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PRINCIPLES TO AGRICULTURE AND FOOD SECURITY 

• Physical capital resources: land and water are key resources; 
 
• Human capital: producers makes it possible be they small or large 

 
• Financial capital: credit provision and functional financial markets 

that deliver; 
 

• Technology: hardware is primary and different scales of technology 
deployment is fundamental; 
 

• Social capital: social relationships and a range of sociological 
phenomenon 
 

• Political stability: includes peace, and predictability of actions 
through policy and planning   



DOMINANT NARRATIVES 

 

• from a political narrative based on lost lands 
(SMALL)  

 

to  

 

• an economic narrative based on secure 
property rights and the development of a land 
market (LARGE). 



ROLE OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD SECURITY 

• Adequate & affordable food for increasing populations (especially 
urban).  
 

• Supply raw materials to diversified domestic industrial sectors and 
potential for exports.  
 

• Releasing labor for the industrial sector (if the above happens) and 
livelihoods (through incomes and self-sufficiency).  
 

• Enlarging the size of an effective market for the products (creating 
spin-offs). 

 
• Domestic savings for investment and capital formation. 

 
Small and Large farmers play different roles and work in 
complementarity to make agriculture work for economic growth and 
development.  



FOUNDATIONS OF ZIMBAWE’S AGRICULTURAL CRISIS …… Small and 

large scale not part of  the bigger picture!!! 

• Inequities despite progress; 

 

• Political power contestations; 

 

• Racial disharmony. 

 



PRE-FAST TRACK REALITY CHECK 
COMMON PERCEPTIONS REALITY 

Smallholders “subsistence” producers  80% national food 

 70% marketed maize, pulses, etc 

Most food supplied by large farmers  Mainly high value foods 

 High nutrition foods (milk, fruit) 

Little smallholder exports  Cotton; Tobacco; Paprika;  

 Beef via LSCF 

Rural employment mainly on large farms  LSCF: 320,000 (50% FT) 

 Com. Areas: 2 million+ 

Food production was adequate  

(“bread basket to basket case”) 

 Output declines from 1995+  

 High malnutrition levels throughout 

Customary Tenure Bad and  

 Freehold Tenure good 

 Mixed performance results 

- LSCF land underutilization 

- High smallholder productivity 

 Historic state investment bias 

 Wider non-tenure financing issues 

Environmental “crisis” 

 in C. Areas 

- Overcrowding/resilience 

- Low inputs system 

- Low water/rainfall resources 



POST-FAST TRACK REALITY CHECK 
COMMON PERCEPTIONS REALITY 

All large framers displaced • Many remaining 

Mostly elites got land (Zanu PF) • Non-elites 180,000 (A1) 

• 18,200 (A2) – includes big and ‘petty’ elites 

Total agricultural output collapse • Declined overall but complex 

• Less for some (eg cotton, beans, potatoes) 

• Picking the pieces (tobacco) 

Main problem is lost/lack of skills (former farmer workers and 

farm management) 

• Inputs supply is key 

Production declines ‘irreversible’ • Slow upward turn  (beans, tobac) 

All new farmers unproductive • Differentiated investment patterns 

• New output focus 

No investments on farms  

(tenure/banks) 

• Financing constraint 

• Mixed investment pattern 

Support systems dead  (inputs/services)  • Inadequate/new finance forms 

Environment destroyed  (trees/animals) • New clearance/regulation! 

Land tenure insecurity • Complex interrelated factors 



POLICY MATRIX: FACTORS AFFECTING AGRICULTURE PRODUCTION 

POLICY ARENA CONSTRAINING FACTOR/ PROCESSES SOURCE FACTOR 
Weather  Droughts, flooding 

 Mitigation/irrigation 
External Technology 

Land transfers and 
tenure 

 Reduced sizes/area planted (some crops) 
 Land disputes and conflicts 
 Tenure security 

Wider policy (clarity on 
land tenure)  

New resource & 

production 
structure; tenure 

Inputs use  Agro-industrial input supply bottlenecks 
 Distribution bottlenecks (markets/transport) 
 Access/affordability (credit) 

Macro-econ and 

agricultural policy 

Technology  
&capital 

Farmer skills and 
organization 

 Skills “deficit” 
 Extension services deficiency 
 New farmer organization  

Micro-institutional Extension 

Training 

Farm investments 
and financing 

 On-farm infrastructure/irrigation deficits 
 Domestic financing models/deficiency and inadequate 
 External financing limited at multi-lateral and bilateral 
 Smallholder recovery aid deficits 

Macro-econ policy 
deficiency & negative 

external policies 
(isolation/ratings) 

Finance system 

shift and reduced 

lending 

Markets loss  Marketing channels control/monopolies (capacity, 

incoherence, infeasible) 
 Flooding of the markets of imports without a 

competitive base 
 External agricultural markets loss (horticulture; beef; 

etc) 

 Tourists (image) and multipliers loss 
• Trade restrictions, smuggling 

External policies and 

economic policy 
incoherence 

Roles of state, 

markets; external 
relations 

Political factors • Conflicts over land  

• Poor planning, lack of policy inviting political 

opportunism  

Internal  Fissures in 

political parties 

no pressure on 

ruling party to 

account 



WHY LARGE FARMS SUCCEEDED PRIOR TO 2000? 

• Abundant and cheap labour force, using blacks they could treat harshly to extract more 
their agricultural economic fortunes (Rurtherford described this as domestic government); 

  

• An abundant source of capital through cheap concessionary loans from the AFC and from a 
banking system built around the needs of the white commercial farmer;  

 

• A large local agro-manufacturing sector that was a natural buyer of the produce delivered 
by the white farmer, with smallholder being accidental beneficiaries;  

 

• An ability by white farmers to mitigate natural droughts via initiatives such as irrigation and 
cloud-seeding to ensure timely rainfall in order to deliver their crops.  

 

• Technological and infrastructural development specifically built around the needs of the 
commercial sector; 

 

• Protection of property rights by government in colonial and post-colonial period; 

 

• Highly organised union and commodity association with an influence on government 
policies in agriculture and other sectors. 

 



WHAT LARGE SCALE SUCCEES MEANT? 

• It delivered directly between 250,000 to 350,000 jobs;  

 

• Contributed to the biggest export revenues (exports in sugar, tea/coffee, 
horticulture, commercial beef etc) 

 

• Inputs to factories that supplied goods for domestic and exports. 

 

• Contributor to the tax revenues from exporters, importers, factories, shops 
and shoppers in various commodity chains.  

 

• Farms also generated business for suppliers of farm machinery and 
implements, crop chemicals and veterinary supplies, and for banking, 
insurance, transport and  construction service providers. 

 

• Rudimentary social benefits of schools, clinics and accommodation for the 
workers and their families, who totaled about two million people. 



WHY SMALL FARMERS WERE ENVIOUS AND “POLITICIANS” BECAME 

ANGRY FOR THEM? 

 Inequitable land rights based on all forms of matrixes (gender, age, ethincity, 
origins);  
 

 Negative effects of ESAP on smallholder (industry and agriculture) in the 
1990s – increase in poverty; 
 

 Government protected large farmers from 1980 to 2000 on economic 
grounds with expectations of trickle down;  
 

 Economic efficient arguments of large farms debunked by studies by the ODA 
(1988 and 1996), World Bank (1991 and 1995), Report of the Comptroller 
Auditor General (1993) who contrary to received “ideological wisdom” 
argued that small farms were more efficient and used more land that large 
farms: All argued for the need for greater distribution of land; 
 

 Farmers unions were not strong and divided across the smallholder sector, 
with very little influence on government policy. 
 
 

 



WHY SMALL FARMERS WERE EQUALLY A SUCCESSFUL UNDER 

DIFFICULT CONDITIONS? 

 Employed over 1.2 million people in the customary systems;  
 

 Made the largest contributions to maize (high of 2 million MT) for food 
security, cotton production (high of 350,000MT), smallgrains (sorgum and 
milets), groudnuts and sunflower; 
 

 Contributed 60% of Zimbabwe’s food requirements, today they are and 
produced 1.4 million tonnes of maize in 2013/4 farming season;  
 

 Over 100,000 tobacco farmers are generating between US$500-600 million 
annually without state interference; 
 
 
 
 

 



GOVERNMENT – SETTLER RELATIONS IN FAST TRACK FARMS (FTFS) 

• Accommodative relations and not necessarily combative; 

 

• Have a sense of needing each other, to achieve a set of different objectives, 
livelihoods being central; 

 

• New farmers in FTFs are not weak or passive, they define their room of 
maneuver and know their boundaries with the state; 

 

• State exhibition of power at the national level on land matters, reflects the 
strong bargaining power of new farmers on the ground; 

 

• Settlers can hold the state to ransom, when they so wish; 

 

• When the conditions are right and resources available, the state can also be 
benevolent to the new farmers. This is not isolated because subsidies to the 
poor makes significant difference.  



GOVERNMENT’S VIEW ON LAND TENURE AND LAND RIGHTS 

• Government strategies: 
– Wanted as many people on the land as possible at the beginning of the 

FTLRF, issues of rights and ownership were secondary to land takeovers; 
– Sought to build confidence in FTFs for the benefit of the settled farmers 

through assurances on their stay, despite contestations over 
settlement; 

– Emphasized minimum level farmer support, biased towards new 
farmers; 

– Re-oriented service organisation towards agriculture, as a process to 
back the FTLRP;  

 

• Government preference on land tenure: 
– Prefers LEASEHOLDS for all FTFs; 
– Regard LEASEHOLDS as good as title deeds; 
– Argues that LEASEHOLDS are used internationally in countries such as 

Mozambique, Zambia, Tanzania and China, with success; 
– Argues that LEASEHOLDS provides tenure security for producers; 
– Opposes FREEHOLD title for their tendencies of being exclusionary to 

the poor, could lead to reconcentration of land in the fewer rich, and 
may lead to ‘reversal of land reform gains’. 
 



SETTLER VIEWS OF LAND TENURE AND RIGHTS 

• Settlers confused by conflicting statements on tenure expressed by 
government and bankers; 
 

• Confused by statements to the effect that they can or cannot put long 
term investments on the land they have settled on (policy statements 
are said to be ineffective, inefficient and problematic); 
 

• Unsure about govt’s long term objectives with the land reform 
programme; 
 

• Unsure of the intentions of the former large scale land owners, 
spending lots of time and resources in local and international courts; 
 

• Unclear about the provisions of inheritance on the current land; 
 

• Unsure about the objectives of the LAND AUDITING that they have 
come to live with. 
 
 
 



SETTLERS STRATEGIES TO RECLAIM LAND RIGHTS 
• Good land use practices exhibited by: 

– Intensive use of land (irrigation, cropping regimes, assets on farms etc); 
– Changed lifestyles of the new farmers; 
– A number of farmers in both A1 and A2 have moved to new farms on a permanent basis, with 

their families. 

 
• Land use simulation (pretending to use the land): 

– Burning stalk as a sign of use; 
– Putting unviable or un-strategic crops; 
– Phenomenon of rent-a-cow when government auditors are in the area; 
– Using smaller portions of their farms as a ‘sign of use’. 
 

• Split production systems: 
– A1 closer to their communal areas tend to oscillate between FTF and communal plots (others have 

created new families through marrying additional wives, creating new social problems). 
– Maintaining production unit away from FTFs for A2 farmers through maintaining a formal job. 
– Phenomenon of weekend farming, which is open and condemned by government but which 

continued especially in districts such as Mazowe closer to Harare;  
 

• Claiming land on the basis of ancestral rights, as part of the local clans; 
 

• ‘Illegal’ investments in assets then approaching land committees to legitimize illegal 
occupations; 
 

• Negotiating in the ‘corridors’ for land swaps, legitimizing illegal occupations and 
there are allegations that cash is used in some of the processes. 
 
 
 



EXITING & ABANDONING FTFS 
• Exiting FTF areas (but not exiting farming): 

– Movement from A2 to A1: to manage land within their financial capacities; 

– Movement from A1 to Communal Area: giving up on resettlement, mostly influenced by 
incapacity to use the land: 

– Moving from A2 to formal job in town: analysis of options but unsure about farming; 

– Oscillation between FTFs settlements: very unsure, and in most cases ‘pirates of the land’ who 
perennially invade farms just to harvest produce fall into this category. 

 

• Abandoning FTFs: 
– Abandonment of resettlement: Farmers from both A1 and A2 schemes who have completely 

abandoned the resettlement schemes voluntarily without telling anybody.   

– New farmers with second thoughts but hanging on: There are new farmers who have second 
thoughts about utilizing plots and are simply living by the day, but not doing anything with the 
land.  

– Leaving plots with somebody: They leave the land with friends, relatives or rent out to others.   

– Surrendering land to authorities: there are very few incidences when new farmers surrender 
plots, usually it is when they move to a new scheme.  



LOCAL LEVEL STRATEGY TO RETAIN LAND RIGHTS 

• Settlers political strategies to retain rights: 
– Settlers are not a lame duck, and they juggle politics because they know the weaknesses of 

the state on land matters;  
– Government needed ‘many’ settlers to prove the land reform was a success; 
– Investing on the land without offer letters; 
– Land occupations and threats of the same are used as a negotiation for land rights; 
– Accusing government officials of ‘letting the President down’ by not providing adequate 

resources on time. 

 
• Holding the state to ransom: 

– Settlers claim that they are ‘government’ so how can government evict itself? 
– Government cannot mass evict settlers because it will create a political storm that can engulf 

it;  
– Simply refusing to move ‘when ordered to do so’, and wait for their fate or to see what the 

state can do to them. 

 
• Evidence of the power of settlers:  

– threatening remaining white farmers; 
– Continued land occupations, because the demand for land remains high; 
– Creating alliances with authorities (many who are also new farmers) as a buffer against 

evictions. 

 
• At times settlers declare ‘cease fire, - lets negotiate’ with the state: negotiating 

and agreeing on stay of execution such as replanning through proper dialogue and 
understanding each other. 
 
 



STATE STRATEGIES TO KEEP SETTLERS ON CHECK 

• Political control: 
– Creation of new structures for land control (taskforces) 
– Working with formal institutions to manage interest groups to abide by rules; 
– Availing economic resources to new farmers. Availing subsidies – touches on the moral 

economy of the settlers. 

 
• In cases of litigation: sometimes the state support the former commercial farmers, 

which creates uncertainty about what is going on! 
 

• Giving free land in its own right; 
 

• Technical control through: 
– Survey and demarcation; 
– Threats of replanning 

 
• Land audit threats and promise or reminders to remove non-performers; 

 
• Using the media (state) to create emotions, anxiety and uncertainty through 

claiming that whites are coming back to take YOUR LAND; 
 

• Creation of disorder through providing contradictory statements i.e.  that no one 
will ever be removed from their land, and then in the same script non-performers 
will be removed. 
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DEEPENING CRISIS OF THE TWO NARRATIVES  

The political narrative 
(SMALL) 

• Developing a sustainable 
land reform model beyond 
political power; 

• Securing political control 
over farmland (done); 

• Skills development for new 
custodians of ‘lost lands’; 

• Land distribution and 
achieving equitability; 

• Costs of Fast Track 
Programme 

 

 

The economic alternative 
(LARGE) 

• Dissolving the dual agrarian 
economy; 

• Land transfers through the 
market (hardly delivered); 

• Misgiving about a ‘market-
assisted’ approaches; 

• Property rights in relation to 
investment, productivity 

• Socially responsibility 
drowned by land market. 

 



LAND REFORM ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK – BEYOND SMALL OR LARGE!!!! 

 Back-up the land holding structure to address exclusions/equity (Gender, 
farm workers, ethnicity, landless poor, whites and foreign) 

 Strengthen tenure system transformed for allowing for diverse forms & need 
for security (leases, permits; freeholds; customary) 

- Secure rights (use, transfer, exclusion and collaterability 
- Capable, equitable land administration/adjudication (protection) 
 

 Sustainable land use regulation (define regulation and incentives), need of 
specialised farming area (conservancies, forestry) and urban and peri-urban 
land; 

 Compensation for acquired farms needs negotiation and develop a long-term 
policy instrument for future compensation on any tenure regime; 

 Promote diverse production and marketing systems; national interests: 

- Facilitate inputs and outputs markets (less parastatal monopoly)  
- Reform of state interventions (marketing, rethink subsidies and targeting; 

public support) 
 



LAND ADMNISTRATION – BEYOND SMALL OR LARGE!!!! 

 ZLC functional and independent (give space); 

 

 LIMS using latest technology for information management; 

 

 Land survey, registration and cadastre 

 

 Skills development and capacity in MLRR 

 

 Co-ordination with other line Ministries 

 

 Hardware needs of the MLRR addressed 

 

 Public awareness programmes and no hiding of data that enhances image of 
the MLRR and facilitates stakeholders to participate 

 


