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FOREWORD 
The European Union is historically the largest donor to Africa’s last ab-
solute monarchy, Swaziland. While Swaziland is not a priority country 
and is a small recipient of external assistance from a European point 
of view, the EU is a major donor in Swaziland and has continued to 
be so despite Swaziland’s continuous violations of human rights, basic 
democratic principles and disregard for its citizens. This in itself should 
spark curiosity on how external assistance is spent in the small king-
dom, however little research has been carried out in this regard. 
Afrika Kontakt, a Danish civil society organization based in the EU, has 
worked in solidarity with the broader democratic movement in Swa-
ziland for more than a decade and is therefore proud to present this 
report. The findings of the report show that the EU is supporting the 
last absolute monarch in Africa, both by direct support to the country’s 
sugar industry and through more general support of the educational-, 
agricultural-, and health sectors

If Swaziland is to achieve a meaningful democratic dispensation, it is 
of the upmost importance that civil society based in the EU continues 
to demand better use of EU taxpayers’ money. Swaziland’s civil society, 
on the other hand, needs to voice their concern with the EU spending 
from within the country and monitor the financial flows and the bene-
ficiaries. It is the wish of the authors and publisher, for the report to be 
shared and used as widely as possible.   

Perhaps the most important question for civil society working for a de-
mocratic Swaziland to ask the EU is: if supporting the inherently unde-
mocratic regime in Swaziland is not a cause for concern, what is?



PAGE 5

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The authors of the report would like to express their thank-
fulness to the people who have helped obtain the necessary 
information on the sugar industry in Swaziland and the indi-
viduals who aided with invaluable comments. The nature of 
ethical considerations in Swaziland does not allow us to name 
all the many people who have contributed to this report who 
currently reside in the kingdom. Instead, we will thank them 
in groups.  

Firstly, we would like to thank all the rural sugar farmers, wit-
hout whom there would be no report. Secondly, we want to 
thank all the corporate actors in the industry, especially the 
haulage companies and the sugar factories. 
Thirdly, we would like to express thankfulness to all the Swazi 
civil servants who took time out of their business schedules to 
speak to us. 

Fourthly, we want to express our gratitude to the EU embas-
sy in Swaziland and the civil servants of the EU, who helped 
us obtain information on the EU’s work in the Kingdom that 
would otherwise have been inaccessible. 
Finally, we want to thank Dale McKinley and Sunit Bagree for 
invaluable comments that have increased the report’s argu-
mentative accuracy and Peter Kenworthy for his comments 
and editorial contribution. 

We hope you will enjoy reading the report 

Qandelihle Simelane and Klaus Stig Kristensen 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
While the EU has supported various developmental initiatives, 
a large bulk of the external assistance has been directed to-
wards Swaziland’s sugar industry, the largest commercial in-
dustry in the country. This report investigates the support to 
the industry and provides an overview of the impact of the 
external support, especially on the small-scale sugar cane 
growers. The sugar industry in Swaziland mirrors Swazi soci-
ety by being largely owned by the royal family through vari-
ous companies and investment funds, and by the royal chiefs 
playing an important role. The aim of the external assistance 
to the industry was to increase its competitiveness in the face 
of internal EU sugar policy reforms and to include more rural 
poor in the supply chain. However, a large percentage of the 
funds have benefitted the two major sugar millers, Royal Swa-
ziland Sugar Corporation (RSSC) and Ubombo Sugar ltd, and 
their major shareholder the royal investment company, Tibiyo 
TakaNgwane (Tibiyo). The report also provides a more general 
picture of the EU’s external assistance to other developmental 
sectors. The key findings are:  

1. The EU supports the investments of 
the royal family

The royal investment fund, Tibiyo, is a large shareholder in the 
two major sugar companies, Ubombo and RSSC and the small-
holder sugar cane growers pay royalties to their local chiefs. 
It is therefore evident that while external assistance from the 
EU does benefit some small-scale sugar cane growers, it also 
benefits the royal family greatly. It is therefore essential that 
specific mechanisms and requirements are attached to the aid 
to avoid it ending up in the hands of the royal family. 

2. The EU alleviates the responsibility 
of the Swazi state

Beyond the sugar industry, the EU supports various services 
usually associated with the state, especially healthcare and 
education. While the EU spends millions of Euros on these 
sectors, the Swazi government increases its spending on the 
security sector and support to the royal family, appanage. By 
continuing to support these sectors, without raising demands 
from the Swazi government to prioritize its citizens’ well-being 
over the lavish lifestyle of its monarch, it is essentially EU ta-
xpayers’ money that finances the lavish spending of the mo-
narchy.  

3. Development is political, and the main obsta-
cle to socio-economic development in Swazi-
land is of a political and systemic nature. 

As the budgetary priorities of the government indicate, the ci-
tizens of Swaziland are not its primary concern. The govern-
ment is instead occupied with appeasing a small elite. If the EU 
were to withdraw all external assistance, there is no indication 
that the government would begin to fund the developmen-
tal initiatives instead. There is furthermore no indication that 
the government is ready to engage in any meaningful process 
of democratization or begin to adhere to principles of human 
rights. The EU’s and the rest of the international community’s 
primary engagement with the government of Swaziland must 
therefore begin with seeing the regime for what it is, an un-
democratic absolute monarchy. International donors to the 
country, including the EU and the United States, are therefore 
required to reassess and rethink their political engagement 
with the government if they want to positively improve the 
lives of the majority of the population. 
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ABBREVIATIONS
AMSP   The Accompanying Measures for Sugar Protocol

EDF   European Development Fund

EU   European Union

FINCORP  Swaziland Development & Finance Corporation

FSEJ   Foundation for Socio-Economic Justice

NAS   National Adaption Strategy 

NIP   National Indicative Programme 

SACU   Southern African Customs Union  

SNL   Swaziland National Land 

SSA   Swaziland Sugar Association

SRA   Swaziland Revenue Authority 

SUDF   Swaziland United Democratic Front

SWADEPA  Swaziland Democratic Party

Ubombo Sugar   Ubombo Sugar Limited  

RSSC   Royal Swaziland Sugar Corporation 

PRSAP    Poverty Reduction Strategy and Action Programme  

PUDEMO  People’s United Democratic Movement 

Map 1: Swaziland with Sugar Fields and Sugar Fields. Please 
note that exact information on the specific location of the 

sugar fields was impossible to obtain; indications on the map 
are therefore estimates.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
Swaziland is the last absolute monarchy in Africa and has 
been ruled by King Mswati III since 1986. King Mswati’s per-
sonal wealth is estimated at $100m and the maintenance of 
his household takes up 6% of the 2017/18 national budget.1 
The King is the proprietor of several businesses in Swaziland, 
directly and indirectly through the royal investment fund Tibiyo 
TakaNgwane. Tibiyo is valued at E1.6bn and has major holdings 
across the sugar industry, owning 50% of the Royal Swaziland 
Sugar Corporation Limited (RSSC) and 40% of Ubombo Sugar 
Limited. The RSSC and Ubombo own the only sugar mills in 
Swaziland. All sugar cane in the country must go to one of the 
two mills to be crushed and refined into sugar, bagasse, etha-
nol or as a source of electricity. 

Sugar is the most important industry in Swaziland as it ac-
counts for almost 60% of the agricultural output and 16% of 
formal employment.2 The recent development of new sugar 
cane farmer companies means than an even larger share of the 
Swazi population depends on the income from sugar for their 
livelihood, though they are not necessarily formally employed. 
By Ubombo’s own estimates, the company supports almost 70 
000 people, and judged by this estimate the entire sugar in-
dustry supports more than 200 000 Swazis, about one fifth of 
the population.3 Sugar is not only big business in Swaziland; it 
affects all segments of the Swazi population, from the last ab-
solute monarch of Africa to the unemployed rural population. 

Swaziland has received €120m from the European Union (EU) to 
increase the competiveness of the sugar industry. These funds 
were distributed between 2008 and 2017 to build bridges, ro-
ads and canals, and to include new smallholder cane growers 
into the supply chain. EU-sponsored restructuring, expansion 
and optimization of the sugar industry has helped thousands 
of Swazis out of povertyBut at the same time large bulks of the 
profits have undeniably found their way to the royal family and 
the chiefs, who collectively control almost every link of supply 
chain, often without contributing productively. The funds were 
allocated due tothe sugar industry’s importance for Swaziland 
national economy. 

The EU’s external assistance is not limited to the sugar industry, 
however. The EU also channels external assistance to Swazi-
land through the European Development Fund (EDF). From 
2001 till 2022, €158m was allocated to Swaziland under the 9 
th , 10 th and 11 th EDFs. The EDFs were focused on suppor-
ting the Swazi government’s development priorities. Univer-
sal access to free primary education, financed by the EU, was 
for instance introduced in 2010 and fully functioning in 2015. 
Another initiative is the improvement of sanitation and diversi-
fication of the agricultural sector.

While the EU finances free education and supports the agricul-
tural sectors, the Swazi government continues to spent large 
portions of its limited national budget on the security sector 
and the royal family.

While the EU is one of the few critical international voices 
regarding the democratic deficit in Swaziland, its critique is 
nevertheless limited and rarely translates into action. The ex-
ternal assistance continues to support the royal family and 
the chiefs, thereby alleviating the Swazi government of its 
responsibilities. The aim of this report is to analyze the EU’s 
external assistance to Swaziland, in particular to the sugar in-
dustry, and offer recommendations on the EU’s future enga-
gements with Swaziland.

1.1 METHODOLOGY

This report is the result of extensive research, including both 
desktop research and field-studies. National budgets, research 
reports, journal articles, trade reports, newspaper articles and 
financial reports have been scrutinized and the findings thereof 
have been used to formulate questions for the interviewees. 
Almost all actors in the Swazi sugar industry have been inter-
viewed to get a holistic and comprehensive understanding of 
Swaziland’s sugar industry, their grievances, and the impact of 
the EU’s external assistance on the industry. Significant actors 
who were not available for interviews despite multiple phone 
calls and emails include Tibiyo Taka Ngwane and the upper
management of Ubombo Sugar. Apart from these two actors, 
the report is a result of interviews with all links in the indu-
stry’s supply chain. The names of several individuals have been 
omitted from the report due to the contentious nature of the 
subject matter.

1 BCC, ”Swaziland profile – leaders”, BBC, 6 May 2015, (accessed 24 April 2017), url: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa- 14095704; Africa Ranking, “Richest Presidents in Africa: 6) 
King Mswati II”, Africa Ranking, (accessed 24 April 2017), url: http://www.africaranking.com/richest-presidents-in- africa/2/ ; N. Mabuyza, “King’s Budget goes up to E1.3 billion”, The 
Nation Magazine, April 2017
2 Wellington Sikuka, “The Supply and demand of sugar in Swaziland”. Sugar Annual, 2016
3 Illovo Sugar, “Illovo Sugar: Swaziland Socio-Economic Impact Assessment”, Internal Management Report, 2014
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2.0 SWAZILAND
Swaziland is a landlocked country in Southern Africa, squeezed 
in between the regional economic giant South Africa and 
Mozambique. The country is ruled by the last absolute mo-
narch in Africa, King Mswati III. While the small kingdom is clas-
sified as a lower-middle- income country, it faces several de-
velopmental challenges. These include a high unemployment 
rate, the world highest HIV/AIDS prevalence, the world lowest 
life expectancy, and about two thirds of the population (63%) 
living below the national poverty line.4 Additionally, Swaziland 
is regarded as the world’s most unequal country.5

2.1 GOVERNANCE

Swaziland is a self-declared and self-defined monarchial demo-
cracy, where two intertwined forms of governance constitute the 
unique system of Tinkhundla. Tinkundla consists of a traditio-
nal system of governance and a Westminster bicameral system. 
The head of government, the Prime Minister and his cabinet are 
appointed by the King. The constitution sets out the provisions 
for a government thatis fundamentally contradictory, especially 
regarding democratic principles. One of the main reasons for 
its contradictory nature is the coexistence of two systems of 
governance. Swaziland’s traditional system relies on a relatively 
well-defined structure, with a cultural and normative logic that 
is mostly uncodified, which makes it subject to change accor-
ding to who is interpreting it. This heavy reliance on undefined 
Swazi traditions and customs, and the coexistence of two sy-
stems of governance, distorts responsibility, accountability and 

transparency, and essentially does not allow for a separation of 
powers. This is evident in the judiciary, where high court jud-
ges have been handpicked by the King, despite many not having 
the required credentials to hold such position. In issues of local 
governance there is additional confusion over which authority 
holds supreme: the local council of traditional leaders or the 
law. There are approximately 350 chiefs in Swaziland. They are 
all appointed by the King and act with the authority of the King, 
meaning that subjects living on the Swazi Nation Land (SNL) that 
is controlled by the King, have little opportunity to complain if 
maltreated by the chief.6

The EU has criticized the government of Swaziland for its in-
coherent policies and lack of coordination on several develop-
mental issues. The EU ambassador has furthermore pointed to 
the lack of proper prioritization of the government. One example 
of this, he says, is when government officials fly first class, while 
he himself flies economy class, and while a large proportion of 
the population goes to bed hungry.7

2.1.2 ELECTIONS

Parliamentary elections are held every five years in accordance 
with the 2005 constitution. Voter turnout has consistently been 
around 60%.8 Of the 65 seats in parliament, 55 are up for election 
and the remaining 10 MPs are appointed by the King. Amongst 
the Senate members, 20 of the 30 seats are appointed by the 
King. Candidates for parliament are only allowed to participate 
on individual merit, as per article 79 of the constitution, and are 
subject to vetting by their local chief.9 In practice, while political 
parties exist, they are not legally registered entities and are not 
used as a base for aligning parliamentarian votes. The nature of 
elections and the parliamentarian system means that some poli-
tical parties have called for a boycott of the national elections in 
recent years. Individuals from various parties have at times cho-
sen to defy the boycott and participate in elections, but so far 
this strategy has yielded little result. While the 2013 election was 
deemed peaceful and orderly, both the AU’s Observer Mission 
and the Commonwealth pointed to the undemocratic nature of 
the political system, especially identifying the lack of freedom of 
political association, freedom of assembly, freedom of expres-
sion and the powerlessness of parliament.10

Apart from the lack of provision for the electoral participation 
of political parties, the Suppression of Terrorism Act No.3 of 
2008 (STA) enables proscription of specific non-violent politi-
cal organizations. This legislation, which offers a wide range of 
authoritarian measures, was introduced in 2008 following the 
attempted bombing of the Lozitha Bridge, near the Lozitha Pa-
lace (one of King Mswati III’s palaces). Four organizations, inclu-

SWAZILAND 
STATISTICS
Population.   1.28m
Area     17,364 km2
Pop. under 14   38%
GDP    $4.1bn
GNI per capita, Atlas  3,280US$
Labor force   457,900 / 35%
Unemployment    40%
Life expectancy   48 years
Below national poverty line 63%

HIV/AIDS prevalence       31%  /      20%

4 World Bank, 2017, (accessed 7 July 2017), Url: http://data.worldbank.org/country/swaziland
5 Laurnce Chandy &amp; Brina Seidel, “How much do we really know about inequality within countries around the world? Adjusting Gini coefficients formissing top incomes”, Brookings 
Institute, 17 Feb 2017, (accessed 7 July 2017), Url: https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/how-much- do-we- really- know-about- inequality-within- countries-around- the-world/
6 Christopher Vandome, Alex Vines &amp; Markus Weimer, Swaziland: Southern Africa’s Forgotten Crisis, Chatham House, 2013
7 Meeting with EU Ambassador Nicola Bellomo, Mbabane, 31 March 2017
8 EISA, “Swaziland: Electoral System”, African Democracy Encyclopedia Project, 2008, (accessed 7 July 2017), Url: https://www.eisa.org.za/wep/swa4.htm
9 Kingdom for Swaziland, The Constitution of the Kingdom of Swaziland Act 2005, Chapter VII, Part 1(a): System of Government; Patricia Joubert, Zwelibanzi Masilela &amp; Maxine 
Langwenya,  Consolidating Democratic Governance in the SADC Region: Swaziland, EISA, 2008; C. Vandome et. al., Swaziland: Southern Africa’s Forgotten Crisis, 2013
10 African Union, “African Union Election Observer Mission to the 20th September 2013 National Elections In The Kingdom Of Swaziland: Preliminary Statement”, African Union Election 
Observer Mission, 2013; The Commonwealth, “Commonwealth releases report on the 2013 elections in Swaziland”, 28 October 2013, (accessed 21 April 2017), Url: http://thecom-
monwealth.org/media/press-release/commonwealth- releases-report-2013-elections- swaziland#sthash.anGXMrLh.dpuf
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2.2 ECONOMY AND TRADE

Swaziland is classified as a lower-middle income country with a 
GNI per capita of US$ 3,280, but wealth in the country is highly 
unequally distributed as more than 63% of the population lives 
below the national poverty line13 and 28% are unemployed.14

The main driver of the economy is the manufacturing sector, 
which accounts for about 40% of GDP and is closely related 
to the agricultural sector as agricultural products, sugar for 
example, are often refined in Swaziland. The second largest 
contributor to GDP is public administration, education and 
other government associated services. The government is also 
the largest permanent employer. Hereafter follows retail, ho-
tels and restaurants; agriculture; and finance, each accounting 
for around 10% of GDP.15

Mining accounts for a relatively small share of GDP (7.5% of ex-
ports) and is mainly based on iron ore and anthracite coal. Iron 
ore mining is centered around the Ngwenya Mine, co-owned by 
Salgaocar Swaziland (50% ownership), iNgwenyama (25%) and Ti-
biyo Taka Ngwane (25%). The Maloma coal mine is responsible for 
coal mining and is a joint-venture between Tibiyo Taka Ngwane 
(25% ownership) and Chancellor House (75% ownership), the in-
vestment wing of the African National Congress (ANC).16 Gold 
mining at the Lufafa gold mine and diamonds at Dvokolwako can 
potentially contribute significantly to Swaziland’s economy but 
are yet to be fully exploited.17

Swaziland forms part of the Common Monetary Area (CMA) to-
gether with South Africa, Lesotho, and Namibia, and the coun-
tries’ currencies are pegged to the South African rand at a 1-to-1 
ratio. The four CMA countries and Botswana form the Southern 
African Customs Unions (SACU), a customs union where external 
tariffs and customs are pooled by South Africa’s National Revenue 
Fund and re-distributed to the member countries according to 
a redistribution formula.18 Swaziland’s economy is heavily reliant 
on revenue sourced from SACU, as just under half of the national 
budget is provided for by SACU.19 More than 80% of Swaziland’s 
imports originate from South Africa and more than 60% of ex-
ports go Southern Africa.20

The second largest trading partner, after South Africa, is the Euro-
pean Union (EU), where a significant portion of Swaziland’s sugar 
is exported. Swaziland has preferential access to the EU market 
under the recently signed Economic Partnership Agreement. 
More than half of Swaziland’s exports to the EU go directly to the 
United Kingdom (UK), meaning that following the exit of the UK 
from the EU, Swaziland and the UK need to renegotiate their trade 
agreement.21 The future trade conditions between the two are 
therefore precarious.

The sugar industry contributes significantly to the economy. 
Despite Swaziland’s small size, it is Africa’s fourth largest pro-
ducer of sugar. Close to 60% of Swaziland’s agricultural output 
is sugar and the industry employs at least 16% of the adult po-
pulation, making the sugar industry the second largest emplo-
yer after the government.22 A significant part of the rural po-
pulation in the sugar belt are shareholders in smallholder cane 
grower farmer companies, hence they receive a significant 
portion of their income from dividends.

Swaziland lost its preferential trade agreement with the USA, 
through the African Growth Opportunity Act (AGOA), in 2015. 
This was the result of Swaziland’s lack of progress in ensuring the 
protection of workers’ rights, including freedom of association, 
right to organize, legal provisions for labor federations, and the 
use of security forces and arbitrary arrests to stifle demonstra-
tions.23 Exports to the US under AGOA came primarily from the 
textile industry, where unions have stated that 3.000 jobs have 
been lost.24 The government of Swaziland is currently working to 
be re-included in AGOA.25

ding the political party PUDEMO and its youth wing SWAYOCO, 
were identified as terrorist organizations and proscribed using 
the STA. The Act allows for a maximum sentence of 15 years for 
offences such as supporting any one of the proscribed orga-
nizations, furthering their activities, or arranging meetings ad-
dressed by members of one of these organizations.11 Amnesty 
International has stated that provisions included in the act “thre-
aten human rights, are inherently repressive, breach Swaziland’s 
obligations under international and regional human rights law 
and the Swaziland Constitution, and are already leading to vio-
lations of the rights of freedom of expression, association and 
assembly.”12 The present proposed amendments to the STA do 
not change the repressive nature of the Act.

11 The Kingdom of Swaziland, The Suppression of Terrorism Bill, 2008
12 Amnesty International, “Suppression of Terrorism Act: Undermines Human Rights in Swaziland”, Amnesty International, (2009)
13 “National poverty headcount ratio is the percentage of the population living below the national poverty lines. National estimates are based on population-weighted subgroup estimates 
from household surveys.” See https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAHC
14 World Bank, 2017, (accessed 7 July 2017), Url: http://data.worldbank.org/country/swaziland
15 Peninah Kariuki &amp; Fatou Leigh, Swaziland 2016, African Economic Outlook, 2016
16 Philip M. Mobbs, ”The Mineral Industry of Swaziland”, 2013 Minerals Yearbook, USGS
17 Nomthandazo Nkambule, “Dvokolwako diamond mine to be revived this year”, Swazi Observer, 25 March 2017, (accessed 20 April 2017), Url: http://www.observer.org.sz/news/71515-dvokol-
wako- diamond-mine- to-be- revived-this- year.html
18 International Monetary Fund, “Kingdom of Swaziland”, IMF Country Report No. 15/353, 2015
19 Martin G. Dlamini, “Budget Speech 2017”, Ministry for Finance
20 World Bank, 2017, (accessed 7 July 2017), Url: http://data.worldbank.org/country/swaziland
21 P. Kariuki &amp; F. Leigh, “Swaziland 2016”, 2016
22 W. Sikuka, “The Supply and demand of sugar in Swaziland”, 2016
23 Office of the United States Trade Representative ‘President Obama Removes Swaziland, Reinstates Madagascar for AGOA Benefits’, 2014, (accessed 24 April 2017), Url: https://ustr.gov about- 
us/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases/2014/June/ President-Obama-removes-Swaziland-reinstates- Madagascar-for-AGOA-Benefits 
24 Kirsten van Schie,”US trade deal collapse highlights Swaziland troubles”, AFP, 11 Nov 2015, (accessed 24 April 2017), Url: https://www.yahoo.com/news/us-trade-deal-collapse-highlights-
swaziland-troubles-055343191.html 
25 Mlondi Mpanza, “Swaziland: ’One month to AGOA review cycle’, Swazi Observer, 1 May 2016, (accessed 24 April 2017), Url: https://agoa.info/news/article/6114-swaziland-one-month-to-
agoa-review-cycle.html
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2.3 NATIONAL BUDGET

The national budget of Swaziland stood at E21.8Bn in the finan-
cial year of 2017/2018. Just under half of the budget is sour-
ced from the SACU revenue, in accordance with the relevant 
redistribution formula.  Of the national budget, 27% is secured 
through income tax and another 15% from value-added tax (VAT) 
introduced in 2012. While several budget headings have largely 
remained the same as previous years, the Ministry of Education 
saw a 12% increase to E3.5Bn in the 2017/2018 financial year. 
Cuts were made to the agricultural budget, decreasing from 
E843m to E741m and accounting for 3,3% of the budget.26 This 
is despite the impact of a severe drought, and Swaziland’s in-
ternational obligations under the Africa Union’s Comprehensive 
Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP), to allocate 
at least 10% of the national budget to the agricultural sector, as 
well as the importance of the agricultural sector for Swaziland’s 
economy and the livelihood of its people.27 White elephant pro-
jects have historically also held a significant place in the annual 
budget, such as the E3Bn King Mswati III International Airport 
completed in 2014. The white elephant of the 2017/2018 bud-
get is the Swaziland International Convention Centre and its 
accompanying Five Star Hotel, which received an allocation of 
E721.8m.28 Another issue of concern is the continuous increase 
of the salaries of ministers and MPs, and the lavish spending on 
luxury items. The latter is exemplified by the abundant pensions 
received by all ministers and the recent allocation of a house to 
Prime Minister Barnabas Sibusiso Dlamini when he retires.29

Another significant portion of the national budget is set aside 
for the royal household, and this portion has been steadily in-
creasing in recent years: from E792m in 2015/2016, to E1.1Bn in 
2016/2017, and E1.3Bn in 2017/2018, almost 6% of the national 
budget.30 Another large portion is taken up by the security sec-
tor. Nearly E2.7Bn is allocated to the army, Umbutfo Swaziland 
Defence Force (USDF), the Royal Swaziland Police Service (RSPS) 
and His Majesty’s Correction Services (HMCS).31 This amounts to 
12.4 % of the national budget. The budget of the USDF has incre-
ased considerably from the mid-2000s. It more than doubled 
from 2007 to 2015, when it stood at E954m. Swaziland’s lack of 
budgetary transparency, which also stalled a recent skills audit 
meant to root out ghost employees in the civil service, has been 
identified by the U.S. Department of State as the main reason for 
Swaziland failing to make any significant progress in meeting the 
minimum requirements of fiscal transparency.32

While the percentage of Swaziland’s state budget spent on mili-
tary expenditure is not unusually high compared to other coun-
tries in sub-Saharan Africa, it is high considering Swaziland faces 
neither external nor internal threats. According to a 2009 cable 
by the former US Ambassador Maurice Parker to Washington, 
the United Kingdom blocked an attempt by the Government of 
Swaziland to buy arms due to concerns that they might be used 
against Swaziland’s own civilian population.34 

As the EU Ambassador pointed out, there is a clear lack of pro-
per prioritization of the government’s budget if the develop-
ment ambitions are to be met.35

26 Martin G. Dlamini, “Budget Speech 2017”, Ministry for Finance   
27 Initiative under New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). See NEPAD.org (http://www.nepad.org)  
28 Bodwa Mbingo, “Martin Dishes E21.7bn Budget”, Swazi Observer, 25 Feb 2017, (accessed 19 April 2017), Url: http://www.observer.org.sz/news/86195-martin-dishes-e21-7bn-budget.html 
29 Richard Rooney, ”PM to get 80pc retirement salary”, Swazi Media Commentary, 29 March 2017, (accessed 20 April 2017), Url: http://swazimedia.blogspot.dk/search?q=”PM+to+get+80pc+retire
ment+salary”
30 Nomrod Mabuyza, “King’s budget goes up to E1.3 Billion”, The Nation, April 2017 
31 Richard Rooney, ”Swaziland: Massive ’Security’ Spending “, Swazi Media Commentary, 6 March 2017, (accessed 18 April 2017), Url: http://swazimedia.blogspot.dk/search?q=Swaziland%3A+M
assive+%27Security%27+Spending
32 U.S Department of State, 2016 Fiscal Transparency Report, 2016
33 Nomrod Mabuyza, “King’s budget goes up to E1.3 Billion”, The Nation, April 2017; Martin G. Dlamini, “Budget Speech 2017”, Ministry for Finance
34 Wikileaks, “Swaziland Arms Purchase Attempted”, Wikileaks, 11 June 2009, (accessed 18 April 2017), Url: https://wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/09MBABANE141_a.html
35 Meeting with EU Ambassador Nicola Bellomo, 31 March 2017

Figure 1: Swaziland National State Budget 2017/18
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Swaziland receives external assistance from several develop-
ment partners. From 2011/2012 to 2014/2015, the largest de-
velopment partners were the U.S (US$140m) and the European 
Union (US$123m), responsible for 28% and 24% respectively 
of the total external assistance of US$507m.36 Other ma-
jor development partners in the same period include Taiwan 
(US$74m) and the UN (US$59m). Combined external assistance 
accounted for 17.6% of domestic government revenue. While 
the EU’s external assistance covers multiple sectors (Education, 
Health, Water and Sanitation, Agriculture, Infrastructure, Gover-
nance, Social Protection, Capacity Building of Government), the 
U.S is solely focusing on Health, making the health sector the 
largest recipient of external assistance. The second and third 
largest recipients are the agriculture and infrastructure sectors 
respectively and combined the two account for 25% of the to-
tal external assistance. Infrastructural projects have mostly been 
aimed at supporting the agricultural sectors: transport has al-
ways been a large expense for the agricultural sector, but the 
provision of better roads has lowered the cost significantly.37

Health, agriculture and infrastructure are essential sectors for 
socioeconomic development in Swaziland, and these sectors 
are prioritized by development partners, but the government 
falls short of a similar prioritization.  The EU and US finance the-
se sectors, freeing up funds for the government of Swaziland to 
spend on an unnecessary defense/security sector that consu-
mes an increasing amount of the national budget.

They thereby alleviate funds for the government of Swaziland to be 
spent on vanity capital projects and unnecessary defense that con-
sumes an increasing amount of the national budget. If sustainable 
socio-economic development is to take place in Swaziland, it is 
essential that the government of Swaziland takes the lion’s share of 
the responsibility and prioritizes its budget accordingly.

3.0 EUROPEAN UNION 
IN SWAZILAND
The EU upgraded to a full embassy with a resident ambassador 
in October 2013 and even though the critique from the EU has 
been limited, it is one of the few vocal international actors on 
issues of political repression in Swaziland. The EU engagement 
with Swaziland is meant to be guided by the Cotonou Partnership 
Agreement’s objectives of reducing and eradicating poverty and 
promoting the rule of law, democracy, human rights and good 
governance. The newly signed SADC Economic Partnership Ag-
reement (EPA) also refers to these objectives in the Cotonou Agre-
ement. Article 8 of the Cotonou agreement, Political Dialogue on 
Human Rights, allows for engagement between the EU embassy 
and the EU countries, and the government of Swaziland. Few 
countries have used this forum to express their concern with the 
lack of democracy in Swaziland and only to a limited extent. The 
UK, as the former colonial power and part of the Commonwealth, 
and Denmark due to the collaboration of two political parties’, 
the Red-Green Alliance and the Social Democrats, with PUDEMO 
and the Swaziland Democratic Party (SWADEPA), respectively.38 
Despite the limited critique, the EU representation has a relatively 
high level of access to the government of Swaziland, although 
the actual influence hereof is difficult to determine.39

The SADC EPA signed with Swaziland came into effect in 2016. Its 
asymmetric trade opening means that the EU allows Botswana, 
Lesotho, Mozambique, Namibia and Swaziland 100% free access 
to its market, while the countries do not have to reciprocate with 
the same level of openness.40 Beyond the technical aspects on 
trade, the SADC EPA is based on the principles set out in Article 9 
of the Cotonou Agreement, which promotes human rights, good 
governance and democracy, principles that should be regarded 
as essential but often seem to be disregarded.41

The EU is historically Swaziland’s largest donor. It has allo-
cated at least €285m,42 the equivalent of 4.1B Emalangeni (E),  
between 2001 and 2022 divided to the Economic Develop-
ment Funds (EDFS) and the Accompanying Measures for Sugar  
Protocol countries (AMSP). 

2.4 AID TO SWAZILAND: AID AT A 
GLANCE, EXTERNAL ACTORS
IN SWAZILAND

34 Wikileaks, “Swaziland Arms Purchase Attempted”, Wikileaks, 11 June 2009, (accessed 18 April 2017), Url: https://wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/09MBABANE141_a.html
35 Meeting with EU Ambassador Nicola Bellomo, 31 March 2017
36 The EU is historically the largest donor to Swaziland.
37 Aid Coordination and Management Section, External Assistance in Swaziland 2011/12 – 2014/15, (2016)
38 Meeting with Danish embassy 2015.
39 Meeting with EU Ambassador Nicola Bellomo, 31 March 2017 38 Meeting with Danish embassy 2015.
39 Meeting with EU Ambassador Nicola Bellomo, 31 March 2017
40 European Commission, Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) between the European Union and the Southern African Development Community (SADC) EPA Group, European 
Commission, 2016
41 European Commission: International Development and Cooperation, The Cotonou Agreement, 2014; European Union, “Economic Partnership Agreement”, Official Journal of the 
European Union, 2016
42 9 th EDF: €33m; 10 th EDF: € 70m (€63m); 11 th EDF: €62m and AMSP: €120m (€134m)

Figure 2: External assistance to Swaziland, by development 
partner, 2011/12 – 2014/15, total: US$507m; Source: 
Aid Coordination and Management Section
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3.1 EU POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT 
WITH SWAZILAND

The EU’s emphasis on human rights, good governance and de-
mocracy is exemplified by the delegation’s presence at several 
court hearings of PUDEMO President Mario Masuku and SWAY-
CO leader Maxwell Dlamini, and the hearing of human rights 
lawyer Thulani Maseko and The Nation Magazine editor Bheki 
Makhubu in 2014. The EU delegation furthermore aided the 
dialogue process between Swazi civil society, trade unions and 
political parties, and King Mswati III in late 2015. Former Mala-
wian president Bakili Muluzi was meant to facilitate the dialogue 
in his capacity as the Commonwealth Special Enjoy to Swazi-
land and former leader of the Commonwealth election obser-
ver mission to Swaziland in 2013. The EU aided the dialogue by 
offering workshops on political negotiation. This process never 
brought any tangible results, however, and is regarded as flawed 
by most parties, including the EU Ambassador.43 The process 
was regarded as flawed mainly due to the asymmetric power 
relationship between the “negotiating parties” (king and civil so-
ciety) and lack of clarity on what purpose the process actually 
served: negotiation on democratization or merely informing the 
king of the situation in the country. The European Parliament 
has also raised concerns about the political situation and saw 
the imprisonment of Maseko and Makhubu, along with the 2013 
deregistration of the Trade Union Congress of Swaziland (TU-
COSWA), as a clear contravention of Swaziland’s commitments 
under the Cotonou Agreement.44

3.2 EU AID TO SWAZILAND

Swaziland receives EU funds from two different sources, the 
European Development Fund (EDF) and the EU Budget, under 
which the Accompanying Measures for Sugar Protocol Countries 
(AMSP) are funded.  None of the funds are allocated through ge-
neral budget support or sector support. Instead they are imple-
mented through project support, meaning that each lump sum 
of funds is assigned to Swaziland through a project. Examples 
of this are the SZ/DCI- SUCRE/022-044, allocated under the 
AMSP, which improved the infrastructure to the Mhlume Sugar 
Mill, or the SWASS (2011/022-695), that improved the access to 
safe drinking water for residents of Somntongo, Siphofaneni and 
Matsanjeni. The main reason for not allocating funds as budget 
support is the low level of fiscal accountability and transparency, 
an issue also identified by the U.S State Department.45 

The two main channels of external assistance from the EU, the 
EDF and the AMSP, differ significantly in their scope and rea-
soning. EDFs are allocated for a specific amount of years, the 
11th EDF is for instance specified for 2014-2020, and is meant 
to support economic, social and human development. They 
are often meant to support governments own development 

programs and agendas. The AMSP, on the other hand, is meant 
to bolster the impact of the EU’s sugar reform, and is therefore 
specifically focused on the sugar industry.

3.2.1 THE EUROPEAN DEVELOPMENT FUND 

From 2008-2020 a total of €125m, the equivalent of E1.99bn, 
has been budgeted through the 10th and 11thEDFs.46 The most 
recent EDF, the 11th EDF, is financed between 2014-2020 with 
projects running till 2022. Swaziland’s National Development 
Strategy (NDS) provides a set of macro and micro social and 
economic strategies for 1997-2022. They have been refined in 
the Poverty Reduction Strategy and Action Programme (PRSAP), 
which in return informs choices made in the EU’s National Indi-
cative Programme (NIP) that is financed under the 11th EDF. The 
sectors selected for support are agriculture (€40m), social pro-
tection (€15m), and support measures (€7m). Agriculture is regar-
ded as the main driver for poverty eradication as 70 % of Swazis 
live in rural areas and the sector has significant unharnessed po-
tential. The sector is dominated by sugar cane growing, as the 
supply chain is strong and prices still profitable But the EU aims 
to promote diversification under the 11th EDF to decrease relian-
ce on sugar. Social protection was chosen as previous initiatives 
focused on poverty reduction have failed and cases of extreme 
poverty have increased over the past decade. The EU wants to 
promote protection of vulnerable groups: orphans, the elderly 
and people with disabilities. Support measures are spent on in-
creasing government capacity to ensure implementation of the 
various projects. In addition to the three focus sectors mentio-
ned above, the EU also allocated €4,5m to civil society and local 
authorities and 3,5m for the European Instrument for Democr-
acy and Human Rights.47 The former fund has historically been 
focused on the more progressive actors in the Swazi civil soci-
ety: Swaziland United Democratic Front (SUDF) and Foundation 
for Socio Economic Justice (FSEJ).

The previous EDF, the 10th EDF, financed universal access to free 
primary education, which is often used as an example of the suc-
cess of the EU’s external assistance. Like the initiatives mentioned 
above the EU funds goods and services that would usually be the 
responsibility of the state. Almost 6% of the national budget is 
spent on the royal family and 12.4% on the security sector, while 
only 3.3% is spent on agriculture, the engine that is supposed to 
pull the rural population out of poverty. This is not only in con-
tradiction with the goal of the Maputo Agreement to allocate 10% 
of national budgets to the agricultural sector, but also a strange 
budget prioritization, considering that the majority of Swazis live 
below the poverty line (US$ 1.90 a day) and 350,000 live without 
food security and are in need of food assistance.48

43 Meeting with EU Ambassador Nicola Bellomo, 31 March 2017
44 European Parliament resolution of 21 May 2015 (2015/2712(RSP), (Accessed 25 April 2017), Url: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&amp;reference=P8-TA- 
2015-0212&amp;language=EN&amp;ring=B8- 2015-0485
45 Meeting with EU Ambassador Nicola Bellomo, 31 March 2017; U.S Department of State, 2016 Fiscal Transparency Report, 2016
46 See Annex 1 for list of EDFs and ASMP
47 The European Union and Kingdom of Swaziland, 11 th EDF: National Indicative Programme (2014-2020) for co-operation between the Kingdom of 
Swaziland and the European Union, (2014)
48 World Food Program Swaziland, “Country Brief”, 2017
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3.2.2 ACCOMPANYING SUGAR PROTOCOL MEASURES

The Accompanying Measures for Sugar Protocol countries 
(AMSP) was established in 2006 to bolster the impact of the 
EU sugar policy reform, which reduced the EU reference price 
of sugar by 36% and capped the production quotas on the 
European market. The cap meant that a limited volume of EU-
produced sugar could be sold at the EU reference price.  This 
cap was removed in October 2017, enabling the EU produ-
cers to completely supply its own demand. A €1.284bn fund, 
or accompanying measures, was set up to assist the sugarcane 
growing in the African Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries 
that held preferential access to the EU market. As Swaziland is 
highly dependent on its sugar exports to the EU market and its 
sugar industry in general, the country was allocated €120m.49 
The funds allocated to Swaziland are aimed at improving the 
industry’s competitiveness, ensuring the viability of smallhol-
der sugarcane growers, and diversification of export markets.50

4. THE SUGAR 
INDUSTRY
The sugar industry in Swaziland is of major importance to the 
economy. It accounts for almost 60% of the agricultural out-
put and at least 16% of Swaziland’s employment.51 The actual 
number of people directly profiting from the sugar industry is 
significantly higher as smallholder sugarcane production has 
been increasingly introduced as a method to alleviate poverty. 
By Ubombo sugar’s own estimates, 68,869 people are sup-
ported by the company’s operations.52 Ubombo accounts for 
roughly one third of the sugar production, so it is plausible that 
the RSSC supports twice that number, although their employ-
ment structure is different. Not only is the sugar industry the 
most important industry in Swaziland, it is growing. Sales reve-
nues grew by more than 130% between 2006/07 and 2015/16, 
from E2bn to E4.6bn, and the areas harvested increased from 
50,245ha in 2007 to 57,585ha in 2016, an increase of 12.7%. 
The increase in revenue is despite the market’s high volatility 
and the EU sugar price fall.53 In 2014/2015, Swaziland produ-
ced 686,779 tons of sugar.54

Swaziland was allocated €120m under the AMSP. The funds 
have mainly been spent on new and improved infrastructure to 
lower the cost of transport, financing of new small scale far-
mer companies, improved irrigation to lower production cost, 
and improving the state’s capacity to coordinate and aid small 
scale farmers. The AMSP was financed from 2007 till 2013, with 
projects running till 2017.55 The significant amount of funds 
spent in support of the sugar industry impacted the industry 

highly, in particular by commercializing subsistence farmers 
and supporting inclusion of large portions of the rural popu-
lation in the sugar belt into to sugar supply chain. The funds 
have, however, also enriched chiefs through the payment of 
royalties, benefiting the royal investment fund Tibiyo and pro-
fiting royally-affiliated haulage companies. The following sec-
tion describes the sugar industry and explains the impact of 
the AMSP, especially on smallholder growers. 

4.1 SUPPLY CHAIN OF THE 
SUGAR INDUSTRY

Swaziland is largely a rural country where 75% of the popula-
tion lives in the rural areas. Swazis residing in the urban areas 
will often have a rural homestead as well. The small size of the 
kingdom allows for a high level of temporary urban-rural mi-
gration, where many Swazis work in the city during the week 
but travel to their rural home for the weekend.  Of the employ-
ed labor force, 70% is active in the agricultural sector and sugar 
cane, is by far the most extensively grown crop. 

Swaziland’s sugar industry is concentrated in the Lowveld of 
the Lubombo region in eastern Swaziland, better known as the 
sugar belt. The belt stretches from Sihhoya and Mhlume in the 
north to Nsoko and Lavumisa in the south (see map page 4). As 
sugar cane growing relies on the availability of high quantities 
of water and sun rather than on good soils, villages can be 
relocated to grow sugar cane. The supply chain of the sugar 
industry consists of growers, haulage companies, millers, and 
the Swaziland Sugar Association (SSA) is as follows:

GROWERS - The supply chain of sugar in Swaziland begins 
with the growers, who grow the sugar cane. They are either 
small, medium or larger scale growers. Traditionally small-
holder growers are below 50ha, but since the promotion by 
the government of smallholder farmer companies and the 
increased availability of irrigation, smallholders is a definition 
that mainly covers shareholder farmer companies. Farmer 
companies vary in size and membership. The largest is Lom-
dashi with 652ha worth of sugar cane fields and 453 members. 
Most, if not all, smallholders are located on SNL. The medium 
growers traditionally have 50-1000ha and are usually private 
companies. Larger growers traditionally have above 1000ha. 
The larger growers include both sugar estates and the millers. 
The two milling companies RSSC and Ubombo have 21,620ha 
and 8,600ha of sugar cane fields respectively.56 All large and 
most medium growers are located on privately owned land. In 
2015/2016 there were 9 large growers, 29 medium growers and 
450 smallholders. While the number of smallholders 57 is much 
larger, they account for a small percentage of the cane grown.

49 Ben Richardson, “EU sugar policy and the experience of Swaziland”, ECPM, discussion paper no. 133 (2012)
50 Correspondence with EU Embassy in Swaziland.
51 W. Sikuka, “The Supply and demand of sugar in Swaziland”. Sugar Annual, 2016
52 Illovo Sugar, “Illovo Sugar: Swaziland Socio-Economic Impact Assessment”, Internal Management Report, 2014
53 Swaziland Sugar Association, Integrated Annual Report 2015/16, 2016
54 Sikuka, W., “The Supply and demand of sugar in Swaziland”. Sugar Annual, 2016
55 Documents obtained by request of access of information with the European Commission International Cooperation and Development.
56 Illovo Sugar, “Illovo Sugar: Swaziland Socio-Economic Impact Assessment”, Internal Management Report, 2014; Royal Swaziland Sugar Corporation limited, Integrated Report 2016, 2016
57 Swaziland Sugar Association, Integrated Annual Report 2015/2016, 2016
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HAULAGE COMPANIES - Small and medium growers will 
usually not harvest their own cane but contract haulage compa-
nies, who are responsible for both harvest and transport. The 
increase of farmer companies has enlarged the market for hau-
lage companies significantly. The two milling companies are re-
sponsible for their own harvest. 

MILLERS - Three sugar mills operate in Swaziland: Simunye Su-
gar Estate and Mhlume Sugar Estate, owned by RSSC, and the 
Ubombo Sugar Factory, owned by Ubombo, a subsidiary of the 
South African-based Illovo company, which is in turn owned by 
Associated British Foods plc (ABF). Combined, the three mills 
have a maximum capacity of around 800,000 tons of sugar. Si-
munye and Mhlume crush all the sugar cane from growers in the 
north, and Ubombo crushes all the sugar cane from farmers in 
the south.

SWAZILAND SUGAR ASSOCIATION (SSA) is a government 
umbrella body that collectively represents the growers and mil-
lers. It is responsible for sugar marketing and providing services 
for regulation and development in the sugar industry. SSA buys 
all the sugar produced in Swaziland and is responsible for selling 
the sugar abroad.

OTHER SIGNIFICANT ACTORS IN THE 
SUGAR INDUSTRY INCLUDE:

SWAZILAND CANE GROWERS ASSOCIATION (SCGA) re-
presents the interests of the collective growers, including farmer 
companies, medium scale and large scale.  

SWAZILAND SUGAR MILLERS ASSOCIATION (SSMA) re-
presents the interests of the collective millers. SSMA is not parti-
cularly vocal, as it only represents two millers. 

SWAZILAND WATER AND AGRICULTURE DEVELOP-
MENT ENTERPRISE (SWADE) is a government company 
established to facilitate the implementation of large water and 
agricultural development projects.

4.2 THE ROYAL FAMILY AND THE 
SUGAR INDUSTRY

TIBIYO TAKA NGWANE (TIBIYO) was originally established 
as a sovereignty fund. The Swazi government used it to ensure 
some level of ownership of foreign companies. The primary ob-
jective of Tibiyo is therefore, in theory, still the betterment of the 
Swazi people. Tibiyo owns 50% of RSSC, 40% of Ubombo Sugar 
Ltd., and all of Sihhoye Estate and Sivunga Estate. Combined the 
two estates have 2765ha of sugar cane fields and are managed by 
Ubombo and RSSC, respectively. Tibiyo furthermore has shares 
in several property investments, financial institutions, the Maloma 
mine, dairy processing plants, etc. (See Annex 1). The ownership 
in RSSC secured a dividend payout of E98m in 2015/2016, and 
the ownership in Illovo paid out E15m as dividend in 2012/2013. 
As Illovo is no longer publically listed, it is impossible to find out 
how much was paid out more recently. According to the 2015 
financial report, the value of Tibiyo is E1.5bn. Tibiyo also owns a 
30% share of FINCORP, which provides loans to small-scale far-
mers, with interest rates of above 20% (see 5.1.2).58

Tibiyo is controlled by King Mswati III and it is an open se-
cret in Swaziland that the royal family uses the fund to pay for 
personal expenses.59 This is supported by the fact that current 
managing director, former Prime Minister Absalom Themba 
Dlamini, was appointed prime minister in 2003 and that the 
board consists of several members of the royal family. 

According to Tibiyo’s own financials records for 2015, E104m 
of their funds were allocated to “national development”, which 
included bursaries, scholarships, health care, national ceremo-
nies and sundry expenses. Of the total E104m, E49m, or almost 
half, was budgeted under sundry expenses without any further 
clarification.60 Sundry expenses, in other budgets labelled as 
miscellaneous, will usually cover minor expenses which can-
not be allocated more specifically in the budget. It is therefore 
a major concern that the financial reports leave an allocation 
of this size undefined.61 It is furthermore a sign that funds, 
which are supposed to aid the public, are being used by fund 
managers and/ or the royal family in an underhand manner. 
 

58 TIbiyo Taka Ngwane, Annual Report 2015, 2015
59 Freedom House, Swaziland: A Failed Feudal State, Freedom House 2013
60 TIbiyo, Annual Report 2015, 2015; C. Vadome et. al. Swaziland: Southern Africa’s Forgotten Crisis, 2013
61 Tibiyo and their accountant KPMG Swaziland have been contacted, but did not respond to enquiries into the use of funds under Sundry expenses.
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4.3 SUGAR EXPORTS

Sugar from Swaziland is exported to the SACU market, regio-
nally in Africa, to the EU and US, and a small percentage is 
exported to the rest of the world. Each market has an individual 
price and the exact sugar price in Swaziland is therefore ba-
sed on a calculation of tonnage sold to each market and that 
market’s price. All sugar is exported and marketed by SSA. By 
bolstering Swaziland’s sugar industry through the EU-financed 
AMSP, Swaziland is expected to be prepared for the drop in 
the EU sugar reference price and the removal of internal EU 
production quotas in October 2017. As illustrated in table 1, 
reliance on the EU market has decreased significantly in recent 
years and interviewees across the sugar industry have all stated 
that Swaziland is not particularly reliant on the EU market, as 
a significant diversification has been ensured and is scheduled 
for the future. The diversification has been possible by incre-
ased consumption on the African market.

5. THE IMPACT OF 
THE ACCOMPANYING 
SUGAR PROTOCOL 
MEASURES 

€120m was allocated to Swaziland under the ASPM, and €118m 
of this payment was spent. This is a relatively high proportion 
of the allocated funds compared to other countries.62 There is 
no doubt that the commercialization of sugar farmers and the 
inclusion of the rural population into the sugar industry has be-
nefitted many people belonging to the poorer segments of the 
population. But while some people have benefitted, bribery, 
corruption and conflicts have emerged, and it is highly questio-
nable how sustainable the various farmer companies are. The 
two millers, RSSC and Illovo, have also benefitted greatly, which 
in turn means that their major shareholder Tibiyo has also bene-
fitted immensely from EU-support to the sugar industry.

5.1 THE IMPACT ON SMALLHOLDER 
GROWERS

Two major development projects were constructed to increase 
irrigation for small-scale holders: the development of the Ko-
mati River Basin, also known as the Komati Downstream De-
velopment Project (KDDP), and the development of the Lower 
Usuthu River Basin, also known as the Lower Usuthu Irrigation 
Project (LUSIP). The projects were informed, in part, by the rea-
lization that Swaziland produces sugar at less than half the cost 
of the EU yet is a relatively small producer of sugar in terms of 
world demand. Hence the assumption that exists is that there 
is room for expansion of Swaziland’s sugar production. Howe-
ver, the availability of water for irrigation was recognized as an 
important constraint to an expansion of capacity. Maguga Dam 
was therefore planned to entrap the high summer flows on the 
Komati River and store them for release later in the dry win-
ter and spring months. The KDDP was meant to enable about 
8,000 hectares to be brought under irrigation, and of this, 6,000 
hectares were earmarked for small-grower sugar cane.

Recent developments have been in the Usutu River Basin (LU-
SIP), which is in its second phase, involving a diversion weir and 
canal to be built to divert the summer peak flow into an offline 
dam (Lubovane Dam). When complete, this project will bring 
some 10,000 hectares under irrigation, all earmarked for small-
grower sugar cane. These two projects (KDDP and LUSIP) will 
produce an additional 1.6 million tons of cane, yielding 205,000 
tons of sugar.

The expanded capacity has facilitated the entry of small-sca-
le cane growers into the industry, an objective to which the 
government is committed as a strategy for poverty alleviation. 
As the price of sugar attained by growers in Swaziland is based 
on an average of all the markets that Swazi sugar is sold to, and 
all the preferential quotas were full, the only market left to sell 
the “new” sugar from small-scale cane growers was the world 
market, which holds the lowest price. There were therefore 
mixed concerns by other Swazi growers that the introduction 
of small-scale growers would dilute the overall price paid to 

62 Paul Goodison, “Traditional African Caribbean and Pacific Sugar Exports”, Initiativet for Handel of Udvikling, November 2015

Table 1: Swaziland sugar exports 

TABLE 1: SWAZILAND SUGAR EXPORTS:
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all growers. The RSSC has however recorded growing profits 
even during drought years, and according to the SCGA,63 there 
is evidence of improving sugar prices which has kept the indu-
stry profitable in spite of the market forces. 

There is plenty of good land available, which is at present 
used for extensive grazing, but most of the available land that 
is suitable for cane is SNL, without title deeds, and is under 
the control of the chiefs. An expansion of the sugar industry 
would mean an expansion of sugar cane growing on SNL.64 
Swaziland’s Sugar Act and its application by the SSA shows 
that the Act does not constitute an obstacle to the entry into 
sugar cane-growing by small-scale farmers. This means that 
farmer companies are established by the inhabitants of a spe-
cific area of land coming together, legally establishing a farmer 
company, then pooling their land together and giving the land 
to the chief, who gives the land to the farmer company.

The EU is involved in the inclusion of smallholder growers by 
having contributed to the large water projects, by helping with 
the initial financing and by building infrastructure. The following 
section describes the issues faced by the famer companies and 
the impact of the EU’s assistance on small-scale growers.

5.1.1 THE SMALL GROWERS’ BUSINESS 
MODEL AND TAX

The business model of small-scale growers has evolved since 
their inclusion in the sugar industry. The preferred business 
models used by smallholder farmers have evolved from Far-
mer Cooperatives to Farmer Associations and now Farmer 
Companies. The present model means that almost all small-
scale growers are actual companies, where the members are 
shareholders and the companies have a Board of Directors. 
Being registered as a company they have to pay corporate 
taxes (27,5%), VAT on sales (14%) and shareholders pay tax on 
their dividend (10%).65

FINCORP, as a financier, receives payment from the mill with 
VAT.  However, the mills now pay VAT for farmers.  VAT re-
funds are a contentious issue amongst farmer companies. 
Some have received huge returns from the Swaziland Revenue 
Authority (SRA), while others are confused by the added VAT. 
For the individual farmer company, this is an issue of misinfor-
mation or no information. The farmer companies are simply 
not aware, or have limited knowledge, of how to get the VAT 
returned from the SRA.66

It is important to note that many shareholders are unemploy-
ed, and belong to the poorer segments of the rural population. 
For many of them, their only income is the dividend received 
by the farmer company. The dividend pay to the shareholders 
of a farmer company varies, with the highest recordings being 
around E28 000 and the lowest E0. The shareholder is never-

theless taxed 10% on the dividend, like an individual owning 
shares on the stock exchange. The tax level faced by the far-
mer companies and the lack of information of VAT returns is 
therefore highly contradictory to the government’s aim of al-
leviating poverty.

5.1.2 FARMER COMPANIES, DEBT AND FINANCING*

The initial farming cooperative and associations were usually 
financed 100% by the financial institutes: FINCORP, Swazi Bank, 
Standard Bank, First National Bank etc. The loans covered the 
cost of land preparation, irrigation systems, planting and other 
activities associated with the initiation of cane growing. Finan-
cing provided by the institution came at an interest rate of any-
thing between 18% and 28%, which meant that many schemes 
were never able to pay off their debt.67 In recognition of the 
endless debt, the newer farmer companies, established after 
2010 with the involvement of the EU, were given 70% of the 
initial financing from the EU, leaving only 30% to be financed 
under the high interest rates. Based on the results from inter-
views with the farmer companies, the companies that received 
the 70% financing from the EU are out of debt and able to pay 
dividends to their shareholders. This is not the case with the ol-
der farmer schemes. The EU’s contribution is therefore highly 
valued by small scale farmers. While the EU provides grants of 
70%, between E1-3m, Swazi financial institutions demand high 
interest rates. That Swazi financial institutions demand high in-
terest rates, while the EU provides grants at no cost, illustrates 
policy incoherence and more importantly is a clear strategy for 
the Swazi institutions to benefit from the EU grants. 

5.1.3 FARMER COMPANIES AND 
CORPORATE GOVERNANCE 

Another issue for farmer companies is corporate governance. 
In some companies, the board has a say in every decision. 
Every detail is reported before a decision is made.  This has 
led to cases of fraud, especially with regards to procurement 
of farming inputs and securing contracts for haulage (see 
case 1).  High dividends are reported to be a driving factor of 
conflict, and ‘reflect’ on the financier, hence, in the experi-
ence of FINCORP, farmer companies hop from one financier 
to the next.  FINCORP notes a lack of understanding of busi-
ness principles, so that farmer companies share dividends in  
November-December (at the end of the crushing season), 
yet the business year runs till March.  In the view of FINCORP, 
continuous training on taxation and business principles would 
help.68

63 Interview with SCGA, 28 March 2017, Mbabane
64 John Mkhwanazi at KDDP, interviewed 28 March 2017, KDDP, indicated that RSSC is still seeking more smallholder farmers to grow their base.
65 Interview with FINCORP, 23 March 2017, Siphofeneni
66 Based on interview with 12 farmer companies, see Annex 2
67 The interest rates are based on interviews with farmer companies, see annex 2.
68 Interview with FINCORP, 23 March 2017, Siphofeneni
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5.1.4 FARMER COMPANIES AND THE 
PRICE OF SUGAR CANE 

The farmer company receives 68.10% of the proceeds based 
on the sucrose level in their sugar cane, while the mills recei-
ve profits from the sucrose, electricity, ethanol, and bagasse, 
which are all products of the sugar cane.69 The future profita-
bility for the farmer companies is uncertain, as the world price 
of sugar is volatile and because of the various issues men-
tioned above. It would be more secure if the mills’ revenue 
stream was shared more equitably. The distribution formula 
from sugar, is however prescribed by legislation, meaning that 
the issue is essentially a political issue and not something that 
millers themselves can change. In tune with the abovementio-
ned issues, it would take government intervention to make the 
farmer companies’ business more sustainable.

5.1.5 FARMER COMPANIES AND CHIEFS

Swaziland’s dual system of governance means that land issues 
on SNL is mainly dealt with by the chief. Chiefs are the ex-
tended arm of the king as it is the king who appoints chiefs 
throughout the country. In the formation of farmer compa-
nies, households give their fields to the chief who in turn gives 
them to the farmer company to grow sugar cane commer-
cially. Farmer companies are mainly constituted by individual 
shareholder from households that contribute land. The chiefs’ 
management of land means that royalties are often paid to the 
chiefs by the farmer companies. The farmer companies in the 
southern part of the sugar belt pay their royalties to Chief Ms-
hikashika II of the kaNgcamphalala Royal Kraal, who collects 
E5000 from individual farmer companies. There are approxi-
mately 104 farmer companies in his chiefdom.70 His combi-
ned royalties  amount to at least E520 000. Such behaviour of 
chiefs is systemic and Chief Mshikashika is not an extraordi-
nary case, as explored further in Case 2. The financers of the 
farmer companies consider the royalty paid a relatively mini-
mal cost compared to other maintenance bills such as wa-
ter, electricity, wages etc. but it is clear from interviews with 
the farmer companies that the chiefs’ interference is major 
obstacle to good corporate governance and the profitability  
of the companies.71

5.1.6 THE EUROPEAN UNION AND
FARMER COMPANIES

One of the major aims of the Swaziland National Adaption Plan 
was to use sugar cane growing as an engine to pull the rural po-
pulation in the Sugar Belt out of poverty, and this is the strategy 
that the EU has supported through the AMSP. There is a consen-
sus and unanimity amongst the farmer companies interviewed, 
that the sugarcane projects have improved their lives. Cited im-
provements include employment opportunities, infrastructural 
developments, water and sanitation, and general improvements 
in household incomes that have made it possible for families 
to send their children to good schools, to buy cars and build 
modern brick wall houses connected to the power grid.  House-
holds benefit from the development of bulk water infrastructure 
for irrigation and potable water systems piping water directly 
into the individual homesteads. Some farmer companies re-
ported subscribing to burial schemes on behalf of the sharehol-
ders. Typically, each farmer company employs a farm supervi-
sor, clerk, security personnel, pump attendants and irrigators, all 
fulltime.  Seasonal labor includes those engaged for weeding, 
pest control, harvesting- cane cutters and haulage. For the indi-
vidual company, this means direct improvements of their mem-
bers’ lives and often increased employment opportunities.

Bearing this in mind, it is critical to address the viability of the 
farmer companies. Many are poorly managed and continue to 
have conflicts with their chief and internally. Poor manage-
ment is not solely related to conflicts but also to economic 

69 This point have been raised both in the literature (Richardson,2012; Goodison,P, “BR 5 The Impact of EU Sugar Reforms on Traditional African Caribbean and Pacific Sugar Exporters) 
and by the EU ambassador to Swaziland Nicola Bellomo (31/3-2017, Mbabane)
70 This number is an estimated based on interviews with famer companies located in Chief Mshikashika chiefdom.
71 Interview with FINCORP, 23 March 2017, Siphofeneni

Lomdashi is the largest farmer company on record with 453 
members and 652ha of sugar cane fields. It is the result of 
five farmer companies coming together to exploit the eco-
nomics of scale. While Lomdashi is an outlying case, it illu-
strates some of the general issues of corporate governance 
faced by farmer companies. The size of Lomdashi means 
that its revenue is relatively large and this has been a major 
contributor to the intense infighting between the original 
five farmer companies. They have fought over who chairs 
the board and the board has changed four times since 
2015. Issues include differences between the companies, 
as some current members did not grow sugar cane before 
their inclusion in the company, some houses were relocated 
to clear up additional hectares for the cane growing other 
were not. But the main issue is the economic size of the 
company, which means that any irrigation changes, harve-
sting, planting etc. are costly and by extension very profita-
ble for a haulage company. Allegedly, different boards have 
therefore engaged in obtaining kickbacks from haulage 
companies, to secure contracts. This has resulted in toing 
and froing between different haulage companies, which in 
turn means that harvesting is either delayed or premature, 
both of which affects the sucrose level in the sugar cane 
and eventually the price paid by the mill. These issues have 
caused Lomdashi to pay huge amounts in lawyer fees and to 
spend excessive time in court. 

Dispute between haulage companies that are in negotiati-
ons with Lomdashi has on some occasions turned violent, 
including the destruction of sugarcane and machete attacks 
on business rivals. 

CASE 1: LOMDASHI AND THE 
ECONOMIES OF SCALE     
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sustainability, as many farmer companies are not saving capi-
tal for replanting of sugar cane (approximately every 10 years), 
improvement of irrigation systems or unforeseen expenses. 
Instead most companies pay the entire profits to dividends. 
This is evident by the big differences in the size of the dividend. 
Companies have paid out more than E20 000 one year, only 
for then pay out nothing the following year. The profitability 
of the sugar industry has been questioned, but it is important 
to note that the main determinants of the sugar price locally 
in Swaziland is not necessarily the world market price of su-
gar. The profitability in Swaziland relies more on the cost of 
electricity, the cost of fertilizer, the accessibility of water, the 
amount of rain and sunshine, and perhaps most importantly 
the exchange rate relative to the main international markets. 
While none of the interviewees showed any concern over 
the changing world market prices, the farmer companies and 
small-scale farmers are the most vulnerable of the cane gro-
wers, and will undoubtedly be the first to suffer if the sugar 
industry’s viability comes under increasing threat.

5.2 THE EUROPEAN UNION 
AND HAULAGE

One of the major contributions made by the EU’s assistance 
is the improved infrastructure. The aim of improving the in-
frastructure was to increase the amount of haulage compa-
nies and the competition amongst them, thereby lowering the 
transport and harvesting cost for the farmer companies. While 
transport is still a major cost for the farmer companies, the 
cost has decreased due to the increased competition. Howe-
ver, as indicated above, the poor management of the farmer 
companies and the lack of transparency means that the hau-
lage is inherently unregulated, which results in major kickbacks 
to board members from the haulage companies and lack of 
knowledge on the decision as to why a specific company was 
chosen. There is not a formal tenders’ process related to su-
gar cane harvesting for farming companies even though it is 
a multi-million emalangeni business.72 On the other hand, 
there are stories of fronting, where one haulage company will 
be contracted due to political affiliation without owning any 
equipment, only for them to hire a subcontractor who owns 
the equipment to carry out the work. Companies without 
equipment are often owned in part or wholly by members of 
the royal family. 73

5.3 EU AND THE MILLERS 
The EU’s external assistance to the millers has been focused 
on integrating smallholders into the supply chain by increasing 
the capacity of the factories. The millers have in recent years 
diversified their revenue streams so as not to solely rely on the 
sale of sugar, but also on electricity, ethanol, and bagasse. This 
means that millers get a higher percentage of the overall in-
come from the sugar cane than the smallholder growers. Whi-
le millers and the SSA state that they have also invested more in 

72 Interviews with farmer companies, see Annex II.
73 Interview with stakeholders of haulage companies, who wish to remain anonymous. 

ROYALTIES

Farmer companies in the northern sugar belt are known 
to contribute an equivalent of individual shareholder di-
vidends to the royal kraal. When Chief Ndlaluhlaza Nd-
wandwe was installed (Sibhmbi), these farmer companies 
pooled together funds to purchase a vehicle for the new 
chief, a Ford SUV (basic variant priced at E453 900).

CHIEFS AND THE GENESIS OF INSTABILITY IN 
FARMER COMPANIES

The royalties collected reflect a concentration of power, 
where individuals in the Chief’s Inner Council are said to 
have been caught demanding cash from companies in the 
name of the chief.

Chief Mshikashika is reported to be a shareholder in se-
veral farmer companies (e.g. Mgulugulu & Sihlase). His 
children are shareholders in different farmer companies 
and he has imposed the inclusion of new shareholders 
against the constitution of the company. These conflicts 
have ended in both the traditional and civil courts.  

Some companies set aside as much as E80 000 for legal 
fees, to deal with cases of imposed individuals and board 
members who refuse to vacate office.  In extending their 
term of office, board members are said to use the name 
of the chief, and some companies have reported having 
been summoned to the royal kraal for refusing to add 
members.  Other companies reported serving court or-
ders against the chief to try and avoid the imposition of 
new members.

Tikane Investments (a Farmer Company with 42 sharehol-
ders) used a court order to expel 12 members, including 
the offspring of the chief, together with a board that had 
remained in office beyond their constitutional mandate.

Interviewees intimated their concerns that money may 
be handed to the chief to ‘buy’ shareholding in farmer 
companies, hence the imposition of individuals as new 
shareholders.  The Traditional Court (Ndabazabantu) was 
reported by one company to have ruled that they must 
conform to the chief’s dictates and add new members, 
even though this was an abrogation and disregard of the 
company constitution. The company reported being de-
nied the right to appeal the court decision. The case is still 
pending.

CASE 2: THE CHIEFS: GENESIS OF 
CONFLICT, CONCENTRATION OF 
POWER AND RESOURCES 
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the sugar industry than the smallholders, they have also bene-
fitted exponentially by having increased access to sugar cane 
without investing further in their own fields, meaning that the 
liability of the increased sugar cane growing does not lie with 
the millers but the smallholder growers.

The setup of Swaziland’s sugar industry, where there are only 
privately owned sugar mills, means that the major beneficiaries 
are the millers. The farmer companies hold very little bargaining 
power as they cannot select alternative mills to which they can 
take their sugar cane, because the organization established 
to represent them, the SCGA, is relatively weak. But perhaps 
most importantly they lack bargaining power because most of 
the farmer companies have very little business and corporate 
capacity, and therefore limited understanding of the structure 
and dynamics of the industry.

One example of the vulnerability of the farmer companies 
is the 2014-2016 drought. While it might be expected that a 
drought would affect all growers equally, the RSSC recorded 
record-breaking profits over the course of the drought. This is 
due to the adequacy of water allocated for RSSC’s sugar cane 
fields and the high level of sunshine.74 Smallholder growers 
suffered and experienced lower yields due to the lack of water 
available.

5.4 ONE-COMMODITY COUNTRY?
Alarm bells should start ringing when any country becomes 
too reliant on one industry; Swaziland is heavily reliant on su-
gar, both in terms of the number of people that benefit and in 
terms of the country’s trade. EU assistance initially increased 
Swaziland dependency on sugar, but the EU has also actively 
tried to help Swaziland diversify their agricultural sector. The 
AMSP was specifically made to increase the competitiveness 
of the sugar industry in the ACP countries, including Swazi-
land; hence the funds were earmarked for the sugar industry. 
The EU has spent funds under the EDFs to assist diversification, 

but this has had limited success so far. The main obstacle to di-
versification is that sugar is profitable, does not require a lot of 
manpower, and has a strong supply chain. While the EU conti-
nues to focus on the agricultural sector, the Swazi government 
only has a limited focus on agriculture. Under the Maputo Ag-
reement, the government is supposed to allocate at least 10% 
of GDP to agriculture, but has so far only dedicated 3%. The 
small share of the budget for agriculture is worrying and indi-
cates a lack of commitment from the Swazi government.

6. CONCLUSION: EU 
AND SWAZILAND’S 
SUGAR INDUSTRY
The support from the EU to the sugar industry has benefited 
thousands of smallholder growers. By assisting with the initial 
cost associated with establishing a farmer company and im-
proving the infrastructure, many would-be rural poor have im-
proved their lives by being able to afford and access education, 
better housing with electricity and medical care. The price that 
they have to pay is that of corruption and a conflictual relations-
hip with the local chiefs. It is important to note that many of the 
newer beneficiaries were not previously farmers, but are now 
shareholders of a farmer company. This allows them to obtain 
dividend from the profits of the company. Apart from the be-
nefits to the rural poor, it’s clear from the data presented in this 
report that a significant share of the profits in the sugar industry 
finds its way to King Mswati III, the Swazi Royal Family or the 
pockets of his chiefs, either through Tibiyo, through the haulage 
companies or through royalties. The sugar industry in Swaziland 
is structured so that external assistance to the industry ends up 
benefitting the last absolute monarch in Africa.

Another problem with the way the EU is assisting the sugar indu-
stry is the commercialization of smallholder growers, who pre-

74 Interview with Royal Swaziland Sugar Corporation Limited Managing Director Nick Jackson and General Manager Operations Patrcik Myeni, 6 April 2017, RSSC

Improved paved road to Siphifeneni and canal used for irrigation. One of the infrastructural projects financed by the EU. 
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viously were mostly subsistence farmers. Before the EU began 
to assist the sugar industry, there was a clear understanding of 
the industry’s requirement for expansion. This could only hap-
pen by putting additional land under irrigation for sugar cane. 
The geography and climate of Swaziland allows for sugar cane 
to be grown in the sugar belt, the eastern part of the country. As 
with most rural land, the land available was SNL that is control-
led by the king. An increase in the land available for sugar cane 
farming therefore meant inclusion of SNL. People living on the 
land were therefore assisted in becoming sugar cane growers 
and eventually shareholders of sugar cane grower companies, 
the farmer companies. This meant increasing profits for the royal 
family, the smallholders, and the sugar companies. But because 
the farmer companies are the ones who have invested in the land, 
they are also the ones taking the highest risk, and they are the 
most vulnerable link in the supply chain. Adding to this is the high 
interest rates charged by the financial institutions. Essentially, the 
expansion of the sugar industry was conducted in ways where 
the poorest segment of the population holds the highest level of 
risk, and is the first to suffer if sugar prices should fall, if electricity 
prices should increase or if another drought hits Swaziland. 

A final issue with the EU’s general support to Swaziland, inclu-
ding aid to the health, educational and agricultural sectors, is 
that it diverts responsibility from the Swazi government. While 
the EU supports services that are usually provided by the state, 
the Swazi government allocates a large percentage of its na-
tional budget to security and the royal family. Essentially, the 
EU disregards the precarious situation of Swaziland: that the 
country is constitutionally, and more importantly in practice, an 
absolute monarchy. 
   

7. RECOMMENDATIONS 
Recommendations for the EU’s future engagements with Swazi-
land should begin with an improved understanding of the political 
system and economy of Swaziland. Essentially the political sy-
stem is an absolute monarchy, which means that the royal family 
has a role to play in all power relations in Swaziland and all power 
radiates from the royal family. The implications are clear: negotia-
tions that are not based on a relinquishing of power by the royal 
family will be fruitless and cannot achieve democratic goals.    

From this political analysis of Swaziland also springs the crucial 
fact that the country is not in a process of democratization. Poli-
tical parties cannot participate in elections, some political priso-
ners are subjected to torture, labor union activities are restricted 
and the population (especially the rural population) lives in a re-
pressive environment. The role of the EU and other international 
actors is, therefore, at least initially not to facilitate a process of 
democratization, but to support the pro-democratic forces in 
Swaziland and voice a continuous critique of the current regime.

The sugar industry is a reflection of the larger political system in 
Swaziland. It is largely owned by the royal investment company 
Tibiyo, the haulage companies are often affiliated with the royal 
family, and the land is administrated by the royal chiefs. The-
se are strong political powers that have little to no interest in 
changing the undemocratic nature of Swaziland. Support to the 
sugar industry, in the way that it is current conducted, will the-
refore unavoidably end up supporting the royal family and thus 
undermine the democratic forces in the country. 

A third consideration for any recommendation is the support 
to sectors usually financed by the state, such as health-, agri-
culture- and infrastructure development. When the EU and the 
US significantly finance these sectors, they also alleviate the re-
sponsibility of the Swazi government to do so.  Instead of the 
Swazi government spending its limited budget on sectors asso-
ciated with the improvement of the lives of its population, a very 
high proportion of the national budget is spent on the security 
sector, including police, military and correctional services. 

In 2017, the Swaziland government slashed the agriculture bud-
get (in the midst of support from the EU to the sector) by 3.4% 
to E741 million while the army budget increased, in contrast a 
diminished agriculture budget, by 8.4% to E2.9 billion, to the de-
triment of poor Swazis.75 The drop in the agriculture budget was 
affected during the worst droughts in 35 years.76 The increase in 
the security budget stands in stark contradiction to the fact that 
the country is one of the most peaceful countries according to 
the Global Peace Index (2.01 in 2017).77 There is a global per-
ception that Swaziland is more peaceful than in previous years. 
The EU and the US are thus seemingly more serious about bet-
tering the lives of the Swazis than the Swazi government. 

Based on these observations, the recommendations of this re-
port for the EU’s engagement with Swaziland are:

• To establish mechanisms that ensure transparency and 
accountability, to ensure that external assistance (paid for 
with EU taxpayers’ money) does not end up in the pocket 
of the monarchy and affiliates.

• To demand as a donor that the Swazi government priori-
tizes the well-being of its citizens in the budget, instead 
of spending a large percentage of the national budget on 
security and appanage. 

• The EU should publically condemn Swaziland’s non-
compliance with its international obligations, including 
the CAADP, the principles of the Cotonou agreement and 
the newly signed EPA.   

• To establish benchmarks similar to the ones included 
in Swaziland’s AGOA trade act with the USA, which would al-
low cancellation of the EPA and/or aid if the benchmarks are 
not adhered to. 

75 B. Mbingo, “Martin Dishes E21.7bn Budget”, Swazi Observer, 25 Feb 2017);  Sifiso Sibandze, “It’s Development Unusual Indeed! The Times of Swaziland”, The Times of Swaziland, 11 June 2017
76 SADC, “Regional Situation Update on the El Niño-Induced Drought”, SADC Regional Situation Update, issue 02, 2016
77 Institute for Economics and Peace (2017). Global Peace Index 2017. Measuring Peace in a Complex World. Available at: http://economicsandpeace.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/
Global-Peace-Index-Report-2017_0.pdf (accessed June 12, 2017)
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ANNEXES 
ANNEX 1: OVERVIEW OF THE 
EUROPEAN UNION’S EXTERNAL 
ASSISTANCE TO SWAZILAND  

77 Institute for Economics and Peace (2017). Global Peace Index 2017. Measuring Peace in a Complex World. Available at: http://economicsandpeace.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/
Global-Peace-Index-Report-2017_0.pdf (accessed June 12, 2017)

9TH EDF: €33M  2001-2007 (2004-2012) 
Education and Training ..........................................................€23m
Micro projects ..........................................................................€4.7m
Capacity Building for Development Planning Project .......€2.7m
HIV/AIDS Prevention and Care Programme ......................€2m 
Gender Programme ................................................................€1.4m
Competitiveness and Trade Support Programme ............€1.8m 

1. Human Development (Health and Education Sectors) ...€21m
2. Water Supply, Sanitation, irrigation ...................................€29m

1. Agriculture: ............................................................................ €40m 
2. Social Protection:..................................................................€15m
3. Support measures: .................................................................€7m 

• EPA
• Governance 
• Non-state actors 
• Technical Cooperation Facility

ASPM: €134 (€120M) 2007-2013 (2008-2017)
10TH EDF: €63M (€70M) 2008-2013 (2008-2013)  

11TH EDF: €62M 2014-2020 (2014-22)
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Dalcrue Agricultural 
Holdings (Pty) Ltd Livestock, Sugar cane, Dairy, Crops. 100% 100%

Inyoni Yami Swaziland 
Irrigation Scheme  Sugar cane & Livestock 50% 50%

Sihhoye Estate Sugar cane 100% 100%

Sivunga Estate Sugar cane 100% 100%

The Royal Swaziland Sugar
Corporation Limited Sugar cane & Sugar 50% 50%

Umbombo Sugar Limited Sugar cane & Sugar 40% 40%

V I F (under Provisional liquidation) Sugar cane 100% 100%

AGRICULTURE PRODUCTS HOLDINGS 2012 HOLDINGS 2015

Bhunu Mall Property. 40,79% 40,79%

Manica Swaziland (Pty) 
Limited (Dormant ) Shipping, Car Rental 25% 25%

Metro Cash & Carry Holdings 
Swd (Pty) Ltd (under liquidation) Wholesale 10,40% liquidated

Nedbank (Swaziland ) Limited Banking  1,49% 1,49%

Swaziland Development & 
Finance Corporation (FINCORP) SME financier 20% 30%

Simunye Plaza (Pty) Ltd Property 25% 25%

The Swazi Observer (Pty) Ltd Newspapers 100% 100%

Tibiyo Insurance Brokers (Pty) 
Ltd (Alexander Forbes Risk
Services Swaziland) Insurance Broker 41,25% 41,25%

Tibiyo Properties (Pty) Ltd Property 100% 100%

COMMERCIAL, FINANCE, SERVICES & PROPERTY

Royal Swazi National Shipping 
Corp Ltd (Dormant) Dormant  76% 76%

Swazi Spa Holdings Limited Hotels 39,69% 39,69%

Tibiyo Leisure and Resorts (Pty) Ltd, 
Trading as The Royals Villas Hotels 100% 100%

TOURISM AND TRANSPORT 

Dvokolwako Diamond Mines
(Pty) Ltd (Dormant) Diamonds 50% Liquidated

Maloma Colliery Limited Anthracite Coal 25% 25%

Manufacturing & Processing 
 
Parmalat Swaziland (Pty) Ltd Dairy Products 26% 26%

Swaziland Beverages Limited Beverages 40% 40%

MINING

ANNEX 2: TIBIYO NGWANE OWNERSHIPS 
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ANNEX 3: CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMER 
COMPANIES VISITED AND INTERVIEWED

Kuhle Kubonela 52 2011 48.9

Ziyahle 95 2011 82

Tikane Investments  42 2011 91.7 yes

Phendukani 65 2009 114 no

Nyoni Khalakahle 25 2008 53 yes

Mtfweni 57 2011 104.5 yes

Mpondweni 72 2011 105 yes

Mgulugulu & Sihlase 52 2010 103 yes

Madvwaleni 28 2011 38

Lomdashi 453 2014 652

Kuhle Kutentela 82 2010 54 yes

COMPANY NAME MEMBERSHIP FIRST CROP SUGAR CANE HECTARAGE BANK LOAN FULLY PAID OFF 
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