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This paper explores the deterioration of the strategic alliance between commercial farmers and the state in Zimbabwe after 1990.
  Expiry of the Lancaster House Constitution, implementation of an economic structural adjustment program and the formal emergence of a black ‘empowerment’ lobby combined to alter the nature and trajectory of Zimbabwe’s land and agricultural debates during this period.  The slowdown and deadlock in land redistribution is often vaguely attributed to a combination of state apathy and white farmer resistance, but interest group dynamics were far more complex both internally and externally.  This comprehensive analysis of the policies, positions and internal reconfigurations of key stakeholder groups explains the breakdown of dialogue between farmers and the state, and the polarisation of the land debate. It also illustrates how economic structural adjustment and the severe drought of 1992 exacerbated the standoffs over land reform, by emphasising the structural advantages of commercial agriculture and concurrently illustrating the vulnerability of small-scale farming.

“The CFU understands and accepts the need for land reform.  Such reform should, however be implemented in a manner that ensures land is used on a sustainable productive basis…”  

 - Alan Burl (CFU President), 11 January 1991.

“…time is of the essence and we cannot dissipate this precious commodity by haggling over the peripheral issues of the land question… it seems that we are not being understood… the land question is a time bomb which must be diffused right now” 

  - Witness Mangwende (Minister of Lands), 12 March 1992.
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1.1
INTRODUCTION

White farmers played an important pro-active role during the negotiations that led to Zimbabwe’s successful political settlement in the 1970s.  This is at odds with their perceived intransigence towards reform during the 1990s.  Similarly, ZANU PF’s pragmatism at Independence appears to have been abandoned with the introduction of compulsory land acquisition in the 1992 Land Acquisition Act.  These hardening stances raise intriguing questions in view of other alternatives that were available to both groups.   Government could have compromised by first attempting to tilt the land market, which may have avoided the controversies and indirect costs of compulsory acquisition. Likewise, farmers could have promoted land market interventions, such as land taxes, and encouraged further financial support from the donor community rather than undermining their confidence. These are the questions at the heart of this paper and at the centre of the growing strains on the relationship between white farmers and the Zimbabwean state in the 1990s. 

The paper is structured in three sections.  Firstly, I discuss the reconfiguration of the land debate and its interaction with emerging black economic interests. Secondly, I explore the impact of structural adjustment and the 1992 drought on Zimbabwe’s agricultural sector and the land question.  Finally, I analyse the communication breakdown between the CFU and the government during and after the passage of the 1992 Land Acquisition Act.  

1.2
RECONFIGURING THE LAND DEBATE IN THE 1990s

1.2.1
The Re-Emergence of the Land Question

During and after the 1987 Unity Accord, the consolidation of a centralised, bureaucratic and technocratic administration partially obscured ZANU PF’s extension of power within and outside the civil service.  Ideological incompatibilities between the party and the bureaucratic state were increasingly exhibited in contradictions between technocratic agrarian policies and more radical populist calls for extensive land reform.  Compared to the relationship between white farmers and the state in the 1980s, communications in the 1990s deteriorated markedly.   Farmers misjudged the political trajectory, partly due to assumptions about their ‘indispensability’, and partly due to the inundation of land and race rhetoric at election times. 

Joshua Nkomo told white farmers at the 1989 CFU congress: “The land question in this country sparked a revolution and now threatens to dowse the fires of that revolution and start another – this time based on class”.
  John Brown (CFU President) responded evasively by declaring that it was the best government for farmers that the country had ever seen. Later in the year, Nkomo addressed a commercial farmers’ meeting in Bulawayo where he was asked for reassurances over property rights.   When pressed, he lost his temper, smashed a glass of water against the wall, and declared: 

Let me make this quite clear.  You white farmers must make sure that you wear pyjamas to bed, because when we chase you out it will be at night, and we don’t want you running down the streets naked.

Most farmers attributed this warning to electioneering ahead of the 1990 elections. However Nkomo’s re-tabling of the land question catalysed debate at ZANU PF’s 1989 party congress where demands for land reform emerged from the black business elites (Moyo 1994: 2).  ZANU PF’s land report after the congress reflected these shifts, and was adapted into a National Land Policy Document the following year. The fundamental goals of this report were: to source a further 5 million hectares to settle another 110 000 families (arrived at by subtracting 52 000 already settled, from the 1982 target of 162 000); to introduce price controls on land; to introduce a land tax; to pay for land in local dollars rather than foreign currency; to introduce a maximum farm size and the principle of one-man one-farm; and to transfer better land (more of regions II and III).   According to Alexander (1991: 606):

Commercial farmers reacted angrily.  CFU President John Brown commented: ‘in my opinion, what is called the New National Land Policy is not yet a policy. It is a number of principles, some excellent, some fair and some downright wrong’. 

Brown argues that his concerns were justified because of the ‘unrealistic targets’, the ‘questionable results’ of resettlement to date, and the large amounts of land already acquired that were still unsettled.
   Significant areas of land (3 million hectares) had been secured in the first half of 1980s, and government cited four reasons for the slow down during the second half of the 1980s: political conflict in Matabeleland; world recession and drought; the scarcity and price of land; and insufficient resettlement backup capacity.
   However, Government spending on land had diminished significantly during this period and the 1985 Land Acquisition Act, which gave government right of first refusal on all land sold, was scarcely used. 
   Roth (1994a) shows that 1800 commercial farms, amounting to more than 1.5 million hectares, were offered to the state between the 1985 and 1992 Land Acquisition Acts, of which Government purchased less than one-third. Roth argues that the key constraints of the exercise were funding and resettlement capacity, rather than the supply or price of land.   He shows that land prices did not increase prohibitively in real terms, but that funds allocated for land purchases declined significantly, averaging less than 0.5 percent of the national budget (Selby 2006: 135). There was no shortage of land for resettlement in the 1980s. The 1990s were different, with a new set of questions, interests and pressures for different types of land from existing stakeholders, and from an emerging set of new interest groups.
   

1.2.2
Land and Economic Empowerment 

Economic growth during the 1980s was greatest within white-owned sectors, due to established advantages in access to resources.  In the 1990s a new black capitalist sector developed and promoted an ideology of ‘economic nationalism’.   Some members of the ruling elite had accumulated properties throughout the 1980s, and after the Unity Accord competition between elites was generally kept within the ruling party structure. However, a younger generation of black entrepreneurs became increasingly vocal and looked to the state for economic opportunities.  In return, they were used to extend the reach and influence of the ruling party.
    

However, the rhetoric of black economic empowerment, like the rhetoric of liberation and the rhetoric of socialism could be adapted and used to strategic political advantage.   This was illustrated by growing ideological support for economic structural adjustments and market liberalisation, in which empowerment was both a means and a goal.  In this way economic liberalization dovetailed with economic nationalism (Raftopolous and Moyo, 1995:17). 

Although whites were now scarce within the public sector, they still dominated the formal private sector, particularly in farming, finance and mining, so black empowerment had broad appeal.   CFU minutes from 1991 record that “a huge empowerment boom had awakened throughout many black sectors” and that there were two possible routes for transition: through radical reforms; or through gradual economic linkages.
  David Hasluck (CFU Director) identified a “difference of opinion in the way forward between the radicals and the gradualists” and noted that the radical path was incongruent with structural adjustment.
  At this stage most senior political figures supported the gradual route; Joshua Nkomo, during discussions with the CFU, acknowledged that: “we have experienced 100 years of tying knots and … [although there is] little change at the moment, 100 years of knot tying [cannot] be undone in 10 years”.
   

In 1990, the Indigenous Business Development Centre (IBDC) was launched in a state-supported drive to promote black participation in big business.
 Qualified black executives were promoted ahead of white colleagues and the number of black chartered accountants and lawyers in executive roles increased rapidly.
 This was slow but generally merit-oriented and mediated by corporate process and structure.  Within less formal sectors empowerment was promoted through unofficial means: the waving of taxes and regulations, selective contract and license allocations and relaxed operating guidelines.   For small and medium sized black-owned businesses this created advantages against established white competitors.
   It also allowed the ruling party to control the benefits of empowerment, and who they accrued to. Given the dominance of white interests over the agricultural sector ten years after independence, it was the most obvious target for empowerment reform and the idea of promoting black commercial farmers appealed to political elite, many of whom who saw opportunities for themselves.

1.2.3
A New Class of Black Farmer

The New National Land Policy distinguished itself from early resettlement by claiming to be the second phase of land reform: The 1980s had targeted refugees, the destitute, and the landless and was focussed on small-scale farming.
  Plans for the 1990s envisaged a black commercial farming class as the most desirable beneficiaries, running alongside a continuing program for small scale farmers being chosen more on grounds of productive potential rather than need.  Politicians claimed that this met the changing expectations of both structural adjustment and empowerment.
 Moyo and Skalnes (1990: 4) noted the shift in government objectives around land from the normative and political towards broader economic goals.  However there were contradictions in promoting the two systems concurrently and a lack of clarity on how they would interact, or which would receive priority.

Most land analyses of this period, including those by Moyo (1994; 1995) and Roth (1994), understate the differences between potential beneficiaries.  There were three distinct categories:  land hungry small-scale producers; aspiring commercial farmers (often master farmers from purchase areas, or black managers on commercial farms, or graduates of training colleges); and lastly, aspiring land lords - the political elite who were more likely to use land for status or speculative reasons.  Official policy held that the first two categories could be resettled complementarily, and largely denied the existence of the third.
   

Technical departments, such as Agritex, also shifted official objectives towards promoting larger-scale black commercial farming.
 This was based on two broad assumptions: firstly, that resettlement to date had been less than successful in increasing marketed production; and, secondly, that poverty reduction could only be achieved through economic growth, which could only be achieved through increased productivity, which appeared to only be possible through ‘proper’ commercial systems. Agriculture Minister Mangwende used the aftermath of the 1992 drought to justify this policy shift to the CFU, arguing that irrigation and commercial production systems had shown their value in mitigating the impacts of drought, whereas communal farming systems had suffered a sharp fall in production.
 The new direction was rhetorically congruent with both ESAP and ‘empowerment’ in that black commercial farmers were expected to benefit from export crops.
  Although government policy continued to include small-scale resettlement, this element of the program received diminishing amounts of attention, credibility and resources.

By the early1990s most government officials, whilst hailing the political successes of resettlement to date, seemed to accept the economic shortfalls.   CFU records claim that “many senior officials and MPs spoke quite pragmatically about the economic ‘failures’ of the resettlement program”.
 During parliamentary debate over a commission to examine the results of resettlement, the Minister of Agriculture, Mangwende, stated:

Of course we have all accepted that the first phase of resettlement had its shortcomings, especially on the settler selection aspect. (It) was meant to address a political reality… we had to give them land irrespective of whether they were productive or not.  There was no time to plan, select and train these people…the second phase should be a productive one.

He declared that the new program required efficient utilization of land on a sustainable basis and that he wanted to see “one hectare in the communal lands produce what one hectare in the commercial sector does”, echoing Denis Norman from 1981.
     This growing opinion fed into arguments that further resettlement should be commercially oriented and promote larger private farms.  Communal farming systems had been regarded as unproductive, subsistence oriented and inferior during the colonial era, and were increasingly perceived as such by black administrators after independence. Minister of Lands Sidney Sekeremayi, explained: “the objective of land distribution is not merely to give land to the landless masses, but to create an (black) agricultural community on land which will no longer be just subsistence but commercial in orientation”.
  Mangwende, claimed “we are not going to give land to everyone including those who were not making use of it in the past, but only to those who have the wish, desire, commitment and knowledge of using the land” (Alexander 1991: 605).  Whilst the emphasis on productivity in resettlement was not new, the commercial orientation and implied increase in farm sizes was.

Meanwhile, most white commercial farmers retained their historic condescension towards communal farming systems. They saw the ‘Tragedy of the Commons’ as an overriding and insurmountable flaw of communal ownership, and the inability to use land as collateral for credit as another. For most white farmers, the perceived failures of resettlement in the 1980s had as much to do with communal systems of land-tenure, as with the lack of official support.
  So, for the CFU, promoting a black commercial farming class was preferable to simply expanding unsustainable communal areas through small-scale resettlement.  Moreover, this ideological shift towards commercial systems changed the core dynamics of the land program.  Whilst politicians continued to play the populist land card, the new focus on ‘productivity’ and on black ‘capitalist’ farmers began to sideline the peasantry and their needs for further land redistribution.
 

1.3

STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT AND LAND REFORM

Zimbabwe’s Economic Structural Adjustment Program (ESAP) was adopted for two reasons. Firstly, an economic crisis had resulted from excessive borrowings and government expenditure leading to a balance-of-payments crisis. Secondly IFI-modelled reforms were being implemented throughout the developing world.  Bernard Chidzero, the Finance Minister, played on this contagion effect to advocate economic liberalisation and his personal influence, along with support from prominent black businessmen was instrumental in its approval.

Zimbabwe inherited a robust but protected economy in 1980. The post-Independence administration was encouraged, primarily by the IMF, to borrow further and to enter international markets that had been inaccessible during sanctions (Williams 1982).  However, with optimistic growth projections, land funding pledges, and expectations of peace dividends, state expenditure became over-extended.  Much of this expenditure was welfare-oriented and resulted in significant achievements in rural infrastructure, health and education, but Development funding pledges did not materialise in the amounts expected, mainly due to donor conditionality.
   By 1984, Zimbabwe’s external debt had grown to $US 2.4 billion and the debt servicing ratio to 25 percent of exports (EIU, 1987: 38).  The drought of 1983/4 and the tobacco sector’s shaky re-entry into world markets tempered the envisaged peace dividend.  During the second half of the 1980s, the debt burden expanded under a bloated civil service, and a large loss-making parastatal portfolio (Jenkins 1997).

ESAP envisaged currency devaluation, reduced government expenditure, privatisation and market liberalisation. Although portrayed as a home-grown package, it was based on IFI prescriptions and Zimbabwe’s selective and partial adoption of the program suggests that key administrators remained opposed to fundamental aspects.
   Negative impacts were immediately evident.  Inflation rose and real wages declined.  Manufacturing contracted on exposure to regional competition and formal urban employment declined by nearly ten percent (30,000 jobs). Overall unemployment grew at alarming rates due to increasing school leavers against a stagnant national job market.   Government spending cuts adversely affected social infrastructure and services, particularly in rural areas.   The 1992 drought and the 1995 drought exacerbated these difficulties(see Below), but as Robertson (2001) illustrated, ESAP was showing longer-term benefits by 1996/97, with consecutive years of record growth across a more diversified economy.

Much of this economic growth was skewed towards established capital with international connections, most of which was white-owned.  Lower-tier wage earners, smaller businesses and communal producers (black sectors) were more exposed to inflation and reduced government spending. Visible and widening disparities in wealth all-too-often overshadowed governance issues such as selective-empowerment, land tenure restrictions and controversial government expenditure.  Jenkins (1997) argues that sustained fiscal indiscipline, unnecessary defence expenditure, excessive civil-service salaries, and mounting high-level corruption, absorbed critical resources that could otherwise have softened the impacts of ESAP.  Instead, reduced spending on welfare services, such as health and education, magnified socio-economic problems.   

1.3.1
The Impacts of Structural Adjustment on Commercial Farming 

Market deregulation provided capitalist farmers with two diversification opportunities: they could access export markets or they could exploit restructuring domestic markets. Export incentives included a nine percent tax reduction and an Export Retention Scheme (ERS), allowing exporters to retain a proportion of income in foreign currency, with which to import inputs. Two basic accumulation strategies emerged: intensification on existing land, or expansion on increased physical areas.
  Moyo (2000) identified three significant types of export-related expansion: horticulture, cut-flower production and wildlife-related enterprises.  Domestic-oriented diversification, expansion and vertical-integration strategies emerged later, due to delayed and hesitant deregulation of domestic markets.
  Tobacco and beef were unusual; both industries were significant exporters, but controlled through centralised marketing systems.   

An immediate divide emerged between exporters and domestic oriented producers, well reflected in CFU records.  Antony Swire-Thompson (CFU Vice-President) remarked in 1991 that “current policies are encouraging everyone to grow roses or tobacco…food producers are getting no incentives at all”.
   In November of 1991, following a review of foreign currency controls, Alan Burl expressed concern that the Export Retention Scheme was not helping domestic industries.
  Oliver Newton (Cereals Producers Association (CPA) Chairman) noted a move away from wheat towards export horticulture and, even in 1995, Peter MacSporran (CFU President) aired concerns about the financial status of non-exporting farmers.
  Input costs increasingly reflected export prices, and the ‘exporter v local’ divide became a notable plane of structural differentiation among farmers, often reflected regionally.

The impact of delayed and partial liberalisation in domestic markets was demonstrated in the dairy industry, which experienced a crisis towards the end of 1991. Government reluctance to decontrol milk prices, despite input (bran and feed) deregulation earlier in the year, placed dairy farmers in a cost-price squeeze.  The Farmer magazine illustrated that stock feed prices had doubled in one year, increasing input costs by 60 percent, whilst milk prices had declined in real terms.
  The Dairy Producers’ Association declared that “the current fiasco with stock feeds is an example of trade liberalisation gone wrong” and argued that deregulation had been started at the wrong end of the processing chain.
   Pressure on domestic producers encouraged many to move into export crops. Although large-scale producers had credit access to do so quickly, small-scale producers in communal and resettlement areas did not. With time, domestic markets did transform, through commodity exchanges and vertical-integration opportunities, but these also required capital and favoured large-scale established producers. 

The seventy commercial farms in my case study area revealed interesting patterns in the 1989-1997 period (Selby, 2006: Appendix I).  More than half of the farms diversified substantially during ESAP.  Eight rose projects, nine fresh-produce operations, three field-flower enterprises, six citrus orchards, five ostrich schemes, and four tourism-related ventures were started. A co-operative fresh-produce pack-shed, an ostrich tannery, and a SADC citrus nursery emerged as supporting developments. Domestic sector reforms followed, including a large cattle feedlot and abattoir, three new butcheries, two industrial milling operations and two commercial bakeries.  Three dairy producers began processing and two additional farm shops and kiosks were established.  Only about twenty farms did not restructure; they were generally the less-developed properties, or secondary holdings and accounted for less than thirty percent of production before 1990 and less than twenty percent by 1995.
    Diversification increased and intensified production within the survey area.  Export-crop areas increased markedly but because most were highly intensive, food-crop areas only declined marginally; maize areas decreased by about 15 percent, but wheat plantings increased by 30 percent.  Tobacco areas expanded by nearly 20 percent and permanent employment grew by nearly 25 percent (explained by the proliferation of horticultural enterprises).
 Cattle numbers in the case study area decreased due to the 1992 drought and subsequent lack of recovery program, but were compensated in aggregate terms by Parma Meat’s intensive feedlot expansion. 

Structural adjustment encouraged inward flows of foreign direct investment (FDI), and capital flows out of Harare and Bulawayo into rural areas, for farming or tourism ventures.
 This was often through family connections or business contacts, and created further differentiation in local farming communities.   FDI consisted of both multinational capital and private capital. Joint ventures, such as Luxaflor Roses, were established between white farmers and European partners. Similar arrangements spread into the wildlife sector as a number of ranches and lodges in Matabeleland, Masvingo and the Midlands were purchased by international investors. 

ESAP also exposed variations in farmers’ entrepreneurship and management skills.  Land policy and discourse has always emphasized the importance of ‘training’ or ‘knowledge’ among small scale farmers, but the ‘skills’ factor is too often dismissed by analysts of the large scale farming sector. Chapter One of my thesis discussed how difficult seasons over long periods of time selected for ‘better’ more capable and adaptive farmers (Selby 2006).  During ESAP, resourceful, hardworking farmers were often rewarded, whereas inflexible operators were exposed by macroeconomic shocks such as inflation, exchange rate devaluations and higher interest rates. Most successful farming expansions used established advantages of credit access, experience and industry contacts, but they also illustrated the importance of skills at practical farming levels, and at business and marketing levels.
 

Some of this entrepreneurship carried through to a younger generation of farmers. Moyo (1994: 18) and Cliffe (1988:315) argue, incorrectly, that children of white farmers were increasingly disinterested in farming.  Within the case study area most farming families had at least one son or daughter who returned to farm, and at least two children returned in eight of the families.
     Many were educated internationally at tertiary levels, gathering new ideas, new contacts and new marketing channels, particularly relevant to export horticulture and tourism.  ESAP was convenient for them, and many soon established multi-million dollar enterprises.
  This also marked a distinct generational difference, as few farmers’ sons had been able to study abroad during UDI and the war.
 This combination of international education and ESAP had many positive impacts but the emergence of young white millionaires against a background of increasing hardships in other sectors sent a message to the wider population that the legacies of settler privilege were not abating.

Employment and management structures on commercial farms evolved too.  Larger or more complex farming systems introduced tiered employment structures.  The importance of skilled-labour began to challenge racial norms: young white farm assistants were increasingly working alongside or under black managers and although such arrangements were isolated, they were significant departures from the practices of the past.
 Vertically integrating farms, such as mills and butcheries, required differentiated skills and the emphasis on human resources and human capital increased accordingly.  Official records show that ‘labour poaching’ became a big issue between farmers, especially at skilled job levels.
  Competition for other resources also increased.  Land disputes emerged in certain districts, usually between expanding farmers.
  A series of ‘water wars’ erupted between irrigators, particularly on the Marodzi and Mazowe rivers.
  Competition for markets between butcheries, bakeries and value-added enterprises often sparked conflict between individual farmers.  These differences, as with so much of the debate, appear to have been invisible to most outsiders, camouflaged by the aggregated gains of predominantly white commercial farming, in contrast to the hardships of other sectors.  

The changing nature of the production environment and farming profile was reflected in the institutional and marketing structure of commercial farming.
  The Horticultural Producers Committee (HPC) and the Wildlife Producers Association (WPA) became new ‘commodity boards’ within the CFU.   Regional influence within the CFU shifted too, and a commission was appointed to restructure the institution.
 ESAP changed the parameters of farming activities, interests and lifestyles.   Opportunities generally entailed harder work and higher risks, but better rewards.   Imported luxury goods became available after two decades of relative restrictions, and more farmers indulged in power-boats, luxury vehicles and larger farmhouses - highlighting the hardships of less successful farmers and other sectors. Senior farming respondents lamented such ostentatious displays of wealth against the sea of economic hardship, and identified them as key drivers of class and race resentment.
  In the same way that isolated cases of bad employment, came to dominate external perspectives of the sector, so displays of wealth by some farmers shaped the direction and tone of public debate.  For example, in Parliament, Minister Mangwende claimed that: 

We all know that some commercial farmers after they have accumulated enough wealth prefer to buy planes than to build decent accommodation for the farm workers who made them rich in the first place.

Exporters were increasingly accused of ‘externalising’ foreign currency through transfer-pricing.
 This practice was more prevalent in the late 1990s, as political insecurity mounted, but during the early stages of ESAP profits were chiefly recycled into farm infrastructure such as buildings or irrigation systems, but also into workers’ housing, schools and clinics as government services declined.
 For domestic-oriented producers and tobacco farmers it was difficult to access foreign currency anyway, and profits were reinvested because of confidence within the sector. In Tsatsi-Marodzi, ten sizeable dams were constructed during this period and the area under irrigation nearly doubled. In response to government spending cuts, a health centre was established, a mobile farm clinic toured the district, and six new farm schools were set up.
  On a visit to this area in 1995, Border Gezi, Governor of Mashonaland Central, expressed his surprise at the high quality of farm-worker facilities on the four farms visited acknowledging that they dispelled his preconceptions.
 Lending from banks to the commercial farming sector increased during ESAP and the financial sector’s stake in land and farm infrastructural improvements grew accordingly.
  This reinvestment and capitalisation of properties raised the values of farms and land prices accordingly, which stoked the emerging deadlock over land acquisitions.

Structural adjustment prompted new land-uses, new crop-types and further financial and social stratification. Some commercial farmers borrowed excessively and went out of business during this period, whilst others on traditional maize and cattle systems haemorrhaged financially due to the macro-economics.
   Class differentiation began to transcend racial boundaries; many salaried whites, directly exposed to rising inflation, resented those business owners (black and white) that were benefiting from market liberalisation (Weiss, 1994).  New and widening class divisions within the farming communities were more complex than during the Rhodesian era, with implications for the institutional unity of the CFU. 

ESAP’s impact on the land question was significant.   Moyo’s (2000) research on land-use changes during structural adjustment is an important insight into the changing complexity of land demand. He argues that the unequal benefits of ESAP reforms fuelled the struggle for more land redistribution from both the peasant sector and the empowerment lobby.   This increasing land demand was amplified by international and urban capital seeking to exploit the opportunities of market liberalisation.  The growing importance of intensive horticulture enterprises could have released excess or under-utilised land, but existing legislation prevented the subdivision of property (Maposa, 1995). Despite being cited as a key constraint to the supply of land, these restrictions, originally introduced to curb speculation by large companies during the colonial era, remained in place, inexplicably.  Moyo (2000) suggests that the introduction of land taxes in conjunction with subdivision rights would have boosted the land market, by facilitating value differentials between capitalised portions of farms and less developed outlying land.  
At the same time, stereotype perceptions of white farmer affluence, racial attitudes and employment styles increasingly shaped discussion in national forums, and influenced public opinion, which typecast and isolated white farmers.  For instance, during debates on the Land Acquisition Act in 1992, Mr Bhebe MP commented:

We need to keep a close eye on the commercial farmers… they are playing a yoyo with the nation… the white farmers realised that ploughing and all that was hazardous… they discovered new types of farming… they discovered that there is a safari business where you spend very little, all you have to do is construct a tall wire, to provide water fountains from farm to farm, the rest should look after itself…most of the commercial farmers do not have farms, only gardens.  They hardly do any farming on those farms.

Bhebe was referring to farmers in Matabeleland, and specifically to wildlife conservancies, but his sentiments fed from, and into, a misleading but convenient stereotype.  Even the Minister of Agriculture actively distorted facts and figures for populist reasons:  “right now … the majority of them [white farmers] own six or more farms which are mostly being under utilised”.
  In time, ZANU PF’s increasingly misrepresented version of land figures and facts would filter through to the general populace and other receptive audiences.

1.3.2
The 1991/1992 Drought

Rain shortfalls between March 1990 and November 1992 amounted to the worst drought in Zimbabwe’s recorded history.  The effects have been underestimated in most analyses of structural adjustment and in terms of its influence on the land debate and the state-farmer alliance.
  The drought interacted with structural adjustment, empowerment and the 1992 LAA to magnify and highlight social, political and economic imbalances. The CFU stated in January 1992 that it was the worst drought in more than 50 years, particularly in Matabeleland.
 Council noted that the drought had affected livestock and crops, and created massive unemployment in the communal areas, which had been the most badly affected.  
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Figure 1.1
GDP Growth Rates, Illustrating the Impact of Drought Years 1980-2000
The severity of the drought was due to its widespread and prolonged nature.  Livestock could not be moved locally, crops could not recover, and water shortages carried through to the irrigated winter crop and the following season’s storage levels. The economy contracted by ten percent, the first negative growth rate in a decade, with significant implications for structural adjustment.
    The impact of the drought affected all regions, not just the traditionally vulnerable provinces.   John Meikle reported that the Eastern Districts had experienced one of the most difficult seasons on record.  Nick Swanepoel noted that Makonde region had received its lowest rainfall since 1927 and Alan Burl stressed that the current drought was the worst on record.
  Dave Henson described the situation in Masvingo:

Catastrophic…unbelievable, worst in living memory, absolutely disastrous…It is fair to say that this is the worst position that most commercial farmers in the province have ever found themselves in… the situation in the communal lands is even worse. 
  

Under these pressures ‘squatter’ problems re-emerged in the public forum. Stock theft, poaching and petty theft increased in commercial farming areas, especially those bordering communal areas.  CFU regional representatives linked this to the drought and distinguished these patterns from the squatting tactics of the 1980s, arguing that the recent activities were more general and widespread, and not as focused or organized, even though they coincided with renewed and fiery land rhetoric.
  Similar observations emerged after the 1994/5 drought.

The alliance between the farmers and the state was both supported and undermined by different elements of structural adjustment and the 1992 drought.  Commercial farmers increased their proportions of foreign currency generation and the drought reinforced dependency on commercial farmers and irrigation infrastructure for food security.  The drought also exacerbated the stark contrasts between communal areas and commercial land: an increasingly inconvenient and awkward contradiction, which resurfaced in the land debate.  

1.4
THE POLARISATION OF THE LAND DEBATE

The appointment of Witness Mangwende as Minister of Lands and Agriculture in 1990 indicated a political shift in the role of the Ministry.   Mangwende had limited agricultural experience and was regarded by many as part of the ‘hardline’ element within ZANU PF - a ‘hatchet man’. In response to this appointment, David Hasluck and John Meikle cautioned CFU council members against adopting confrontational stances towards government.
 However, the draft Land Acquisition Bill of 2 November 1990 unexpectedly carried a compulsory acquisition clause, without recourse to legal appeal.
  The CFU Council, caught off guard, called an emergency meeting of all members on 11 January 1991, held in the international conference centre at the Sheraton Hotel.  It was the biggest ever gathering of white commercial farmers (4380 attended), and created a traffic gridlock in Harare.
  The agenda focused on a hastily compiled report entitled “CFU Proposals for Land Reform”. It was a bid to work with government, to maintain some influence over the process, but lacked any practical implementation suggestions. Its most significant message, the call for an independent land board to adjudicate the issue, was lost behind the negative interpretations of the gathering. 

The meeting was timed strategically to precede the initial strikes of the first Gulf War, to ensure global press coverage.
 It was termed the ‘Great Indaba’, in reference to the meetings of the Ndebele nation, as an attempt to portray commercial farmers as Africans, which simply provoked mirth within the ruling party, as Mangwende later noted in parliament.
 Denis Norman, who had recently resumed a cabinet position, was deeply concerned about potential negative interpretations and ramifications within the ruling party. John Laurie, John Strong and Jim Sinclair were equally apprehensive and tried to persuade Alan Burl, the new CFU President, to cancel the meeting, or to clarify its objectives.   At a pre-arranged breakfast, facilitated by Denis Norman, Burl was unreceptive from the outset, apparently arriving forty minutes late with a joke about the obsolescence of past-presidents.
 
Denis Norman warned Burl that a confrontational stance might undermine the ‘hard-earned trust’ that had been developed with Government, whilst Laurie and Sinclair explained that it could scupper the whole alliance.  However, Burl had support from council and stood his ground.
 David Hasluck (CFU Director) felt that the meeting was a necessary exercise to raise awareness within the international community and to demonstrate the power and unity of the farming community.
 John Brown supported Burl on the basis of council solidarity, as did Anthony Swire-Thompson. This dismissal of the concerns of previous leaders demonstrated a new and different style of CFU leadership: more aggressive and more public.

Operationally, the Sheraton meeting ran smoothly and initial press reports were generally favourable. Mangwende clarified two important issues: firstly, that the five million hectares targeted for redistribution was non-negotiable and, secondly, that productive farmers had nothing to worry about. On his subsequent ‘meet the farmers’ tour,  Mangwende repeatedly assured farmers countrywide that the concept of ‘willing buyer - willing seller’ would remain.  However, he also instructed the CFU to identify underutilised land.  If they did not, he warned, government would.
   Many farmers were disillusioned after the January meeting and most CFU regional branches reported low morale among their members. The depressed tone of district reports contrasts with head office minutes.
 Matabeleland farmers were particularly unhappy that the report, the meeting and the agenda had been devised by the CFU leadership with little consultation, participation or support from regional members.
 

However, most farmers across their divisions missed the background impacts of the meeting. The idea of a privileged, but politically illegitimate white minority publicly challenging government’s land policy was unacceptable to many in ZANU PF.
  An amicable ‘Meet the Farmers’ tour by Mangwende soon afterwards concealed this hostility, but the ruling party was alerted to the organizational abilities of the CFU and to their new-found preparedness to confront aspects of government land policy.   The CFU was soon introduced to these realities.  On 22 January, Hasluck and Burl met with Mangwende, Attorney General Patrick Chinamasa and Permanent Secretary of Lands and Agriculture Ndimande.  The meeting lasted four hours, was often heated and “certainly not constructive from the Union’s point of view”. 
  The CFU council agreed that the next strategy was to lobby the private sector to encourage government to abandon designation and work with a market-based reform program.     In mid-February, David Hasluck met with Michael Camdessus (IMF Director) and Bernard Chidzero (Finance Minister).  Camdessus was reviewing ESAP reforms and apparently:

made clear his disapproval of the controversial constitutional amendments...which could jeopardize the economic reform program… [and warned that] land reform can be the best or the worst of things, depending on its implementation.
  

Chidzero reassured them that the program would proceed under the willing-buyer willing-seller system and that productive farms would not be targeted. Market-based reforms were conducive to ESAP, but designation was not.  Under these reassurances Camdessus was confident that the forthcoming Paris Donors Conference, which sought to raise US$1 billion of credit for structural adjustment, would deliver sufficient funding.  This confirmed the emergence of two ‘camps’ within the administration.  The CFU perceived one as compliant and reassuring, and the other as radical, uninformed and unreasonable.  There were two significant errors in farmer policies at this stage: the overestimation of their own power and the underestimation of this second ‘camp’.

1.4.1
Market versus Compulsory Acquisition 

As the land question polarised, so debates about market reform versus compulsory acquisition intensified.
  Roth (1994) argued that the 1992 LAA was unnecessary and that the ability of the market to deliver land was underestimated.  Maposa (1995) identified the legal and practical shortfalls of compulsory acquisition, whilst other analysts suggested that the externalities of compulsory reform, such as legal contests, were unpredictable and often more timely and costly in the long run, than a market system of transfer.
   Moyo (1994: 5), conversely, argued that market reform had failed to deliver satisfactory quantities or quality of land, and that it was therefore necessary to resort to compulsory purchase:

government sought a transparent, legal and administrative framework for land acquisition, which was democratically enacted by parliament, and which is explicit about compensating land owners. The Land Act seeks an administratively swift process for acquiring land by minimising legal contestations of land designations, while clearly articulating the reasons for land designations…   government has finally established an appropriate legislative and administrative machinery to pursue a credible land redistribution program.

He also argued that the two systems could work concurrently and complement each other.

Moyo’s view is problematic for three reasons: Firstly, government hardly entered the land market in the late 1980s, nor did it intervene through credit, land taxes, or subdivision. 
   Secondly, the 1992 LAA was ultimately impractical. It was vulnerable to legal challenges and prompted a united coalition of opposition among farmers, business, civil society and donors.
  Finally, the two systems undermined each other.  Compulsory acquisition removed any real incentive for government to enter the land market, while the existence of an active transfer market undermined the credibility of compulsory acquisition. 

The 1992 Land bill sought to change the nature and basis of land identification and the amount and timing of compensation.
   Two aspects of the bill concerned the private sector. Firstly, the ability to designate land compulsorily and, secondly, alteration of the compensation clause from ‘adequate’ and ‘timely’ to ‘fair’ and ‘staggered’.  ‘Fair’ implied a political levy on the price of land whilst ‘staggered’ removed any urgency from government’s compensation obligations.  By ignoring the time value of money (no interest would be paid on delayed or staggered compensation, which would be exposed to inflation) the bill undermined a fundamental principle of the financial system.    From an individual farmer’s perspective there were no incentives to offer land on this basis, particularly whilst an active open market operated alongside.    

The designation principle was driven by political sentiment; it indicated the growing impatience and shifting locus of decision-making within land politics, which Mr Munyoro (MP) articulated in parliament:

for the last ten years we have been telling people that we cannot do anything because our hands are tied and people have not forgotten that we told them that our hands are tied.  Why are we developing cold feet now… This bill without designation in it is not worth considering at all, just throw it away as a worthless piece of paper.  It must entrench designation, then it may become a useful bill.

Chief Justice Gubbay criticized the legislation, and warned that the new compensation clause would undermine property rights and the constitution.  Moyo (1994) claims that this public judicial stance undermined government.  Gubbay pointed out that Judges were custodians of the constitution and therefore had an obligation to comment. 
  But concerns over designation were not restricted to chief justices, white farmers, and international donors. The black representative ZFU registered concerns about the land bill, particularly over the clauses regarding compulsory designation and compensation.
   Even the ICFU expressed concern at the compensation clause.      

Most white farmers did not believe that an indiscriminate compulsory acquisition process would follow and were encouraged by senior officials to think that the willing-buyer willing-seller process would prevail (von Blackenburg, 1994). The land market continued to function actively. On average, about 150 farms were being bought and sold on the open market every year during the 1990s.  The Farmer began publishing detailed lists of monthly farm sales and prices, using deed registry data, to inform the general public about the availability of land.
 In the meantime the CFU lobbied third parties, briefing diplomats, and members of the donor community about the concerns of compulsory acquisition.
  In contrast, the state, having secured the legislation, adopted a stand-by mode and withdrew from the open land market, with the belief that it could always resort to compulsory acquisition.  Very clear here, but absent in most analyses, is that there was never any clear agreement between the farmers and the state.  Both groups fumbled forward expecting the issue to resolve itself on their preferred terms.   The most striking feature of this standoff was the lack of compromise through land market interventions, and in particular the failure to implement land taxes.

1.4.2
Land Taxes

Debates around land taxes reflected the increasing complexity of the land problem and, in retrospect, illustrate the manner in which obvious compromises were overlooked.   Levies on land ownership could have provided the farmers with a route back into a market-based system of reform, but they failed to see the opportunity and would not trust government, or the World Bank, to formulate one.  A land tax could have concurrently oiled the transfer of land by increasing supply and reducing prices. Hypothecation of these revenues would have amounted to a material contribution towards land reform by the white farmers and demonstrated goodwill within the process.

Land taxes were not new and had been used at various stages in the past.  The Moffat government had passed “a mild land tax” in 1928, to counter land speculation, but it was only enforced until 1932 (Palmer, 1977: 185). A form of land tax always existed in Rural Council Rates, levied on the size of properties.  During settlement negotiations in 1979, John Laurie, representing CFU Salisbury branch, called for a government land fund, prompting discussions about the merits of a land tax.  In 1982/3 further discussions took place and an Agricultural Land Tax Bill was recommended to the Tax commissioner.  In 1986 the World Bank argued that: “if a land tax is necessary to encourage a more efficient use of land, it should be relatively simple to administer and not impede efficiency.”    The 1989 ZANU PF congress land paper and the New National Land Policy in 1990 both carried central clauses for land taxes.  Moyo (1986, 1994 and 1998) called for land taxes over an extended period of time, whilst the Rukuni Commission (1994) recommended land taxes, subdivision and tenure reform.  Despite agreement in principle among policy makers there was no delivery. The World Bank (2004: 49) details a chronological list of land market recommendations to the Zimbabwean government since the 1980s and queries why none of the suggestions were ever adopted.
   

Many farmers supported the idea of land taxes: if implemented effectively, they amounted to an insurance mechanism for productive farmers by exposing underutilised or speculative land.  They also promised to concurrently promote equity and efficiency. During council debates in 1991, the CFU showed an awareness of government funding shortages and the potential for a land tax to internalise a proportion of land reform costs.  Mr Alcock suggested that “it would (also) be desirable to raise a levy on income tax to enable the government to have sufficient funds available, to pay for and adequately compensate land purchased for resettlement.”  It was also suggested, somewhat hopefully, that Britain might consider compensating the difference between the price of designated land and the price of normal market-based reform.
 Keith Harvey raised the idea of a land board and land taxes at the CFU Congress in 1992; his ideas were presented to government and later to the Rukuni Commission (1994).
  

Following the 1992 Land Act, an Agricultural Land Tax Bill was tabled in 1993 proposing two possible means of land levy: either on production, or on land potential.
  CFU council initially agreed that the second option was better and that every farmer should have an approved farm potential plan within 3 years.
  David Hasluck then explained problems with regional classification, and argued that a production basis would be better, which council rallied behind.
   This illustrated the divided opinions over taxes and the manner in which David Hasluck, well-versed in the legalities and terminology of the land discourse, used his relative expertise to influence the council position. He had previously assessed the proposed Bill draft in an internal memo, criticizing it extensively but unconvincingly (Selby, 2006: Appendix II).
  

At a second Paris Donor Conference, in March 1995, the World Bank presented a paper entitled:  “Achieving Shared Growth”.
  This encouraged a market-based approach to land transfer and advocated a graduated land tax as a core element– based on land area, quality and location.
 Hasluck firmly rejected the paper in council, arguing that the underutilization estimates were exaggerated and that the proposed system of land tax would be too complicated. 
  During a CFU debate later that year, Hasluck again opposed the idea of a tax claiming that it would be costly and complicated.
  Hasluck’s opposition to the tax was an example of the perceived ‘resistance to reform’ within the CFU, at which much government criticism has since been directed. Land taxes also posed a conflict of interest for key councillors: Hasluck owned 1500 hectares in Burma Valley (Region I), which would have been subjected to a significant tax.  David Irvine, Hasluck’s ally on council, also criticised the land tax but owned significant amounts of property in Mashonaland (Region IIA). However, the CFU remained divided on the subject: Bob Swift and Gerry Grant, who visited Brazil with the World Bank in 1998, supported the idea of a land tax at the Donors Conference.
 Indeed, most interview respondents claimed that they supported the idea, especially those from Mashonaland. Those from Matabeleland and the Lowveld were supportive in principle, on condition that natural region and topography considerations were included.
 Some respondents acknowledge in hindsight that land taxes, which they had originally perceived in a negative light, should have been seen as an opportunity rather than a threat.  Instead, the CFU’s ambivalent approach to land taxes in the 1990s seems, in hindsight, to have been a costly, short-sighted mistake. 
In September 1996 land taxes were still being debated.
   They came to the fore again during the 1998 Donors’ Conference, twenty years after the CFU had first discussed them as a financial safety net for land reform. However, whilst the CFU debated, procrastinated, and failed to see land taxes as a solution rather than a problem, the government appears to have done even less.  Constitutionally, the Land Tax bill was less controversial than the 1992 LAA, but received very little parliamentary attention.  Whilst the LAA had been recently fast-tracked through parliament, the Land Tax Bill remained on the table but off the agenda.  The 1996 Tobacco Levy Act was rushed through parliament despite broad farmer opposition (See Chapter Five, Selby 2006), and yet the Land Tax Bill remained in the background.  Moyo (1994: 7) could offer no explanation on the government position either:
the state had been reluctant for unclear reasons [own emphasis] to use other measures such as land taxes to induce land redistribution and availability…Nor did the state encourage private land transfers in line with its rigorous regulation of land sub-division. 

Renson Gasela, General Manager of the GMB at the time, suggests that this was due to “parliamentary lethargy” and that the 1992 LAA satiated immediate pressures for land policy within the ruling party:  “they thought they had enough fire-power in the 1992 Act… but underestimated its flaws and shortfalls ”.
  Dr Kangai, Dr Mupawose and Denis Norman all claim to have supported the idea of land taxes but could offer no explanations as to why they were not implemented.
  Indeed, the failure to implement a land tax remains a conundrum - a missed opportunity, probably sidelined by the more indulgent elements of the competition for land.
 
1.4.3
Diminishing Farmer Consultations

The waning proximity of commercial farmers to the policy-making process was particularly evident during the 1992 LAA negotiations. At the Sheraton meeting and its provincial follow-ups, Minister Mangwende promised farmers that they would be consulted throughout the drafting of the bill.  In March, Emmerson Mnangagwa, Minister of Justice, Legal and Parliamentary Affairs, reassured the CFU that it would have access to updated copies of the draft throughout the process.
   He stressed that the bill would target underutilized, absentee or foreign-owned farms, and not resident productive farmers.
   However, in June, Mnangagwa claimed that he was unable to provide the CFU with a draft, as that was the responsibility of the Ministry of Lands Agriculture and Rural Resettlement (MLARR), but he explained that it was unlikely to reach parliament before September.
  The MLARR referred the CFU back to Mnangagwa.  CFU minutes then document regular, but unsuccessful, requests to view the draft. In September they record that although the sixth draft of the Land Act had been produced, the CFU had still not been given access.
   At the end of October the minutes record that there is “still no reply from the MLARR regarding requests for a copy of the Land Acquisition Act -  (nearly) a year after the first request, four formal letters and monthly verbal requests”.
  The Lands and Legislation report from this meeting notes that: 

the final draft of the Land Acquisition Bill is shortly to be considered by the cabinet committee on legislation…there is grave concern… Minister Mangwende had promised the CFU an opportunity to comment on the Bill before it was sent to the cabinet committee.

In response, Alan Burl wrote another letter to Mangwende requesting a copy of the draft.
  In November, Burl received a reply stating that when the Bill was in working order it would be sent to the union for comment.
   A copy of the Bill was eventually made available on 27 January 1992, allowing less than three weeks for review (ICG 2004).

Three significant pending international issues also shaped the manner in which the Bill was being drafted: firstly, Harare’s hosting of the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (CHOGM), secondly, the Donors’ Conference in Paris at which funds for ESAP were to be raised, and thirdly, the South African settlement.  In each case, the controversial clauses of the land bill had possible implications.  CFU minutes in November note that the government was making a conscious effort to keep the profile of the Act low within these forums.
 

Mugabe asked to meet Alan Burl in mid-February, and encouraged him to discuss possible amendments with the relevant Minister, Mnangagwa.
   One week later, Burl and Hasluck were called to Parliament, where they were presented with a single A4 sheet of paper with some minor handwritten amendments. According to Mnangagwa “it was government’s intention to pass the bill… this was their policy and they would not be swayed – irrespective of whether it was fair or not, or whether it would work or not”.
  At the subsequent CFU council meeting it was noted that “the bill had been presented as a fait accompli, without much chance or opportunity for discussion”.
  It was decided that a letter should be sent to Mugabe, to record that there had been no opportunity for discussion.  Council also resolved that key stakeholders such as the Judiciary and the Zimbabwe Chamber of Commerce should be informed about this lack of consultation.  On March 12, Mangwende responded to the CFU in Parliament:

there have been lots of allegations from the farming community that they were not consulted in the process…The truth is that consultations took place at several stages…It is not justifiable to claim that farmers were not consulted.  They were consulted.  The kind of consultation they mean is actual involvement in the drafting of the bill itself.  Obviously as a government we cannot allow that …What the commercial farmers are implying is that because they gave us their views, which were not acceptable to us, then they were not consulted. 

In the meantime, the CFU launched a publicity campaign, securing four television slots with ZBC, for information documentaries on commercial agriculture.
   The Farmer magazine published a major review of the land issue.
  ZTA joined the initiative and took out full-page advertisements in the Financial Gazette and the Herald, emphasizing the importance of commercial agriculture to the economy and warning of the potential consequences of designation.
   Mangwende reacted to the press campaign in Parliament:

Already the public is being bombarded with a concerted campaign against land distribution.  We have seen big adverts in bold print in the Herald [by ZTA] against designation.  There have been similar insidious articles in the Pink paper… recently there has been a video… intending to persuade people [that] white commercial farmers are the only ones who can use land properly… to portray the African as a pathetic and incompetent peasant and therefore not deserving to be given land…

Moyo (1994: 1 and 4) argues that the dominance of the CFU in media outlets and on policy forums presented a distorted perspective on Zimbabwe’s land problem, and that the government’s own distorted portrayal of the issue as a contest between “greedy landowners and the majority of land hungry peasants” was justified, on the basis that most of the poor did see it in these simple terms.   The press campaign raised concerns among donors, which Mangwende sought to diffuse by clarifying government objectives in parliament:

the government will map out areas that will remain under LSCF and those that need to be purchased for resettlement purposes.  In this way people who intend to buy farms will know which areas to go for.  Those farmers who need to relocate themselves as a result of being displaced by resettlement will be able to buy farms in areas where they will guarantee that they will not be required to move again.

This implied that certain commercial farming areas would remain untargeted, and that others would be resettled on a ‘block’ basis.  He then contradicted himself, within minutes, by promoting a more selective approach based on the nature of individual farms: 

The kind of designation we are talking about is different from mere designation in blanket form.  What we will be looking for is land which falls under the following categories: underutilised land under absentee ownership, foreign owned land, derelict land, land owned for speculative purposes and land from people with more 

farms than are considered necessary.

Although the initial ‘block’ maps were drawn up, the program shifted increasingly towards the second approach, after the appointment of Dr Kumbirai Kangai as Minister of Lands Agriculture and Rural Resettlement in July 1992.  This was widely seen as a conciliatory gesture and Kangai immediately compromised, explaining that the land program would proceed on both fronts, but that emphasis would be placed on securing land through ‘willing-buyer willing-seller’. So compulsory acquisition was to run alongside market reform, and selective identifications were to complement block designations.  It was a case of choosing all routes without actually taking any.   These inconsistencies in official stances carried through to the land identification exercise.  

1.4.4
Conceptualising ‘Under-Utilised’ Land 

The World Bank (1991) claimed that 65 percent of commercial farmland in Zimbabwe was underutilised. This statistic was widely cited in subsequent land debates, including parliamentary deliberations over the 1992 LAA.
    ‘Underutilisation’ was a key argument for promoting extensive land reform but its conceptualisation remained problematic.
  Roth (1994), who co-authored the above-mentioned report, acknowledged broad assumptions in his calculations and that depending on land-use definitions, the area of underutilised land in Mashonaland could vary between 1.5 and 3 million hectares.
 Due to the varied topography of individual farms, the margin for error in such an exercise without individual surveys is significant.
   Hasluck claimed that the World Bank exaggerated the degree of inefficiency of commercial agricultural land and that the report made “expedient suggestions” regarding further land purchases.
     Within parliamentary debate, the concepts of ‘underutilisation’ and multiple-ownership were important, but often distorted.  Contextualising Minister Magwende’s earlier quote: 

right now (the white farmers) are busy stocking most of their underutilised land with wildlife… the majority of them own six or more farms which are mostly being under utilised.  Surely we need all that underutilised land for resettlement.

Against the distortions and misinformation of high level debate, the varying concentrations of land ownership were ignored.  Stoneman (1981: 135) illustrates that at Independence, 216 properties accounted for more than one-third of white-owned land, and that 736 farms (eleven percent by number) incorporated more than 60 percent.
 These properties were owned by multinationals, large companies and a number of private ‘land barons’. Leibigs, Lonrho, Hippo Valley and Triangle estates owned more than 750 000 ha between them.   At the other extreme, 55 percent of farms by number (averaging 425 ha) occupied less than ten percent of the total white-owned area, and were mainly privately owned family farms.  

Roth (1994: 144) illustrated similar concentrations of ownership in 1988.  He showed that more than half of all white farmers occupied less than one million hectares countrywide, or less than ten percent of all privately-owned land, or about 2.5 percent of Zimbabwe (Selby 2006: Appendix III). One-third of all white farmers (1400 by number) resided on only 500 000 hectares in Mashonaland.   The productivity and utilisation debates regarding farm size remain unclear, but in my survey area productivity was generally higher on smaller farms (Selby 2006: Appendix I). Larger or multiple-farm structures tended to concentrate enterprises in core areas, with less intensive outlying areas. Larger farms were generally situated on more broken country.
 The implications of these statistics are significant.  Highly concentrated ownership was acknowledged by Rukuni (1994) and Moyo (2000a) but never incorporated effectively into land policy through, for example, graded land taxes. Furthermore, within the national land targets to transfer 5 million hectares, the smallest 2410 commercial farms (occupying less than 1 million hectares) were hardly worth considering, even in the better regions.  Most interesting is that the pattern of vast landholdings by a few individuals and companies still survived from the 1890s, remarkably unchallenged.

[image: image2.emf]514 farms 

>4000 ha

Total Area: 

6941797 ha 

1763 farms 

between 1000-

4000ha

Total Area: 

3344205 ha

2410 Farms 

<1000 ha

Total Area:

927384 ha

Figure 1.2
Concentration of Land Ownership Among Commercial Farmers 1988
Source: Roth (1994: 144)

It is surprising that there was not more internal policy focus within the CFU, within the independent press or within academia, to encourage the companies and ‘land barons’ to release some land. But there were more obvious cases of massive underutilised land holdings in the public sector.  The CFU and the press turned their attention towards more evident examples of underutilised land such as Nuanetsi Ranch (owned by Joshua Nkomo’s Development Trust of Zimbabwe) and state farmland owned by ARDA and the Cold Storage Commission.   The independent press also began exposing high levels of underutilisation on black-owned farms, often ignoring the historical disadvantages facing new black farmers, such as skills deficits and short credit histories.  Even Minister Mangwende sometimes argued that these were irrelevant:

The land question should be considered a national question not a racial issue…we have always said that if land is underutilised, it should be taken for resettlement, no matter who owns it (HON.MEMBERS:  Hear Hear)

Kangai subsequently offered a more qualified opinion: 

Officials are aware of the constraints which have hit our people hard…that they have not been able to develop their farms, but if one is sitting here with all the political connections …and has not developed his farm, I do not think we will have sympathy with him. 

Parade magazine then published an article detailing the derelict state of Senior Minister Msika’s farm in Concession, revealing that he had failed to service his $30000 AFC loan since 1981.  This was followed by a series of press articles revealing multiple ownership and underutilisation of farms by senior officials.
   Government accused the CFU of initiating these articles as a secondary more aggressive stage to their press campaign.
  Moyo (1994) claims that the farmer stance illustrated their political naivety:

To boot (the white farmers’)… insistence that Minister’s farms be designated first, showed how oblivious they were to the realpolitik.  Direct confrontations with farming politicians implied that white farmers were ready for political struggle over the land question, despite their weak political constituency…white opponents of land reform have negatively fuelled the racial question through their attempts to caricature black rule

From CFU’s viewpoint this realpolitik was being exploited. Hasluck argues that CFU’s stance had less to do with race than with practical discrepancies:

An indigenous owner on a derelict farm was more politically legitimate than a white owner on a productive farm.  There were massive parastatal land-holdings lying virtually derelict … These sort of double standards were very difficult to explain to (CFU) members when their own productive properties were being identified for compulsory acquisition.

But this statement illustrates how inherently race-connected the issue was.  It was about visible discrepancies, along racial lines, which were an inherent historical legacy.  So in 1993, Government remained intent on designating white farms despite massive unsettled state landholdings, and despite other policy options.  The CFU, meanwhile, appeared oblivious to the negative political impacts of exposing shorfalls within government’s land program.  Consequently, debates about utilisation and productivity were clouded and misinformed on both sides, squandering opportunities for consensual, practical solutions.

1.4.5
Contentions over Land Identification and Land Allocations

The problems and politics of defining ‘underutilised’ land spilled into the farm identification exercise. When Minister Mangwende toured the commercial farming areas in 1991, each farmers’ association agreed to identify potential resettlement land and to prepare an illustrative map accordingly.
  Farmer approaches to the issue were generally enthusiastic at this stage. In February 1991, it had been agreed in Council that the CFU should be involved in designating land, and continue to develop the information system and map. 
  However, by April 1991,   

All areas felt very strongly that the Union should not rush to Government with any offers, but rather prepare their cases, area by area and wait for the approach from Government… many farmers were expressing the view that the crunch may not come.
  

Anthony Swire-Thompson explained that it was “not the intention of the CFU to get involved with the designation of land, but it was important that they participated in the identification”.
  By the end of 1994, Peter Macsporran had refuted the 1991 resolution :

it never was and never will be the CFU’s duty to identify land for designation and it distresses me that rumors to the contrary persist – however when land is identified by AGRITEX, we help do an assessment of that particular piece of land in conjunction with all members of the Provincial Lands Identification Committees (PLICs).

The CFU’s changing stance in council was largely irrelevant to the process on the ground, but reflected some members’ concerns that involvement in designation created problems between members.  Provincial and district CFU representatives described the social and ethical difficulties of identifying land from members of their farming communities. The point was made repeatedly that the owners of underutilised farms were often difficult to deal with – they were “awkward and volatile, and usually embarrassed”.
   However, by distancing itself from ‘designation’ the CFU risked isolating itself from the broader decision making process.  

All commercial farming areas had formed land identification committees by Easter 1992 and these were represented on the Provincial Lands Identification Committees (PLICs) along with members of local government, the ruling party and Agritex.
  By mid-1992, provincial officers from Agritex received a directive from the Ministry requiring the identification of ten farms in each province.  In practice, land identification varied significantly between different provinces.
  Whilst the process started well, political interferences came to dominate the work of the PLICs in most provinces, even when lists of farms had been consensually agreed with commercial farmers.  For example, in Masvingo, mutually agreed properties were identified and offered, but rejected by head office in Harare, on the basis that they were only in two ICAs (Intensive Conservation Areas) and did not break up the ‘fabric’ of the white farming community.   Dr Ndimande, Secretary for Agriculture, mentioned to the CFU that he did not simply want reproductions of the resettlement areas or a perpetuation of the “them and us” attitude, or a continuation of the dualist farming structure.  He wanted the “integration of competent black farmers”.
  Thus even when identified farms met the criteria of the Kangai principles, another set of undefined ‘political’ criteria came into play, which seemingly nullified both the block designation and selective identification processes that were supposed to run concurrently.  Swire Thompson expressed his frustration; “whatever way you turned - it was the wrong way”.
   In contrast, Moyo’s (1994: 8) reading of farmer protests identified racial arrogance as a key factor:

White farmers believe that they, not the state, should decide on land designation… (but)such decision making powers in designating land undermines the legitimacy of the elected government in adjudicating the land problem… Most interestingly it demonstrates an arrogance that only makes sense in racial parlance.
Controversial designations, detailed in Selby (2006: Appendix IV), revealed the manner in which political pressures from above and below shaped the process, as did often-conflicting agendas between local party officials, central government and technical departments.  There is evidence that this frustrated some of the technocrats. During a meeting with the CFU, Dr Kangai was  apparently “visibly annoyed” with political interferences, and articulated this in an interview with The Farmer:

land designation should be a technical matter and not up to politicians… if the politicians are going into the field and say that one should be designated and another should not…it will destroy the agriculture industry. 

The PLIC process was unsuccessful.  It was based on vague and often contradictory sets of criteria, and even when mutually acceptable properties were identified, it was frustrated by political interferences. It reflected differing interests between ZANU PF and government technocrats, and conflicts between local and national interests within these institutions.  Final designation lists often differed from those produced by the PLICs.  Highly productive farms were designated throughout the exercise, often next door to derelict land.
   By the end of 1993, of the 97 properties designated, 40 had been revoked, seven were mutually agreed, and 46 were pending determination by the Minister.  Four farmers were prepared to contest the issue in court.
   Hasluck noted “extreme concern that the land identification committees had failed to identify properties as mutually suitable … and (took) a serious view of the matter as it was incumbent of CFU to do something about it.”  However farmer scepticism compounded with revelations that acquired land had been allocated to senior officials, rather than the landless poor.

Concerns about land allocations dated back to the reforms of the early 1980s.  Moyo and Skalnes (1990) had previously warned of the use of corrupt practices in the allocation of resettlement land. In 1993, CFU provincial reports record that some members’ properties, under leases from the state, were being visited by senior police and army personnel.
   In 1994, at the height of mutual frustrations over land identification, controversy erupted. Batha Farm in Wedza, which was acquired in April 1993 for the resettlement of 33 families, had instead been allocated to ex-Agriculture Minister Mangwende.
  When the news broke, Mugabe publicly revoked all state leases, although in practice nothing happened, and the credibility of government’s reform program plummeted.  It was an issue that drew overseas attention, and attracted criticism from the press, particularly in the wake of the 1992 LAA.
  Although the extent of the problem was quite small, the principle was large, and had significant political repercussions.  On 11 May, Sydney Malunga, an outspoken ex-ZAPU MP, moved a motion in parliament for full disclosure of all state land lease allocations.
  Most had been allocated to civil servants or high-ranking members of the security forces. The allocations of farms to party officials and influential supporters in the 1993 designations,
 and the 1994 ‘Tenant Farm Scandal’
 were, according to Raftopolous and Moyo (1995: 26), a poorly disguised attempt to create a black landed class, who would support the government.  For ordinary observers it amounted to hypocrisy from a government that always insisted on monopolising the moral aspects of the land issue

1.4.6
Farmer Scepticism and the Communication Breakdown 

The breakdown of communications between the commercial farmers and the state was both a cause and symptom of deteriorating land negotiations.  Farmer strategies were seen as underhand and unpatriotic and at the very least reactive.   Farmers increasingly saw government as corrupt, incompetent and insincere.  International concerns and negative-publicity were attributed to organized farmer lobbying, rather than to inherent flaws or inconsistencies in the program.  Moyo (1994:7-8 and 16) saw the attitudes of white farmers as a problem:

There has been little proactive action by white landowners and their representative CFU to promote lasting reconciliation through reasonable offers of land … claims by farmers’ representatives that they agree with the principle of land redistribution are not backed by concrete land offers, hence a poor negotiation climate for the land question… it appears that the political problem facing Zimbabwe is the absence of good faith on the part of the [white farmers] in negotiating and redressing the land question.
Farmers strategies were shaped by a growing mistrust of government and ruling party motives.   After the 1989 Party conference the CFU realized that they were being distanced from decision-making, fuelling their concerns about the motives of the LAA, which prompted their calls for a representative land board to be appointed.   CFU minutes following the Emergency meeting in 1991 noted that the land issue was their “biggest and most serious problem since the war”.
  The CFU proposal stated that “the most important single issue facing Zimbabweans of the future is how the land question is managed today”.
   

In the 1980s, most farming leaders had been impressed, if somewhat surprised, with the calibre and pragmatism of leadership within government.  The post-1990 CFU leaders were more suspicious and critical.   The relative stability and prosperity of the 1980s, compared to the economic instability, growing racial tensions and direct contest for the same resources in the 1990s obviously strained relations, but there was a difference in farmer strategies. Norman, Sinclair and Laurie had used quiet diplomacy and negotiation.  The CFU administrations of the 1990s were more aggressive and more public. Immediately after the 1992 LAA, Alan Burl stated that “this bill violates, the provisions of the constitution, of the CHOGM declaration of human rights… the impact on the economy, foreign investment and structural adjustment is significant.”
 Hasluck cautioned that: “the issue must be fought with logic - not emotion!”.
  

However, he had expressed his own doubts to the New National Land Policy in 1990: 

Against this background, what should farmers be doing in the 1990s?… On the face of it, quit now, while the going is good … get paid something for the farm before government cannot afford to pay anything (Alexander, 1991: 606).

Shortly after the 1991 meeting, he presented an internal memo entitled ‘Ten Commandments for Development in the 1990s’ – a satirical set of criticisms against government, perhaps revealing an element of the arrogance to which Moyo (1994: 8) alludes.
   In the latter half of 1991, the CFU public relations officer, Mr Foot, acknowledged “the union’s move away from a traditional non-confrontational approach over the last year” and claimed that the more aggressive stance had done no harm.
  In April 1993, Hasluck implied that farmers should re-enter the political arena:

farmers individually and collectively must recognize the importance of maintaining standards of governance, as if this was usurped the chaos that we see in many neighbouring countries would prevail…[the CFU must consider] taking a more aggressive stance in influencing government than it [does] now.

Where did the ‘apoliticism’ of the CFU sit in all this?   Hasluck was not in favour of direct involvement in opposition politics, or of the new FORUM Party becoming embroiled in the land issue and his stance was “supported by many councillors, who agreed that CFU should remain low profile and separate from the FORUM Party”.
    

These politics of uncertainty elicited inconsistent responses, but scepticism grew among CFU officials over government intentions and capabilities.  CFU Makonde branch noted that “Mr Swanepoel reported on a meeting held in his area with Vice President Muzenda.  He said that he was horrified at the lack of information the Vice-president had regarding the basic workings of commercial agriculture”.
  Notions of superiority and arrogance had waned in the 1980s, but re-emerged in response to increasing corruption, poor governance and official anti-white sentiments.   Farmer scepticism illustrated one side of a two-way breakdown of communications within the farmer state alliance. Farmer reactions were seen by ZANU PF as resistant and confrontational. The process fed itself, as communications deteriorated and positions polarised.   Structural changes in the sector created further tensions between the CFU and Government after commercial farmers were accused of neglecting food production and holding the nation to ransom during the 1992 drought.  Mr Ncube MP had commented: 
the commercial farmers union … do not know that there is independence in Zimbabwe… they think that they can say and do anything, (even) sabotage the economy…there is a shortage of maize because the people who were supposed to be growing maize abandoned that and have chosen tobacco because they believe that there is more money in it.

In April 1992, Vice-President Muzenda requested early maize deliveries by commercial farmers as the communal crop had failed. He explained that between thirty and fifty thousand tons was needed within three weeks. Burl suggested that an incentive price of $1500 /tonne for the relevant amount, on a first-come first-served basis, would ensure timely delivery. After discussions with Minister Mangwende, Muzenda returned, arguing that $1500/t was too much and offered $1000/t.  Burl doubted that $1000/t would be enough, explaining that farmers needed maize for their staff, and livestock (given the lack of grazing) and that the market price was likely to rise. Although the official price was still $550/ton, the parallel market price had reached $1000/ton. Within days, Mugabe vilified commercial farmers: headlines in The Herald read “Farmers Demand $1500 Or They Will Not Deliver”.
 Burl argues that the market would have been the quickest way of meeting emergency demand.
  Burl noted that state media made no mention of the CFU’s joint-initiative with USAID to set up a famine early warning system, nor did they mention that Burl had facilitated the transport of maize to drought-stricken communal areas two months previously.
  John Meikle suggested that it was unhelpful to get involved in maize politics, but the issue was more fundamental: commercial farmers were increasingly convenient scapegoats.  CFU officials were on the back-foot.  Swire-Thompson observed: 

It was difficult to know what to do… elements of the ruling party had no intention of considering our opinions, or listening to our suggestions … lobbying other stakeholders was an obvious strategy…the more people we informed the better.

Farmers were exercising a ‘voice’ option.  Under pressure and feeling threatened they attempted to apply the brakes within the existing institutional arrangement, within which the international community and donors were seen as arbitrators.   Early in 1993 Antony Swire-Thompson sent a letter of qualified support to the Paris Donors Conference. The letter emphasised the impact of the drought and the potential implications of a large-scale land reform in its wake. It provoked a furious reaction from a normally amicable John Nkomo.
   There were critical articles in The Herald, The Chronicle and in Parade magazine.
    Two issues incensed ZANU PF: firstly, the perceived spoiler tactics and, secondly, the independent lobbying of the CFU.
   Parade magazine published the CFU’s rebuttal but Mugabe refused to meet Swire-Thompson for months, in much the same way as he had shunned Laurie after the 1985 elections. 
  The CFU eventually asked Denis Norman to engineer a meeting, but communications remained strained.
  

Moyo (1994:4) argues that Mugabe sought to find a means of conciliation: “President Mugabe’s speeches since [1990] have emphasised the important role that land can play in reconciling blacks and whites”.  If this was Mugabe’s public face, a different story emerged in other forums.  Opening a central committee meeting, in September 1993, Mugabe declared:

Government will not surrender the people’s right to a greedy bunch of racist usurpers…these racist Rhodesians, sponsor the FORUM party and treat their workers worse than their dogs … (these) farmers are either the direct descendents or inheritors or successors of the land and power grabbers of 1890.

This signalled the start of a campaign to discredit commercial farmers.  It differed from the sporadic election related outbursts of the 1980s and became increasingly sustained.  It was used to specifically portray and suggest the illegitimacy of farmers’ involvement in ‘opposition’ politics.  In April of 1994, a formal meeting was arranged with the Agricultural Editor of The Herald newspaper, to try to put an end to reports that opposition to land redistribution had been led by ‘disgruntled white farmers”.
  Yet it was this stereotype of the white farmer – arrogant, selfish, resistant to change, disgruntled, unpatriotic and confrontational, that began to shape and unite the spectrum of frustrated stances within the ruling party.

1.5
CONCLUSION

1990 was an important watershed for several reasons: the expiry of the Lancaster House Constitution, the implementation of structural adjustment, the return of land to the forefront of national discourse and the formal recognition of support for black economic empowerment. A wider array of interest groups engaged in a wider array of land uses, which fuelled a more complex set of land demands and pressures. Urban and international capital flowed into horticulture and wildlife, while long-standing demands for land in communal areas were joined by demands from aspiring black commercial farmers, now legitimised by the market ideologies of ESAP.  In the 1980s land policy and agricultural policies had not contradicted each other.  In the 1990s they did, heralding a new, more unpredictable and uncertain era for white farmers.

The changes reflected and encouraged reconfiguration of the state.  Decision-making was increasingly confined by disagreements between the inner circles of the ruling party and government technocrats and moderates.   The 1992 Land Acquisition Act attempted to transfer ‘control’ of property rights from the judiciary to the executive, and the ruling party sought to increase its control of the land question and the valuable political capital surrounding it.   Multiple, overlapping, contradictory land policies emerged – the result of attempts to cater for all interests whilst really delivering to none.    Compulsory land acquisition was incongruent with structural adjustment, particularly whilst an active land market operated.  Structural adjustment and democratisation demanded rolling back the state, but in Zimbabwe this was partial, reluctant and often selective.  Expenditure cuts were restricted to key sectors such as health, education and land reform, while spending on defence and government salaries increased.  The 1992 drought impacted heavily on the economy, the land question and the vulnerability of the state.    

The profile of the commercial farming sector evolved considerably during this period, primarily due to structural adjustment.  The expansion and diversification into export-oriented land uses such as horticulture, tourism and wildlife management, altered systems of land use across the country and brought previously marginal land into the mainstream economy.   Vertical integration and the processing of agricultural products also changed the structure of the industry.  These structural changes and the influx of urban and international investment into agriculture increased the diversity and differentiation of the sector.  The intensification of land use should have made commercial agriculture more conducive to reforms and adaptations, through subdivisions and land taxes, underlining the significance of these lost opportunities. 

Communications between white farmers and the state deteriorated significantly and any trust that had developed during the 1980s was lost.  Decreasing consultation with the CFU during the drafting of the LAA, political interferences in land identification, and controversial land allocations fuelled doubts across the farming community.  Among government officials, CFU strategies were seen as confrontational, and at best defensive. The state blamed the farmers and the farmers blamed the state as racial mistrust re-emerged amidst the new uncertainties.   The CFU representatives dealt with amicable front men for most of the post-independence era, without paying enough attention to background signals from the politburo or from local party and government, particularly over land identifications.
 There was a tendency by farmers to listen to signals that they wanted to hear, and ignore those they did not. Illusions of indispensability, scepticism over government’s ability to proceed with reform, and a focus on the opportunities of ESAP all contributed to a collective myopia.  Demands for land had not subsided though, and were increasingly tied with the interrelated struggles for political terrain and economic terrain, illustrated through aggressive black economic-nationalist aspirations that emerged boldly after 1995. 
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� Interview with Dr Kumbirai Kangai, Harare, December 2003.  Dr Robbie Mupawose also commented on the misjudgements of this initiative.  Interview with Dr Robbie Mupawose, Harare, January 2004. 


� Minutes of the CFU Council Meeting, 29 January 1991.


� Minutes of the CFU Council Meeting, 27 February 1991: 4.


� For example, see: Roth (1994); Maposa (1995); Moyo (2000b).


� For example, see Bernstein (1994).


� The 1992 amendments sought to update and strengthen the 1985 Land Acquisition Act. Palmer (1990) shows that more than 1 million hectares changed hands through the first-option system between 1985 and 1990. 


� Edison Zvobgo, ZANU PF’s legal ‘supremo’, subsequently acknowledged the shortfalls of the legislation during a conference in Copenhagen in 2001. Personal correspondence with Dr Jocelyn Alexander, Oxford, May 2005. 
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The NFAZ and the ZNFU expressed similar concerns directly to the CFU the previous year, before they merged as the ZFU.  Minutes of the CFU Council Meeting, 25 September 1991.


� In October and November 1995, 31 farms, totalling about 15000 ha were bought and sold, mainly in regions II and III, for a total price of $20 million (average price: Z$1300/ha; $US90/ha). The Farmer, 1 February 1996: 12.  


� Hasluck met the US Ambassador, representatives of USAID, and members of several other foreign missions to brief them about concerns over the designation and compensation clauses.


� The World Bank and other analysts had strongly recommended an interventionist market approach, based on land taxes and more lenient subdivision legislation. For example, see: World Bank (1991); Bratton (1991); Rukuni Commission (1994); Moyo (1994); Roth (1994a and 1994b).


� In addition, The World Bank’s Agricultural Sector Memorandum (1991) calls for a land tax and for subdivision leniency.  In 1995 the Bank submitted detailed proposals for a graduated land tax, and suggested the removal of all subsidies inflating land prices.  In 1996 the World Bank advised VAT and a land tax within two years (Minutes of the CFU President’s Council Meeting, 27 November 1996). In 1998, at the Donors conference, the bank resubmitted this proposal, which was unanimously accepted by all stakeholders (World Bank, 2004).   
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� Hansard Record of Parliamentary Debate, 12 March 1992.


� This work was based on Riddell (1980).
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		Source: Roth (1994: 327)						1989

										number of farms										area

								cumulative										cumulative

		200				947		947		20.3%		20.3%				75136		75136		0.7%		0.7%

		400				367		1314		7.9%		28.2%				104000		179136		0.9%		1.6%														50% of farmers owned less than 8% of land

		600				392		1706		8.4%		36.6%				192344		371480		1.7%		3.3%														10 % owned 60 % of land

		800				356		2062		7.6%		44.2%				246837		618317		2.2%		5.5%

		1000				348		2410		7.5%		51.7%				309067		927384		2.8%		8.3%

		2000				1063		3473		22.8%		74.5%				1491043		2418427		13.3%		21.6%

		4000				673		4146		14.4%		89.0%				1853162		4271589		16.5%		38.1%

		6000				182		4328		3.9%		92.9%				893705		5165294		8.0%		46.1%

		8000				99		4427		2.1%		95.0%				687039		5852333		6.1%		52.2%

		>8000				233		4660		5.0%		100.0%				5361053		11213386		47.8%		100.0%

						4660				100%						11213386				100%

								1979

		200				1324		1324		22%		21.7%				104674		104674		1%		0.7%

		400				445		1769		7%		28.9%				125805		230479		1%		1.5%

		600				446		2215		7%		36.2%				220176		450655		1%		3.0%

		800				425		2640		7%		43.2%				294387		745042		2%		4.9%

		1000				423		3063		7%		50.1%				374916		1119958		2%		7.4%														50% of farmers owned less than 7.5% of land

		2000				1372		4435		22%		72.6%				1931189		3051147		13%		20.3%														10 % owned about 60%

		4000				905		5340		15%		87.4%				2503591		5554738		17%		36.9%

		6000				289		5629		5%		92.1%				1423735		6978473		9%		46.3%

		8000				142		5771		2%		94.4%				974229		7952702		6%		52.8%

		>8000				342		6113		6%		100.0%				7111514		15064216		47%		100.0%

						6113										15064216

																				927384

																				39000000		2.38%

		farm band analysis

								area		number

						2410 Farms <1000 ha		927384.00		2410.00

						1763 farms between 1000-4000ha		3344205.00		1736.00

						514 farms >4000 ha		6941797.00		514.00

										4660.00		11213386.00
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Concentration of land ownership among commercial farmers in 1988  (11.2 million hectares)
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Concentration of land ownership among commercial farmers in 1979 (15 million hectares)
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Concentration of Land Ownership in LSCS ( 11.2 million hectares)



Mat South

						1988

								number										area

		200				43		43		15.8%		15.8%				5040		5040		0.2%		0.2%

		400				19		62		7.0%		22.7%				5865		10905		0.2%		0.5%				50% owned 3.5%

		600				12		74		4.4%		27.1%				5911		16816		0.2%		0.7%				10% owned 75%

		800				14		88		5.1%		32.2%				9705		26521		0.4%		1.1%

		1000				14		102		5.1%		37.4%				12539		39060		0.5%		1.6%

		2000				39		141		14.3%		51.6%				53931		92991		2.2%		3.9%

		4000				34		175		12.5%		64.1%				97337		190328		4.0%		7.9%

		6000				18		193		6.6%		70.7%				89473		279801		3.7%		11.6%

		8000				15		208		5.5%		76.2%				102184		381985		4.2%		15.9%

		>8000				65		273		23.8%		100.0%				2024682		2406667		84.1%		100.0%

						273										2406667

				area		numbers

		<1000 ha		39060		102

		1000-4000ha		151268		73

		>4000ha		2216339		98





Mat South

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Land Concentration in Masvingo Province
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2406667 ha



Mashonaland East

						1988

								number										area

		200				149		149		23.6%		23.6%				12154		12154		0.7%		0.7%

		400				57		206		9.0%		32.6%				16084		28238		1.0%		1.7%

		600				44		250		7.0%		39.6%				21871		50109		1.3%		3.0%				50% owned 6% of land

		800				35		285		5.5%		45.2%				24192		74301		1.4%		4.4%				10% owned more than 55%

		1000				30		315		4.8%		49.9%				26246		100547		1.6%		6.0%

		2000				115		430		18.2%		68.1%				164022		264569		9.7%		15.7%

		4000				95		525		15.1%		83.2%				274115		538684		16.2%		31.9%

		6000				44		569		7.0%		90.2%				214701		753385		12.7%		44.6%

		8000				19		588		3.0%		93.2%				131966		885351		7.8%		52.4%

		>8000				43		631		6.8%		100.0%				803759		1689110		47.6%		100.0%

						631										1689110

						area		numbers

		<1000 ha				100547		315

		1000-4000ha				438137		210

		>4000ha				1150426		106
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Land Ownership Concentration in Midlands
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Mashonaland Central 

						1988

								number										area

		200				81		81		22.2%		22.2%				6466		6466		0.4%		0.4%

		400				35		116		9.6%		31.8%				9687		16153		0.5%		0.9%				50 % owned 3 %

		600				24		140		6.6%		38.4%				11389		27542		0.6%		1.5%				10 % owned 70%

		800				17		157		4.7%		43.0%				12008		39550		0.7%		2.2%

		1000				16		173		4.4%		47.4%				13915		53465		0.8%		3.0%

		2000				57		230		15.6%		63.0%				81087		134552		4.5%		7.5%

		4000				50		280		13.7%		76.7%				143089		277641		8.0%		15.5%

		6000				18		298		4.9%		81.6%				89985		367626		5.0%		20.6%

		8000				18		316		4.9%		86.6%				127625		495251		7.1%		27.7%

		>8000				49		365		13.4%		100.0%				1292585		1787836		72.3%		100.0%

						365										1787836

						area		number

				<1000 ha		53465		173

				1000-4000ha		224176		107

				>4000ha		1510195		85
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Concentration of land ownership in Matabeleland South
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1787836 ha



LSCF Sector 

						1988

								number										area

		200				115		115		35.5%		35.5%				8849		8849		0.9%		0.9%

		400				31		146		9.6%		45.1%				8232		17081		0.8%		1.7%

		600				25		171		7.7%		52.8%				12255		29336		1.2%		3.0%				50% owned less than 3 %

		800				9		180		2.8%		55.6%				6200		35536		0.6%		3.6%				10% owned 65%

		1000				6		186		1.9%		57.4%				5329		40865		0.5%		4.1%

		2000				39		225		12.0%		69.4%				55577		96442		5.6%		9.7%

		4000				36		261		11.1%		80.6%				98666		195108		9.9%		19.7%

		6000				17		278		5.2%		85.8%				87902		283010		8.9%		28.5%

		8000				9		287		2.8%		88.6%				63444		346454		6.4%		34.9%

		>8000				37		324		11.4%		100.0%				646159		992613		65.1%		100.0%

						324										992613

						area		number

				<1000 ha		40865		186

				1000-4000ha		154243		75

				>4000ha		797505		63
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Land Concentration in Matabeleland North



Farm Category and Region
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Narural Regions

						1988

								number										area						ave farmsize

		200				294		294		30.5%		30.5%				21476		21476		2.2%		2.2%		73.0

		400				91		385		9.4%		39.9%				26378		47854		2.8%		5.0%		124.3		50 % of farmers owned 10 % of land

		600				89		474		9.2%		49.2%				42773		90627		4.5%		9.5%		191.2		10 % of farmers owned 50% of the land

		800				73		547		7.6%		56.7%				50123		140750		5.2%		14.7%		257.3

		1000				69		616		7.2%		63.9%				61465		202215		6.4%		21.1%		328.3

		2000				212		828		22.0%		85.9%				299944		502159		31.3%		52.4%		606.5

		4000				108		936		11.2%		97.1%				295902		798061		30.9%		83.3%		852.6

		6000				21		957		2.2%		99.3%				99463		897524		10.4%		93.7%		937.9

		8000				6		963		0.6%		99.9%				38820		936344		4.1%		97.8%		972.3

		>8000				1		964		0.1%		100.0%				21487		957831		2.2%		100.0%		993.6

						964										957831

				area		number

		<1000 ha		202215		616

		1000-4000ha		595846		320

		>4000ha		159770		28
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Land Concentration in Mashonaland East



Provincial comparison
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Mash East
957831 ha



						1988

								number										area						ave farm size

		200				58		58		5.5%		5.5%				4739		4739		0.3%		0.3%		81.7

		400				44		102		4.2%		9.7%				13115		17854		0.7%		0.9%		175.0		50 % of farmers owned 15%

		600				108		210		10.3%		20.0%				54336		72190		2.9%		3.8%		343.8		10 % owned 40 %

		800				129		339		12.3%		32.3%				89148		161338		4.7%		8.6%		475.9

		1000				111		450		10.6%		42.8%				98920		260258		5.2%		13.8%		578.4

		2000				328		778		31.2%		74.0%				454745		715003		24.1%		37.9%

		4000				182		960		17.3%		91.3%				497109		1212112		26.4%		64.3%

		6000				40		1000		3.8%		95.1%				194194		1406306		10.3%		74.6%

		8000				23		1023		2.2%		97.3%				162238		1568544		8.6%		83.2%

		>8000				28		1051		2.7%		100.0%				317492		1886036		16.8%		100.0%

						1051										1886036

				area		number

		<1000 ha		260258		450

		1000-4000ha		951854		510

		>4000ha		673924		91
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land Concentration in Mashonaland West
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Mash West
1886036 ha



						1988

								number										area

		200				15		15		3.2%		3.2%				1033		1033		0.1%		0.1%				50% owned less than 20% of land

		400				11		26		2.3%		5.5%				3352		4385		0.5%		0.6%				25% owned more than 50 %

		600				41		67		8.7%		14.2%				20696		25081		2.8%		3.4%

		800				44		111		9.3%		23.6%				31215		56296		4.3%		7.7%

		1000				64		175		13.6%		37.2%				57538		113834		7.9%		15.5%

		2000				177		352		37.6%		74.7%				247905		361739		33.8%		49.4%

		4000				104		456		22.1%		96.8%				273778		635517		37.4%		86.7%

		6000				12		468		2.5%		99.4%				62190		697707		8.5%		95.2%

		8000				2		470		0.4%		99.8%				13611		711318		1.9%		97.1%

		>8000				1		471		0.2%		100.0%				21310		732628		2.9%		100.0%

						471										732628

						area		number

		<1000 ha				113834		175

		1000-4000ha				521683		281

		>4000ha				97111		15
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Mashonaland Central Concentration of land Ownership among commercial farmers in 1988 (730 000 ha)
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Mash Central
732628 ha



						1988

								number										area

		200				192		192		33.0%		33.0%				15379		15379		2.0%		2.0%

		400				79		271		13.6%		46.6%				21287		36666		2.8%		4.8%				50 % of farmers owned 5% of land

		600				49		320		8.4%		55.1%				23113		59779		3.0%		7.9%				10 % owned more than 50%

		800				35		355		6.0%		61.1%				24246		84025		3.2%		11.0%

		1000				38		393		6.5%		67.6%				33115		117140		4.4%		15.4%

		2000				96		489		16.5%		84.2%				133841		250981		17.6%		33.0%

		4000				64		553		11.0%		95.2%				173166		424147		22.8%		55.8%

		6000				12		565		2.1%		97.2%				55797		479944		7.3%		63.1%

		8000				7		572		1.2%		98.5%				47151		527095		6.2%		69.3%

		>8000				9		581		1.5%		100.0%				233579		760674		30.7%		100.0%

						581										760674

						1979

								number										area

		200				306		306		32.1%		32.1%				23478		23478		1.8%		1.8%

		400				117		423		12.3%		44.4%				31452		54930		2.4%		4.3%

		600				66		489		6.9%		51.4%				32035		86965		2.5%		6.8%

		800				51		540		5.4%		56.7%				35078		122043		2.7%		9.5%

		1000				57		597		6.0%		62.7%				50391		172434		3.9%		13.4%

		2000				179		776		18.8%		81.5%				249109		421543		19.4%		32.8%

		4000				110		886		11.6%		93.1%				305102		726645		23.7%		56.5%

		6000				32		918		3.4%		96.4%				155190		881835		12.1%		68.6%

		8000				10		928		1.1%		97.5%				68002		949837		5.3%		73.9%

		>8000				24		952		2.5%		100.0%				335226		1285063		26.1%		100.0%

																				0.0%

						952										1285063

																										50% owned less than 4%

																										10% owned more than 50%

						area		number

		<1000 ha				172434		597

		1000-4000ha				554211		289

		>4000ha				558418		66
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Concentration of Land Ownership in Manicaland
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Land concentration in Manicaland in 1979
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Manicaland
1285063 ha



		

		1994 Source Roth : 20						number of farms				total				Ave farm				Percentage

												area				size				of LSCFs

		Individual ownership						2739				3841050				1402.3548740416				34.3%

		Company						1784				6842259				3835.3469730942				61.0%

		Central Government						33				54513				1651.9090909091				0.5%

		Local Government						4				14304				3576				0.1%

		Parastatal						18				353006				19611.4444444444				3.1%

		Co-ops						10				10422				1042.2				0.1%

		Other						72				97832				1358.7777777778				0.9%

								4660				11213386				2406.3060085837				100%

												28.70%

												of land area





		





						Region I		NR II		NRIII		NRs IV and V

		Manicaland				17		5.3		42.4		35.3

		Mash Central						42.1		18.2		39.7

		Mash East						31.5		40.9		27.6

		Mash West						36.9		34		29.1

		Midlands								64.2		35.8

		Masvingo								14.9		85.1

		Mat North								6.2		93.8

		Mat South										100





										ave farm size				smaller 50%				larger 50%				total area				Area		resettled areas

																						1988				1979

						manicaland				1309				155.2				2485.1				760674				1285063		524389

						Mashonaland west				1795				590.0				3021.0				1886036

						Mashonaland east				993				200.0				1799.2				957831

						mashonaland central				1555				851.1				2266.5				732628

																						3576495				4419863		843368

						mat north				3063				166.7				5960.6				992613

						mat south				4898				303.9				9573.7				1787827

																						2780440				4435187		1654747

						midlands				2677				319.0				5043.2				1689110				2253850		564740

						masvingo				8816				659.3				16971.9				2406667				2670253		263586

																						11213386				15064216		3850830
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Provincial Comparison of LSCF land ownership
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Average Farm size

Average size of smaller half

Average size of larger half of farms

Province

Farm Size (ha)

Provincial comparison of Farm sizes and variances




