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Summary. - Lack of political commitment has been seen as a principal reason for the failure of development programs, and is the pretext for calls for ‘selectivity’ in the allocation of donor aid.  A new model of commitment is proposed, and applied to a case study of civil service reform in Swaziland.  The failure of repeated reform attempts there is indeed due to a lack of commitment that has its roots in Swaziland’s unusual political system, in which ‘traditional’ rulers have effective power.  Prospects for reform therefore depend either on fundamental political change, or on engaging with those rulers’ fear that reform represents a threat to their interests.  Applying the model of commitment to the case study highlights the importance of a political analysis, and suggests constructive forms of engagement with uncommitted governments that go beyond the minimal involvement that the selectivity approach advocates.  The model may represent a tool for predicting, and helping to generate, a government’s commitment to a given policy proposal. 
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1. INTRODUCTION: COMMITMENT AND THE FAILURE OF REFORM

‘Commitment’ is development’s latest holy grail. Along with the presumed synonyms of ‘will’ and ‘ownership’, we find it in discussion of rural development (Clay and Schaffer, 1984; Hulme, 1995); macroeconomic management (Killick, 1998); public enterprise reform (Campos and Esfahani, 2000); civil service reform, the focus of this article (Nunberg, 1997); and no doubt elsewhere.  It is a particular feature of donor documents.  An early World Bank study claimed that degree of country commitment was ‘almost universally recognized as one of the main factors explaining success ... (and) is one of the most commonly quoted causes of unsatisfactory project completion’ (Heaver and Israel, 1986: 1).  A later World Bank study found that ‘ownership’ explained overall program outcomes in no fewer than 73% of 81 World Bank operations completed in the 1980s, with exogenous shocks explaining many of the remainder (Johnson and Wasty, 1993; see also Jayarajah and Branson, 1995).

This evidence has propelled commitment into the mainstream policy discourse.  The World Bank’s president at the time of writing, James Wolfensohn (1999: 9), declared that 

‘It is clear to all of us that ownership is essential. Countries must be in the driver’s seat and set the course. They must determine goals and the phasing, timing and sequencing of programs.’

and the UK’s Secretary of State for International Development insisted that

‘We know that it’s fruitless for ... any ... donor to impose reform programmes ... Governments will sign up to them because they want the money, but if there is no local commitment to the reforms they will never succeed.  They will slip and fail and not be implemented.’ (Short, quoted in One World Action, 1998; see also Camdessus, 1999)
Its importance is also reflected in the design of the World Bank’s (1999) poverty reduction strategy papers (PRSPs), the sine qua non for debt relief under the Highly Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) initiative.  Quite properly so: if structural adjustment programs failed as much because of the ‘process’ issue of commitment as because of their content, the new poverty approach will fare no better unless commitment is built into it.

The emphasis on commitment has also led to a new ‘selectivity’ view of the role of aid.  In an admirably self-critical, though damning, critique of what was arguably the central assumption of conditionality-based structural adjustment lending in the 1980s and 1990s, the World Bank (1998: 58) now admits that ‘In the past donor agencies have tried to ‘buy reform’ by offering assistance to governments that were not otherwise inclined to reform.  This approach failed.’  Since donors will only know that governments are really committed once they have actually implemented reform, substantial aid should only be forthcoming after implementation: donors should back winners.  This is notwithstanding the recognition, inopportune given the return of poverty to the top of the development agenda, that the implied change in aid allocation would have a particular impact on poor countries, since they are the very countries likeliest to have ‘bad’ policies.  Until then, donor engagement should largely be confined to low-cost awareness-raising measures like overseas scholarships and dissemination of ideas (World Bank, 1998).

The evidence on commitment is compelling, and it would be pointless to support initiatives that have little chance of success because commitment does not exist.  Of course some have argued that governments would be unwise or unlikely to commit themselves to the ‘orthodox’ economic policy that is the backdrop to the entire commitment debate as it does not produce the desired results: we need look no further than the controversy surrounding the IMF’s role in the East Asian economic crisis (Stiglitz, 2002).  But even if ‘orthodox’ policy is everything its admirers say it is (for this article is mostly about the ‘process’ of policy, and not its ‘content’), there are still two objections to the selectivity view.  The first is its lack of curiosity about why so many governments stubbornly refuse to implement orthodox policy, given all its presumed benefits.  The second is that although it relieves donors of the temptation of meddling in domestic politics, it is not clear where the motivation to reform is now going to come from.  If ‘jam today’ in the form of conditionality was an inadequate incentive, ‘jam tomorrow, after implementation’ in the form of selectivity is no incentive at all.  ‘National transformations often catch observers by surprise’, says the World Bank (1998: 116), a disarming admission in view of the Bank’s far-flung network of country representatives, but one that leaves it and other observers in the Micawber-like posture of waiting for something to turn up.

Thus on the one hand we can admit the futility of donors throwing money at, or activists wasting their time lobbying, governments that have no commitment to reform, while on the other hand still seeking for a way to engage substantively with those very governments, often among the poorest.  In the first place that means trying to identify as early in the policy process as possible whether commitment is genuine and will lead to implementation: it is child’s play to back a winner when the race is over.  In the second place it means trying to understand those cases where commitment does not exist, even though a government may have flirted with reform, with a view to suggesting how it might be generated.  Such a two-pronged approach will allow donors, indigenous development activists and citizens at large to distinguish between governments where the intention to reform exists and deserves support, and governments that have no such intention, where an effort of understanding and agenda-setting will usefully augment minimal forms of engagement like scholarship programs.  This article aims to lay the groundwork for that approach by creating a more robust understanding of commitment and applying it to a case study of civil service reform in Swaziland.

2. IDENTIFYING POLITICAL COMMITMENT

Commitment is a classic ‘black box’, a cloudy concept habitually invoked in reform post-mortems: there was a reform program, we tried to implement it, but we failed because ‘commitment’ was not forthcoming.  Heaver and Israel pointed out in 1986 that, ‘in spite of its importance ... (commitment) has seen little systematic treatment or research’ (1986: 13), and there have been few serious attempts to come to terms with it subsequently, even by those writers who use it most.  Heaver and Israel themselves found it ‘conceptually difficult’ (1986: 1).  Seven and nine years later, in its ‘ownership’ guise, it was still ‘conceptually elusive’ to both Johnson and Wasty (1993: 2) and Jayarajah and Branson (1995: 233); while, three years later again, Killick conceded that ‘the weakness of the ownership explanation is that it is ‘ad hoc’’ (1998: 91).  

I suggest that the problem is not so much one of definition – we can rub along with the dictionary definition of ‘pledge or undertaking’ or, more formally, ‘a binding of the individual to behavioral acts’ (Kiesler and Sakamura, 1966: 349) – as of identifying it and, even more, predicting what it will lead to.  How will we know it when we see it? And how can we tell if a government will follow through from commitment to implementation?

What makes governments implement an espoused policy?  Numerous studies have tried to answer this question, including Gulhati (1990), Heaver and Israel (1986), Mosley et al. (1991), Rodrik (1996), Thomas and Grindle (1990), Waterbury (1993) and Whitehead (1990). Table One confines itself to studies that have successfully tested individual factors that are associated with successful reform implementation 
.

INSERT TABLE ONE HERE

It is also instructive to look at commitment from a psychological point of view, since it is by definition a psychological concept, though we must take care when we apply individual-level concepts to the behavior of complex political coalitions.  The pioneering theoretical and experimental work of Kiesler (1971) and his colleagues, taken up by Salancik (1977) in an organizational setting, found that personal commitment is strong to the extent that it is explicit, irrevocable, voluntary and public.  However, Kiesler’s experiments were conducted in laboratory settings, typically using student subjects, so the commitments that he was testing were inevitably trivial ones.  But drawing on goal-setting theory (Latham and Locke, 1991) allows us to add that a commitment should also be challenging.
 

More recent research on commitment has fragmented, with specific models such as Johnson’s (1999) framework of commitment to a relationship and Mowday et al.’s (1982) and Meyer and Allen’s (1997) models of organizational commitment.  None of them is generalizable outside its own domain, mostly because they have lost sight of fundamental psychological research.  However, I suggest that the structure of the organizational models is relevant to us, even if their content is not.  Both view commitment as having antecedents (such as organization size and the individual’s socialization experiences) which lead to commitment proper, which leads in turn to organizational outcomes (such as staff turnover and individual productivity), (see Mowday et al., 1982: 30, Figure 2.1; and Meyer and Allen, 1997: 106, Figure 7.1).

From all this we can derive the following model of political commitment to reform, in which the ‘antecedents’ correspond to major factors identified in at least two of the reform studies that we have reviewed
, and the ‘elements’ correspond to factors identified in the psychological literature; the ‘voluntary’ element also corresponds to ‘ownership’ as discussed by Johnson and Wasty and Killick.  The model hypothesizes that when the antecedents are sufficiently present, commitment will emerge, strong to the extent that it is voluntary, explicit, challenging, public and irrevocable, and that commitment will in turn lead to successful reform implementation.  

INSERT FIGURE ONE HERE

This is a behavioral model (Mowday et al., 1982: 26), in which commitment is viewed as a behavioral intention which predicts whether a government will implement a policy proposal or not (Ajzen, 1988).  Prediction is crucial in terms of our earlier discussion.  Moreover, we have a tautology unless we can separate commitment from the later action that commitment elicits (Becker, 1960: 35; see also Johnson and Wasty, 1993: 2).

Although the model’s elements come from the psychological literature, the reform literature echoes them.  Most notably, there is the equation of the ‘voluntary’ element with ownership, even if it is only one element of our model of commitment, rather than synonymous with it as the reform literature sometimes implies.  Indeed, when one considers the pervasiveness of donor intervention in developing countries and the popular equation of reform with donor pressure, it is very significant that several studies have found the key determinants of commitment to be internal: ‘domestic policies set the basic parameters of government efforts’, while external support ‘emerges as a sometimes necessary, but far from sufficient, condition for implementation’ (Nelson, 1990: 344; 347).  Assessing Aid, despite being devoted to making the case for aid, similarly notes that ‘the lending cum conditionality process works well only when local polities have decided, largely on their own, possibly with outside technical help, to address their reform needs’.  ‘Successful reform,’ it concludes, ‘Depends primarily on a country’s institutional and political characteristics’ (World Bank, 1998: 52, 53).  Voluntary commitment, or ‘ownership’, is also central to Killick’s critical account of IMF operations, so much so that he finally sees ownership as a proxy for conflicts of interest between donors and recipients (1998; see also Thomas and Grindle, 1990: 1164; and Williamson, 1994).

Other elements also appear in the reform literature.  Heaver and Israel refer to the importance of ‘setting clear and attainable goals’, which corresponds to the ‘explicit’ element in the model.  Likewise, they emphasize committing political leadership to a project by ‘offering them a chance to publicly state their … support’, which corresponds to the ‘public’ element (Heaver and Israel, 1986: 11 and 28; see also Johnson and Wasty, 1993).  Campos and Esfahani (2000: 226) and others emphasize the importance of insulating reform against policy reversal, which corresponds to the ‘irrevocable’ element.

We need to make three qualifications about our model.  First, given the statistical limitations of the studies from which it is derived, we have no formula for predicting the strength of the different antecedents and elements.  We can, however, note that Williamson emphasized a united reform team above all else, and that Johnson and Wasty likewise emphasized the ‘voluntary’ element of ownership.  Second, we lack a sense of whether antecedents or elements might interact, and in what way.  Third, while our model may be at a high enough level of abstraction to avoid the trap of merely listing the idiosyncratic characteristics of individual governments, ‘Almost none (of the many identified factors affecting commitment to economic reform) seems to have a uniform effect across countries … Reform outcomes depend on complex combinations of a variety of factors’ (Campos and Esfahani, 2000: 222); so that ‘Incomplete and even quite ambiguous explanations are about the most we should expect.  This is not an area in which clear-cut, high probability, causal models can be developed – far from it’ (Whitehead, 1990: 1145).  It remains likely that ‘Answers must be invented for each country individually’ (Nelson, 1990: 361). 
Before moving on, I wish to emphasize that it is not at all my intention to give donors a stick to beat governments with.  While I do hope that it will aid the analysis of government reform initiatives, governments could equally turn the tables on donors, using my model to evaluate the seriousness of donors’ commitment to, say, debt forgiveness, or South African President Thabo Mbeki’s ‘New Partnership for African Development’ initiative, both bones of contention in the development community at the time of writing.
3. CIVIL SERVICE REFORM IN SWAZILAND

(a) Civil service reform and staffing reform

A case study of civil service reform in Swaziland is the vehicle for our exploration of commitment.  The tradition of emphasizing the importance of political commitment in civil service reform is well established (Caiden, 1970), widespread (Ahmed, 1988; Barnes, 1997; Kitchen, 1989; Regulska, 1997) and, once more, supported by World Bank evaluation reports.  A full eleven years after Heaver and Israel’s study, and showing how little difference their analysis had made, 40% of the Bank’s reform projects in this area were being rated as unsatisfactory or worse.  Yet again, political commitment was the evaluators’ explanation of choice (Nunberg, 1997).

Our study concentrates on one element of the reform package, the strengthening of ‘meritocratic’ selection in civil service staffing. While anthropologists and sociologists have always been aware of the precariousness of selection based on achievement in the face of ascriptive criteria (Linton, 1965; Salaman and Thompson, 1978), occasionally going so far as to argue that nepotism has a positive social function in consolidating kinship and other ties (Kondos, 1987), merit selection is an unquestioned good in the development and governance literatures (this was equally true of my Swazi informants).  The 1997 World Development Report identified a positive correlation between it and absence of corruption (World Bank, 1997).  It has pride of place in a ‘Weberian’ model of public bureaucracy that has been correlated with national economic growth (Evans and Rauch, 1999; Rauch and Evans, 2000).  There is also an exceptionally well-established psychometric literature on the effectiveness of different selection approaches (Schmidt and Hunter, 1977), recently extended to the relationship between selection and measures of organizational performance such as firm profitability (Becker and Gerhart, 1996).  A study which focuses on commitment to strengthening merit selection should be uncontaminated by the controversy that bedevils other elements of the civil service reform agenda.

(b) Study methodology

The case methodology used here allows us to look inside the ‘black box’ of commitment, and allows the exploration of Campos and Esfahani’s ‘complex combinations of a variety of factors’.  On the other hand, we cannot generalize confidently from single case study findings (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 1994).

Primary data gathering in March, May and July 2000 took the form of interviews with key stakeholders, (Burgoyne, 1994) identified jointly by the author and relevant Swazi officials, as follows: 25 senior officials in central and line departments and agencies; a past president of the Swaziland National Association of Civil Servants; a judge; an academic observer; and representatives of three donor agencies.  Some key informants were interviewed more than once.  It was not possible to arrange meetings with ministers or with representatives of the ‘traditional’ side of government (see below).  Interviews were conducted face-to-face, except for telephone interviews with two donor officials.  

Secondary data comprised government and donor reports and other documents, and the academic literature on Swaziland.

(c) National background

Swaziland is a small landlocked country bordered on three sides by South Africa and on its eastern frontier by Mozambique.  It had a population of roughly 900,000 in 1997, projected to reach 1.5 million by 2015.  It was ranked 112th out of 174 countries on UNDP’s Human Development Index in 2000.  It is classified by the World Bank as a lower middle-income country, with a per capita GDP of $1400 in 1998, 0.2% lower in real terms than the corresponding figure for 1990 (so that the state of the economy can be described as stagnant rather than critical). Unusually for Africa, it is a virtually monoethnic state.  That, together with its monarchy, an institution that straddles the colonial period, and its relative prosperity have given it an enviable stability.  It is particularly relevant to note that dependence on donor assistance is low and the debt service ratio is light, relative to Swaziland’s nearest neighbors.

(INSERT TABLE TWO HERE)

Swaziland has managed to avoid seeking loans from the IMF and the World Bank.  The European Union, the UK government’s Department for International Development (DFID) and UNDP were active in Swaziland in the period in question, but had little role in economic management and only a small role even in civil service reform, as we shall see.  This allows us to concentrate on the domestic determinants of reform, largely uncontaminated by donor influence.

(d) The history of reform
An account of Swaziland’s experience of reform is necessarily an account of failure.  It is not as if no one knows what the problem is.  Shortly after independence, the Wamalwa Commission produced a comprehensive report, a quotation from which gives its flavor: ‘Most of those in leadership positions in government considered the Civil Service as a ‘milking cow’ for friends and relations.  And worse still, they wanted to do the ‘milking’ in the shortest time possible’ (1976: para. 104).  But Wamalwa’s was to be the first in a long line of reports whose recommendations were only ever partially implemented at best.  Joubert and Zoubi (1995), the authors of a study conducted on behalf of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), analyzed the fate of four major reports.  Their findings are summarized in Table Three.

(TABLE THREE)

Joubert and Zoubi recount how the major brief of the Richards report was ‘to examine, enquire and make recommendations on the Hlophe Committee report’ (35), and how the Steyn Commission in its turn used Richards as a major source.  Not surprisingly, they comment that ‘There is an important need for the government to adopt the practice of taking the recommendations of such reports, accepting, modifying or rejecting them, and then implementing a follow-up plan’ (6).  One of their own recommendations, significantly, is that ‘We believe that the government could do no better than to implement the recommendations of the Steyn report’ (34). 

Alas, Joubert and Zoubi’s own report was destined to meet the same fate.  In an initial flurry of enthusiasm, a workshop at which they presented their findings on May 24, 1995 was attended by ministers and senior officials, and also by the new Prime Minister, an economist whom the king had recalled from the IMF: he proceeded to present his reformist credentials in a National Development Strategy (Government of Swaziland, 1999a), in which a Public Sector Management Programme (PSMP) had pride of place, and the latter obtained DFID’s backing.  But PSMP soon ran into problems.  A Public Service bill drafted in 1996 was stalled.  PSMP’s first director, appointed after a long delay, resigned after only 18 months in post, and with his resignation activity ground to a halt.  A relaunched PSMP with a new, though acting director, appointed internally and below the level of Permanent Secretary, found it hard to regain momentum.  Of eight organizational reviews of government ministries started in 1999, only one was complete by March 2000, with no sign of follow-up.  As these were PSMP’s only concrete achievements, it was hardly surprising that, as one official drew to my attention, this flagship of the government’s reform intentions had dwindled to a single line in the prime minister’s budget statement for 2000.

Government officials in other agencies, sharing donors’ frustration, pronounced the obsequies on the government’s attempts at reform: ‘I don’t understand the relaunching (of PSMP).  What can they say that hasn’t been said before?  I have given up on PSMP.  They produced reports that disappeared,’ said one.  Another dismissed PSMP laconically as ‘A headless chicken.’ 

The picture is no different when we look narrowly at attempts to strengthen ‘meritocratic’ selection.  Following what has been styled as the ‘king’s coup’ in 1973 (see below), a 1973 Order in Council downgraded the Public Service Commission, whose autonomy had been enshrined in the 1968 Independence constitution, turning it into a Civil Service Board whose status was merely advisory.  A 1981 Order asserted the ‘continuing independence’ of the Board, but in an equivocal fashion that did not restore features, notably the independent appointment of its members, that would have made the assertion a reality.  Both a Civil Service Commission Bill, complementary to the Public Service bill and also drafted in 1996, and a more limited ‘Order’, drafted in 2000, would have restored at least some of the independence of the Civil Service Board; both alike failed to reach the statute book.  A promised review of CSB and of civil service staffing was duly carried out, leading to another enthusiastic workshop in July 2000, but not, at the time of writing, to action.  

UNDP’s final involvement had been to support an ineffectual retirement options study in 1997.  By 2000 DFID, having found very little to spend its money on, had almost completely withdrawn.  Government found it hard to revive the interest of donors, leaving PSMP’s already modest projects either in limbo or proceeding on what one official called a ‘shoestring basis’.

In short, the verdict of the leading Swazi scholar of administrative reform is surely correct:

‘An examination of the country’s administrative reform record shows that the implementation process was weak and tardy and that … reforms rarely go beyond the level of rhetoric’ (Dlamini, 1992: 176).

4. USING THE COMMITMENT MODEL TO EXPLAIN REFORM FAILURE
In this section I discuss to what extent our model explains – and to what extent it could have predicted – the failure of reform, by exploring whether the ‘antecedents’ and ‘elements’ of commitment were present in 1995, the point where the latest reform programme began.

(a) Antecedents of commitment: political and administrative capacity
As we saw, the new Prime Minister had given every indication of strong leadership, with his personal involvement in reform.  As we shall see a little later, however, in terms of Swazi political culture this was almost beside the point.  On the other hand, there was certainly a strong political base in the form of the well-established monarchy and the absence of coherent opposition to reform from outside the executive.

In terms of administrative capacity, the reform team might have been united, but it was weak: unity is probably not more important than competence, momentum and credibility with stakeholders. In terms of overall capacity of administration, the evidence is mixed.  In money terms, although PSMP activities were on a ‘shoestring basis’ following donor withdrawal, the budget situation in Swaziland was healthier than in many African countries, with only modest levels of donor assistance and debt. Moreover, ‘several donors were ready to disburse’, as one of them said; and, as we saw, DFID was unable to spend the money it had already allocated.  Finally, the types of reform actually canvassed in Swaziland would have been cheap to implement.

Where the capacity to implement policy is concerned (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1979; Thomas and Grindle, 1990), there is also some positive evidence. Although we saw that most recommendations from earlier reports were not implemented, there is a systematic exception to this: the government usually acted on recommendations to improve civil servants’ pay and conditions.  ‘If you go through all the reports, upward salary recommendations and conditions of service improvements have always been implemented.  But if there are unpopular elements, those remain undone’, said one well-placed official, corroborating the data summarized in Table Three.
  Thus implementation appeared to be a question of commitment rather than capacity.

In other respects, however, administrative capacity was weak.  Two longstanding examples of poor administration of staffing decisions are relevant.  First, CSB’s main public function is to act as employer in employment cases that are brought with alarming frequency by aggrieved civil servants.  A legal figure commented that ‘Most of the time, when cases come before the courts, procedures have not been followed … The accused’s lawyers run rings round the CSB.’  Even government officials admitted that the government has applied the law wrongly on some occasions.  Second, less embarrassing, but more damaging to the efficiency of government, were complaints from several departments of delays going back two or more years in getting CSB to fill vacancies, leading one official to denounce CSB publicly at the workshop in 2000 as ‘an institution of delays’.

(b) Elements of commitment
Thus the ‘antecedents’ of commitment, including political leadership as I will show, were not sufficiently present in 1995.  What about the ‘elements’?  There was certainly a general perception when I conducted my interviews in 2000 that commitment was lacking. Officials tended to see political leaders’ commitment to reform as lukewarm
, and ‘commitment to reform by government’ was identified as a major issue at the workshop in 2000.  Donors shared this opinion: one donor’s plans had made little headway ‘because of government’s lack of commitment’, and a second donor concurred: ‘We didn’t see at all the human element of it, the will element of it, political will as well as the personal will’.    

When we focus on the ‘elements’, we find that the government’s commitment was largely voluntary: while, as we shall see, the international community has shown an occasional interest in the progress of reform, Swaziland does not depend on international loans or on donor aid.  The government proudly proclaimed that ‘PSMP was launched as an internally conceived civil service reform programme. It is Swazi-owned and predominantly Swazi driven.’ (Government of Swaziland, 1999: 2).  Such statements also show that government’s commitment was reasonably public: there was the National Development Strategy, and the prime minister routinely cited PSMP as one of the three planks in the government’s economic growth strategy in public statements (Dlamini, 1999; Nevin, 1999).  

But the other elements were absent. The reform program was not explicit or challenging.  The prime minister in the above interview described PSMP’s aim as being ‘to make the public sector more cost-effective and efficient’, but the actions that would produce this desirable result were not specified.  Government never committed itself to anything more than appointing commissions and carrying out reviews such as the review of CSB and the organizational reviews of several ministries.  Nor were these actions irrevocable: the government had an easy line of retreat.  

Thus commitment to reform, in terms of our model, was weak: the antecedents of commitment were not strong enough to generate a genuine commitment that would lead to reform implementation.  Applying the model makes it reasonable to yield to the consensus among government and donor officials alike that reform has not proceeded mainly because the government’s commitment has been inadequate.  

Three comments arise from our analysis.  First, the government’s lack of commitment was identifiable, and its consequent failure to implement was predictable.  All the salient information was available at the time of PSMP’s original launch in 1995.  The government did not renege on any commitment; it simply, and quite properly in a way, avoided making a promise it could not be sure of keeping.
  The devil was in the detail.  The government may have been happy for the expectation of reform to arise, but its undertakings were never explicit or challenging, it took no irrevocable steps, and there was always the danger that the underlying weakness of both political and administrative capacity would bring action to a standstill.  

The finding that lack of commitment has blocked reform in Swaziland squares with the analyses of other countries referenced in the first section of this paper.  What perhaps will be more interesting is to explore the roots of commitment, following my informants’ suggestion that they are indeed to be found ‘elsewhere’, namely in Swaziland’s system of government.

Second, our analysis supports the view that ‘ownership’ is merely an element of commitment, rather than synonymous with it, pace Johnson and Wasty and Killick.  The Swazi government ‘owns’ its program; it has not carried it out under donor pressure; but commitment has still not emerged.

Third, we have evidence of interaction between the model’s antecedents of political and administrative capacity.  The administrative delays which we described earlier appeared to be a symptom of a deeper malaise.  One senior official said, ‘You hear of backlog all the time.  Political factors come in.’  A second official specified that ‘A tendency to refer things ‘elsewhere’ is what causes the problem;’ ‘Even promotions have to be referred ‘elsewhere’’, according to a third.  (‘Elsewhere’ was a coy reference to the political level of government.)  This evidence corroborates Gulhati’s (1990: 1128) mordant comment that ‘The quality of the civil service … stems from political culture … Countries get the bureaucracies they deserve and can use’.

6. UNDERSTANDING COMMITMENT: SWAZI POLITICAL CULTURE

We have been able to use our model to explain the failure of reform in Swaziland, although we had to qualify one of its terms, it being the strength rather than the unity of the reform team that is germane, and we found evidence of interaction between political and administrative capacity; nor should we exclude the possibility of other interactions.  How should donors or other observers have reacted if we had been able to present our analysis in 1995, the date when the latest reform exercise began?  Certainly a donor would have been unwise to commit money to implementation that was unlikely to materialize.  However, I argued at the start of this paper that even in such a case both donors and other observers should still seek for a way to engage with government with Swaziland’s, as we should not wash our hands of precisely those poor countries where the problem of commitment is likely to be greatest.  I suggested that an effort of understanding and agenda-setting could augment the minimal engagement that Assessing Aid proposes for recalcitrant cases.  Let us now make that effort, examining the nature of political capacity in Swaziland, which is fundamental to the question of commitment to reform.  In doing so, we will also explain why the political leadership of reform was weak, despite appearances to the contrary.

(a) The dual system of government

At first glance Swaziland gives the impression of a standard British-style administration, with regular parliamentary elections.  A prime minister presides over a cabinet of ministers who are supported by ministries staffed by appointed officials and headed by principal secretaries: these are the people that visiting donors, consultants and academics find themselves meeting.  But the impression is false.  While there was a short period following independence from Britain in 1968 when it had some limited validity, Swaziland’s career as a constitutional monarchy on the British model came to an abrupt halt in 1973, when the late king Sobhuza II gave what has been styled the ‘king’s coup’ as his riposte to the rather modest growth of the political opposition, which had merely won one constituency in the 1972 elections.  When the king restored parliament after ruling by decree for five years, he put in place a system of elections where candidates are nominated in constituencies, tinkhundla, by a public show of hands, often under a chief’s watchful eye; but he did not rescind the ban on political parties.  

The significance of all this is that it effectively put in place a ‘dual’ system of government, comprising what Swazis call the ‘traditional’ side of government - the monarchy and the traditional chieftaincy –and the ‘modern’ apparatus of Westminster-style cabinet government.
  We need not struggle with the fascinatingly ‘elusive and opaque’ (Russell, 1986: 306) structure of the traditional side, on which readers may consult Booth (1983) or Kuper (1980).  It is rather the traditional side’s pre-eminence that is at issue.  The king is effectively an absolute monarch (Baloro, 1994), in sharp contrast with his counterpart in Lesotho.  He appoints the prime minister and other ministers; there is no obligation for them to obtain an electoral mandate.  He also personally appoints ten of the sixty-five members of the House of Assembly, and half the members of the upper house.  Informally, every prime minister, including the present incumbent, has come from the royal Dlamini clan; one government minister and royal prince went so far as to say that anything else ‘would be against God’ (quoted in Levin, 1991: 16).  

This assessment is corroborated by the World Bank’s 175-country analysis, as Table Four shows.

(TABLE FOUR HERE)

If even government ministers, ostensibly the pinnacle of the modern side, are actually the traditional side’s subordinate nominees, then we must ask: What is the traditional side’s attitude to civil service reform?  The opaqueness of the traditional side precludes a straightforward answer.  I suggest that we can approach the question obliquely via the somewhat similar operation of patron-client relations in land tenure.  

(b) Patron-client relations in land tenure

Land is the essence of power in Swaziland: ‘The power that (rulers) wield over subjects is usually referred back to the control that they have over the distribution of land’ (Kuper, 1980: 149).  Through an astute combination of purchase and legislation, the Swazi monarchy has largely succeeded in reversing the colonial alienation of land.  From a low point in 1907 where approximately two-thirds of land was in foreign hands, by the early 1980s ‘Swazi Nation Land’, controlled by chiefs on behalf of the king, covered 60 per cent of the national territory, and about 70 per cent of the population lived on it (Booth, 1983).

 It is essentially chiefs’ control over land that sustains the ‘patron-client system upon which political control in Swaziland is based’ (Sallinger-McBride and Picard, 1986: 35), and chiefs tend to repel threats to their control.  One such threat has come from the steady growth of a bureaucracy whose status derives from its members' education and from their jobs in the government; in other words, from achievement rather than ascriptive factors (Rose, 1992).  That is why integrated rural development failed in Swaziland in the early 1980s, according to Sallinger-McBride and Picard: traditional leaders saw this technocratic, civil servant-led initiative as a threat to their control over land through its potential to empower entrepreneurial peasants, and as an exercise in bureaucratic self-aggrandizement.  

(c) Patron-client relations in civil service staffing
In this respect civil service reform is similar to rural development: it is another arena for the covert conflict between the traditional and bureaucratic elites.  The opposition of interests was manifest at an important ritual ceremony in 1989 when the current king asked his audience of traditional supporters if he should take from them the money that civil servants were claiming in a pay dispute.  As Levin (1991: 18) comments, this was an attempt to drive a wedge between the king’s traditional supporters and civil servants.

Jobs are the medium of exchange in the government, just as land is the medium of exchange in the countryside, and a traditional ‘patron’ is as likely to try to exercise patronage over one as over the other, prioritizing ascriptive rather than achievement factors in the face of the received wisdom about meritocratic selection.  A key instance is the quashing of the successive attempts to restore the pre-1973 independence of the CSB, which would have returned power over appointments to bureaucrats, an independence that one CSB official gloomily predicted that the government would never let his agency regain.  A second instance is the reluctance of the prime minister to give up his rather unusual personal power to transfer civil servants.  While some officials claimed that the power resulted from a mere ‘clerical error’ in the drafting of a legal instrument, others were suspicious; certainly Wade’s (1989) analysis of India shows how power over senior officials’ transfer can be a potent form of patronage, and it is hard to see why a simple ‘error’ should persist uncorrected for over a quarter of a century.  Some officials also claimed that, at a petty level, members of the very numerous royal family (the late polygamous king had over 100 children) have tried to intervene in individual staffing decisions.

It turns out that the traditional elite perceives meritocratic selection, that unquestioned good of the governance agenda, as a threat to its patronage prerogative because of the shift that it represents from ascriptive criteria, which support the interests of the traditional elite, to achievement criteria, which support the interests of the modern elite.  Thus ‘political leadership’ of reform is actually weak, despite the Prime Minister’s personal involvement.  There is no real consensus among policymakers about the direction of reform: based on how they perceive their interests, bureaucratic and traditional elites have diametrically opposed views.  That being so, why doesn’t the traditional elite just dispense with the charade of reform once and for all?  The forces of reform ranged against it are too powerful to be defeated in open battle.  First, even the traditional elite, headed by its English public school-educated king, is probably susceptible to the attraction of ‘modern’ reform.  Second, the Swazi bureaucratic elite, like its counterparts elsewhere, has some power of its own, for instance in its control of the rhetorical resources of reform.  Third, there is a growing internal political opposition (see below) which is sympathetic to reform.  Fourth, the international community has expected Swaziland to show some commitment: US President Bush senior sent a message of encouragement in the middle of one reform exercise (Levin, 1991), and President Mandela of South Africa made it clear in 1996 that he supported the king precisely because the king was committed to reform (Matlosa, 1998).  

Thus the traditional elite uses lip service to neutralize reform and to deflect internal and external criticism.  In the words of a donor representative, ‘What people won’t say is that they’ll say yes, yes, but when it comes to actually implementing they will sense that they will not be the beneficiaries, because they are the beneficiaries of the present system.’  This evasiveness is arguably compounded by a national determination to avoid confrontation in the interests of maintaining social harmony (Rose, 1992).  At the same time, the ubiquitous employment cases brought by disgruntled civil servants in the ‘modern’ courts, fielding which takes up so much of CSB’s energy, are a safety valve for civil servants’ dissatisfaction, just as the customary jurisdiction of chiefs over land disputes is a safety valve for dissatisfaction in the countryside.  Hence the impression of a civil service addicted to litigation.  Hence also the endlessly repeated reports and recommendations, one of the ways in which ‘a highly stable political system (is) able to accommodate and control innovations’ (Radipati, 1993): the Swazi government seems to have adopted as its watchword the leitmotif of Lampedusa’s great novel of the Sicilian aristocracy: ‘If we want everything to stay as it is, everything will have to change’.
  Hence, in the end, Swaziland’s dismal history of reform failure, despite the best efforts of many of its officials.  

6. GENERATING COMMITMENT TO CIVIL SERVICE REFORM IN SWAZILAND

So while ‘political capacity’ is every bit as important as our model suggests, in Swaziland’s unusual political culture it has a particular meaning.  It is the traditional side that needs to demonstrate ‘political leadership’, acting in concert with the modern side.  Up to now, the traditional side has equivocated at best, and has undermined the leadership and the administrative capacity of the modern side by intervening in staffing and, possibly, other decisions.  

In such a setting, how can commitment to reform be generated?  We must beware of voluntarism: it is certainly possible that the status quo will continue.  With hope triumphing over experience, the modern side may continue to take initiatives and commission reports which the traditional side will continue to quash.  It is not clear that the monarchy is willing to engage with the internal political opposition.  One observer has suggested that ‘the Swazi monarchy … perceives politics as a zero-sum game wherein the winner takes all’ (Matlosa, 1998: 336).  Even the modest reform discussed here could be seen as the thin end of a wedge.

Looking more positively, the first possibility is of a deus ex machina.  Matters could be taken out of the current rulers’ hands.  Kings are subject to mortality and infirmity, of course, but also to political challenges.  There is an opposition movement which organizes openly, despite the formal ban on political parties (The Courier, 1999).  Acting in concert with trade unions, it called a national strike in November 2000 (McGreal, 2000).  However, the balance of opinion predicts continuing stability, and there are many who are glad that that is so (see Booth, 1983; Kuper, 1980; Rose, 1992; and Sonko, 1994).  Even an observer who expressed frustration at the absence of reform still insisted: ‘I’m not saying dualism is bad or not working.  I would say that Swaziland should retain it.  That’s why Swaziland is so peaceful.  It’s a well-managed country, which I attribute to the traditional system.’  Moreover, the death-knell of the dual system has been sounded prematurely before (Daniel and Vilane, 1986; Levin, 1991), and it is clearly impossible to predict what would be the commitment to reform of a government coming to power through a multi-party election.

Failing such a fundamental change, the most intriguing possibility is that it will be possible to circumvent the resistance of the traditional elite by reconciling civil service reform with its interests.  Arguably it could be persuaded to distinguish between its fundamental interest in the continuation of the present political system and its contingent interest in perpetuating a system of patron-client relations in the allocation of government jobs.  How might that happen?  It seems likely that stakeholders will need to engage with the political level, and particularly with the traditional side of government, dispensing with the ‘useful fiction’ that key administrative decisions are taken at the administrative level.  In the case of indigenous actors, some officials appear to have informal channels of communication that they can use, while other activists can lobby the traditional side directly.  Stakeholders would not be going over old ground here: I could find no evidence of any explicit engagement having occurred on this issue in previous reform attempts.  In the case of donor agencies, their relationship with governments means that they are not always well placed to engage at the political level.  They might need to work with their diplomatic colleagues, who have greater access and influence at that level: for example, DFID might need to work with the British High Commission. Admittedly, however, external pressure was not strong at the time of writing.  South Africa, the key external actor, has shown no inclination to impose a political agenda on its neighbors, not even on President Mugabe’s Zimbabwe, where at the time of writing there was a stronger justification.  At the time of writing, the Bush administration in the United States appeared disinclined to pursue an international democratic agenda.  Donors, given Swaziland’s low levels of aid and debt, have even less financial leverage than they do elsewhere. 

In engaging with government, stakeholders could deploy the management argument that reform would increase the efficiency of government; and the political argument that evidence of reform action would address stakeholders’ expectations of reform, and in particular would reduce disaffection among the bureaucratic elite from which the political opposition draws much of its support.  Taking a first step towards reform in this way would represent an incremental approach which some observers are convinced is realistic in Swaziland’s political climate (Rose, 1992; Sallinger-McBride and Picard, 1986): certainly it seems far-fetched to suppose that the patronage system in civil service staffing is the indispensable cement without which the current political system will come crashing down.  Arguably the modern side of government, with discreet support from other stakeholders, could frame a proposal that would address the essentials of staffing reform while reassuring the traditional side that its vital interests were not threatened.

If such an incremental approach did turn out to be viable – and the quality of engagement would be vital - our commitment model would help in framing a reform programme.  We saw earlier that the government’s commitment to reform was deficient because the antecedents of political and administrative capacity were insufficiently present, and because the reform programme itself was inexplicit and unchallenging, and no irrevocable action had been taken.  With any new reform proposal, therefore, one could ask whether there is evidence that both traditional and bureaucratic elites are committed, whether it is more explicit and challenging than previous proposals, and whether irrevocable action has been taken as a token of intent.

The last of these is problematic, in that we must preserve the distinction between irrevocable action and full-blown implementation of reform, without which we lose the vital predictive aspect of our model.  It is important to specify action that would be limited and yet decisive.  I suggest that a binding commitment to restore the independence of the Civil Service Board and to take away the prime minister’s power to transfer civil servants, bones of contention for many of my informants, would represent such an action.  Given Swaziland’s history of good faith dealings with donors over civil service reform (see endnote), one could reasonably expect such a commitment to be honored.  

One is entitled to be pessimistic about current prospects for civil service reform in Swaziland.  Donors can walk away from a country with which they have lost patience: in that sense, their commitment is never irrevocable.  For other stakeholders, it is perhaps in the direction outlined here that the hope for worthwhile reform lies.

7. LESSONS FROM THE CASE STUDY

In this article we have proposed a new model of commitment and applied it to a case study of civil service reform in Swaziland.  We found that the antecedents and elements of the model were not sufficiently present to represent a strong commitment that would lead to implementation.  From a methodological point of view, the study reported here has perhaps shed light on Campos and Esfahani’s ‘complex combination of a variety of factors’ that characterizes the relationship between commitment and successful policy implementation.  We saw that the terms of the model may interact, and that they may have a particular meaning in a particular setting.  Clearly this is untidy, but it is only to be expected in the light of the scepticism of Whitehead, Nelson and others quoted earlier.  Moreover, we have managed to retain the basic structure of the model, although there is a case for adding something like ‘consensus among policymakers’ to the list of antecedents, especially as it is stressed by Heaver and Israel (1986) and Johnson and Wasty (1993).

On the other hand, although our findings may have a suggestive value, we cannot generalize confidently from a single case.  Thus a replication study is desirable.  It would also be desirable to revisit the donor project evaluation reports which are the base data for several of the commitment studies, and to correlate an assessment of commitment at the outset of the project with eventual outcomes, using the model proposed here.  More worthwhile still, though difficult, would be a longitudinal study of new projects, again correlating an initial assessment of commitment with eventual outcomes.  Most worthwhile of all, perhaps, would be a study of governments' commitment to the new PRSPs, to which so many hopes have been attached.

However, I suggest that our study provides the following tentative lessons.  

1. It is possible to use our model to predict whether a government will in fact implement a given policy proposal.  ‘International institutions,’ says the World Bank (1998: 59), unconsciously echoing Rodrik’s (1989) language, ‘Should learn to read the signals about whether governments are serious or not’.  The model proposed here may be seen as a signals codebook.  When we applied it to Swaziland, we found not only that adequate commitment to civil service reform did not exist at the time this study was conducted in 2000, by which time donors had withdrawn, but that it would have been possible to identify that it did not exist in 1995, the date of the last major initiative, when donors were making significant new commitments.  

2. An analysis of political commitment entails a political analysis.  This may seem almost a tautology, but reformers and donors seldom recognize it.  There are particular reasons for this.  For government officials, there is the doctrinal separation between politics and administration, more honored in the breach than in the observance maybe, but still an obstacle to a political assessment, as is all too clear from treatments of the subject in the public administration literature which have been referenced here.  For donors, and especially the World Bank and the IMF whose charters prohibit it, there is the wholly proper reluctance to interfere in domestic politics, and the professional discomfort that staff with a technical training may feel in conducting a political analysis (Heaver and Israel, 1986: 1). Clearly indigenous activists need feel no such reluctance, but both they and donors need to distinguish between political analysis and political agitation. For academics, finally, action-orientated political analysis is not well developed, with distinguished exceptions, some of which have been referenced here (see also Moore, 2000).

3. There is a form of constructive engagement that transcends the minimal provision of overseas scholarships and the like which the World Bank (1998) proposes for recalcitrant cases.
  A politically-based analysis of commitment is itself a form of involvement, especially if it produces suggestions for generating commitment and for identifying the limited but decisive steps that would constitute irrevocable action.  It will make it easier for donors to demonstrate to development activists that they are doing everything they can to engage with the governments of poor countries without resorting to tokenistic projects and other activities destined to fail.  There is an escape here from the Micawber posture of waiting for something to turn up into which Assessing Aid’s renunciation of structural adjustment leverage risks freezing the World Bank and other donors.  

Such an analysis, while cheap, will be inconvenient, delaying government and donor timetables which can put pressure on donors to disburse funds willy-nilly (Heaver and Israel, 1986: 1).  But without it, both success and failure will continue to be almost accidental, with government and donor officials basking in the glory of successful implementation or pilloried for ignominious collapse with equal arbitrariness.  Single failures also run the risk of being endlessly repeated, just as the philosopher Santayana indicated
, as has happened in Swaziland, but also in the Caribbean (Caiden, 1991), Sri Lanka (McCourt, 2001) and no doubt elsewhere.  This emphasis on analysis amplifies the Assessing Aid emphasis on the contribution of analysis to development project quality (World Bank, 1998, especially Appendix 5).  

4. 'Ownership', meaning a program where the government and not a donor is in the driving seat (Killick, 1998), is not a synonym for commitment.  The case study shows that a government may still lack commitment to a program that it indisputably owns.   

5. The five elements of our model arguably represent a sequence that culminates in irrevocable action as a precursor to full-blown implementation.  It is possible that it is ‘irrevocable action’ that is the crucial litmus test of commitment: a replication study will be valuable here.  In contrast to the ‘selectivity’ approach to aid allocation, moreover, it was possible to distinguish between such action and full-blown implementation: we suggested that in Swaziland, a binding undertaking to restore the independence of the Civil Service Board would be an irrevocable step.

8. CONCLUSION

This study has tried to build on the work of others to fashion and apply a tool for analyzing commitment.  Early in this article we noted the pessimism in the commitment literature about the likelihood of producing a universal model of political commitment.  By synthesizing relevant development and psychological literature I have proposed just such a universal model, but at the price of ascending to quite a high level of abstraction.  Even if ‘irrevocable action’ turns out to be a litmus test of commitment, it will differ from country to country and from program to program: certainly the action I have suggested for Swaziland is idiosyncratic.  This reinforces Nelson’s insistence on the importance of country-by-country analysis, albeit with a model such as mine as an analytical framework.  Let us hope that such analysis, whether by civil society, by governments or by donors will increase the likelihood that reform initiatives, whether taken by governments or by donors, will succeed; or, failing that, that stakeholders will be able to read the warning ‘signals’ of failure while there is still time to do something about them.
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Table One: Factors associated with reform success

	STUDY
	SAMPLE
 
	FACTORS IDENTIFIED

	Nelson (1990: 335-344)
	12 countries
	· Evolving economic trends

· Administrative capacity, notably a united economic team

· Executive authority

	Johnson and Wasty (1993)
	81 World Bank programs in 38 countries 
	· ‘Ownership’, in which ‘expression of political will by top leadership’ was most important component

	Levy (1993)
	8 countries
	· Administrative load imposed by reform

· Political constraints

	Williamson (1994)
	11 countries
	· Coherent economic team 

· Strong political base

· Visionary leadership

	Campos and Esfahani (2000)
	7 countries
	· ‘Reform readiness’ (ratio of expected gains to costs in reform proposal)

· Trust between government and entrepreneurs

· Political turnover


Table Two: Comparative statistics for 

development assistance and debt service

	Country
	Development assistance as %age of GNP
	Debt service as %age of exports of goods and services

	Lesotho
	6.2
	8.4

	Mozambique
	27.9
	18.0

	South Africa
	0.5
	12.2

	Swaziland
	2.3
	2.1


Source: UNDP (2000)

Table Three: Implementation of reform recommendations 

in Swaziland

	REPORT
	NOT IMPLEMENTED
	IMPLEMENTED

	Wamalwa (1976)
	14
	5

	Hlophe (1986) (excluding salaries)
	7
	0

	Richards (1988)
	14
	0 

(though 10 of 14 accepted in principle)

	Steyn (1993)

	New salary structure implemented
	Recommendations on performance and productivity not implemented


Source: Joubert and Zoubi (1995).

Table Four: Comparative statistics for ‘voice’ and accountability
	PRIVATE
Country
	Dataset
	Percentile Rank (0-100)

	Lesotho
	2000/01
	46.8

	Mozambique
	2000/01
	45.1

	South Africa
	2000/01
	85.5

	Swaziland
	2000/01
	19.7


Source: Kaufmann et al. (2002). 
Figure One: A model of political commitment to reform
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� The author acknowledges the ideas and comments of Tony Bebbington, Brian Goulden, Kit Lawry, Martin Minogue, Oliver Morrissey, Colin Murray, Charles Polidano, Marinus van Klinken and two anonymous reviewers.  Findings, interpretations and conclusions are the author's, and should not be attributed to any official agency.





� The author has added his own pebble to the pile.  In a project memorandum written for a bilateral donor in 1995, he wrote that ‘The greatest potential constraint to the proposed project is uncertainty about (the government’s) commitment to reform.’


� Though none of them is statistically rigorous.  Only Johnson and Wasty and Campos and Esfahani have carried out tests of statistical significance.  But Johnson and Wasty (1993: 23) do not detail their results, while Campos and Esfahani’s preferred variables, with the partial exception of political turnover, are not corroborated by the other studies.


� Goal-setting theory also corroborates the importance of the voluntary and explicit elements of commitment, while the publicity element is corroborated by Asch’s (1956) classic conformity studies.


� Among the antecedents, ‘leadership’ corresponds to ‘visionary leadership’ in Williamson (1994) and also relates to ‘executive authority’ as discussed by Nelson and ‘expression of political will’ in Johnson and Wasty (1993).  ‘Strong political base’ corresponds to the item of the same name in Williamson (1994), and also relates to Nelson’s ‘executive authority’, and to ‘political turnover’ in Campos and Esfahani (2000).  The derivation of the remaining antecedents should be self-evident.


� Remarkably enough, that official’s counterpart on the other side of the Indian Ocean had already said the same thing in so many words.  The chairman of Sri Lanka’s Administrative Reform Commission, reflecting on the fate of the Commission’s report, published in 1987, was driven to exclaim: ‘The recommendations concerning the increase of salaries were embraced with glee!  But ... more important recommendations were glossed over ... When it came to biting the bullet, the political will evaporated’ (cited in Wijesinghe, 1997: 21; 26).


� Average score on a questionnaire item administered to thirty senior officials asking ‘What political will exists to carry out staffing reform?’ was 3.0 on a four-point scale, where point 1 represented high commitment.


� This is in contrast with other studies, such as Mosley et al. (19915) which argues that the problem of commitment only arises at the implementation stage, at which they found slippage of over 40% on structural adjustment loan conditions.  My judgement is that, at least where civil service reform is concerned, Swaziland has acted in good faith with its donor partners, who did not criticize it on this score.


� ‘Traditional’ and ‘modern’ will not appear in quotation marks after this point so as to avoid cluttering the page.  But readers should remember that the traditions in question are to some extent invented (Levin, 1991), while ‘what is modern is not necessarily more desirable’ (Lister and George, 1985: 42).  Moreover, identifying the dividing line between traditional and modern elites with the boundary between the two halves of the dual system is a simplification: one may assume that many individuals on both sides of government are ambivalent about merit and patronage; 


� ‘Se vogliamo che tutto rimanga come è, bisogna che tutto cambi.’ (Lampedusa, 1963: 41)


� Let us explicitly recognize an important sense in which this study vindicates the ‘selectivity’ view: spending more money on reform implementation in Swaziland, in the climate obtaining at the time of writing, would just mean throwing good money after bad.  


� Santayana’s (1905) well-known aphorism is that ‘Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it.’


� Few steps are ever wholly irrevocable.  As Salancik (1977: 5) observes, ‘Even a vasectomy can be undone.’  But the cost of policy reversal can be prohibitive, either politically or financially.


� Based on countries whose attempt to implement reform is assessed.


� Publication details for the latter three reports appear in Joubert and Zoubi (1995).  The reports themselves can be obtained from the Government of Swaziland.
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