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largescale, mostly whit€¢ 6 Yy SR 02 YYSNOALFf FIN¥azx 200dzkRAy3
agricultural land, and a large number of srelale black farmers largely confined to the ex
bantustans. This stark divisicemd the historical circumstances that led to it, is why transformation

of the sector is a burning issue in South Africa. As for secondary agriaukudeS ¢b d4&l ATgeRE & Q
similar division exists, thus a similar impetus to effect transformation appli@wever it is

important to appreciate that as much as there is dualism, at the same time it is true that both the
commercial and smaficale subsectors are themselves quite diverse. In statistical terms, one could
speak of a continuum between small aladge but with a bimodal distribution.

Table 1 reports estimates of the numbers, changes in numbers, and remuneration of different types
of livelihoods related to agriculture, including the different types of primary production and
secondary (upstream ahdownstream) activities. It illustrates the duality mentioned above, i.e.
between largescale and sma#cale farmers. However, it also suggests the relative unimportance of
land reform in the sense that land reform beneficiaries are few relative tokofaamers in the ex
bantustans and coloured reserves, and appear to produce relatively little.value

Table 1: Overview of the composition of livelihoods in the agricultural sector

Subsector Approximate number Absolute/percent Average/total
(year) changes remuneration p.a. in Ran
(period) (year)

Laige-scale commercial farm secfor

Farmers 30 000 b2y N n48% Kk b |RLOM 000/320bn
(2019 (19932019 (2015
Emplovees 800000 b600N N N43% b |R24000/ 210 bn
jid (2015) (1994¢2015) (2015

Agriculture inex-bantustans anaoloured eserve$

Commerciallyoriented 150 000 +34 000/ +29% R35000/5.3 bn
black smallholder HHs (2010) (2002;2010) (2010)
Subsistenceriented black |2 600 000 +510000 / +24% R1000/ 2.6 bn
HHs (2010) (20022010) (2010)

. 90000 . R9000 /0.8 bn
Agricultural employees (2010) Not available (2010)

Land reform

Agricactive redistribution |33 000 +33 000 R20000 /0.7 bn
beneficiary HHs (2015 (199%,2015) (2015)
Agricactive restitution 85 000 +85 000 R8000 /0.7 bn
beneficiary HHs (2015) (199%,2015) (2015)

Agro-processing

GdKS



Agroprocessingfood, bevs|220000 L68A N N 24% b
tobacco)g formal (2015) (19942015) R160000 / R35 bn
Agro-processindfood, bevs|46 400 +20000 /+7%% ot availabl
tobacco)g informal (2015 (1994c2015) otavailable

It is vital to put these recent changes in perspective by moving further back in time, particularly in
respect of the largescale commercial farm sector. Figure 1 shows that the number of commercial
farm units in South Africa has been in deglgince 1950, in fact there are only about 30% as many
farm units as there were then. As importantly, this trend appears fairly stedtdg unclear whether

the apparent upward blip in 1996 was real or whether it rather reflects some kind or survey or
statistical error, in any case the predominant downward trajectory quickly resumed.

More or less commensurate with the decline in the number of farm units is an increase in average
farm size, because the overall stock of commercial farmland has diminishedttle in the last half
century. (Unfortunately, the last two agricultural censuses had no figures faotakeamount of

farmland in use, so the average sizes for these two years are merely estimates.) The process by
which the exit of some farmersréz (& Ay GKS SELI yaAazy 2F 20KSNE A2
agriculture may have new entrants but they are outnumbered by those leaving.

Because an agricultural census has not been conducted since 2007, the present number of
commercial farmers is spectilan. Thereid £ a2 | O2y OSNY Fo62dzi K2g WO2YY
defined; for instanceStatistics South Africalieportedlyinconsistent in who it regards as a

commercial farmerfor the last two agricultural censuses (2002 and 20@7armer qualifiedas
commercial if their turnover was such as to oblige them to register for tax, which on the one hand is
arbitrary, and on the other hand probdy excluded a number of farmers who should have registered
for tax but who did nof.On the basis of the Genendbusehold SurvefGHS)this would appear to
exclude approximately 1000 to 15000 whiteowned farms and perhaps as many blaskned

farms.

Figure 1: Numbers of commercial farm units and average farm size;20880

140,000 2,500

120,000

= 2,000
100,000 — -

1,500

80,000

60,000 \/ ~
40,000 = Farming units

— Avg. unitsize - 500

1,000

Number of commercial farm units
(¥H) 2z1s yun a3e1any

20,000

m Est avg unitsize

0 -

3
1946
1950
1955 |
1960 |
1965
1971 |
1975}
1980
1985 |
1990
1993
1996
2002
2007 |

In any casethe trend observedince 1994 in terms of declining numbers of farm units and
increasng average farm size,ascontinuation of a weléstablished, longeterm trend. This in turn



suggests that the forces at play are robust; it also suggests that the liberalisation oftaggic
markets, is almost certainly not the critical factor in driving this trend over the past two decades,
though liberalisation might possibly have exacerbatéd it.

The longterm changes through which South African agriculture has been going atmiopte to

{2dziK ! TNAOIFI & ¢KS LINRPOS&aa I O02NRAYy3 (2 6KAOK | (
sectors (even while it continues to grow in absolute terms), encouraging the widespread shift of

people out of farming and thus the consolidatiof farming units, is a stereotypical pattern referred

G2 a GKS WIINAQuRGAzNRPt 0 SNDEFHTARBROBFERZTR (GKS S NN
aspresently used in South Africeihe agricultural transformation is thus in large measure riflec

2T 6KIG Aa KFELIWSYAYy3a Ay | O2dzyiNBEQa SO2y2Yeé Y2NE
ANRPGAYI WSTFFAOASYOEQ 2F FANAROdzZ Gdz2NBE AGaStFZ RNRC
promoted through statesponsored and private sector R&°

Thefipi ARS 2F GKS T ANROdzZ GdzNI £ GNI YATF2NNIGA2Y A& O
and become more efficient merely to survive; thagko fail to do so exit, leaving a bit of space for

expansion to those remaining behind. The problis that as each individual farmer heeds the urge

and opportunity to become more productive, agricultural production expands more quickly than

demand, and farrgate prices tend to decline, pushing margins lower. Declining agricultural

commodity prices chacterised much of the 20century for exactly this reasod The recent surges

in food prices to some extent appear to be a reversal of this trend, but even now it is the case that

high prices faced by consumers do not necessarily imply high pricesa@dsiyprimary producers.

In fact, as much as primary agriculture has consolidated over the last 60 years, it must be

emphasised that with rare exceptions, farmers remain ptadeers

This process of farms being driven to expand is often understood tm itied farmers are seeking

G2 NBIL wSO2y2YASa 2F a0ltSQs K2gSOSNI GKAA A& y?
in which economists understand the term. In fact, there is a fierce debate on the question of the

optimal scale of farmingnits. One view is that agriculture has little or no economies of scale except

under specific circumstances (e.g. certain kinds of packagind increasingly in terms of

marketing? and that on both efficiency and equity grounds, large numbers of snfaliers are

preferable to smaller numbers of larger fardidVhat is certainly true is that the margins in farming

tend to be squeezed, such that in order to maintain farming as an attractive career choice relative to
non-farm opportunities, one tendstoexgaR 2y S Q& Sy  SahyidsthngeS dnpligsk A OK A Yy
more land.

With the process of consolidation, there tends to comehange in how farmers fagrthe general
tendencybeingto increase capital intensity at the expense of labour. One of the key dis/ére

soOF f f SR WadzZLJSNBA&AA2Y LINRPOfSYQY |a GKS LKeaAolf |
workers diminishes?thus the inclination to shift towards mechanisation, greater use of chemical

controls, etc. In a country such as the USA, thoggss tends to be benign or even positive; farmers

struggle to compete for unskilled workers to work on farms, becaussetheorkershave better

opportunities elsewhere. In South Africa however frisblematicbecause unemployment is

already at crisisfqoportions, particularly in rural areas.



This unrelenting process of lortgrm change impliester aliathat the agricultural dualism noted

above is tending to become starker, the reason being that the commercial sector is rapidly adopting
new and moresophisticated technologies, operating more complex enterprises at ever larger scales,
etc., while small scale farming tends to remain fairly static. This in turn implies that for previously
disadvantaged individuals to get into the larggale commerciabfming sector involves an ever

greater leap; and/or that the pool of candidates who have a reasonable chance of making it is
smaller than it would be otherwise.

I 2YYSNOALFE FFANROdzE GdzNBQa O2y iNRoOdziAzy (G2 GKS SOz

Between 1993 and 2014, the contribufio 2 ¥ WeX3 NER2ONIRalidkNY | YR FTAAKSNR SAC
SO2y2Yeésx a YSIadaNBR Ay Ada Yudjlstedizerms by BOSoRIEE A y ONE
same is true of agriculture on its own. Thlsmpressivegrowth for a mature agricultural sectsuch

Fd {2dziK ! FNAOI Qadd hT O2dzNBS>E o6SAy3a I ANAOdzZ ( dzNBE 3
increasingly price risk as well, the upward trend abstracts from significantggegar fluctuations.

lfazx | CCQa akKl NB 2adfdecie&ss, albed @ity dgvicankykeai-yearSy RS R
fluctuations. Interestingly, the grossvaWieRRSR 2 F WF22R>X 06S@USNIF 3Sa | yR |
the bulk of the agrd INE OSa aAy 3 aSOUi2NE A& INBIFGSN GKFyYy GKI G
beveragesg R (20l 002Q Kl & G§SYRSR (2 3ttl@dpsanddoiinsS &l YS
do not appear to correspond to those of AFF.

Figure 2: Trends in real value added and sectoral $hare
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The figure below goes back further in time while also drawing in the employment iRsaigoint

being made here is that the growth of the agricultural sector in no way implies expansion of

agricultural employment; on the contrary, real agricultural grow#s coincided with the shedding

of farm jobs over a sustained periothis tendency of commercial farms to be capitéénsive

rather thanlabouA Yy G Sy aA @S 46+ a 2yS 2F (KS 2NAIAYLE NIGAZ2Y
be elaborated upon belw.



Figure 3: Trends in farm jobs and AFF value added -29#8°
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In South Africa, the process of consolidation can be statistically linked to job shedding. For instance,
in comparing the district data from the 1993 and 2@Qfticultural censuses, there is a significant
correlation whereby the greater the decline in the number of farm units, the greater the decline in
farm jobs. Another indicator is that, comparing agricultural census data from 1971 up to now, what
is conspicaus is that the average number of farmworkers per farm has remained remarkably stable
at around 17 to 20, despite the fact that average farm bige doublecbver this period. A further

way of appreciating the link is by noting that to the extent lasgde commercial farms do in fact

differ in size, the smaller ones tend to be more labaaing than those that are larger; from the

2002 census of commercial agriculture, one finds that farms with a gross income of less than R1
million accounted for only awgrter of all income earned by commercial farms, but at the same time
for 40% of farm jobs. However, it is especially these smaller farms that are under threat as they
either heed the call to expand or ex@dn the other handiis also these smaller comercial farms

on which labour conditions tend to be worse.

Although he tendency of the agricultural sector to shed jaby®r the longer term can blargely

explained in terms of lonterm processes of structural change, it is also important to mentien t
implications of labour legislation, in particular the minimum wakjee sectoral determination for
agriculture was announced in late 2002 and put into effect in March 2003. The wage was set to R800
LISNJ Y2Y UK FT2NJ £ 20F t Y dzaxigénkrally thoselnuScipalitieSregarded asy 3
stronger farming areas YR (02 wcpn LISNI Y2Y(GK F2NJ £ 20! §
was the impact? According to the most recent, techniesdighisticated study regarding the impact
of the minmum wageby Bhorat et al.

Wur results suggest that the sectoral minimum wage law in Agriculture in South Africa had
significant effects, as farmworker wages rose by approximately 17 percent as a result of the
frogXeo oLed o a | fbymorelidstrickwliefe thé wagd gapShietwaeR a S
farmworker wages and control group wages, was higher. In other words, districts where

02
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farmworker wages were far below the median wages of similar workers, experienced

greater wage increases. This was eviddgdpite the fact that approximately 60 percent of

farmworkers still received suiminimum wages in 2007. Regarding roecuniary benefits,

the law also substantially increased contract coverage for farmworkers in South Africa. The

number of workers with avritten employment contract increased to reach 57 percent in

HAanTX® Ly SEFYAYAYy3I GKS SFFSOG GKIFG GKS YAYyA
aK2ga GKIG XSYLX 2eYSyld FSt(@FarAayaAFaolydate Ay

The overall message conforms to expectasiotihe minimum wage improved pay for farmworkers
but discouraged employment. Beyond this are a number of other insights, such as: i) the fact that
this impact was despite the apparently weak level of compliance with the law, and ii) there were
significantnon-monetary benefits associated with the introduction of the minimum wage, for
instance the use of proper contracts.

| 26 SOSNE . K2NX 4 Sid FfoQa Fylfeaias-tetny/iROAMNE G YR 0 f
the sectoral determination. Figuekebelow shows trends since 1970 of formal and informal

employment in agricultural, using ay@ar moving average. Up until around 2000, formal

employment in agriculture declined steadily (with no evidence of an acceleration due to the

liberalisation in the edy and mid1990s), however from 2002006 there began a steep decline,

which carried on for several yeai&The figure does not prove that the sectoral determination was

the precipitating event, but it is plausible, also that the full implications tookesbme to manifest

themselves.

Figure 4: Longerm employment trends in formal and informal sector agricultural employrffent
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Figure 5 provides a bit more depth. The dotted line represents an index of the ratio of capital to
labour, whereby a higher index value signifies greater cajitahsity in primary agriculture.
Interestingly, capital intensity grew gradually from the mii70s to the miell980s, after which it
plateaued and stayed static for the next 20 years. From ZIW5 or so, capitahtensity started to

rise rapidly for about a decade. This capital/labour ratio obviously rose because it was also over this
period tha employment dropped so precipitously, but it also rose because farmers had begun to
accelerate capitalising their farms, as shown by the solid line; in fact this solid line only partially



captures this capitalisation process, because it refers only ¢ol fixvestments, and not to, say,
machinery and equipment.

Figure 5: Longerm trends in real gross fixed investment and the capital/labour ratio in agricdtture
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Employmeniin agro-processingshows a somewhat different pattern, with a significant inceap

to the early 1990s, and thereafter a decrease of similar proportions. Why the decline in agro
processing jobs started early is perhaps on account of the tighter effective labour regulation
affecting the manufacturing sector generally at around thatd. It is noteworthy, however, that
employment in informal agr@rocessing has tended to increase continuously, though it remains well
below employment in formal sector agfarocessing.

Figure 6: Longerm employment trends in formal and informal sectmgro-processing’
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2 Farm/projectlevel ganning in land reform contexts
The economic rationale for redistributive land reform

D2OSNYYSyild KIFIa yS@SNI adlriGSR I Of SINJ SO2y2YAO0 NI
Reconstruction amh DevelopmenProgramme (RDP) of 1994 did provide a fairly clear and coherent
view, as captured in these two excerpts:

W national land reform programme is the central and driving force of a programme of rural
development. Such a programme aims to address effectivelyrtjustices of forced

NEY2@IFfa yR GKS KA&AG2NAOFE RSyAlLf 2F | 00Saa
reform programme, and through the provision of support services, the democratic

government will build the economy by generating laggale emppyment, increasing rural

incomes and eliminating overcrowdi.

Yrhe improved quality of rural life] must entail a dramatic land reform programme to

transfer land from the inefficient, debidden, ecologicaliamaging and whitelominated
large farm sctor to all those who wish to produce incomes through farming in a more
sustainable agricultural systef.

The underlying principle is that small farmers tend to be less capiehsiveand more labour

intensive, which is more appropriate in a labeloundant(e.g. unemploymenplagued)

environment. Thigrinciple is otherwise known as theéA y @S N&EAST & | INMR RdzOG A GA (& NB
or sometimes théV A ¥ @ S Nsiz& protiuctNily relationshipypothesi©about which much has

been written,both in favourand against® Theinverse farmsize productivity relationshipontends

that, in the absence of various market distortions, srsahlle farmers use land more intensively and

thus productively, and moreover use more labour (per unit area) in doinghsokey mechanism

underlying the relationship is theameW & dzLJS NJJ A & méntionediaBvetheSarger the farm,

the more difficult is supervision (especially given that more workers typically implies more hired

workers relative to family membersgjpmpelling farmers to introduce machinery and other labour

NBLX I OAy3a G(SOKy2f 23ASax A ®S dscale dhitddranteicial fan. { 2 dzi K !
2 KATS (KS A YLIS( dza sizé B to Ran@NiBherdnSome, vhiS @siults h la dtitie
OWaz2O0Alf Q0 Ay S Foest DIatiBn/oO@ddorslard pastiides indi€s 2hyg IBwer overalll

use of labour; in a context of high unemployment such as that which characterises most of southern

Africa, this is especially unfortunate.

Although it is not explicit,ite idea that land reform will drive rural development can also be

interpreted as meaning that through land reform there will be a stimulus to the local economy via
consumptionand production linkagesThere is a similar line ofitiking in the National Development

tfrysS gKSNBAY 2F GKS Wm YAffA2Yy ySg 220a& Ay | TN
' IANR Odzft G dzZNB odzi F NAES RdzS (2 WYdz GALIX ASNI STFFSO 3

In terms of consumption linkages, thegumentisthat when income stres are diverted from
well-off people (e.g. a largecale commercial farmer) to poorer people (e.g. to the new satalle
FIENYSNAER (2 6K2Y (GKS O2YYSNDALFEf FFENXYSNRAE flYyR A&
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economy is likely to benefit becaudeet pattern of spending of the poor favours domestic#liyot
locallyproduced goods and services. The argument is based on the generally convincing observation
that people with high incomes spend a larger share of their incomes on imported goods, and/or
goodswith ahigh importcontent?” On the production side, the general idea is that lasgale,
capitatintensive agriculture tends to be dissociated from the local economy in terms of sourcing
inputs or marketing (or processing) outputs, relative to seradcale agriculturg®

.Se2yR GKS adlritSR AyiSyidazya 2F GKS wb5t3 Al A& S
land reform programme was indeed geared towards helping sseale farmers. Thus the original

funding modality for the redistribiion programme consisted of a grant of RA@ per household,

whereas the average price of land on the market at the time was about R900 per hectare. Apart

from the fact that this sum conveniently matched the new grant for subsidised housing, it was

informed (or justified?) by background work undertaken on behalf of the Department of Land

Affairs, which sought to arrive at an appropriate grant siased on the assumption of smaltale

farming?®

The evolution of the land redistribution programme

Land edistribution is that part of land reform whereby people apply for financial and other

assistance with which to acquire land for farming, and sometimes settlement purposes. Whereas

tenure reform is mainly effected through legislation and associated pres¢s® 3 NRSR | & WNA 3
0l aSRQ Ay andtNageSpici firetidriof restitution is to provide for restorative justibe,

purpose ofland redistributionis primarilyeconomic, namely to reduce poverty dod promote

opportunities for economic advaement through agricultureHowever, in contrast to restitution,

the approach to land redistribution has changed significantly since 1994; it is important to

understand these changes in order to appreciate the planning frameworks associated with land

reform generally and redistribution specifically.

As articulated in th&Vhite Paper on Land Policy

Whe purpose of the land redistribution programimseo provide the poor with access to land

for residential and productive uses, in order to improve their income and quality of life....

Although the scale of the proposed redistribution is not yet quantifiable, it must achieve the

following outputs: a mee equitable distribution of land and therefore contribute to national
reconciliation and stability; substantially reduce lametiated conflict in areas where land

disputes are endemic; help solve the problem of landlessness and pave the way for an

improvament in settlement conditions in urban and rural areas; enhance household income

security, employment and econonEN2 ¢ (1 K G KNR dzZaAR2 dzi G KS O2 dzy (i NB «

Until around 2009, the main approach to land redistribution was derdaddmeaning that people
applied tothe then Department of Land Affairs for grants with which to purchase land that they
identified. Applicants usuallgooled grants from multiple households or adult members of the same
household in order to do so. Where land purchases involved multipledinmlds, some kind of legal
entity was formed, for example, a communal property association or a trust. Apart from a relatively

9



small number of redistribution projects involving the disposal of state land (which itself mainly

targeted erstwhile lessees),YaR | OljdzA aAlGA 2y 61 a GKNRdAzZ3K (GKS 2Ly
buyer/willingd St f SNJ I LILINR I OKQ®d ¢KS YIFAY LAS@San@ T Syl 6f A
remainsthe Provision of Land and Assistance Act, 126 of 1993, which provides for the making of

financial grants for settlement and production purposes in order to assist historically disadvantaged

people.

From 1995 to 2000, the main financing vehicle for redistribution projects was the Settlement and
Land Acquisition Grant (SLAG), which was awaméduseholdsAs mentioned abovehte SLAG

was linked to the housing grant in that the maximum amount was the same as for the housing grant,
but also in the sense that a given household could not access both grants in full measure, though it
could in pmciple access a certain amount from each totaling not more than R15 000.

The SLAG was complemented by a planning grant to be used to engage the services of facilitators
and/or consultants to conduct feasibility studies, prepare business plans, conduatigak, and

meet certain transfer costgor reasons that will be explained below,2001 a new redistribution
Wub-programmewas introduced called Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development (LRAD),
which largely superseded SLAG. LRAD came wittwit grant formulaGrants were novavailable in

a range from R20 000 up to R1000 per adult, depending on an own contribution requirement
which rose disproportionately according to the grant level (that is from R5 000 to R400 000).
Because the LRAD gtavas awarded to adults rather than to households, adult members of the
same household could apply for LRAD grants and then pool them, making possible what was
relatively rare under the SLAG, namely projects consisting of a single household or extenitied fa
(About a third of all LRAD projects were sidgbeisehold projects; two thirds involved three or

fewer beneficiary householdsThe other, strategic objective of LRAD, was to enhance the role of
provincial agriculture departments in supporting lardlistribution, in part by ensuring more clarity
about respective roles and introducing mechanisms for promoting idégrartmental ceordination.

In terms of finances, Land Affairs paid for the initial land acquisition and whatever else could be
afforded fom the initial grant awarded to a project, while for some projects additional support for
on-farm infrastructure came through the Comprehensive Agricultural Support Programme (CASP) of
the national Department of Agricultur@f which more is said below)

Due to the relatively expensive nature of LRAD, there were few beneficiaries. Between 2001/02 and
2005/06, there were only about 3900 households benefiting per year, while between 2006/07 and
2008/09 there were fewer than 2000 households benefiting perydespite annual expenditure in
excess of Riillion. In 2008, the LRAD policy was amended to allow for grants in a range from
R111000 per adult to R43@00. This latter shift was ostensibly to catch up with rising land prices,

but in reality it represated a leap far greater than land prices over the intervening period.

To complement the dominant demardd approach, around 2006 the Department of Land Affairs

launched the Proactive Land Acquisition Strategy (PLAS), the idea of which was to acquat land

appeared suitable and strategic for redistributtbn ¢ KA &4 € FyR g2dZ R 0SS Wgl NBK?2
as appropriate beneficiaries were identifigth somef not manycases, however, the intended

beneficiaries were already knowrir) principle, PLA®as meant to focus on the poor, and

10



beneficiaries were expected to initially lease the land, obtaining ownership later on if they
demonstrated that they could use it sue=sfully>!

Around 2009, LRAD was cancelled in favour of PLAS, while PLAS was modifieds ways. While

the reasons for cancelling LRAD have never been publicly articulated, one could infer that there was
a growing concern that it did not make sense to give beneficiaries private ownership of land when
such a high proportion of themifad to make use of it, and some even chose to séldintaining

this land as state land via PLAS would allow government pwrol andmanoeuvrability, because
beneficiaries would begin on a shdadrm lease following which successful beneficiarigsuld be

given an opportunity to shift to a loragrm lease, while the state would remain the owner; this

policy was later amendedyt least cosmeticallysuch that beneficiaries were immediately granted a
30-year lease, of which the first three years wébd. INR 0 I (infagy\CaséyEedpd009 version

of PLASvas in contrast to the earlier policy position whereby the government would seek to
alienate appropriate existing state land to land reform beneficiaries, ultimately reducing the amount
of land owned by the stateHowever, at least on paper, PLAS underwent further changes around
2012 or 2013, whereby some beneficiaries closer to the faogde, commercial end of the

spectrum, would be given an option to purchase at the successful conclusioninitihle

probationary period of their lease.

Aside from the shift from a demardd to a supplfted approach, and changes in various other
modalities,there is an important pattern of change running through the history of the redistribution
programme, namly where more land and other assistance is concentrated on ever fewer
beneficiariesThe shift from SLAG to LRAD around 2000vas the first instance of such a shift. The
increase in the LRAD grants in 2008 was the second. Under PLAS, there is ifirfactonbow

much can be spent to acquire a farpgrhapsbecause in any case the farm does not become the
property of a beneficiargat least not initially) but insteadbelongs tathe state.

The rationale for this trajectory is straightforward: it is a direct response to the concerns that had
accumulated over the years about redistribution beneficiaries not bginmgn a good enough start
and not beingadequately supportedn terms of how ithas been implemented since 2009
especiallyPLASspires to the ideahat beneficiaries should be afforded the same opportunities as
the farmers whose going concerns are being purchased, meaniogg other things thathere is a
move away from acquirinfarms which might appear to bénviableQTable 2 below estimates the
hectarage and cost per beneficiary under the three main redistribution programmes tc4Ete.
changes form SLAG to LRAD, and LRAD to PLAS, are quite stark.

Table 2: Estimated deliveratios for different redistribution programmés

Programme (years) Hectares / Hectares / Cost / individual
household individual

SLAG (1992000) 5.8 3.3 R5 240

LRAD (2002009) 34 18 R90 665

PLAS (200fpresent) 618 214 R1 481 145

However, in late 2019)RDRIaunched anewinitiative known asthé hy S K2 dzi SK2f RX
LINE 3 NJ aboaSahieh little information is publicly available. Apparently, the programme makes
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use of land acquired via PLASichis subdivided into more or less one hectare plots; these plots

FNB GKSYy Fft20F0SR (2 K2dzaSKSt®aibtenipKigthatedd® I NI y i S
district will have at least one such project per y&arhe intended overall size of the programme is

not clear, but in any case it does represent some kind of deviation from the trajectory sketched

above.

Project planning; overview

As mentioned above, from the early days of land redistribution, provision was made for planning,
ALISOATAOLEEE® FT2NJ Y2ySe (G2 o6S aSdi IaARS o6iGKS WwW{Si
in order to assist redistribution applicatevelop a business plan. The size of the planning grant

was usually determined as a share of the overall grant money which the applicants were seeking.

Having a business plan was a requirement for project approval, moreover business plans were to

some exent scrutinised by DLA staff in order to ensure that they were adequate.

Over time the details changed and changed again in terms of who drafted business plans, what they
were meant to contain, and who signed off on them. In some cases the provinpatihent of
agriculture was requested to assess the suitability of the land as a separate exercise from the
drafting of the business plan.

Under LRAD, there was an expectation that some applicants would draft their own business plans,

since one of the geeral principles of LRAD was that more responsibility would be placed on

applicants for doing the footwork associated with applying. However, LRAD also provided for a

LX FyyAy3 ANFYyGsE gKAOK gl a YSIHyd G2 06S LI AR 2dzi

Wt  NODAOALI yida YlIe OK22aS (G2 FOOSLIW GKS FaaAail
paid in two parts. A small payment will be made only to defray travel expenses. The second,

larger payment will be paid only upon approval of the project. éf phoject is not approved

and no transfer takes place, the design agent is not awarded the second payment. Payments

made to design agents, together with those to valuers and expenses associated with

ddz0 RAGAAA2Y S SGO0OPY gAfAYyadASIANF VYESPV>2dzK A DK BAES

A 2 4 A x

2T mMp: 2F GKS LINRP2SOGSR®G2Grt OFLMAGIEE O2ada

Under PLAS, the nature of project planning changed somewhat, because there is often a division in

the decisioamaking process, whereby the first decisimade is whether or not to purchase the

identified farm, and the second decision is to whom it will be allocated and for what purfiase

latter decision may be taken months latéfor the first stage, DLA/DRDLR usually depends on the

respective provincidl 3 NA Odzf G dzZNB RSLI NI YSyd F2NI I WFSIFAAOATL A
dzadz t £ & O2yaArada YrFAayfte 2F ' NBO2NR 2F GKS T N)C
and possible future uses, where the latter usually differ little from thraer. The actual business

plan is then in principle drafted by a service provider, according to more or less the same terms of
reference as applied to LRAD. However, it would seem that leases are awarded to beneficiaries

regardless of whether or not a bingss plan haalready been done or approved.

12



From the mid1990s, the restitution programme also made use of the SettlerRéganingGrant

(SPG)but concerns over project performance were such that around 200022 the CRLR set up a

central DevelopmenPlanning and Facilitation Unit, which was soon after complemented byapin

unitslinked tothe/ 2 Y Y A & & A 2 yofiices (RLEGHovglér fthese units were disbanded

around 2009, when the Recapitalisation and Development Programme was introducadheugh

Al GKSYy GdzZNYySR 2dzi GKIFG 2yfe F avlrtf aKlINB 2F WYu
projects, and a small share of restitution projects benefit from RéEAg.of March 2009, the

cumulative expenditure on the SPG was R246 millioourd that time, the SPG was amalgamated

GAGK GKS wSalAGdziAzy 5A&aONBUOAZ2YINE DNIyld G2 0S07
GKSy aSid G wcpdhp WLISNI GSNAFASR 0SYSTFAOAI NBE K2 dz

The restitution programme has a detailed act cycle, of which numerous steps relate to planning.

The diagram below summarises. The sequence of phases moving down along-tiaateéolumn

refer to the general process of receiving, researching and settling claims, of which the sixth phase is
YAUEYSYSy Gl GA2y 2F {SGGftSYSyiQs 4KAOK O2yarata 27
development funds, grants, pest g I NR & dzLJLJ2 NIIi 3 KI yYR2FSNIPOPPQDP ¢ KA A
exploded into the phases moving down along the rilgahd column, of whicla number relate to

planning. Given that rural restitution projects in which land is restored are often quite large (the

average number of beneficiaries ign@st 300households)and many involve the restoration of

multiple farms, it stands to reason thtte planning process for restitution projects is oftegry

involved.

Figure 7: Schematic of the restitution delivery process, including phases related to pf&nning

Restitution Business Process:
Pre-settlement Post settlement

PHASE ONE EHASE 1

Lodgement and Registration
(closed 31/12/98)

PHASE TWO
Screening and Categorisation
Initial and advanced screening, preliminary opfion,
feasibility and field research batching and
prioritisation,

OTamzZm@

“zmEmrrA-4m®

PHASE THREE
Determination of Qualification in terms of
Section 2 of the Restitution Act
Notification and gazetting of “prima facie” valid
claims

PHASE FOUR
Negotiations

PHASE 5

n 5 Resource Mobilisation
Project plan & representation for claimants,

valuations, monetary value, verification,
preliminary  planning for land use and
development, preliminary case report and
negotiation position.
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P
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MONITORING
AND
EVALUATION

PHASE FIVE

Settlement
Agreements signed in terms of Section 42D
Ministerial Approval or a decision made by Land
Claims Court in the form of a Court order.

WoumOOATV
WeOumMmOQOAXT

PHASE SIX EHASER
Implementation of Settlement Project Implementation
Detailed land planning, transfer of land,
development funds, grants, post-award support &
handover. financial compensation or other
fedress

However, some members of the Commission feel that part of the problem with the peafore of
NBalAlGdziazy LINEP2SOGa OFy 0SS GNFOSR ol O1 G2 GKS 7
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rather it should start during the preettlement phase so that the claimant community is better
prepared from the moment they take possessifrtheir land3®

To be clear, where business plans were drafted by consultants, whether for redistribution or
restitution, these consultants were meant to work closely with applicants in developing these plans
O2y ai RSN (K Siods hérspeiti@els. Consider thé SxBefpiibeldaN®BnY @ NJ

Iy R

2

i K Bxample of terms of reference of Service Providers for Business Rlan(i K & ¥ 2 N a LJ
Implementation Manual for LRAD:

Arrange workshops to explain the Land Reform Program of the Departrhéand
Affairs and the different options that are available to the community under this
program.
Assess status quo of community in terms of the following:

9 Characteristics (social profile);
Goals and aspirations of the community;
Organizational structure;
Participation of women;
Adherence to employment equity and existing labor relations legislation;
Perform a skill audit, which should include an assessment of the literacy
levels of the participants.
Perform a needs assessment of the current and futtaing needs of the
participants.
On the basis of the needs assessment a comprehensive training proposal, to be
executed by a recognized trainer or training organisation after project approval,
daK2dzf R 6S LINBLI NBRX®
To conduct, during the facilitation peess, information sessions, which include
modules such as the following:

1 legal entity identification;
election of office bearers of selected management structures;
responsibilities of members and committee;
meeting procedures;
reporting structures angrocedures;
gender sensitivity;
basic financial skills; and
basic management skills.

=A =4 =4 4 =4

= =4 4 4 -8 -8 A

Moreover, within their respective funding parameters, SLAG, LRAD and PLAS were all designed so as
to afford a great deal of flexibility in project type and design. Fstaimce, despite being seen as a

shift towards a more commercial orientation for land redistributéhRAD explicitly provided for

soOl f f SR WF¥22R MbréoSei, as oggially dediyBed, §FRND arficipated that

subdivision would be common:

Wlthough some farms may change hands as entire units, most may have to be subdivided in
order to meet the objectives of beneficiaries. An owner of agricultural land seeking to

14
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subdivide in order to sell part to a beneficiary under LRAD will not be requireekk a

permit. Until the restrictions on subdivision are fully rescinded, any subdivision undertaken
for transactions under the land reform programme will be automaticallygpproved

without further action on the part of the seller. The permissiorstidivide for sale of land
under LRAD will be effective immediately upon the launch of L&AD.

This makes what happened in land refogrand in redistribution particularlg all the more curious.

Project planning; what actually happened

More or lesfrom the beginning, project planning in the context of the redistribution programme
began to follow a more or less uniform, but unanticipated, approdtte essence of this approach
wascontinuity with the farming system of the previous owner

W . 1896;1997X fiere was a rapid convergence of projects around the following three
characteristicsFirst, project business plans commonly assumed that the gogbuafjact

was to provide the maximum cash income to each of its membeys2ifi  lob-F dzf f Wwe
SljdzA @1 £t Syd AyO02YSQ (2 SI OKforadeking t SccomplishS 02 Yy RY |
this was to promote the idea that the group show@lohtinue with the farm activity that was

undertaken by the previous owne@ften this was embellished with newtadties that

promised to add evemore income (or, more accurately, to compensate for the fact that

the existingfarm enterprise was insufficient to support all the beneficiaries), for example,
ONRPAETSNASAS LIAIISNASEAS Wihg njlidatiofnds tRaNBedzLId QX | y |
group would run the farm as a group. To compensate fordieR dzLJQa € 01 2F YI yI
and/or farm experience, the plan often called the group to hire a manager, perhaps on a

temporary basi€®

The consequence of thigpproach is wetknown;group-based production projects were often beset

0 & W3 NP dzLineBning thayber@fici@ries were often unable to agree on priorities or

coordinate their efforts. This was one of the primary reasons why, under Minister Didia, Vs
discontinued in favour of LRAD in 2000/01, i.e. so that beneficiary groups were reduced in size, often
even to single households. According to tHRAD policdocument, group production projects would
y20 0SS NMzZ SR aiddiediscdlpge@BIANIAGK QY L NI Fyd G2 LRAY(G
of using larger grants in order to reduce the size of beneficiary groups or do away with groups
altogether, was not the only one that could have been identifj@dcompletely different respores

would have been to abandon the largeale commercial farming model (or apply it more
selectively)meaning that beneficiaries could rather have subdivided the land, as per the implicit
vision of the RDRWhy this alternative was not entertained is jast revealing as the initial choice to
adopt the largescale commercial farming mod®l.

Why did this happen why, despite supposedly being premised on the advantages of-sozdé
farming, did the planning for SLAfased redistribution projects almostvariably opt for the large
scale commercial farming model? And why, when this approach did not work, was the
response/solution still one that embraced this model? Aliber and Mokeona suggest that it was
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because planners believed that largeale commerciagriculture would secure the largest income,
however that still begs the question, why?

Hebinck et al. (2011) provide a compelling answer, namely that land reform plamag\gnd
remainsd SK2f RSy (2 GKS LINBGIAftAyYy3d WSELISNI aeadsSyvyQy

Experts, expert knoledge and networks (together comprising elements of an expert
system) play a key role in contemporary agriculture. Likewise, they are crucial to the
implementation of land reform, particularly in settings like South Africa wheresultants
have come to @y an important role in the design of business planddnd reform projects
and their beneficiarie$ dhé agricultural expert system represents a sepiafcticesby
which the development of the agricultural sector is directed; one in wprdblems are
identified and solutions forged, proposed and implemented. Knowl€dgd thus the
control over what constitutes knowledge) plays a key role in any esystem

WiloreoverX a predominantly white consultanegdustry played a key role in the planning
andimplementation of agrarian reform&ach land reform project (redistribution @n

NB a G A G dzii A 2 y 0 exgelt GondultadtsiwBo/cBnipiled Rasibility studies and
prepared management and busingsgns. The consultants assessed the ecoico

feasibilie 2 T (i K Sinddraie®splsh @iikhowledge transfer (implicitly assuming an
absence of knowledge amotige beneficiaries). In most instances, the sophistication of the
business plans was neynchronised to the needs and wishes of beneficiarigshat
implementation ofbusiness plans often did not correlate with the contents of the |§#n.

In effect Hebinck et al. are saying that land reform projects were planned asseatgecommercial
projects because this is what the planner§ K S Ya&IvéraSabidistomed to and what they
valued. Policynakers either deferred to their judgement, or were not paying attention; at any rate,
during the period 1994 to 2000, redistribution projects were established that had little to do with
the vision or log of the RDP

Marais examined this process in detail, specifically how business plans were developed for
redistribution projects with a bias in favour of largeale commercial farming:

Wt -8EBocratic South African agriculture was known tarlatively lage scale, market
orientedand s OKI yAaSRX® LF G(GKS OflAYa YIRS o6& ONRI
accordingtdi KS 02 y (i S Y L} NJI sNiBion $ftagriduNlital dévelépiehtirtBouth

Africa, the future consists of agriculture asgarscale and commercial within a productionist

LJ- NJ R Kk Skafié tbthe contemporary expert system thus continues with the pre

RSY2ONI GAO $rhjedSotieciermsbi-agribiiiure, or other motivations to

access land than just agricultural pradien, are seen as unproductive and not creating a

future. Business plans that are not constructed towards this future are either totally rejected

or need to be adjusted towards the recommendations made by the experts. Thus, the land
redistribution scriptst K2 dzf R £ SI R G2¢1 NRa (GKAZ fI NBS &0l f S
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members of the District Agricultural Committees who vetted the business plans. In the case of Good

Hope Farm near Malmesbury, Western Cape, the consultant hired to assist the beneficiaries made

an earnest attempt to understand and promote their wishes, howeékeir desire to subdivide was

simply rejected by the District Agriculture Committee, while thmtiention to build their own homes

was revised so that this would be a phased process taking a long tiras tsalisturb the natural

resources as little ggossible. The fact that the applicantsinly intended to farm for their own

food security was also called into question; to meet the demands of the Committee, the business

plan had to be revised so that the applicants committed to graduating f8oimsisence farmer§o

aW¥mall scale commercial leg2lt is therefore not surprising that, pestansfer, the beneficiaries did

not stick very closely to the business plan. These divergences seemed to have resulted in sharply

different perspectives as to whatas in fact happening. For example, from the perspective of the

experts, the beneficiaries of the Lett8onke Farmers project wekdoing nothing on the farnf)

GKSNBIF & | OO2NRAY3 (G2 alNrXrAaQ 26y 20aSNBF A2y I (FK
agricultural and noragricultural activities, simply not the ones or in the way prescribed in the official

business plannor closely resembling what was happening on nearby {acgée commercial farnt$.

It is impossible to assign statistics to this phenomenoSWis 6 € = Ay K2YIlF 3S (2 GKS
land reform assumed a ormizefits-all bias in favour of largecale commercial agricultur@ne

possible metric is the incidence of subdivision. However, the data available from DLA/DRDLR do not
indicate how oftersubdivision was undertaken, although the anecdotal evidence suggests that
subdivision has been rare except in a few settlememgnted projects. One survey of over 100

redistribution and restitution projects in Capricorn and Vhembe districts, revealed simgle case

of subdivisiorf? With larger farms now being acquired via PLAS, this may have changed, but one

official suggests that it is only in the order of 10% of farms purchased through PLAS in which

subdivision is undertakelwhich is all the moréelling given the large size of many farms acquired

via PLAS.

2 KAES GKS O2yliAydzSR AyFfdzSyOS 2F (GKS SaidlofAaKSF
explanation for the manner in which the largeale commercial farming model quickly became the

default for land redistribution project@ne other possible fator should be mentionedWe refer to
thisastheW K aaf S T O02NRE o6& YKAOK ¢S YSIy GKS FI O
households or group, is easier thaoquiring it, subdividing it, and then handing it over to multiple
beneficiaries? KAt S GKSNB A& y2 RANBOG LINR2F GKIFIG dKAa W
to subdivide, there is at least one clear correlate in an associated initiative, namely the

Comprehensive Agricultural Support Programme (see below). Moreovee ihample evidence

OKF{d RdzZNAY3 YdzOK 2F GKS KA&AG2NE 2F (0KS NBRAAUGNAGC
2PSNJ GNRBAY3 (G2 | O0O2YY2RIGS €FNHS ydzYoSNAR 2F 0SyS
targets related to hectares and not pple 3!
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Viabilityand the ambivalence regarding smadlale farming

Despite the laudable opemindedness of policies, the influence of the expert system in agricutture
and in particular its bias towards largeale commercial farmingcan be detected in official
documents! 1 Se& O2yOSLIi dGKFdG FNRASE GAYS FyR |3FAYy AZ

For example, in the Implementation Manual for LRAD, guidelines for subdivision are provided which

a0l aGS GKFEGYZ W! LIWNR Gt 27T viabili$y of thezidrest(®) assdeigtetl wighA £ £ 0 ¢
0KS AyiSYRSTW+tAdzORK ANRAR2 WAP Y23 KSNE RSFAYSR Ay (K.
R21 Sy GAYSao Ly 2yS LIl aal3dasS K26SOSNI Al A& adza3ssa
takesintoaccdzy G G 2G1F f LINR2SOG O2 &am it thus Ropdais® BeS Ol SR LINE 1
something akin to future profitability, whicbne can establish by means of caredgtimations and
LIN2E2SOlGA2yad 9f ASeKSNB (KS al ydzadsessmentto frédve G K G 2y
the viability and sustainability of the proposed venture; including an assessment of the agricultural

potential of the land; the assumptions that were used based on industry norms, current and

projected employment and valuadding oppetunities; financial indicators and tax implications,

GF1Ay3a GKS 2dzid02YSa 2F | aBhis Wwaild shdgésbthat vy £ @ AA & Ay
ascertaining viability is an involved process, but also, arguably, a corruptible one, in the sense that it

isfairly easy to assume future value addition and premise the viability on activities which at present

do not even exist.

a4 aKz2gy o0& [/ 2dzaAiya yR {022ySas GKS 02y OSLJi 27
policymakers and project planners willike to believe?® For one, viability is not merely a feature

of a parcel of land, but as suggested already is a concept that only has meaning in relation to the

needs and expectations of whomeveids will be)using the land. This is often understoiod

NBfFGA2y (G2 | LISNA2Y Q&howedr, vRodzdoS&tarhirie @idat is/eBoBgRS R A y C
and for whom? What about patime farming and multipldivelihood strategies, which are an
especiallyreasonable assumption in the context of those whawand mainly for food and tenure
ASOdzZNAGEK hyS LINRoO6fSY gAGK (KS O2yOSLII 2F WOAIl 0 A
it does not take these realities into accou@2 NJ G KA a NBIF a2y 3> ljdSadAizya 27
to the qued ( A 2nyninim feadible farm sif2> g KA OK Ay (G dzNYy NB@GSFta LX +y
norms associated with largecale commercial farming

Consider these excerpts from the LRAD Implementation Manual from the section erttit®ed | Y LI S
ofstructure2 ¥ I FINY LI ITY F2N) F22R al ¥Sieé y&EdmalINE2SO0 3
for a Business Planfor Fepdr FSG& bSi t Nr2SOGaQouy

Production plan or schedule that shows critical stages of production or activities that must be
performed (e.g. Iad preparation, planting, fertilization through harvesting in terms of crop
production) and allocation of responsibilities should be attached to the business$lan.

Yhformation on the following should be provided and its implications on the proposed
enterprise:

9 climatic conditions

9 soil conditions (analysis)
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1 veld conditions and carrying capacity
1 land capabilitg’

Winancial information
1 Anindication oLRAD grant and own contribution.
1 Agreed selling price.
91 Projected capital requirements (for longrm, medium term and short term).
1 Indication of the additional finance needed, possible sources of this finance and the type
of finance being sought.
1 Indicate how books will be kept.

Winancial statements (balance sheet, income statement, enterprisedihgl cash flow
statement on the surplus to be produced) should be included as an appendix at the back of the
business plaig?

Yhdicate plans to deal with the produced surplus, i.e. to store or market the sutptue.
surplus is going to be marketethe following should be outlined.

1 Nature, location and reliability of the market.

9 Distance to the market (transport).

1 How quality, quantity and good price will be ensured.

Wimiting factors if any (transport, training, quality, quantity, ability to adtle if there is need)
need to be discussed plan on how to overcome these problems should be gf¥fen.

a2NB2FSNE (GKS FIENY LXFY F2N 0KS LINRP2SOG Ydzad Ay
environmentalimpact assessment repoit | yrBdudtion glednischedul®

The pointisthatforas®l f f SR W¥22R al ¥Sdeée ySi LINR2SOGQrX (KS:
overkill; they seek to impose norms relevant to commercial projects to situations where these norms

are not appropriate, suggesting perhapX I i GKS 3I21 & 2F WF22R al ¥Sae
understood or not valued.

Ly I a2YSgKFEG RAFFSNBYG olesx GKS FLILX AOFGAZ2Y F2N
ambivalence and/or confusion as to the nature of srsalile farming. Considémis sequence of
guestions®

1 Would you describe yourself as a small farmer or commercial farmer? Yes / No

9 If you are currently a small farmer, will inclusion in the RAD program assist you to grow
to a commercial farmer?

1 Is the farm currently ecomuically viable? Yes / No

1 Briefly motivate your answer above

91 If no, how will inclusion in the RAD program improve economic viabil&s / No
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¢CKS LRAY(G A& y2d 0KFG GKS&S ljdSaiAz2ya NRBR®BSIE |
2yS 2F wSOlILIQa adliSR 202S0GAGSa Aa (2 LINBY2GS
conflation between¥mallwith Hon-commerciaRand YargeCwith WommerciaR The other curiosity

Ad GKS ARSI (KIFG SO2y2YAO QOAFoAfAGE A& a2YSGKAY:

¢2 adzYYFINR&SIT YdzOK 2F GKS aid2qM/ AF NUAJDK I INENI GG
on largescale commercial farming, on account of which so little has been achieved in terms of

poverty reductiong owes not strictly to the policy itselfvith the exception of Recap), but to the

manner in which policy was implemented, in particular thropgbjectplanning This planning has

0SSy aiNRy3fte AyTFTfdSyOSR o6& (G(KS LINBGIAfAYy3d WSELX
pre-1994 era, vich esteems largscale commercial agriculture, notwithstanding the original

intellectual basis for land reform, and notwithstanding the often lamentable results.

3 Higherorder panningapproachesn land reform contexts
Introduction

The previoussub-sectionfocused orprojectlevel planningwhich is an extremely important process
during which policy objectives are translated (mistranslated?) inttherground realities However,
over the years there have been various experiences with hilgiels of planning that are also

worth taking into considerationsome in relation to land reform specifically, but others to do with
agricultural development more generalkour of these aréoriefly discussed, namely [ ! Atka
Based Planningrocesghat prevailedfrom about 2@7 to 2009; the specific instance of the
Qedusizi/Besters initiative in KwaZtMatal;the Agricultural Master Plan of North West Province;
andthe relatively new planning process associated with the Spatial Planning and Land Use
Management Act

Areabased planning

In 2000, an NGO based in Limpopo, Nkuzi Development Association, came to the realisation that the

very high share of commercial farmland under claim in the province should alert government to the

need for proactive planng. Nkuzi conceived the idea of an atssed pilot process focusing on the

prospects for and implications of land reform in a particular municipdliigy selected Makhado

Local Municipality as their pilot, and sought to work closely With the munigpality, and various

20KSNJ 20Kt &adlF1SK2f RSNAE® anbridnSitdidreszith@a Ay AGAL (A
worthwhile, innovative reporf! and can be credited in part with inspirill.A a few years later, to

embrace areébased planning asrgew way forward in helping guide the conduct of land reform.

The Department in due course commissioned a manual that set out howbarsesd planning was

meanttobe doné?¢ KS 5[ ! Qa4 LINPGAYOALIf 2FFAOS& o0S3lry 0O2YY.
areabased plans for their respective districts. By 2008, a number ofBasad Plans (ABPs) had

been completed, but because of budget constraints in the Department the process slowed and then

20



halted; perhaps half a dozen plans had been completed and foragatisoved countrywide, and
many more were partially completed.

Ly Ftye S@Syiz AY Hnndg GKS 5[! 06S0OFYS (G4KS 5w5[wod
mandate, it was no longer clear whether it made sense to pursue thetmsed planning initiative

as earlier conceived. Ardaased planning was not abandoned, but the form it should take would
LINS&dzylofe KI@S G2 OKFy3aSed 'a LINI 2F GKAA LINROS
conducted in 2012. Among the findings:

Poor results have beeavbtained from the first round of Area Based Planning in different
provinces and municipalities. The quality of the ABP/RDLRP documents is highly variable.
The complexity and range of issues to factor into ABP/RDLRPs varies widely from District to
District

Wery few if any of the plans were formally approved and there is little evidence of
implementation. The documents produced as outputs of the planning process seldom
provide user friendly and practical implementation guidelines for officials, manyofrw

state that they lack skills and capacity to take delivery of the documents and implement the
plans where these have been produc&t.

Another major sticking point identified was the difficulty of integrating aoeaed planning into
Y dzy A OA LIP prdcésgeS A a furkher one was the quality of the work produced by the
contracted service providers:

Wo date procurement processes seem to have assumed that service providers would have

the capacity to produce ABPs without any prior in degptowledge of land reform or

training or orientation in the ABP methodology. Selection of service providers using price as
the final determinant may have the unintended consequence of appointing consultants who
cannot produce what is require®

From theperspective of advancing meaningful land reform, perhaps one of the main deficits of the
first generationof ABPs, howevermyas the absence of a methodology for discerning land demand.
What ABPs tend to do is discuss different aspects of land demand, for example the waiting list for
low-income housing, labour tenant claims, restitution claims, and in some cases the turnover of
farmland in the open market. There is however no sense efdégmand for land in terms of the
redistribution programme, and how this might be disaggregated, for example demand for small
versus medium versus large plots. The impression generatédioys I detiigdfidAumber of
ABPs is that the consultants hitelid as much as secondary data would allow, but there were little
or no consultative processes or surveys on the basis of which to establish land demand with any
nuance. Without this, how useful could the ABPs be?
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Bakeholderbased land reforifx; the case of Qedusizi/Besters

One of the most significant arelaased land reform initiatives to date, Qedusizi/Besters, was not in
fact an outcome of the ABP process, but rather emerged spontaneously as collective action among
farm owners in an area togethevith their erstwhile tenants and workers. The Qedusizi/Besters
initiative was/is in actuality quite intricate and ambitious:

Bince 2003, the Qedusizi/Besters initiative has established a batmrareabased land

reform and enterprise development progm in an area primarily engaged in beef

production. Among the list of problems associated with the South African land reform the
approach tackled are the following: (i) It was an initiative of the key direct stakeholders, the
Besters Farmers AssociatiddHA), their farm workers, and the Department of Land Affairs
(DLA); (ii) planning of the farms and their acquisition was done by the beneficiaries
themselves with the help of the commercial farmers; (iii) the beneficiaries were directly
involved in the section of land and therefore fully aware of its quality; (iv) the stakeholders
set up a notfor-profit organization, the Section 21 Company Abrina 1518, that was fully
accountable to the direct stakeholders; (iv) it not only dealt with the land tranbtdralso
managed the full range of posettlement support, such as the purchase of animals and
equipment, technical advice from mentors, construction of farm infrastructure and housing,
etc.; (v) all decision making was decentralized to the section 2paony the district land
reform office, and other local offices of the relevant departmets.

¢tKA& SEIFYLX SoraSRatit YRKRERSNYQ KIa YdzOK Ay 0O2YY?
YPO2YYdry RER I yR NBTFT2NY¥QI LI NInA@edtalwhiWorldB&R & S A Y LI
assistance from the late 19904&/hile the formulae vary somewhat, the key is to entrust more

responsibility to local actor@\lso, as stated in a recent review of stéee land reform:

Where are sound empirical and conceptredsons for shifting the emphasis from state
toward community. Communitied strategies may create openings for new processes and
modalities of land reform not available under the stdéel approach. A shift toward
community, therefore, may be able to dwain a more diverse set of political actors inside
and outside the state that can initiate and sustain land reform.... At the same time,
community and state should not be seen in binary opposition to each other. They exist in
close relation with each otheeven if land reforms employ communiigd strategies. These
relations can take a large variety of forms, defying singular notions of-tdtend
communityled land reform®

Returning to the case of Qedusizi/Besters, there remains some uncertairagdieg how evenly

beneficiaries in fact benefittetl,as well as regarding the extent to which some stakeholders may

have been more influential than others, for example the BFA. However, regardless of its precise
accomplishments or possible shortcomingsrthis little reason to doubt that the sort of

a0l 1SK2t RSNJ Sy3alF3asSySyid Al az2daAKG G2 o0dAfR 2y YI |
NEF2NY LINRPBAINIYYSP C2NJ 2ySs AdG A& Ly IYyGdAR23GS G2
character of first gneration ABPs, which is not to say that technical considerations ndesl to

ignored (nor were they at Besters), simply that they do not necessarily occupy -ctageAnd
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second, relying more on the agency of stakeholders is essential given the iheliitated capacity

of governmentWhereas government often seeks to extend its capacity by means of contracting
service providers, actual stakeholders by definition have more of a vested interest, imposing less
cost on the state and helping achieve thenreconomic aspects of land reform such as nation
building. The fact that Qedusizi/Besters as an initiative did not stop with land transfer is further
indication of its potential.

For reasons that are unclear, DLA/DRDLR did not make a concerted effeptitateor build onthe
Qedusizi/Besters initiative, with or without refinemenBerhaps that was not so muehdeliberate
choiceas due tahe fact that this type of initiative did not clearly fit within poliaythe time. @se
examination of the reised PLAS policy suggests that a stakehdbdsed approach similar to that of
Qedusizi/Besters isiore or lessonsistent with PLA%iowever that does not mean it is happening
Some of the main promoters of Qedusizi/Besters are now attemptingdoscitae interest in the
approach, however it remains unclear whether they will have any success.

The Agricultural Master Plan of North West Province

In 2010, the North West provincial department of agriculture launched the Agricultural Master Plan
(AMP), whth was a multimillion Rand, multiyear project involving the ARC, the University of the
Free State, DBSA, etc. The AM® | & SNJ a | Yy derabintdgiGtadSpaiabagricultuva

LI I yYAYy 3 @REAOSX N2 Y yitkddh( ddnNidisf uddgds @f enterprise budgets

and capability maps covering the province and its district municipalities. The declared objectives of
the AMP are'lleviating pressure on always earning a wage to purchase food; encouraging
producers to understand the link begeen food production and the land; and developing and
nurturing a culture of selfeliance, which is implied in the notion of an African Renaissénce.

{ dzZLILI2 NI Ay 3 fFyR NBT2 NYOndriplamentdtién2the lplanRvll upporNiBeR  LINR 2 N

presidential priorities that include land reform, capacity building, extension services, and agri
businesses. It will facilitate job creation, skills development, increased sector investment in
agricultural infrastructure and good practice farming systémé 2 y 3 O 2 Y. @ayhe fade 6fa Q
it, this seemdaudable but howwasfis the AMP meant to be used in such a way as to lead to these
worthy outcomes?

That is not clear. One indication in the AMP documentation is that this will happen via pr&féets:
document includes project identification for each of the sectors, i.e. Social Development, Economic
Development, environment and Natural Resource Management, Development Administration and
Infrastructure Developmen@Nhere theséprojectSLare in the AMRSs difficult to discern, unless this

Ad I NBFSNBYOS (2 UGUKS !atQa aLINBlIRakKSSG taada

be conventional practs funded by CASP, llimhatsema, and LandCare. Presumably the underlying
conviction is that, pr@cts or no, the information resources made available through the AMP will
enable government, private sector, and individuals, to make better decisions, meaning greater
economic efficiency, and thus the desired outcomes mentioned above, not least becaingegtin

27
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reduce food costs, and improve quality and availability of f@od.
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It is thus all the more strange that the key analytical document accompanyingMireconcludes as
follows:

Within the background of the structure of the NWP economy and its wide production
capabilities, there is no doubt that agriculture will remain a key role player in terms of food
production and job creatiorHHowever, the effectieness with which the sector plays that

role will depend to a large extent on how well some of the current constraints facing the
sector are addressed. The constraints identified are institutional weaknesses and poor
infrastructure. These especially reldtethe deprived condition of many secondary roads
linking farms to markets and sources of needed fanyl LJézi a ® Q

The point is not that the AMP was a poorly managed process in which contradictory objectives and
understandings came to the surface. The pasrthat there is an ambiguity about plaing that

often betraysitsel:d 2 dzNJ dzy RSNI e Ay 3 LINRBO6f SY YSNBfe (GKFG 685
AYF2NXYIEGA2YE F2N) gyl 2F 6KAOK ¢S R2y Qi LI ly oSt
arching, coherenPlan which we can all follow? To the extent people can be trained to make use of a
resource such as the AMP, are they truly learning how to plan in their ownimightnanner that will

result in more rewarding or sustainable agricultural activiési often the case, as it appears to be

with the AMP, that planning has a tendency to be conservative rather than transformative, because

Al NBftASa a2 KSIgAate 2y GKS WSELISNI l1y2é6f SRISQ 7
reared? Or, as at &st some of the authors of the AMP eventually concluded, are our problems more

to do with other things entirely, such as basic institutional capacity and road infrastructure, for

which better planning in the agricultural sector is no substitute?

Rural 2velopment Plans

South Africa has a passion for spatial planning. Our purpose here is not to review the many
manifestations of this passion, nor to trace the evolution of spatial planning over the years, but
rather to present and discuss one of the mostent forms of spatial planningnamely, Rural
Development Plangin so far as it relates to land reform and agricultural development.

When the Department of Land Affairs became the Department of Rural Development and Land

Reform in 2009, the scope 6fKS 5S LI NI YSy i Qa NBalLkRyaArAoAfAdASa 20
AreaBased Planning for land reform had come to a halt due in part to lack of resources, however

there were also discussions within the Department that these should be replaced by pansak

AyiG2 | 002dzyid GKS 5SLI NIYSyGdQa oNBIFRSYSR YIFyRFEGS
launched the Comprehensive Rural Development Programme (CRDP), and perhaps more

significantly, situated itself as the custodian of spatial planning, not leastigir the passage in

Hamo 2F GKS { LI dGAFE tflFyyAy3a FyR [FYR !aS al yl 3¢

The purpose of SPLUMA is:

Wo provide a framework for spatial planning and land use management in the Republic; to
specify the relationship between the spatial phdng and the land use management system
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and other kinds of planning; to provide for the inclusive, developmental, equitable and
efficient spatial planning at the different spheres of government; to provide a framework for
the monitoring, coordination andeview of the spatial planning and land use management
system; to provide a framework for policies, principles, norms and standards for spatial
development planning and land use management; to address past spatial and regulatory
imbalances; to promote gréer consistency and uniformity in the application procedures

and decisiormaking by authorities responsible for land use decisions and development
applications; to provide for the establishment, functions and operations of Municipal
Planning Tribunals; tprovide for the facilitation and enforcement of land use and
development measures; and to provide for matters connected theregith.

2 KAETS WwalLlk ALt RS@St2LIVSYyd LXIFyaQ yR waLlk GAlft F
levels of governmentiSPLUMA sought to set universal parameters regarding the principles to which

they should adhere and the processes they should follow. Among other things, SPLUMA established

the principle that spatial planning must happen at various levels under the reiglapf the

corresponding sphere of government (i.e. national vs provincial vs local), while simultaneously

embracing the importance of meaningful community participation in the development of the
plans/frameworks. As per the Constitution, municipalpisg remains the duty of the municipality.

Writing from anurbandevelopment perspectivahe South African Cities Network is of the view that
SLUMAfed SPFs have significant transformative potential:

Whe SDF is the lever which has the greatest potential as a planning tool to realize spatial
transformation. It is the SDF that interprets the principles into a spatial future/s for the city.
In terms of municipal planning, stronger spatial guidance asgddite IDP process could

lead to more strategic investment and implementation in the municgpalce. In order for

the potential role of the SDF to be realised, the process issues and institutional arrangement
of the planning process must not be disregadd The SDF is a multidimensional tool that
requires constant checks and balances to actively ensure that issues of spatial

GNI YAT2NXYIGAZ2Y FNBE 6SAy3 I RRNBaaSRoQ

dzi K26 A& WAUQ 2NJAY3 AY LINFOGAOSE YR Ay LI NI
position to answer this question directly and fully. What we can do is shareadnit how rural

development planning is now taking pla@nd abouthe relationship between these plans and

SPLUMA

In short, SPLUMA provides fohigrarchyof spatial development frameworks: thdational Spatial
Development Framework is producatithe instgation of the Minister of Rural Delopmentand
Land Reforma ProvincialSpatial Development Framework is produced at the bebéte
respectiveprovincial pemier> I Th&muni&ipal spatial development framework must be

LINBLI NBR & LINIG 2F | YdzyAOALN ft AGéQa avisianS3INI G SR
2T GKS adzyAOALIft {eéaidSyvya !''0GZQ 6& HNOHOUVLI FyR (K

In addition to this thrediered spatial development planning system, SPLUMA provides el km
WwSIA2yFEt { LI GAIf 5 ShdBodyol eyt RegDnbl Frafendrikslae QT A Y
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presened after Provincial Frameworks and before Municipal Frameworks, which might convey the

idea that, in terms of geographical scope, they are intermediate between provincial and municipal.
However, there is10 concrete reason for supposing so. What actually sets regional frameworks

apart is that they are suhational in scope, but published by the Minister of Rural Development and

[ YR w Stdr 2aNddiBtiodWith the Premier and the Municipal Councipassible for a

3S23INI LIKAO ¢ MEE QA a0 KGNMOWNHZNT £ RSGSE 2LIVSyd LI |y
example of regional spatial development planning frameworks:

Whe Regional Spatial Development Framework is relevant to the concept of & Rura
5S@St2LISyd tfly Fa AdG Fftt26a F2NI GKS ARSYy (A
to be a region to give effect to national land use policies or priorities in any specific

3S2 3N LIKXIDe dutNdsity 0 compile such plaralso rests withthe Minister

(national level) which makes it possible for DRDLR to manage and coordinate the Rural
Development Plan programme countrywi¢.

Ly STFSOGz {t[!a!Qa LINRPGAAAZ2Y F2NJI NBIA2YyLFf &L (A
national government tanaintain some controleer local spatial planning, not least in the format of
rural development plans.

¢KS f2y3 [[jd2GS GKIG F2tt26a Aa FNRBY 5w5[ wQa OdzND
development plans are meant to be developed. This initial gtapecifically explains the
circumstances under which the developmaritthese plans came abaut

We¢KS 5SLINIYSYydG 2F wdzNI £ 5S@St2LISyd FyR [y
coordinate and align all initiatives to enhance Rural Developme8birth Africa. To achieve

this, the DRDLR needs to facilitate the compilation of comprehensive development plans

that will address the needs of communities living in extreme poverty and being subjected to
underdevelopment in rural areas. In view of the abp the Department of Rural
Development and Land Reform initiated a programme during September 2011 which
FT20dzaSa 2y RSRAOFUOSR AYyUSNBSyidAaAzya Ay (GKS Hn
This is in line with a Cabinet decision taken in July ZDli4.main objective of this initiative

is to formulate a comprehensive plan of action for each of these areas comprising a clear set

of objectives, strategies, projects, and a phased implementation programme. The
department labelled the mechanism to be e (2 LJ O1F3S GKS &O2 YLINE
FOGA2Ye F2N) 0KSaS IINBFa a | wdaNrf 5S@St2LIS
Development Plans will enhance the impact of intensified government investments through
reviewing of current developmental adities and potential in these areas, and coming up

with interventions that will bring change in the livelihoods of people in rural communities in

line with the Comprehensive Rural Development Programme (CRDP) that was launched in
HNNngpoQ

X

WY¢ KS LidaNd adcurBentrifguidelines for developing rural development plaissio

assist and support municipalities in the formulation of Rural Development Plans (RDP) which

can be adapted across the board whilst using the same framework when developing such

plans in different provinces and by different executors. These plans are intended to ensure
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that integration happens between different Branches within the Department, between
different government departments and even amongst the three spheres of governmenmnt wit
the intention of strengthening cooperative governance. Above all, these Rural Development
Plans need to ensure that rural South Africa is transformed into socially cohesive and stable
communities with viable institutions, sustainable economics and usalesiccess to social
FYSYyANTiASaodQ

As of October 2016, DRDRL had seen to the production of 27 Rural Development Plans. Most of
these are districbased, but with attentiontosub NBl & 0S®3¢d WLINBOAYyOiaQ I yR
not necessarily definedhiterms of local municipal boundaries).

The authors of this paper have had the benefit of seeing the guidelines document (quoted above) as
well as three completed plans, specifically, the rural development plan produced by Urban
Dynamics, based in Parkta West, Johannesburg, for OR Tambo district municipality, Eastern Cape;
the plan for Xhariep district, Free State, produced by Prefoaised Kena Consult Pty Ltd; and the

plan for Ehlanzeni district, Mpumalangagparedby a team led by an academic bdsa

Potchefstroom.

For purposes of this report, we focus on what the guidelines document of the three sample plans say
about land reform and agricultural development.

The Rural Development Guideline mainly discusses agricultural development andftamna in

reference to the existing programmes of which rural development plans are meant to take

cognisance, such as the CRDP and the National DevefdgPlan’* Apart from this, the Guideline

refers to agricultural develapentA y (G KS 02 y GISIE (I wIFf §i&KSE WAy R (a2 y i KS3&
AyOf dzRSa +y FOGAGAGRE SyiA il Rfddng agucdiored the Guiddiiied 8 S S C
identifies these three main steps:

TWal LJ RSGFAfa 2F FANROdzZ GdzNF € | OGAGAGE 2y | ff
TW/ 2 Y LI NXagriCuttzikeNastiyity with agricultural potential of the area;
W aasSaa AyadAddziaAzylf FNNFy3aISYSyidakl INBSYSyGa

Of course, that is easier said than done.
Or, consider the following overview as to the desioeahtents of a rural development plan:

WLY 3ASYSNIf:X (GKS 5S@St2LIYSyid CNIVYS@g2N] 2F |
following elements:
1 Areas to be protected (e.g. river conservation/ecological corridors, critical biodiversity
areas and ecologitaupporting areas like dams, bitiversity networks);
! Agricultural land with a more detailed indication of farming activities e.g. extensive
agriculture, game farming, livestock farming, irrigated crop farming, dryland crop farming
and commonage incubatsrand small scale stock or crop farming;
1 Areas of intervention (urban renewal/ revitalisation) in existing settlement areas or in
decaying rural towns;
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1 Nodal structure and hierarchy;

1 Restructuring and integration areas;

1 Strategic development areas earmatkgo accommodate future growth/expansion:
(indicating location, form and densities of new development areas and how these will be
integrated with existing settlement).

1 Redevelopment, infill and densification areas;

Economic development nodes or aresasrmarked for business, industry, mining, tourism
etc. (Economic footprint);

1 Land reform priority areas;

1 Priority services upgrading and/or expansion areas;

1  Transportation proposals:

roads,

rail,

public transport network and facilities e.g. bus/taainks

cycling,

pedestrian

9 t NPLI2AaSR wdzN}If 5S@St2LISyid .28y RINE I NRdzyR |
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What is remarkable about the Rural Development Guideline is how little is said about land reform or
agricultural development, which would appear to contradiat thotion expounded in the CRDP that

land reform and rural development are intimately intexlated. While it is fine and well to suggest

GKFG F NHzNY £ RS @S famdu@osny/ priorityJaréa®> ARSF (A MB SaKPaES Y S
determined? Not onlys that left unclear, KS GSN¥XYa WwWilyR yYySSRZIQ Wfl yR
expressions, do not appear at all, except insofar as increased demand for land for residential
development is identified as an important consideration in forward planning

Given thisdck of guidance, it is not surprising that theal development plas themselves say so

little about land reform and agricultural development in their respective areasruia

development plarfor EhlanzenDistrict Municipality says little about lamdform and agricultural

development apart from ritual referensdo other programmes, e.g. the CRDP anddbs-parks
AYAGALFGAGS® G 2yS aidl3S GKS L} Iy f Xhafolldwing Yy dzY o SN
information was received from fhDRDLR and which summarizes the major land reform projects and job
creationtargetswk Ay (GKS S5A&0GNAOG adzyAOALI fAGE@QUIT osdelost R2S& NB T
NEBSItAYy3a LISNKIF LA | NB (KSanBodtiwd SNl GA2ya aAKINBR Ay (F

Y must be borne in mind that after four decades of spatial planning, the general consensus among
RS@OSt21LIvSyid adl1SK2f RSNE Aa GKFG {2dzikK ! FNROF Qa N
long standing issues are several ngeimerging trends which a Rural Development Plan (RDP) must

y2g O2yFNRYy(d yR RRNBaaod ¢KSaS AyOf dzRSY X

W ghé continued failure of development programmes to revitalize rural areas despite huge
capital expenditures and outlayd_and reform has now somewhshifted focus from land
rights to commercial agricultural production systems and agribusiness symwan though
many rural households tend to view this as involving high risk and unpredictable returns.
There is also an apparent shift of focus towatttks provision of services and infrastructure
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for rural settlements with a view to gearing up rural economies, and this has continued to
AUANI dzL) STFAOASYOeé RSolFGSa FNRdzyR I20SNYYSy i Q:

WY a¢hé issue of land tenure also seem to be eumtty stuck in duality narratives e.g.: formal
vs. informal, legal vs. illegal, live assets vs. dead assets, black vs. white ownership, communal
vs. individual, commercial vs. subsistence etc., with no apparent progfess

The rural development plan for Xhariep, similarly, says little about agricultural development or land
NEF2NXZ RSALAGS 2yS 02fR adl 4dSYSyd LINRBOfFAYAY3I
WeKS FAININARFY GNI yaT2NY!l iha RegartdentddRGréiae A a (KS
Development and Land Reform to achieve the outcome of a vibrant, equitable and
sustainable rural community inclusive of food security for all in Xhariep. The strategy links
directly to the phases of the Comprehensive Rural DevesopirRrogramme dealing with
meeting basic needs as the first phase, there after moving towards the establishment of
rural business initiatives in support of the transformation and interventions required, and
thereafter the empowerment of rural people and¥or dzy A A Sa ®Q

In summarythe move to have rural development plans is logical and sensible; however, in terms of using land
and agrarian reform as a tool to support rural livelihoods and rural developmant based on a very small
sample of such plansit is not clear what they addA tentative conclusion is that, thus faéihese plans

represent a missed opportunity. The plans tend to treat land reform as a parallel activity that has to be taken
into account rather than a fundamental tool to promote alidevelopmentamong other things through the
strategic application of land reforrf¥

4 Smallholder agriculturepoverty reduction and capital accumulation
Introduction

The purpose of this sectida to considerthe relationship between agricultural development,
poverty reduction, and householével food security.

It must be acknowledgethat this is a complex theme to which this brief section will not do justice.
The approach adopted is taldressa number ofkeyquestions How do households differ in terms
of poverty and food security status accordingo@rticipation in agricultur@ What do we know

about the contribution of farming to househacldvel food security®Vhat do we know about why
some householdsative more benefit from agriculture and/or progress more readily than others?
And finally, vihat are the prospects for agricultural development in the short or medierm to

make significant inroads into poverty and househladel food insecurity?

Povetty and food security status acabing toparticipation in agriculture
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The first point to makés that black rural householdsor more precisely black households in the

NHzNJ £ LI NIa 2F GKS F2N¥SN K2 YSdtengt&lE poorRTaklesSHY SR 0 &
while black rural households engaged in agriculture tend to be especially poor (Table 4). Black

households in traditional areas have an average per capita household expenditure about half that of

urban black households, and also signiittalower than black households living in commercial

FIENYAYT FNBFE OWFINXYaQooe . & (GKS alryvysS G21Sys= yStEN
below the poverty line as compared to urban black households, and they are somewhat more likely

to experience hunger (a proxy for food insecuritionetheless, it is important to note that even

though black households in traditional areas represent only 30% of all black households, they

account for about R200 billion imaual household expenditure.

Table 3Comparative statistics by geotyjies

Geotype (also Share of all Average per Share below| Share of HHs in Est total
knovan as blackHHs capita HH the poverty which adults annualHH
vasouuout s expendper line experience hunger| expenditure
G8LsSQo month Wometime® (R millions)
WitenCor WiwaysQ
Urban 65.0% 2945 28% 11% 653 077
Traditional 30.5% 1395 55% 14% 199 753
Farms 4.5% 2212 31% 12% 33489
All (total) 100.0% 886 319
All (average) 2439 37% 12%

Table 4 disaggregates blanuseholds residing in traditional areas according to the nature of their
participation (or norparticipation) in agriculture. As in Table 3, the sequence is from the most
populous to theeast populous susategory The most populous sutategoryof black households
residing in traditional areas are ndgarming hougholds, and by most measuresthare better off

than the various suloategoriesof farming households, i.e. they haadigher average per capita
expenditure, and a lower (though still shockingly high) share of households below the poverty line.

The next largestategoryis households who farm in order to derive an extra source of food. These
households are poorer than nefarming households, however they appear to be relatively food
secure.

The other sukcategoriesare much less populous by comparison. Those who produce as a main

source of food are the worst offthey have the highest poverty rate and by far the highest

incidence of hungeispeaking generallN5t @ Ay 3 2y 2ySQa 246y LINBRdAzOGAZ2Y
sufficiency but of desperation. By contragtose who farm for income purposesvhom we roughly

Slidz- §S 2 wavYlffK2f RSNAQSI hbldsivikoZadabak a riak Sourgeob f S NI ¢
income are perhaps quite different on average than those who far as an extra source of iQeoene
intermediate between those who farfior food and those who do not farm.

Tabled:/ 2 YLI NI GA QS &l (RALASION (haW (1oNE RMKIZAd2ayFKE20f R Sl Gt SY Sy
Household type | Share of all| Awerageper | Share below| Share of HHs in ‘ Est total ‘
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according to blackHHs capita HH the poverty which adults annualHH
nature of expendper line experience hunger| expenditure
participation in month Wa2YSidAl| (Rmilions)
agriculture W2FGSyQ

Not farming 53.3% 1735 47% 15% 114 615
Extra source of 38.8% 1046 63% 11% 70 047
food

Main source of 350 871 71% 29% 6114
food

!Extra source of 2 4% 1159 62% 17% 4341
income*

Leisure activity 1.5% 1360 58% 12% 3 954
Main source of 0.5% 1247 67% 14% 683
income*

All (total) 100.0% 199 753
All (average) 1415 55% 14%

l'Yy20KSNJ FalLJSOG 6S 20aSNBS Aa WOKIINYyAYy3IQ: gKSNBEOE
instance, in comparing Wave 3 to Wave 4 data from the National Income Dynamics Study, Nggwala

found that of those black individuals in the former homelands fagnin2012 56% were no longer

farming in2014/15 by the same token, of those farming2014/15 73% had not been farming in

201282 A similar pattern of churning was noted by Aliber and Hart (2009) using Stats SA data,

whereby not only was there significant movement into and out of agriculture between 2006 and

HAnNnTX o0dzi 0SG6SSY RAFTFSNBY (G WNEéndhdsg pr@uch@iotd Sy 31 3 A
own consumption versus for income. The implication is that it is largely erroneous to suppose that
YaYaolt S T NWOWER QP ¢zB@SNGI Sy OS LINZ RHDENER & YVIRI WO
are sectors with stable memberghi

Thetentative conclusion is thaamong black households, agriculture is largely compensatory, i.e. it
compensates for the lack of alternative sources of sustenaitele this does not preclude the

possibility that some black households do escape pgwbianks to agriculturegr the certainly that

mainly rural people genuinely find agriculture fulfillinigis is not the main picture; on the contrary,

SPSy G(GK2a$S ofl O] K2dzaSK2f Ra 2yS O2dzZ R Ofl aair¥e |
line,indeed they are poorer thatheir non-farmingneighbours

y24 G2 ate GKFEG F3INROdzZ Gdz2NBQa C

ax

| 26 SOSNE (KA& A
section.

The contribution of farming to househdkelel food security
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What we know abat the contribution of smailkcale farming to householével food securityn

South Africds mainlythanks tolocalised surveys and castudy evidence, of which quite a bit has

accumulated over the past two decad®dost of this evidence supports theéd that smakscale

farmingq inclusive of subsistence productigrcontributes to household nutrition specifically, and

household food security more generally. For instance, based on a survey of rural households in
KwaZuldNatal which, among other thingexamined the relationship between participation in

agriculture andhe stunting of childrenKirstenetalO2 y Of dzZRSR G KIF G WX INR Odz i
positive contribution to household nutrition, which suggests that designing effective programmes

for improving agricultural productivity in the legdeveloped areas of South Africa could have a

LR OGSYGALfte LRAAGAGDGS AYLI Ol #Hyisokgndzavisdgagfrdtn | Yy R OKA
ruralKwaZultb I G £ 2 | SYRNA1 & F2dzyR (GKFG LINPRAzOGAZ2Y F2NJ
intake of micronutrients, but also enabled savitigat could be directed to the purchase of other

nutritious foods which would othense have been unobtainabfé.

Using household survey data from two villages in the western part of Limpopo province, van

Averbeke and Khosa found that, even while (#@gmicultural) income is critical to household food

security, smaidkcale farming makesraticeable contribution to household nutrition, especially

among the ultrapoor®DovieetaQa a G dzRe 2F | y2GKSNJ GAt €3S Ay [ A
to production for own (normarketed) consumption, and by inference a significant contribution to

household food securit$f

There are however notable exceptions to this general pattern of affirmation. An interesting and
useful case is that of Webb (2000), who scrutinises three published case studies of the nutritional
benefits of food gardens, of vith one was from Zimbabwe, and the other two from South Africa,
specifically Eastern Cape (which was his own, earlier study) and North West. Webb concludes:

WHowever unpalatable the idea, this paper has questioned claims linking cultivation

to the improvel nutritional status of cultivators in general. These claims are found

in both the general literature and in a few case studies. Promotional material might be
excused for extravagant claims; case studies need to be taken far more se@busly.

In other wads, there is a danger that we observe a connection between food gardening (and

presumably by extension smaitale agriculture) and nutrition because that is what we wish to
0StASOSD® 2S5S060Qa& ONARGAIldzS dzy RSNE O2 Ndavaluel Y2y 3 2 (K S
NBaLR2yRSy(laQ a4dzo2SO0GAQBS y20A2ya | 062dzi G§KS ydzi NR {
low levels of consumption associated with food gardening.

Another important dissenting finding is that of Palmer and Sender, who analyedddbme and

Expenditure Survey of 2000. Observing the minimal difference between the per capita food

expenditure levels of farming versus ndnt NY' Ay 3 NMzNJ f K2 dza SK2farmrRa s G KS@
SelfSYLX 28 YSy i Q R28a y20 NB poNe@Snyfatt theywlid Sodoimitadt N2 dzi &
smaltscale production offers no nutritional benefit; however this can be deduced from the fact that

the per capita expenditure levels were so similar between farming anefanomng households.
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Nonetheless,ugid | aAYAfFNJ FLIINRFOK (2 tIFfYSN IyYyR
Expenditure Surveyf@010/11, Aliber and Mdodound that, controlling for expenditure decile,
agriculturallyactive households enjoyed significant savings on food expenediEor former
homelands and urban formal areas, these savings were in the order of 10% to 20%, taking into
account input costs apart from family labdiir.

{ SYRS

Explaining success?

There isaliterature seeking to identify what are the circumstanceswécessfubmallscalefarmers
including thosevho manage to graduate, e.g. subsistence producers who manage to commercialise
into smallholdersA summary of some of this literature is presented in the table below:

¢FroftS pY W{dzOO0SWHRS FD ONi2 NERE LY RinaHaeK | & YISt £ K2 RSNJ L.

Services Enterprises/ Lessons
commodities
addressed
Field crops and

produce vegetables.

Irrigation schemes. Success factors include diversification of farming enterprises,
and individual marketing strategy management; challenges
include financial constraints, poor quality of infrastructure, farm
gate sales, and unclear land tenure systems.

Success factors include access to markets, value-adding
activities, individual farmer control of production and post-
production activities, capacity building, security of tenure;
challenges include transportation and transaction costs,
delayed payments, quality and packaging, resources, access
to credit, and marketing.

Individual/emerging
farmer initiatives.

Crops, livestock and
mixed farming.

Food
security/subsistence/
semi-subsistence
farming initiatives.

Vegetables, legumes,
fruit trees, dryland field
crops, indigenous
crops, and organic
agriculture.

Success factors include secure land rights, efficient use of
land; challenges include resource access (land & capital),
youth participation, plot size, market access, infrastructure
quality, input costs, and skills.

Land reform projects.

Arable, livestock and
mixed farming.

Success factors include support from municipalities and/or
provincial departments of agriculture, market access,

mentorship and/or farm management partnerships with
commercial farmers (in some cases), and good farm
infrastructure; causes of challenges are not easy to identify,
but poor infrastructure, lack of experience, and appropriate
skills were cited as key issues. Challenges are compound —
more challenges experienced relate to a poorer prognosis for
success. Other challenges include generic smallholder
problems (marketing, resources - human, financial and
physical, extension services, and inclusion of other
stakeholders).

¢KS Wadz00Saa FHIANGT 2NIFAGY SINRICAYS WINBDS&aa (2 YIN]ISGaqQ
clear may be either formal or informal markets); tenure security (whether in terms of communal or
statutorytenure); good infrastructure; adequate support; and so forth. In terms of the

characteristics of the farmers themselvese. what predisposes some farmers to succeed over

othersc the literature is similar to that of technology adoption, where charaatiics such as

youthfulness, education and literacy, can be statistically linked to a greater likelihood of
growing/adopting/commercialising

a2NB aLISOAFTAOIfEfte Ay (SN¥a 27 YdidhteRstatusithefeIQ FNRY
are disparateviews as to how much this is in fact to the advantage of the farfiee specific point
2F O2yGSyiUiA2y A& 6KSGKSNI 0SAYy3a WAYGISIANI GSRQ Ayi?
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longer term interest (the dominant assumption), or whether the farméll S E LISNA Sy OS Wl R@S N
Ay O 2 NLJavhereByih2 16103 of engagement tend to deteriorate over time to the disadvantage
of the farmer??

Be that as it may, it is one thing to consider what might account for one farmer rather than another
to be succedsil, and quite another to ask about the prospects for agriculture to offer a route out of
poverty or food insecurity for significant numbers of farmers.

In terms of the international literature, there is little doubt that the most reliable predictcairof
AY RA @A R dAuccesipaitcBaNyiinithe sense déiture growth of the farming enterprise is
an advantageous starting jpd, i.e. in terms of wealth/assets, because bettdf farmers are more
able to take advantage of new opportunities, whet this is in terms of new markets or the early
adoption of new technologiesrhisin turn is a function of them being less Hakerse, i.e. because
they are better able to seihsure but also because they typically halvetter access to support
serviessuch axredit and extensiopas well as noagricultural incomé?

For whatever exact reason, the pattern in most smallhold@minated African countries is that the
smallholder sectois more differentiated than is commonly suppos8ased on detailednalysis of
farm surveys from five countries, Jayne et al. note that while a large share ofssralaglifarmers are
becoming sukeconomicthrough population growth and dwindling plot sizékere is acategory of
elite farmers who are doing very well:

Wl a aKz2gy Xz faimsadedintftr 50% Bf thé everall marketed maize surplus

from the smallholder sector. These farm households appear to enjoy substantially higher

welfare levels, in terms of asset holdings, crop income, andfaon income tha the rest

2F GKS NUzNIF LJ2 LJddzt F (A 2y & rmerk ad mustilyl-Bliked &t & & St A |
much land and productive assets #he nonselling households,-8 times more gross

revenue fom the sale of all crops, and/Atimes as much total hoesold income. When a

broader set of staples are aggregated together (maize, cassava, sweet potato, millet, and

sorghum) more than 55% of the sales of staples are still accounted for by 10% of the farmers
gAOGK GKS #FNBSald alrfSaoQ

Wigghs is more explictthat this differentiation is likely to become starker over tinvériting on the
FdzidzNBE O2y iNARodziA2y 2F GKS WayvYlffK2ft RSNI Y2RSt Q A
Wiggins notes:

WAn important qualification to the debate is that smallholadvelopment will benefit
directly probably nanore than the uppermost quartile of small farmers, those with a little
more land and resources than thaiften landpoor neighbours. Surveys show clearly just
how unequally land is distributed even withiglatively egalitarian villages where theaee
no landlords, only farming households; and the way in which rmbdte marketed output
comes from a minority of small farng®.

It is worth pausing to reflect on the fact that in South African policy ciestesamong development
experts, here are two dominant visual metaphors that capture the notidriarmer development
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over time, in particular the notiothat over timesubsistence producersay or wil# SYSNEBSQ | a
smaltscalecommercial farmersen routeto becoming largescale commercial farmer3he one is

GKS Wil RRSNJ Y2RSt QX prédGebiEan &limR up to/srBa8hdlder statimy @ndl & (G Sy O &
thereafter climb to become largscale commercial farmefs.

The other metaphor is at present moregwalent, perhaps because it is both more descriptive and
4dZA3SaitA@dSs ylrySite (GKS WRS@St2LIVSYyid LERBNIYARQI &K
200dzLe GKS o0l asS 2F GKS LBNIYARIZ ¢KAES G GKS Wiz
farming enterprises. While this pyramid depiction could be taken merelyndmage of the static
A0NHZOGdzNE 2F (KS aSOG2NE 6KSNBAY GKS ydzYoSNI 2F 7
large, integrated and successful), it is strongly suggestivelef@elopmental pathway in the same

GSAY |a GKS fIFRRSNE odzi AYy S6KAOK 2yfte | avylfft acf
level, and only a share who are or who have arrived at this level, will in turn graduate to the one still

above. Undesling this interpretation are different possible stories, for example that at any given

level, only a small share of farmers genuinely have the aptitude to rise above their current situation.

But presumably, the ability of subsistence farmers to graduatamallholderhood, or of

smallholders to graduate to lareggeale commercial status, could be enhanced through appropriate

adzLILR NI y2d4 €SFrad FTNRY 3I3208SNYyYSyide 'd GKS alrys
in one stratum shifted upwards tihe next, unless the additional marketable surplus were to be

channelled in such a way as to not cause eswgply; in other words, the pyramid structure also has

a broader, normative economic logic.

Agricultural development and poverty reduction

TheWS YLIA NR OF £ NB3Idz | NR {0 A Byanaygirds Rt hig pykamidl iSidye quBe wdl @ y S S
even ifthe dimensions of th@yramid are shifting over timm varousways.What does all of this

suggest about patterns of accumulation3liggests tht, in most African countries, asset

accumulatim assumes an unbalanced pattern, in particsiachthat the prospects for

Wl OO0dzydzt | G A2y T NRatherpaScurgulatdn is dddeentraled’in thoaSeRnho already

occupyan advantageous place in tipgramid, especially itop.

However, the questioeiremain, to what extent dehese generalisationapply to South Africa, and
what does it mean for poverty reduction?

/ SNIFAyte GKS aArddza 6Az2y Ay { 2dziK inlsibSdhatdn A a 1j dzA { S
P TNAOF® C2NJ 2y S3 ¢saale fakning seodzarid aviaifNidy S hoQgenerlly | £
constraining, owing to the fact that agriculture (especially field croppingjdiadarge extent

collapsed. Second, smaltale farmersn South Africa rarely depend on agriculture for their main

source of income only about 1% to 2%; by contrast, in the five countries covered by Jayne et al.,

the shareof income due to farming was in the order of 60% to 70%. But perhaps the biggest

difference is that in South Africa, smatlale farmers cexist with a large, wekstablished, and

highly-capitalised largescaé commercial farming sector, as well as a pervasive formataga

systenE YR 27F 02 dzNE& S.Ahothér redNiFy SthatbueXibd pyst 15 Fe@rs, hélX)
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number of black South African households involved in agriculture appears tdbawemore or less
static, although the absence @flly comparable data over this period makes it difficult to judge.

Broadly, what we can venturetise following:

1 In principle itwould bepossible to promote agricultural developmentSouth African such
a way as to reducbouseholdlevel food insecurityin particular by supporting productivity
gains among existingubsistence producers, and by encouraging/enabling more households
to engage in subsistence production. One reason for supposing this is possiblebig dimak
large rural households do have access to suitable land productivity gains are indeed
achievable with modest suppornd intervention. ldwever, this would require an overhaul
of existing government support serviged which more is said below

1 As for reducing poverty, that would require a more fundamental change in the performance
of the smaliscale farming sector and in government polieyparticular, it implies thia
commerciallyoriented smallholders would have to earn more money from their farming,
andalsothat there would be more suctmallholdersOn the positive side, there is almost
certainly adequate market demand within former homeland areas, where most smallholders
are located. The challengaretwo-fold: low levels of productivity, and pervasive market
failuressuch that most of the market demand within the former homelausve mind
beyond)is satisfied through supermarkessd other shopswhich in turn mainly sell food
originating from the largescale commercial farming sectavhether in South Africa or
abroad Overcoming these challenges would again require more effectidebeoadly
accessible government support, and significant changes either to the marketing landscape,
or in terms of the procurement practices of the existing food retail sed&onther possible
contributor could be land reform, however this would alsouiq significant changes. At
present, only about 3% of smallholders identify themselves as land reform beneficiaries,
which is not surprising in light of the discussion above regarding the evolution of the
redistribution programme.

What is doubtful howeveis whether there could bsignificantdirect poverty reduction through

agricultural development and land reform. The concern goes back to the observations of Jayne et al.

and Wiggins noted above. Despite its significant differences, there is still reasappose that

within South ARR O | Qstaledarnhing Sectag or perhaps more accurately, within the black

farming sector; a large share of any future growth will be concentrated among a minority of black

farmers, most of whom are probabfjready anong the least pooblack farmersA relevant

exampleisthes® f f SR WaSO2y R FANROdz GdzNF f NB G2t dziAz2yQ .
during which smallholderdoubled their maize productiogto the extent that smallholder
productioneventuallyaccounted for 70% of national maize productipand vastly increased their

cotton production?” This accomplishment owed to a combinatiorstbng extension support,

effective seed policy, infrastructure investment, and improved access to credit aflséert

However, of all of the maize delivery to the Maize Board by smallholders over this period, over 40%

gra ANBgy o0& 2yfe wm:r: 2F (GKS O02dzyiNERQad avYlftfK2fRS
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However, what about the possibiedirecteffect of agricultural development on poverty redion?
For subSaharan Africa at large, Wiggins addresses this issue as follows:

Whis brings the argument back to the original question posed: that of smallholder
agricultural developmenand the ultimate goals of poverty reduction and food security. If
much of the growth takes place on relativégw (small) farms, does this mean limited
impacts on poverty? The answer is no, not necessarily. Givengtfiekind of
complementary actions, benefits can be spread more widety

Y is not hard intuitively teexplain why smallholder development, that probably sees
immediate benefits to d&ew small farmers, has such an effect on poverty. Farming in Africa
is generally intensive in labour, aedpecially so on small farms. When small farmers expand
production trey invariably have to hire in motabour and thus demand for rural labour

rises to the benefit of langhoor neighbours who need additionatbrk off their small plots.

It is plausible, too, that supply of labour falls as some of the small farmersemliinced

farm incomes, withdraw from occasional labouring. Then there are links from farming to the
rural non-farm economy. More output means more jobs in supplying inputs, processing, and
transport. Even morémportant, small farmers tend to spend much o€&thadditional

income locally on construction, services, dockal manufactures such as furniture; so that
links through consumption can be stro@f.

To what extent is this confidence that smallholder growth will translate into broader poverty
reductionapplicable to South Africalhat is very difficult to judgeOn the one hand, it is fair to say
that if there will ever be a significant increase in agricultural employment, it will not be on large
scale commercial farms, but rather on smallhotgs whether these be within the former

homelands, owria a redesignedand reform.On the other handit is difficult to accept that there

will ever be significanpoverty reduction by means of the multiplieffect, notwithstanding the
estimates in Chapter 6 ohé National Development Plan. As Wiggins points loagl multiplier

effects tend to be strong where a farming community is relatively iso|#fmhd asPhilip points
2dziz {2dzi K ! FNAIGISRL ST YEeE NIENDOKS & camers,2 (G KS
meaningthere is little opportunity for rural industries to emerge, including agrocessing®

5 Post1994 state and private programmes to support smattale farming
Introduction

While there were some notable ptE994 efforts to supporblack farmers, especially those in the
Bantustans and Coloured resery@&with 1994 there was aweepingreorganisation of
I2PSNYYSyidQa | 3 NKdaredbydzNgate ohevd dalicibslant rpgiadnimes. In
effect, there was a more or less wholesahift of resources away from white farmers and towards
black farmers, but this must be understood against the backdrop that most agricultural subsidies
designed for the benefit of white farmebad been removed in the years leading up to 1994. This

37

02 dz



wasnot least through the dismantling of the regulated marketing system, which among other things
served as a vehicle for price supports.

It would be fair to say, however, that there was not tharLl994 nor is there now, a cleacoherent
and broadlyacceptedvision of what kind of agricultural sector the country wished to move towards.
A common denominator was to address/erase the extreme dualism that characterised the
agricultural sector, in particular because the polarities of this dualism werelyadgfined in terms

of race, indeed they were the direct result of past racist policies.

Howeverwhat did#ddressing dualis@mean? One interpretation is the orexpressed ithe

Reconstruction and Development Prognaue, as mentioned above, wherebw, particular via land

reform, there would be an attempt to embrace smstlale agriculture as the ideal and norm. A

different approach was implied by ti&trategic Plan for South African Agricultundichfrom 2001

in effectbecamed 2 @S NJ Y Sy (i @&émeritidardihnghdraridnirefornTheStrategic Plamlid

not so much want to erase dualism, asmeialise it, in particular by giving blacks an opportunity to
YPSYGSNDR GKS &aSO02NE LINB astafeconimercial @it of the/sactoS y (i S NA y 3

WDAGSYy GKS fS83Fr0e 2F SEOfdzaA2y IyR RAAONAYAY]
and creative energy of people and improve their participation in all aspects of the sector and

rid it once and for all of the many entry barriers rooted inhitstorical dualism. The

challenge is to identify programmes to encourage new entrants: black and white; young and

old; men and women; small and meditsnale enterprises, to enter the sect®®

Among the programmes that have been introduced since 1994ppart smaliscale and black
farmersg one must be mindful of the fact that these are overlapping but not identical categgries
arethe Comprehensive Agricultural Support Program(@ASIPof 2004 the Micro Agricultural

Financial Institutions of Souhfrical® (MAFISA) of 2006, Ilima/Letsema of 2008, and others. The
introduction of these initiatives contributed to increased expenditure on sstle agriculture, but
without having a cleampact on the numbers of producers and their livelihoddavingsaid this, it

is important to recall that in terms of peopfgower and expense, the largest single support measure
is agricultural extension, which of course was not newly introduced as of 1994, but which has been
albeit to a limited extended reoriented.

Around2009/10, governmeninade some efforto introduce a more coherent approach to

supporting smaikcale agriculture. When the Department of Agriculture was restructured to become

the Department d Agriculture Forestry and Fighiies (DAFF), one dictorate was established to

OKIF YLIA2Y WadzoaAaidSyoOSQ LINPRAdzZOSNARZ FyR Fy23KSNJ G2
RS@OSt2LISyidlt GFrNBSGA 6SNB FAINBSR Ay (SNya 27 32
the number of smallholders would bedreased by 5000 over a fiveyear period from 200000 to

250 000 At more o less the same time, the Economic Development Department adopted the

Wew Growth Patwhich also emphasised the importance of growing the smallholder sector; the

specific targets was thdhe smallholder sectowould growby 300 000 by the year 2026ver the

same periodthere would bel45 000 new jobs in agiorocessing anthe upgradng of conditionsof

660 000 farmworkers.Also in the vein of promoting more coherent approach, around 2014 DAFF
beganworkon & 2t A 08 2y [/ 2YLINBKSYyaAaA@dS t N2RdzOSNJ 55S@S¢f 2 LY
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other things, draft versions of the Poligyvhich is due for finalisation in 20X/seek to identify and

NFGA2Y RAFFSNBYy( G(GeLlSa 2F adzZJR2 NI F2N RAFFSNBy
would appear to be more or less the familiar thifedd hierarchy, that is, commercial, smallholder,
andWK2dza SK2f R LINPRAZOSNEQ 6ADPSd &adzoaAraiaSyoSoo

This section discussssupport to smakscale farmers in two subections. The first looks specifically
at land reform beneficiaries mindful of the fact thanot all beneficiaries are smaltale farmerg
while the second lookat agricultural support outside of land reform. The rationale for drawing this
distinction is thatwo important support measures were introduced mainly with land reform
beneficiaries in mindand have to be understood in this light.

Farmer support infte context of land reform

The Department of Land Affaicenductedot©O2 YYA a4 A 2y SR GKNBS Wvdz ft AGe 2
since the start of the land reform programme which documented, among other things, the
experiences of land reform beneficiaries aftend transfer had taken placéccording to thdirst
QoL report production loans, agricultural extension, infrastructure and project management
training were the critical support services for the sustainabditland reform projectsbut which

too fewland reform beneficiaries were receivitfj The first and second QoL surveys found that
more than 80% of land reform beneficiaries expected that the programme would allow them to
engage in some crop farming and generate an income from agriculture, whike timem 90%
expected the programme to deliver better homes and servieksvever, & years after land reform
had begunonly a small percentage beneficiaryhouseholds reported that their expectations had
been realised, as reported by May al ¢’

At lesst some land reform projects have improved the incomes and livelihoods of those who
received land; despite inadequate government support for planning and production, and in the face
of severe resource constraint® May et al.note that 52% of beneficiargeearn income from

agriculture, while 36% are in cropping and 51% own livest§dkrough cropping or livestock
production, redistribution has allowesbmebeneficiary householsli 2 W6 dzY'LJ 2d®A 2 F L2 @S
national survey of Land Redistribution and Agjticral Development (LRAD) projects, established

that farming is the most important source of income for 41% of beneficiaries; 38% had seen incomes
risethanks to the programmeOther benefits included improved tenure security (42%); food

security (34%)and grazing access (34%)The samestudyalso showed that 28% of the projects

were stable, 21% had improved performance, 22% had marginal berefit29% had failett? A

more recent analysis of LRAD and PLAS projed@sisipess Enterprises at UniversifyPretoria
(BEUPjJound thatalthough the land reform programme achieved some progress in terms of
improving access to land and contributing to improved livelirgydd sustainability is

guestionable'®

1a YSYGA2ySR Ay | 0203 Fedirikdion 3dmE BIAT, Svslsiv@amodest MR (£ |
size and led to large beneficiary groups seeking to farm as groups. However, another identified fault
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with the SLAGased programmevas that it made no provision foposttransfer supporQor rather,

it assumed that support would be forthcoming from the respezprovincial agriculture
departments. The fact that this support often did not materialise has often loéted as the main
reason SLA®ased redistribution projects were apt to faif. The then Dpartment of Land Affairs
(DLAXxoncurred with the analysis thateak posttransfer supportwasa major challengé!®

As also mentioned above, in 20DLAestablished a new redistribution grant package called Land
Redistribution for Agricultural Developme(iRAD), directed at individuabuseholds or small
groupswishingto acquire land for farmingOstensibly, hie LRAPolicy sought to close the post
transfer support gap that prevailed under SLA@ially, the remedy was telarify roles and to
ensurebetter coordination between Land Affairs on the one hand and both national and provincial
agriculture departments, on the otheWhe Department of Land Affairs should budget for the grant
components of LRAD, while the DepartmehtAgriculture must budgeb ensure that its provincial
counterparts are financially prepared to meet their commitment to provide ficstsfer

agricultural suppor®® The decentralisation of implementation to both provincial and district level
would further enhance intedepartmental coordination. A key complaint of provincial agricultural
departments up to that time was that it was unfair and unrealistic to expect them to support land
reform projects in which they had played no influence or role in the design or vetting of the
proposals/applications. In due course district committees were established involving officials from
Land Affairs and the respective provincial agriculture department; these committees sought to
ensure that project applications were sound before they wenthi® provincial Land Affairs office

for approval.

But by farthe most conspicuous response to thencern about weak postettlement support was

the introduction in 2004 of th&€omprehensive Agricultural Support Programme (CASP). CASP was
launchedmainlyto provide postsettlement support to beneficiaries of land reforivut alsoto

other previously disadvantaged producers who acquired land through private m@atensibly, it

was meant to place particul@mphasis on women, youth and people with diséib#il!’

CASRvas created in the form of &chedule 4 conditional grantthich meant that it was budgeted

for at national level for use by the provincial sphere, in particular the provincial agriculture
departments. The logic presumably was that since ¢rgspartments were responsible for pest
settlementsupport, then the funds should ultimately be in their control, albeit according to the
programme parameters set out by tlfeational) Department of AgricultureAlthough CASP
comprised anumber ofillar]the six pillars werdnformation and Knowledge Management,
Financing mechanisms, Technical and advisory assistance, Training and capacity building, Marketing
and business development, and Gxmd offfarm infrastructure), in practice the vast majority
financial support went to the acquisition/development of-farm infrastructure for land reform
beneficiariesThe same district committees mentioned above that vetted LRAD applications, were
often also used to consider how CASP could be used in a eo@plary fashion.

One concern expressed about CASP in its early years is worth singling out given what it suggests
about the tendency of programmes to change in character over time. After about 5 years of
implementation, a conspicuous feature of CASP tiwaseven while the annual budget was

increasing, the number of distinct projects per year was going down. Interviews with provincial staff

NE@SEHE SR GKFG GKS NBFaz2y ¢la tFNBSt&é& RdzS G2 GKS
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possible contributig factor in failure of the land reform programme to undertake subdivision of

properties acquired for redistribution. In the context of CASP gtkigerience of at least some

implementers was thatffo administer R10 is as much as to administer R10 miiiowe are meant

G2 R2 FTSOSNE O6ATIASNI LINRP2SOGAT GKS 2NBE LINR2SOGa

According toarecent evaluatiorby BEUR CASPnade little contribution to building the capacity of
projects to be selfeliant; possibly due to inadequatcapacity buildingsome projectsremained
dependent orrepeatedsupport from CASP despite many years of being assisStbthreover, aly

a third of allrecipientfarmsexamined in the studgould beconsidered to be commerciabne
symptom of thisvasthat the majority of CASP farmerg&ldhot find it easier to access formal
markets than prior to CASRKloreover, h almost all the provinces, thevaluation foundhat the

food security situation of the farmers and their householdd hat improved much sice their
participation in CASP?However, CASP did seem to result in a significant increase avénage
number of fultime employees per projechamely from7 to 1112 According ttBEUPCASP is
reaching most of the target groups but relatively fewafoand disabled persons are involved in the
programme!??2 These sections of the target population constitute only 14% and 3% of all participants
in CASP, respectively.

One structural impediment to CASRBs allegedly been that is was not closely enougbdrated

with the land reform delivery process, owing to the fact that land reform was the responsibility of

the Department of Land Affairs, while CASP was created in the (national) Department of Agriculture,
to be implement by the provincial agriculture plErtments!? This is perhaps one reason why, about

six years later, the newly rechristened Department of Rural Development and Land Reform launched
the Recapitalisation and Development Programme (REGRi)e the stated objectives of RECAP

were toincreaseagricultural productionguarantee food securitygraduate small farmers into

commercial farmersandcreate employment opportunities in the agricultural sectoreffect the

purpose of RECAP was and is to rescue or support land reform projects thméragtructure

provision and technical supponvhere the latteris mainly in the form of strategic partnerships and
mentorshipslronically, as ofate 2016, therewas an irprinciple agreement that RECAP should be
relocated to DAFPbecause this arrangergell 2 dzZf R 60S Y2NB O2yaAiradaSyd oA
respectiveofficial functions

BEURissessed RECAP anddbaded that the overall achievement of its intended objectives
moderateto good, although as one might expeht results vary significantly earding to province
and type of impact considered? For example, 47% of the respondentenbfiting directly from
RECARoted that their market access lteimproved but the figure among respondents surveyed in
KwaZuluNatalwas70% whereas for Gautengtas 0%42° Regarding employment, the report notes
that:

WLy G201t pnn 220a& KI @S 8] prdject® dbkered @ Fhe (i K NP dz
evaluation. These are mainly pdine jobs: 111 fultime and 429 partime jobs. This

represents an increase ¢f 072 2 @JSNJ KS LINBGA2dza SYLX 2@8YSyi
Although the above is a positive outcome, the numbers remain low in relation to the
FY2dzyda 2F w9/ !t TFdzyRAy3a aLISyid 2y GKS LINR2SOi
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Indeed, the average amount of RECAP spaneach of the 54(obs created was about R5800.

Anotherconcernwith RECAP wdke generallyineffective skills transfer by strategic partners

leading to very low capacitation of farmers. On the brighter side the economic situation of the
farmers increased significdgtin relative terms. The social welking of the beneficiaries was also
reported to hae improved, although its sustainability difficult to gauge?’ The food security and

diet of beneficiaries increased overall. About 59% of those benefiting effectively from RECAP noted
that RECAP had impacted on their diet (mainly in the quantity, but also the quality and
diversification of their diet}?®

Farmer spport outside of land reform

The vast majority of black farmers are not land reform beneficiaries. The purpose of this section is to
look at support to this majorityhaving said that, most of the support measures described here also
applyin some measuréo land reform beneficiaries

A large number of different state and n@tate organisations are involved in supporting srsalle

farmers. On the state/government side, there are principally Brepartment of Agriculture, Forestry

and Fisheries (DAFER)e Department of Rural Development and Land Reform (DRDLR), the

provincial departments of agriculture (PDAsg National Agricultural Marketing Coundiie

Agricultural Research Council (AR Landand Agriculture Developmefanké W[ I Yy Rand | Yy 1 Q0
various provincebased parastatals, such as the Eastern Cape Rural Development Agency and
KwaZuleb I G f Qa ! ANRAodzaAySaa 5S@St2LISyid ! 3Syoe

Non-state actordnclude:commodity orgarsaions such a&rain SA anthe National Woolgrowers'
Associationcommodity-based trusts such as tiMaizeTrust the Winter Cereal Trust, and the
Potato Industry Development Trys¥® private agribusinesg€ompanies (including input suppliers and
traders) such ablWK, VKB, OVK, MGK, Senwes, Suidwes, AfgriGMKMonsarto, Pannar,
Syngenta, Omnia, Sasol Nitommmerciabanksthat are active in agriculture, e.§BSAand
StandardBank tertiary institutionswhich render modest amounts of support services of different
kinds, sometimes through specialised units such @bl & C I NI S NJ; gndlNGIZNRIDs D NP dzLJ
such as thénstitute of Natural ResourcekIMA Rural Development FoundatidftjingaNtaba
kaNdoda, andVidukatshani Rural Development Project, to name a tiny fraction.Not

infrequently state and noistate acbrs collaborate in rendering support to smatlale farmers, for
examplewherebya governmenentity finances or cofinancesthe work of a norstate actor.The
different possible arrangements are numerous. A notable example both in termscohiiglexity

and scale is the smakalefarmer cropping programme implemented by Grain South Africa, which
leverages large amounts of money from the Jobs Fund (a matching grant fund financed and
managed through the National Treasury), based on volumeudigs provided by input suppliers.

The rest of this section provides an overview of the types of support provided to-scaddl farmers

in terms of generic categories suchS E 1 Sy a A 2 y | y R agrideitfiral dirdnd®etcd S NIIA OS &
However, befoe proceedingwe briefly present a quantitativeverviewbased on the 2014 and

2015editions of theGeneral Household Survejhe GHS posesreasonably comprehensive list of

42



questions as to whether or not the household receivarious types of agricultal support from
government, followed by two questions that add perspective as to the perceived usefulness of
government support in general, and access to support from sources other than government

The upper part oTable 6 below shows how many subsigte and smallholder households received
these types of support over a 48onth periodg in other words, these are averages over the two
consecutive 1Znonth periods covered by the 2014 and 2015 surveyse notes among other

things that the share of smadlcale farmers receiving support is small, especially among subsistence
producers; however, some types of support are more widely accessed than others, for example free
inputs and livestock health support.

Of those subsistence and smallholder householtle @id receive agricultural support from
IJ2PSNYYSyis Fo2dzi oz YR mMdi: T . NEaawhe dSAMEASRRe = T 2 dzy
of those receiving support from governmeatsoreceived support from an entity other than

government. If one assursehat the likelihood of a smadicale farmer receiving support from a non
government source isiore or lesghe same whether or not one receives support from government,

then less than 2% of smaitale farmers receiveupport from an entity other than g@rnment%°

This means one should be very careful noassume thathe laudably large number of private

sector and civil society interventiomanslates into éroady feltimpact.

Table 6: Numbers and shares of subsistence and smallnwddeseholds receiving different kinds of
services (aerages for 2014 and 2015)

Wil a &2dz2N) K2dzaSK2f R Subsistencéouseholds Smallholder hogseholds

following kinds of agricultural related

assistance from the government during th¢  Number % Number %

LI &0 mH Y2Yy(GKaKQ
Training 41 393 1.8% 11 298 7.0%
' RGAOS FTNRY 3I20Qi 35776 1.6% 10 592 6.6%
Grants 2 600 0.1% 0 0.0%
Loans 1817 0.1% 734 0.4%
Inputs as part of a loan 12 511 0.5% 3201 2.0%
Inputs for free 115139 5.0% 12 291 7.7%
Livestock health services (eg dipping) 153 318 6.7% 25 669 16.0%

Among households receiving government

support for agriculture:
XF2dzyR 320Q0 | aara 202 454 8.9% 29 671 18.6%
XFfaz Fr00OSaaSR WI 3
FaaAradlyOoS -god@nNent ¥ 34 847 1.5% 2571 1.6%
SyaraeQ

Extension anadvisoryservices
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At present government employs about 3200 extension officers around the cotfatryprinciple

government endorses a multiplicity of extension approace$ O | @h&r8 is 1o single extension

model or approach suited to all situations in Southici€, I Y Rppioaches and methods must be

adapted to local situations é*&@However, in practice the sort of support on offer to srsalble

farmers is amix of theoOl f £ SR W¢ NIsystgn, WiBh stregses technaldgyit@nsfer, and

0KS WYLEINRPIEB D0 K GapowerfalinStiimehtavhedeby planned, targeted extension

FOGA2ya NB AYUNRBRRAZOSRI¢ o0dzi 6KAOK LINBadzySa GKI
LINE 2 Svitk] dleasky defined objectives, action plans, timelines, deliverableg performance
AYRAOIFG2NB YR NB&az2dzNOS | &a Axgaccoringio DABRe SE SOdzi A 2y
recommended extensicto-farmer ratiosrange from aboutl:500F 2 NJ W& dzo aAa i Sy O0S | yR
farmers,tom Yo n n TORNIYEINORA  Qkeff | NISNETS Y yR £ I NAS aoOl f
farmers have a preferred ratio of 1:500 aga#presumably based on the idea that thare more

selfreliant than semicommercial farmers, and/or benefit more from private sector extension

A detailed2008report by the Department of Agriculturen the state of extension and advisory
service within the public servigcprovided a sober assessment of the state of the nation's extension
serviGa ® ¢ KS NI L2 Ndipacitylpt pib@riges to Mdlivier quiaktySersin services to
farmers varies and to some it is already suffocaBffDue to the recognition that extension

services were not adequate, in 2007/08 DAFF introduced the Extension Recovery Programme (ERP),
of which the main features were: to returnlarge share of existing extension officers to further
training so as to enhance their technical knowledge; to enable the use of intenadtled laptops so
as to ensure extension officers had easy access to technical information; and to recruit additional
extension staff-3" Prior to the ERP, in fact, the number of extension officers nationally was around
2700.Ultimately the idea was to hav@00governmentextension personnel to serve the sectét.

The idea presumably is not that each and every farmer wbale direct contact with an extension
officer in, say, a given year, but thecritical mass darmers would such that withtime the

benefits would be widely diffused through the farming population

However, it is difficult to make sense of the numbdétresently, ihe total budget for extension is

approximately R4 billion per yeawhichaccounts foroughly one fifth of all government

expenditure on agriculture, forestry and fisheri@sking subsistence producers into account, the

actual ratio of extnsion officers to farmers is 1:66@hich is nodramaticallyworsethan the ideal

ratio; where then does the target of 9000 extension officers come from? ifiagsing it were true

that in a given 1zZnonth period onlyabout 46000 households received ome more visits from an

extension officeTable 6)that would imply thatthe average extension officer interacted with only

about 14 farming households, at an average cost exceedin@®Bper household. Even assuming

the GHS figures und@stimate thenumbers of households receiving extension support by, say, two

thirds, the workload per extension officand cost per supported farmer are profoundly

problematic. This is especially the case when one considers theldairshare of farmers who feel

GKFGO GKS adzLJ2 NI GKSe& NBOSAPGS FNRBY 3A2F0SNYYSyid A3
FIENYAY3I K2dzaSK2f Ra o0SYySTAG T NP YmightpyskilyirailectF 2 NJ F NEB ¢
(KS NBIfAGE REFIOKS @2INBE SOV Ak 2yappradty maniesfiithe | 62 @S 3
tendency whereby the role of extension officers is molayslessthat of anadvisorthan a project

coordinator andor dispenser of government largess€
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According to Liebenberi is important that both the quantity (humber of visits to farms) and the
quality of extension services are closely monitot&dndeed, greater accountability was also a core

goal of the ERP!DAFFpromotesii KS dza S 2 F 4 Greeil Bobkas addctiafisshio (G KS W

monitor the work of extension officers and to ensure accountability. The purpose of the Green Book
is tokeep arecordof extensionofficers) @A a A (i a ¢ dthekstaehoNarsSdwkver| there

is a widespread feeling that the systesit@o easily manipulated. This appears to be one reason why
the Western Cape Department of Agriculture admpSmart Pen technologyvhich digitises
SEGSyarzy 2FFAOSNEQ KIFIYReNARGGESY y2iSad odzi | f
extension offices, e.g. so as to verify that the extension officers were in fact where they said they
were.}*2 Some other provinces are in the process of following suit, however it remains unclear
GKSGKSNI 8dzOK | WiSOKy2t23A0t FTAEQ 6Aft Ay TFI

While theExtension Recovery Programme can claim a number of successes such as materially
increasing the presence of extension officers on the ground, it is widely recognised that it is not
adequate in either scale or scop A number of development agencies existaational and

provincial level such as CASIDRA (Western Cape), the Mpumalanga Agricultural Development
Corporations and Ncera Farms (Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries). Information on
these agencies is very limited and Liebenberg asseatsa rigorous effort ought to be made to

record these agencies in an effort to expand our knowledge of the full list of potential service
providers to farmer settlement and suppoft

Given the apparent limitations of governmeptovided extension serees, one common claim is
that the private sectorand civil society can do it better, indeed thaye doing s@lready**°In 2011,
DAFF began work on the development of t&tional Policy orExtension and Advisory Services
which was finally approved by Qabt in late 2016 Among other things, the Policy cdlls a more
symbiotic relationship between private and public extensiwhich is not to say that it advocatéor
outsourcing extension to the private sectdf Although there are advocates of the outsourcing
approach: ér example, in some countries, privasector firms can hire, fire and compensate
employees based on performandberefore, they may be able to successfully deliver extension
programmes as longsathere are adequate funding. However, if these extension activities are
publicly funded and public funds decline as governments attempt to shift the cost of extension
services to the farmers themselves, then most privegetor firms will shift their focsito alternative
funding sources and abandon these extension activifieis any case, at present there is little
likelihood that government will shift its extension budget to external service providers. In the
meantime,whether the extension support presdly offered through the private sector and
commodity organisations is fact much bett@able 6 implies thahe total footprint of these
interventions is extremely modest.

Training

hy GKS FFEOS 2F AlG WINI AYAY3Qnso? davever thead@ningih G 2
the sector is usually shedourses, often provided by service providers contracted by different
government departments. The courses may be technical (e.g. broiler production), but are also often
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more business or managemerdlated, e.gmarketingor financial management. Training is offered
by agricultural colleges and accredited service providersaverage, the duration of courses is five
days.In addition, provinces have organised mentorship programmes between experienced
commercial farmers and the emerging farmerse Public Service Commission stal ASFound

that where CASIunded training was concernedgpartmentsoften arrange fottraining without

any priorassessment of needeskills!*® The study also found that2#o ofland reformbeneficiaries
receiving CASP suppantthe four sampled provinces tédeen trained. KwaZulMatal reported

that 100% ofCASP beneficiaries were trained between the 2007/08 and 2009/10 financial years.
Western Cape stated that 50% weraitred, followed by Mpumalanga province with 24% and lastly
Eastern Cape with 4%. At the time of the evaluation, none of the sampled provinces had conducted
an impact assessment of their training activities.

Agricultural fnance

In 2003, the government established that financial servicabove all agricultural credgto

smallholder farmers were insufficierdespite the existence of numerous institutions with a

mandate for the task, including the Land Bank, Ithala Bank, aimdbdavinance. The problem was

classic: high transactions costs deterred financial institutions from dealing with-stad! clients,

and many woulebe clients lac&d assets that could serve as collateral. Government therefore

introduced a scheme in 2004lted theMicro Agrialtural Financial Institutionsfd&south Africa

(MAFISA), which was giveniaitial capitaisationof R1 billion The idea was that this money would

bemalS | @I At 0fS 0APSD Wg K 2ilie fhan Deppitr@nt ofgricultdre2 3 A y (i S NEX
(DoA)iI2 | ydzYoSNJ 2F SEAAGAYT FAYEFEYOALT A¥EEAGdziAZY
inexpensive cost of the capital would assist the retaitenmpensate fothe challenge of high

transaction costs. It is not clear that thenas any particular plan to address the absence of

collateral, except that it would seem that the DAFF had little ability to penalise the financial

intermediaries (FIs) who failed to repay on account of their own poor collections.

MAFISA was piloted from July 2005 to December 20@d#\yand selected Fls in three provinces.
The pilot involved two products, namely a production loan and a small equipment loan, with a
maximum loan size of R1O@O0 per person. FIs were allowed to lertcha interest rate of 8%, of
which 7% was to cover the costs of the Fl and 1% was the cost of the wholesale finance from the
MAFISA Fund. 2009 the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF) implemented
the credit scheme via nine Fland he maximum loan size was increased to RB00 per personin

fact, while some institutional changes have taken place over the yémrgasic model has

remained the same, both in terms of the use of intermediary institutions which retail loans to the
final clients, and the nature of the loan products on off&r.

In 2014/15, a major evaluation of MAFISA was conducted by Business Enterprises at the University
of Pretoria (BEUPj* While acne would expect a new, complex and ambitious programme such as
MAFI& to be challenging to implementhe BEUP study found that even after 10 yddrd-ISAvas
plagued bynumerousproblems One problem, which also hampered the evaluation itself, was the
poor state of records maintained by some of the Fls, which was suomaake it difficult even just

to calculate something as basic as a repayment fRedated to this is the finding th&@AFF does not
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have adequate capacity to monitor MAFISA and support its implement&i@m the other hand,
MAFISA has yielded some betefThe points below are some of the findings from the BEUP study,
both positive and negativé&?

1 A total of 16 080 job opportunities were created by 2 448 MAFISA;|tenger loan sizes
and labourintensive farming activities positively influence thembers of jobs created

1 MAFISA is virtually the only source of formal institutional credit to smallholder farmers in
South Afric®*

1 However, he number of MAFISA loan recipientaiaghethelessaa small fraction of the total
number of smallholder farmers

1 Atthe end of 2013 only 5 FIs were retailing MAFISA laar$these intermediaries did not
provide a national footprint

9 Fls have varying capacities to retail MAFISA toames Flonly approved and disbursed 17
loans while another only loaned out one fifth the capital allocated to it

1 Not all provincial development finance institutions are accredited as MAFISA retailers, while
only 3 commodity organisations have been accred{saleringred meat, grain and suggr
not all appropriate institutions are keasr qualified to serve as intermediaries

1 The estimatedepayment ratewas45%as ofMarch 2014 renderingMAFISA unsustainable

Althoughsmalt OF £ S FI NXYSN&BRQ I 01 27F | O@fathoughche ONBRA G A
could say that the performance of MAFISA has been less than inspiring, in fairness one has to
acknowledge the global experience thabvidingagricultural financeéo smaltscale farmersends

to be intrinsically challenging, and that the weakresssf{ 2 dzG K ! FNA OF Q& &avYl ff K2t R
especially difficult to reactBe that as it may, DAFF is recently of the view thataoge a share of

the expenditure in support smadicale farmers is in the form of grants rather than loans. Among

other proposalsonthetabld & | AKAFO (0261 NRa Wof SYRSR FTdzy RAy3IQ

Whe total funding needs of most programmes are much bigger to what can realistically be
mobilised by the National Treasury, therefore, the need to reconsider the use of loans
blended with he current grant funding. This may enable implementation agencies to reach a
high number of beneficiaries with the same grant fundig.

Tracbr services

It is broadly accepted that an important ingredient of a strong, viable ssoalk farmingectoris
access to affordable, timely tractor servid€sWhat individual smallholders and subsistence
producers have in common is that they can rarely afford their own tractor, nor does their scale of
operation justify the ownership of a tractor, thus the idefttactor serviceQvhich can serve
numbers of smalscale farmers in the same area.

While government has often recognised the need to try to improve sin@ll £ S FIF NY¥SNBQ | OC
tractor services, itsecentefforts have tended to perform poorf’ In2010/11 DAFF launched a
WYSOKIFYyAalGA2Y LINPINI YYSQS gKAOK dyd@pmanktd G SR Y I Ay f
provincial agriculture departments, which either used them to provide subsidised tractor services
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directly to farmers, or gave them away tthers (e.g. ceops, traditional leaders, municipalities),
who in turn would to serve their member or nearby farmers. In practice there have been two
significant problems with this approach. The first is thatountability for these assetastendedto

be dilute; although hard data are lacking, it is commonly accepted that many of these tractors
quickly fell into disrepair or even disappearéd.an agriculture portfolio committee meeting in
HaMoX O2YYAUGGSS YHRembBsNire geierallyihdtappy BitR the piinciples
around distribution of tractors and felt that the national Department should retain more
accountabilitX T embers commented that some people were not benefiting from the programme
at all and its implementation still seemed haphak&'*®

The second problem is that such efforts drive out existing tractor services, i.e. those that are

provided by local tractor owners who offer such services as an enterprise; many of these individuals

are themselves smadicale farmersWhile there idittle recent evidence as to the scale of these

services in South Africa, they appear to be significant, which is not to say adequate. The most recent
SOARSYOS 4SS KI@S A& dzyF2Nlidzyl GSte ljdzAdS 2t R yI Y
was caducted across the former homelands. The roughly @0 households making use of

tractors for land preparation at that time procured their use through three main means: about

17nnn dzaSR GKSANI 26y OGN OG2NESZ dn /000 haufehdd® 6 SR a2 Y
hired tractor services from someone else. It is reasonable to assume that in most cases, these latter

hired services from among the DD0 households who owned their own tractors.

The other main way in which government promotes access tdadraervices is through projects, of

GKAOK LINPolofeée GKS Y2aid &aArA3ayATaAOryd SEFYLXS |
LIN2EINFYYSP 1'da gA0GK AGAa yiSOSRSyia &adzOK a GKS
Tlala generally operates by meawistractor contractors, however typically not the very small, local
contractors referred to abovell Kdza & @A (4K 32 S Ry Slafajoesalittie2td K SNJ S 7

develop local capacityn any case, the economics of Fetsa Tlala are very probletfatic.

Marketingsupport

Over the past decade or so, DAFF has introduced a number efonatled policies, strategies and

programmes which seek to enhance sm@alDl £ S FIF N¥YSNR Q | ocwhichise G2 WI OO0
arguably shorthand for accessifaymal markets. These include th&gricultural Marketing Policy for

the Republic of South Africa (2010), the Agricultural Marketing Strategy for the Republic of South

Africa (2010)An Integrated Marketing Strategy for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries Psoduct

the Republic of South Africa: 202P30 0127?) Most of these strategies emphasise improving
FIENYSNEQ | O0Saa (G2 YIFENJ SO AYyF2NNIGA2YIT G2 GKS y
ops), to taking advantage of opportunities for public gueement, to improved agrtogistics

infrastructure, and so orMeanwhile, a number of other policies/strategies/programmes have been
introduced with a bearing on marketing, e.g. the Agricultural Policy Action Plan (2014), the

Revitalization of the Agricwire and AgreProcessing Value Chain initiative (2015), and so on.

[daTy

5SaLIAGS ff 2F GKS&AS LRtAOE AYAIGAFIGABSEAET YR @Al
(which farmers of all kinds can access using computers or smartphones through a debigeht
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portal'®®), there has been little tangible follow K N2 dzZ3K® C2NJ 42YS &SI NER 5! CCC
sought the resources with which to construct fresh produce hubs to enable-sozdd farmers to

aggregate and market their produce, however most @& thoney was tied up in CASP and

llima/Letsema, which provincial agriculture departments preferred to use fefaom infrastructure

and free inputs. On the other hand, the Department of Rural Development and Land Reform has

been busy building the occasidrabattoir and feedlotbut there has been little assessment of

these!®' The significant development at present is the planning for the establishment of the 44

district-based agrparks, which is far more ambitious than anything government has done in the

past two decades, only that it is premature to say what the results of this initiative will be, assuming

the budget is found in order to carry it out.

Similarly with institutional changes, it is notable that government has been rather timid about

pursuingthe government procurement route, nor has it done much to either encouragmampel

the retail sector to make more effort to procure from smadlale farmers. Perhaps most

02y &L Odz2dzat es K26SOSNE R&JADKS (S Vi IK@pob B AISY E SWRINE F
marketing ceops.According to a recent DAFF report onajs in the sector, only 5% of-ops are

engaged in input supply or marketing/processing; however, if one excludes seconeapg (@hich

exist to serve primary cops), the share declies to 394% (More is said about smadl O £ S F I NI S N& !
access to markets in section 7 below.)
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6 The alignment of land and water allocation reforms
Introduction

Agricultural activities in South Africa consume over 60% of fresh watative to 35% and 8%
consumed by municipalities and industrial activifiespectively. The sector utilises water mostly
F2NJ ONRPLI ANNARIFGAZ2Yy D a2NB KKy KFfF 2F GKS O2dzyi
agriculture landt®3 This is &rgely through the consumption by largeale commercial farmers; 12%,
33% and 55% of irrigation water is utilised through localised irrigation, surface irrigation and
sprinkler irrigationrespectively{ 2 dzii K farfdiginGéasiiyly emplogloballyrecognised
water-efficient techniqueshowever the bulk irrigation infrastructure has problefi$The National
Development Pla@ W LINE LJ2xphantl Qe ailed under irrigation 38% by 203@s largely
predicated on achieving more efficiency within thestixig water use level$® Paradoxically,
agriculture only contributes 3% to GDP. On the posgidethough, agriculture directly employs
about 640 000 peoplegrossibly more than half of whom are in the labéntensive irrigated sub
sector16°

South Afric Qa &I 6§ SNJ RSYF YR LINR2SOGA 2 yhy203ardésultvidini S G K I
excess demand of around 17%. Agriculture alone is expected to have a demand gap of 7.9%.
Consequently, 6 of the 19 water management areas are expected to experiencedefitdEncies

with thoseencompassingape Town, Johannesburg, Durban and Pretoria suffering the most.

Evolution of water rights in South Africa

Allocations, applications and enforcement of water rights and authorisations have always been
complex and intricate processes in South Africa. Water rights have over timerifleresmcedby
hydrological and climatic processes, population growth, migrgtimiterns, land usehangesand
variousgeographical, topographical and environmental forddter rights are also affected by
international and local boundaries. It has been argued though that political intent towards water
laws serves only as a signétlee background forces of cultural, climatic and environmental
considerations®’ Theconcurrence ofhe disparateaforementioned factorss such that it is difficult
to make arefficient determination and enforcement of water lawsat satisfies all partig i.e.
tensions are inevitable, if not actual conflict.

Legal doctrines for water rights

There ardour basic legal doctrines of water lahat have been appliedverthe world and over

time, of which two have been especially important in So@tfica Depending on the intentions of

the relevant controlling authority and/or the time in history, these doctrines have been alternately

or jointly applied to suit what would be viewed as in the social intetf®# key concern ofrie

doctrines guiding water legislations the promotion okffective and sustainable water management.

CKS &ddzall Ayl ofS LINPOGAAAZ2Y 2F gFGSNI A& RSTAYSR | 2
they are social, economic, environmental, physical, biological oraefigbf the current generation
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without jeopardising those of the futu@®Given this perspective as the prevailing one over time,
and determined by the joint impacts of cultural and environmental factors, the four doctrines
applied include the absolute avership principle oflominus fluminisriparian, appropriation and
correlative system&’® These are described as follows:

f  The Dominus fluminis Doctring & (G KS Wl 6&2f dzi S 2 ¢y Sdakikus LIQ LINA
fluminisdoctrine vessall rights to a vater resourcen one governing authority. Contrary to
what its namemightimply, the doctrine does not transfer ownership rights to the governing
party, but merely vests total controlling authority with Dominus fluminiprevailed in
South Africa during Dutch rutét

1 The Riparian DoctrineThe riparian doctrine dictates that the rights of use of water
resources lay in the proprietor of the riparian property which borders, surrounds or within
which the said water sourds located. The universal application of riparian law proved
complex and therefore was often amended in various locations specifically to suit land
ownership systems prevailing therein. Riparian rights cannot be lost by use or lack thereof of
the land, prgerty or water source in question.

1 The Appropriation DoctrineAlso known as the Colorad®ctrine, the system worked on a
WFANRG AY GAYSI FANRG AYy NRIKIQ o0lFarad 9aasSyi
rights toawater source wouldcquire said rights. In application, the system was
comparatively sensitive as a claim to water rights could supersede the rights of the
proprietor of the property within which the water source is bordered. In effect it meant that
riparian rights could beutweighed by appropriation authority. Additionally, the
appropriation rights were subject to use and maintenance of the water source.
Abandonment could result in forfeiture of appropriation rights.

1 The Correlative DoctringEffectively designed for wierground wateresource
management, the correlative rights systeatso known as th€alifornia Doctringintegrates
certain components of the appropriation and riparian systems. The underlying principle
dictates that the owners of the land overlying thaderground water basin or aquifer act as
joint tenants endowed with equivalent access to reasonable use of the water.

Historical analysis of water rights in South Africa

South Africa over the years has implemented water rights and legislation bastéé dominus
fluminisand riparian doctrinegindividually and jointly)South Afric® & K A @ppliéatith @ Weiter
rightsbearssimilarities with other British, Portuguese and Dutch colonies in&&ltaran Africa

which have similar climatic, hydraical, fluvial and environmental processesy.Angola,

Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia and Zimbabwe. The application of the legal doctrines
towards water use and control were governed largely by the dominant water consumption activities
and populaton dynamics vig-vis the prevailing environmental conditions. Activities such as
household consumption and subsistence gardening (now categorised as Schedule 1 activities under
the NationalWater Act of 1998 and the small population relative to land angter resources,
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probably determined thees omnium communesiVK A y 3a 26y SR o6& y2 2yS | yR
approach adopted by the early Dutch settlers. Water sources were therefore viewed as a public
resource available to everyone.

NationalWater Act (Act No 36 of 1998)

TheNational WaterAct was published in 1998 with the principal intention of redressing and
reforming prior legislation relating to water resource management and consumptibichwas

regarded asinsuitable for a modern SoltAfrica. The law was premised on the understanding that
South Africa is a watescarce country, South Africa has mean rainfall of about 450mm compared

to a global mean of 860mmthus qualifyingt as the 3@ driest country in the worldn per capita

terms, with about 1400rfper person per yeat’? The Act sought to promotsustainable water use
within a democratic context. It addressed such functionthagprotection, use, development,
conservation, controbf water, as well as thencouragementofali i I { SK2f RSNE Q LI NI A O
water resources management. The NWA aligned matters recognised in the Constitution (Act 108 Of
1996) relating to water use, environmental management and government as custodian of water
resources

Thecorepurpose of the NWA was to providdegal basis forensimgli K G G KS O2 dzy i NB Qa
resources are used, controlled, managed, conserved, developed and protected in a sustainable

manner for the benefit of alboth at present and into the futuré’® Specift objectives of the NWA

included:

Providngfor basic human rights

Redresigprior racially discriminatory laws, rights and obligations

Protecingll KS O2dzy G NE Qa & Ol NOS 4 1SNJ NBa2dz2NDSa
Having a framework for sharinvgater resources with other countries

Promoting sociaeconomic development through water allocation

Establising representative water management institutions and

Ensuimgrobust stakeholder participation in water management decisions which affect
them.

= =4 =4 4 -4 -4 4

The{ { I fidSc@adrole (NWA s3(2))

¢KS b2! SELINBiate RAOGIGSE GKFG o 6§ FNhiNSE a2 dNDSa
arguablycreates ambiguitg how canownership rightbe @S & 1 SR A Y, whith implies@ati A T Sy & Q
an entire citizenry acquisa legal personalitghrough wthich to advance alaim over all water

resource® Alternatively, it can beniterpreted that the government assumes a fiduciary role (with

the Minister of Water and Sanitation as proxy (NWA s3(2)), upon which it entrusted itself as

representative of the pedp S ® ¢ KA & WLIdzot A O (I NHzaA( RRuGlipidagSQ o1 a
ownership doctrines which previously appli€8The public trust doctrine adopted here states that

title rests in the nation with citizens as the beneficiaries of state trusteegtmnpther compelling

argument for the adoption of s3(2) was that the objective of equitably distributing water to fulfil the
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