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CHAPTER SEVEN: DESIGNING A NEW PROJECT AT SHEILA

7.1 introduction

This study aims to prove that a support strategy based on a redesigned project planning,
implementation and evaluation approach is an intervention facilitating access to services and
resources for differentiated farmer groups. The design described in this chapter is therefore based on
the study’s hypotheses that a project approach that accounts for economic diversity in an agricultural

community is required to facilitate access through integration of role-players.

in previous chapters it has been established that extensive diversity exists at Sheila, despite the fact
that this community resides in a fairly homogeneous land type and perceive themselves as farmers. it
was further established that the previous project had benefits, but failed to sustain widespread

empowerment, particularly due to a lack of focus on human capacity development and participation.

Given current constraints in terms of land access, credit availability, the state of mechanisation and
farming skills, the project approach {again) represents a potential intervention to foster development.
Redesigning of the approach entails that the project planning, implementation and management cycle
is extended to inciude the project design criteria derived at through this study. This is elaborated upon
in the strategies discussed, as part of an ex anfe analysis to estimate the impact of these strategies on
each of the groups defined in the previous chapter. The rationale is {o enhance resource allocation

efficiency and facilitate appropriate support strategies for the specific farmer types.

As a result of variation found in farmer potential and requirements, a differentiated approach to
agricultural development at Sheila was first proposed by Bembridge ef. al. {1982). According to this
analysis only 10% of the Sheila farmers were potentially independent farmers. it was further argued
that roughly 40% would not be susceptible to development programmes, due fo socio-economic
constraints, while the remaining 50% could, with guidance, improve their livelihood. These findings
are largely supported by this study's results. Moreover, these conclusions support the project
approach, based on a typology. The four farmer types identified could not be forced into one Taylorist
model of support. It is conceivable that although one overall project could be used, differences in
regulatory and support services should be established. The farmer-types described will consequently
be subjected to logical framework analysis, describing strategies suitable for each type, based on a
project approach. These strategies will be evaluated as basis for support recommendations.

The first step in this procedure was o consult again with a selection of the participants dealt with in the
previous chapter, with regard to constraints and possible solutions. The methodology used was the
Logical Framework Analysis (LFA) described in chapter three. After the LFA the intermediate impact
(institutional change) is dealt with, as this links closely to the results from the LFA. The stakeholder
level impacts, indirect impacts and concluding systemic impact framework follow. This order differs

somewhat from that used in the ex post analysis, but is more logical for an ex anfe analysis.

183















UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

<

72123 Entrepreneurs

This group shares certain constraints with other groups i.e. the communication breakdown with
landowners, failing mechanisation and most importantly; access to credit. The general lack of access
to capital does hamper any effort to improve mechanisation capacity. This type of farmer can also not
offer land as security to the bank and had often run into debt in the past. However, this group does in

general cultivate their 15ha as well as additional land.

Entrepreneurs complain that their contracts with different landowners are often misinterpreted: Where
two landowners with contracts with the same cropper receive different shares, the cropper is often
accused of wrongdoing, whilst the cropper would claim that these lands provided different yields, given
an inherent variation in potential. Another significant concern is that their mechanisation is failing and
funds for improving the situation are not available. This impacts on the potential yield, given that

cultivation is most often sub-optimal.

Not only is access to credit a problem, but once loans are granted, the administrative process is often
slow, impacting negatively on eventual profit. Many from this group obtain loans from the Landbank
that are subject to the handing in of invoices to the co-operative. Orders have to be placed at the co-
operative for inputs; invoices must then be obtained and subsequently provided to Landbank. The
bank finally has to issue cheques to the co-operative. This process can take up to two weeks and
longer, often leading to untimely cuitivation practices. A related concern is that credit is often granted
at a late stage in the season, when the optimal planting time has past. In many cases the 'window of
planting opportunity’ has closed by the time loans are available. Some farmers that obtained iate

credit persist to plant, even though the ultimate yield is affected negatively.

Sub-optimal
aaricultural income

|
I |

Inefficient land-use Sub-optimal
production

Limited sharecropping contracts

Poor credit-access Poor communal Failing
communication mechanisation
Lack of Debt Administrative
security constraints
Figure 7.3: Problem tree for ‘entrepreneurs’
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