2006), but at that time prevalence rates had not yet reached 
the levels seen more recently. Estimates based on the experience to date therefore may 
starkly underestimate the negative impact of HIV/AIDS on future economic growth. But 
even the experience to date has been sobering. AIDS-affected households experience on 
average a 54.2 percent reduction in maize production and a 34.2 percent reduction in the 
area of land cultivated.  

2.5. Recent macro-economic turmoil 

16. Declining SACU revenues: Prior to 2009, Swaziland enjoyed several years of good 
fiscal performance, which could be attributed mainly to the country’s political and 
economic stability, as well as to its membership in SACU and the Common Monetary Area. 
Starting in 2010, however, things took a turn for the worse, as the economy was hit by the 
combined effects of the global economic crisis and steeply declining SACU revenues. SACU 
receipts dropped from 20.5 percent of GDP in 2009/10 to only 9.5 percent in 2010/11 (IMF, 
2011). During the same period, foreign direct investment and other financial flows 
remained stagnant. As a result of these factors, real GDP growth in 2010 is estimated to 
have fallen to 2 percent, well below the average 3 percent annual growth that the country 
enjoyed before the outbreak of the global financial crisis and the fall in SACU revenues.     
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17. Growing trade imbalance: Swaziland needs to continue importing essential goods, 
but its continued ability to pay for imported goods is threatened by weak export growth.  In 
2010, imports of petroleum products increased from E413.4 million during the first quarter 
to E441.6 million in the second quarter, but the country did not export any wood pulp, one 
of its traditional exports, following the closure of the SAPPI Usutu, the country’s only wood 
pulp processing plant.  As a result, the external current account balance widened to over 18 
percent of GDP. In response, the government has been issuing bonds to finance the deficit. 
The latest issuance of a 7-year bond in January 2011 for E750 million was heavily 
undersubscribed, which led the CBS to provide an emergency credit line of E620 million (2.3 
percent of GDP) to the government to enable wage payments to civil servants in February 
2011 (IMF 2011). 

18.   Public goods and service under pressure: The above factors, in combination with a 
wage bill that continues to be one of the highest in Sub-Saharan Africa, are limiting the 
ability of the government to deliver essential goods and services, including imported basic 
goods. Capital expenditure commitments have been reduced, and wage increases for civil 
servants have been scaled back. These measures have been very unpopular and have 
sparked a reaction from certain segments of the population, particularly in urban areas, 
where there have been sporadic outbreaks of violence in recent months. Nevertheless, until 
the macro picture improves, the government will have little choice but to follow a course of 
fiscal austerity, and it will be forced to find ways to “do more with less.”  

3. AGRICULTURAL SECTOR 

3.1. Agriculture in the national economy 

19. Declining importance of agriculture: Agriculture, long the backbone of the Swazi 
economy, has been in decline for quite some time. Agriculture’s contribution to GDP has 
decreased gradually for the last two decades, as the performance of the sector has been 
severely affected by recurring droughts, chronic underinvestment, and the impact of 
HIV/AIDS (Figure 2). Although agriculture’s direct contribution to GDP has declined to less 
than 10 percent, its indirect contribution has increased: industrial manufacturing (which 
derives many of its primary inputs from agriculture) has grown, reaching 43 percent of GDP 
in 2008. Agriculture-based products account for around 75 percent of the country’s total 
export revenues (amounting to USD 1.5 billion in 2008). These revenues are derived mainly 
from exports of sugar, edible concentrate, wood pulp11, pineapple and citrus fruits.12  

 

                                                   
11

 Mostly grown in the Title Deed Lands (TDL) 
12

 Country Profile report, Economist Intelligence Unit 2010. 
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Figure 2. Agricultural contribution to GDP, Swaziland, 2000-10 

 

Source: Derived from Central Bank of Swaziland Annual reports. 

 

20. Major source of employment: Despite accounting for a modest share of GDP, the 
agriculture sector remains the primary source of employment: around 70 percent of the 
country’s economically active population works in agriculture. This suggests very low 
average productivity per worker employed in agriculture.  

21. Dualistic structure: Agriculture in Swaziland is extremely dualistic. The dualistic 
structure of the sector stems mainly from differences in land ownership arrangements. 
About 40 percent of the country’s land area is classified as Title Deed Land (TDL); this land is 
used mainly for commercial agriculture and is characterized by capital intensive cash crop 
production (mainly sugarcane and citrus). The remaining 60 percent of the country’s land is 
classified as Swazi Nation Land (SNL); this land features mainly small-scale agriculture 
dominated by maize, is held by the King (the Crown) in trust for the Swazi nation, and is 
administered by local chiefs. Commercial estates (mainly sugar cane) generate more than 
88 percent of all agricultural output and employ about 25 percent of the total rural 
population (Figure 3).13 Meanwhile, smallholder farms (mainly maize and livestock) account 
for just under 7 percent of agricultural output, even though these farms serve as the 
livelihood base for about 70 percent14 of the rural population (CAADP, 2008).15  

                                                   
13

 Swaziland Agricultural Development Project formulation report, January 2009. 
14

 Reference of population data on SNL is made in several reports but data is contradictory. This data is aligned with 
Swaziland’s First national Communication to the UNFCC.  

15
 Please see Table A3.1 of Annex 3. 
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Figure 3. Agriculture GDP, by sub-sector (2000 constant prices) 

 

Source: MEPD and CSO  

 

22. Land use: Slightly more than two-thirds of the land surface in Swaziland (69 percent) 
is used for extensive grazing.16 Of the land used for grazing, nearly three-quarters is SNL 
subject to communal grazing, and the remaining one-quarter is TDL used for commercial 
ranching. Most rangeland consists of natural pastures, while a very small area consists of 
improved pasture used mainly for dairy production. Small-scale rainfed agriculture covers 
about 12 percent of the total land area, while large-scale commercial agriculture (irrigated 
and rainfed) constitutes 6 percent. Commercial forestry is the third most common land use, 
and covers 6 percent of the total area of Swaziland.17 The remaining area consists of 
residential areas, natural reserves, water reservoirs and catchments, quarries, orchards and 
market gardens. 

23. Estimates differ relating to the amount of land in Swaziland that is arable (i.e., 
suitable for crop cultivation). A recent report placed the figure at around 235,000 ha.18 This 
does not include an additional 100,000 ha planted to timber. Approximately two-thirds of 
the arable land is located on SNL, and one-third on TDL. Generally speaking, TDL is more 
productive, in part because a much higher proportion is irrigated: 50 percent of TDL is 
irrigated, compared to only 3.5 percent of SNL.  

24. Agricultural production systems: Three main agricultural production systems can be 
distinguished (see Annex 1 for additional details): 

                                                   
16

 Budget Speech 2010/11-2012-13. 
17 Towards a Strategy for Agricultural Diversification in Swaziland, Draft report, October 2008, The Ryeford Partnership. 
18

 Towards a Strategy for Agricultural Diversification in Swaziland, Draft report, October 2008, The Ryeford Partnership. 
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1. Large- and medium-scale commercial irrigated farming (on TDL), producing mainly 
sugar cane, but also involved in production of citrus, pineapple, dairy, meat and on a 
smaller scale cotton and cassava;  

2. Small-scale rainfed smallholder farming (on SNL) producing mainly maize, 
complemented by beans, groundnuts, oilseeds and in some cases, cotton on average 
small holdings (< 1 ha). The capacity of households to ensure their family’s food 
security is low; and  

3. Small- to medium-scale farming with access to irrigation (on SNL) producing sugar 
cane (2 to 3 hectares), but also exploring the potential for other crops such as maize 
and vegetables.  

25. Variable productivity: Productivity differs tremendously between the commercial 
and smallholder sectors. Enterprises that were developed on a commercial basis (many of 
which are concentrated on TDL) have performed significantly better on average than 
subsistence-oriented enterprises (most of which are concentrated on SNL). The difference 
can be seen very starkly by looking at the performance of sugar cane, maize, and cattle.  

26. Rise in sugar cane production: Between 1999 and 2003, the total value of sugar 
cane produced on SNL declined by 55 percent in real terms, while the total value of sugar 
cane produced on TDL increased by 13 percent.19 By 2003, following years of sustained 
growth, the value of sugar cane production was more than double the combined value of 
meat, dairy, and maize production. Since then, the development of large-scale irrigation 
schemes on SNL has allowed an increasing number of smallholders to shift from maize to 
sugar cane, but sugar cane production continues to be mostly undertaken on TDL by large 
commercial farmers.  

27. Decline in maize production: Maize is primarily a subsistence crop, grown by 
virtually every rural household to provide food for the family. From 1979/80 to 2000, 
national production of maize averaged about 100,000 tons per year, but since 2000, 
production has dropped to around 70,000 tons per year. Yields are variable but generally 
fall within the range of 1-1.5 tons/ha. The causes for the decline in maize production are 
analyzed below and relate mainly to the combined effect of persistent droughts, high levels 
of soil acidity, decreases in the quality of technical assistance available to farmers, lack of 
investment and credit, decreased availability of labor due to the HIV/AIDS pandemic, and 
declining profitability. The decline in maize production has led to a structural deficit which 
today must be bridged by imports. In 2010/11 Swaziland, will need to import 35,000 tons of 
maize, nearly one-third of total consumption requirements. 20  

                                                   
19

 A Crisis of Convergence; challenges and opportunities in disaster risk reduction in the Kingdom of Swaziland; GFDRR, 
World Bank, 2010 

20
 Economist Intelligence Unit 2010 and VAC.  
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28. Trends in total area cropped for maize and sugarcane are shown in Figure 4. 21 

 

Figure 4. Area planted to maize and sugarcane, Swaziland (1990-2009) 

 

Source: Central Statistical Office and Swaziland Annual Vulnerability Assessment and 
Analysis report, July 2009 

 

29. Variable efficiency in cattle production: Smallholders located on SNL account for 
about 85 percent of the national cattle herd. Stocking rates on SNL are high, and 
overstocking has led to overgrazing and rangeland degradation. Animals are late maturing 
as a consequence of poor management practices, high stocking pressures, seasonal feed 
availability and nutritional variation. Cattle production on SNL is further constrained by 
overutilization of grazing resources, poor management of communal rangelands and human 
settlements expansion. In contrast to what is observed on SNL, commercial cattle 
production taking place on TDL accounts for 13 percent of the national cattle herd. 
Commercial producers operate medium- to high-input production systems characterized by 
profit-oriented management practices. Beef cattle are grazed during the summer and fed 
supplements during the winter. 

3.2. Smallholder agriculture: Constraints and opportunities 

30. Information scarcity: Accurate description of the size and composition of the 
smallholder sector in Swaziland is made difficult by the lack of accurate data on the rural 
economy. The limited data that are available are either outdated, incomplete, or unreliable, 
a situation that is perhaps not surprising, since the Ministry of Agriculture does not have a 
statistics unit or even a monitoring and evaluation unit (Whiteside et al, 2010).   

                                                   
21

 Ministry Budget Speech 2010/11-2012-13. 
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31. Characteristics of agricultural households: Characteristics of agricultural households 
in Swaziland are summarized in Table 1.22 Farm sizes are small on average; the vast majority 
of households hold less than 1 ha of agricultural land, and only 2 percent of households 
hold 4 ha or more. Consistent with traditional land tenure arrangements, agricultural land is 
controlled mainly by men, as reflected in the fact that about 75 percent of agricultural 
households are male-headed. Access to tractors and machinery remains limited, so most 
farming activities are carried out by animals or by humans. Use of hired labor is uncommon, 
and household members remain the most important labor source of agricultural labor. 
Rainfed agriculture dominates; only about 15 percent of households have access to 
irrigation facilities. These features reflect the subsistence orientation of the vast majority of 
agricultural households, almost all of which are located on SNL. SNL farmers heavily 
dependent on servicing by Government institutions, unlike the commercial farmers found 
on TDL, who rely almost entirely on the private sector for services and support. 

32. Irrigation: Public irrigation projects are considered a priority for agricultural 
development and include: (a) the Komati Downstream Development Project (KDDP); (b) the 
Lower Usuthu Smallholder Irrigation Project (LUSIP); (c) the Swaziland Agricultural 
Development Project (SADP); and (d) the Ministry of Agriculture’s small and medium scale 
dams and irrigation program. Despite the general orientation of the sector towards estate-
style commercial farming, these recent initiatives, initiated by the government, have 
offered a new opportunity for smallholder development by introducing smallholders to 
commercially-oriented irrigated production systems and funding mechanisms. By 2015, the 
area under irrigation should increase to over 70,000 ha, of which about one-quarter will be 
under smallholder sugar cane production, and the remaining three-quarters will be used for 
growing other crops. Studies are currently under way to identify the most suitable options, 
both technically and economically.  

33. In parallel to the investments being made in large-scale irrigation, the government 
has prioritized the construction of small- to medium-sized earth dams. Advantages of earth 
dams include that they are relatively inexpensive to build, can conserve water which would 
otherwise would be lost as runoff, and can provide water for irrigation (in particular for 
horticultural crops) as well as for livestock and domestic uses. Lessons learned from 
previous experience show that more attention needs to be given to developing an 
integrated “dam system”23 approach, including communities’ contributions through proper 
management of dam and irrigation infrastructure.  

 

                                                   
22

  The data presented in Table 1 are from 1993, the last year in which an agricultural census was carried out. 

Some variables have been extrapolated from survey data collected more recently. 
23

 “Dam system” comprises construction, operation and maintenance of all infrastructure. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of agricultural households, Swaziland (2003) 

Number of Homesteads per district Number (% of HHs) 

Hhohho District 23,802 27 

Manzini District 21,383 24 

Shisweleni District 22,203 26 

Lubombo District 20,102 23 

Total 87,490 100 

Gender of Household Head Number (% of HHs) 

Male 65,259 75 

Female 22,231 25 

Total 87,490 100 

No. of Holdings, by holding Area No. of holdings (% of Holdings) 

Less than 1 Ha 48,507 65 

1 to 2 Ha 18,399 25 

2 to 4 Ha 5,889 8 

4 and more Ha 1,296 2 

Total 74,091 100 

Household Size  No of HHs (% of HHs) 

1 to 2 persons 7,534 9 

3 to 4 persons 13,809 15 

5 to 6 persons 18,401 21 

7 to 8 persons 17,907 20 

9 to 10 persons 11,412 13 

11 and above 19,517 22 

Total 88,580 100 

Age of Household Head * Number (% of HHs) 

Under 20 100 < 1 

20 to 29 3,646 4 

30 to 39 15,966 17 

40 to 49 24,154 25 

50 to 59 21,527 23 

60 and older 29,735 31 

Total 95,128 100 

Access to Irrigation Facilities  No. of HHs (% of HHs) ** 

Furrow 1,795 2.1 

Sprinklers 1,906 2.2 

Drip 427 0.5 

Bucket 8,305 9.5 

Other 590 0.7 

Total 13,023 15.0 
Source: Central Statistics Office, 2005. 
* Including households farming on TDL; ** As a percentage of 87,490 HHs 
 

34. Mechanization: In Swaziland’s traditional mixed farming systems, agricultural work 
is labor-intensive and requires large numbers of healthy and able-bodied people. With the 
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spread of HIV/AIDS, many households now are headed by women, children or weakened 
males. Promotion of Smallholder-Oriented Farm Technologies (SFT) that take into account 
the labor constraint will therefore be crucial to enable families to exploit their land. SFT 
include labor-saving agricultural tools and farm implements, as well as technologies that 
reduce the burden of work in the home (e.g., fuel-efficient stoves, domestic roof water 
harvesters, animal-drawn carts, and simple food processing equipment).  

35. Access to inputs and implements: Most of the agricultural inputs and farming 
implements that are available in Swaziland are supplied by private companies linked to 
parent companies in South Africa. Swaziland-based companies and individual farmers are 
prohibited from directly importing inputs and implements from South Africa, so they must 
buy locally from the restricted number of authorized suppliers. This limits competition in 
the market and makes inputs and implements generally expensive. The high cost of inputs 
and implements is compounded for poorer farmers by the lack of access to short-term 
production credit needed to finance inputs, especially fertilizer. Finally, as a land-locked 
country, Swaziland depends on goods being trucked long distances, making it particularly 
vulnerable to increases in fuel prices. Subsistence-oriented farmers on SNL are particularly 
vulnerable to increases in transport costs, as they cannot pass on increases in energy costs 
to end users.  

36. Access to markets: Farmers in Swaziland, and especially smallholders, face 
enormous challenges finding markets for their production. Local markets are frequently 
flooded with low-price imported products, which sometimes enter the country without any 
quality control. Institutions that have been established to support farmers in the marketing 
of their produce, such as the National Agriculture Marketing Board (NAMBoard), the 
National Maize Corporation (NMC), the Swaziland Dairy Development Board (SDDB), and 
the Swaziland Cotton Board (SCB), reach relatively limited numbers of clients. Rural road 
coverage is sparse, and physical markets few and far between, meaning that farmers often 
have to travel long distances to sell their produce.  

37. Limited data collection and database keeping: Agricultural development efforts in 
Swaziland are hampered by a lack of information. Sound policy analysis and development 
planning require solid data and high-quality research information. The country’s poor state 
of recording, verifying and reporting data on agriculture and the limited recent data sources 
have constrained this analysis.24 Access to reliable information on production, and analysis 
on the overall agriculture productivity, particularly of smallholder farmers, would allow 
MOA to improve its long-term planning and prioritization process. For this reason, there is 
need for a central coordinating mechanism to provide evidence-based information for 
political, economic and social sound decision-making. The MOA has acknowledged this need 
and intends to establish a sound monitoring and evaluation system. The on-going SADP 
program has started to deal with this issue, but the MOA needs to seek additional support 
as the project is expected to end in 2013.  

                                                   
24

 Latest Agriculture Census was undertaken in 2002 and the annual agriculture surveys have not been systematically 
undertaken. Presently, the CSO is undertaking a survey, the first after few years. 
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38. Summary: The decline in smallholder agriculture in Swaziland is a complex problem 
stemming from a complex set of factors, including challenging agro-climatic conditions, 
rising oil prices, limited capacity of the government to offer effective support services 
(technical assistance and adapted technology), and the ravages of the HIV/AIDS pandemic. 
Development of agriculture in Swaziland, and of smallholder agriculture in particular, should 
be seen as a medium-to long-term process, one that will have to include investment in 
infrastructure, institutional reform, and capacity building among government technical 
staff, farmers, and other actors engaged in the sector. 

4. AGRICULTURAL POLICIES AND INSTITUTIONS 

4.1. Institutional context  

39. Four ministries hold direct responsibility for agricultural development activities: the 
MOA, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Energy (MNRE), the Ministry of Tourism and 
Environment (MOTE), and the Ministry of Economic Planning and Development (MEPD). In 
addition a number of parastatals and private sector organizations play important roles in 
smallholder agricultural development.25 

40. Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) is the main actor within the sector, holding the 
overall mandate to (i) formulate and implement agricultural policies to ensure food security 
and increased sustainable agricultural productivity; (ii) develop and implement plans and 
programs for agricultural development; and (iii) undertake monitoring and evaluation of 
agricultural programs and projects. MOA is in charge of all technical aspects of agricultural 
development,26 encompassing agriculture (crops and livestock), and fisheries. MOA is also 
responsible for the construction of small earthen dams, and it assists farmers with the 
utilization and management of water resources. MOA implements mainly on-budget 
projects, and it has no involvement in programs funded and implemented by parastatals, 
NGOs, or the private sector. Coordination continues to be a problem both within and 
outside MOA. Capacity is weak, and performance is poor in some sections of MOA, due to a 
combination of factors including but not limited to: (i) weak and ineffective administrative 
systems, (ii) poor inter-departmental linkages and limited knowledge sharing, (iii) lack of 
staff training and performance incentives, (iv) high staff turnover, (v) low staff motivation, 
(vi) limited capacity for information and knowledge management, and (vii) weak capacity to 
plan and monitor activities and evaluate agriculture outputs.  

41. Ministry of Natural Resources and Energy (MNRE) is in charge of the assessment, 
management and allocation of the country's natural resources (water, minerals, energy and 

                                                   
25

  The government of Swaziland has been implementing a program of institutional change, under which new Ministries 
are being created and Departments, Sections, and Units are being transferred between Ministries. Important changes 
affecting the agricultural sector include the transfer of the Forestry Section from the MOA to the MOTE, and the 
transfer of the Department of Cooperatives from the MOA to the Ministry of Commerce, Industry and Trade.  

26
 For sectoral classification forestry is considered under Agriculture; institutionally it is under the Ministry of Tourism, 

Environment and Forestry 
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land). MNRE is divided into several branches: the Water Resource Branch (WRB), which is 
responsible for planning of resources and control of pollution; the Rural Water Supply 
Branch (RWSB), which is responsible for water supply and sanitation in rural areas; and the 
recently-created Department of Water Affairs (DWA), which coordinates all water-related 
programs.  MNRE has a critical function for the development of the agricultural sector, 
given the priority of increasing access to water.  

42. The Ministry of Economic Planning and Development (MEPD) oversees micro 
projects coordination, national development strategy coordination, national population 
issues, integrated development planning, introduction of the sector-wide approach (SWAp), 
and coordination of and mainstreaming of poverty eradication programs. MEPD has the 
broad mandate to manage and operationalize the implementation of the National 
Development Strategy (NDS), which encompasses policy formulation, strategic planning, the 
formulation of the capital program, and the budget.  

43. Several parastatal organizations are relevant to the smallholder agricultural sector:  

44. The National Maize Corporation (NMC) guarantees that the local market for maize 
remains competitive. NMC is responsible for purchasing maize grain, both domestically and 
from outside Swaziland. As maize has a strategic importance for food security, each year the 
government sets a minimum price for maize. The role of NMC is controversial, given that it 
has the monopoly of maize imports in the country.  

45. The Swaziland Cotton Board (SCB) has the mandate to promote the cotton industry 
in Swaziland. The SCB carries out research in crop husbandry practices from planting up to 
harvesting, including pest control and breeding better varieties. It also provides assistance 
in the supply of agricultural inputs, especially pesticides and seed. In 2007, the SCB assumed 
ownership of the nation’s only cotton ginnery (located at Big Bend), which resumed 
operations in 2008 after years of inactivity. The SCB and the Government are hopeful that 
this parastatal will stimulate an increase in cotton production, with additional incentives 
expected to come from the recently introduced price support.27  

46. The National Agricultural Marketing Board (NAMBoard) is a government-owned 
enterprise with the mandate to promote the marketing of scheduled agricultural 
commodities in the country. NAMBoard is also responsible for the regulation of imports and 
exports of scheduled agricultural products. 

47. The Swaziland Dairy Board (SDB) holds the mandate to regulate and develop the 
dairy industry for the benefit of farmers, processors, consumers, and other stakeholders. 
This mandate is in line with government policies on job creation, food security and poverty 
alleviation. 

                                                   
27

 CAADP Stocktaking report (2008). “The board operates a revolving fund from government where, during each season 
for insecticides, a subsidy of E800.00 per hectare is provided in addition to a subsidy of E2000.00/ha for all other 
inputs. In 2007 the Board took the ownership of the only cotton ginnery at Big Bend, which started to operate again in 
2008 after years of inactivity. The Board and the government are hopeful that this will stimulate increase in cotton 
production also in response to the price support of E4.00/Kg. 
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48. The Swaziland Water and Agricultural Development Enterprise (SWADE) is an 
institution controlled and monitored as a public enterprise, created by the government to 
implement large-scale irrigation agricultural projects. Originally, SWADE was part of MNRE, 
but it was transferred to MoA in mid-2008. The declared vision of SWADE is “to be the 
leading facilitator of sustainable development in rural communities in Africa, using water as 
catalyst.” 

49.  The University of Swaziland (UNISWA), through its Faculty of Agriculture and 
related Faculties, has the mandate to train high- and mid-level cadre professionals to 
promote the socio-economic development of Swaziland. In this capacity, UNISWA is 
expected to conduct research and to provide high-level professional training. 

4.2. Agricultural support services 

50. Declining effectiveness of the Agricultural Research Division (ARD) of MOA: Public 
agricultural research in Swaziland is weak and underfunded. Starved of financing, ARD has 
been challenged to attract and retain high quality researchers. Research planning is often 
supply-driven, as decisions about research priorities are made centrally, with limited 
participation of targeted end-users. Coordination mechanisms are generally ineffective; the 
information management system used to disseminate scientific research results is 
inadequate, and the linkages between national, regional, and international agricultural 
research institutions are weak.  

51. Limited effectiveness of MOA extension services and inconsistent technical advice 
to smallholders: MOA is responsible for providing technical advice to smallholders. 
However, extension methodologies have not been reviewed since the introduction during 
the 1990s of the Training and Visit (T&V) system. Qualifications of many field extension staff 
are low. Extension officers mostly offer prescriptive top-down technical advice to farmers 
and rarely consider economic factors in their recommendations. As a result, the extension 
service is no longer effective and needs to be reviewed with respect to its structure, 
methodology, and approach. In general, public extension officers are not equipped to 
provide up-to-date information to farmers about existing technologies, and they do not 
have the capacity to involve farmers in adaptive trials of promising new technologies. To 
make matters worse, extension messages provided by other organizations such as SDB, 
SWADE, SCB, NAMBoard, Swaziland Sugar Association (SSA), and NGOs often conflict with 
those communicated by MOA. Communication and coordination among the different 
service providers remains a major challenge. To the extent that technical messages 
delivered by different service providers are contradictory, the intended good outcomes may 
be threatened.  

52. Limited role of farmers’ organizations: Demand-driven extension systems will be 
able to more efficiently respond to the priority needs of smallholders if the latter are able to 
organize themselves to better interact with the government and private institutions. 
Farmer’s organizations are not well developed, however, and they play a limited role in 
facilitating access to technology, inputs, and knowledge. Strengthening of farmers’ 



17 
 

organizations is needed to ensure the successful development of a service provision 
approach that responds to farmers’ needs.  

4.3. Policies and strategies  

53. The long-term development strategy for Swaziland, known as Vision 2020, is set out 
in the National Development Strategy (NDS).28 Vision 2020 focuses mainly on alleviating 
poverty, improving food security, making sustainable use of the country’s natural resources, 
and increasing employment opportunities. Rural development features as a priority, both 
within and outside of the agricultural sector. The Poverty Reduction Strategy and Action 
Program (PRSAP), one of several initiatives launched to help operationalize the NDS, has as 
its overall development objectives the reduction (and eventual eradication) of poverty, the 
achievement of food security, and the attainment of economic development. PRSAP seeks 
to empower the poor to generate income by improving their access to land and increasing 
their ability to earn income from agriculture. The National Environmental Action Plan 
(SEAP) emphasizes the promotion, enhancement, protection and conservation of the 
environment, with the ultimate goal of achieving sustainable development. Both PRSAP and 
SEAP support the Government’s overall mission, which is “to provide an enabling 
environment and infrastructure that will progressively maximize the quality and security of 
life of the people of Swaziland and make the best use of the country’s natural and human 
resources.”29  

54. To provide guidance on the policy options and measures necessary to enhance 
agriculture’s contribution to overall economic growth, in 2005 the government prepared 
the Comprehensive Agricultural Sector Policy (CASP). The main goal of CASP is “to give 
direction to the development of the sector in a harmonized and coordinated manner” and 
“to enhance the contribution of the agricultural sector in meeting the country’s Vision 2020 
and the national development goals of the NDS.” Specific objectives include: (i) increase 
agricultural output and productivity; (ii) promote diversification, sustainable intensification, 
and use of appropriate technology; (iii) assure food security; (iv) promote sustainable use 
and management of land and water resources; and (v) stabilize agricultural markets.  

55. The National Food Security Policy (NFSP), also launched in 2005, is an integral part 
of the CASP and is aimed at addressing the threats and opportunities related to improving 
food security in Swaziland. NFSP introduces the concept of food security, in line with the 
internationally accepted definitions of the term.30 The policy describes key strategies 
needed to address food insecurity and poverty challenges. It provides a basis for priority 
setting and strategy development around food security, which will be integrated into an 
overall Integrated Agriculture and Food Security Strategy and Action Plan. 

                                                   
28

  National Agriculture summit; Projects and Programs, January 2008 
29

  National Assessment Report - Swaziland - to the World Summit on Sustainable Development 2002. Swaziland 
Environment Authority. 

30
  “Food security is achieved when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient safe and 

nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life”. 
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56. The Livestock Development Policy (LDP), adopted in 1995, “promotes the 
commercialization of the livestock sub-sector and achievement of an efficient and 
sustainable livestock industry contributing to economic development (NAS).” To ensure a 
more equal distribution of resources, LDP supports the development of smallholder 
livestock enterprises, as well as community livestock groups. Technical priorities for 
intervention include: improved extension services, better pasture management, improved 
animal health care, and improved quality and productivity of livestock. 

57. The overall goal of the National Irrigation Policy (NIP), which is still in draft, is to 
ensure that irrigated agriculture in Swaziland contributes fully to economic growth and 
poverty alleviation. NIP has three specific objectives: (i) optimize the productivity of water 
through agricultural intensification and diversification; (ii) establish an institutional setting 
for the irrigation sub-sector; and (iii) promote new public and private investment 
opportunities for emerging farmers.  

58. The Water Act (WA), passed in 2003, is intended to harmonize the management of 
water resources and to regulate the management of catchments through River Basin 
Authorities. It establishes a National Water Authority (NWA) and provides for the 
formulation of a water resources master plan. The NWA is currently developing a National 
Water Master Plan (NWMP) that will guide water resource management and development 
in the country, defining the criteria of water allocation in the context of shared water in 
international rivers basin and proposing cost recovery measures. The plan would embrace 
the principles of integrated water resource management. Successful implementation of the 
NWMP, along with the new irrigation policy, will be critical for ensuring the sustainability of 
the large investments being made in irrigation. 

59. The Land Policy (LP), drafted in 1999, intends to address a number of issues, 
including improved gender equity in land allocation and protection of property rights; the 
use of SNL as collateral for loans; and the introduction of an efficient, effective and 
comprehensive system of land administration and rangeland management. Unfortunately 
the Land Policy was never formally endorsed, and questions surrounding land access and 
use remain some of the most challenging national policy issues. In 2009, the Government 
produced an updated version of the Land Policy, which is currently being reviewed by a 
high-level policy committee.31  

60. Modernization of the existing land tenure system on SNL, while urgently needed, is 
an extremely sensitive issue. Any reforms that are introduced will have to accommodate 
existing power structures and recognize the interests of many different stakeholders. 
Concerns have been expressed that efforts to facilitate land transfers in order to bring 
about more equitable distribution of land could actually end up concentrating land in the 
hands of those who can afford to purchase it, which would likely result in the emergence of 
a landless class.32 The lack of clarity about land tenure arrangements is combining with 
population growth to negatively affect agricultural development, as land that is highly 
                                                   
31

  A Crisis of Convergence: challenges and opportunities in disaster risk reduction in the Kingdom of Swaziland; GFDRR, 
World Bank, 2010. 

32
  Land tenure and agricultural production in Swaziland; G.T.Magagula; UNISWA. 
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suited for agriculture or grazing is being allocated indiscriminately for settlements. Formal 
recognition and demarcation of the territories of the chiefdoms must be a priority, as must 
development of a land-use plan for the territories of the chiefdoms. 33  

4.4. Implementation measures  

61. 2007 National Agriculture Summit was held in recognition of the fact that the 
contribution of the agricultural sector to the national economy was declining substantially. 
A comprehensive consultative process was organized, starting from the level of Chiefdoms, 
Tinkhundla and Regions and leading eventually to the National Summit. During this 
consultative process, a wide range of issues were raised. Based on the issues raised, a 
Project Development Task Team (PDTT) was established by the MOA to develop specific 
projects and programs to be considered as priorities for investment. Among the issues 
raised at the Summit, the following should be highlighted: (i) restructuring the MOA;  
(ii) improving technical advice provided to farmers, including development of agri-business 
skills; (iii) operationalization of the land policy, including legalization of Chiefdom 
boundaries; (iv) water resources development; (v) development of effective marketing 
strategies for all agricultural products; and (vi) improving access to rural finance. 

62. Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP) is an initiative of 
the African Union (AU) being implemented under the New Partnership for Africa’s 
Development (NEPAD). The CAADP framework and process is at the core of efforts by 
African governments to accelerate economic growth, enhance food and nutrition security, 
and eliminate hunger in the continent. The specific goal of CAADP is to attain an average 
annual growth rate of 6 percent in agriculture. To achieve this goal, CAADP aims to 
stimulate an agriculture-led development that eliminates hunger and reduces poverty and 
food insecurity.34 The CAADP Compact developed for Swaziland identifies 14 priority 
investment areas, including but not limited to: water resources and irrigation; integrated 
land management; markets and agribusiness; dairy productivity; agriculture information 
and data management systems; development of National Research Program; and 
development of rural infrastructure.35 With its CAADP agenda, Swaziland aims to (i) 
harmonize, streamline and prioritize development initiatives in the agricultural sector; (ii) 
accelerate efforts for achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs); (iii) support the 
drive for the commercialization and diversification of agriculture; and (iv) reduce food 
insecurity.36 

63. Towards a Sector Wide approach (SWAp): The government of Swaziland, under the 
leadership of the MEPD, has recently taken steps towards a more programmatic approach 
                                                   
33

  National Agricultural Summit: Projects and Programs, Final report, January 2008, MoA. 
34

  “Food security is achieved when all people at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient safe and 
nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life”. 

35
  CAADP Compact 2010. 

36
  More specifically, the NEPAD vision for Africa holds that, by 2015, Africa should: Attain food security; improve 

agricultural productivity to attain a 6 percent annual growth rate; develop dynamic regional and sub-regional 
agricultural markets; integrate farmers and pastoralists into a market economy; and achieve a more equitable 
distribution of wealth. 
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to the rural sector. It recently initiated a process intended to lead to the adoption of a 
sector-wide approach (SWAp) focusing on four key sub-sectors (agriculture, education, 
health, water and sanitation) within four key ministries (Agriculture, Education, Health, and 
Natural Resources and Energy). The main vehicle for designing the SWAp will be the Sector 
Working Groups for each sector. While a SWAp approach should prove its effectiveness in 
the long term and lead to more efficient use of public funding, the implementation of such 
an approach needs strong institutions and a solid legal framework to ensure transparency 
and accountability. The limited capacity at all levels of the Government, particularly in 
relation to coordination and public expenditure management, raises concerns with respect 
to the implementation of a SWAp approach at present. 

4.5. Weaknesses of current policies and institutions 

64. The recent disappointing performance of Swazi agriculture can be attributed in part 
to the ineffectiveness of policies and the weakness of institutions that are supposed to be 
supporting the agricultural sector.  

65. Improving policy effectiveness: The ineffectiveness of many agricultural policies in 
Swaziland has its roots in three main problems. First, many existing policies are not being 
implemented systematically. Second, even when policies are being implemented, their 
effectiveness is often undermined by a lack of coordination between implementation 
agencies. Third, a number of critical policies have remained in draft form for long periods, 
without ever being finalized and implemented.  Among these, the new land policy is of 
particular importance (see Box 1). 

 

Box 1. Land tenure security and agricultural productivity 

In Swaziland as in many other countries, land productivity is considerably lower in smallholder 
agriculture than in commercial agriculture. Commercial farmers in Swaziland make much 
greater use of irrigation, machinery services, and purchased inputs, and their yields are 
consequently much higher. This is because commercial farmers have incentives to invest in 
productivity-enhancing technology, while smallholders do not. To a considerable extent, the 
differing incentives can be attributed to features of the current land tenure system. Under 
land tenure arrangements currently prevailing on SNL, which are dominated by traditional 
practices, farmers and livestock producers cannot count on having secure, long-term access to 
the land they are currently using. In contrast, commercial farmers who hold titles to TDL know 
that they cannot be dispossessed of their land, giving them the confidence needed to make 
productivity-enhancing investments. These investments are in turn facilitated by the better 
access to finance enjoyed by commercial farmers, thanks to the land titles, which can be used 
as collateral to secure bank loans. The land law currently in draft would introduce measures 
designed to increase land tenure security on SNL, which would improve incentives for 
smallholders to invest in productivity-enhancing technologies. 

 
Strengthening institutions: Many of the institutions charged with supporting agriculture in 
Swaziland are weak. Overcoming these weaknesses will require interventions in two main 
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areas. First, there is need to ensure better coordination among the different Ministries and 
parastatals involved in rural development. The Ministry of Agriculture is the lead agency 
responsible for the development of smallholder agriculture, but the Ministry of Agriculture 
cannot succeed on its own. Contributions from other institutions are essential, and these 
must be coordinated with the Ministry of Agriculture. For example, even though Swaziland 
enjoys good road infrastructure by Sub-Saharan standards, because the Ministry of 
Agriculture has not always been fully involved in road planning activities, some areas of high 
agricultural potential remain inaccessible. Similarly, linkages between agricultural research 
institutes and extension agencies need to be strengthened, to ensure that researchers do 
not work on technologies that do little to address farmers’ priority needs. Finally, the 
extension agencies must forge tighter binds with the schools, universities, and vocational 
training centers that educate current and future farmers, to make sure that they are 
equipped with the skills and knowledge needed to succeed. Second, there is a need to 
strengthen links between the public institutions that support agriculture and the ultimate 
client (farmers). A good place to start would be the Ministry of Agriculture. A number of key 
functions needed to ensure a strong two-way flow of information are severely understaffed. 
For example, it is striking that the Ministry of Agriculture lacks a Monitoring and Evaluation 
Unit, whose functions would include monitoring the implementation of agricultural 
programs and projects, assessing the impacts of agricultural policies, and feeding this vital 
information back to administrators and policy makers. Adjustments in staffing patterns are 
needed to move more resources away from central administration functions and into the 
delivery of services that directly benefit clients.  

5. AGRICULTURE PUBLIC EXPENDITURE REVIEW 

66. To what extent does the government of Swaziland back up its agricultural policies 
and programs with public resources? As part of the Rural Sector Review, recent evidence on 
public spending in the agricultural sector was reviewed. The review covered the period 
1990-2010. 

5.1. Trends in budgetary allocations to agriculture 

67. Since 1990, the allocation to agriculture as a share of total government spending has 
decreased markedly, albeit with sporadic fluctuations. In 2000/01, agricultural spending 
plummeted to the lowest level of the past 20 years, falling to only 3.6 percent of the 
national budget (Figure 5). Believing that declining allocations to the sector were having a 
detrimental effect on agricultural output and were constraining the development of the 
sector, the government has made a significant effort to reverse this trend. Agricultural 
spending rose to 4.7 percent of GDP in 2006 and to 7.2 percent of GDP in 2009/10. In 
nominal terms, allocations to agriculture have substantially increased from E 313 million in 
2004/537 to E 850 million in 2008/9.38 The increase was attributable mainly to actions that 
                                                   
37

  Corresponding to about 43 million USD at an exchange rate of 7.3 E/USD. 
38

  About 116 million USD. 
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government has taken following the National Agricultural Summit held in 2007 to broadly 
align agricultural spending with development policies. This has led it to support important 
initiatives on poverty reduction, land and irrigation development, agricultural research and 
extension, animal production and health, as well as food and nutrition projects.39 However, 
resource allocation is still very low for a number of activities considered critical for 
promoting agricultural productivity, notably applied agricultural research, agricultural 
extension and capacity building, marketing and agribusiness development, and information 
and market intelligence.  

 

Figure 5. Public spending on agriculture, Swaziland, 1990-2009 

 

Source: MOF, CAADP Stocktaking report 2008.  

 
68. The public expenditure review also considered the composition of spending. The 
agriculture budget consists of recurrent and capital expenditure. The ratio of recurrent 
spending to capital spending in the agriculture sector has varied over the years, but the two 
tend to be roughly equal in size (Figure 6). The changes observed over time in the relative 
importance of capital and recurrent spending may be explained by a lack of coordination 
between internal budgeting processes. Budgets for recurrent and capital expenditure are 
prepared separately, which results in poor linkages between specific capital investments 
and activities financed through the recurrent budgets of the line ministries.40  

 

                                                   
39

  In the Government Program of Action (2008-2013), agriculture is placed at the centre of the country’s economic 
growth agenda, equally emphasizing smallholder agriculture, diversification and food security as the pillars for 
reducing poverty and the importance of rational land use, water resource management, environmental assessment as 
critical elements for sustainable growth. 

40
  The analysis of the agricultural spending was mainly focused on the MOA recurrent budget while the capital 

expenditure includes the budget under the Water Resources Management. 
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Figure 6. Capital and recurrent expenditure in agriculture, Swaziland (2004/05-09/10) 

 

Source: Adapted from CAADP stocktaking report of 2008 and budgets documents. 

 

5.2. Economic breakdown of recurrent expenditure 

69. To ensure that public resources allocated to agriculture are being used wisely, it 
would be desirable to examine the cost-effectiveness of MOA recurrent expenditure with 
regard to increasing farm-level productivity and production. MOA should be asking whether 
the current composition of its recurrent budget could be adjusted to achieve better 
efficiency and exploit opportunities for cost saving. The current composition of MOA’s 
recurrent budget is shown in Figure 7. A large share of the recurrent budget covers 
personnel costs and transport costs. The large size of the wage bill is a national issue 
affecting many line ministries. Although the government has initiated civil service reforms, 
further actions are needed to rein in the cost of an oversized and inefficient civil service that 
is paid very generously. The high cost of the government’s large vehicle fleet also poses a 
problem, one that is currently being addressed through a freeze on vehicle replacement, 
reform of the computerized commitment system, and improvement of the procurement 
system. 
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Figure 7. MOA recurrent expenditure: Economic breakdown 

 

Source: MOF documents and author compilation 

 

70. Increased capital investment in agriculture: In 2006/07, 2008/09 and 2009/10, the 
agricultural sector benefited from a substantial increase in the capital expenditure budget; 
capital expenditure accounted for 67.8 percent of total spending in 2006/07 and for 71 
percent of total spending in 2008/09. This surge in capital spending resulted from important 
interventions made in support of smallholder agriculture, including large-scale irrigation 
developments (KDDP, LUSIP), construction of earthen dams, a national soil liming program, 
and the revitalization of beef cattle breeding centers.  

71. Public investments in the agricultural sector will continue to play an important role 
in support of the country’s economic development strategy and the CAADP agenda. Given 
the budget constraints that the country is currently facing as a result of the global economic 
crisis and falling SACU revenues, the level of expenditure in recent years for the agricultural 
sector is considered adequate, falling within the range of most other African countries. Still, 
additional progress would have to be made to reach the 10 percent target set in the 
Maputo Declaration.  

5.3. Functional breakdown of expenditure 

72. During the period covered by the public expenditure review, allocations to the key 
functions of the MOA declined, which could partly explain the poor performance during the 
past decade of public institutions active in the sector. On the other hand, the government 
and MOA appear to have increased the amount of resources allocated to productive 
activities designed to stimulate economic growth. Sub-sectors that benefited most from 
MOA resources include Livestock (11.8 percent) and Agriculture Promotion and Extension 
Services (10.6 percent) (Figure 8). However, most of the spending in both of these sub-
sectors went to wages and vehicle costs, leaving very little for field operations.  
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73. Investment in innovation has been unremarkable. Expressed as a proportion of the 
overall MOA budget, spending on research has been modest, fluctuating between 7 percent 
and 9 percent since 2004/05. This level of spending is apparently insufficient, since the 
national agricultural research system has evidently been handicapped by a lack of qualified 
staff, meager operating budgets, and antiquated and dilapidated infrastructure.  

 

Figure 8. MOA agriculture expenditure, showing functional breakdown 

 

Source: MOF documents and author compilation. 

 

5.4. Donor support  

74. Agricultural development programs in Swaziland have benefited significantly from 
donor funds. However, donor contributions have fluctuated considerably from year to year, 
particularly contributions to support capital expenditures, which have been quite erratic 
since the late 1990s. Since the capital budget is financed largely through donor 
contributions, the variability in donor support has translated directly into a highly variable 
over capital budget for agriculture. Capital expenditures made using domestic resources 
have been erratic as well, but at least the trend has been positive: in 2003/04, domestic 
resources financed only 20 percent of the capital budget, but by 2010 this figure had risen 
to more than 67 percent. (Figure 9) 
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Figure 9. Donor contribution to the capital budget (1989/90-2009/10) 

 

Sources: Adapted from CAADP Stocktaking Report (2008) and Budget Estimate 
documents.  

 

5.5. Absorption capacity 

75. Historically, actual expenditure in the agricultural sector has fallen well short of the 
amounts appearing in approved budgets. The average budget execution rate has 
consistently been below 80 percent, the level that is considered generally acceptable (CBS 
2009). This raises serious questions about MOA’s absorption capacity. Given plans to 
significantly increase the agriculture budget, one must question whether MOA will be able 
to implement all the funded projects within the planned period.  

5.6. Lack of coordination and harmonization of sector investments 

76. An important finding emerging from the public expenditure review is that both 
national and donor support intended to raise agricultural productivity and improve food 
security has been fragmented, poorly coordinated, and implemented mainly through 
projects, rather than being used for medium- to long-term programmatic support, which is 
what is needed.  

77. The government, and most importantly MOA, recognizes that there is need to build 
capacity and improve institutional coordination to implement the existing policy framework. 
This will require both human and financial resources. Donor support is currently being 
sought to assist in building capacity within the Government to identify priorities and 
allocate the required financial resources to policies and programs that will lead to the 
achievement of these priorities. 

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

1989/9
0

1990/9
1

1991/9
2

1992/9
3

1998/9
9

1999/0
0

2000/0
1

2001/0
2

2002/0
3

2003/0
4

2004/0
5

2005/0
6

2006/0
7

2007/0
8

2008/0
9

2009/1
0

Donor C ontribution Total C apital in the S ector



27 
 

6.  KEY CHALLENGES AND CONSTRAINTS 

78. The materials examined as part of the Rural Sector Review, as well as the interviews 
conducted with many key partners and stakeholders, suggested that the development 
challenges facing smallholder agriculture in Swaziland can be grouped into three broad 
constraint categories.  

6.1. Weak public capacity to deliver essential goods and services  

79. Institutional weaknesses: Many of the public institutions responsible for promoting 
the development of smallholder agriculture in Swaziland suffer from weak capacity, which 
constrains their ability to deliver quality services to clients. The problem particularly affects 
MOA, but other public institutions are not immune. Factors contributing to the poor 
performance of the public institutions include: ineffective administrative systems, poor 
inter-departmental linkages, under-qualified staff, inadequate performance incentives, high 
rates of staff turnover, limited capacity for information and knowledge management, and 
scarce capacity to plan and monitor activities and evaluate agriculture outputs. 

80. Declining effectiveness of public agricultural research: The public agricultural 
research system in Swaziland faces major challenges. Chronically underfunded, it has had 
difficulty attracting and maintaining high quality researchers. Linkages between national, 
regional and international agricultural research institutions are poorly developed, and the 
information management system is not sufficiently well-structured to allow effective 
dissemination of research results. Research priorities are decided centrally, with limited 
participation of targeted end-users.  

81. Poor linkages between research and extension: The public extension service in 
Swaziland has lost its way. Most farmers rarely have contact with extension agents, and 
when they do, the services on offer frequently are not useful. The disappointing 
performance of the extension service can be explained partly in terms of the lack of 
capacity among many extension agents, partly in terms of the lack of resources needed to 
maintain an effective field presence, and partly in terms of the poor linkages between 
extension services and research institutions and programs. Prescriptive “technical 
packages” promoted by the extension system frequently are not adapted to sustaining the 
development and modernization of smallholder agriculture. 

82. Lack of reliable data needed for decision making: Decision-making—both public 
and private—is made difficult by the lack of reliable data about what is happening in the 
agricultural sector. This lack of data prevents key actors from making prompt, informed 
decisions, whether these are policy decisions (in the case of the public sector) or investment 
decisions (in the case of the private sector). As a result, many actors are unable to respond 
promptly to changing market circumstances, and are prevented from making incremental 
adjustments designed to improve performance of the system.  
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6.2. Low productivity and lack of competitiveness  

83. Outdated technology: Expanding knowledge of new technologies and strengthening 
the capacity of smallholders to manage those technologies will be crucial for modernizing 
smallholder agriculture in Swaziland. In recent years, adoption of new technologies by 
smallholder farmers has been negligible. As a result, crop productivity and production have 
declined, and the area planted to crops has decreased. With international oil prices on the 
rise, current levels of fertilizer use seem increasingly unsustainable unless the efficiency of 
fertilizer use can be increased. The carrying capacity of many communal grazing areas has 
also declined, with visible signs of soil erosion and degradation.  

84. Low availability and high cost of inputs: Agricultural inputs are mostly supplied by a 
small number of private companies, most of which are linked to parent companies in South 
Africa. While inputs are generally available in the market, the competitiveness of the sector 
is very limited, in part because producers cannot import inputs directly from South Africa 
but must rely instead on firms established in Swaziland. Use of fertilizer and other inputs in 
Swaziland is further constrained by smallholder farmers’ limited access to credit. 

85. Absence of value-adding activities: The agricultural sector features few value-
adding initiatives, for example agro-processing, packaging, and promotion of value chains. A 
number of constraining factors inhibit smallholder competitiveness. These include the lack 
of established producer-market linkages and partnerships; a sub-optimal environment for 
promoting local investment in agro-industry; weak producer organizations; limited 
technical, business and marketing management skills of rural entrepreneurs; lack of access 
to market information; and a scarcity of qualified service providers.  

6.3. Weak policy implementation capacity and poor expenditure management 

86. Policies not effectively implemented: The government of Swaziland has been 
successful in designing a broad set of policies conducive to agricultural growth. It has been 
less successful in implementing those policies. Important policies such as the land policy 
remain in draft form, while others await legislative approval. Achievement of the 
government’s agricultural development goals will not be possible until MOA become better 
at providing strategic guidance, leadership, and coordination in the implementation of 
existing policies. Spending must be well aligned with policies and programs. National and 
donor support to agriculture has been fragmented, poorly coordinated, and implemented 
through a project mode, rather than as medium- to long-term programmatic support. 

87. Questionable absorptive capacity: Following a long period when agriculture was 
consistently underfunded, the government of Swaziland has recently increased budget 
allocations to the agricultural sector. Whether these increased budget allocations will be 
maintained remains an open question, however, because the country is now facing 
escalating expenditures and falling SACU receipts, which poses new fiscal challenges.  Even 
if the increased budget allocations to agriculture can be maintained, however, it is not 
certain that MOA has the absorptive capacity to take advantage of additional resources. 
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Throughout most of the past decade, actual expenditure in the agriculture sector has been 
well below the approved budget.  

7. ENTRY POINTS FOR IMPROVING PERFORMANCE 

88. Smallholder agriculture in Swaziland will not realize its potential until the constraints 
that are adversely affecting performance can be overcome. This will require well-
coordinated and appropriately sequenced interventions in a number of areas, with the 
objective of raising productivity and better integrating smallholder farmers into the market 
economy. Broadly speaking, these intervention options can be grouped into three main 
categories: (i) Strengthening public capacity to deliver essential goods and services;  
(ii) Improving productivity and competitiveness of smallholder value chains; and  
(iii) Improving design, implementation, and resourcing of agricultural policies and programs.  

7.1. Strengthen public capacity to deliver essential goods and services 

89. Revitalize public institutions, beginning with MOA: The public institutions charged 
with overseeing the development of Swaziland’s agricultural sector are currently weak and 
ineffective. Strengthening of public institutions is needed to increase their ability to prepare 
and implement strategic plans, regularly collect accurate and up-to-date data, prepare 
reports and analysis to inform policy making, promote knowledge sharing, and establish and 
implement results-oriented monitoring and evaluation systems. For this to happen, linkages 
must be established between the various stakeholders engaged in the agricultural sector, 
including the different Ministries, parastatals, training institutes, and universities including 
UNISWA. Strengthened and better coordinated public institutions will be a critical 
precondition for the success of the SWAp.  

90. Clarify the roles of public agencies and parastatals. The revitalization of public and 
semi-public institutions charged with agricultural development in Swaziland must include 
also a clarification of their respective roles. Policy makers in Swaziland need to address the 
issue that some of the commodity marketing parastatals are being asked to perform 
multiple functions, which puts them in an impossible situation when interests collide. For 
example, some parastatals are expected to serve as a buyer of locally produced 
commodities, as a regulator of imports and exports, and as a direct importer in times of 
scarcity. While the combination of the three functions is aimed at ensuring that domestic 
markets are adequately supplied at acceptable prices, the fact that parastatals earn income 
from levies charged on imports creates a conflict of interest in their relations with local 
farmers and other market operators. 

91. Modernize public agricultural research: Future productivity growth in the 
smallholder sector will be driven by technical innovation. Technical innovation is unlikely to 
happen unless the public agricultural research system can be modernized. Currently, 
agricultural research in Swaziland is not demand driven. In addition, the public research 
system is characterized by inadequate capacity, insufficient funding, and excessive 
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centralization. The importance of rehabilitating the research system is mentioned in the 
NAS and in the CAADP Compact. MOA already is involved in reform efforts through the 
SADP program. Resources have been allocated to support initial reforms, but additional 
financing likely will be needed as the reforms proceed. It is very important that this process 
succeeds, because it will bring about a greatly needed change in how technicians and 
researchers collaborate with farmers in a constructive partnership. Key elements of a 
revitalized public system include: (i) demand-driven priority setting to ensure that program 
planning is responsive to farmers’ actual needs; (ii) focus on adapting technologies 
imported from outside the country, rather than carrying out basic research whose cost is 
difficult to justify; and (iii) provision of adequate levels of operating funds to allow 
researchers to carry out meaningful research activities.  

92. Reorient agricultural extension services. Even the best new technologies will have 
little impact if they fail to move from scientists’ laboratories and research plots to farmers’ 
fields. The public extension system can play a vital role in ensuring this movement, 
particularly in the smallholder sector, where incentives for private firms to introduce 
proprietary technologies may be limited. Although clearly there is a need to revitalize the 
extension system in Swaziland, the design of a future extension system must be thought 
through carefully. Global experience suggests that traditional top-down models of extension 
service delivery are rarely effective. More than just serving as the targets of “technology 
transfer” efforts, farmers should be empowered to better engage in markets and to have 
adequate access to technical assistance, modern technology and credit. What would be the 
key elements of a revitalized extension system in Swaziland? To be effective, the Swazi 
extension system: (i) should use a demand-driven priority setting mechanism to ensure that 
extension services are responsive to actual needs, (ii) should be as decentralized as possible 
to maximize local participation, leverage local financing, and ensure accountability to the 
client, and (iii) must be capable of promoting different strategies tailored to meet the needs 
of different types of smallholders. Establishment of a demand-driven extension system will 
allow technology development and diffusion efforts to more efficiently respond to the 
priority needs of smallholders.  

93. Strengthen agricultural information systems: Informed decision making in the 
agricultural sector will not be possible without stronger and more consistent information 
systems. Investments needed to strengthen capacity to collect and disseminate agricultural 
information include: (i) an information system that regularly collects, stores, and 
disseminates information on crop and livestock production; (ii) an information system that 
regularly collects, stores, and disseminates information on market conditions for inputs and 
outputs; and (iii) a system that regularly collects, stores, and disseminates information on 
adoption and use of improved technologies.  

7.2. Improve productivity and competitiveness of smallholder value chains  

94. Strengthen farmers’ organizations: Expanding the knowledge and skills of farmers 
will be crucial for modernizing and developing smallholder agriculture in Swaziland, as will 
empowering them to act more effectively in their own interests. Empowerment of farmers 
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could be pursued through various options, such as (i) creating groups and associations 
through which they can increase their negotiating power in determining input and output 
prices, and (ii) ensuring their participation in the formulation of agricultural policies and 
legislation. Farmers should also be provided access to important information (climate, 
prices, pests and diseases, markets etc.), and should be empowered to understand the 
options available and take the best informed decision in changing circumstances.  Farmers’ 
organizations are also a foundation for a better integration of smallholders in markets, for 
example, through the establishment of contract farming arrangements with commercial 
farmers and other agribusiness. 

 

 Box 2. Investing in farmers organizations 

Experience from developing countries including in Africa suggest that investing in smallholder 
farmers’ social capital is not easy. To be effective, support should be committed for the long 
term but with a clear phasing-out strategy. Donor and government support, whether 
financial, managerial, or technical, can be a double-edged sword, creating dependency and 
undermining the organizations rather than empowering them, depending on how that 
support is provided. Although there is no blueprint for the best way to give support, one 
approach that has proven effective is to use demand-driven funds, with producer 
organizations selecting activities and service providers, such as happens in Senegal and Mali.  

In Latin America, an analysis of 410 producer organizations in Chile shows that the ones that 
succeed tend to have strict rules that are performance oriented. Rules allocate costs and 
benefits to each member on the basis of his or her farming performance and market 
conditions; enforce agreements between the organization and the individual; and reduce the 
transaction costs of negotiating, monitoring, and enforcing agreements between the 
organization and its members. 

Source: The World Bank – World Development Report 2008 

 

95. Expand use of improved inputs: Productivity in Swaziland’s smallholder sector will 
not improve unless farmers make greater use of improved inputs, especially seed of 
improved varieties and fertilizer. Use of these inputs is currently very low in Swaziland. Low 
adoption has both a demand-side dimension and a supply-side dimension. Demand for 
improved inputs is often limited, either because farmers lack knowledge of the inputs or 
lack the resources to purchase them. At the same time, supply of improved inputs may be 
limited, because incentives to provide them are lacking. Efforts to promote increased use of 
improved inputs should address both problems. Experience from other countries provides a 
number of possible models for promoting the uptake of seed and fertilizer that could be 
adopted for use in Swaziland, such as the “starter packs” model used in Malawi and the 
“mini-kits” model used in India. Likewise in smallholder livestock production systems, 
innovative approaches that have been used successfully to promote adoption of improved 
breeds in smallholder dairy and beef production systems in Kenya, India, and elsewhere 
could be adapted for use in Swaziland. Efforts to strengthen demand for improved inputs 
should be complemented by efforts to increase supply. Interventions may be needed to 
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discourage what appear to be monopolistic practices being used by some input distributors, 
whether local subsidiaries or their parent companies. In cases where monopolistic practices 
are detected, legal sanctions could be pursued, for example by lodging a complaint through 
the Competition Commission.  

96. Seek out labor-saving technologies: The high prevalence of HIV/AIDS has led to a 
sharp decline in the labor supply available for on-farm agricultural work in Swaziland. 
Options for addressing the problem remain limited. MOA should consider the value of 
commissioning a study designed to identify labor-saving technologies that may be suitable 
for use by smallholder farmers in Swaziland. If and when these technologies have been 
identified, extension field staff could promote their adoption by farmers in HIV/AIDS-
affected households. Labor-saving technologies for farming operations would need to be 
complemented by labor-saving technologies that reduce the burden of work in the home 
(e.g., fuel efficient stoves, woodlots, agro-forestry, domestic roof water harvesting, donkey 
carts, food processing equipment).  

97. Make efficient use of water resources: To reduce the vulnerability of rainfed 
agriculture to climatic fluctuations, investments that increase the availability of water for 
crops and livestock must continue. Ongoing investments include development of irrigation, 
water-storing facilities and on-field water harvesting techniques. In areas of low and 
unreliable rainfall, provision of complementary water resources is critical to provide the 
conditions for investing in crop intensification through the use of high-cost modern inputs 
at an acceptable risk. Priority should be given to up-scaling the small- and medium-sized 
earthen dam program, as well as to further disseminating on-the-field water harvesting 
techniques. As a general rule, given prospects for sustained strength in global energy prices, 
priority should be given to energy-saving technologies.  

98. Crop-livestock integration: Because Swaziland is a small country with a relatively 
large livestock population and limited arable land suitable for intensive crop production, 
and extensive communal land suitable for livestock grazing, crop-livestock integration could 
serve as the basis for sustainable intensification of agriculture. Highly productive crop-
livestock systems represent an important opportunity to significantly improve the 
livelihoods of smallholder farmers. Depending on local conditions, different models are 
available for integrating cop and livestock production systems, including zero-
grazing/contained feeding, improvement of natural pastures, cultivating fodder resources in 
rotation with food crops, intensifying the use of manure as fertilizer, improving herd 
management, and improving breeds. Successful adoption of integrated crop-livestock 
systems requires managerial and other skills that are presently scarce in Swaziland. 
Examples include the ability to manage improved communal rangeland, the ability to carry 
out adaptive research on pasture improvements, and the ability to construct and properly 
maintain infrastructure needed for keeping livestock and providing it with water.  

99. Conservation agriculture: In parallel to promoting the emergence of integrated 
crop-livestock systems, Swaziland should continue investigating the adaptation of local 
conditions to conservation agriculture. Although past attempts to introduce conservation 
agriculture into the country were not successful, the potential of the technology cannot be 
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ignored. Conservation agriculture is based on the combined use of a series of 
complementary technologies, with the objective of making the best use possible of 
available natural resources. The approach is well-developed in the sub-region (Zambia, 
South Africa, Mozambique and Tanzania) and has demonstrated its efficacy. There is strong 
consensus amongst technical agriculturalists that the multiple advantages of conservation 
agriculture systems justifies increased investment in additional adaptive research, as well as 
in extension efforts to further promote this technology amongst smallholders.  

100. Agricultural marketing strategies. Many Swazi producers, especially smallholders, 
are severely challenged to market their agricultural products. Domestic markets are 
frequently flooded with imported products, which are frequently low priced and which 
sometimes enter the country without any quality control. Local farmers are not able to 
compete in terms of price. Institutions that have been established to support farmers in the 
marketing of their produce, such as the NAMBoard, NMC, SDB, and SCB, need to improve 
their linkages with local farmers. In addition, there is need to invest in rural markets and 
reduce distances traveled by either small-scale farmers willing to sell their produce in 
formal markets or by traders to the rural areas, which in both cases reduces substantially 
the price received by farmers.  

101. Quality and safety standards. Standards for agricultural products prevailing in 
international markets are often too high for small-scale farmers to meet—assuming they 
even know about them. At the same time, Swaziland does not have its own standards for 
local and imported products. This places local farmers at a disadvantage, as their products 
are subjected to high standards and quality control measures when competing in export 
markets, while imports are not subjected to similar standards in the domestic market. 

7.3. Improve design, implementation, and resourcing of agricultural policies 

102. Improve coordination in planning and implementation: Agricultural development 
programs and projects in Swaziland continue to be formulated and implemented in a 
piecemeal manner, despite the fact that there is a comprehensive agricultural sector 
development policy and strategy framework in place. National and donor support to 
increase agricultural productivity and improve food security has been fragmented, poorly 
coordinated and implemented through a project mode, rather than through medium- to 
long-term programmatic support. Government and MOA are cognizant that there is need to 
increasingly create capacity, both in terms of financial resources and adequate staff to 
implement the existing policy framework. For this reason, MOA should continue to seek 
donor support for capacity-building focused on identified priorities. At the same time, 
donors and development partners should concentrate on working with the Government to 
put in place the conditions needed for shifting to sectoral budget support, which has a 
strong potential to result in long-term development impact. 

103. Increase quantity and improve quality of public funding. Despite the fact that 
budget allocation to agriculture has increased in recent years, certain activities considered 
critical to the achievement of increased agricultural production and productivity are still 
markedly underfunded. Thus there is a need to increase public spending on agriculture. At 
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the same time, it must be recognized that increasing the level of spending on agriculture 
will bring few benefits if the investment quality is not ensured, something that the Maputo 
target of 10 percent allocation to agriculture fails to acknowledge. MOA could certainly 
increase the impacts of public agricultural spending by reallocating resources within the 
existing portfolio, for example by investing more on those activities considered critical for 
the attainment of improved agricultural production and productivity. In this light, MOA 
should closely monitor the composition of its recurrent budget, with the objective of 
identifying opportunities to increase efficiency and implement cost-saving measures. While 
there is certainly a need to verify that funds transferred to parastatals are being used 
effectively, MOA should not shirk from reviewing its own structure and performance record, 
to ensure that critical functions needed to improve competitiveness in the sector are being 
carried out. This exercise could additionally help in the identification of institutional 
bottlenecks that are limiting the sector’s absorption capacity.  

8. SUMMARY AND PRIORITY INTERVENTIONS 

104. Agriculture plays an important role in the economy of Swaziland that is not 
immediately apparent, given the relatively small size of the sector. Even though agriculture 
now contributes a modest 8-10 percent to total GDP, the agricultural sector employs about 
70 percent of the country’s work force, makes a significant contribution to exports, and 
provides the raw materials for much industrial activity. Recognizing this, the Government of 
Swaziland has made substantial efforts to increase investments in the sector. Yet despite 
the increased investments, Swazi agriculture continues to face significant development 
challenges, and actions are urgently needed to intensify production per unit of land and 
increase profitability as a way of driving sustainable growth in the sector.  

105. This policy note has reviewed recent performance in the agricultural sector, giving 
particular attention to the challenges faced by smallholders. It has identified three sets of 
constraints that are undermining performance of smallholder agriculture: (i) weak public 
capacity to deliver essential goods and services; (ii) low productivity and lack of 
competitiveness, and (iii) weak policy implementation and ineffective expenditure 
management. It has also discussed a series of potential interventions needed to overcome 
these constraints. The interventions are grouped into three main areas: (i) strengthening 
public capacity to deliver essential goods and services; (ii) improving productivity and 
competitiveness of smallholder value chains; and (iii) improving design, implementation, 
and resourcing of agricultural policies and programs.  
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8.1. Priority intervention options 

106. Rapid and sustainable growth in the smallholder farming of Swaziland will be 
achieved only when the productivity, profitability, and competitiveness of agriculture can 
be improved.  What is needed to make this happen? The list of interventions presented in 
the previous section is defensible, but it is also quite long. The Government of Swaziland is 
currently facing a major fiscal challenge, arising from the combined effects of the global 
financial crisis and sharply declining SACU receipts. In recognition of this fiscal challenge, 
there is a need to identify a reduced set of priority entry points where appropriately 
designed and properly timed actions could help to overcome the constraints that are 
currently undermining performance. Five intervention options offer the greatest possibility 
of accelerating the development of smallholder agriculture with a limited contribution of 
financial resources from the public sector: 

(vi) Improve delivery of extension services: Following years of neglect by an 
understaffed and underfunded public extension service, many smallholders continue 
to engage in traditional farming practices that have evolved very little for decades. 
Efforts are needed to introduce modern production technologies that offer the 
potential to increase productivity, for example by achieving better integration of 
cropping and livestock production activities, or by achieving labor savings.  This 
could be done at limited cost to the public sector by taking advantage of financial 
and human resources being provided by development partners and NGOs.  

(vii) Promote increased use of improved inputs: Crop and livestock productivity remain 
low in Swaziland in part because use of improved inputs remains limited. Use of 
improved seed, fertilizer, improved animal breeds, and veterinary supplies should be 
promoted through a two-pronged strategy designed to strengthen demand while 
simultaneously increasing supply. Demand for improved inputs could be 
strengthened by sensitizing farmers to the benefits and by facilitating access to 
finance needed to pay for them. At the same time, measures could be taken to 
improve the availability and lower the cost of inputs by increasing competition 
among input suppliers, most notably through lifting of the prohibition on direct 
importing of inputs by farmers.   

(viii) Strengthen capacity of farmers and farmers organizations: Efforts to promote the 
modernization of the smallholder sector will not succeed as long as the majority of 
farmers are unable to successfully adopt modern farming practices. Investments are 
needed to increase the capacity of farmers, many of whom lack the knowledge and 
skills needed to understand and effectively manage improved technologies. The 
most efficient way to build capacity is not by targeting individual farmers, but rather 
by working with groups of farmers. Swaziland has made notable progress in 
promoting the farmers organizations, including through the establishment of the 
Swaziland National Agricultural Union, but additional work remains.  

(ix) Improve water use efficiency: Swaziland has made good progress in improving 
access to water for agriculture. Recent evidence shows that smallholders have 
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benefited from public irrigation schemes, although to a lesser extent than 
commercial farmers. As part of its strategy to boost productivity in the smallholder 
sector, the Government should continue investing in irrigation schemes that are 
oriented to high value crops grown by smallholder farmers, especially including 
horticultural crops. To ensure that these investments in irrigation pay off, they 
should be complemented with parallel investments designed to promote the 
formation of water users associations and to build capacity within these associations 
in the area of water management.  

(x) Reassess and clarify the roles of parastatals:  The parastatals currently working in 
the agricultural sector, especially NAMBoard, suffer from overly broad and 
sometimes conflicting mandates. This undermines their effectiveness and 
discourages private firms from investing in the sector. The Government should 
reassess the roles of these parastatals, with an eye to reforming them. Generally 
speaking, the parastatals should perform regulatory functions, leaving the 
implementation of production support, marketing, and processing to private firms 
that will be able to perform these activities more effectively and at lower cost.    

 

8.2. Final thought 

107. It seems appropriate to conclude this Policy Note with a final thought. In pursuing its 
commitment to promote the development of smallholder agriculture, the Government of 
Swaziland will need to be guided by a fundamental principle—one that is valid even during 
the best of times, but one that takes on particular importance during the current period of 
fiscal austerity made necessary by the larger macro-economic context. In the past, the 
Government has tried take on too many roles, which has not only undermined the 
effectiveness of its initiatives, but also discouraged private firms from investing in the 
sector. Going forward, government interventions should be restricted to the provision of 
public goods and services, along with performance of key regulatory functions designed to 
temper the behavior of key players. Activities that offer opportunities to earn commercial 
profits—including input distribution, provision of extension services, irrigation 
development, transport, storage, processing, and marketing—should whenever possible be 
left to private firms, and in fact measures should be taken to attract private investment into 
these activities. As smallholders make the transition from subsistence oriented farming to 
commercial agriculture, over time they will attract increased attention from private 
investors, and the role of the Government should be to facilitate this process, rather than 
stand in the way.  
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Global Forecasting Centre for Southern Africa 
http://www.gfsa.net 
Swaziland Environmental Authority 
http://www.environment. gov.sz 
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http://gwpsa.org/partnership 

 

http://gwpsa.org/partnership


40 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Annexes 
 
 
 
 



 

41 
 

ANNEX 1 

Agricultural Systems 
 

Figure A.1.1 Map of Swaziland showing ecological zones 
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A. Natural Endowments 

Agro-ecological zones 
 
108. Swaziland has four main agro-ecological zones; the Highveld, Middleveld, Lowveld 
and Lubombo. These zones run approximately parallel to one another from west to east. 
The main characteristics of the different agro-ecological regions are summarized in the 
Table A1.1. 

 
Table A1.1: Main characteristics of Swaziland’s Agro-ecological regions 

Agro-ecological region Main Characteristics 

1. Highveld 1000-1200 m of altitude, covering 28% of the country; mountainous, 
steep slopes, incidences of frost, sour grasses and poor acidic soils; 
annual average rainfall 1,250 mm1 

2. Middleveld Between 600 and 1000 m of altitude, covers 25% of the land. The 
gentler slopes and good quality soils make this region the most 
developed and densely populated part of the country; sub-tropical 
climate and is drier and warmer than the Highveld; average annual 
rainfall 900 mm 

3. Lowveld 300-600 m altitude, occupies 35% of the country (largest region); gently 
undulating terrain; 42% good to fair soils; hot and dry climate with 
unreliable rainfall (500 mm average)  

4. Lubombo Plateau 600-1000 m altitude, rises into the mountains on the east; 12% of 
arable soils of fair quality; annual average rainfall 850 mm (similar to 
Middleveld) 

Source: Compiled using information from different sources 

 

109. The country’s average annual precipitation is approximately 1200 mm in the west 
and 400 mm in the east. All the ecological zones receive distinct seasonal rainfall, most of 
which falls in summer (September to March), whilst little or no rain is expected over the 
other months. The country is prone to occurrences of natural extreme climatic conditions, 
such as cyclones on one end and droughts on the other. In recent years, the rainfall pattern 
has become increasingly uncertain, with long periods of drought and intense heat periods, 
which have led to crop failure.  

110. Climate variability is evident in Swaziland, as it manifests itself in hydrological 
disasters, change in rainfall regime as well as extreme weather conditions. The most severe 
droughts occurred in 1983, 1992, 2001, 2007 and 2008. In 2007, close to 50% of the 
population needed food aid, as they did not have sufficient food due to failure of their 
crops. The other climatic disasters in recent years include incessant lightning during rainy 

                                                   
1  A Crisis of Convergence; challenges and opportunities in disaster risk reduction in the Kingdom of Swaziland; GFDRR, 

World Bank, 2010 
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seasons, cyclone Domonia in 1984, and torrential rains and floods in 2000 (IRIN, 2007). 
Cyclone Domonia affected over 400,000 people (about 40% of the population) and caused 
damage worth US$ 54 million (Government of Swaziland: United Nations, 2008)1. 

111. A brief description of livelihoods in the different agro-ecological zones is 
summarized in Table A1.2. 

 

Table A1.2. Rural livelihood zone summaries 

Livelihood zone Description 

1. Highveld Maize 
and Cattle Zone 

 

One of the most productive zones for maize; supports a relatively dense 
population. Farmers also grow beans, sweet potatoes and groundnuts, whilst fruits 
are a source of cash. Cattle and small ruminants are kept in high numbers, 
although grazing deteriorates in the winter conditions. Better-off people sell milk to 
the local market. The zone is relatively food secure although harvests are 
periodically damaged by hailstorms. Many localities are isolated from the main road 
and market network of the country. 

2. Timber 
Highlands 
Livelihood Zone 

This zone is characterized by tree plantations with timber and wood-pulp industry 
central to the economy. Wages are low and households complement by producing 
on their smallholdings. They are hampered in this by leached and eroded soils, 
overly moist and cold conditions in winter which also affects grazing; relatively low 
numbers of livestock are kept. Poorer people are relatively food secure, but lack 
diverse income opportunities. Because of the timber industry the better-off 
households have more local employment opportunities at their level than in most 
other livelihood zones. 

3. Wet Middleveld 
Livelihood Zone 

This zone provides Swaziland's best environment for maize production, as well as 
other crops such as sweet potatoes, beans, and groundnuts, which are both 
consumed and marketed. A moderate population density leaves some room for 
livestock grazing in communal land. The zone is only affected by drought in its 
southern extremities, and these also suffer from being farthest from the cities of 
the north-west of the country and their market for goods and labor.  

4. Dry Middleveld 
Livelihood 
Zone 

This zone has poorer conditions for maize production being drought-prone, so it is 
more risky for farmers to invest in farming inputs: therefore a significant amount of 
the arable land available is not cultivated. Poorer households get cash income from 
working for wealthier people, collecting and brewing marula

2
, as well as cutting and 

selling firewood and grasses. Livestock are held by the wealthier households. This is 
a food insecure zone, which has been the subject of some drought relief food aid 
and it is amongst the poorest in the country in terms of levels of household cash 
income. 

5. Lowveld Cattle 
and Maize 
Livelihood Zone 

With its low elevation, high temperatures and low rainfall, this zone is more 
suitable for cattle raising than crop production. In the current decade successive 
years of drought, as well as the collapse of the cotton industry, have respectively 
obliterated maize harvests, severely reduced livestock holdings and cash-crop 
incomes. As a result, the poorer households (and even some middle households) 
have received regularly and very substantial food aid as relief. 

                                                   
1
 Climate Variability and Change as Perceived by Rural Communities in Swaziland; UNISWA, 2010 

2
  Marula tree (Sclerocarya birrea), from the Anacardiaceae family. 
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Livelihood zone Description 

6. Lubombo 
Plateau 
Livelihood Zone 

This zone receives more rainfall than the lowveld but is isolated from the main 
market and urban centres. Employment on the neighbouring sugar estates is a 
resource. A good mix of food crops includes maize, pulses, sweet and Irish 
potatoes, leaf vegetables and pumpkins and melons. Production has been affected 
by successive drought so that the plateau population has regularly received food 
aid, although less than the lowveld population. Any advantages in trading with 
neighbouring Mozambique has been eclipsed by the losses of substantial livestock 
assets to cross-border rustling, whilst endemic foot and mouth disease and an 
associated quarantine on exports from the zone has further depressed what used to 
be a valuable sector for the Plateau.

1
  

7. Urban Corridor 
Livelihood Zone 

The livelihoods of the zone are dominated by the proximity to the city which 
effectively stretches from Manzini through Matsapha to Mbabane, but cultivation 
of the relatively small plots can produce up to half of overall basic requirements of 
the household if the rains are good. Although a good number of householders are 
effectively city residents living in the outskirts, the poorer section at least are 
classifiable as rural people. These people do casual labor in the city and have the 
advantage of the nearby city demand and prices for their cut fuel wood and 
handicrafts. As such these poorer households are more economically secure than 
their fellows elsewhere, earn more cash in the year, but also need often to pay city 
prices for grain, transport and other items. 

Source: Adapted from Swaziland Livelihoods Profiles National Overview, VAC Swaziland, 2006. 
 

112. There are different estimates of the arable land area in Swaziland and for the 
purpose of this report; estimates were aligned with the conclusions of the Diversification 
Report team2. It is assumed that there are around 235,000 ha of arable land in addition to 
that planted with timber (100,000 ha). Table A1.3 below summarizes the different land-use 
of arable land in the two different categories of land-tenure systems and main 
characteristics. 

Table A1.3: Land use by land-tenure system 

 Swaziland National land (SNL) Title Deed Land (TDL) 

Land area 146,000 ha (62% of the total arable land) 89,000 ha (38% of arable land) 

Irrigated area 
About 11,500 ha currently irrigated (8%); 
by 2020, this should increase to 18,000 ha. 

45,000 ha (50%) are irrigated 

Main crops 
Mainly cropped with maize and 
characterized by low productivity. 

Sugarcane is the dominant crop 
followed by citrus . 

Source: Towards a Strategy for Agricultural Diversification in Swaziland, Draft report, October 2008, The 
Ryeford Partnership for SWADE. 

                                                   
1
  Swaziland achieved foot and mouth disease free status without vaccination in May 2010  

2
 Towards a Strategy for Agricultural Diversification in Swaziland, Draft report, October 2008, The Ryeford Partnership 

for SWADE. 



 45 

Water availability and use 

113. Swaziland has five key river basins: 

 Lomati River system, which is located in the north of the country, originates in South 
Africa and flows through Swaziland back into South Africa before entering Mozambique. 

 Komati River system, same as above; 

 Mbuluzi River system, which originates in Swaziland and flows into Mozambique; 

 Usuthu River system, which originates in South Africa along with several major 
tributaries; and  

 Ngwavuma River system, which lies in the south of the country and flows into South 
Africa before entering Mozambique, and flows out of Swaziland to form the southern 
border between South Africa and Mozambique. 

 

114. The seasonality of rainfall has resulted in a storage-based response to the ever 
increasing demand for water in the country. A total of 10 major dams are involved and are 
used for irrigation, domestic and industrial purposes. They have a combined storage 
capacity of 588.15 m3x106: but it is interesting to note that just one of them, the Maguga 
Dam accounts for over 50% of the total stored volume. However, it requires several seasons 
to fill, hence the total water stored by it may not all be available during any one season. The 
Maguga Dam represents Swaziland's largest public works project and the fourth largest in 
Southern Africa. In addition to increasing the supply of irrigation water and the creation of 
tourism opportunities centred on the fresh water lake, it has the potential to meet 50% of 
Swaziland's electricity needs thereby lessening Swaziland's dependency on South Africa. The 
Lower Usuthu Smallholder Irrigation Project (LUSIP) dams, which are not included in the 10, 
will increase the total stored volume by about 10%. 

115. Based on physical land capability, the total irrigation potential of Swaziland is 
estimated at around 90,000 ha of which just around 50,000 ha1 are actually developed. 
Sugar cane is the main irrigation sector industry in the country accounting for over 44,000 
ha or 90% of the irrigated land. An estimated 97%2 of all Swaziland’s available irrigation 
infrastructure is found on the TDL, and over 80% of the irrigation has, until recently, taken 
place in the Lowveld. Other irrigated crops largely comprise citrus, vegetables, green maize, 
potatoes, rice and bananas. Irrigation ventures are classified as large (500 ha or larger), 
medium (between 50 and 500 ha) and small (less than 50 ha). The main irrigation methods 
in Swaziland in order of importance are sprinkler, furrow, trickle (both surface and sub-
surface) and centre-pivot.  

116. Public sector irrigation projects are being considered a priority for agricultural 
development in the country and include; (a) the Komati Downstream Development Project 
(KDDP); (b) the Lower Usuthu Smallholder Irrigation Project (LUSIP) and (c) the Smallholder 

                                                   
1
  Towards a Strategy for Agricultural Diversification in Swaziland, Draft report, October 2008, The Ryeford Partnership 

for SWADE 
2
  Water for Agriculture and Energy in Africa: the Challenges of Climate Change; Sirte, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 15-17 

December 2008; National Investment brief Swaziland 
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Agricultural Development Project (SADP). Despite the general orientation of the sector 
towards estate style commercial farming, these recent initiatives initiated and driven by the 
Government have offered a new opportunity for smallholder development by introducing 
them to commercial oriented irrigated production systems and funding mechanisms. Table 
A1.4 summarizes currently irrigated areas and their use. 

 
Table A1.4: Irrigated areas and their use1 

Producer Sugar Non-sugar Total area 

RSSC Estate2 20,136  20,136 

Malkerns outgrowers 2,000 500  2,500 

KDDP out growers3 3,500 3,000  6,500 

Vuvulane outgrowers 1,212   1,212 

Other growers (commercial) 4,670  4,670 

Ubombo Estate 8,500   8,500 

LUSIP 7,000 4,500 11,500 

Citrus and other spp  3,000  3,000 

Other TDL farms 10,000 2,000  12,000 

Other SNL schemes  500  500 

Subtotals 57,018 13,500 70,518 

Source: compiled from different sources 

 
 
Small to medium sized earth dams4  
 

117. The construction of small to medium sized earth dams has become a priority of the 
Government in parallel to the investments in large-scale irrigation development programs. 
Small to medium sized earth dams have a series of advantages: 

 are relatively inexpensive to build depending on the terrain in which they are 
constructed; 

 can conserve water which would otherwise “run-off”; 

 can provide water for irrigation, for horticultural crops in particular; 

 provide water for livestock; and 

 provide water for domestic use. 

                                                   
1
  Figures include the estimated irrigated area once KDDP and LUSIP are fully developed 

2
  Royal Swaziland Sugar Corporation (RSSC) 

3
  Komati Downstream Development project (KDDP) 

4
  Swaziland; Evaluation and screening of small multipurpose earth dams in Swaziland; January 2010, EU 
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118. Over the last decades, the Government has constructed several earth dams 
throughout the Lubombo, Lowveld and lower Middleveld areas. Although they have been 
recognized as valuable sources of water, they have suffered from poor design and 
construction inadequacies, insufficient engagement of the communities and insufficient 
conservation of the catchment areas. As a result, a large number of these dams are not 
operational being either silted or broken.  

119. The European Union is providing some support related to dam construction and 
rehabilitation through the SADP program. Lessons learnt from previous experience showed 
that more attention needs to be given to conservation and agricultural development 
aspects developing an integrated “dam system” approach. There is an estimated 80 earth 
dams in SNL, with a capacity ranging from 5,000 to 360,000 cubic meters, and a combined 
storage in excess of 2,000,000 m3.  

120. Given the existing water storage capacity, by 2015 the area under irrigation should 
increase by 14,500 ha (25%) as the balance of KDDP (3,000 ha) and the whole of LUSIP 
(11,500 ha) come into production – giving a total area of 70,518 ha. By 2020, at current 
levels of water efficiency, the irrigable area is likely to be somewhere between 76,000 and 
82,000 ha. Of this, around 60,000 ha will be in sugarcane, 3,000 ha in citrus (and other fruits 
such as bananas) and 7,000 ha may be growing cassava for ethanol and starch production. 
This will leave a balance of around 16,500 ha of irrigable land that is uncommitted and for 
which there will be many demands. 
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Figure A1.2. Location of main dams, water bodies and irrigated areas 

 

 

B. Agricultural Systems 

121. There are three main production systems in Swaziland as indicated below; 

1. Large and medium scale commercial irrigated farming (on TDL), producing mainly 
sugar, but also involved in citrus, pineapple, dairy, meat and in a smaller scale cotton 
and cassava production, 

2. Small-scale rainfed subsistence farming (on SNL) producing mainly maize, 
complemented by beans, groundnuts, oilseeds and in some cases, cotton. 
Ownership of cattle is traditionally very important, and statistics show that at least 
60 percent of smallholders own a few heads of cattle. Land holdings are very small 
(<1ha on average) and becoming smaller as population pressure on arable land 
increases. Land holdings are also much dispersed and fragmented. The percentage 
of households holding less than a hectare increased from 68 percent in 1997 to 92 
percent in 2000/01. 

3. Small to medium size farmers with access to irrigation (on SNL), which is growing. 
This is a result of both commercial enterprises providing support to smallholders on 
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SNL to produce in different type of out-grower schemes (sugar production mainly) as 
well as direct Government investment in developing irrigation infrastructure for 
smallholders. These farmers are in transition from subsistence farming to 
smallholder commercial farming either as individual or as out growers for a farm 
company managing irrigated land. 

  
122. Small-scale rain fed subsistence farming (SNL). Smallholder production systems on 
SNL is largely dominated by a single staple crop – maize – produced in rainfed conditions. 
The capacity of households to ensure their family’s food security is low. Production of maize 
is complemented as far as possible by rearing livestock (cattle, goats, poultry) and off-farm 
employment. 

123. In the past, MOA has invested in a policy of “modernization” of agricultural 
production “green revolution” style, with emphasis on mechanization of rainfed agriculture 
and reliance on chemical inputs and hybrid varieties. This has led to a loss of traditional crop 
management techniques and the capacity of using animal draught power for plowing, 
weeding and transport. With the rise in oil prices and consequent increases in the prices of 
chemical inputs, this type of agriculture has become economically less viable for 
smallholder farmers. It remains economically viable for the large enterprises that can count 
on sufficient economies of scale and vertical integration.  

 

 

 
124. The upper stratum of the families in this farming system have more and better 
quality farmland, situated in the less drought prone areas (Highveld and Middleveld), own 
more cattle and therefore have access to oxen for weeding (plowing preferentially by 
tractor hired) including crossbred dairy cattle and cultivate larger areas with cash crops. 

Box 1. A typical household in the rainfed maize farming system 

A typical household crops less than 1 ha and lives on their farmland in a dispersed 
homestead. Fields are fragmented and distant from each other and frequently families 
support an older relative and several orphans. Production of maize is rain fed, which 
increases households’ vulnerability to erratic weather’ patterns. The large majority of 
the farms are dominated by maize, complemented on small plots with beans, 
groundnuts, oilseeds and in some cases cotton. The family owns 2 or 3 cattle and 
would not be able to keep their own oxen for plowing; therefore they are dependent 
on the tractor hire services of the Rural Development Areas (RDAs) or private owners. 
Average yields for maize would be around 1 t/ha. At least one family member works 
off- farm and sends occasional remittances used to pay for the school fees, medical 
care and clothes. 
A poor household in this system crops less than 0.5 ha, is often women headed and its 
main source of livelihood is casual labor for neighboring farmers. This type of 
household has no means to pay for the plowing or inputs which are therefore 
exchanged with the service of grazing cattle for owners living in urban areas. They 
possess no cattle of their own, but might own a goat and a few chicken. 
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They also have the means to use more fertilizers and agro-chemicals as well as hybrid seed, 
thus obtaining higher yields.  

125. The analysis of the gross margins for maize production1 shows that it may vary 
considerably between different agro-ecological areas. In the Highveld and Middleveld, 
where rainfall is less erratic and more abundant, application of the recommended doses of 
fertilizer (300 kg NPK and 200 kg of Limestone Ammonium Nitrate (28%) (LAN) are less risk-
prone, good yields can be achieved (between 2 and 4 tons/ha). Margins can be competitive 
with that of other crops and returns to labor of about E 20-25/day2 (2.5 to 3 USD/day). On 
the other hand, as one moves east towards the drier areas where rainfall is significantly 
lower and increasingly unreliable due to the effects of climate change, the use of costly 
hybrid seeds and high recommended doses of chemical fertilizers is a very high risk choice. 
Average maize yields are considerably lower in the range of 0.8 to 1.5 t/ha. In these drier 
areas where pastures are more abundant, there is an increase in number of households 
who keep livestock for owners living in urban areas or areas where pastures are less 
abundant. The livestock keepers are compensated by milk and off-spring.  

 

Livestock farming practices.  
 
126. Livestock in Swaziland, and in particular cattle, plays an important role in both the 
farming and the cropping system and there is high potential to increase its economic 
contribution. The most important production system is extensive cattle rearing3 in SNL, 
where emphasis is still on the number of animals rather than on products of meat and milk. 
While cultural attachments are a major reason for low off-take for beef production in SNL 
system, inadequate nutrition is one of the main factors limiting individual animal 
performance. During the growing season (October to May), cattle graze on SNL communal 
land with little control on livestock numbers that can graze on the pastures which results in 
overgrazing. In 1992 Swaziland, with a livestock population of 700 000, was already beyond 
the recommended carrying capacity for sustained resource management yet her stocking 
rate of 2.6 hectares per livestock is among the highest in Africa (Osunade, 1994; SEAP, 
1998). Soil erosion and land degradation is most extensive around dipping tanks and 
watering points. During the winter period (July to September), many animals become 
severely undernourished, and severe seasonal shortages in SNL milk are common.  

127. On TDL, the most prevalent problem is bush encroachment that is generally caused 
by low stocking densities. The intensive system involves production of poultry, milk dairy 
cows and pigs. TDL farmers claim that commercial cattle raising is not particularly 
profitable, partly because cattle raised in South Africa can be fed growth hormones, which 
increases feed conversion rates and reduces the cost of production by up to 15%4. However, 

                                                   
1
  Agronomic issues associated with Swaziland’s major crops; CASP Technical Paper No. 2, 2003. 

2
  Local currency – Emalangeni (1 USD = 7.2 E) 

3
  Adapted from; Towards a Strategy for Agricultural Diversification in Swaziland, Draft report, October 2008, The 

Ryeford Partnership for SWADE 
4
  Such hormones are not permitted in Swaziland 
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a premium for hormone-free beef is available for beef produced within Swaziland that is 
exported to the EU. In fact, hormone-free status is a condition of entry into the EU market. 

128. There is an increasing interest and market especially in Europe and USA for grass-fed 
beef. Namibia and South Africa are both moving towards a GREEN MARK for grass raised 
beef with full traceability. Woolworths and Pick and Pay both have grass fed marks and the 
US also has grass fed beef standards. This may be a niche opportunity for the future. 

 
C. Access to farm inputs, markets and agricultural services by smallholders 

129. Access to inputs: There are private-sector companies supplying seeds and planting 
material, other farm inputs, tools and farming equipment. Many of these are linked to 
parent companies based in South Africa. The main seed, fertilizer and agro-chemical 
distributor in the country is Farm Chemical, but other smaller retailers are also present 
locally. Access to inputs across all the regions is similar, which is an indication of properly 
functioning markets1. The problem of accessibility arises for poorer farmers in terms of 
access to credit to finance these inputs. 

130. Given the evolution of commodity prices with respect to the prices of oil and related 
synthetic fertilizers, their use seems to be increasingly unsustainable. Subsistence farmers 
on SNL are particularly vulnerable, as they cannot pass on increases in energy costs to end 
users. As a land-locked country, Swaziland is dependent upon goods being trucked long 
distances in and out of the country and is thus particularly vulnerable to increases in fuel 
prices. As can be seen in the sugar industry, the cost of transport is defining clearly the 
radius within which sugarcane can be profitably grown.  

131. Farmers use both organic (farm-yard or kraal manure - FYM) and chemical fertilizers 
on maize crops. FYM is mostly either heaped out in the fields and broadcast just before 
plowing, or mixed with chemical fertilizer. No information is available on the volume of FYM 
actually applied. According to the Ministry of Agriculture over 60 percent of the SNL farmers 
use FYM and a small number do purchase it.  

132. Farmers use different formulations of chemical fertilizer mixtures and the types 
available to growers are: NPK 2:3:2 (22); 2:3:2 (38) and Limestone Ammonium nitrate (LAN -
28 percent N). The ratio indicate the parts of N, P and K elements respectively and the 
number in brackets denotes the total percentage of nutrients in the mixture. For example, 
the first mixture 2:3:2 (22) would have 2 parts of N, 3 parts of P and 2 parts of K, i.e a total 
of 7 parts nutrients all amounting to 22Kg for every 100 kg of fertilizer. The first two types 
of fertilizer mixtures are used as basal dressing and LAN is used as top dressing. Acid soils 
are a constraint to crop production in many parts of Swaziland, especially in the Highveld 
and the Middleveld, hence the recommended use of LAN for maize cropping. Where 
possible, liming (Dolomitic lime) is also highly recommended. Data from the major 
commercial supplier indicate that in 2006/07 fertilizer sales increased by about 36 percent 

                                                   
1
  Swaziland Annual Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis Report 2008 
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to nearly 11 000 tons compared to the previous year (Table A1.5) whereas it decreased by 
30 percent the following year.  

 

Table A1.5: Maize fertilizer sales by Farm Chemicals Ltd, (2003/04 – 2006/07) 

Fertilizer type  2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 

2:3:2 (22)  3 477  2 150  2 687  4 185  3 652 

2:3:2 (38)  1 860  858  2 352  2 612  1 530 

LAN (28)  3 598  2 346  3 000  4 135  3 369 

Total  8 935  5 354  8 039  10 932  8 551 

 

133. Farmers interviewed during the study generally indicated that high fertilizer prices - 
A 50 kg bag of 2:3:2 (22) costs E 120 (previous year E110) while a bag of 2:3:3 (38) costs E 
150 (previous year 130 to 140). From the mission’s enquiries most farmers use the cheaper 
formulations (in terms of cost of unit of nutrient).  

134. Swaziland has been considering the introduction of subsidies to seeds and fertilizer1. 
In the past decade, up to two thirds of the population have relied on donor food assistance 
and although the food shortages were largely blamed on erratic rainfall, the return of good 
rains in 2009 did little to improve the country's food security, partly due to the doubling of 
the costs of fertilizers following the large increase in the price of oil.  

135. Swaziland’s plan to introduce subsidies is inspired from the Malawi's bumper 2009 
maize harvest of 3.66 million tons that was attributed to good rains and the success of an 
agricultural subsidy program targeting poor smallholder farmers. It is expected the subsidy 
program would be more discretionary to reduce possibilities of fraud as farmers would be 
required to pay for one-third of the cost of the inputs. Important would be to develop the 
agro-dealer network without negatively affecting the normal existing commercial sales. The 
initiative is targeted at the northern Highveld and the high Middleveld where there is 
adequate rainfall to sustain crops. World Vision has undertaken a survey for the 
government that identified 55,000 small-scale farmers as possible candidates for subsidies. 
However, financial concerns may weigh heavily on the ability of the government to finance 
the subsidy program.  

136. Mechanization of agricultural production: Agricultural work is labor intensive and 
needs healthy and able-bodied people to perform it successfully. With the dramatic 
expansion of HIV/AIDS, a large number of households are female-headed, child-headed or 
headed by weakened males. The promotion therefore of Labor Saving Technologies (LST) in 
agriculture will be crucial to assist families exploit their land efficiently.  

                                                   
1
 Poverty news, January 2010. 
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137. One of the operations which requires the largest amount of labor is plowing. Since 
the early seventies, the Government has been introducing a subsidized mechanized service 
for land preparation. These services have not managed to meet the demand from farmers 
despite the increase in the number of tractors. A large part of the demand is therefore 
satisfied by privately hired tractors. It is uneconomical to work with tractors in small 
fragmented fields. Therefore, to increase mechanization the Government is trying a model 
of “block farming” similar to the one mentioned for the sugarcane production plots in the 
new irrigation schemes, through a Swazi-Taiwan project.  

138. In Swaziland, oxen are the main animals used for agricultural work. The percentage 
of land cultivated by human, animal draft and tractor has been estimated at 20, 30 and 50 
percent respectively1. The major problem of animal draft mechanization is lack of funds to 
purchase new equipment. Existing equipment is, on average, two decades old. Specialized 
direct seeding equipment for the extension of conservation agriculture is also available in 
the country and is a valid alternative solution for decreasing labor needs and improving the 
structure and fertility of the soil.  

139. Access to Markets: An important characteristic of the agricultural and agro-
industries sector in Swaziland is the insufficient national production of raw materials to 
satisfy the existing demand of the agro-processing sector. Priority therefore should be given 
to increasing and diversifying production geared to meeting local demand which at present 
is satisfied by importing the raw materials mainly from South Africa. 

140. Agricultural Research and Extension: A National Agricultural research system 
comprises of various bodies dealing with agricultural research involving governmental 
institutions, universities, private sector, research institutions, and parastatals. The main 
current research focus is to develop and promote production systems that are suitable for 
resource poor farmers which should be achieved through2: 

 Re-orienting research so that it maintains adequate focus on improving efficient 
and cost effective indigenous farming methods; 

 Promoting the adoption of well-researched technologies suited to the different 
agro-ecological zones of the country and the socio-economic contexts of 
different farmers; 

 Conducting research and providing advice on cropping systems that maximize 
moisture retention in the soil. 

 
 

                                                   
1
  Labor and mechanization issues in Swaziland agricultural sector, CASP Technical paper 6, FAO/UNDP/Government of 

Swaziland, 2003 
2
  Swaziland Country Report submitted as input to SADC regional Agricultural Policy Framework, June 2010 



 

54 
 

Table A1.6: Institutions involved in agricultural research 

Government Institutions Brief overview Main domains of research 

Agricultural Research 
Division (MOA) 

Established in 1959, central station at 
Malkerns and two sub-stations at Nhlangano 
and Big Bend. It has available to date 16 
professional researchers and 8 technicians. 

Applied and adaptive research on 
crop (mainly sorghum, maize and 
legumes), soils and socio-
economics. Sub-station in Big 
Bend specialised in cotton and is 
partially financed through SCB. No 
research on livestock.  

Parastatals   

University of Swaziland 
(Faculty of Agriculture 
and Research Centre) 

Considered a good university, undertakes 
research in various domains. It disposes of 
34 national and 20 expatriate 

lecturers/professors1. 

Major staple crops, home 
economics, livestock, nutrition, 
agricultural mechanization, land 
and water management and 
agricultural economics. 

Swaziland Cotton Board Established in 1967, it is responsible for 
promoting cotton production and 
processing. 

Selection of suitable varieties, 
providing good quality seed. 

Swaziland Dairy 
Development Board 

Established in 1971, its mission is to help 
develop production and regulate the 
industry. 

When needed, empirical studies 
commissioned to consultants. 

Private Sector   

Swaziland Sugar 
Association 

Established in 1967, it is a private but non-
profit organization. Research conducted by 
Technical Services Division, based at 
Simunye. 

Varieties, agronomy, irrigation, 
pest and disease control. 

Citrus Growers 
Association of South 
Africa (CGASA) 

Local citrus companies send their research 
request to CGASA through the Swaziland 
Citrus Board. 

Soil analysis, plant nutrient 
requirements, pest and disease 
control measures. 

Source: CASP - 2003 

 

 

                                                   
1
  Situation Analysis of Agricultural Research and Training in SADC Region; Swaziland; SADC Secretariat, July 2008. 
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Table A1.7: Institutions involved in agricultural extension for smallholders 

Government Institutions Brief overview 

Agricultural Extension 
Department (MoA) 

Approximately 221 field extension officers sub-divided in 17 RDAs. They 
receive support from 17 National and 8 Regional Subject matter Specialists 
and Senior Extension Officers responsible to the Senior Agricultural Officer 
Technical Services.  

Parastatals  

Swaziland Cotton Board Established in 1967, it is responsible for promoting cotton production and 
processing chiefly through seed improvement schemes and advice to the 
cotton industry. 

Swaziland Dairy 
Development Board 

Established in 1971, its mission is to help develop production and regulate 
the industry, provides dairy development services in milk production, 
encourages investment in processing and supply dairy industry 
information. 

National Agricultural 
Marketing Board 
(NAMBoard)  

Provides assistance in training, research, promotion and creation of 
awareness among producers and exporters in understanding and adhering 
to national and international standards. 

Swaziland Water and 
Agricultural Development 
Enterprise (SWADE) 

Provides business and extension support and advice to smallholder 
farmers in areas of irrigation development. 

Private Sector  

Swaziland Sugar 
Association 

Established in 1967, it is a private but non-profit organization. Research 
conducted by Technical Services Division based at Simunye. 

Citrus Growers 
Association of South 
Africa (CGASA) 

Local citrus companies send their research request to CGASA through the 
Swaziland Citrus Board. 

NGOs  

African Cooperative 
Action Trust (ACAT) 

Founded in 1982, based in Mbuluzi; primary mission to empower, enable 
and equip disadvantaged rural people to improve and sustain their own 
quality of life; works through farmers groups (about 200); one extension 
officer works with 50 to 100 farmers; saving scheme through which 
farmers can finance their inputs. Have a total of about 30 extension 
officers. 

World Vision Powerful NGO financed by USAID for both food aid and development. WV 
has about 325 extension agents in the field working on conservation 
agriculture, earth dams development and livestock. 

Cospe Provides technical support in Lubombo. 

 Source: CASP - 2003 
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ANNEX 2 

Quick Overview of Budget Allocation and Expenditures in Swaziland’s Public Sector 

141. While the purpose of the overall study is not an Agriculture Public Expenditure 
Review (PER), Section 5 of the Policy Note develops a rapid public spending review for the 
agriculture sector of the last five years, to analyze whether resources have been directed to 
the development of smallholder agriculture. The scope of the review is limited to the 
Ministry of Agriculture’s expenditure data, as it is responsible for agriculture, fishery, 
forestry and water provision (only earth dams). This annex presents the overall trend of 
government spending, including trends and patterns of agricultural spending, both under 
economic and functional classification. The annex also discusses budget preparation and 
execution rates.  

142. Total Government Spending: Total Government expenditure has grown steadily in 
the past five years, partly driven by the increasing socio-economic challenges (high 
HIV/AIDS prevalence, increasing incidence of poverty) and the rising public service bill, 
which continues to pose strains on the limited resources. The combination of escalating 
expenditure and falling SACU receipts has resulted in a projected deficit of 13 percent for 
2010/11, and 2011/12. The Government has been financing its deficit largely from domestic 
sources, including drawing resources from the Capital Investment Facility. Main factors 
contributing to the escalation of budgeted expenditure include (i) unstable macroeconomic 
situation; (ii) inadequate legislative framework for Medium Term Expenditure Framework 
(MTEF)1; (iii) poor budget control and lack of enforcement of budget ceilings: (vi) limited 
capacity for project analysis, lack of investigation and monitoring of variances between 
budget and actual expenditures; and (v) low budget execution rate. It is important that the 
country accelerates the implementation of a broad set of reforms particularly the fiscal 
reforms, public expenditure management, procurement reforms and the civil service reform 
to move towards a more efficient and pro-poor allocation of resources and restore fiscal 
stability. 

143. In Swaziland, the budget expenditure comprises two separate budgets: (i) the 
recurrent budget, including operational costs of ministries’ activities; and (ii) a capital 
expenditure budget, including a capital program. The budget also follows two 
classifications: functional and economic. The former classification indicates the budget for 
each function of government representing various administrative units/sectors (i.e. 
Agriculture, Education, Health and Defense) and it is valuable for making inter-sector and 
inter-country comparison. The latter relates to the economic nature of the resources and 
consists of: recurrent expenditure including (i) salaries, wages and allowances; (ii) 
expenditure on goods and other services, which include central transport vehicle costs, 
travels, professional services, consumables and supplies, durables and equipment; (iii) 
transfers and subsidies, including interest payments, capital expenditures (applied to 
identified projects) and government lending. 

                                                   
1  The Ministries are not compelled by law to produce a MTEF.  
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144. Functional Classification: The Poverty Reduction Strategy and Action Program guide 
the Government allocation of resources in the medium term, focusing on key areas that can 
facilitate economic growth and poverty reduction. However, during the last five years a 
significant proportion of public expenditure as a percentage of GDP was allocated towards 
non-economic expenditure, notably the general public services (on average 26.7 percent), 
public order and safety (on average 15.6 percent) and education (on average 26.5 percent) 
(Figure A2.1). The share of the health sector (on average 9.3 percent) has been erratic and 
the country was able to face the HIV and AIDS challenge through substantial donors 
support.  

145. The expenditure composition by function reflects the challenges that the 
government will continue to face towards an increased correspondence of government’s 
commitment to long term development goals with expenditure patterns. As the 2006 Public 
Expenditure Review (World Bank, 2006) highlighted, government interventions have been 
more directed towards the safeguard of the wealthier population rather than benefiting the 
poor. It is recommended that the government monitors closely the quality of spending and 
rationalize the expenditure on unproductive functions/activities. This rationalization is 
needed to restore fiscal stability and to free resources to be directed at pro-poor growth. 

 

Figure A2.1: Functional government spending, percent of GDP (2004/5-2009/10) 

 

Source: Government Budget Documents, MOF. 

 
 

146. Economic Classification: Analysis shows that the composition of public expenditure 
is rather skewed as recurrent expenditure absorbs on average 77 percent of the total 
government spending, leaving little scope for investments contributing to growth (Figure 
A2.2). 
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Figure A2.2:  Total government spending, % of GDP (2004/05-2009/10) 

 

Source: Government Budget Documents, MoF. 

 
 

147. The main driving factor underlying the expenditure increase in the recurrent costs is 
wages and salaries, which represent on average 40 percent of total expenditure. The wage 
bill increased by 10 percent in 2009/10 and is projected to increase by 11 percent in 
2010/11 as a result of a very large remuneration increase.1 Although the government has 
adopted the World Bank recommendations by initiating a civil service reform, much more 
needs to be done as a situation persists that supports an oversized and inefficient civil 
service that is overly paid when compared to the neighboring SACU countries.2 In 2007, the 
Swaziland average wage share was 41 percent of total recurrent expenditure, above the 
international recommended standard of 35 percent, while the region average was 33 
percent; varying from 28 percent in Botswana to 36 percent in Lesotho (Figure A2.3). 
Swaziland is under pressure to reform its civil service and to align wages to regional 
parameters from the Southern African Development Community (SADC).  

 

                                                   
1
  Budget speech 2010-1013. “Expected increases in the medium term come from the proposed medical cover, incident 

cover, cost of living adjustment and improvement of salaries for the scarce skills”. 
2
  The World Bank, 2006. Swaziland Expenditure Review, Strengthening Public Expenditure Policy and Management for 

Services Delivery and Poverty Reduction, Southern Africa. 
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Figure A2.3: Government wage costs, SACU countries  

 

Source: Government Budget Speech 2010-2013.  
 

148. The second largest item of recurrent expenditure is goods and services, with an 
average of 20 percent. The use of goods and services is expected to decrease due to the 
reform of a computerized commitment system and improvement of the procurement 
system. This on-going reform has already generated some results, and when completed is 
expected to yields major savings, particularly in lowering the prices of all government 
tenders with the introduction of preference to Swazi companies as a standard feature and 
the freezing of car replacement.  

149. The other item that shows an increase in recurrent expenditures is subsidies and 
transfers to government agencies, which recorded substantial growth from 4.3 percent in 
2004/5 to by 16 percent in 2009/10. This is partly explained by the additional funding of E 
228 million to the University of Swaziland.  

150. There is scope for improving the quality of spending and rationalize the expenditure 
on unproductive items such goods, travels, vehicles use and maintenance, and transfers to 
parastatals, making the budgets cuts where appropriate.  

151. Capital Expenditure. The overall capital expenditure has been growing but at much 
slower pace than the recurrent budget, on average 8 percent of GDP over the period 
2004/05 – 2009/10. Generally, resources have been allocated to on-going projects because 
of the government’s low absorption capacity. However, in recent years, resources have 
gone to large fast-track projects such a transport infrastructure (roads and the new airport) 
and dam constructions (LUSIP). 
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Budget Preparation and Execution rate 

152. Medium Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF). The MTEF was first established in 
2003 with the assistance of EU funding and covered the 2003/2004 to 2005/2006 period. 
The government statement was at that time: “The budget pressures provide a challenge to 
government to improve on its revenue collection and exercise firm control on the use of the 
limited resources. It is for this reason that government introduced the Medium Term 
Expenditure Framework (MTEF) budgeting process. This allows for openness and 
transparency as was realised this year where Members of Parliament made an input into the 
budget presented today”.  

153. The MTEF is guided by the Poverty Reduction Strategy and Action Program (PRSAP) 
as the planning framework, adopted by government for the next ten years. This framework 
builds on the priority areas that government has been focusing on over the past five years, 
which are also in line with the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the PRSAP. The 
MTEF outlines the fiscal stance and sets out the budget priorities for the medium term, 
aligning these to resources allocated over the same period. Similarly, the Medium Term 
Budget Policy Statement (MTBPS) sets out the economic context in which the budget is 
prepared and it provides official economic forecasts for three years. The importance of this 
multi-year planning is to ensure that policies are costed and risks are analysed to ensure 
that they are affordable and feasible in the medium term.  

154. As noted earlier, the government have reverted back to annual budgets due the 
limited capacity at all levels for a cumbersome process such as the MTEF. The MTEF 
projections have been unreliable as changes and adjustments that occurred after the issue 
of MTEF, they were never reflected in final figures. 

155. Currently, each ministry prepares two budgets: (i) the recurrent expenditure which 
is presented in an economic breakdown rather by programs and activities; and (ii) the 
capital program budget, which includes on-going projects and new ones. Line ministries 
submit their budget to the Planning and Budget Committee (PBC) that reviews and 
recommends to the Cabinet the proposed budget. 

156. In October 2008, the PBC made the decision to establish Sector Working Groups for 
the implementation of the PRSAP in a phased manner, starting with agriculture, education 
and health. The Government has recently taken steps towards a more programmatic 
approach initiating, last March, the process towards the adoption of a sector wide approach 
(SWAp) in three key ministries: Agriculture, Education and Health. The main vehicle for 
designing the SWAp will be the Sector Working Groups for each sector. Planning and 
budgeting for government will reflect government’s commitments, which mostly includes 
achieving the MDGs. While Swap approach would prove its effectiveness in the long-term 
and lead to an efficient use of funding on public expenditure programs, the implementation 
of such an approach needs strong institutions and a solid legal framework to ensure 
transparency and accountability. The limited capacity at all levels of the Government, 
particularly in relation to coordination and public expenditure management raises concerns 
with respect to the implementation of a Swap approach at present.  
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ANNEX 3 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Detailed tables on agricultural spending 
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Table A3.1: Agriculture Gross Domestic Product by sector, 2000-2008 (current prices) 

  1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

                 

      (in millions of emalangeni)        

Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing 256 314 553 393 576 621 826 1060 971 1025 1079 1045 1098 1074 1103 1078 

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 59 79 301 53 46 50 103 80 73 58 55 64 64 57 70 72 

Crops - individual tenure Farms 135 142 170 280 447 473 608 790 748 804 855 828 868 853 868 842 

Livestock, etc 32 52 49 25 43 55 69 115 74 84 83 64 78 79 84 83 

Forestry 30 40 33 36 40 43 46 74 76 80 86 89 89 85 80 81 

                 

      in percent of agriculture GDP        

Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing                 

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 23.2 25.2 54.4 13.4 8.0 8.1 12.5 7.6 7.5 5.6 5.1 6.2 5.8 5.3 6.4 6.6 

Crops - individual tenure Farms 52.6 45.3 30.8 71.1 77.7 76.2 73.6 74.6 77.0 78.4 79.2 79.2 79.0 79.5 78.7 78.1 

Livestock, etc 12.5 16.7 8.9 6.3 7.5 8.8 8.4 10.9 7.7 8.2 7.7 6.1 7.1 7.3 7.6 7.7 

Forestry 11.7 12.8 5.9 9.2 6.9 6.9 5.5 7.0 7.9 7.8 7.9 8.5 8.1 7.9 7.3 7.5 

                 

      in percent of GDP         

                 

Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing 9.1 10.1 15.5 9.2 11.4 10.1 12.0 10.0 8.3 7.9 7.7 6.7 6.7 5.4 5.1 4.3 

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 2.1 2.5 8.4 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.5 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 

Crops - individual tenure Farms 4.8 4.6 4.8 6.5 8.9 7.7 8.8 7.5 6.4 6.2 6.1 5.3 5.3 4.3 4.0 3.4 

Livestock, etc 1.1 1.7 1.4 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3 

Forestry 1.1 1.3 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3 
 
 
GDP at market prices (E million) 

 
2,807  

 
3,111  

 
3,565  

 
4,289  

 
5,048  

 
6,147  

 
6,895  

 
10,580  

 
11,662  

 
12,904  

 
14,025  

 
15,636  

 
16,433  

 
19,962  

 
21,515  

 
24,947  

Annual Growth Rate %  9.9   1.8   3.2   3.1   2.4   4.8   3.8   1.8   1.2   1.8   2.2   2.9   2.5   3.3   3.5   2.6  
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Table A3.2: Agriculture Gross Domestic Product by sector, 2000-2008 (2000 constant prices) 

 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1995 1996 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

      (in millions of emalangeni)        

Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing 256 314 553 393 576 621 826 1060 971 1038 1079 1045 1098 1074 1103 1078 

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 59 79 301 53 46 50 103 80 73 71 55 64 64 57 70 72 

Crops - individual tenure Farms 135 142 170 280 447 473 608 790 748 804 855 828 868 853 868 842 

Livestock, etc 32 52 49 25 43 55 69 115 74 84 83 64 78 79 84 83 

Forestry 30 40 33 36 40 43 46 74 76 80 86 89 89 85 80 81 

      in percent of agriculture GDP        

Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing                 

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 23.2 25.2 54.4 13.4 8.0 8.1 12.5 7.6 7.5 6.9 5.1 6.2 5.8 5.3 6.4 6.6 

Crops - individual tenure Farms 52.6 45.3 30.8 71.1 77.7 76.2 73.6 74.6 77.0 78.4 79.2 79.2 79.0 79.5 78.7 78.1 

Livestock, etc 12.5 16.7 8.9 6.3 7.5 8.8 8.4 10.9 7.7 8.2 7.7 6.1 7.1 7.3 7.6 7.7 

Forestry 11.7 12.8 5.9 9.2 6.9 6.9 5.5 7.0 7.9 7.8 7.9 8.5 8.1 7.9 7.3 7.5 

                 

       in percent of GDP        

Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing  9.1   10.1   15.5   9.2   11.4   10.1   12.0   10.0   9.1   9.5   9.7   9.1   9.4   8.9   8.8   8.4  

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 2.1 2.5 8.4 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.5 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 

Crops - individual tenure Farms 4.8 4.6 4.8 6.5 8.9 7.7 8.8 7.5 7.0 7.4 7.7 7.2 7.4 7.0 6.9 6.5 

Livestock, etc 1.1 1.7 1.4 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.6 

Forestry 1.1 1.3 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 

GDP at constant 2000 E million 
 

2,807  
 

3,111  
 

3,565  
 

4,289  
 

5,048  
 

6,147  
 

6,895  
 

10,580  
 

10,702  
 

10,892  
 

11,136  
 

11,460  
 

11,742  
 

12,130  
 

12,555  
 

12,851  

Annual Growth Rate %  9.9   1.8   3.2   3.1   2.4   4.8   3.8   1.8   1.2   1.8   2.2   2.9   2.5   3.3   3.5   2.6 
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Table A3.3: Agriculture and manufacturing value added and percent of GDP, selected SADC countries 

  1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

     (percent of GDP)       
Agriculture Botswana 15 5 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
 Malawi 44 45 40 39 38 38 37 33 34 34 34 
 Namibia 11 12 12 11 11 11 10 11 10 10 9 
 South Africa 6 5 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 
 Swaziland 23 10 12 11 11 10 9 9 8 7 7 
 Zambia 15 21 22 22 22 23 23 22 21 22 21 
             
     (current million US$)       
Agriculture, value added  South Africa 4701 4709 3956 3785 4191 5405 6104 5857 6613 8052 8277 
 Swaziland 106 99 153 116 104 142 168 179 170 181 174 
 Zambia 543 599 644 715 738 897 1165 1506 2165 2247 2590 
             
     (current million US$)       
Manufacturing, value added Botswana 47 181 253 235 233 323 364 360 373 443 458 
 Namibia 187 292 457 413 401 681 826 902 1151 1382 1108 
 Swaziland 98 350 484 441 396 605 746 841 978 1095 1054 
 South Africa 16415 24043 22927 20549 19885 29301 36705 40001 41856 46247 46692 
 Zambia 658 1048 329 358 385 473 592 768 1115 1187 1421 
             
     (percent of GDP)       
Manufacturing, value added Botswana 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
 Namibia 9 14 13 13 13 15 14 14 16 17 14 
 Swaziland 21 37 39 42 41 41 40 40 43 44 44 
 South Africa 22 24 19 19 20 19 19 18 18 18 19 
 Zambia 18 36 11 11 12 12 12 11 11 11 12 
             

     (constant 2000 US$)       
GDP  Botswana 1209 3395 6177 6499 6715 7137 7604 7960 8196 8392 8640 
 Namibia 2292 2591 3909 3955 4144 4320 4850 4972 5324 5616 5780 
 Swaziland 470 1033 1490 1505 1532 1592 1632 1668 1715 1776 1818 
 South Africa 95503 110945 132878 136512 141520 145935 153034 160632 169180 177804 183249 
 Zambia 2730 3028 3238 3396 3488 3686 3886 4089 4342 4611 4888 
             
     (current US$)       
GDP per capita  Botswana 1077 2805 3586 3450 3348 4615 5413 5716 5902 6522 6982 
 Namibia 2140 1659 2143 1905 1771 2551 3351 3615 3896 4231 4149 
 Swaziland 900 1290 1380 1181 1066 1621 2046 2245 2349 2562 2429 
 South Africa 2927 3182 3020 2644 2450 3639 4661 5178 5438 5930 5678 
 Zambia 673 416 309 339 339 390 473 610 888 927 1134 

Source: World Development Indicators and Central bank of Swaziland 

 
.
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Table A3.4: Economic classification of total government expenditure 

 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 Average 

 Act. Act. Act. Act. Act. Act.  

   (in millions of emalangeni)   

        

Total expenditure and net lending 5778 5757 6065 7308 9780 10428  7.519  

Current Expenditure 4703 4416 4684 5348 7309 7957  5.736  

of which:        

Wages and salaries 2156 2443 2589 2756 3924 4351  3.036  

Goods and Services 2005 996 1203 1386 1599 1640  1.471  

Subsidies and transfers 247 783 729 1022 1548 1703  1.005  

Interest Payments 296 194 163 183 238 262  223  

Capital Expenditures 1059 1410 1437 1950 2472 3088  1.903  

Net lending 16 -69 -55 9 -18 0  

        

   (in percentage of total expenditure)  

Total expenditure and net lending        

Current Expenditure  81   77   77   73   75   76   77  

of which:        

Wages and salaries  37,3   42,4   42,7   37,7   40,1   41,7   40  

Goods and Services  34,7   17,3   19,8   19,0   16,3   15,7   20  

Subsidies and transfers  4,3   13,6   12,0   14,0   15,8   16,3   13  

Interest Payments  5,1   3,4   2,7   2,5   2,4   2,5   3  

Capital Expenditures  18,3   24,5   23,7   26,7   25,3   29,6   25  

   (in percent of GDP)   

Total expenditure and net lending  35,2   28,8   28,2   29,3   39,2   41,2   34  

Current Expenditure  28,6   22,1   21,8   21,4   29,3   31,4   26  

of which:        

Wages and salaries  13,1   12,2   12,0   11,0   15,7   17,2   14  

Goods and Services  12,2   5,0   5,6   5,6   6,4   6,5   7  

Subsidies and transfers  1,5   3,9   3,4   4,1   6,2   6,7   4  

Interest Payments  1,8   1,0   0,8   0,7   1,0   1,0   1  

Capital Expenditures  6,4   7,1   6,7   7,8   9,9   12,2   8  

Memorandum:        

GDP at current prices (in mill of emalangeni) 16433 19962 21515 24947 24947 25300 22184 

Wages and salaries (in percent of current expenditure)  45,8   55,3   55,3   51,5   53,7   54,7   52,7  
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Table A3.5: Government functional expenditure: Budget versus actual (2004/5-2009/10) 

  2004/05  2005/06  2006/07  2007/08 2008/09  2009/10    

  Budget Act. 

Exec. 
Rate % Budget Act. 

Exec. 
Rate % Budget Act. 

Exec. 
Rate % Budget Act. 

Exec. 
Rate % Budget Act. 

Exec. 
Rate % Budget 

Average of 
last 5 yrs 

(in millions of emalangeni) 

Current Expenditure: 3099 4344 71 4787 3974 120 5768 4120 140 5489 4750 116 7057 7676 92 8865  3,779  
Agriculture, Forestry & Fishery 142 208 68 178 171 104 191 180 106 275 187 147 226 215 105 310  176  
Commerce 22 18 122 22 17 127 20 153 13 187 124 151 267 197 135 267  115  
Education and Training 863 1084 80 1147 1251 92 1144 1429 80 1676 1538 109 1871 1500 125 1720  982  
Energy and Fuel 1 2 68 2 2 121 2 4 55 4 10 41 5 10 47 20  25  
General Public Services 812 1280 63 1815 687 264 2514 531 474 1065 632 168 1536 2776 55 3130  1,113  
Health 241 348 69 311 398 78 318 573 56 579 689 84 725 531 137 717  366  
Interest on Public Debt 167 214 78 254 194 131 338 164 206 184 183 100 239 265 90 243  191  
Mining, Manufacturing & Construction 47 70 67 62 76 83 54 15 360 20 16 123 21 19 107 34  73  
Public Order and Safety 497 745 67 653 849 77 823 551 150 746 653 114 1346 1096 123 1348  615  
Recreation, Culture, land & religion 18 22 83 23 23 98 22 81 27 91 84 108 94 118 79 183  72  
Social Security and Welfare 9 17 54 42 20 213 75 131 57 298 274.9 108 264 75 353 167  135  
Transport and Communications 195 227 86 168 184 91 156 212 74 234 235 100 322 750 43 726  238  
Water resources Management 24 36 66 29 25 115 30 41 73 65 57 115 68 124 55 0  58  
Housing and amenities 62 73 85 82 77 107 82 57 145 66 66 99 73 n/a n/a n/a  82  

(in percent of GDP) 

Current Expenditure:  18.9   26.4     24.0   19.9     26.8   19.1     22.0   19.0     27.9   30.3     34.1   24.4  
Agriculture, Forestry & Fishery  0.9   1.3     0.9   0.9     0.9   0.8     1.1   0.7     0.9   0.9     1.2   0.9  
Commerce  0.1   0.1     0.1   0.1     0.1   0.7     0.7   0.5     1.1   0.8     1.0   0.5  
Education and Training  5.3   6.6     5.7   6.3     5.3   6.6     6.7   6.2     7.4   5.9     6.6   6.2  
Energy and Fuel  0.0   0.0     0.0   0.0     0.0   0.0     0.0   0.0     0.0   0.0     0.1   0.0  
General Public Services  4.9   7.8     9.1   3.4     11.7   2.5     4.3   2.5     6.1   11.0     12.0   6.8  
Health  1.5   2.1     1.6   2.0     1.5   2.7     2.3   2.8     2.9   2.1     2.8   2.2  
Interest on Public Debt  1.0   1.3     1.3   1.0     1.6   0.8     0.7   0.7     0.9   1.0     0.9   1.0  
Mining, Manufacturing & Construction  0.3   0.4     0.3   0.4     0.3   0.1     0.1   0.1     0.1   0.1     0.1   0.2  
Public Order and Safety  3.0   4.5     3.3   4.3     3.8   2.6     3.0   2.6     5.3   4.3     5.2   3.8  
Recreation, Culture, land & religion  0.1   0.1     0.1   0.1     0.1   0.4     0.4   0.3     0.4   0.5     0.7   0.3  
Social Security and Welfare  0.1   0.1     0.2   0.1     0.3   0.6     1.2   1.1     1.0   0.3     0.6   0.5  
Transport and Communications  1.2   1.4     0.8   0.9     0.7   1.0     0.9   0.9     1.3   3.0     2.8   1.4  
Water resources Management  0.1   0.2     0.1   0.1     0.1   0.2     0.3   0.2     0.3   0.5     -   0.2  
Housing and amenities  0.4   0.4     0.4   0.4     0.4   0.3     0.3   0.3     0.3  n/a   n/a  0.3  

Source: Ministry of Finance authors’ adaptation. 
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Table A3.6: Budget allocated to the agricultural sector, 1998/99-2009/10 

Financial year 
Recurrent 
to Sector 

Gov't 
Total 

Recurrent 

Gov't 
capital 

to 
sector 

Donor 
Capital 

to 
sector 

Total 
capital 

to 
sector 

Total 
budget 

to 
sector 

 Gov't 
total 

capital 

Total 
Gov't 

budget 

% 
allocation 
to Agric 
Sector 

% of 
GDP 

% of 
Agriculture 

GDP 

Donor 
Contribution 

% 

% of 
Capital 
Budget 

over total 
sector 
budget 

    (in millions of Emalangeni)        

              

1989/90 27 350 4 14 18 45 100 450 9.9 n/a n/a 76.0 40.2 

1990/91 28 418 7 17 24 52 246 664 7.9 n/a n/a 71.5 46.4 

1990/92 34 514 20 33 53 87 332 846 10.2 n/a n/a 62.6 60.8 

1992/93 40 659 32 44 76 116 416 1076 10.8 n/a n/a 57.9 65.5 

1998/99 77 1726 11 26 37 114 573 2299 5.0 n/a n/a 69.7 32.8 

1999/00 81 1961 22 22 44 126 944 2905 4.3 1.2 11.9 50.1 35.2 

2000/01 83 2226 21 12 32 116 960 3187 3.6 1.0 11.9 35.9 28.0 

2001/02 101 2459 39 15 54 155 1159 3618 4.3 1.2 14.9 28.4 35.0 

2002/03 107 3083 45 28 73 179 907 3989 4.5 1.3 16.6 38.0 40.6 

2003/04 104 3458 32 38 70 174 867 4325 4.0 1.1 16.7 54.2 40.5 

2004/05 203 4703 40 70 110 313 1075 5778 5.4 1.9 28.5 63.8 35.2 

2005/06 184 4416 45 43 88 272 1341 5757 4.7 1.7 25.3 49.2 32.3 

2006/07 191 4684 61 211 272 463 1437 6121 7.6 2.3 42.0 77.6 58.8 

2007/08 275 5348 76 72 148 423 1950 7299 5.8 2.0 39.3 48.8 35.0 

2008/09 334 7308 440 76 516 850 2262 9570 8.9 3.4 78.8 14.7 60.7 

2009/10 253 7957 358 177 535 788 3017 10974 7.2 3.1 71.2 33.1 67.9 

2010/11 264 7688 359 88 446 710 2734 10422 6.8 n/a n/a 19.7 62.8 

          (av.) 44.9 43.5 

              

              

Memorandum: 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009    

    (in millions of Emalangeni)        

GDP at current prices 10580 11662 12904 14025 15636 16433 19962 21515 24947 25300    

Agric. GDP  1060 971 1038 1079 1045 1098 1074 1103 1078 1107    
Agric. GDP in % GDP 10.0 8.3 8.0 7.7 6.7 6.7 5.4 5.1 4.3 4.4       

Source: Adapted from CAAP Stocktaking Report (2008) and Budget Estimate documents. 
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Table A3.7: Economic classification of agriculture expenditure 

 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 Average 
2004-2009  Act. Act. Act. Act. Act. Act. Proj. Proj. Proj. 

(in millions of emalangeni) 

Total agriculture expenditure  313   253   448   334   728   795   542   581   624   479  
Current Expenditure  203   165   175   186   213   260   269   280   294   200  
of which:           
Wages and salaries  96   92   99   108   121   144   161   170   178   110  
Goods and services  98   72   74   75   88   105   95   98   103   86  

Central Transport vehicle charges  76   48   52   48   56   56   64   67   70   56  
Travel, transport  4   5   4   5   6   5   5   5   5   5  
Professional and Services  3   4   3   6   6   13   9   8   8   6  
Consumables materials and Supplies  14   15   14   14   17   25   14   15   15   17  
Durables material and equip  1   1   1   1   4   5   3   3   3   2  

Subsidies and Transfer  9   1   3   3   3   11   13   13   13   5  
internal  8   1   2   3   3   11   11   11   11   5  
external  0   0   0   0   0   1   2   2   2   0  

Capital Expenditure  110   88   272   148   516   535   273   300   330   278  

(in percent of GDP) 

Total expenditure and net lending  1.9   1.3   2.1   1.3   2.9   3.1   2.1   2.2   2.3   2.1  
Current Expenditure  1.2   0.8   0.8   0.7   0.9   1.0   1.1   1.1   1.1   0.9  
of which:           
Wages and salaries  0.6   0.5   0.5   0.5   0.5   0.6   0.6   0.6   0.7   0.5  
Goods and Services  0.6   0.4   0.4   0.3   0.4   0.4   0.4   0.4   0.4   0.4  
Subsidies and transfers  0.1   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.1   0.1   0.0   0.0  
Capital Expenditures  0.7   0.4   1.3   0.6   2.1   2.1   1.1   1.2   1.2   1.2  

(in percent of agriculture expenditure) 

Current Expenditure  64.8   65.3   39.2   55.6   29.2   32.7   49.6   48.3   47.1   47.8  
of which:           
Wages and salaries  30.8   36.2   22.2   32.2   16.6   18.1   29.6   29.2   28.5   26.0  
Goods and Services  31.3   28.6   16.4   22.5   12.1   13.3   17.6   16.8   16.4   20.7  
Subsidies and transfers  2.7   0.5   0.6   0.9   0.4   1.4   2.4   2.3   2.1   1.1  
Capital Expenditures  35.2   34.7   60.8   44.4   70.8   67.3   50.4   51.7   52.9   52.2  

    (in millions of emalangeni)     

GDP Nominal  16,050   18,077   20,388   22,261   24,947   25,300   25,401   26,087   26,791   n/a 
GDP at current prices   16,433   19,962   21,515   24,947   24,947   25,300   25,401   26,087   26,791   n/a 
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Table A3.8: Functional recurrent expenditure budget for the Ministry of Agriculture,  2004/05 - 2009/10 (E million) 

 2004/05 2005/06  2006/07  2007/08  2008/09  2009/10  

 Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change % 

      (in millions of emalangeni)           

Current Expenditure :  141.6   208.2   32.0   178.3   171.0   (4.3)  158.7  
 

180.2   11.9   216.5   187.1   (15.7)  225.7   214.2   (5.4)  310.2   261.8   (18.5) 

Minister's Office  0.9   1.4   35.1   1.0   1.1   11.5   1.1   1.3   15.4   1.3   1.5   14.4   2.6   2.6   (2.0)  2.9   2.1   (39.0) 

Administration  10.0   23.3   57.0   21.8   11.8   (84.8)  19.0   11.4   (66.7)  18.5   13.2   (40.7)  24.1   32.0   24.8   33.2   26.3   (26.1) 

Agriculture Planning and Analysis  1.5   1.5   0.4   3.9   1.5   (155.7)  1.2   1.1   (9.3)  1.3   0.6   (119.3)  1.6   1.0   (68.3)  5.1   3.7   (36.8) 
Livestock Production and 
Extension  51.9   73.3   29.2   66.7   65.3   (2.1)  57.5   66.7   13.8   73.9   74.1   0.3   80.6   76.5   (5.4)  98.5   94.2   (4.5) 

Agr Promotion and Exten Services  47.0   56.4   16.7   46.1   41.2   (11.9)  45.4   49.8   8.8   65.4   48.7   (34.2)  74.3   67.5   (10.1)  99.0   84.3   (17.5) 

Fisheries  0.6   1.1   49.2   0.8   1.1   27.6   0.8   1.0   23.3   1.0   0.9   (8.9)  1.5   1.4   (3.7)  1.7   1.4   (17.8) 

Forestry   2.4   2.5   2.2   3.1   2.1   (46.6)  2.3   2.6   9.7   3.5   2.5   (37.8)  4.5   3.0   (50.7)  5.6   5.3   (6.3) 

Agriculture land Use and Dev.  11.3   23.7   52.5   13.8   22.1   37.4   13.6   20.0   31.8   24.2   22.4   (7.7)  4.5   3.0   (50.7)  31.1   25.2   (23.2) 

Agr. Research and Specialist Serv.  11.1   14.0   20.3   14.8   13.2   (11.9)  12.5   14.8   15.5   19.6   14.6   (33.8)  20.9   19.0   (10.0)  20.9   16.5   (27.1) 

Home Economics  0.8   0.9   1.2   0.7   1.1   35.8   0.6   1.1   50.4   0.9   0.8   (11.8)  1.5   1.1   (37.3)  1.7   1.3   (31.2) 

Co-operatives and Marketing  4.1   5.1   19.9   5.6   4.8   (16.5)  4.8   5.6   15.1   7.0   6.4   (9.1)  9.7   5.8   (67.2)  10.4   -   

Agriculture Tractor Hire Services  -   5.0   100.0   -   5.6   100.0   -   4.8   100.0   -   1.3   100.0   -   1.4   100.0    1.4   100.0  

      (in percent of agricultural GDP)          

Current Expenditure:  13.6   19.9    16.2   15.6    14.8   16.8    19.6   17.0    20.9   19.9    26.2   22.1   

Minister's Office  0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.2   0.2    0.2   0.2   

Administration  1.0   2.2    2.0   1.1    1.8   1.1    1.7   1.2    2.2   3.0    2.8   2.2   

Agriculture Planning and Analysis  0.1   0.1    0.4   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.4   0.3   
Livestock Production and 
Extension  5.0   7.0    6.1   5.9    5.4   6.2    6.7   6.7    7.5   7.1    8.3   7.9   

Agr Promotion and Exten Services  4.5   5.4    4.2   3.7    4.2   4.6    5.9   4.4    6.9   6.3    8.4   7.1   

Fisheries  0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1   

Forestry   0.2   0.2    0.3   0.2    0.2   0.2    0.3   0.2    0.4   0.3    0.5   0.4   

Agriculture land Use and Dev.  1.1   2.3    1.3   2.0    1.3   1.9    2.2   2.0    0.4   0.3    2.6   2.1   

Agr. Research and Specialist Serv.  1.1   1.3    1.3   1.2    1.2   1.4    1.8   1.3    1.9   1.8    1.8   1.4   

Home Economics  0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1    0.1   0.1   

Co-operatives and Marketing  0.4   0.5    0.5   0.4    0.4   0.5    0.6   0.6    0.9   0.5    0.9   -   

Agriculture Tractor Hire Services  -   0.5    -   0.5    -   0.4    -   0.1    -   0.1    0.1   0.1   

     (in percent of total MoA expenditure)          

Minister's Office  0.6   0.7    0.5   0.6    0.7   0.7    0.6   0.8    1.2   1.2    0.9   0.8   

Administration  7.1   11.2    12.2   6.9    11.9   6.3    8.6   7.0    10.7   15.0    10.7   10.1   
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 2004/05 2005/06  2006/07  2007/08  2008/09  2009/10  

 Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change 
% Budget Actual 

Change % 

      (in millions of emalangeni)           

Agriculture Planning and Analysis  1.0   0.7    2.2   0.9    0.7   0.6    0.6   0.3    0.7   0.4    1.7   1.4   
Livestock Production and 
Extension  36.7   35.2    37.4   38.2    36.2   37.0    34.1   39.6    35.7   35.7    31.8   36.0   

Agr Promotion and Exten Services  33.2   27.1    25.8   24.1    28.6   27.6    30.2   26.0    32.9   31.5    31.9   32.2   

Fisheries  0.4   0.6    0.5   0.7    0.5   0.6    0.4   0.5    0.7   0.7    0.5   0.5   

Forestry   1.7   1.2    1.7   1.2    1.5   1.4    1.6   1.4    2.0   1.4    1.8   2.0   

Agriculture land Use and Dev.  8.0   11.4    7.8   12.9    8.6   11.1    11.2   12.0    2.0   1.4    10.0   9.6   

Agr. Research and Specialist Serv.  7.9   6.7    8.3   7.7    7.9   8.2    9.0   7.8    9.3   8.9    6.7   6.3   

Home Economics  0.6   0.4    0.4   0.6    0.4   0.6    0.4   0.4    0.7   0.5    0.6   0.5   

Co-operatives and Marketing  2.9   2.5    3.1   2.8    3.0   3.1    3.2   3.4    4.3   2.7    3.3   -   

Agriculture Tractor Hire Services  -   2.4    -   3.3    -   2.7    -   0.7    -   0.6    0.5   0.5   

      (in millions of emalangeni)           

Total Agriculture sector 
contribution GDP 1045.1 1045.1  1098.2 1098.2  1073.8 1073.8  1102.7 1102.7  1077.6 1077.6 

   

1,185  

  

1,185   

Source: Ministry of Finance and author’ adaptation.  
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Table A3.9: Agricultural research budgetary allocation, by economic classification, FY1995 - 2003 (millions of Emalangeni) 

 1995/96 1996/97 1999/00 2000/1 2001/2 2002/3 2003/4 2004/5 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 

 Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estim Estim Estim 

                 

      (in millions of Emalangeni)         

Current Expenditure 4.0 4.0 5.3 5.3 5.6 6.5 7.9 14.0 13.2 14.8 14.9 19.2 16.5 17.6 18.5 19.5 

of which:                 

Transport 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.7 4.5 3.6 4.3 3.8 5.6 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.6 

Goods and Services  0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 1.2 1.6 0.9 1.0 0.8 1.4 1.7 1.6 1.2 1.3 1.3 

Wage and salaries 2.7 2.9 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.6 5.6 8.3 8.5 9.5 9.4 11.7 10.7 11.6 12.2 12.8 

Subsidies and Transfers n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.7 0.7 

ratio of costs research 
goods to personnel 

0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 

      (as percentage of total agriculture GDP)       
                 
Current Expenditure 0.65 0.48 0.50 0.54 0.54 0.60 0.76 1.27 1.23 1.34 1.39 1.78 1.50 1.58 1.63 1.69 
of which:                 
Transport 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.41 0.34 0.39 0.36 0.52 0.36 0.37 0.39 0.40 
Goods and Services  0.11 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Wage and salaries 0.43 0.35 0.38 0.42 0.41 0.42 0.54 0.76 0.79 0.87 0.87 1.08 0.97 1.04 1.08 1.11 
Subsidies and Transfers n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.06 

                 
      (as percentage of SNL crop sector)        
Current Expenditure 8.0 3.8 6.6 7.2 9.6 11.7 12.3 21.8 23.2 21.0 20.9 26.8 22.6 23.8 24.6 25.4 
of which: 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Transport 1.3 0.4 0.7 0.7 1.1 1.2 1.1 7.1 6.3 6.1 5.4 7.9 5.4 5.6 5.8 6.0 
Goods and Services  1.4 0.6 0.9 0.9 1.4 2.3 2.5 1.4 1.7 1.1 1.9 2.3 2.1 1.6 1.7 1.7 
Wage and salaries 5.3 2.8 5.0 5.6 7.2 8.3 8.7 13.0 14.9 13.6 13.2 16.3 14.6 15.7 16.2 16.8 
Subsidies and Transfers n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.9 0.9 0.9 
                 

Memorandum:      (in millions of Emalangeni)         
Agriculture, forestry and 
fishing GDP 

621 826 1060 971 1025 1079 1045 1098 1074 1103 1078 1082 1099 1116 1134 1152 

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 50 103 80 73 58 55 64 64 57 70 71.5 71.8 73 74 75 76 
Crops - individual tenure 
Farms 473 608 790 748 804 855 828 868 853 868 842 844.9 858 872 886 900 

Livestock, etc 55 69 115 74 84 83 64 78 79 84 83 83.7 85 86 88 89 

Forestry 43 46 74 76 80 86 89 89 85 80 81 81.4 83 84 85 87 
                 

Agriculture Annual Growth in percent 24.8 22.1 -9.2 5.2 5.0 -3.2 4.8 -2.3 2.6 -2.3 0.4 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 

Source: Ministry of Finance and author’ adaptation.  
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Table A3.10: Agriculture promotion and extension services budgetary allocation, by economic classification (2004/5-2011/13) 

 2004/5 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 

 
Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Estim Estim Estim 

                

in millions of emalangeni 

Current Expenditure 49.9 60.0 50.0 44.4 48.5 53.4 69.8 52.1 80.3 71.9 106.4 91.0 98.2 91.8 96.4  
of which:                 
Transport 20.7 30.2 13.5 14.1 17.4 19.6 30.1 16.8 31.2 28.4 40.8 23.2 28.7 30.1 31.6  
Wage and salaries 25.8 26.6 32.7 26.9 27.5 30.7 35.2 31.6 40.5 36.6 45.3 44.6 51.5 54.1 56.8  
Goods and Services  2.6 2.7 2.8 2.5 2.7 2.1 3.1 2.5 7.1 5.5 8.0 14.0 7.3 7.7 8.0  
Subsidies and Transfers 0.8 0.6 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.5 12.2 9.3 10.8 0.0 0.0  

In percent of agriculture GDP 

Current Expenditure 4.5 5.5 4.7 4.1 4.4 4.8 6.5 4.8 7.4 6.6 9.7 8.3 8.8 8.1 8.4  
of which:                 
Transport 1.9 2.7 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.8 2.8 1.6 2.9 2.6 3.7 2.1 2.6 2.7 2.7  
Goods and Services  2.3 2.4 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.8 3.3 2.9 3.7 3.4 4.1 4.1 4.6 4.8 4.9  
Wage and salaries 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.5 0.7 1.3 0.7 0.7 0.7  
Subsidies and Transfers 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.0  

In percent of recurrent expenditure of MoA 

Current Expenditure 77.92 93.57 87.39 77.65 68.87 75.82 97.66 72.90 111.80 100.13 145.86 124.78 132.57 122.02 126.12   
of which:                  
Transport 32.3 47.1 23.6 24.7 24.7 27.8 42.0 23.4 43.4 39.5 55.9 31.8 38.7 40.0 41.4   
Goods and Services  40.2 41.5 57.2 47.1 39.0 43.7 49.3 44.1 56.5 51.0 62.2 61.1 69.5 71.8 74.2   
Wage and salaries 4.1 4.2 4.9 4.4 3.8 2.9 4.3 3.5 9.8 7.6 11.0 19.2 9.8 10.2 10.5   
Subsidies and Transfers 1.3 0.9 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.4 2.0 1.8 2.1 2.0 16.7 12.7 14.5 0.0 0.0   

Memorandum:                  

Agriculture, forestry and fishing GDP 1098 1098 1074 1074 1103 1103 1078 1078 1082 1082 1099 1099 1116 1134 1152   

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 64 64 57 57 70 70 72 72 72 72 73 73 74 75 76   

Crops - individual tenure Farms 868 868 853 853 868 868 842 842 845 845 858 858 872 886 900   

Livestock, etc 78 78 79 79 84 84 83 83 84 84 85 85 86 88 89   

Forestry 89 89 85 85 80 80 81 81 81 81 83 83 84 85 87   

Agriculture Annual Growth )%) 4.8 4.8 -2.3 -2.3 2.6 2.6 -2.3 -2.3 0.4 0.4 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6   
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Table A3.11: Agriculture promotion and extension services budgetary allocation, by functional classification (2004/5-2011/13) 

  2004/5 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 

 

Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Estim Estim Estim 

(in millions of emalangeni) 

Current Expenditure 50 60 50 44 48 53 70 52 80 72 106 91 98 103 108 

of which:                

Agr. Promotion and Exten. Services 47 56 46 41 45 50 65 49 74 67 99 84 91 95 100 

Fisheries 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 

Forestry  2 2 3 2 2 3 4 3 4 3 6 5 6 6 6 

(in percent of agriculture GDP) 

Current Expenditure 4,5 5,5 4,7 4,1 4,4 4,8 6,5 4,8 7,4 6,6 9,7 8,3 8,8 9,1 9,4 
of which:                
Agr. Promotion and Exten. Services 4,3 5,1 4,3 3,8 4,1 4,5 6,1 4,5 6,9 6,2 9,0 7,7 8,1 8,4 8,7 

Fisheries 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,2 
Forestry  0,2 0,2 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,3 0,2 0,4 0,3 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,6 

(in percent of SNL crop sector) 

Current Expenditure 77,9 93,6 87,4 77,7 68,9 75,8 97,7 72,9 111,8 100,1 145,9 124,8 132,6 137,0 141,6 
of which:                
Agr. Promotion and Exten. Services 73,2 87,9 80,5 72,0 64,5 70,7 91,4 68,1 103,5 94,0 135,8 115,5 122,3 126,4 130,6 

                

Memorandum:                

Agriculture, forestry and fishing 1098 1098 1074 1074 1103 1103 1078 1078 1082 1082 1099 1099 1116 1134 1152 

Crops- Swazi Nation Land 64 64 57 57 70 70 72 72 72 72 73 73 74 75 76 

Crops - individual tenure Farms 868 868 853 853 868 868 842 842 845 845 858 858 872 886 900 

Livestock, etc 78 78 79 79 84 84 83 83 84 84 85 85 86 88 89 

Forestry 89 89 85 85 80 80 81 81 81 81 83 83 84 85 87 
                

Agriculture Annual Growth (%) 4,8 4,8 -2,3 -2,3 2,6 2,6 -2,3 -2,3 0,4 0,4 1,6 1,6 1,6 1,6 1,6 

 
 



 74 

Table A3.12: Economic classification of the livestock production and extension budget 

 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 

 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Estimate 

in millions of emalangeni 

Central Transport vehicle charges  5   16   8   12   9   13   14   12   13   12   17   12   8  

Personnel Costs  34   44   44   40   35   41   45   47   50   48   62   65   67  

Travel, transport  1   1   1   1   1   1   1   1   1   2   1   1   1  

Professional and Services  1   1   1   1   1   1   1   2   2   2   2   2   2  

Consumables materials and Supplies  11   10   12   11   11   11   12   10   14   12   15   12   10  

Durables material and equip  0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   1   1   2   1  

Total expenditure  52   73   67   65   58   67   74   74   81   76   99   94   89  

in percent of expenditure 

% share of personnel costs  65   60   66   61   61   61   61   64   62   63   63   69   75  

% share of consumables( incl. dipping)  21   14   18   17   20   16   16   14   17   16   15   13   11  
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Table A3.13: Capital expenditure, by source of funds and by themes 

 Agriculture  Water Resources 

 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2010/11  2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2010/11 

Source of funds (in millions of emalangeni) 

Local Funds 61 76 148 185  41 237 199 174 

Foreign Grants:          

European Devpt.          

United Nations          

Taiwan 13 14 1       

Japanese Grant          

Total grants 13 14 1       

Foreign Loans:          

ADB 30 40 40 50      

BADEA  18 18 40       

Various Financiers (including IFAD)   38  150 159 102  

Total loans 48 58 80 88  150 159 102 0 

Grand Total 122 148 229 273  191 396 300 174 
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Table A3.14: Capital programs in agriculture (in millions of emalangeni) 

  2003/04  2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 Average 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Proj.   

Ministry of Agriculture       (in millions of emalangeni)     

Activity 11: Ministry Administration              1.5   1.0   1.3  

Activity 21: Livestock  1.4   1.4   4.5   12.5   21.0   26.0   49.8   11.9   18.2  

Construction of Vet. Offices, Clinic, Lab. and Stores in Manzini  1.4   1.4   4.5   8.5   15.0   23.0   32.2   2.6   12.5  

National Livestock Identification Phase II (Taiwan)        4.0   3.0         3.5  

National Livestock Identification Phase II              5.9   3.0   4.4  

Revitalizing Beef Cattle Breeding Centres          3.0   3.0   6.0   3.0   3.8  

Rehabilitation of nyonyane Sisa Ranch            -   -   2.5   0.8  

Promotion of Sustainable Feed and Fodder Production            -   5.7   0.8   2.2  

Activity 22: Agricultural Promotion and Extension  -   98.5   50.0   40.5   3.4   36.0   396.5   229.1   122.0  

Development of Mushroom Production        -   3.4   4.4   5.6   -   2.7  

Komati Basin Project –Downstream Development            15.1   34.0   14.6   21.2  

Komati Basin Project –Downstream Development (ADB)             -   40.0   40.0   26.7  

Lower Usuthu – Upstream Development    94.0   50.0   25.5     -   81.5   37.8   48.1  

Lower Usuthu – Downstream Development (IFAD)        15.0     16.5   112.0   126.6   67.5  

Farmer’s Business Strengthening             -   51.7   10.0   20.6  

Farmer’s Business Strengthening (Taiwan)            -   71.6   -   23.9  

Lavumisa irrigation Expansion    2.0               2.0  

Rural Settlement    2.5               2.5  

Activity 23: Fisheries  0.2   0.2   -   -   1.5   -   3.1   2.9   1.1  

Establishment of Maguga Dam Fish Hatchery  0.2   0.2       1.5   -   3.1   2.9   1.5  

Fishery Survey    0.0               0.0  

Activity 24: Forestry  -   -   -   4.7   10.4   -   11.4   0.4   3.8  

Control of Alien invasive Species (Local funds)        -       10.3     5.2  

Control of Alien invasive Species (Taiwan)        4.7   10.4         7.5  

Rehabilitation of Management of Wattle Jungles              1.1   0.4   0.7  

Activity 26: Land Development  8.3   10.1   6.3   4.0   35.2   29.0   66.6   27.7   25.6  

Earth Dam Construction phase II    0.4     4.0   8.7     6.0     4.8  
Purchase of Heavy Plant and Earth Dam Construction.  6.3   6.3   6.3     20.0   20.0   30.0   8.0   15.1  

Expansion of Ngwempisi Irrigation Scheme  2.0   2.0       3.5         2.8  

Nceka Water and Irrigation Development          3.0   6.0   9.5   -   4.6  

Buseleni Irrigation Scheme            3.0   8.5   1.2   4.2  

Water and Irrigation Development at Sigangeni, Mpuluzi            -   12.6   18.5   10.4  

Kukhanyeni and Sankolweni Water Development Project    1.4               1.4  
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  2003/04  2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 Average 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Proj.   

Activity 27: Research and Planning  -   -   -   -   5.0   5.7   9.2   -   2.8  

Total  10   110   61   62   76   97   538   273    

Implementation rate   66% 58%  n/a   n/a  60% 58%  n/a    

Ministry of Natural Resources and Energy                   

Activity 11: Water Resources      28   210   72.0   414   212   116    

Grand Total  10   110   89   272   148   510   750   389    
                    

      in percent of total capital budget       

Ministry of Agriculture                   

Activity 11: Ministry Administration  -   -   -   -   -   -   0.2   0.3   0.1  

Activity 21: Livestock  14.0   1.3   5.1   4.6   14.1   5.1   6.6   3.1   5.7  

Activity 22: Agricultural Promotion and Extension  -   89.4   56.5   14.9   2.3   7.1   52.8   58.9   40.3  

Activity 23: Fisheries  1.9   0.2   -   -   1.0   -   0.4   0.8   0.3  

Activity 24: Forestry  -   -   -   1.7   7.0   -   1.5   0.1   1.5  

Activity 26: Land Development  -   -   -   1.5   2.0   -   -   -   0.5  

Activity 27: Research and Planning  -   -   -   -   -   -   0.8   0.8   0.2  
                    

Ministry of Natural Resources and Energy                   
Activity 11: Water Resources  -   -   31.3   77.3   48.5   81.1   28.3   29.8   42.3  
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Table A3.15: ODA receipts and selected indicators for developing countries and territories 

 Net ODA Receipts (USD million) GNI/CAP (e) Population Current GNI ODA/GNI 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 

           USD million USD million per cent 

SOUTH OF SAHARA           

Swaziland  25   47   35   51   67  2,520   1.17  2,662  2.53  

Tanzania 1,767  1,498  1,814  2,820  2,331   440   42.48  19,876  11.73  

Togo  64   82   79   121   330   400   6.46  2,806  11.75  

Uganda 1,215  1,191  1,539  1,737  1,657   420   31.66  14,218  11.65  

Zambia 1,130  1,166  1,419   998  1,086   950   12.62  12,986  8.36  

Zimbabwe  187   373   278   479   611  ..   12.46  ..  ..  

South of Sahara, regional 1,427  1,300  1,589  1,694  2,763       

South of Sahara, Total 26,043  32,194  39,919  34,478  38,993  -   819.47  ( 929,437)  (4.20)  

 
 
 


