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CHAPTER SIX: EVALUATION (EX POST) OF THE SHEILA
PROJECT

6.1 Introduction
6.1.1 Background

As argued extensively in chapter three, the project approach in theory constitutes an ideal strategy for
economic agricultural development. The mixed results achieved throughout the developing world and
in South Africa with this approach, therefore warrants comprehensive analysis, to isolate constraints in
implementation and inherent constraints in project design. As described in chapter four, a variety of
project impacts are to be determined in this analysis, including institutional, financial, economical and
social impact as direct impacts, an effectiveness analysis as well as indirect impacts such as linkages
and spillovers. This will be done in recognition of the hypotheses of the study that economic diversity
in a rural population must be dealt with, while integration between stakeholders through a project is
required to mitigate the effects of high costs. The potential effect of project design criteria identified
will also be evaluated. A thorough empirical investigation should isolate aspects that previously

constrained the project approach.

6.1.2 Preparation and procedures

In this chapter the ex post assessment of the Sheila project from its inception in 1977 until its
termination in 1994 and beyond is described. Project analysis also deals with policy analysis, as
policy deals with how objectives are to be achieved through a strategy, from which a project originates
(Gittinger, 1982; Van Rooyen, 1886). This analysis will therefore reflect to a large extent on the
operationéf outcome of the policies of the Repubiic of Bophuthatswana {(and through association
South Africa) before democratisation in 1994, The projects in Ditsobotla were already subjected to
impact assessment in the past, as it constituted a high profile agricultural development strategy. The
interdisciplinary team of Bembridge ef. af, (1882) did a thorough analysis as did a DBSA team a few
years later (Stilwell, 1985). Their work was analysed and will be reporied extensively.

Various approaches and procedures were used. Quantitative analysis alone would result in an
incomplete picture of what the project approach at Sheila entailed. As argued in chapter 4,
quantitative data and its analysis can often result in a restricted view of the realities of rural life as it
often fails to present the complexities of a specific livelihood (Chambers, 1991, Schénhuth & Kievelitz,
1994). Complementing qualitative methods are especially suited for gathering social and socio-
economic information. Qualitative analysis therefore formed an important part of this study. A lack of
quantitative data, especially for the last years of the project ('85-'94) when data was no longer

captured by North West Co-operative, made qualitative analysis even more important.
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Table 6.1.2: Age distribution and education level in three Ditsobotla villages (www statssa.org.za)

Sheila Springbokpan  Verdwaal
00— 04 yr. 170 230 278
05 — 19 yr. 515 795 638
20 — 44 yr. 471 573 687
45 — 69 yr. 185 318 217
70 and above |36 68 47
Unspecified 13 42 13
Total 1390 2027 1880
No schooling 308 353 555
Grade1to3 143 229 242
Grade 4to 7 343 585 475
Grade 8to 11 |287 533 277
Matric only 52 75 33
Post Matric 2 8 1
Unspecified 25 35 19
NA: Aged <5 170 229 278
Total 1390 2027 . 1880

Table 8.1.3: Employment, occupation and individual annual household income of three villages in

Ditsobotla (www.statssa.org.za)

Employment; Sheila Springbokpan |Verdwaal
Employed 103 151 145
Unemployed 351 523 473
Housewife/home-maker 53 85 350
Scholarffull-time student 186 288 103
Pensioner/Disabled 100 185 170
None of the above 60 75 36

NA: Aged <15 537 712 603
Total 1380 2027 1880
Occupation Sheila Springbokpan  [Verdwaal
Official/manager/professional 8 16 4
Technician/Clerk/Services/Sales 20 35 29
Skilled agricultural workers 2 4 19

Crafts & trades workers 13 21 49
Plant/machine operators 20 20 32
Elementary occupations 33 40 111
Occupation unspecified 1294 1881 v 1636
Total 1390 2027 1880
Individual annual income Sheila Springbokpan |Verdwaal
None 1194 1579 1546
R1-2400 6 31 48
R2401-6000 74 71 142
R6001-18000 88 44 125
R18001-42000 20 18 18
>R42001 8 4 1

Total 1390 2027 1880

Obvious from table 6.1.2 is that the population is predominantly young, with almost half of the
population younger than 20. More than half the population of the villages have none or a limited,
primary school education. According to the data in table 6.1.3, only 9.6% cof the total population of
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Using these classification functions on each of the 123 respondents, they can be classified back into
the groups in order to establish the validity of the typological model. As seen in table 6.2.3, farmers
were 78, 98, 84 and 100% correctly placed into groups 1 to 4 respectively.

Table 6.2.3; Number of Observations and percent classified into groups:

From group 1 2 3 4 Total
# from 1 18 5 0 0 23

% from 1 78.26 21.74 0.00 0.00 100.00%
# from 2 0 44 2 0 46

% from 2 0.00 95.65 435 0.00 100.00
# from 3 0 4 38 3 43

% from 3 0.00 9.30 83.72 6.98 100.00
# from 4 0 0 0 11 11

% from 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00
Total 18 53 38 14 123

% 14.63 43.09 30.89 11.38 100.00

Subsequently a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was done on the first PC scores fo determine
if the differences between the groups isclated were significant (table 8.2.4). Only the first PC was
analysed, as this component had by far the most impact on variance {33%). It was clear that groups
differed highly significantly {p<0.001) from each other (table 6.2.4).

Table 6.2.4: Analysis of group variance, using Principle Component 1 scores:

SS effect | Degrees of | MS SSerror | Degrees of | MSerror | F F
freedom effect freedom probability
99.34 3 33.11 16.66 113 0.148 2248 <(.001

A post hoc analysis was subsequently executed to determine which groups differed significantly from
one another. As indicated in table 6.2.5, all groups differed significantly from all others (p=0.00137),

illustrating that the correct variables were used as indicators.

Table 6.2.5: Post hoc analysis to illustrate significant differences between groups. Means
separation through Tukey method (*Marked differences are significant at p < .05)

[1] M=-1.330 | [2] M=-4137 |[3] M=.62138 | [4] M=1.8785
G 11 [1] 000137 * 000137 * 000137 *
G22  [2] | .000137* 000137 * 000137 *
G33  [3] |.000137* 000137 * * 000137 *
G44  [4] |.000137* 000137 ¢ 000137 *

A last procedure was to determine the effect-size (eta-square); to illustrate the practical importance of
the differences. The estimated value of 0.85 of this effect indicated a very significant effect, since an
eta-square of (.14 is considered large (Cohen, 1988).

In summation; initial descriptive statistical analysis highlighted significant variation in the population,
Hlustrating socio-economic diversity.  After the descriptive phase key variables were identified
pragmatically and some combined to reduce variation, facilitate analysis and provide a farmer profile.
Factor analysis used as dimension-reducing technique isclated indicators that elucidated diversity
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Mechanisation services are therefore often rented: Almost two thirds of all respondents (62%)
indicated that they at some time hired mechanisation services for the cultivation of their allotted land.
These services are rented from sharecroppers or affluent farmers in the area. Neighbouring white
farmers also cultivate lands on contract. For the 1999/00 season, the division between those that
used their own mechanisation, those that hired mechanisation and those that did not plant, were
roughly equal, as illustrated in figure 6.2.6.

A major constraint in crop farming is that farmers plant late, usually during December and often as late
as January. Only 30% of respondents thought it prudent to cultivate during spring and 34% stated that
summer is the right time for cultivation. Only 36% thought that winter ploughing was the best option —
a specific extension message of the past few years. A significant reason for planting late is that many
agricuttural decision-makers (with capital) are migrants and only return to the villages during
December. The most significant reason for planting late is the lack of timely financing. Funds for
cropping practices are limited and cultivation has to wait until a loan is secured or the holiday bonus of
a family member becomes available. The importance of timeous planting is often not realised as 81%
of respondents stated that their ploughing time was fair to good. This might also be due to the fact
that the livestock from the village utilise crop residues until well into spring, complicating cultivation
practices. Most respondents (86%) however felt that if they planted late the reasons were either late

rains or late financing.

Most respondents (87%) buy inputs at the local NWC at Lichtenburg located 30 km to the southeast.
Almost 70% of respondents used hired transport services o access these inputs. By far the majority
of farmers buy only four items for cullivation, fuel, seed, fertiliser and equipment parts. Most farmers
know the value of a good seed source and usually buy adapted hybrids from the co-operative.
However, some farmers take grain from the previous harvest — often seed of different cultivars, mix
and sift it and plant the selection. Apparently, this method could retain plant vigour for up to 6 years,
circumventing a major cost. Fertiliser is most often sparingly bought and usually reflects the financial
position of the farmer and not the optimal amount. The average kilograms seed and fertiliser bought
are provided in table 6.2.8, although variation within the survey population again limits interpretation.
These data only illustrates the significant diversity in the agricultural community. Since no indication of
usage per hectare is available, no further inferences are possible from these data. However, the
extent of input usage is significant, indicating significant scope for a more organised project approach.

Table 6.2.8: Kilograms of the major inputs utilised by Sheila respondents:

INPUT MEAN (kg) | CV MIN (kg) MAX {kg)
Maize seed 205 956 50 1125

| Maize fertiliser 2100 86.7 400 13 000
Sunflower seed 150 704 2 700
Sunflower fertiliser 1100 60.0 50 3000

In terms of labour used, 54% of respondents reported family members providing labour for key
cultivation practices; mostly weeding and harvesting. On average, two family members (CV=76)
provide labour for 356 days (CV=220) per annum. During these key times, hired labour also plays a
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major role and 73% of respondents reported that they hired on average 11 people (CV=60) for 30
days (CV=277) per annum. The mode and average for a daily wage was roughly R15 per day.
Labour plays a key rcle in agricultural production in the area. A revitalised project, increasing the area
utilised, would therefore have a significant impact on labour requirements and subsequent economic

activity.

6.2.3.5 Crop production

Respondents were asked what they thought their maize yield (as the dominating crop) under perfect
circumstances would be. Only 12% of the respondents felt that 4 tons per hectare was possible, whilst
4.2t/ha has actually been determined as achievable (Bembridge ef. al, 1982). The majority (56%) felt
that three tons per hectare was achievable. This was also the median. However, 32% of respondents
felt that two tons per hectare was the most that could be produced. Results in terms of actual
production for the years in question were relatively low, as ¢an be seen from Table 6.2.9. These
figures are actually flatlering as they reflect the results of respondents who actually obtained a harvest,
whilst 5% of those that planted did not obtain any harvest and were not included.

Table 6.2.9: Resuits of respondents that harvested during the 1997/98 & 1998/99 seasons:

VARIABLE Respondents | Mean halyield | CV
Maize ha planted '97/98 50 312 101
Maize yield '97/98 46 1.7 44
Maize planted '98/99 48 29.2 69
Maize yieid ‘98/99 40 1.7 48
Sunflower ha planted '87/98 | 56 25.3 76
Sunflower yield ‘97/98 47 0.8 71
Sunflower ha planted '98/99 | 69 24.3 a8
Sunflower yield '98/99 57 1.0 67

The average production for maize and sunflower is 1.7Vha and 0.9¢ha respectively, which is relatively
low. However, it must be recognised that the input costs per hectare for most respondents are also
relatively low. The minimum fertiliser is used and often seed from the previous vield is ‘recycled’ as
explained. If an average for three years is determined and recalculations done for farmer groups (as a
first attempt to deal with diversity), an upward frend is evident (see table 6.2.10). The group with the
standard 15ha had lower yields than those with less than 10ha, who plant on average less than 5 ha

more intensively. Again, results must be viewed with circumspection, given the high variation in data.

Table 6.2.10:  Production data for different size of land holdings planted.

Mean ha % of Mean maize Mean

planted respondents  yield sunflower yield
Not planted 13 0 0

<10ha 25 0.5 0.32

10-15ha 30 0.33 0.55

16-45ha 25 1.09 0.33

>45ha 7 1.36 0.67
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Figure 6.2.11: A two-dimensional representation of survey respondents from a Principal Component Analysis, according to ten key criteria (y-axis = PC2 & x-axis =
PC 1 '
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The first group {the 24 most left circles or individuals in figure 6.2.11) represents respondents
described in this study as ‘inactive landowners’. Their characteristics as determined by the key criteria
are described in table 6.2.13. It is obvious that this group does not fit the profile of a typical emerging
farmer. The absence of any yields and thus food production is disturbing, especially as some input
costs were committed. The small area cullivated suggests a subsistence type of enterprise or rather
one of several livelihood strategies followed by a major part of the rural population of the province.

Table 6.2.13: A description of ‘inactive landowners’ of the Sheila typology, according to the

key criteria established:

inactive Have 15 ha available

landowners: Less than half plant one to three hectares, with hired mechanisation

Basic primary school education

19% of farmers | Spend R760 on food, transport, electricity, savings & loans per household of 5.6
Have 2.3 sources of income

Buy on average 760 kg in seed & fertiliser/season

Do not preduce any grain

Own roughly 6 head of livestock

The second group (the next 46 circles or individuals to the right in figures 6.2.11) represents
respondents described in this study as ‘opportunists’. Their characteristics as determined by the key
criteria are described in table 6.2.14. This group represents opportunists, as their agricultural activity
varies according to the resources and opportunities available during a particular season. While these
farmers most often do not have their own mechanisation, they oblain these services through
contractors. Noteworthy is the slightly higher sources of income, the yield, although still relatively low

and the area utilised.

Table 6.2.14: A description of the ‘opportunists’-type of the Sheila typology, according to the

key criteria established:

Opportunists Have between 10 and 30 ha available

Plant on average 9 ha

37% of farmers Less than one in ten has a tractor

Basic primary school education

Spend R800 on food, transport, electricity, savings & loans per Household of 5.3
Have 2.4 sources of income

Buy on average roughly 1200 kg in seed & fertiliser/season

Produce 0.3Vha of maize grain and 0.4t/ha sunflower

Own, on average, less than 6 head of livestock

The third group (the next 44 circles or individuals to the right in figures 6.2.11) represents respondents
described in this study as ‘entrepreneurs’. This group plants significantly more hectares, have in the
main better access to mechanisation and employ more livelihood strategies. Also significant are the
higher input guantities and better vields. Although this group certainly does not conform to an ideal
emerging farmer group, there is obvious potential. Their characteristics as determined by the key

criteria are described in table 6.2.15.
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non-participating entrepreneurs (without project) performed better than their participating counterparts.
Interestingly, participating opportunists at no stage outperformed non-participant opportunists. The resuilt
is that no IRR can be calculated for this group. These participants also never obtained positive financial
values. Whilst participating inactive landowners only outperformed non-participating inactive landowners
after project termination, these participants never obtained positive financial values (project benefits}. in
terms of recognising diversity, this financial project analysis again and convincingly, proves that the
hypothesis stating that diversity must be described and dealt with.

6.2.4.5 Economic Impact: efficiency analysis
62451 Shadow prices

To determine economic efficiency of resource use (valuing incentive, planning and management),
benefits and costs are evaluated at prices that reflect the relative scarcity of in and outputs. This
quantifies a project’s contribution to the economy (Gittinger, 1882; Van Rooyen, et. al.,, 2002). There are
valid reasons for accepting all labour and input prices at Sheila as such, i.e., as a true reflection of
opportunity cost. Previous analysts also used this approach (Bembridge, et. al., 1982; Stilwell, 1985).

It is assumed that inputs were bought under competitive ‘free’ market conditions. Labour costs were also
determined in a competitive market. The land involved was and remains o be state land. The value of
land is related to the activity for which it is used, in this case, the without project scenario. As this is state
land, it essentially does not have a market value. The opportunity cost of the land therefore is taken as

the without project value.

Maize prices were shadow priced, as the market for maize was controlied at the time of the project, not
reflecting true economic values. The world (fob) price (table 6.2.28) was used to obtain opportunity cost,
thus calculating the real economic value of maize to the economy. From the traded price the
transportation cost from the project to the point where the fob price is offered is subtracted, to obtain the
shadow price of maize. The price information before 1982 was oblained from a previous analysis
{Bembridge, et. al., 1982), while subsequent prices were obtained from the International Monetary Fund;
primary commodity prices were sourced from [www.imf.org/external/np/res/icommod/index.aspl:

Table 6.2.26; Maize; U.S. number 2 vellow, fob Guif of Mexico: US Dollars per Metric Ton

'Year % price Year % price
1980 125.72 1988 106.95
1981 130.60 1989 111.37
1982 108.10 1990 109.28
1983 135.98 1991 107.47
1984 135.82 1992 104.21
1985 112.33 1993 102.04
1368 87.79 1994 107.78
1987 75.52
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particular it was perceived that theft of both crop and livestock products became a more frequent

phenomenon.

Another impact that can be viewed as negative, especially by some of the farmers, is that livestock
numbers have decreased significantly, mainly due to the fact that less area became available for
grazing. However, this enterprise has repeatedly been proven not to have a significant economic

benefit.

As described in previous sections, the input suppliers and output buyers definitely benefited from the
increased production. While many farmers often did not make a profit, these stakeholders gained
significantly throughout the project life.

Non-participants, including teachers and traditional leaders, etc., were in general also positive about
the project. Various traders perceived that the additional income in the area increased their turnover,
Most non-participants viewed the project as progressive, with various favourable spin-offs such as
increased economic activity, more trade, better transport, etc. To some extent, the perception is that
peopie in the area feel that the project exposed the community {o the outside world and ‘put them on
the map. A particular benefit mentioned by this group was that the project brought significant
knowledge and skill to the area.

The local traditional leadership was in general also positive. Some traditional leaders and teachers in
the area were also landowners and therefore participants in the project. Recent discussions with
farmer groups also illustrated this, as headmen were vocal in their support of efforts to revive the
project. Although they obviously felt particularly strongly about protecting the land tenure status quo,
the project "teaches our people how to use resources”. For the most part traditional leaders did not
feel threatened by the project, probably because the land tenure system used is at feast parlly
recognising their role, although they stated that the perceived increase in ¢rime was a worry to them.

It is clear that despite the extensive criticism that these studies levelled at the project, significant
indirect impacts, mostly positive, were encountered. However, if the design criteria developed during
this study could have been applied, these indirect effects would probably have been more significant.

6.3.2 Environmental impact assessment

Several types of environmental impacts could potentially be distinguished: the first being on-site
market impacts. These impacts affect only on site, do not have downstream effects and can be
evaluated using conventional markets. To evaluate this environmental impact, a description of the
Sheila area is appropriate. The area is relatively flat with no mountains or hills. No permanent surface
water is evident but underground water resources are extensive and reliable. Winds are
predominantly north-westerly. Average annual rainfall varies between 500 and 600 mm. The area
predominantly has deep, red plinthic catena soils, suitable for crop production. These pedal soils are
sandy loams of the forms Avalon, Bainsviei, Clovelly, Glencoe, and Hutton- ideal for crop production.
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A relevant example of on-site environmental market impact would be soil degradation, entailing the
loss of nutrients when farming systems do not adequately replenish the nutrients used. These effects
are specific to the site affected and affect soll productivity. These impacts are reflected in vield losses
and can be valued using the market prices for the relevant crops. This impact is evident at Sheila: the
generally low nutritional status of the Sheila soils is of concern, as it affects yield and therefore profit.
However, farmers have for most of the project's life, fertilised sparingly. This of course neutralised any
negative impact from long-term over-fertilisation. Soil surveys do not indicate any undue high levels of
minerals, and the opposite is in fact true. The soil status is relatively poor with very low levels of the
main elements; nitrogen and phosphorus, In terms of phosphorus the soil status in the area is &
6.4mg/kg in comparison with 25.5mg/kg in the neighbouring, commercial Lichtenburg area {(personal
communication: L Letshwiti; Soil Scientist, TSS, NWDACE). This has a negative impact on production
and on soil microbes. Soll structure would in the long term also be affected. Most scientists do
however perceive the process to be reversible. But the low nutritional status has definitely impacted
negatively on the production potential of the land. Given the financial status of most farmers, as well
as the fact that the tenufe system does not encourage sharecroppers to invest in iand to which they

only have temporary access, the problem was exacerbated.

The soll-pH or acidity as measured in soil surveys is generally acceptable as most of these soils have
a lime-presence in the underground. As soil-acidity could become a problem with long-term high
fertiliser rates, this is again not a concern at Sheila.

In general, soil erosion at the project area is negligible, mainly because of the topography, the stable
soil structure and the absorbing soil texture, which limits significant water erosion. However, as the
majority of soils have a low clay percentage, they are to some extent subject to wind erosion. During
the spring strong north-westerly winds are often evident in the area. Some wind erosion occasionally
takes place where lands are ploughed early in spring. Given the fact that optimal planting occurs late
in November and often takes place later, wind erosion was not a significant problem. Farmers most
often prepared their lands after the strongest winds had decreased somewhat.

No other significant environmental impact is evident at the Sheila site. One could argue that some
loss of biodiversity was experienced due to land cultivation, but given the potential of the land and the
need for it to support the local communities; this is a trade-off that had to be made. With regard to off-
site effects, concerning individuals and communities downstream from where the project took place,
no significant impact can be distinguished. No downstream silting up of reservoirs or rivers or a
reduction in water storage capacity is evident. In the same vein, no significant atmospheric or other

pollution resulted from the agricultural activity.
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circumspection. The levels of cost recovery from beneficiaries were not appropriate and did
not contribute to install the principles of sound financial management in farmers. The level of
credit-subsidisation did not prepare farmers for a free market scenaric. This contributed to the

current situation where most of the farmers with real farming skills are struggling with debt.

Question 6 appropriately asks who "owned” the project. From the evidence presented, only 6-
10% of landowners were involved in the project at any stage, mostly as employees. It must
therefore be concluded that farmers did not take full ownership of the project at any stage.
The project was initiated after fimited consultation with farmers. Although farmers were
generally in favour of the project, they perceived it as paternalistically driven. Participation
was minimal, with only a small group of progressive farmers being active. The project
management team, together with paid employees, mostly farmed on behalf of the
beneficiaries. This was supported by the target group, as most landowners were actually not
farmers, satisfied with receiving the benefits. However, the lack of empowerment and lack of

ownership taken is evident in the lack of agricultural activity and skifl in the area today.

Question 7 deals with the distribution of benefits and costs: it is clear that although all
stakeholders incurred costs, the North West Co-operative was more than adequately
reimbursed through its profitable facilitation of input and output markets. The public
institutions involved also incurred costs, and the record shows that significant amounts were
never recovered. Although it could be argued that the benefit did go to the farming
community, as part of broader society, this was done inefficiently, with significant cost to the
taxpayer. Equity was not achieved. As established with this study and preceding studies,
diversity within the community is extensive, leading to different levels of success. More
enfrepreneurial farmers benefited significantly, while less equipped farmers were not catered
for and eventually did not succeed. This strongly suggests that a multi-faceted approach,
based on diversity within the agricultural community, should be investigated. This failure to
deal with diversity led to most of the direct benefits nol being sustainable, as many
landowners are today in a similar position as before the project was initiated. Although
secondary players such as the NWC should also have gained, it is the target group that
should predominantly have received benefits, This was not the case.

CQuuestion 8 deals with financial affordability. According fo this study, the project was initially
financially affordable. Especially during the first five years, financial cost-benefit ratios of
higher than 1.4 were achieved. Budgetary provisions were in place and project participants,
borrowers, and the state were in a position to sustain the operation and maintenance of the
project. However, the project was eventually terminated during 1994 as a result of financial
difficulties. Investigations into allegations of corruption and mismanagement have been

conducted but the outcome of these is not publicly known.

Question 9 deals with economic efficiency. According {o the result of this study, the project
was not economically viable and economic benefits did not exceed economic costs. Whilst a
variety of reasons could be forward for this situation, as described in section 6.2.4.8, a main
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constraint was the lack of participation and ownership of the beneficiaries. This again can be

o

attributed to the fact that the objectives of the farmers were not recognised and diversity within
their group not dealt with. The lack of sound linkages between the stakeholders also resulted
in a lack of control, which negatively affected financial discipline, both from the farmers, and
the supporting organisations, especially NWC and Agricor. The political system and the lack
of an effective empowerment policy also had an impact on the lack of sustained efficiency.

(x) Question 10 deals with general sustainability of project benefits. The project has o be
evaluated in terms of financial, technical, institutional, environmental, social and political
sustainability. Fair benefit distribution is required to ensure that equity considerations are met
and that the project is sustained through participation. It is here where the project failed fo a
large extent. Financial benefits were reasonable, especially during the initial part of the
project. However, the project particularly failed in terms of economic sustainability, due in a
significant degree to lack of attention to diversity. Environmentally, the project was
sustainable as no significant negalive impacts were encountered. In terms of social
sustainability, the project again failed. Diversity was not recognised and technical innovations
did not recognise social reality. The fact that the mechanisation services were not maintained,
and that a very limited capacity for this exists in the community, is a case in point. While a
high input technical approach was used, this is no longer practised. As the political
environment has altered significantly, the point of political sustainability is actually moot.
Clearly the political foundations of the era were not sustainable. Adaptations focused on
participation, HCD and fransparent processes have also not been institutionalised,

(xi} Question 11 asks if the project was the “best’ alternative in terms of the set objectives.
Although it is difficult to evaluate that 26 years after initiation, the project proposal and the
philosophy behind it, which actually aimed at empowerment and participation, cannot be
faulted. The project was potentially a solution fo the identified problems, although
implementation of the project was certainly sub-optimal. Especially in terms of the project
design criteria identified through this study, more focus on participation, recognition of different
farmer types and appropriate technologies was needed. However, the political pressures, as
well as the diversion towards target yields and a neglect of HCD, caused a shift away from the
initial aim of the project. if the project was implemented as planned, and if the design criteria

were recognised, the result might have been different.

According to this evaluation, the project had potential to support the establishment of independent
farmers, to focus support and to provide access to services and inputs. The philosophy and objectives
were sound, whilst the institutions involved were also well suited for the project. However,
implementation was not effective, especially in terms of establishing ownership and real participation.
With regard to the design criteria, linkages were mostly ineffective with limited communication and
empowerment. Economic diversity was also not addressed, as no differentiation was made in support
measures for the various farmer types present in the area. However, given the potential of the
approach to focus support and access o services and inputs, it is crucial that the lessons of the past,

as distilled into the design criteria, are implemented in future ventures of this nature.
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8.5 Conclusions

This study constituted the third extensive impact assessment of the Sheila project. The project
gripped the atiention of many involved in development (Seobi, 1980; Bembridge et. al,, 1982; Rood,
1983; Stilwell, 1985; Cuthbert, 1993; Stacey el al, 1994, Francis, 1998 & 1999). All these
investigations established that the project had potential, but most concluded that farmer capacity
needed to be developed further. This study was initiated during 1997 and entailed a combination of
quantitative and guantitative procedures, also constituting an analysis of the policies in South Africa
and Bophuthatswana before democratisation. Statistical analysis entailed various phases, focused

eventually on a typology for the Sheila ward.

The project commenced during 1976/77 with a contractor system and as objectives improved
utilisation of land, selection and training of farmers and increased production. Lands were cultivated
as a unit while cost division and profits were calculated in the extension office. The NWC, in
collaboration with the Bophuthatswana government, was profitably involved as input provider and
market agent. Training was sporadic and insufficient. Local drive, management and initiative, were
mostly missing. Effectively, from the inception of the projects, the majority of land right holders ceased
to farm. The project expanded until £ 26 000 ha were utilised, constituting 23% of Bophuthatswana's
maize needs. Farmers were satisfied with the project. Perceived advantages included the availability
of mechanisation, credit and management 'doing everything'. Holdings size, vields and profis
increased significantly, resulting in a higher quality of iife,

The capital-intensive project was a short-term activity in order to facilitate food self-sufficiency to be
subsequently complemented by longer-term capacity building, but this did not materialise. Although
participation and HCD were striven for in theory, this did not feature in practice. Diversity in the
community, sustainability and social realities were also not recognised at the time. insufficient linkage
and communication between stakeholders was evident. When the desired results were not achieved,
pressure increased, as illustrated by an Agricor proposal for estate type farming. Implementation
effectiveness was determined through a logical framework analysis and concluded that although
production had definitely improved under project management, very little empowerment of farmers
was actively attempted. While top farmers did well and non-participants were posilively influenced
through spin-offs, the majority lagged behind due to a lack of commitment and training.

in financial and economic terms, the first five years of the project were successful as illustrated by
benefit cost ratios of roughly 1.35. Average profits were impressive. However, large variation in yield
and profit occurred. Subsequent analysis established that profit margins for the project as & whole
decreased, while the differences between farmers remained pronounced. The major objective: to
develop arable potential and increase self-sufficiency was achieved temporarily, for a selection of
participants and at extensive public cost. Pareto optimality was not achieved.

Despite valid criticism the project had significant positive spillover and linkage effects. More activity in
supplier and processor sectors resulted while profits generated had effects both within and outside the
direct project area. A significant number of employment opportunities were created. Procedures and
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