
Background Information 

• Zimbabwe is a landlocked country located in Southern Africa 

• Its President is Robert Gabriel Mugabe in power since 
independence in 1980 

• The party in government is the Zimbabwe African National 
Union Patriotic Front (ZANU PF) since 1980 

• The main opposition is the MDC led by Morgan Tsvangirai 
formed in 1999 and in parliament since 2000 

• It has a population of about 14 million 

• About 70% of its population live in the rural areas and mainly 
rely on agriculture for a living  

• The next map shows the agro-ecological zones  

 

 

 

 
 

 



Zimbabwe Map showing the 5 Agro-
Ecological Zones  



Background  

• When Zimbabwe was colonized in 1890 by the 
British South African Company (BSAC) led by Cecil 
Rhodes, whites dispossessed blacks of fertile land  

• As a result,  the liberation movements promised 
that a post-colonial Zimbabwe would embark on 
radical land reform to right historical wrongs 

• This articulation contributed to political support 
for ZANU and ZAPU 

• After a protracted war, Zimbabwe eventually 
gained political independence in 1980.  

 



Background 

• In 1980,  4 500 whites owned 42 % of the agricultural 
land much of it prime land  

• The negotiating parties agreed that the new Zimbabwe 
government could only buy land on a willing buyer 
willing seller basis 

• Nevertheless, between 1980 and 1990 the government 
embarked on a successful redistributive land reform 

• However, between 1990 and 1999 very little was done 
as government adopted the neo-liberal structural 
adjustment programs and the dropped redistributive 
agenda  



Background 

• In the late 1990s, Zimbabwe was facing massive 
economic challenges  

• This coupled with the formation of the opposition MDC 
in 1999 was a real threat to Mugabe’s hold on power 

• Given the economic and political threat government 
adopted a series of populist policies designed to buy 
political support from its key constituencies 

• Within this matrix, Zimbabwe witnessed disorderly and 
violent processes of occupations of white-owned 
commercial farms on a scale unprecedented in post-
colonial Africa known as Fast Track 



Introducing Fast Track 

• In order to legitimise the use of violence ZANU PF articulated a 
calculated anti-colonial and anti-imperial ideology.  

• The land invasions were built on the symbolic appeal to war and 
metaphor of war. To ZANU PF, it became the third phase of the war 
of liberation, the Third Chimurenga, but this time the enemy was 
colonialism’s economic injustice as represented in the dual agrarian 
structure which ZANU PF had maintained and even defended for 
two decades.  

• In particular, ZANU PF articulated an exclusive, adversarial and racial 
nationalism to justify material accumulation and acts of state 
violence during Fast Track land reform. 

• The state’s ideology of exclusive nationalism created outsiders (sell-
outs) and insiders.  
 



Outcomes  

• What is fact is that, Fast Track Land Reform 
has radically transformed the agrarian 
structure from one dominated by white large-
scale farms to one dominated by a large group 
of small-holder producers. 

• About 150 000 households have benefited 
translating to about a million people 

• About 20 000 have benefited on A1 farms 

• Next table shows the hectares  

 

 



Outcome table  

Land category Hectares in 1980 Hectares in 1999 Hectares  to date 

Communal areas 16.4 16.4 16.4 

Old resettlement -   3.5   3.5 

New resettlement A1 

(smallholder)  

- -   4.1 

New resettlement A2 

(large scale) 

- -  3.5 

Small-scale commercial 

farms 

1.4 1.4  1.4 

Large-scale commercial 

farms 

15.5 11.7 3.4 

State farms 0.5  0.7 0.7 

Urban land 0.2 0.3 0.3 

National parks and forest 

land 

5.1 5.1 5.1 

Unallocated land 0.0 0.0 0.7 

Total 39.1 39.1 39.1 



Competing analytic Frameworks  

• A neo-classical economics perspective:  It focuses 
on farm efficiency, productivity and economic 
returns  (Agrarian question of capital) 

• It downplays the role of non-agrarian livelihoods, 
social and political networks and state practices  

• In a historical sense, too, this model has its roots 
in the analysis of how large-scale commercial 
farms operate and this limits its applicability to 
diverse small-scale farmers 



Competing analytic frameworks  

• Livelihoods approach- Combination of agriculture and non-
agriculture based activities (Agrarian question of labour) 

• It captures non-farm economic activities 
• Useful but its current application has lacked the role of 

local politics in shaping multiple and diverse livelihoods 
•  A Marxist approach -that focuses on the patterns of 

accumulation and the classes that emerge from such 
processes. 

•  Focuses on the contribution of agriculture to wider 
economic growth 

•  It is of use in that regard, but the narrow focus on class 
dynamics comes at the expense of social and political 
factors. 



Competing Analytic Frameworks  

• Social and cultural networks  –it emphasizes 
participation in social institutions as a way to 
strengthen social relations, which in turn, affect 
the terms on which people gain access to 
resources.  

• It has led to romanticisation of social networks.  

• This has led to studies focusing on the agency of 
resettled communities and side stepping the 
debate about winners and losers 



Competing analytic Frameworks  

• Depending on the analytic paradigm and the 
political positioning associated with the 
analysis, different ways emerge to the 
understanding of Fast Track 

• I argue that, of essence is the integration of 
state practices and wider politics in the 
analysis of Fast Track Land Reform 



Questions  

• From my perspective, we need to understand 
who is on the farms, what are they doing on 
the farms and  how are they doing it. 

• This is informed by fieldwork in Chipinge 
district, which is in the Highveld 

 



Researcher listening carefully during 
fieldwork 



Researcher taking notes  



Who is on the farms? 

• My results show three dominant types of 
beneficiaries:  

• war veterans 

• traditional authorities 

•  civil servants  

• security services 

• These are shown in the next table 

 



Beneficiaries in Chipinge 

Category Percentage of 

beneficiaries 

Civil servants  35.0 

Traditional authorities  22.2 

War veterans  16.7 

Security Services 15.0 

Other ‘Ordinary’   6.9 

Former Farm workers    4.2 

Total 100.0 



Why these categories? 

• Civil servants are critical to survival of the 
government. This was meant to ensure that 
personal, party and state interests became 
intertwined 

• For example, magistrate Samuel Zuze was offered 
Newcastle farm which belonged to Mike Jahme, a 
white farmer.  

• Mike Jahm went to court and Samuel Zuze who 
had been offered the farm presided over the case 
and said the farm was his.  



Offer Letter for Magistrate Zuze 



Beneficiaries  

• Security services- the government relied on 
the military for its survival. The use of force 
and state surveillance. This is ongoing. 

• The same applied to traditional leaders and 
war veterans who are constantly mobilizing 
the masses on the resettlement schemes 
especially during the time of elections 

• However, Women lost out – only 12.9% 
benefited 

 



Why did some lose out?  

• Farm workers :  
    The war veterans rounded people on the farms to a pungwe where we 

were told in no uncertain terms that farm workers were traitors like 
their bosses who had voted with the MDC in the referendum and were 
not going to get land. At the pungwe they made slogans like down 
with [Ian] Smith, down with the MDC. So the atmosphere was not 
conducive… They stressed that farm workers were working with the 
white man who was funding the MDC to derail the land reform. It was 
terrifying so I left to come and stay permanently with my husband who 
stays here [in Musikavanhu] (Mrs DD, Musikavanhu, 2012). 
 

– Fast Track was beyond redressing colonial inequalities in land 
ownership as it was also a means of punishing and/or eliminating a 
constituency of  white commercial farmers and “their” farm workers 
widely viewed  as opposition supporters 
 



Why some lost out? 

• An aspiring beneficiary explained:  

• I also wanted a piece of land because this area 
[Mutema] is dry but I could not submit my name 
to the ZANU PF [ward] chairperson because I am 
a known opposition supporter since the days of 
the great Ndaba [former president of ZANU 
Ndonga Ndabaningi Sithole]. The chairperson was 
saying the land is for ZANU PF people only. (Mr 
AE, Mutema, 2011). 

 



Why some lost out? 

• A member of the war veterans 
unapologetically defended the  partisan 
position:  

• ‘Those who were supporting the MDC must go 
and get their land in Britain. The land is for 
sons of the soil not sell outs’ (Mr GC, Mutema, 
2011).  

 



What are they doing on the land  

• My data shows that different levels of crop production 
are partly related to differential access to land 
holdings, farming inputs, labour, tillage, extension 
services, assets, income and social networks.  

• However, it is the process of gaining access to some of 
the  resources that is emphasised from a ‘skill, effort, 
hard work and economic viewpoint’ (Scoones et al. 
2010) that I find incomplete to explain social 
differentiation in the highly politicised case of 
Zimbabwe 

•  I argue that differential access to state patronage 
cannot be downplayed 



How are they doing it? 

• For example ,  the government introduced a 
number of  farming input schemes to support 
the newly resettled farmers.  

• The distribution became an important source 
of patronage. 

• Even in the communal areas the distribution 
was partisan 



President Mugabe distributing farming 
inputs to the Traditional Leaders 



How are they doing it? 

•  A local MDC MPs in Chipinge explained how the inputs were 
distributed:  

• The Chiefs were assisted by the soldiers and local ZANU PF 
structures to distribute the seeds. In the process some ZANU PF 
members who want to stand on the ZANU PF ticket in the next 
parliamentary election were at the centre of distribution as a 
launch to their campaign. People had to buy a new ZANU PF card 
which cost US$1 to be eligible for the inputs. Our [MDC] supporters 
did not receive the input. In some cases they were using the ZANU 
PF list of supporters which is kept by the village heads and verified 
by ZANU PF local leaders and aspiring ZANU PF councillors and 
MPs…However, some of the war veterans re-sold the inputs and 
squandered the money on beer (MDC MP, pers.comm, 2012). 
 



How are they doing it? 

• Those individuals with most political influence  
gained access to land with export crops and 
plantations that is macadamia and gum trees. 

• This was not due to crude agricultural 
planning but crude political positioning  

 



Gum tree poles ready to be 
transported  



How are they doing it? 

The chairman of the committee of seven unequivocally stated: 
• I suffered for this country…those white farmers when they 

came they brutally dispossessed us from our land and they 
took everything that was on the land. They took even our 
graves, our lions, our baboons and some fenced them and 
started making money saying game parks. Those 
oppressors were reaping our land and do you know whose 
labour they were using? You were not yet born… They 
forced our ancestors to be slaves working for them, clearing 
the land for them, planting, weeding and harvesting for 
them for free and the only prize they could get was a 
beating. Now it is our turn, in fact it was our turn to take 
and reap where we did not sow (Mr AR, Wedgehill, 2010). 
 



Emerging group of farmers  

A B C 

Produce food crops and 
small grains 

Produce food crops, 
small grains and export 
crops gum tree and 
macadamia) 

Produce food crops, 
small grains and export 
crops (gum trees and 
macadamia) 

Low crop yields Medium yields High yields 

Hire in less labour Hire in significant labour Hire in significant labour 

Low land utilisation High land utilisation High land utilisation 

Highly food insecure Food insecure Relatively food secure 



Children in food insecure groups 
malnutrition  



What about sustainability? 

• I have four doubts: 

• First, is the corrupt acquisition of materials , given the 
tight fiscal space some farmers are struggling. 
Government finding it difficult to sustain the dishing 
out of farm equipment and inputs as before  

• Second, investment is not broad. Sustainable 
investment is not just about agricultural hardware. 90% 
of respondents rated education services as poor, 87 % 
rated health services as extremely poor. 15 households 
had a member who had been ill for more than 6 
months that is chronic illness  

 



Children going to make-shift schools  



Sustainability 

• Third, no re-investment by some farmers in 
production  



Picture showing dwindling macadamia 
trees  



Sustainability 

• Fourth, tenure is linked to political parties governing 
the country. After the 2008 March 29 elections which 
MDC won, the farmers were skeptical. I quote a 
resettled farmer: 

• After the March [March 29, 2008] election white 
farmers [3] came back in the area to threaten us and 
told us that [President] Mugabe had lost hence we 
were supposed to pack within 48 hours…I am no longer 
as secure as I was before that...What we learnt is that 
the MDC is a sell-out; if they win the white man will 
come back (Mr AS, Wedgehill, 2010). 

 



Sustainability  

• The MDC gave an official response through its 
spokesperson: 

• ‘Land is a national heritage and asset which 
belongs to all Zimbabweans. No people-
centred government would seek to undermine 
the desire and need for land reform. As the 
MDC, we have underscored that there is no 
going back to the pre-2000 era’ . 



Sustainability 

• However, President Mugabe took advantage and cast 
himself as the sole guarantor of land rights. He 
reassured the resettled following the reports:  

• Land was acquired in the national interest following 
the amendment to the Constitution. Land acquired and 
legally resettled will never revert to the previous racist 
owner settlers. It is our land, our treasure. Inhaka 
yedu.Lilifa lethu. Let the colonialist know this is the 
final solution (Herald 2008).  

• The ZANU PF ruling elite is able to appropriate the 
language of nationalism and anti-imperialism for self-
aggrandisement.  



Sustainability  

• Despite Mugabe’s re-assurance some farmers still felt insecure   
• Researcher:   Do you still feel insecure give that no-one was evicted after the 2008 

Presidential election? 
• Mr BL: The future is somehow uncertain. 
• Researcher: Can you explain a little bit more? 
• Mr BL:  I mean we can get a new [political] leadership in future. 
• Researcher: Do you mean any MDC government or any other political party? 
• Mr BL:   No, MDC will never ever rule this country; I am scared of our comrades 

who might sell-out. 
• Researcher: You mean comrades from ZANU PF? 
• Mr BL: Yes, there are very few who can be as strong as President Mugabe. 
• Researcher: Why do you think other comrades can reverse this program? 
• Mr BL: They are not strong so they can make deals with the enemy and sell-us out, 

one thing. President Mugabe will never do. 
• Researcher: Which enemies? 
• Mr BL: They [some ZANU PF leaders] can make deals with the British. 

 



Conclusions  

• Though people had multiple claims to land such as: 

• Food security 

• Straddling of livelihoods  

• Political and historical 

• Social safety net 

• Production and accumulation 

 

ZANU PF manipulated such to set in motion a patronage 
based land reform program to stay in power 



Conclusions  

• From a theoretical perspective, I conclude that  
ZANU PF viewed the land question more from 
the logic of politics, that is the agrarian 
question of politics 

• Whereas MDC viewed the land question more 
from the logic of capital, that is the agrarian 
question of capital 

• This has helped to define their alliances within 
and across the borders at least for now! 



Researcher   


