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ABSTRACT

The thesis examines tipgocessesf social differentiation amongst households living on farms
transferred throug®South African land reformardt he degree t o which t he
of the cattle economy accounts for these proce3$esevidence idrawn fromsix farmsowned

by Communal Property Associations (CPAshich arepart ofthe Besters Land Reform Project

in the Besters Distriaf KwaZulu-Natal.

Drawing on the scholarship of critical political economisise thesisshows that social
differentiation is a dynamic processthat both underliesand exacerbas conflicts over the
commercial production of collectively owneadttle. This finding is derivedrom examining the
articulationof three analytically distinct processes. These are the diversification of livelihoods in
response to diminishing opportunities for regular wage employment; the social stratifications
arisingpartly from the unequal ownership of cattle; and the differential claims on and extractions
made from CPA land and cattle production.

The thesis showthat some households are able to accumulate agricultural capital and expand
their cattle herds by securing angnshronising a range of livelihoods, including wage
employment, social grants and subsidies from CPA farm production. Others, unable to
synchronise livelihoods arising from social processes that often run counter to one another, find
their cattle herds dégted as they draw on them to survive. When their agricultural production
declines, their capacity to generate a livelihsodficiently robust to withstand shocis put at

risk. This places the collectively owned land, income and assets of the CPAscantle of a



politics defined by the contradiction between meetirgrieeds of social reproduction the one

hand, and accumulating farm capital, on the other. This is evidenced in the dynamic nature of the
hybridised farm systems inwhich cattle farmig for multiple purposes cexists with the
production of ctile as commoditieReflecting this materiality, the politics of the CPA draws on

older relationshipof kinship, underpinned by ceremonial uses of cattle that both reflect and

generate broader sio-economic inequalitiesThe outcome of thifluid and complexXd po | i t i ¢ s ¢
the farmé determines whether | and reform pro

number of households involved in agricultural petty commodity productiSaocial
differentiation is exacerbated on farms that disband collective production, while households are
both more likely to continue farmin@r to re-enter agriculturapetty commodity production

where CPA production provides capital and labour inputs

The impications of these findings arthat the problems of production on many land reform

farms cannot be explained simply in terms of CPAs as troubled instituRatiser, thalynamics

of differentiation constitute CPAs and their enterprises as sites of struggleretider

collectively owned production unstable under current land and agrarian policy frameworks.
Policy priorities that take cognizance of this politics and support farm level adjudications of
member 6s rights to | and, tuealpcapitah dccurautatbrs o axd h ar
communal property arrangements could result in limited transformations of the agrarian

structure.
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1. I TUATI NG SOUTH AFRI CAGS AGRARI AN QUI

1.1. Introduction

Animportantpb i cy obj ect i ve -pparthé&doand and afyrarran ref@m s p o st
has been to address the extreme dualism of the agrarian structure inherited from its
colonial and apartheid history by using land reform to redistribute land and drive rural
economicgrowth (DLA, 1997: 914). However, not only has this objective not been
achieved nearly 20 years after the first democratic elections (Hall and Cliffe, 2009: 1,
Hall, 2009 41-2), the reforms have also generated a dualism of a different kind. Debates
abou the changing aims and objectives, and successes and failures of land and agrarian
reform are often couched in a set of explicit oppositions: politics versus economics, white
versus black farmers, small versus large farmers, commercial versus sub$etaecs,

and group versus individual farming. Attempts to recognise that the terrain is more
complex and dynamic, such as by Hall and Cliffe (2009: 4) and Jara and Hall (2009:
216), nevertheless often resort to the same terms, hencessugesistence, semi
commercial or commercialgrientated smallholders or peasants. While these
oppositions are useful to describe the features of the agrarian structure, they tend to direct

attention to the ends of the polarities rather than to the relationships thah ¢kptai

In this thesis, | use a classalytic approach to examine how the commercialisation of
the cattle economy gave rise to new dynamics of social differentiation on the Besters
Land Reform Project in KwaZuliMatal, a project widely presented as annepke of
successful land reform. (Binswangsral, 2008; DennyDemitriou, 2009; Natal Mercury,
2007; Hofstatter, 2007) In the Besters context, instead of -clgapolarities and
oppositions, | found a world bursting with relational tensions and conifigtslation to
livelihoods, social organisation and lodavel politics. At the heart of these was a
fundamental contradiction between social reproduction and capital accumulation, a key
contradiction of the capitalist mode of production as analysed oy, Mdich generates
struggles at multiple levels of production and in social relations. These struggles are key

to shaping the dynamic processes of social differentiation taking place on the farms and



to understanding a distinctive local politics that plac c o mmer ci al farm i
established through land reform at risk. Certainly there are winners and losers, but they

cannot be inferred directly from the policies that inform the project. They emerge rather

as the outcome of complex interactions betwistorical structures of opportunity and

constraint, and actions taken in response to these. These incipient class formation
processes exist as shadows rather than structures: consolidations, gains, reversals and
losses, shaped partly by local and corgimgfactors and partly by how processes

unfolding locally intersect with broader social processes.

The South African context with its HBextreme
is one that is different both from other countries in therggiionand from the historical

context in Europe that shaped the classic formulation of the agrarian question with regard

to the role of agriculture in the transition to capitalism. It thus raises the tension between

the analysis of capitalism as an ineluctaptecess of history at large and the very

particular paths of its development in different places at different times. The distinctive

nature of rural poverty in South Africa sharply raises the question of what role, if any,

land and agrarian reformhasiddr essing i ssues of fdAempl oymen
poverty and inequality in contemporary conc
Laughlin et al, 2013: 4) 0, conditions arising from

distant past in relation td¢ rapid changes that have taken place in commercial farming

since the 1970s (Bernstein, 201D38; Bernstein, 199§ and its incorporation into fat

Weis( 2007) <calls the figlobal food economyo.
context because it widely argued that land reform in South Africa has failed to boost
production on transferred farms, improve the quality of life and livelihoods of
beneficiaries, and to meet policy targets for land transfer (Hall and Cliffe 2009: 6),
although the degreexint and definition of this failure has recently been questioned
(Cousins, B and Dubb, A. 2013; Alibet al, 2013: 34). Despite these contentions, it is

not entirely clear what the social, economic and political processes are that undermine

land reformobjectives.

These issues are located in important and interconnected debates with a vast body of

associated literature across many disciplines. In this thesis, | have drawn particularly on



the concepts of petty commodity production and social differemtiahs elabotad by

Gibbon and Neocosmos (1®8and Bernstein (1986, 1988) as well as accumulation paths

(Byres, 2002: 55), in order to facilitate a relational and dynamic analysis of social change

on the farms at Besters. | use this in an attempt towerthe question raised by Cousins
(2013: 117) of whether Aaccumul ation from b
reform contexts in South Africa. The case study of the Besters Land Reform Project
provides a useful lens for assessing the social disamhat underlie the agrarian
transformation that is taking place in the South African countryside and helps to extend

the range of explanations for why land reform projects sometimes fail.

This chapter sets out the context, questions and rationalantbiah this thesis. | begin

by sketching the Besters Land Reform Project and describe how it came about. | then
consider the dualistic features of South Afr
Aduall economyo met aphor dnc ageariat poicires andh r r i e d
converged on the notion of #Ablack emerging ¢
strategy sometimes described as #fAbacking wi
many critiques, both critics and proponents tend to negledtal area of rural class

formation, namely, how agricultural commercialisation fosters social differentiation in

land reform contexts. | then frame questions related to this neglect in debates about the
agrarian question and social differentiation, befalescribing the methodology and

research design | used to undertake the research. | conclude the Chapter by outlining the
structure of the thesis as a whole.

1.2. The Besters Land Reform Project

The Besters Land Reform project is in the north of the Emithitiadysmith local

municipality, which lies in the nortlvest of the KwaZultNatal province. In 2005, land

reform resulted in the transfer of thirteen farms to 170 former labour tenant and farm

worker households organised into groups of owners holding tarough Communal

Property Associations (CPAS). It was a case in which the land claims of labour tenants

and farmresident employees were settled through local negotiations with the landowners
rather than through gov edomnnapproach. Althoughphiec al |y

claimants had registered claims in terms of the Land Reform (Labour Tenants) Act of



1995, the process of i mpl ementation conforn
model of land reform promoted by the World Bank and apprdyethe South African

government Landowners received market prices for the land they had sold within two

years of agreements being reached, a pace of implementation rarely seen land reform.

The amount of land and project funds secured had exceeded what haigh been

expected had the land claims been settled through the labour tenant policy provisions.

Most importantly, within two years, a number of the CPAs were selling weaned oxen

along with maize and soy crops, signalling that successful commercialcphordwas

taking place. A World Bank report (Binswangetrr al, 2008), along with landowners,

officials, researchers and media described the project as an example of successful, locally

negotiated, decentralised land reform in which everyone was a winner.

The land transferred was about 21% of the farmland in the district, and amounted to a
mean land allocation of 88 hectares and mean expenditure of R148,000 to each
beneficiary household, with a total project cost to the state of R25,24 million. The
project had managed to secure access to the greater amounts of beneficiary grant
available through the Land Redistribution and Agricultural Development Programme
(LRAD) as well as additional project finance through the Department of Agriculture.
Success was alsattributed to purchases of capital assets (cattle, tractordijgttang
equipment), farm plans developed by local farmers and gy@&&pmentoring programme
involving the sons of local white farmers. Binswangeal (ibid) attributed this outcome

to the increased project finance resulting from msiékeholder involvement, including a

number of government departments, and successful local negotiations.

However, by 2007 the characterisation of 0
concerns over the widpgead and escalating conflict on the transferred farms, along with

the collapse of the overarching mdtakeholder governance committee, a-poofit

company by the name of Abrina. When 1 initially visited the farms in 2010 to obtain
permission to undeake this research, allegations of corruption and misappropriation of

funds directed at individual CPA committees, their members and Abrina were rife.

Conflicts between the land reform farm residents and neighbours (both commercial

farmers and people on ldrunder a traditional authority), between households, within



households, and between CPA members and their committees were constantly alluded to,

while cattle theft on some of the farms became the shorthand for all that had gone wrong.
Binswangeret al (ibid) argued that the institutions at farm level were wedake CPA
constitutions and Ohouse rul esdmmeadigwai r ed s u
liberal technical fix, advisetl h a t Aistandard sanctions be det
committee wihi n each CPA be establ i shibidt 34).0 deal
Neverthel ess, Astrong | ead e ibid)hddplayedeamott fic o hes

in those farms continuing to enjoy success.

In addition to the conflicts, the staff at the Depaatinof Agriculture were concerned at
declining productivity on the farms and claimed that the land reform beneficiaries were
not Aproper far mer so. ( Gwamand a, 2011) Al th
evidence of production collapse, the offisimhade three claims that stood out. The first
was that the evidence of declining production was in the number of CPAs that had
divided up their collectively owned cattle as a result of internal conflict and distributed
them to their members. The second whet the beneficiary households were farming
cattle to increase their dignity or social status rather than to produce beef cattle for sale,
as the former white owners of these farms had done. The third claim was that the farms
were being overgrazed becaubke beneficiaries were reluctant to sell their livestock. The
solution, according to these officials, was that the farmers needed to be trained to become
commercial, and that commercial farming entailed, at the least, regular sales of young
oxen primariy at formal stocksales. (DoA meeting, 2011)

This thesis has involved the interrogation of these various claims. What has become clear
is that the Besters Land Reform Project is more than a case of successful land transfer
and commercial farming. It is @sa case that illuminates debates about different farming
systems and the various purposes they serve. The -gooupPAowned cattle herds
remaining on some of the farms are run on commercial lines and are thus similar to
commercial beef production systenn the district. Alongside these, however, are the
much smaller household owned cattle herds that are kept for a range of purposes,

including sal es, but also for social- and cei



ecology is primarily suited to ttee production, much farming at household level includes

producing a range of livestock and crops both for home consumption and sale.

Land reform has thus, in effect, reproduced
structural similarities withdbour tenancy. The allocation of commercial beef herds to

CPAs replicated the farm production system of the previous white farmer, while the
agreement secured by labour tenant land claimants to be allowed to own cattle separately

from the CPA and to havand for household cropping has allowed the continuation of

familiar household farming systems. However, the relationship between the household

and groupowned cattle herds, how this is managed, and the different rationales
underpinning the different prodiien purposes and strategies is less often noted in the
characterisation of the project as either succeeding or failing. Furthermore, the labour
regimes had changed profoundly. The various struggles over conditions of labour tenancy

and thecontradictiong ener at ed by the Al and for | abouro
ways of organising work on farms and in cities. These struggles were acute following the

rapid changes in the conditions for agrarian capital accumulation in the 1970s and its
accompanying deands for a smaller, skilled workforce, on the one hand, and the
prospect of land claims under a democratic government, on the other. Although the
conflicts on CPA owned farms cannot be attributed to the same labour regime, their
source nevertheless lige household struggles toesolve the contradiction between

social reproduction and accumulation albeit under new conditions.

What is also not noted in commentaries about the success of the Besters Land Reform

Project is the striking fact that the larg@éstome source of households living on the

farms is not farming but offarm wage work, followed by social grants. While income

from farming is the third largest source of income, and thus not insignificant, this is, for

most households, mainly the resoiitfarming at household level and not farming at CPA

l evel. However, wh at this research shows i
farmerso, or accumulating petty commodity opr
between their own farming, CPAariming, social grants and, in some casesfaofth

wage employment is key. In contast, those households unable to secure and synchronise

their livelihood strategies find that their cattle herds are depleted, their agricultural



production is in decline antheir capacity to generate a secure livelihood is at risk. A
critical factor shaping a househol dbés part.
exercise over CPA decisions. This places the CPA and its assets at the centre of a politics

that not onlyhas a dynamic impact on who wins and who loses on the farm, but which

draws on older lineage contestations, which in turn shape how power is wielded on the

farms.

Despite the continuities between past and present, the changes in ownership and locus of
decsiontrmaking fashioned by land reform on the Besters farms, combined with new,
albeit increasingly limited, opportunities for permanentfafin wage employment have
together created new spaces for reconfiguring petty commodity production on the farms.
While the historical social patterns leading up to and shaping land reform allowed for
some former labour tenants (particularly those who are men) to derive greater benefit
from land reform than others, the structural changes both on the farms and more broadly
after land reform have created spaces for some to begin to accumulate capital and expand
their farming, while others struggle to straddle the multiple rural and urban livelihoods
necessary to secure their reproduction,dreincipientclass formatiorprocessis at the

root of the conflicts

13. Agrarian structure and fAemerging Cco0mme
Despite considerable recent empirical evidence and long theoretical debate raising doubt

about whether South Africa has a dual economy, land and agrarian pobegn risf

increasingly centred on the notion of the emerging commercial farmer as a means of
bridging these two disconnected economic worlds. At one level, the notion of dualism is

a useful metaphor and shorthand for the stark inequalities inscribed inctaksed

pattern of landholding and wealth in the countryside (Du Toit & Neves, 2007: 149). On

the other, when this metaphor becomes a means of analysing a problem, then the policy
prescriptions are at risk of neglecting the real relations that undexlreataphor.

Il n 2003, for mer President Thabo Mbeki char a
economyo: one modern and developed and the o
(Mbeki, 2003). Mbeki used the metaphor of a double story building withstaie

bridging the divide between the two floors by building ladders to facilitate the movement



of the poor to join the rich on the top floor. The dual economy thesis resonates with

debates in the 1970s between Marxists and neoclassical economisthabelationship

bet ween race and class in South Africads hi ¢
the agrarian structure was the result of political distortions of what would otherwise have

been a linear economic growth pattern, while Wolpe (1%f8ued that the native

reserves with their subsistent agriculture were integral to ensuring the supply of cheap,

migrant wage labour on the back of which mining was able to industrialise.

Neverthel ess, the dwual i st i ariancshrumtur@a are veel i st i c s
documented and can be summarised by referring to three core features: ownership of land

and capital, methods of production and levels of productivity; and state support. The
primary owners of agrarian capital and land are a sm@lakit rapidly declining number

of mainly white farmers, about 40,000 in 2007, down from 58,000 in 1993 (Adtlegy

201 3: 15), who own about 85% of the country
the countryside reside a growing number of black&as, approximately 2,75 million in

2010, up from 2,2 million in 2002kid). The white farmers own their farms in private

ownership while most black farmers access land in the former Bantustans through the
institutions of chieftaincy The average farmzs of the larger owners is 1,200 hectares
(Gbetibouo and Ringler, 2009: 7), while the arable land sizes held by black farmers are

described as Avery small o (Vink and Van Rooy

Production systems are also described in dualistic terms. Blaokl&od farmers are

often described as paime farmers who use lownput , it r a-thiernsiveonal 0,
production systems for mainly subsistence purpoBésyesand Meyer 2003; Louw,

2013), while largescale farmers are described as-fufle, commerial, capitatintensive

farmers who use modern production technologies to secure high levels of productivity

and are expotoriented. Historically, the institutional infrastructure of agricultural
support has also differed in quality, availability and asitéldy between commercial

and subsistence farms (Coetzee and Van Zyl, 1992; Hall, 2009: 121), resulting in poverty

! This simplifies a highly contested debate in South Africa about how land is at the centre of colonial and
current distortions of custom and traditional authority, which is well surasdfy chapters by different
authors in Claassens and Cousins (2008).



concentrated in the former homelands. (Binswanger and Deininger, 1993: 1451; Lipton,
1996: 409412).

However, empirical evidence has begtm challenge the idea of two independent

economic spheres, suggesting far more blurring and interpenetration of categories than

the metaphor allows. Attempts to clarify the definitions of laigd smaliscale farmers

have drawn attention to the differeniing dynamics on either side of the divide (Kirsten,

2011; Cousins, 2010). Rapid concentration of agricultural land and capital along with the
dropping out of less efficient producers has been occurring since the late 1980s, forged

by a section of agrariacapital that successfully pushed for a fundamental restructuring

of the sector through degulation, the dismantling of the marketing boards and the
elimination of subsidies and cheap credit. By 2005 private companies owned 0,6% of all

farms in 2007 buproduced a third of the total income (Liebenberg, 2013: 28). This
concentration of production, evidenced in the beef sector in the declining number of
feedlots that produce mostt he countrydés beef, has been acc
of whatisnowbei ng called the HfAagribusHidlpmes secto
global commodity chains (Hall, 2012; Greenberg, 2013), and the financialisation of the
production process (Anseeuw, 2013). These changes have resulted in both a decline in,

and restructung of wage employment on farms, with ftilne employees declining by

36% between 1993 and 2007 (Alibetrr al, 2013: 15), and an increased substitution of

full-time workers with seasonal or contract workers.

Processes of differentiation are also repodatbngst farmers in the former Bantustan

areas. Alibeet al (2013: 15), with some caution about the data, shows that in 2010 there

wer e 150 0O0O-oficemmedoi aslmay | hol der s - and 2,
orientatedo householotdsrs grew bye29% loetweea 2002 and s mal
2010, contributed R5,3 billion to rural incomes, and employed in the region of 10% of

agricultural workers nationally (Alibest al, 2013: 15).

Theoretical scepticism about t haso @bdundc | econ
(Renoldsand Van Zy] 2006). Cousins (200221), for instance, asserts that not only

does South Africa have a single integrated



policieso within the o6firstdo etcogedmyi n hahbe
6secondb6 economy. Du Toi't (2004 11) agrees
economy that has created an Adi mpoverished pe
i ncorporation into the econo mktiorafrordbeloaci al i s e

constrained by the Adepth of corporate penet

Cousins frames the problem in class terms. Drawing on Bernstein (2004), he argues that

the concentration, scale and productivity of agrarian capital roemfithat the key

guestion today is not one of capital investment at a global level but of labour
reproduction, particularly in |l ess developed
conditions of ever more iIinsecarmalwagecteompd 03
survivalist activity, across a range of sites: urban and rural, agricultural and non
agricultural, wage and sef mp |l oy ment 0 ( CoW).sStruggles for2l@n@ 5 : 266
reform can be explained by these fragmentations of classes of lafwbthenr struggles

for survival.

Du Toit and Neves (2007), however, question the notion that power is centred in solid

class oppositions with their unequal and differentially distributed social and spatial

effects. Rather, the limits of the dual economytapior lies in its failure to grasp that

power has multiple sources and coalesces around dispersed nodal points. This is a
compl ex |l andscape of mul tiple intersections
bring cheaper food ¢€é | okat talye wlibidalv®),cyev e ms
which i mpacts on the configuration of A comj
|l iveli hoods and economic activity that ar e
net woibidk 468). If their view the conneahs between class, kinship and gender

should be viewed not as simple, linear and static constellations of power and identity, but

as complex, dynamic and fluid relations that together explain particular social structures

and the forces that drive change.

Despite the substantial debate about the accuracy and usefulness of the dual economy
thesi s, the idea continues to be wused to ¢
example, the business media, MoneyWeb and the WBbddn k 6 s Sout h Afri ca

1C



2014 ard to be the basis for the formulation of policy interventions. One such response
is apparent in the growing convergence in land and agrarian reforms since@@ddd

on the notion of the emerging commercial farmer as a bridge between the disconnected
eonomies as is discussed further in chapter 3.

Although land reform in South Africa has been through a number of phases (Greenberg,

2013: 9), these are characterized by a shift in emphasis rather than radical discontinuity
(Hebincket al, 2011) and contireito reflect ambivalences around questions of farm size

and viability, moving between an emphasis on sisedle farming and its claimed

efficiencies and then to models that emphasis the economies of scale and productivity of
largescale commercial farming Nevertheless, the land and agricultural policy
convergence on the notion of the fAemerging c

emphasis on integration into commodity markets.

The most recent of these policy developments, the Recapitalisatibierelopment
Programme Policy (DRDLR, 2013) , aims to sup
Asuccessful agricultural businesso through
chains with the hel pibig 10). ihe sttagylépicts thedigeara gr i ¢ u |
and progressive Agraduati ono of far mer s t !
increasingly complex production and market structures. The policy states that this
recognition of di fference depantsusoomndhes
thus sensitive to their different needs and different levels of development in terms of
technical capacity (farming, business management and marketing, access to resources and
willingness to take risksilfid, 13). Class differentiation is teureinterpreted in

neoclassical terms of differential access to skills and markets familiar imLipt® wo r k

(1985.

A theme of continuity that emerges across the policies is the intensification of market
relations This includes the deeper integrationlaid reform beneficiaries into uand
downstream agricultural commodity markets, skills development through the mentoring
provided by the large commercial farm sector, the deeper involvement dfusgness

through partnerships as a substitute for tleetse 6 s mi ni mal i st rol e, ar

11



Agraduati ono of the emer gi rcgto expornpreduceri a l far
What the policies fail to consider is that these processes are also accompanied by the

6shaking outdé of attheddse who do not o6gradu

The ambivalence around scale apparent in land reform policy development thus

di sappears when It comes to deepening mar |
commer ci al farmero i s the agent recruited

dualismansecuri ng success in land reform throug
Awilling buyer, willing sellerdo principle t

far mer as one who Afar ms as a businesso (
differentiationis subsumed into the natassical economist concerns with differential
access to markets, which render class struggles invisible through technical notions of

skills development and notions of the rural poor as a homogeneous mass.

1.4. The agrarian question and social differentiation

The strategy of #Abacking winnerso (Lahiff [,
commercial farmers as beneficiaries of policy can be looked at in a number of different

ways. From the perspective of land and agrarian ipaics , Al oserso are tho:
want to farm productively but want to benefi
own farming inputs (DRDLRa, 2013: 11). Their exclusion from programmes intended to

develop emerging black commercial farmers isteategy aimed at guaranteeing the

success of land and agricultural reform. Mather (2002:352n the other hand, argues

that while the bias to establishing black farmers as commercial agricultural producers has

been present in land policies from tharst policies such as LRAD (and more recent

policies mentioned above) represent a significant shift in political alignment, with a
partnership emerging between white commercial agriculture and the state aimed at
developing a globally competitive class dadk commercial farmers. Given the long

hi story of failed strategies to create fAcom
reform should not instead be geared towards
secure tenure, access to land and its ressyand employmenib{d, 353). Hall (2004:

60-1) adds to this that the strategy of creating of a new class of black commercial farmers

in a context of constrained budget allocations, agricultural deregulation and limited post

12



settlement support (amongsther things) challenges the possibility of a comprehensive
pro-poor agrarian reform able to provide livelihood opportunities for the rural poor and

landless.

In other words, where the state sees the strategy of picking winners as insuring against
land eform failure, Hall and Mather suggest that the strategy of picking emerging
commercial farmers results in the rural poor losing ant Matheroes not explain his
observation that policies geared at promoting black commercial farmers have often failed

but ratheruses it tqprovide evidence for reargeting the poor.

There is, however, another dimension to the problem, and that is the way in which
processes of commercialisation are intertwined with broader processes of social
differentiation at a time whethe South African state is constrained by the dictates of
necliberalism and a homgrown structural adjustment. Alseland and agrarian policies
revi ewed above show, the state assumes that
into productive commercial farms through deepening market linkages and increasing the
role of the commercial farm sectdn the context ofthe rapid rate at which white
commercial family farms are disappearing while a small number are consolidating as
agribusinesses investelp and down the agricultural value chain, these policies provide a
minimalist role for the state to protect land reform beneficiaries from these processes of
differentiation. Cousins (2013: 117), arguing that processes of differentiation are also
implied in the contrast made between a large number of subsistent osHesistent
farming households and a smaller number of sssmmercial or emerging commercial
smalkholders,observedhat the causes underlying these processes of differentiation are
not often discussed in the South African agrarian literature. How processes of
commercialisation and soci al di fferentiati ol
Al oser so within (thehgoup dhatihasrbenefitted fragnr redistpbutive
state protammes) and what this may imply for understanding the nature of rural poverty
and unemployment, is also neglected in the literature. In effect then, the focus on the
broader winners and losers associated with the commercialisation of production in land
reform contexts means that the nature of ith@pient class formation processes taking

place within land reform contexts is often neglected.

13



The linked concepts of social differentiation and class formation help capture some of the
dynamism present in rdraocial movements. They stand in contrast to the assumption of
peasant homogeneity on the one hand (Bernsteinap@hd to social analyses based on
descriptive concepts of stratification on the other. As Patnaik (1987: 15) observes:

ASi nce t hmlyobvingstfeatlrd ohithe agrarian structure is the extremely
unequal di stribution of the means of proc
a homogenous agrarian structure does such violence to reality that it is
unacceptable to raéan peppomulisns. disoscHool aoés] ag
recognise the groups within the peasantry, but confines discussion to a purely
empiricist | evel, using categories such

cultivators. o

For Bernstein and Patnaik, rural socialfeliéntiation is located in questions about the
nature of orgoing class formation processes within the historically uneven development
of capitalism on a world scale, and the role of agriculture in generating the capital
necessary for this developmenttire r ms of Mar x6s c¢cl assic for mul
to be termed the agrarian question, primitive accumulation in agriculture allows a surplus
to be extracted that can be used to fund industrialisation. This process of capital
accumulation, however, issal accompanied by land dispossession and the destruction of
the peasantry as the populace gradually differentiates into two antagonistic social classes,
capitalists locked into a logic of competitive accumulation, and a working class with no
way of reproduaing itself except through the sale of its labour. Many thinkers, beginning
with Engels, Lenin and Kautsky (Akrabodhi et al 2009 but including key
contemporary thinkersuch as Byres (1991, 1996, 20G#hd Bernstein (1996a, 2009,
201 and 2010) havenoted that the role of land and agriculture in this dynamic has
taken divergent concrete forms depending on the history of how capital accumulation has
taken place in specific localities, the struggles that have accompanied and shaped it, and
when it hastaken place in relation to the establishment of capitalist social relations

elsewhere in the world.

The literature on class and agrarian change is reviewed in Chapter 2, so suffice for now to
say that the role of land reform and agriculture in nationah@wmic development,

14



particularly in less wealthy parts of the world, has been problematisestifhan and
McMichael, 1989) and is increasingly contested. This has generated new concerns and
claims about the nature and conditions of existence of the ppasEimis, some claim

that the pace, scale and degree of change in the organisation of an industrial, corporatised
food economy over the past 40 years places the fafufarming itself at risk (Wes,

2007) and its spatially uneven impact across the glaises questions about whether the
peasantry has disappeared (Hobsbawm, 1994:
2000, is being reproduced in a populist discourse (Brass, 2000), is the new emancipatory
agent (McMichael, 2006), or has reached theitéinof its analytical and historical

usefulness (Bernstein, 2080

Underlying these concerns is what role land reform and agriculture play today in social
reproduction processes. Bernstein sugg@€i83: 20) that land reforms best understood

asa soca | movement in response to both the HAcon
a feature of O6globalisationé, and experience
labour in both agricultural petty commodity production and wage employment, and the

way s t hey &y eontrhst, €dusnd 2013) suggests that land and agricultural

reform could be configured to play a role in establishing paths of accumulation that are

able to transform the social inequalities characteristic of capitalist develgpwigait

Lenin saw as the progressive processes of A
argument that land and agrarian reform is geared awadalising the structure of
agrarian capital without restructuring it, suggests a third possible accuonysath. This
parti al Il ncorporation constitutes a version
from aboveo, i n which state resources and p

a small rural elite, an accumulation path Morris (1976) arguesacieaised the early
development of white agrarian capital in South Africa. However, these questions cannot
be answered in the abstract but require an understanding of the concrete conditions on
land reform farms and how these are changing in responseadds changes in the
society. The case study of the Besters Land Reform Prgpecvides a means for

analysinghese conditions and the processes that are driving social change on the farms.
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1.5. Research objectives, rationale and significance

This thesis thusims to fill a gap in the policy and theoretical literature, namely how the
commercialisation of farming in land reform creates contexts in which processes of social
differentiation take place, and what consequences this has for local struggles over land
and productive resources. While there is often a concern in the land reform, farm
production and farm systems literature with winners and losers defined in various ways,
the traditional concerns of political economy on processes of class formation and the
struggles that accompany rural social differentiation appear to have fallen out of favour in
the South African academic world. As a result, there appears to be a tendency to neglect,
in land reform contexts, the key political economy questions, whichdorgiein (2014

22) are: Who owns what? Who does what? Who gets what? What do they do with it?;
and whether and how answers to these questions illuminate the social processes
associated with the devel op mefrihte glasi foodhe fAcor
economy (Weis2007: 187).

Much of the research on land reform focuses on the politics of policy development (see,

for example, Hall, 2010; Hall and Jara, 2009; Hall and Cliffe, 2668 Hall, 2009) and

the successes or failures in achievingiasial, economic and political objectives (Aliber

and Hall 2010; Lahiff, 2007), and often framed, albeit critically, in terms of livelihoods

(Tapela, 2005; Alibeet al, 2013). The literature on agricultural production, on the other

hand, is most often éused either on the largeale farm sector in a highly technicist

way in terms of technological development or economics (Louw, 2013: 24), or on the

financial and social value of the multiple purposes of sswle farm systems
(Shackletoret al, 2000),the economics of smadicale farming most often in the former

Bantustans (Lipton, 1996), and the efficiencies and employoreating role of small

scale farmers in markétd agrarian transformations (Binswanger and Deininger, 1993).

None of these approlaes easily allows the relationship of land reform to the macro
reconfiguring of the national agrarian structure to be explored, nor what effect this may

be having on the fAbifurcatedo agrarian struc
new fipsookessegmentation, i n e-pgodhadt alt2909 and exc
215) and the ways in which recent changes to capitalism drive these processes,
particularly in poor countries (Byers, 2003: 54). CritioalMarxist political economy
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approaches, withheir class analytical focus on social differentiation, pull these strands

together.

The move away from materialist political economy approaches to agrarian change is not
isolated to South African rural social analysis. It follows international trendbelgan in

the 1980s that critiqued Marxist analyses@tialchange as providing homogenising and
reductionist explanations in their focus on structure at the expense of agency-(Hariss
White and Heyer, 2010: 15). However, a number of recent)Meaoxist scholars (Sayer,

1992 and2000; Harriss, 2007; Da Corta, 2010; Capps, 2010) have argued that a
materialist political economy approach is not necessarily functionalist or teleological, that
such judgements were based on narrow and often inaccurate irattopeof Marx, and

that on the contrary, a critical political economy approach to agrarian change is capable
of delivering analyses that illuminate the dynamic and contingent social relations that
both shape, and are a response to material economidionadwithout neglecting the
class differentiating significance of these conditions on struggles around social

reproduction.

There are, however, notable recent exceptions to this gap in the South African academic
literature, in addition to the long anathr Marxist and social historiography on various

aspects of peasant production in the former Bantustans (including Wolpe 1972, Legassic

and Wolpel1976, Morris 1976, Bundy 1988, Marks 1986, Delius 1984, Beiaad

Bundy 1 987) . Cousinsé  Z0minddity pfoductions andomiral pet t
accumulation paths, Alibezt al (2013) on the differentiating effects of trajectories of

|l iveli hood change on the |l and reform far ms
(2007) analysis of the adverse incorporatiosmgllholders into value chains, and White

et ab s (2013) argument t hat corporate | and d
differentiation and rural accumulation, are all useful in addressing the neglect of the
guestions posed by critical political ecomp perspectives, particularly in respect to

social differentiation. They thus help to supply the theoretical tools to consider social

differentiation in land reform contexts.

In this thesis, | aim to contribute to filling these gaps by focussing on whttbe

commercialisation of farming in land reform contexts is altering how small farm
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producers organise their social reproduction, and what effects this may be having on
processes of social differentiation and class formation, with their gendered dinsemsio

particular, | use the concepts of social reproduction, capital accumulation and petty
commodity production in order to analyse the dynamics of differentiation and class

formation in communal property contexts, where commercial and -pwritiose farm

systems are sometimes combined. An analysis using these concepts, | argue, provides a

more rounded and full explanation than those currently available as to why so many land
reform projects in CPA contexts fail in South Africa. In this respect, this n&sea
contributes to rasserting the usefulness of political economy approaches to illuminating
particular aspects of agrarian reform, while also contributing to policy development by

drawing attention to the differentiating dynamics present on some lemchriarms.

Many other ways of approaching the land question and social differentiation are excluded

from this approach. Perhaps the most important of the contemporary approaches are those

located in posstructuralisttheories, which combine politicalcenomy and discourse
analyses to produce insightful accounts of the effects of power and the politics of
identification. In the South African agrarian literature, this is well exemplified by Du Toit
(2004) and Hickey and Du Toit (2007) in the focus on ghecesses by which small
farmers are adversely incorporated into markets. Anseeuw and Alden (2009) also
combine the structural approach of political economy with a discourse analysis to explain
how a particular postolonial politics becomes institutionséd along with its contours

of tension and change. Discourse analysis provides insight into the colonial and liberation
narratives that are the source of-gwing vibrancy in discourses of national identity,
authentic citizenship and symbolic restitutiamhich provide political legitimacy and
policy action fornatiorb ui | di ng proj ect s, whi ch have,
by neol i ibig 83.lIniasnondissifnilar approach but focusing on restitution in
South Africa, Wahd&emasntghlnaght st hvwev d&ft |
16) has failed to link a history of dispossession with the intervening years of social and
economic change. Hart (2002) also uses a mix of a political economy approach and
discourse theory to critique theecliberal framework within which globalisation is
unfolding and the way it rerganises rural space and livelihoods transnationally in small

towns in South Africa and Taiwan.
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There are also a number of other important theoretical disciplines withadsaciated

foci and methodologies that are not dealt with in this thesis. Development theory
encompasses many of the issues considered here, investigating as it does relationships
between the development of capitalism regionally, nationally and globalilythe socio
political changes and ideologies that accompany these, particularly the impacts of these
changes on rural poverty. Most closely aligned to the concerns and approach in this thesis
is the investigation of development issues through a paélgicanomy framework (see,

for instance, Harris§Vhite and Heyer, 2010), which includes agrarian issues, class
formation processes and the contemporary segmentation and exclusion of particular
classes of labour. However, this thesis does not consider irdetay contemporary
debates about development theory or the discourses in which they are located.

1.6. Research questions and design
My research has focused on four questions drawn from a review of the theoretical
literature on the contemporary nature oé thgrarian question and processes of class
formation associated with it, as well as the land reform and farming systems literature in
South Africa. These questions are:
1 What is the trajectory of the farming systems practised by land reform
beneficiariesaBe st er s, and how Acommercial 0 are |
1 Is the commercialisation of farming at Besters generating processes of social
differentiationand class formatigrand if so, by what mechanisms?
1 Are some land reform beneficiaries beginning to engaggrarian accumulation,
and if so, does this account for the emerging differences between them?
1 What other forms of social differentiation are there at Besters and how do these

articulate with class formation processes?

As pointed out above, the proses of social differentiation that shape class formation do
not follow an abstract or idealised path but are forged in contexts with specific histories
and in relation to other current social dynamics. Bensaid (2002) argues that for Marx
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classes are not atractions that precede the individuals that belong to them; rather, they

form in relationships of struggle that have multiple determinations, which shape their
concrete manifestation. Mar x does not iodert
confictbe ween <cl asses. He does not photograph a
sights set on the class relation in its conflictual dynamic. An isolated class is not a

t heoretical object, but a nonsenseo (Bensai
thus requires a methodological approach that is based on an understanding of class as an
abstract concept, on the one hand, and on the particular conditions that shape the concrete

form of class on the other.

In developing my research design, | drew onéSayé s key di stinction be
and extensive designs (Sayer, 1992:-2)2Extensive designs are aimed at identifying

the fAfor mal r e | iaid: 248)nnstaxandmic groups ih ader td describeé

their generalizable features. This gellgr involves surveys of a representative

population or sample that is analysed statistically. Intensive designs, by contrast, aim to
identify fAsubstanti al relations of connect.i
work, what different agents do amwdhat and how changes are produced in causally
connected groups. Methods used in this type of design generally includesropesh

interactive interviews, ethnography and qualitative analysis. The explanations of events

or objects in intensive designs amusal but not necessarily widely representative, and

whereas extensive designs allow individuals to be compared on the basis of classification,

they are weak for identifying causal and necessary relations. In so far as intensive designs
identify structuresand mechanisms of causality, they may be more generally applicable,

although further research would be required to determine this.

My approach to the case study of Besters land reform has been to use a combination of
intensive and extensive research desj in an approach of cascading intensity. It is a
single | and reform Aprojecto but i s made up
farm residents ranging from three to 28 households. The extensive desupich

included the statistical analysisasociedemographic and asset survey of 84 households

on six of the farms and a district data base of cattle saldewed the construction of

different taxonomic groupings of the population based on a number of variables (such as

2C



assets, sales, cattbevnership) across the farms and the district. From these descriptive
characteristics, four groups based on asset differences were identified with whom to
conduct operended and interactive interviews and conversations. This phase consisted of
125 operenced interactive interviews, including multiple interviews with some
respondents, which focussed on the life history of members of households, dynamics of
group production, and kinship relations and ceremony. The purpose here was to identify
the mechanismaat could explain the dynamics underlying the descriptive structure of
relationships. Other methods included analysing grey literature (particularly official
project literature), interviews with officials and farmers, and attendance of meetings.
Finally, | stayed with five families on four different farms for periods of up to nine weeks

to undertake ethnographic participative immersion research in order to observe household
dynamics, production cycles and cultural activities, and how these intersectezhitléh

production.

1.7. The structure of the thesis

In Chapter 2 | consider perspectives on the agrarian question and its history in South
Africa focussing on differences in the neoclassical economics (in particular Merle
Lipton) and critical political economiyaditions (specifically Morriss 1976 ahe@gassick

and Wolpel976). While neoclassical economists argue that the current agrarian structure
is the outcome of policy distortions that land redistribution to setalle farmers can

undo, critical politicaleconomists locate the debate in the class relations that underpin
changes in the relationship between agriculture and industry in the development of
capitalism. However, these political economists have themselves neglected the processes
of differentiationamongst petty commodity producers. (Lednd Neocosmod4987)

More recent approaches (Bernstein 1988, 2009, #2010 201 0b and O6Laughl
2009, 2010 suggest that differentiation, and thus accumulation, is the result of the
articulation of two key budistinct processes: the diversification of livelihoods as a
response to the social reproduction crisis generated by the reorganisation of work and the
fragmentation of the working class, and the social stratifications resulting from
differential ownershipf agricultural means of production (cattle, implements and land).
The chapter defines the key concepts used in this thesis, namely, petty commodity

production, social differentiation, social reproduction and accumulation.
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In Chapter 3, | locate agriculiir petty commodity production in South Africa in two

literatures: land reform and farm systems. In the land reform section, | argue that despite

policy ambivalence around scale and farm viability, there has been a convergence in land

and agrarian policy arund t he fAemerging commerci al far |
marketled land reform and one who produces commodities for sale. The notion of such a

farmer nevertheless suffers from the same critiques epopalism that are levelled at

the neoclassical enoo mi st s 0 as s u mp t-farmars ate laeghomogemaeaeus | scal
social category. Thisonexistent social category, astarget of policy also raises the

guestion of what farming systems are appropriate on land reform forms. In the farm

systems literatureghere is a distinct dualism in how farming is understood, valued and

written about. On the one hand, there is a vast literature on economics and technologies

of commercial farming and on the other a growing literature on the social and financial

values ofmulti-purpose farming. However, there is very little written on how different

farming systems intersect and articulate in land reform contexts, sometimes creating

hybrids of large and smahscale systems, and with what consequences for social

differentiaion.

The methodology and methods | use in the thesis are described in Chapter 4. | locate the
class dynamics centr al to petty commodity |
essential or necessary relations and their phenomenal expression (Ben6ajd,|20

outline the realist methodology of Sayer (1992), which | argue is appropriate for

i nvestigating soci al di fferentiation, and bt
researching class formation processes and petty commodity accumulatioegalS&he

bulk of the chapter describes the specific methods used in the field, emphasising the

research design and how it relates to the research focus.

In Chapter 5, | provide a historical and geographical context to the Besters land reform
project. Thegeographical context notes the role of farming in the local economy, the
decline in manufacturing and soepatial demographic characteristics of the district.
The history reviews the struggle over land in th8 @¢éntury, the struggle over labour in

the 20" century, and the struggle over agricultural capital accumulation in the period of

land reform (1992005). The focus is on the key determinants of how land reform
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unfolded in Besters, and the extent to which these processes shaped the subsequent
organisation of production and the social systems within which it was located. The main
conclusion is that land reform represented two lines of substantial continuity with the

past. Firstly, it resulted in distinct winners and losers, whose class, gendeacand

dimensions had powerful resonance with past social structures. Secondly, it resulted in a
farm production Afarchitectureo that has st
Despite these similarities, however, new important differences had emevheih

created new spaces for reconfiguring petty commaodity production on the farms.

Chapters 6 and 7 describe life on the farms in terms of the structure of households,
livelihoods and production systems. Contrary to the -ndoa s si c al econom
assumptns of both homogeneity and efficiereguity outcomes of small scale farming,
Chapter 6 shows that livelihoods are diverse, wage and social grant dependent, with crop
production boosting consumption and cattle used primarily to generate cash and for
cerenony. Furthermore, the types of livelihoods and the income they generate are highly
differentiated along gendered and generational lines, which are most pronounced in cattle
ownership and wage income. Chapter 7 analyses in detail the differences between
idealised notions of commercial farming and how farm production is actually managed
and undertaken on the different land reform farms. What emerges is a complex
hybridisation of farming systems that is distinctly different from the purely commercial

farm modés presented in technical reports.

Chapter 8 analyses how social relations are reproduced on the Besters farms. While the
history of each CPA shows that Acommunity?o
nevertheless have dense webs of lineal conneessdrwith more dominant families

tending to occupy CPA committee positions. | then aersihree examples of what Wolf

(1996) calls the cultural fund, namely, marriage, burials and the provision of Christmas

meat at two CPAs. | focus particularly on thémeause of their integration with cattle
production. | find that while these ceremonials cement bonds between families, thus
contributing to CPA functionality, they also elicit and reproduce the growing social
inequality that undermines CPA cohesion. A/ ldynamic at play is the struggle over

lineage and how this contestation shapes CPA structures.
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Chapter 9 uses alB280Beconstephbdésf (BOEPI acement
the struggles over CPA production on different farms. These are kegooemis of

production systems that have to be replaced from the income derived from production ie

those elements of the production process have to be reproduced. Three funds are
necessary to reproduce the conditions for production on the farms. Thegeteaal

inputs (eg. mineral licks, dips), capital investments (eg. infrastructure, breeding stock),

and a consumption fund (which generally refers to wages but in CPAs also refers to
dividends and other benefits payable to members). | find that CRAggIto replace all

three funds and constantly juggle to satisf
income allocations to operational inputs and expanded production in order to remain
profitable. These contradictions become acute when contingentsfattch as droughts

or weaner and input price fluctuations affect income.

In Chapter 10 | consider the processes of social differentiation taking place on the farms.
| use a number of typologies, including assets (as a proxy for wealth), and livelihood and
farming trajectories. | use the differences in wealth status and the trajectories to identify
the underlying processes that explain why some cattle owners are expanding production
while others are either maintaining or falling out of production. | firat this not the
presence of multiple livelihoods per se that differentiates households but a combination
of factors including whether households can effectively synchronise a range of
livelihoods, the density and depth of the livelihoods, the subsidmsatid replenishment

of household farming from CPA production, and the experience of severe shocks, such as

the death or retrenchment of the household head.

In the concluding chapter, | revisit my research questions and conclude that how petty
commodity praluction articulates with production at CPA level in a context of multiple

livelihoods is key to explaining the dynamics of differentiation on the Besters land

reform farms. The result is a complicated social reproductcmumulation dynamic at

work on theland reform farms, which is the result of, but also shapes accumulation paths
from fiabovedo and Abel owo. The different dec
production have generated different patterns of accumulation, with a more widespread

but slowe rate of accumulation where CPAs continue to subsidise agricultural petty
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commodity production, while a narrower more extreme differentiation is occurring where
CPA production has collapsed. This conclusion contrasts both with the neoclassical
economist asumptions of homogeneity implied in inverse relation between scale and
production and with assumptions in critical political economy that social differentiation

amongst small farmers results from the contradictory dual class position in petty
commodity poduction. Some policy revision is thus required. The chapter also outlines

the limits of the thesis.
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2. THE AGRARIAN QUESTION, PETTY COMMODITY
PRODUCTION AND THE POSSIBILITIES OF
AACCUMULATI ON FROM BELOW

A he reproduction of the capitalist mode pfoduction is always a contradictory
movement such that, in the very process of reproduction, different classes and fractions

within classes come into conflicto (Wolpe an

2.1. Introduction

In this chapter, | trace the development of the twim@ry concepts used in this thesis,
namely, petty commodity production and social differentiation, along with two other
related key concepts, namely social reproduction and capital accumulation, by
considering debates on the role of farming in the devedop of agrarian (and other

productive) capital in South Africa.

| begin by focusing on the views of nelassical economists (particularly Meld®77,
1985, 1996, 2006who argue that land and agrarian reform that supports -sowé
farmers will creatghe conditions for an equitable, labantensive growth path, which
will mitigate, if not undothe colonial and apartheid legacies of poverty and inequality.
This view, which hasad active proponents in the World Bank, tends to dominate the
marketled land and agrarian policy reforms in South Africa today (Deininger, 1999: 664
666; Binswanger and Deininger, 1992: 87; Weideman, 20042223Williams, 1996:
139140). However, there is a lorsganding and rich Marxigterived tradition that
approacheshese questions very differently, often with useful internal contrasts in

emphasis, and with different implications for politics and economic development.

Marxist-derived political economy approaches are considered through the lens of debates
on the natureof the Agrarian Question, the different meanings associated with it and
whether or not such a question still has relevance. In the South African context, |

consider three influential perspectives on this question: the role of the Barftirstines

2 A brief word on language is necessary. This chapter is full of highly contentious terminology, in some
cases highlighting important theoretical contestations. However, | do not tateadiew the terminology
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produdion of cheap migrant, wage labour (Wolpe, 1972, and Wolpe and Legassick,

1976) , the process of agrarian capital form
aboved (Morris, 1972) and agricultural pett )
aprogessi ve path of capitalist development thr

and Neocosmos, 1987).

However, if these questions have been the subject of historical contestations on how to
understand the Agrarian Question, the term itself is now codtessescholars focus on
whether, and in what sense, agriculture in the developing world is still relevant in
understanding the globalized nature of capitalism and its conditions for accumulation.
Since this is a wide ranging debate with many nuances (s&s,B2000; Brycesaoet al,

2000; Ramachandran and Swaminathan, 2002; and Akeathi and Kay, 2009), | focus
particularly on the views of Bernstein (2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009,
201(a & b, 2011 Laughlid 19295,,20049 ®@009) and Causi(2011 2013) to
provide analytical tools for understanding the contemporary South African context. Of
centr al i mportance here is Bernsteinds argu
capital accumulation, the classic Agrarian Question of capdahdtion and class
struggle has been replaced by a new Agrarian Questitabofir and the diversification

of livelihood strategies and social reproduction processes that this entails. Understood in
this way, wider changes in the countryside intersectompex ways with the class

differentiating dynamics inherent in petty commodity production systems.

2.2. Neoclassical economists: small farmers and equitable growth

A central assertion of the neoclassical economics perspective, and in particular-the neo

debates in detail. In relation to apartheid terminolddgllow Wolpe (1972) and others in using the term
Bantustan, rather than homeland, to describe areas set aside for African occupation, not because this is a
more acceptabl term but because there is no acceptable term for describing such dehumanizing

mechani s ms. I n terms of politiecalveeddonomy etsri ggdiattieo rt sh
of theorizing that follows a Marxist lineage. Within that, | loos&lyif| ow Br owni ng and Kil mis
35) term Acritical political economyo to indicate morl

agency (particularly class struggle) in social explanations but distinguish them from thraggeshist

emphga i s on contingency and difference derived from a
follow Cousins (2013: 118) and Bernstein (2004b: 190; 2010a: 103) in referring to small farm producers as
Apetty commodity pr -canmeralr commenciaizing errserdulbsistencespeasaints

or small hol der s. ASmall farmerso is a descriptive re
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institutionalist variant thereof, is that an agricultural development strategy that promotes
small farms can achieve both equity and efficiency, objectives often viewed as mutually
exclusive in market economies (Ellis, 1993: 201). In this section, | reviewcdre
propositions of the proponents of this view by considering firstly, a debate that took place
in the Journal of Agrarian Changen 20022004 and came to be known as the GKI
debate, and secondly, by considering how similar arguments have been depltyed i

South African context.

Originating i n)a@umang that peasarsts afe leBidebt partly because
they produce only what they need for their own reproduction, the more recent views of
Berry and Cline (1979), Carter (1985), the Worldnk (1975 and 2003) and Griffi

Khan and Ickowitz (20022009 (or GKI) are associated with the nature of economies of
scale in agriculture and the effects of fragmented markets in land, labour and capital. At
the core of these views is tigeneral clainthat here is an inverse relation between the
size of land and productivity or yield (ISPR) in agricultural production, and that-small
scale farmers are therefore more efficidrdn largescale farmers. Griffi et al (2002)

argue that this inverse relationshapises in contexts of fragmented land, labour and
capital markets, is backed up by empirical evidence and suggests that it underlies a two

way positive causality between land redistribution and overall economic growth.

The GKI paper argues that the comcds of land reform should be to undo land
concentration and the f#Aineffici encibid, i nequa
284). The case for redistributive land reform is fefl. Firstly, many countries have

followed development strategies chdesized by both an urban and an iragricultural

bias towards large farms, with negative impacts on total agricultural output. Secondly,

small peasant farmers and large farmers operate in fragmented credit, land and labour

mar ket s, wher eprtitcee 0fi ldove sofnoeonerevail and t|

adopt different techniques ibd,28p)r oducti on fro

In financial capital markets, large landowners have access to formal lending institutions
with lower interest rates than tirdformal credit markets small farmers are forced to use.

Differently structured incentives in land markets result in low volumes of land for sale:
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the poor only sell land when they are severely distressed and would pay high prices to
rent land; large larmvners have abundant land and therefore could sell and rent land to
small farmers. However, while small farmers pay more for land and credit than large
landowners, the reverse occurs in labour markets because the opportunity costs of labour
are lower for he poor than the rich. As a result, large landowners do not sell or rent land
to the poor because in fragmented markets, their control over land gives them monopsony

power in localized labour markeibid, 285).

The result of these fragmented factor neskand price differentials across farm size
results in the inverse farm size to production ratio (ISPR): since large landowners face a
relatively low ratio of interest to wage rates, they have the incentive to adopt high capital
to labour ratios, and thus mechanise rather than employ labour. Small farmers, on the
other hand, face the reverse incentives and thus economise on capital by adopting higher
labour rates. Furthermore, the ratio of low land rental rates to high wage rates
incentivizes large larmvners to cultivate extensively, while small farmers who have
abundant labour and face high land costs tend to cultivate land intensively. The
implication is thus that yield is often higher on small farms due to increased land
productivity, while the prodtivity of labour tends to be higher as farm size increases.
The question then arises as to which ratio a country should maximize, and the authors
argue that it depends on total factor output; in situations where there is abundant labour
with land and capi a | scarcity, smal | farms have dhig

| arge and hence wutil iibig28f)esources more effic

GKI then look at the political mechanisms used to control the supply and price of labour

to large scale farms. Theyuggsti even wher e | abour i s abundan
that there are potentially lots of O&ébodiesbd
encounter a natural resistance from people to engage in arduous work when most of the

fruits of their effortsaccr ue t o t hbéd, 2B73. nAd systemeof &ocial,
environmental and institutional controls over labour markets is thus required in order to
mobilise and organize sufficient | abour for
Amongst other thingsthe controls involve segmenting labour markets into-non
competitive groups through the introduction of discriminatory mechanisms, such as caste,
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race or gendered differences. The combined controls tilt bargaining power in favour of
large landowners creatig A monopsony power in an archipe

| abour marketso, which reduces whidgg2a37)r ates t o

The argument is drawn together into four implications. Firstly, land concentration
suppresses the ruralwageat e such that Acompared with con
exploitationo f | a ibid, 2900 autlfor italics). Despite this, the marginal cost of

(employing more) labour is higher than its opportunity cost (in substituting it) resulting in

low labou employment rates. Secondly, as a result of the surplus of rural labour, the
Areservation wageo at whi ch ur ban workers
contributing to urban poverty. Thirdly, land concentration brings down total output, and

is thus bdh inefficient and lowers average income levels. However, incomes of large
landowners are significantly raised resulting in an unequal distribution of income. And

finally, because there is less employment and at lower rates of remuneration, the total

incomoe received by workers is reduced. Il n su
widespread ruralpoverty é [ and] a redistributive | and r
concentration woul dibithav29 Imul a u tpH cer ébse nietf a It isod:
problem, theyconclude, relates to the monopolization of land and the effects this has on

the monopsony power of large landowners over labour markets.

Merle Lipton (1986) amongst others (Van Zgt al, 1996;Van Zyl et al, 2001; Vinket

al, 2003)uses a similar setf@rguments to suggest that in South Africa the political

systems of colonialism and apartheid between 1910 and 1970 distorted what would
otherwise have been the development of capitalism along paths similar to the way it
developed in other middimcome ountries. In South Africa the comparatively low
contribution of agricul t ur @agriculturaltbibsewhiche s ul t p
involves incentives, laws and institutions [that] favour large farms and discriminate

against smaller, more labournt ensi ve f ar mi ngo, a bias asso
political system (Liptoret al, 1996; iv). This bias was visible in, amongst other things,

the effects of the 1913 and 1936 Land Acts
to land and infrstructure while creating abundant serviced land for white farmers, the

negligible expenditure on agriculture in the Bantustans, along with investments in cheap
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credit, research and marketing boards to support white agriculture, and the array of laws
that funneled, coerced and controlled the supply of black labour to white farms, mines
and factories. This led to a growth path involving the concentration of agrarian capital in
white hands at the expense of the development of a {m@set smallholder sector
(Lipton, 1996: 433; 1977: #85).

However, notwithstanding these institutional and policy biases, black farmers have
Aproduced more per unit of iPinput than is
their outputs and yields with largeale capitalint ensi ve f ar mer so.
Lipton also makes three particularly pertinent observations. Firstly, she notes that adult
men are usually absent from their families in the Bantusihits 74). Despite this, she
proceeds to argue that her estimatds i ncr eased out puts from
empl oyment o in which blacks are able to
for higher wagesilid, 82). Secondly, she observes that timely credit is key to mitigating
farming risks and prevéing farmers from being driven out of farmingoifl, 76).

Thirdly, she argues that the large livestock holdings in the Bantustans, far from being

Aquaint tribal customo (ibid), are a savi

ger

(Lip

ar

tur

ng

investmentavense and that it is fAeconomically ratio

black farmer, with free access to communal grazing, to accumulate as much livestock as
he cibidhy®) (

These observations suggest an implicit line of argument that Lipton doeevelop,
namely, that farming in the Bantustans was highly differentiated and dynamic, with some
people investing in cattle and crop production and others falling out of production.
Instead, she flattens out differences in the capacity of different fauane households to
generate capital for investment, including through wages, or the dynamics that drive
investment into different types of agriculture. While she acknowledges that one impact of
male migrancy was the feminization of Bantustan labour atdsnthe ways that this
limited the type of farming undertaken, she does not explore wider questions of the
differential capacity of households to mobilise and manage labour for farming as and

when it is required.
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Binswanger and Deininger (1993: 1452)eatpt to resolve the question of cheap
household labour by arguing that small farms do not incur the labour supervision costs
associated with large farms because members of families share the profits and risks.
However, this view assumes there is availdaleily labour to supervise in the dir
place.Lipton et al (1996: vi) simply reiterate that African farmers will tend to economise

in their use of capital as the scarce factor and maximize their use of labour as the
abundant factor, despite Merlaptond own evidence that Bantustan agriculture is

subject to gendered labour shortages that impact on agricultural productivity.

Lipton also appears to be ambivalent about the consequences of discrimination against

small farmers. On the one hand, she argueshthata s has | ed ferroneous
that there are two distinct agricultures in South Africa, a laogde, capital intensive,
efficient, white dominated sector and an u
traditional Ot r i b éiptbn, 1O/ s72)pamd onahe dtheg she and u d e s 0
ot hers argue that urban policy eva236:t oget he
1342) |l ed t o t he prematur e 6deagricul tur al
Eastwood et al, 2006) of the former Bamstans and to rural households whose

|l iveli hoods have now fAspecializedod in depend

Despite this ambivalence, Eastwoet al (ibid, 1343) argue that empirical research
confirms that deagriculturalization is mitigated @ameas with better distributions of
farmland, that smakcale agriculture provides a path for brdmed growth, and that
such a path is thus feasible in South Africa. This possibility holds enormous appeal.
Redistributive land reform that shifts largepdal intensive whit@wned land holdings

into the hands of small, labour intensive black farmers and achieves rapid agricultural
growth with significant reductions in rural and urban poverty and inequality would
reverse the effects of the dispossessimcumulation growth path of aptheid capitalism
(Lipton, 1996 Binswangeet al, 1995, Eastwooet al, 2005, Binswanger and Deininger,
1993, 1997, Lipton, 1977, 1985, 199®06and Liptonand Lipton, 1994). The claimed
efficiencies and labour intensivigf small scale farming thus provide a core justification
for land and agrarian reform in South Africa, and regularhemerges in policy

frameworks, the most recent being the National Development Plan (NPC, 2011).
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Li ptonds vVview t haallfatmers in the forcher 8dntustansthgs beeh s m
undervalued and underecognised is shared by a number of researchers (such as
Shackletoret al, 2000a&b,Dovie et al, 2006; Andrewet al, 2003 as discussed in the next

chapter). More recently, Alibest al (2013: 1516) show (with some cautions about the

data) that not @onliendedibdc dmmeni migalhlowsehol ds
of 2,6 million farming households in the former Bantustans and coloured Reserves, but

they grew by about 25% between 2002 20d0, and produce an average remuneration

per hectare of R570 compared with R370 from large scale commercial farming (when the

arid areas of the Northern Cape are included).

Liptonds work is wuseful because datesherhi st or i
understanding of smadicale farming puts the relationship between apartheid and
capitalism at the centre of her analysis, and because she recognizes that differences exist
amongst smaiscale farmers. However, her views, and those of other amsical

economists, have been criticized on a number of grounds, of which four are relevant for

my purposes(See also Crais 2 €itiglie of the blindness of liberals and Marxists in

this debate to the context of colonial violence within which all tkbaages played out.)

Firstly, despite recognizing differences between small farmers, her view ultimately is that

a relatively homogenous group of small farmers would emerge if factor market
distortions were removed. This renders invisible key dynanifidgferentiation, with the

associated exploitation of household labour (Leand Neocosmo%987; bt al so Byr es 0
critique of Griffin et al, 2004: 23), which often has dimensions that are gendered and
generational (Crehan, 1995) retated to lineage arkdnship (Peters, 2004; Guyer, 1981)

Indeed, the feminization of labour and deployment of poorer relatives and children to
undertake labour are likely to be the result of labour scarcity, not its abundance, in the

former Bantustans, which may itself impasmstraints on production (Alibet al, 2013:

16; Monde, 2011: 86).

3 Aliber et al (2013)warn that the figures need to be interpreted with care given that there are discrepancies
between dataources and no controls for land quality.
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Secondly, the analysis rests on a voluntarism in which the rural poor can choose whether
to be farmers or wage workers (Dyer, 2004: 56), a consequence of the methodological
individualismused in nealassical economics (Ellis, 1993). This assumption disregards
the structural features of the rising organic composition of productive agricultural capital,
which tends to displace primitive accumulation and sets in motion the tendency to
proletarianisation (Legassick and Wolpe, 1976). Byres (2004: 36) adds further that the
causal explanation for the efficiency of the inverse relationship is that small producers are

Al ocked into surplus appropri ati osn srteelnacteioons
as a result of soci al reproduction within c¢
compul si on of economic relationso ( Mar x, 18

there is a difference between being driven to labour intensively amgl &eabled to, and

suggests that increased output is therefore not so much an indication of efficiency as of

di stress. APoverty and unemployment, rather
why smal l farmers i ntikdnso)i £iyp tfoami d ya n albytuirc a
labour and agricultural markets grants them a legitimacy that ignores the violence

involved in their creation, maintenance and imposition.

Thirdly, the idea that capitalist production cerist without exploitation or resuln

inequality structured by classs | ndi c at-dclagsical wefp o pu lAin®tod posit
(Byres, 2004p Levin and Neocosmos (1987) argue t he
contradictions in Liptonds thinkiitgali s poss
from the economic in her analysis, thus rendering apartheid a political regime that acted,

for no good economic reason, in the favour of white farming interests. Byres (2004b: 29)

adds that nealassical negopulist analyses neglect the role ofra@an relations in

capitalist development and thus do not consider the different possibilities offered by
Acapitalism frioem mbokeoof frh@mi tahdbomr d s ) maimb
(from the ranks of ri cher evealssama unfodupate Thi s
absence of historical perspectiveodo and an ec:¢
Byres (2004a: 13) argues further that the likely outcome of land redistribution is the re
concentration of land ownership in the hands of a &swa result of market forces,

particularly as risks increase to maintain competitiveness, which enhances the

Adampening effects of credit constraintso (C
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Finally, Hall (2010: 26) and Dyer (2004: 51) argue that the validityhef inverse

relationship between size and productivity is contingent on a range of factors that can

only be empirically determined: the quality of the land, the nature of the crop, the
technology required to produce it, the availability of family and hiabdur at different

times of the year, the costs of labour and of capital and variable inputs, as well as the
structure of and access to commodity markets and price fluctuations. To assume its

validity a priori is an ideological position related to advacgtmarket liberalization,

which Ahingesvemnsal idaibn @ ulso gBwesagreesdsatirg , 2010:
t hat Al a] centr al fallacy in this whole ar

relationship holds f or20&b:36).t i mes and al |l pl a

These critiques pose serious questions about whether or not small farming can address

equity and efficiency simultaneouslySender and Johnston (2004: 159) sum up the

skepticism of the political economy view when they argue that the World Basn p ol i cy
prescriptions provide little empirical evi de
an egalitarianco per ati ve African countryside inhabi
wi || use oOoundistortedd mar ketlstiontwith nmchi eve
wor ker s, capitalists or povertyo. Such pres:

the poor. | now consider an alternative tradition for understanding the relationship
between agriculture and capitalism, namely, classical Marxishmaore recent versions

of critical political economy.

2.3.The classic formulation of the Agrarian Question

The Agrarian Question was classically concerned with the persistence of the peasantry in

Europe and whether or not, and in what way, this persisterdicated an incomplete

transition from a feudal mode of production to a capitalist mode. Capitalism, with its two

primary and antagonistically positioned classes, was expected by some Marxists to
simply di ssolve the peasaQutersyt.i ofilde i 8 u ntrheusso
associated with the argument that it is relevant mainly in poor countries in which

obstacles located in the countryside continue to prevent economic develdpoment
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occurring. It is closely a®ciated with the ongoing debate abolé nature of the

peasantry and whether or not it has disappeared (Brycesai 2000), is being

Ael i minatedo (Kitching, 2001) ,Douwevarcdernt i nues
Ploeg 2008 but with new rounds of peasant dispossession associatéd tinat
consolidation of gl obal i sed corporate food regi me an
primitive aBerosteimu2Dl18:t8¥).olm ather(words, the presence in poor

countries today of socially differentiated peasantries is, in some analysestatakean

that the Agrarian Question, in the sense of an incompiabsition, remains unresolved.

This section aims to summarise the origins of this debate in order to draw its connections

to the South African context in the remainder of the chapter.

Thedebate began with Mar x@apitalaftharolg of primitive n Vol un
accumulation in the transition to a capitalist mode of production ‘frc&Btury England.

He showed how the enclosure of the commons, the brutal dispossession of thiayeasa

and incentives by some landlords to encourage tenant investment in production resulted

in the differentiation of the peasantry into capitalist farmers and wage labourers. A

surplus from agriculture was extracted through high taxation, and growiets le¥

Afreeo | abour (in Marxés double sense of #Afr
sel l t he commodi ty o f | abour power 0) cCrea
industrialisation, which in turn produced the conditions for agricultural indiization

and the cheaper production of food. Howeve
expropriation of the agricultural producer from the soil is the basis of the whole process,

[tihe history of this expropriation assumes different aspects in diffe@mtries, and

runs through its various phases in different orders of succession, and at different

hi storical epochso ( Mar x, 1976: 876) . Eng
Preobrazhensky, developed Mar x0s oacbosirgr vat i on
for the changes to and the persistence of peasant production into what came to constitute

the core meaning of the Agrarian Question (Byres, 2012: 13).

The key aspect of the Agrarian Question for Engels (1950:238tas a political one
related tothe potential role of the peasantry in capturing power in contexts where a

developing capitalist mode of production had not yet displaceecgpialist social
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relations and where | arge peasantries stildl
globalizat i on of t he f-bodhdandKag 2003aD aldo Anlicatadrihat

peasant producers were collapsing under immense pressures from cheap imports and
internal differentiation. A key question for Engels was which parts of a highly
differentiated pasantry could be politically mobilized to support the urban proletariat in
revolution. The agrarian question was, for I
(Akram-Lodhi and Kay: 2009a7). Kautsky (1988)and Lenin (1982), by contrast, were

both cacerned with the formation of agrarian capital and processes of rural

accumulation.

Although Kautsky analysed how in Europe agrarian capital was formed as farming was

drawn into monetized circuits of commodity production and exchange through increasing
dependency on cheaper manufactured inputs, he is perhaps best known for asserting that
capitalism did not threaten the small farm or the peasant with extinction, and that
capitalization of agriculture procedagds sl ow
the small holding is not in a process of rapid disintegration, that big holdings are only
gaining ground sl owly, i n places even retre
argued that the family farm and peasant forms of production based on fabdly lare

able to ceexist with capitalist relations of production as a result of their capacity for

underconsumption and seéxploitation.

By contrast, Leninbs contribution |l ay, first
fragment with thef or mat i on of agrarian capital. He

i nhabitanto (Lenin, 1982: 131) that occurrec
and the inevitable process of-deasantisation, thus prefiguring concerns with rural class

typologies. Secondly, Lenin recognized that accumulation could occur in ways different

from the English pat hdeaman démastLodhhénd Kaj:or e not
2009a: 10. In addition to the English path, Lenin identified two other paths of capitalist

transi ti on: the Prussian pat h, in which | arge
transform into capitalist commodity producers and coercively convert the peasantry into

wage workers with support from tmeabbatee. H e

path from the (North) American Acapi-talism
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capital relation began to grow from within a rapidly differentiating peasantry. Lenin
suggested this latter path was more progressive as it evolved with somealpoliti
freedoms and was characterised by the rapid transformation of the productive forces and
growth of home markets, economic conditions more favourable to the masses than other

forms of capitalist transition.

Preobrazhenskyo6s c ontsaialistsontexi draughttah &dditeralr | v S o
layer of meaning to the agrarian question: the possible role of the countryside in securing

a surplus for urban industrial development in contexts where conditions for accumulation

outside of agriculture were highl constrained. As Byres (2012:
guestion became, in part, the degree to which agriculture could supply that surplus, the
means by which the fledgling socialist state might appropriate such surplus, and the speed

and smoothness tfiet r ansf er . 0

Drawing these layers of meaning together, Byres (2002: 55, and elsewhere) has suggested
a framework in which the agrarian question can usefully be viewed. These three
Aprobl ematicso, as Bernstein (2009: 241) has

1 A political aspect related to the role of agrarian classes (both peasants and
agricultural workers) in struggles for democracy and socialism.

1 A production aspect related to the development of productive forces and the social
relations of production.

1 An accunulation aspect related to whether and how the above transformations

contribute to the accumulated surplus necessary to support industrialization.

Byres (2012: 14) points out that the agrarian question viewed this way thus concerns both
urban or industriatransformations and rural or agricultural transformations. When these
are analysed using the three problematics, it becomes possible to theorize transformations
in which the agrarian question is resolved in its broadest sense without capitalist
agricultue becoming dominant in the countryside, or those in which the agrarian
qguestion itself no longer has significance, in so far as globalization will industrialise the
developing world without transforming farming in those environments. This possibility is

considered further in section 3.
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2.3. The Agrarian Question in South Africa

The Marxist tradition described above has g
Agrarian Question, which produce accounts very different from those of Lipton and other
neoclasgal economists. In this section, | consider the three distinct accounts of Wolpe

(1972), Morris (1976) and Levin and Neocosmos (1987).

231.Apartheidbs Bantustans and 4{abhoer soci al

A central feature of Hh¥attempt dosexplaith h@ @igranta ¢ ¢ 0 U Nt
labour system as a means of maintaining the low cost of reproducing labour power

through the articulation of a papitalist mode of production with a capitalist one.

Al t hough Wol peds ar t i cisnhveeteihoroughty oriticueddfterst r uc t u
his initial thesis was published, his views remanfluential in thinking about the

relationship between segregation, apartheid and the development of capitalism locally

and in relation to its development on a worldisca

Sitas (2007) points out that three major dis
thesis on the preapitalist reserve economy articulating with the capitalist industrial
economy was published. Firstly, on the theoreticant, liberals (pard u | a Dowg, OO

1978) were arguing that the social formation was the outcome of two independent
causative processdsie influence of race dhe political leveland manifest in Aparthejd

and at the econornt level, growth and its Pareto pt i mal ofivtnroi cdkilset rd but i
through expanded employmenin this view, gartheid was irrational and would

eventually be undermined by economic growth because economic drivers are colour

blind. Secondly, dependency theorffrénk, 196Y was emerging as an analysis of
imperialismto explain the persistence of undakzvelopment in colonies that were now
independent. Key to this explanation was the idea that colonies were the marginalized

and structurally subordinated peripheries of central metropoles in extractivem@cono

relations, and in South Africa, this was applied to the relationship between the rural
Bantustans and the industrialised urban core. In many respects, this is the forerunner of

the present day ddual economy dclhssslatois wi t h i
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necessary for surpl us appropriation. Thirdl
influence on the emerging black consciousness movement was growing, in particular the

idea of the revolutionary potential of peasants in alliance with utban poor to

overthrow colonial domination (Sitas, 2007: 41). While the ANC and its SACP partners

had resolved that the national democratic revolution would be led by the African working

class, its position was not dissimilar from the populist aspédtedlack consciousness

movement in its reluctance to theorise the rapidly differentiating and changing nature of

rural populations, and therefore to develop political positions on the agrarian question

(see, for example, Drew, 1996).

Wol peds ragte prgue that labour power under the segregationist policies of
col oni al government was cheap be-captaliste capi't
mode of production in the Areserveso. This &
to be reprodced partly outside of capitalism. The difference in the surplus value between

labour power reproduced entirely by wages and labour power partly reproduced through

an external Aireserve economyo was then appr
Howeve |, the fAequilibriumd between wage and r
was Ainherently fragileo. The declining co

accompanied by growing levels of rural and urban poverty, an ever increasing, permanent

urban proléariat and conflict over wages and profits, which apartheid sought to contain.

Wol pebdbs articulation theory has been criti
instance, Delius and Bozzoli, 1990; Marks, 1986; Mafeje, 1981; Kaplan, 1977). | focus

here o two. Firstly, the failure of articulation theory relates to its inability to explain how

a precapitalist mode of production secures its own conditions of reproduction where
capitalism is the dominant mode of production (Bernstein, 208@n and Neocosos,

1987). If it is unable to secure these conditions independently of capitalism, then it is

unable to reduce the wage costs of the social reproduction of labour power, and thus the

basis on which capital is able to extract an additional surplus frooudatisappears.

Indeed, ®idence (James, 1987: 70; Levaand Neoc oS mos, 1987) rev .
central hypothesis that rural agriculture in the reserves subsidises urban wages by

asserting instead that it is transfers from urban wages that make ruralltagric
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productive, and that the higher these wages are, the more productive is the agriculture.
Murray (1981) and Ferguson (1990) make similar observations about young male
migrant mine workers from the Lesotho highlands using wages as sources of investmen
in cattle for, amongst other things, a pension fund, or the generational components of

social reproduction.

The second criti gqu eb56yobderaation that many f@&msobdlgboud s ( 2 0 1
regimeoccur under capitalism, and that different foraisdomination and exploitation

should not be confused with different modes of production. Thus, the existence of a

highly constrained or unfree labour regime, such as the one secured through the
establishment of Bantustans under colonial and apartheicerigoents did not

necessarily indicate the existence of a previous mode of production. The dominant mode

of accumulation on a world scale is the decisive distinction, not the form of labour

exploitation.

In later work, Legassicknd Wolpe(1976) discardedrticulation theory in their analysis

of rural social formations in South Africa. Legassiekd Wolpe argue that an
understanding of labour markets, and the emergence of a reserve army of labour, requires
consideration of how South Africa is positionedréhation to the dynamically changing

process of world capital accumulation on the one hand, and a consideration of the
specific history of how capitalism entered into and transformed non capitalist social
relations and modes of production in South Africatbe other. They argued that the

rising organic composition of industrial capital, rapid concentration in mining,
manufacturing and agriculture and significant subsequent economic growth in South
Africa in the 1960s resulted in a surplus population tlzemec to be organized as an

Al ndustri al reserve ar myo. The state 1 nterve
through its control and distribution in a network of reserves, which made social control

easier and cheapabid, 95). However, an analysisdt asserts the inevitability of labour

force contraction is inadequate if it fails to recognize the ongoing restructuring of the
reserve army of | abour as a result of t he

conditions of capthalgenecamas atsiocn a, valgient
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bet ween t-peoli¢wapieat , petty commodity producd
(ibid, 92).

I n this context, t he p o sokdrFirstyf he Afguedpagainst t hi nk
liberals that apartheids a system of racial domination was integral to the exploitation of
cheap bl ack l abour. However, whi |l e race i
determinant of soci al structureo (Wol pe, 19 ¢
reflect in a unidimensional way the abstract relations of productidsid( 119).

Secondly, Legassicknd Wolpe(1976) highlighted the increasingly complicated links

between national and global capital, countryside and city, reproduction and production,

and the social wedire functions of gendered homestead farming systems and the
increasingly refined institutionalized control of labour through a system of migrant labour

and pass laws on the other. And thirdly, Legasaiut Wolpe(1976) attempt to account

for the differental and contradictory outcomes of social dynamics on different segments

of the population. Thus, for Wolpe, icontrast to Lipton and the other neoclassical
economists, understanding a social formation requires analysing the forces that drive
expanded repduction, the contradictions, fractures and changes these generate in
different spaces and times, and how existing forms of social relationship relate to specific

regimes of accumulation.

Nevertheless, Legassicnd Wolpe( 1 9 7 6 : 99) c 0 n chlAftriche cageh a t At h
does not constitute an exception to the gen
relations into agriculture generates an abs«
respect, Levin and Neocosmos (1987) suggest that Wolpeatdly subscribes to the
thesis of Al i near proletarianisationo i n wh
expanded accumulation erode qpapitalist farming systems resulting in an inevitable

proletarianisation, whereas theocess is much more even and contradictory.

232.The forging of the OPrussian patho a

Question
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The third view, also in the tradition of radical political economy derives from Mike
Morrisodo (1976) argument t hanSouthh&icaghgpughr i an gt
wha't Lenin described as the MAPrussian pathd¢
consi der Morriso view at some | ength Dbecaus
labour tenants into wageorkers as key to the path of acmuiation and development of

agrarian capital.

Morris investigates the period of South African history from 1930 to 1950, and tries to

answer two questions. Firstly, why did labour tenancy dominate agriculture even in its

capitalist phase in South Africa&®econdly, how did changes to this distinctive labour

regime within capitalist agriculture come about and with what consequences for
relationships between town and countrysitied( 3 09) ? Morri sO6 answer ,
different phases of class strugdietween farm owners and labour tenants took place in

conditions structurally shaped by the uneven development of capitalism and the role of

the state in mediating competition between national and international capital, and that the
failure of labourtemat s t o organi ze and assert themsel v
farm migration as a substitute for class struggle. South Africa did not follow the classic

Aprimitive accumulationo form of Engl and ( Mo

The APr ussi anscgeeptiond(1976n310)relates itosh@ power of the Boer

l andl ord estates, the fAfeudal Junker econom
transformation with support from the state to keep peasants politically and economically
subservient to theahdlord class. The discovery of minerals in the late 19th century both

rapidly developed a capitalist mode of production in mining and boosted home markets

for agricultural commodities, shifting landowners from rental income earners to
agricultural commody producers. This created the impetus to eliminate the peasantry (as
competitors) and to transform it into wage
unrestricted political rights to enforce th
(ibid, 310) was able to secure labour, despite competition from mining and
manufacturing, by forcing African peasants into labour tenancy arrangement while

keeping wages low.

43



Labour tenancy involved the provision of labour services without wage payments in
return or land for residence, crop cultivation and grazing, and frequently involved the
tenantsd use of his own i mplements to wunder
holding. However, by the 1930s, the dominance of the capitalist mode of production in
agliculture was indicated by two main shifts in labour tenant regimes: the first was a
move from labour rent to predominantly wage labour, paid either in cash or kind, or
combinations thereof; the second was the wrenching of labour tenants from their means
of production as the use of landowner implements became increasingly widespread. This
meant that the appropriation of surplus labour no longer took the form of a direct (feudal)
labour renti time allocated to labour in lieu of cash renbut was now indiretly
appropriated through its embodiment in the commodity produced. Furthermore, the

| abour tenant was no | o mowenrbythebreans dflisowr epr od L
products of his own | abour on his ofwn patct
wages for soci al reproduction. Labibidgr t enan

308) of the transition to capitalist agriculture.

Central to the emergence of t his Avari ant
capitalism. Wh i | was Bldwy dranafdrming ¢romi abave, thel rapmdo
introductionofalargs cal e capitalist mining sector was
entire social formation, and resulted in two structural contradictions. The first was a crisis

related to agricult commodity prices. The depression in the 1930s weighed more

heavily on agriculture than either mining, which suffered little, or manufacturing, which

recovered rapidly on the back of the mining sector. A squeeze on agricultural prices

created a generakd crisis putting the very survival of agriculture at risk as the costs of
production began to exceed returns, pushing farmers into greater levels of indebtedness.

The second contradiction was mining and i nd:t
bladk labour and farm labour responses to this demand, to move to where wages were

higher. By the late 1920s, and into the next two decades, labour shortages on farms were

so acute that they affected both seasonal and permanent labour. Where, in the 1930s,

44



mog labour had been drawn from the Bantustans, by 1940 the farms themselves had

become sources of urban labour and massive migration to towns was taking place.

The class struggle in the countryside intensified between the 1930s and 1950s as labour
tenantsfought to hold onto their access to land and livestock while agricultural capital
grappled with structural conditions and drought by attempting to increase productivity
and change conditions of employment, by reducing the land available for cultivation an
grazing without increasing wages. Labour tenants responded with hostility to the changes
and migrated from one contract to another. Their struggle was thus not simply a defence
of their incomes but an attempt to maintain the labour tenancy system Weathgan

partial access to land. Nevertheless, their inability to transform their economic struggles
to survive into a political class struggle gradually transformed their intermittent migration
to towns to seek wage work, as an integral part of the latmmant system, into
permanent migration from farms to towns. However, migration as a substitute for

political c¢class struggle also exacerbated th

At the heart of this new migratory impulse was the generational distribution of farm wage
income. Labour tenancy was organized around the reproduction of the household as a
unit of production and consumption. The labour tenancy contract was thus negotiated
with the head of household. However, the head of household required the labour of his
children to fulfill the conditions of the contract. The payment in kind (and cash),
however, went to the head of household as the contract holder. For younger sons (and to
some extent daughters), the economic cl ass
effead dabid,(327): not only did they labour without benefits in kind, the curtailment of
access to land by farmers as a result of the structural changes meant that opportunities for
sons to accumulate livestock independently were increasingly limited. Hgowiewer

their perspective, the very fact of labour tenancy also curtailed the possibility of increased
wage work on farms. The choice to migrate also resulted in the farmer evicting the head
of family, who was then often also forced to migrate to the townsnigrating as a

substitute for open political class struggle, labour tenants thus reproduced the precise
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conditions that gave rise to the crisis that bore down on the dominant class in agriculture

in the first place.

This moment of struggle was fingllesolved under apartheid, which represented the
restructuring of ithe relations of exploita
without destabilising urban labour supplies (Davesal, 1976: 27). It achieved this

through the renewed effort westroy labour tenancy, the provision of prison labour to

farms and the intensification of controls over labour migration and movement through
influx controls and the homel and system. Apa
Bernstein, 2011:)lof Sawt h Af ri cads Prussian path in whic
central position in the state, securing extensive subsidies, market regulation and trade
controls, often in conflict with mining and manufacturing capital. The result was an
accelerationo gr i cul t ur al industrialisation fAas re
scal e, practices and devel opment of the pr
which meant that by the 1960s fAthe agrarian
2011: 1).

Morris, however, goes to great lengths to show that labour tenancy is a form of wage

labour in ordetto claim that a capitalist mode of production prevailed in agriculture. He

thus argues that surplus appropriation occurs indirectly through thedemdnt of labour

in the commodity as a result of |l abour tena
means of production, which forces them to depend on wages (cash and in kind) for their

sccial reproduction. Banaji (201&4), however, argues thatishtype of argument rests

on the Asimple categoryo of wage | abour und:

concerned with a fAconcrete cditiagy oapitglo o f w a

creating | abouro. C cecamdmyy precsessess @&alogidstcreateg I N wo
Aunprecedent edo exampl es of capitalist rel
Aarchaic é forms olid6&ubjection of | abouro (

Morrisdés assumption that a particular mode o
particular form of free wagdabour exploitation results in an account, as Levin and

Neocosmos (1987: 69) point out, that subscribes to an underlying notion that these are
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capitalist processes of Al i near prol etari

undifferentiatedd pr ol et ari anso. This homogeni sation
invisible differences amongst them, thus en
peopleo (or Athe communityo), which is also
regionaldi versity as well as how Aforces from |

transformations taking place.rfally, Levin and Neocosmo#h(d: 79) suggest that labour

tenants should be viewed as petty commodity producers rather than disguised proletarians
forwhom prices for goods produced ar e, I n Ba
98).

2.3.3. Petty commodity production and social differentiation

The critique of linear proletarianisation directed at Wolpe and Morris suggests that class
formation processesr&a more complex than their analyses of countryside dynamics

suggest. Levin and Neocosmos (1987: 67) argue that small farm production should be
viewed as petty commodity production rather than as ssoale farming (in the Lipton
schema) or peasant produaa n (i n Wol pebés early articul at:i
assert that petty commodity production has been taking place in the former Bantustans,
creating a neglected area of class struggle and formation that is important for
understanding the potentifdrces for democratization. Their argument is located in an

older debate that took place in the 1970s and early 1980s about the place of the peasantry

in the development of capitalism in African (socialist) economies.

Gibbon and Neocosmos (1985) argubkdat t Bernsteinbés work (in 19
superseded the dominant theories that had attempted to address questions about the
Astatus and relation to capitalism of [ not
economic for ms asGibhpm ad Agocosnadd85:s164).Aanongst 0 (

these dominant theories wedependency theory and politicahalysesthat aimed to

show thatthe ruling class was constituted either as a bureaucratic bourgeoisie or as an
alliance of fi nance dcoa p8dnsein challerdied fthese a | 0 C (

perspectives arguing that there is a single system of production (thus avoiding the
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problem of dualism) in which capitalism regulates the conditions of peasant production.
The relationship between the peasantry and the stdhus one of struggle, and requires

specific investigation.

However, despite identifying a core theoretical problem, Bernstein nevertheless
reproduced the fipeasant essentialismo that |
peasantry as pettyommodity producers and thus kept the definition within a materialist

ambit, he nevertheless moved ambiguously between characterising it as having a
subsistence logic and as being driven by the need to meet the simple reproduction needs

of the household (athe unit of production) and its members (the producers), as though
these notions were interchangeabl e. Thus, f
tends to define petty commodity production not in terms of social relations of any sort but

rather asa type of subjective calculation on the part of the individual petty commodity

pr odu c éid:s161).. This Chayanoviatype reductionism leads to analytical

problems, the most important one being that a peasant mode of production, existing
independenyl of capitalist social relations, and in some sense articulating with it, has

crept back in.

Gibbon and Neocosmos argue instead that a social formation is capitalist if it undertakes
Afgeneralised commodi ty product i o metationand i s
between wagéabour and capital. This does not mean that all enterprises conform to a
predet er mi ned Atypeo, whi ch contains both caj
which all other types are measured. What makes enterprises capitalist or nos At he
relations which structurally and historicall
shown is that Athe soci al entities and di ffe
in such formations are only explicable in terms of the wiage o u r r @Hba@tando n 0  (
Neocosmos1985: 169). Nor does generalised commodity production require that all

el ements of production be fully commoditise
reproduce themselves outside the circuits of commoditgaoy and divisions of labour

generated by the capital/lwagea b our r el ati ono (Bernstein, 19 ¢
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Il n 1988, Bernstein accepted Gibbon -and Neo
theorise the relationship between capitalism and petty bourgeois prodtrotornthe
perspective of class relations. In doing so, he took as a starting point that petty
commodity production is fAexclusively consti
through the basic social relations and dynamics of the capitalist mode afprc t i on o
(Bernstein,1988: 259). As such, it conforms to the general conditions of all capitalist
production, namely:

1 Generalised commodity production for exchange value,

T Private production with #Arelative speci al

1 Regulation through the same lawlscompetition and accumulation applicable to

all capitalist productionilfid: 262).

What makes petty commodity production distinctive, however, is that it combines the

class positions of capital and labour within the same productive entity (the household)

and sometimes the same person in a contradi
contradictory in that at a theoretical level the essential condition of capitalism is the prior
separation of, and contradictory relation between, capital and labodr, thds

contradiction is internalized in the basic conditions of existence and reproduction of petty
commodity production. There are three levels of contradiction.

The first relates to the distribution of the class positions of capital and labour belhween t
social groups of the entity, particularly along lines of gender, age and lineage, as
indicated by divisions of property, labour, income and consumption (Bernstein, 2010a:
103;06 Laughl i n, 1 9 9F6r;insté&oez atder Imien (hodseh®I@ pathajc

may occupy the place of capital while his wife/wives and children occupy the place of
labour, a relationship of exploitation that, in some cases, has been structured and

represented fiideologically by idi2s6hs of ki ns

The second contradiction is that petty commodity producers must reproduce themselves
as both capital and as labour. The reproduction of petty commodity production as capital
involves replacing the various technologies and means of production (maclsieed,
breeding stock etc), while the reproduction of itself as labour involves replacing both the

daily requirements of producing labour (food, shelter, clothes etc) as well as the
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requirements of future (and past) generations of labour (childrenhanélderly). In

addition to the consumption and replacement funds, surplus is also required for a
ceremonial fund, which enables activities, rituals, rites and celebrations, which, amongst

other things, are mechanisms for theeractment and reproductiaf social relations

(Wolf, 1966: 97, Bernstein 2010a; ComarafP9(. Bernstein (2010a: 103rgues that

the contradiction relates to the distribution of income between different funds,
particularly the capital replacement fund (including rent) and thewuaption fund. Wolf

(1966: 97) also emphasizes the internally contradictory nature of the ceremonial fund,

whi c h, in the act of reproducing Aorderl yo

social group.

The third contradiction is that the comation of class positions is the source of
differentiation between petty commodity producers. In some cases petty commodity
production is able to reproduce and expand itself as capital (through the exploitation of
family labour). If this happens, it may bego employ wage labour and thus become
capitalist production. In other cases, it continues to reproduce itself as capital and labour
at the same scales as before, what Lét#%7?) cal |l ed fisi mpl e reproduc
case, petty commodity produati fails toreproduce itself as capital and therefore begins

to fail to reproduce itself as labour. This forces members of the household to seek wage
work outside of the producing entity. However, in contexts where wage work is difficult
to find and secutdhe tendency to proletarianisation puts the family under a reproductive
squeeze, where reproduction through both wage labour and petty commodity production

is constrained.

It follows from the theoretical definition and essential relations of petty amiiiyn
production that these producers are not a
another class (Bernstein, 1988: 265). Indeed, this concern with petty commodity
producers as a class tends to result in the neglect of the class relations within pet
commodity production, with their differentiating effects. Nevertheless, petty commodity
producer can be subjected to pressures fron
S g u e e bid)nadthioughi they can also benefit from particular relatiorth state and

capital.
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Building from this argument, Levin and Neocosmos argue (against both analyses that
homogenize small scale farmers and those that subscribe to theses of linear
proletarianisation) that capitalist development in South Africa has iegidlve creation

of both petty commodity producers and a proletariat (1987: 67). The general acceptance

of the fAPrussian patho thesis means that r ec(
tended to be neglected in accounts of agrarian dynamics argfiotraation, as have

processes of s@ differentiation (eg. Bundy1988). And where the character of
accumul ation is analysed as being shaped b
societieso (Levin and Neocos mo saccoubt@agd7 : 69),
thus goes some way in accounting for processes of rural differentiation, this too is a
constrained by a descriptive methodologge(also Morris, 1998and ultimately resorts

to explaining differentiation as a process of proletarianisatioreratitan understanding

the differentiating effects of local petty commodity production.

Certainly, recent empirical data suggest processes of differentiation continue to occur
amongst farmers in the former Bantustan areas. Akbeal (2013: 15), for instnce,

report that in 2010 thereewetedol5mMhabDDbBoldems
average R35,000 per annwmiamd a2 e@ omihloluis@rm o s
on average R1,000 per annum. The commercial smallholders grew by 29%rb2008e

and 2010, contributed R5,3 billion to rural incomes, and employed in the region of 10%

of agricultural workers nationallyibjd). However, the social relationsnderlying and

driving such changes are obscured in this account by the descriptivediegmyi

Levin and Neocosmos argue that land reform will create space for even greater expansion

of petty commodity production with its more progressive path of accumulation from

bel ow. However, it owi I | ead fit giveaisedol ear di
Aantagonistic classes of capital 9% tandagr i cul t
reform should therefore be undertaken on ¢t}
soci al class differencesibih 8 mgermsdar toawidi cul t ur
homogeni sing small f ar mer s ibid).ntistthbsenecBssaayn ner o f
to analyse the nature of petty commodity pr

di scern pr ocess e iid: 85). Barristairs agesf boutrobsarves furthér  (
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that the tendency to differentiation within
propositiono and not a necessary empirical 1
the extent to which it occurs, and the specific na@ctms through which it occurs, are

always the effect of particular conditions of competition and class struggle requiring

concrete investigationo (Bernstein, 1988: 26
234. The Agrarian Question of | abour and p
bel owo

More recently, Bernstein (2009, 2010b) has argued that with the emergence of highly
globalized forms of agricultural production in the 1970s, a new formulation of the
Agrarian Question, as one not of capital butadfour, is now required. This view of a
Adceoupl ed agr ar i abodhicandekayt 20020B16) stardk in eontrast to

a number of other formulatiohsvhich continue to emphasise the importance of agrarian
issues to netiberal processes of capital accumulation and the class struggles that
accompanyhem (AkramLodhi and Kay, 2009b315-7).

The Agrarian Question today arises in a context very different from that in which the

classical versionwasdeeeped. Today, asl191Qduts i thedordcermis ( 200 9
with the Appsoplienawnd agriatcul tur al product i «
Byres (20009: 57) similarly argues that a A
capitalism, as transnational capital makes a powerful Bssau on pooranc ountri e
influences both the press of capitalist industrialization and the nature of capitalist

devel opment in the countrysideo. The changes:s
rapid increases in the pace and scale of agrarian capital integration, concentration and
financialisation and signal what Weiq2007) calls the emergence of a global
industrialised food economy. Farming, as the dominant means of social reproduction for

most people throughout history, is now distinct from agriculture as industrial entérprise.

Significantly, the agricultural sector is no longer regulated simply by the social relations

* These include McMichael (20p@&nd Araghi (2010) whose arguments | do not consider here.
® Friedman and McMichael (1989) attribute this to the development of corporate international agribusiness
with its roots h 19 century North America.
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bet ween c¢classes or by the sum of different
unevenly, integrated, organized and regulated by relations between agrarian cldsses a

types of farms, on the one hand, and the often highly concentrated capital upstream and
downstream of farming, on the other hando (E

Bernstein argues that these changes mean that farming, as a source of accumulation
through continal increases in labour productivity, production of cheap food and the
generation of a surplus for industrial development, is no longer a concern for capital on a
global scale. However, owing to the uneven development of capitalism, this resolution
has occtred without resolving the role of rural accumulation in supporting national
industrialisation in particular countries in the South (Bernstein, 2009: 250), resulting in
masses of unemployed wage workers, and raising the prospect that we are now faced

with an agrarian question of labour.

While the globalization of capital has resulted in growing numbers of people who are
compelled to sell their labour power, directly or indirectly, in order to secure their
reproduction, the conditions for social reproductigrarticularly in the south, are

increasingly constrained, precarious, oppressive and informal. This has resulted in the
fragmentation of classes of labour, who survive through complex combinations of wage
employment (that is itself shifting from permandnt seasonal and contract based
employment), and insecure smadlale farming and informal ect or ( 6sur vi val 6)
which are subject to Aforms of differentiat
class, gender, generation, caste and etgnicit ( Ber n st eli See als@ [Ceftite; 250
2010: 72).

I n terms of the <classic f or mudapitalisttamdedof t he
property € is destroyed, and a fundament al C
thereby satisfiedthere remains no rationale for redistributive land refé@m ( Ber nst ei n
2004: 199, aut horés emphasis.) However, the
of a multiplicity of marginal and survivalist strategies of reproduction suggest that the

recent land reforms (in Zimbabwe and South Africa) can be thought of as struggles of

surplus populations to reproduce themselves in ways that have been disconnected from
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how capital is organized and wage labour mobilized. Thus, the crisis in rural livelihoods
associated with a new agrarian question of labour and its fragmentation may explain
contemporary land struggles. Nevertheless, Bernstein warns that the redistribution of land
from | arge | andpédadantngéd dho dilwd rikedrsaeuggest
immune to class differentiation and its tendency to generate inequality (Bernstein, 2003).

He suggests that differentiating processes in petty commaodity production, along with the

class stratifications that exist as a result of differences iowimership of land, cattle and

means of production (see also Oo6Laughlin, 1

increasing struggles of the rural poor to reproduce themselves.

Although Bernstein warns that the applicability of his various theses tdispentexts

of types and sectors of agriculture and forms of agrarian labour and capital requires

i nvestigation, Byres (2009: 58) I's critica
d et e r mpanticukany &ince the politics of land reform in Southiédrhas involved

broad social groupings (and not just labour) and is initimately connected to the way in

which the national question is formulated in postcolonial contexts. FurtherAloeam-

Lodhi and Kay (2009b 320) suggest that e Bépmast éiahds
explanations in that they do not account for the diversity and specificities present in poor
countries today. Akrarh o0 d h i and Kay, for i nstance, ar g
accumulikid, Bl8)nunder (the contemporary restructuring oficadfure can be

found by considering linkages between agricultural production for export and peasant
production for home markets. Where the linkages are strong, rural accumulation has
expanded to the benefit of the economy as a whole. Where linkageseake (for

example, in South Africa) however, aggregate rural accumulation has resulted-in non

| abour absordpettievrei,o riaetq unagl iptayibit, 820 whictohis r ur al
Afgenerated a reproductive squee@zaniwi skichot &
(ibid, 322). AkramL o d h i and Kay suggest t hat I n thes:
argument that agrarian | abour has been fideco

explanation of the crisis in livelihoods.

O6 Laughlin €e2Gbd0ngl®B&ynsteinds observation

labour, highlights both the gendered dimensions of the changes and their regional
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diversity and specificity in Southern Africa. Where rural livelihoods and investments in
agriculture and cattlbad once depended on (male) migrant labour remittances, chronic
unemployment and underemployment has disrupted the flow of remittance income. The
consequences are multiple. Where wage labour was once the best form of social security

in an environmentofgih ri sk farming, today a f#Aplot of

form of soci al security agaibs205). indteadov agar i e
Acapitalists hungry for cheap | abour tearin
(ibid, 19 ) , there is now fAa fragmentedfa€pr ol et ar
|l abour, and A[o]ld |Iinear sequences [of soci

and families float between rural and urban areas, industry andsra#l farmingibid).

Further mor e, a Agrowing class differentiatdi
only in income and housing, but also in the size of herds and landholdings, in the type of
agricultural techni ques e mpbldo29®.Hinally,ahed i n t h
relationship between land, gender and class, in a context so defined by the gendered
dimensions of migrant labour, colonial constructions of chiefly power and patrilineality,

is Acompl exo, Ahistoribd&0l).y shiftingodo and Au

Drawing on OO0 Laughlinds and Bernsteinds ob
and the class fragmentation associated with neoliberal agrarian restructuring, Cousins

(2013: 116) asks whether, in the South African context, an expanded redistribative |

reform programme together with other state support could support the establishment of
agricultural petty commodity producers who begin to accumulate from below. They
could play a role in resolving South Africa

and generate new conditions for growth, and complete the national democratic struggle.

Following Morris, Cousins argues that the agrarian question of capital was resolved in
South Africa through the Prussianlghdat h of A
the concentration of agrarian capital and labour productivity apparent in the emergence of

a largescale, (white) commercial farming sector. However, despite market liberalization

from the late 1980s and the dismantling of the production and rragketonopoly

institutions and regulations that characterized the Prussian path, by 2010 agrarian capital

still farmed over 70% of the countryside. Furthermore, many of the key institutions of
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apartheid agriculture had appropriated forty years of statedguttsgsough privatization

(Amin and Bernstein, 1996), and had become important players in an increasingly dense
concentration of national and international capital up and downstream of primary farm
production (Greenberg 2013: 4; Bernstein, 2013: 29; 199K¢. capital elsewhere, this
reorganization has included processes of financialisation (Anseeuw, 2013), with former
co-operatives registering as agribusiness companies on the Johannesburg Stock Exchange
and trading in futures, mergers and acquisitionslyoing by world players such as
Monsanto and Walmart), and global mobility as farmers and agribusinesses expand into
other parts of Africa, reorganizing (andnegulating) the agriculturalalue chain as they
expand (Halk012.

Whil e thisosiftfii@eniemdo Aogfepagrarian and agri bt
for t he subsequent 6normali sationd [ of
6deregul ationd6/ 6l iber2ali sat iadm®0O c(rRant regdt dicm,

di sjunct ur es 0 licy (Gredntzeny,d2018: &)f At thencone of these was the
unresolved nature of the two other problematics of the agrarian question: the questions of
politics and chss, or what Cousins (2013: 320 cal | s 't he fofatger ar i an
dispossesséd ( a ufalies).r 6 s i

As in other parts of Southern Africa, and notwithstanding significant economic and other
differences, the class relations of the dispossessed in the South African countryside are
most mani fest in what O6 L au gtiddistinctgodidh 96: 7)
processes, which may have different Ar hyt hme
emerge amongst the unemployed and partially employed as a result of labour
reorganization and the consequent fragmentation of the working Tlasgesults in the

Adi versification of rur al I i veurs thowhid s 0, i n
Aspatiald ycemhiemateidons of (often i ntermitter
farming and own (socially regulated, survivialist) enterpridevesand Du Toit 2012:

133,1445) . The second soci al process is the fdfcl
of the unequal ownership and control over land, agricultural means of production

(tractors in particular), and cattle. Class formatiorcpsses are thus more complex than

the notion of petty commodity producers subject to differentiating internal dynamics
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all ows. Even the various qu®leiafsiasmmnt)oft ypl as
class typologies tend to present these idestdierelatively static whereas class identities

now shift and flow between designations of
Acapitalisto.

Despite these changes, successful small farmers have emerged in South Africa, in
response to the right conidibs (such as access to irrigated land and markets), as they

have in other parts of Africa (Scoonetsal, 2010, Oya, 2010), and there is evidence of

social differentiation in levels of production and in asset and livestock ownership
(Cousins, 2013: 125,3%). However, Cousinghid) argues that differences in household
income are the result of combinations of em
of t he means of agricultural productiono
commodity production ah processes of internal differentiation. While he is thus

skeptical that @ath involving accumulation from below will transform the South African
countryside, Cousins6é conclusions are deriv
Bantustan context, whic has a particular communal property regime and has been
neglected as a target of post 1994 land and agrarian reform. It is therefore possible that
different patterns of accumulation, and class differentiation are occurring in land reform

contexts in Souttfrica, even if land reform remains very limited in scale.

2.4. Conclusion

In this chapter | have shown that the possibility of a new class of agrarian capital
accumul ators fAemergingo in South Africa is .
complex setof factors and how they interrelate. These include the specific historical
conditions under which agricultural accumulation has occurred in South Africa; the

manner in which rural class formation in concrete contexts has been shaped by agrarian
transfoomé i on at a worl d scal e, and particularly
how class articulates with, shapes and is shaped by, other social differences in highly
localized contexts (Oya 2004). | have demonstrated this by locating the issues in relation

to the classic problematic of the Agrarian Question. However, as Banaji (1980: 46) notes,

the Agrarian Question is concerned not so much with the future of small scale farming as
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with all the changes that agriculture is subject to under the dominateapibélist forms

of producti on. Tishkapsal, and iwwhatsvhys is tagitalaakiikg: hold
of agriculture, revolutionising it, smashing the old forms of production and of poverty
and establishing new forms which must suceegéd ( a u tick)lor 6 s it a

In this respect, | have suggested that theméoa s si c a l economi st so
efficiency and the acceptance by radical
proletariani sat i onze snialbfarim prodacerd by tnagting theno g e n
ongoing processes of class differentiation internal to petty commodity production. The
result is a shared ngmpulist position in which rural politics is constructed around
notions oft he peopl edo or At he ¢ o mmuongiwihrdical Il ns
political economists, that the concrete forms of petty commodity production are the

outcome of class struggle and are thus a matter of investigation.

A central concept thus emerging from this chapter is agricultural petty commodity
prodiction, which | use in this thesis in preference to the descriptive and homogenizing
noti on esfc alie md lalr me-anmalytic definitic uncldrpins s$he core
framework that | use to analyze the social differentiation that results from three-capital
labour contradictions: the distribution of class positions across the productive entity (the
household) along gendered, generational and kinship lines; the surplus that must be
generated from production to supply the funds of consumption, replacement and
ceremony, and which are necessary to reproduce both labour and capital; and the
differentiating dynamics between producers resulting from the internal combination of
class positions in which some exploit household labour and expand capital, some
continue © engage in simple reproduction, while others are squeezed out of production

and forced into wage labour.

However, new di mensions of the concept of
t he A moment of gl obalizati onoh thevimassiva has
concentration, integration and financialisation of agrarian capital across the globe, and
the diversification of livelihoods in response to the growing crisis of reproduction
resulting from the reorganization of wage labour. The Agrarian t@uesf labour

conceived as a question of consumption and reproduction thus intersects in increasingly
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complex ways with the internal dynamics of differentiation within petty commodity
production, raising questions about whether or not the latter carforanthe rural
structure through pat hs Thds, inaadditormto Ipetty i o n
commodity production and class differentiation, this chapter provides the additional
concepts used in this thesis to examine the nature of the changes irutheAcan

countryside, namely, social reproduction and capital accumulation.

The next chapter considers a further two sets of theoretical debates necessary for
understanding the organization of, and possibilities associated with agricultural petty
commodty production today, namely, land reform and the nature of farming systems.
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3. LAND REFORM AND CATTLE FARMING SYSTEMS

3.1. Introduction

Land reform in South Africa isypicalof t he new wawnviee rod!| yfiomarrefedr
which began in the early 1990s undidre ascendancef a neoliberal hegemony and
which marked the end of staied developmentalism (Bernstein, 2004: 192). While there

is widespread consensus that land reform is politically important (Walker, 2008: 231,
Hall, 2009: 23), its relationship td¢ other two aspects of the agrarian quessisn
described in the previous chapter, namely production and accumulation, is much more
contested. These debates focus on the purpose of land reform and how it is undertaken. A
related set of issues is the nataf the farm systems land reform should aim to produce
and whether thesgystemsshould replicate the larggcale commercial farm model that
currently dominates the countryside or whether new farming systems should be adopted
that are more relevant to tHeagmented, mobile classes of labour struggling with a

generalized reproductive crisis.

In this chapter, | discuss agricultural petty commodity producers in relation to land

reform policies and implementation modalities, and the different farming systéms

their respective 06l ogicsd6 that prevail i n t
locate land reform in South Africa in the international debates about nriedké&ind

reform and the more recent emphasis on decentralized, negotiatettfarmd. | then

consider the phases that land reform in South Africa has gone through from the
perspective of the continuities and shifts and what these reveal about nature of the land

reform being undertaken.

| then consider the farm systems literatumewhich there is a distinctigtinctionin how
farming is understood, valued and written about. On the one hand, there is a vast
literature on economics and technologies of commercial farming (which | review briefly
through the beef industry) which undermliscourses of farming viability. On the other
hand, there is a growing, albeit politically neglected, literature on the social and financial
values of multipurpose farm production systems in the former Bantustan areas. While
these different discoursemre useful in drawing attention to the key rationales and

6C



normative features of commercial farming, on the one hand, and to the social and
relational aspects of small farming in the former Bantustans, on the other, there is very
little written on the actda rather than policy intended, farming systems of petty

commodity producers in land reform contexts.

3.2. Land reform in South Africa

3.2.1. The emergence of markeased land reform

EFGhonemy (2001: 105) says fAno othem policy
ideology and the balance of political power than the transformation of land property

r i g hLansl eeform is diverse and contested across different localities and historical
periods (Borras and Franco: 2010:neta), . |t i s
2002: 279), which has involved various and multiple combinations of changes in the
distribution of ownership, structures of tenure, patterns of land uses, forms of production.

It is precisely this mix of ideology, contestation and political poteat explains the re

emergence of land reform in a marked guise in the 1990s.

~

Following the2nd World Wa r , |l and reform was driven by #f
diverse ideologies (Byers 2004, Barraclough, 1999). Socialist countries used state
ownershp and collectivisation to stimulate agricultural accumulatiod the transfer of

surplus to fund urban industrializati¢Byers, 2004)while capitalist countries used land

reform politically to stem the spread of communism and economically to increase
production. Following the decolonisation period in Africa in the 1950s and 60s, land

reform disappeared from the development agenda of the World Bank and International
Monetary Fund to return in a new mareéndly form as a focus of World Bank policy

in the 19908 (Borras, 2003: 368).

The World Bank economists, Deininger and Binswanger (1993:-1248), were

amongst the first to argue the case for market assisted land reform in 1993. Since the

® This new form has been described in various ways including miedketgrarian reform, markeissisted
land reform and markediased land reform.
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arguments are examined at length in Chapter 2 as part ofethdassical economist

position, they are summarized here. Deininger and Binswanger argue that evolution of

the structure of agricultural development and property rights followed a linear
progression from manorial landlord estates to family farms edtaigistable systems of

production within a market economy, except where manorial estates were organised as
haciendas through state policy distortions of the market that favoured the development of

large ownelo per at ed #AJunker e st angee 4993: (2BG)Thes wanger
Junker estates (such as those in South Africa, Zimbabwe and most of South America)
developed through seeking rents from urban industrial sectors, trade barriers and
subsidies, which transformed the estates into highly mechanisederomaiiarms that

eliminated hired labour and resulted in tenant evictions. The result was a bifurcated
structure, which excludes the poor from land markets and makes it unlikely that
Avol untaryo | and mar ket transadcheiresuts wi | | [
political instability, declining agricultural production and reduced economic performance.
However, the fir sprovidedipceasedfincentaes tbr tenafnessr ms i

to work and invest and so increased output and productiifitig: 1246).

By 1999, Deininger and Binswanger s ar gume |
position on land reform into four key elements (Deininger and Binswanger, 1999: 2;
Wolford, 2007: 556557; Hall, 2010: 31):

1 The necessity for redistributive landfeems where nommarket forces had
resulted in bifurcated or highly unequal land ownership structures and agricultural
capital investments.
Small ownetoperated farms to achieve efficiency and equity gains.
Secure property rights to ensure returns torefod investment and as a basis for
a land market.

1 A policy and regulatory environment that allowed markets to transfer land from

less to more efficient users.

For the World Bank then, markaessisted land reform (MALR) was raechanismfor

p r o v i aheffitigncyfiand equityenhancingedistributionof assets (Deininger and
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Binswangey 1999 651) that would overcome thélong-standing problems of asset
distributionand social exclusian ibi¢l: 249 without incurring the fiscal, economic and
bureaucrat costs of statéed agrarian reforms. Other characteristics of the approach that
have more recently been emphasized are the negotiability of land reform and multi
stakeholder or community driven land reform processesG(inemy, 2002: 231;

Binswanger antNguyen, 2004; Binswanger and Aiyar, 2003).

However, their views, which are based on a curious teleology that diminishes, if not
eradicates, historical specificity, havbeen contested even among proponents.
Christiansen (1993: 1548666), for example, cdéions the World Bank about its
expectations. He argues that #fAthe dual obj ec
agriculture while seeking to duplicate the high levels of productivity that characterize the

[large scale commercial sector] are likeéo be mutually incompatible, at least in the

short to mbdi umb5t2dr, md h(@t #fAmul tipl efa)mour ces
sources, shoul d be e n c o uibid dl®58), thata policiesr t han
supporting cheaper urban food supplie partl y account for Athe u
the rural mar ket s aibidt 1555nant that theaundamstandingrofc o me s 0
the operations of the rural economy dand in
and fragmentedlfid: 1562).

While there is a fairly wide consensus that the access of the poor to land is important in
mitigating the social, political and economic costs of persistent and growing inequality in
developing countrie{see Kay, 1998; Carter and Coles, 1998; and de yaand
Sadoulet, 1996; Hall and Cliffe, 2009%e markeied land reform proposals have
nevertheless been critiqued from a range of empirid@Elsed and theoretical
perspectives. These include concerns that policies aimed at market expansion should
complanent, not replace, stasgiministered land reforms (Ehonemy, 2002: 242),
since market mechanisms on their own are likely to be financially onerous for
government (Griffenet al, 2002: 321). More radical critiques are concerned that the
approach is lesabout transferring land to the landless than with creating markets in land
(Putzel, 2002: 223), and that even if it does successfully create vibrant markets in land,

the dynamics and structures of power would act as barriers to making land markets work
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for the poor (Borras, 2003: 389; Riedinger, Yang and Brook, 2001). Furthermore, since

land reform has historically opposed, often violently, the interests of large landholders

against the interests of the landless or peasants, the negotiability of the fmemnkiby
approach suggests a degree of consensus tha
25).

At the heart of the more radi €&l 2003m h0B)er ns | s
thatthe market ed | and r e f-loir bme r alr 02QQKV@60I)fihookloof the

Worl d Bank, devel opgnad keutdo afriaifqueawed fprad e
This critique T that bureaucracies become centralized, inefficient, corrupt and
unresponsive while landlords seek to evade and subvert léownrand land market

distortions prevent efficient farmers from acquiring lanfbrms the core characteristics

of the market approach. These are: voluntary transactions in which willing sellers are
encouraged by progressive land taxes and payments aetnratks to supply land

markets; demand driven targeting of beneficiaries; decentralized and privatized

i mpl ementation agents with the stateds role
and finance to buyers; a n d iversifiedadorhneercidl ar m pl &
farmingo prior t oa3p0Bitchase (Borras, 2003

However, Borras ipid) provides evidence from Brazil, Colombia and South Africa,
where this approach has been implemented, to show that the outcomes the World Bank
predicted haveeither not materialized or have been much slower than expected. For
instance, implementation has been centralized rather than decentralized (in Colombia and
South Africa), land prices have gone up and not down (Brazil and Colombia and perhaps
South Afri@), and buyers have tended to be wealthier peasants, suggesting elite capturing.
Furthermore, none of the countries developed and implemented progressive land tax
policies to improve land supply, and in addition, the land made available for sale was
often agriculturally marginal or far from services and markets while -pastfer
development support has either not been forthcoming or has been slower than expected.
Il n summary, the mar ket Acannot carry out a

predictedby its proponeaB¥)so (Borras, 2003
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This means that the key assumptions of the maksisted approach should be re
examined. Borrasilfid: 386:389) suggests that the shortcomings are not the result of
technical and administrative failures but atitdble to the core assumptions of the
approach itself. The first of these is the assumption that with the right institutionally
determined incentives, rational agents are driven by market logics rather than politics
whereas the evidence suggests that dantinlasses both have, and exercise the power to

influence land prices. Secondly, the assumption that willing buyers and willing sellers

have equal power to negotiate | and reform dc¢

of organizing, processing aratticulating demands [are] constrained by the very social
and political environment that necessitates the-lards e d demands of t
first place (bid: 389). Thirdly, contrary to the assumption that decentralization
encourages transparency amctountability, Borrasilfid: 390) cites research indicating
that enclaves of local authoritarianism dominate local polities and are more likely to act

in the interests of elites and against the interests of the poor.

It is in this contested space thakthmportance of the rentry of land reform on the
agenda of international development institutions over the past two decades lies, along
with the international debates about madleet or assisted land reform, on the one hand,
and their localized nationabnfigurations and adaptations of this general structure on the
other. As Hall (2010: 38) notes:

AThe international debate concerning
outcomes of [market assisted land reform] MALR appears to be growing and
fractuing, as the scope of debate extends beyond the mechanisms for the
acquisition of land and the selection of beneficiaries to its location within
processes of agrarian and even macroeconomic change. This unfolding debate
therefore forms a highly contestedntext for policy discourse on the parameters

of l and reform in South Africa.o

3.2.2. Continuties and shifts in the phases of land reform in South Africa

Land reform in South Africa has been through a number of phases (Greenberg, 2013: 9).

However, these are clamterized by a shift in emphasis rather thamdical
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discontinuity (Hebinck et al, 2011). The shifts have been the result of pragmatic,
although sometimes less than coherent attempts, to accommodate competing interests and
objectives (see Hall, 2010), wh often reflect ambivalences around questions of farm
size and viability. (See, for example, Standing and Johnston, 20045.)14More

recently, however, land and agricultural policies have converged around the notion of the
emerging commercial farmer, a concept emphasizing integration into commodity
markets. This section shows how despite contestation, the raiket aspects of land

reform have survived the shifts in different phases.

The first phase of land reform was shaped by the compromisesimadgotiating the

end of apartheid, which emphasized the | and
sell ero as a key pil | ar-18)o Howdva,nthdee gdigtinct cy ( DLl
interests shaped how this principle unfolded in policy. The WBrddn k 6 s i nt er est v

promote negotiated land reform and srsalhle farming along with markets as the

primary redistributive mechanism once initial distortions had been removed (see
Binswanger and Deininger, 1993). The commercial agricultural sectorcovazrned

about Aviabilityo, a notion embedded in the
production (Cousins and Scoones, 2010), which it linked to its role in securing national

food security and export revenue. The ANC and its struggle aNt@sh had not fully

elaborated a position on the agrarian question when negotiations began @04ajs

emphasized an African communitarianism that highlighted the communal, social and
egalitarian aspects of African production systems (Li, 2010: 38®sélalso resonated

with the neepopul i st notions of At he peopled that
Charter and under which the United Democratic Front had so successfully mobilized

resistance to apartheid in the 1980s and early 1990s.

The outcome othese struggles over early redistribution policy was a financial grant
system (the Land Reform Settlement and Acquisition Grant or SLAG) that provided low
levels of financial support (initially R16,000 per household) to poor households to enable

them to pdicipate in land marketSThe concern with viable productive units combined

" Interestingly, Aliberet al(2013) reminds us that average farms prices airtiewere R900 per hectare,
and thus a grant of R15,000 would have been sufficient to purchase about 17 hectares of land.
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with the notions of African communalismnd an antsmallholder view in the ANC
(inherited among other things from Stalinist and Soviet traditions of thought on the
agrarian queégn), resulted in largescale commercial farms being transferred into the
ownership of groups of grant beneficiaries organized into legal efitiiisough this

early phase has been compared favourably with later policy phases as having been
supportiveof smallscale farmers (Alibeet al, 2013: 23), by 1998 the large scale farm
sector, government and NGOs all agreed that land reform was failing, although there was
little agreement on either the definitions or causes of failure (Adibalk 2013: 3).

The second phase began with the Departmento
multi-purposes of land reform, small grants geared at households and the collective

nature of projects had, by 2001, given way to the Land Redistribution and Agricultural

Devd opment Programme (LRAD) with its focus o
commercial farmers (Hall and Cliffe, 2009: 7, Alibetr al, 2013: 29, 288). This phase

was characterized by larger expenditures per individual or project (Hall and Aliber, 2010:

58), with grants to individuals arranged on
The consequence was a strategy of Afbacking
qualifying beneficiaries were now wealthier individuals who intended to farm
comnercially, with big increases in the size of land transferred to the individual

beneficiary.

Il n 2005 and 2007, the resolutions at t he N
congress in Polokwane urging a return to a focus on soalé farmers seemed tgsal

the start of yet another new phase in land reform. The signals, however, have diverged in
practice, with the National Development Plan (2011) promoting small scale farmers on

the one hand, and the State Land Lease and Recapitalization and Develpplnas

(2013) continuing to adhere to the ideal of lasgale farming on the other. The question

of farming scale thus remains an area of policy ambivalence. However, the continued

emphasis on market integration is evident on both sides of the polergence.

The National Development Plan (NDP) (NPC, 2011) aims to create a million jobs in

8 The Communal Property Associations Act (1996) was enacted for this purpose.
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agriculture by 2030 through the establishment of small farmers mainly on irrigated land,
the rationale of which is captured in both the ISPR arguments outlinée iprévious
chapter and the abstract multiplier effect (Aliber, 2013: 10) on employment of up and
downstream linkages in the agricultural value chain. It is also a view that is consistent
with aspects of the neoliberal maeroonomic framework, Growth, Edgyment and
Redistribution (GEAR) that was adopted in the late 1990s. The aim in both the NDP and
Gear is to establish small black farmers producing for (export) markets on farms
redistributed through land reform.

What is striking is the absence of a dission on the tradeffs being made. This is
captured in Deininger 6dedhrafreformcneodels in Soutbigot i at
Africa and elsewhere (1999: 17):

AFirst é the farm model s é. provide full
throughoutthe year. Second, farm plans are characterized by a focus on high

value crops rather than traditional bulk commodities ... Third, all plans include a
significant "garden plot", setting aside about one hectare for domestic
consumption needs (including chests, one pig, and a cow) and intensive

cultivation of vegetables or fruits, the surplus of which is to be sold in the

mar ket . 0O

However, Lahiffet abs (200 8) case study of the | ivel
agriculture on land reform farms suggestseotbocial processes at work. They found

firstly, a significant drop out from the original beneficiaries to the final users of the

farms; secondly, that an exceedingly small number of users sell agricultural produce on a

regular basis and that of those wth@, most use family labour. Of those who employ

labour, there is a tendency to use migrant labour from neighbouring countries, to pay

wages lower than the legal minimum wage and to use seasonal rather than permanent
labour; thirdly, most of the users ofetHand reform farms produce for their own
consumption, reflected in the type of crops grown (staple food crops) with only
Aoccasi onal sales and gifts ibif, 200861pThas cr op s

authors therefore conclude that the mlamlihood benefits of land reform come in the
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form of opportunities for selémployment and in boosting household food supplies.
Strikingly, they note that Afithe net contrib
cases is well below what could be eadnby a single worker receiving the statutory

minimum wage, although not necessarily much less than the wage rates at the bottom of

the infor mal | abour market (eg. The wages e
(ibid, 2008: 64). Nevertheless, thenavailability of labour and cash to purchase

operational inputs and capital assets limited the scale of cropping.

Although Lahiffetaldi sput e Deiningerds optimism about
stop shorbof asking how the social conditions of pration are themselves reproduced;

how, in other words, capital and labour are reproduced in a environment of capital
constraint and what tensions, struggles and iddf$einform decisions about whether to

reproduce capital or labour. Despite their obsésmat about differential conditions of

labour reproduction and capital constraints, the authors conclude that the key limits to

farm expansion are water, soil quality and topograpiiyd,(2008: 60) In this sense,

they, like Deininger, seem to assumethaeand ref orm has fino need
awkward questions of c¢class and class strugagl
(Byers, 2004: 19), and whether and how these are being reconfigured in-ledrlaetd

reform contexts.

A similar contnuity in market integration is present in policies that promote {acgée
commercial farm models, such as those expressed initially in LRAD and later reflected in

the Recapitalisation and Development Programme Policy (Recap) (DRDLR, 2013 b). The

Recappl icy aims to support Abl ack emerging f e
businesso through their rapid integration i
Afestabl i s heibid: a0y rrheseuthemass faening s business, value chain

integration and partnerships with established intefeate also reflected in an increasing

number of agricultural and land reform policy positidiide explicit aim is to address

° These include the Comprehensive Agriculture Suppoogramme in 2004, the Commercial Farmers
Support Programme (CFSP) in KwaZiMatal in 2009, KwaZultNatal Provincial Spatial Economic
Development Strategy (KZNPSEDS) in 2009, the KwaZMatal AgriBusiness Development Agency Bill
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the perceived failure of land reform by building connections betweerrsharfd second

economies. In 2009, the KwaZuNatal Provincial Spatial Economic Development
Strategy presented what it termed the HAdagr
Ssubsistence farmers fiupwards towar degy t he f i
depicted the movement diagrammatically (KZN, 2009: 63) as follows:

Figurel: Government policy to support farmer development

Mentorship ABAHWELANA NAMAZWE ANGAPHANDLE Our Comprehensive Programmes :
EXPORTER . Investm?nt Promotion (IPC) .
+ Economic & Market Information
' * Agribusiness Projects
+ Environmental Management
=
ABAHWEBA NGEZOLIMO
COMMERCIAL FARMER Siyavuna Programme : ,
* Post settlement LRAD Mentorship
' + CASP
+ Mechanisation
=

* Fencing & Irrigation

ABALINLABARIRIARIO « Livestock Sale Yards & Dip Tanks

ENTRANT FARMER * Youth & Women Support
l UKUTHOLAKALA KOKUDU * Agriculture Empowerment (Poverty

Alleviation)

] FOOD SECURITY * Projects: Women & Youth

Training '

« Land Care

UKUNAKEKELWA KOMHLABA + Greening the Environment

LAND CARE + Alien Weed Control

+ Liming & Soil Fertility

While this diagram is adapted in subsequent policies (DRDLR, 2013a: 35; DRDLR,
2013b: 8) the keyidea of graduation in a linear and progressive fashion through
increasingly complex production and market structures, and as a result of agribusiness

partnerships and mentoring, is also reflected in the State Land Lease and Disposal Policy

(2012), the National Dealopment Plan (NDP) in 2011, the Comprehensive Rural Development Support
Policy (CRDP) in 2013, the State Land Lease and Disposal Policy (SLLDP) in 2013 and the
Recapitalisation and Development Programme in 2013.
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with its four caegories of beneficiary (household, sradhle, mediunscale and large

scale farmers), who graduate from one category to the next (DRDLR, 2013: 13).

The

policy states that this recognition of difference departs from the idea that farmers are

Aihomogeinreotusa®dt nAfarmers, whether subsi

stent

and are at different levels of development in terms of technical capacity (farming,

busi ness management and marketing, access

(ibid, 13).

Thus, a theme of continuity that emerges across the policies, regardless of production

scale, is the intensification of market incorporation. The core concepts in which

continuity is embedded are:

1 The deeper integration of land reform beneficiange downstream agricultural
commodity markets as sellers of agricultural commodities.

1 Increased capitalisation and investment in farm production, and thus

this

the

integration of land reform projects into commodity markets as consumers of

upstream agricultutgjoods and services.

1 The assumption that beneficiary farmers need to receive skills development and

training, which are provided mainly through mentoring from the large commercial

farm sector.

1 The linear and progressive movement of farmers through siogha complex

farm production processes and market requirements, beginning with sutssisten

production and ending in production for export.

1 A minimalist role for the state as providers of policy frameworks and finance, and

contracting of private sectorrsgce providers.

1 The deeper involvement of agrapital in providing capitalisation, training and

market integration through partnerships, mentorship and service contracts.

The ambivalence around scale apparent in policy development thus disappears when i

comes to deepening market integration. Land reform policy has consolidated around the

idea of the fAemerging black commerci
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seamlessly from small subsistent food producer to large scale export commodity
producer,and who, as a result, is recruited to the cause of eliminating dualism, and land
reform failure, through mar ket-wiling sebegr at i on.
principle has thus converged with the discu
far mer as one who Afarms as a businesso (Su
convergence between land and agricultural reform is complete. In the process, social
differentiation is subsumed into the melassical concerns with differential access to

markets, whichobscures, amongst other thingkgss struggleshrough technical notions

of skills development and homogenous notions of the rural poor.

While policy ambivalence around scale is thus matched by policy continuity around

market integration, ffierent theoretical perspectives, with the exception of Stander and

Johnston (2004), are nevertheless skeptical about the endorsement of the large scale,
commercial farming model, although for different reasons. Binswagigal(2008: 30

32) argue that 3ot h African | and reformds wunique <co
should the subdivision of highly capitalised, complex agricultural enterprises occur is
misplaced. In their view, the key land reform problem is not with small farm sizes but

with the commual management of commercial production, which creates disincentives

related to free rider problemsbid, 2008: 33). Lahiff (2007: 4), on the other hand, is
concerned with the policy shift Aaway from
agricuturalpoduct i vity within a 6commercial & cont e
cannot run a busi ness $bidRQV:d4). modasingly larel ac ce s s
reform benefits are expected to take the form of a share of profits and, in some cases,

wage employment, with or without the option for residential settlement. Finally, Hall

(2009: 5) argues that in order for land reform to catalyze structural changes in society and

the economy, it must Achange patte(fams of i n\
and employment (labour) in other words, it needs to change the mix of factors of
production and restructure farming systemso

themselves subject to fierce contestations.

In the next section, | review thikerature on cattle farming in a range of farming systems

in South Africa, beginning with cattle farming as part of the beef production industry and
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then considering the role of cattle farming within the multglepose farm systems that

dominate the faner Bantustan areas.

3.3. Farming Systems

3.3.1. The Structure of Beef Farming and changes to it

Notwithstanding the NPCO6s (2011) emphasi s o
conditions and relative absence of irrigable water countrywide means that livestock

grazing is the dominant form of rural land use on 68.6% (DAFF, 2012: 5) to 80% (NDA,

2006: 2) of South Africads |l and surface, whi
(DAFF, 2012: 5). Cattle farming and beef productfois a dominant agricultural ser

in many of the drier parts of the country. But beef as an agricultural sector has undergone

a number of changes since deregulation that have an important bearing on the

possibilities of commercial production on land reform farms.

Cattle farming is agrowing economic sector nationally, with income increases from
commercially farmed beef of 136 between 2002 and 2007, relative to stagnant or
declining incomes from cereals. (Stats SA, 2007: 6) The key changes are reflected in
Table 1 below.

19 loosely distinguish between beef fangj which designates the farming of cattle for the specific
purpose of producing meat as a commodity, and cattle farming, which incorporates the multiple purposes of
raising cattle, including sale, ceremony, meat, bridewealth, milk and traction, amdregst ot
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Tablel: Changes over time in cattle numbers, slaughter, consumption, import and
prices

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 % change

Cattle no’s (mln) 7,900 12,900 | 13,500 | 13,500 | 13,700 | +734
Slaughter (mln) 2,261 2,592 2,950 2,302 2,897 + 28,1
Consumption (000 tons) 549 624 714 554 864 +574

Consumption/capita
24,15 21,99 20,16 12,69 17,07 |-29,1

(kg/year)
Imports (000 tons) 140 109 68 42 56 - 60
Prices (c/kg) 44 9 202.,4 4749 837,7 2,216 + 4837

Adapted from DAFF (2012): Abstract of Agricultural Statistics

Despite decreases in per capita consumption of beef that is linked to isggnat
disposhle income (NDA, 2004178), the total national cattle herd has fluctuated but
increased overall by nearly 74% since the 1970s. The herd expansion is possibly in
response to increases in the nominal meat price of nearly 5000% over the 40 years
although theeal price declined marginally butratically between 1970 and 2004DA,

2003: 183). South Africa remainsreet importer of beef (NDA, 2004180), although
imports have declined by 60% since the 1970s (DAFF, 2012).

KwaZulu-Natal has the second highestnmber of cattle, after the Eastern Cape, and is
followed by the Free State. This, however, includes dairy cows, with the calculated
percentages of dairy cows being 34% in the Eastern Cape, 25% in Kwdaialuand

13% in the Free State (NDA, 2006: 8). Bdafming is the third most important
agricultural commodity sector in KwaZuMatal, producing the third highest gross farm
income (R1,4 bln) on commercial farms after sugar (R2,3 bin) antetsr@dR1,7 bin),
(Stats SA, 200711), but excluding forestry.

There are also significant provincial differences in the distribution of the ownership of

cattle between Acommercial o and Acommunal
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Eastern Cape has the greatest number of communal cattle owners (2,2 min dierdotal
of 3,1 million in 2004) followed by KwaZuhNatal (1,5 min of 2,8 min), with the Free
State and Western Cape having the fewest communal cattle farmers across the country.

Table2: Distribution of cattle ownership across commaal and communal farmers

3,500
3,000
2,500 T

2,000 11—

1,500 tl =" ‘-.‘ - ®Communal '000

1,000 -

500 - T il
& 4 . .4 ' - I . N

N2 é@Q NN

“ Commercial '000

Source: Adapted from NDA (2004)

Along with these ownership trends, the red meat indus&yundergone structural
changes since the early 1990s. In 1992, the Kassier Report argued that new participants
were being excluded asresult of market distortions and unfair competition arising from
high levels of concentration and vertical integration, and recommended extensive
deregulation as a solution. Consequently, red meat production went from being a highly
regulated to a totallgleregulated industry, with major upheavals for how the industry was

organized.

Deregulation involved the disantling of number of regulatory policies, such as the
movement of meat from controlled to uncontrolled areas, controlled selling of meat and
animal products (the setting of floor prices, standards for carcass auctions, restrictions on

selling of offal, hides and skins), restrictions on abattoir establishment, and permits and
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guotas to control supply (including import and export functions beingatest to the
Meat Board) (Jooste, 1996; Karaahal, 1993: 27). The further deregulation in 1997 of

the agricultural marketing legislation subjected red meat prices to market pressures.

Notwithstanding the Kassier Rwopld mdredse e x pect
participation, the structural changes have resulted in the further vertical integration of the

beef supply chain driven by the concentration in the feedlot industry (SAFA, 2013; NDA,

2003: 172) which now consists of nine primary playe(SAFA, 2013; NDA, 2003:

175), and a deoncentration in the ownership and number of abajteil®se numbers

have increased

Vertical integration has involved larger feedlots moving into abattoir ownership and meat
processing, with the nine main feedlots@iining abattoirs as well as directly supplying
wholesale and retail markets. (SAFA, 2013) Between them, the primary feedlots now
produce and market 70 to 80% of beef from the commercial farm sector, with a 20%
increase in standing stock between April 2608 April 2013. (SAFA) Feedlots purchase
weaners at about 200 kg either from auctions or directly from producers. (NDA, 2003:
189) However, feedlots are capitatensive enterprises requiring significant investments

in fixed assets and highly dependent the maizebeef price ratio and regular
throughputs to generate cash flow. Together these constitute new barriers to entry for

small producers.

In terms of abattoirs, where the regulated distinction between controlled and uncontrolled

areas favoured laegcontract abattoirs in controlled areas, the discontinuation of this
distinction saw the emergence of many new ¢
producing areaso as controls over pl aces of
eased (NDA, 2003177). The NDA also suggests that these new abattoirs are able to

lower overhead costs and respond more quickly to changing market conditions, thus
achieving quicker economies of scale. However, although there are 341 registered
abattoirs, 60% of all slaters occur in only 71 abattoirs, suggesting that re
concentration may be taking place (NDA, 2003: 176).

" The main feedlots are Karan Beef, Kolosus, Sparta Beef, SIS, Beefcor, EAC, Crafcor, Chalmar Beef and
Beefmaster. Only one of these, Crafcor, is in KwaZuéial.
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An indication of the importance of the commercial beef producing sector is its capacity to
generate employment, with an estimated 2,1 million peopleerdent directly and
indirectly for income on animal production and related -agsiness linkages up and
downstream. Its importance is also measured in terms of its contribution to national GDP,
in which animal production contributes 41% of the agrigaltGDP (DOA, 2006: 12),

and in terms of increased incomes with cattle producers earning 3.4% more in 2012/13
than in 2011/12 (DAFF, 2013: 4).

3.3.2. Commercial Beef Farming Production Systems and Measures

Production in beef farming is measured through twociefficy criteria: management
efficiency measured in terms of profitability and fodder flow and production efficiency
measured in conception and weaning rates;tab® percentages and herd structure.
(Gertenbach, 2000)Related to these efficiencies, teclogical developments in
genetics, feedveight conversion ratios, and the grazing capacity and management

systems for different rangeland conditions are emphasized.

Gertenbach (2000) classifies beef production systems according to the age at which the
animals produced are sold. In terms of this classification, there are three primary
production systems: the weaner system, the long yearling or tolly system and the two

year old system. The weaner system, as the first step in the production of beef as a
commod t vy, is the Aengine roomod of beef produc
labour, costs and time input system. Labour requirements in the weaner system are
approximately three workers to 67 breeding cows (Niland, 2010), with annual cost of
productionin the Besters area estimated to be R1,590 per breeding stock unit (Smythe,

2012). Weaners are then sorted and channeled into the next phases of production: feed

lotting, growing out on grass, andstcking.

Commercial beef production involves managimg interrelated processes: breeding,

and producing feed to match fodder requirements. Breeding tends to be managed in one
of two ways, controlled breeding, in which bulls are introduced to cows and heifers for
short periods of one to two months during tfear, and uncontrolled breeding, in which
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bulls are left to run with cows all year round. Controlled breeding is the preferred
commercial system because it simplifies general herd management, which includes
matching feeding to fodder requirements, pregyamonitoring and testing, controlled
weaning, castration and dehorning and the administration of veterinary regimens in
relation to pregnancy and calving cycles. Controlled breeding, however, requires a higher
bull-cow ratio (1:25) because of the highasenal demand on bulls, and a sufficient
number of delineated and fenced camps to manage heifers, bulls, pregnant and calving
cows and weaned calves separately from each other. Uncontrolled breeding provides a
yearround supply of milk and animals for sddet complicates total herd management in

terms of fodder flow and veterinary regimens.

Matching feeding to fodder requirements is largely determined by how the environment

shapes fodder production (Gertenbach, 2000). For instance, in areas wheredssurvel

dominant, cows can be expected to lose betwegh?8 of theirmassover winter as a

result of being fed on hay and supplementary proteins and minerals rather than the high

protein grasses available year round, albeit in smaller fodder quantitiesctehiatic of
sweetvel d. Since conception r amassbullg,ine i nf | ue
sourveld areas, are introduced into the breeding herd in about November, when increased

rainfall improves fodder production and cows begin to puweight

The profitability of commercial beef farming is determined by its economic efficiency,
which is measured by how close a farmer comes to meeting or exceeding a set of external
targets on a range of production indicators. The most important ofdhesesaning and
conception rates, and mortality rat€ertenbach (2000) states that mortality rates should

be at 3% or less of the herd, while commercial farmers in the province say they aim for
mortality rates of 1% and less (Smythe, 20d&s comNiland, 2010pers com

The weaning percentage target for commercial beef farmers is 80% (Gertenbach, 2000)
but is increasingly aimed at 85% or higher in order to maintain profitalf8ityythe,

2012 pers com Niland, 2010 pers com The weaning percentags calculated on the
number of calves that reach weaning age from cows and heifers exposed to a bull. The

figure brings together a number of factors that affect weaner production, including
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nutrition, cow fertility, breedype (which affects calf sizehé single biggest cause of calf

deaths immediately after birth) and management regime. The figure varies for first time
calving heifers (90%) and drops to 75% for heifers with second calves. These differences
relate to declining fecundity as a cow agegt@one hand, and to the physical stresses a

first time calving heifer is subjected to in producing and suckling a calf at the same time
as she is maturing, a stress that reduces
calving year. However, sieaeplacement heifers in a rerpanding herd are never more

than 15% (Gertenbach, 2000) to 20% (Smythe, 2@&2s com of the total herd, this
variation has little affect on the overall weaning percentage, and an 80% weaning rate is

therefore a key indator of overall herd productivity.

In summary, indicators in commercial beef production systems measure the efficiency
with which the end output (usually weaners) is achieved in relation to the inputs
(primarily fodder and genetics) required to producéht efficiency ratio depends on the
overall management of the system, of which the two primary indicators are grazing
capacity (stable fodder production) based on a rotational grazing regime and weaning or

calving percentages (maximum economic or begfutiit

Communal or subsistent cattle systems, from this perspective, are economically marginal

and low producing (DAFF, 2011), and generate concerns about the impact of overgrazing

on local ecologies (Schwalbach, 2001). As Andedval ( 2 0 0 3 : 7)hersisggest :

(0]

~

n

tendency for observers to é use the commerci

farmers under freehold tenure, as the yardst

use. 0

3.3.3. Multi-purpose farm systems and rangeland ecology

Although the commercial beef production system described above tends to dominate
policy on cattle production, there is a widenging alternative literature on farming
systems, which has been the subject of intense debate in a recent edition of the Journal of

Range and Forage Science. In the key paper, Vetter (2013: 3) argues that the policy
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framework that promotes the commercialization of cattle in order to improve economic
productivity and the condition of communal rangelands is misdirected. It should instead

aim to improve the contribution of rangelands to rural livelihoods, ensure benefits are
equitably distributed, and use recent research on managing rangelands rather than
outdated notions of sustainability.t At t he
communal farming systems are characterized by dynamic interactions between
rangelands, livestock, people and property that is more complex than the underlying
assumptions of beef production, in which grazing capacity, increas¢akefand sales,

and rdational grazing are dominant notions (Allsop, 2013: 67).

Barrett (19922), however, warns that the wide heterogeneity in both household
economies and farming purposes means that a
not exist although there are ovedagnd commonalities. Differences include the range

and i mportance of differ ent-l ilvievsetsotcokebk (hAonlddrie
al, 2003: 8), the interdependency of ciloestock production (Letty and Alcock, 2013:

46), the socially differentiad (Swarts and Aliber, 2013; Kleinbooi, 2013; Hall and

Cousi ns, 2013) and fAent an dinaec@dlpurgoses aiadpi e 20 1:
and livestock farming (Tapson, 1991), and the multiple livelihood uses of rangelands
(Shackletoret al, 2000). Caisins (1996: 164), for instance, considers three dimensions

to this |l iterat draec,et mameslyys,t etmheof fi npurlotvii si on
natural resource base, the political/institutional controls over nature resource use, and
ecological dimensios of intensive natural resource use. In this section, | focus on multi

purpose cattle holdings and ways of valuing them, the social relations that underpin such

systems and the debates about how to assess the ecological robustness of rangelands.

3.3.3.1. Multi-purpose cattle herds

A number of studies in the former Bantustans show that cattle are kept for a range of
purposes, including the provision of draught power (Auerlgaci 1991; Heron, 1990
manure and transport for cropping (Barrett, 1992: 6), as gsvim small herds and
investment in bigger herds (Van der Waal, 1991), milk, meat and hides for consumption,
as well as ceremony, bridewealth and social status (Tapson, 1991; Vink, 1986). Bayers et

al (2003: 78) found a similar range of functions in foland reform sites in KwaZutu
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Natal. These included milk and meat consumption, ceremonial slaughter, sales (mainly
for cash to meet domestic needs), savings, bridewealth, draught and, in some sites, skins
for traditional attire. Less frequent reasons fogpkag cattle were manure for tillage and

as a source of status, while the reason given for irregular sales was that owners were still
Aibui |'dtheir dhérds. Twine (2013: 41) suggests that policies that emphasize
commercial production and neglect thedeeotfunctions are likely to benefit only a few
wealthier people while being resisted by most farmers, and could undermine important
social relations and riskinimizing livelihood strategies.

Bayerset al (ibid) also found differences in ranked uses betwivo sites, with one site

recording savings for bridewealth as the main reason for keeping cattle along with

savings generally, while in a second site the main uses were savings, draft and milk.
Similarly, Vink (1986) argues that in Lebowa in 1984/5 éalgerd owners kept cattle

mainly for investment, the supply of milk and meat and for the social prestige related to

mai ntaining customs rather than forldcash i nc
research in (former) KwaZulu in 1982/3 emphasizestti@importance of cattle for milk

supply, suggesting the herds are dairy rather than beef @aitile1(). Tapson also noted

that the majority of slaughtered cattle are used in wedding and burial ceremitggls (

12), and that cattle represent accbnaut ed fAr eposi tories of wealtdtf

the difference between household income and consumption.

Clearly, while cattle are kept for multiple purposes, the primary purposes are ranked
differently in different contexts and households. Cougit®896a: 181) argues that the
determinants of primary function may depend on the regional significance of particular
factors. A dry agreecology where cropping is limited may make livestock sales for cash
more important while the economy of a region mdluence whether tractors and land

are available and affordable, determining the importance of cattle as draught. In regions
where migrant labour is prevalent, cattle may provide a useful form of savings or
investment. These different purposes also infleesiecisions on herd composition: oxen

are likely to be privileged where draught is a priority function and fertile cows where

2The wor d siyaplechbawa svhfi ch descr i bes b linoreaserthg flaméeselt e mber s
also means to start something new.
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milk is important (Murrayet al, 2003: 9).

There is contrasting evidence on the reasons for sales and on the relationship between

herd size and decision to sell (Bayetsal 2003: 8, Tshintsha Amakhaya, 2012:43

Karaanet al, 1993). In a useful analysis of herd size dynamics, Tapson (1991: 6) shows

that of the reasons for herd deductions, sales and slaughter were lower thlan lob
(bridewealth) payments, with mortality highest at 8.5%. In terms of herd additions,
purchases closely matched sales (3.3%) with lobola receipts accounting for 5.8% of herd

growth. The logic of cattle keeping, in other words, is quite different fronsitigle

purpose production of weaners described above, and sales for cash do not have a
necessary link to herd size. Cousins (1996a: 181) concludes that sales tend to be
Aoccasional , driven by i mmediate need for c

6emergencyd® natureo.

However, Twine (2013: 41) rai ses concerns a8
bet ween Osubsistenced and O6commercial 6 I|ive
30), contra Vetter, also questions the strict dichotomy betwd®sissent and commercial

far mi ng, which in preaxititce deomftoe t gbV gr réme
around both commercial and subsistent farming. Instead of privileging one form and

scale of farming over another, Atkinsoibid: 33) argues that suppg is needed for a

range of small to large scale, subsistent to commercial, and full antinpafiarming in

a variety of private, rental and common tenure arrangements.

Nevertheless, these variations across time, region and household in the purposes of
keeping cattle show that their value cannot be reduced to the single purpose of
commodity for sale. Multpurpose herds also have high rates of economic return per

hectare compared with commercial production if all the functions are valued (Cousins,

1996a 71) and provide returns of up to 33.1% on capital in cattle keeping households
(Shackletoreta, 1999). This fAinvisible capitalo (Co
store of wealth that can mitigate the effects of destitution amongst rural howsehold

affected by high unemployment and HIV and Aids (Andetwal, 2003: 11)
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3.3.3.2. Social relations

Two aspects of the social relations that underpin rpuitpose farming (and specifically
cattle) systems are highlighted here: the differentiated and sociallgleomature of

cattle ownership and common property regimes.

Data on cattle numbers, herd sizes and ownership in communal areas vary greatly across
areas and over time. Between 1924 and 1974 Wwheranpopulation growth was rapid,
numbers fell by about®4b but between 1995 and 1999 they increased from 36% to 52%

of the national total (Andrew et al, 2003: 10). The proportion of cattle owners varies from
around 10% in Lebowa up to 75% in some areas of KwaKalial (bid). Recent data

from dip tank recordsn two KwaZuluNatal locations (Letty, B, 2011: pers com)
confirms ownership variations: nearly 23% of households owned cattle in one site while
in the other 56% of households owned cattle. Mean herd wizee similar, around 10

cattle, with range betweet3 and 50.

Data in Table 3belows how t hat cattl e her d si zes owne

farmers vary substantially between regions and households.
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Table3: Herd sizes per province in the communal/emerging sectorghescommercial
sector

Av herd
) Sample ) )
Province ) Herd size (%) size
size (no)
(no)
1-25 26-50 51-100 | 101-150 | >150
KZN 316 93 6 1 12
N Cape 11 9 9 27 18 36 231
Gauteng 13 54 8 23 15 0 40
E Cape 173 75 8 11 5 1 28
Mpumalanga | 113 74 16 6 2 2 24
N. West 120 74 18 5 2 1 22
W. Cape 13 69 23 8 0 0 21
Free State 33 91 3 3 3 0 14
Limpopo 398 92 6 2 0 0 13
Communal/
_ 1190 19

emerging
Commercial | 90 413

Source: Scholtet al (2008:3)

Unfortunately the study does not clarify h
di stinguished from the Acommunal 6 sector b u

taken from the communal sector and 1£66n the emerging sector (Scholtz, 2008: 2).

Cousins (1996a: 181) suggests that these difference are indicative of class differentiation.

AThe role of stock is also influenced by t
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reasonably reliable indicator obx i a | di fferentiation. o As a
production, cattle accumulation strategies in the former Bantustans have relied on a
power nexus outside of production that Is t
formation processes in the formeomelands have probably led to a concentration of a
significant proportion of |l ivestock in the

|l eaders, bureaucribd:482and businessmen. .. o0

Andrew et al (2003: 8) show that livestock holdings are eliffintiated along gendered

lines. Cattle ownership is located in male heads of family and bequeathed, through
widows, to sons, while women tend to own and produce livestock that can be managed

closer to the domestic sphere, such as poultry and pigs. Howakeur constraints,

including the shift to female management of household labour, have resulted in these
Anor mati ve rol eso being il gnored, whi |l e t he
alongside changes in household composition (due to migration and @mdis)the

provision of social grants. The latter have enabled weneawled households to assert a

preference for fAculturally unencumbered type
subject to interference by manmagementclodetot can |
the homestead is dbetter suited to the dai

h o u s e himd, 2033:08). (

Ferguson (1994) in his study in Lesotho also shows how cattle holdings are subject to
struggles that have gendered ageherational dimensions to them in migrant labour

contexts. Cattle are relatively secure form of savings for young male migrants workers
attempting to save for wohdhatpar beendseThi st
thatmen construct throughfab o v i n e nbig:sl46i7)gwhiehanakés it difficult to

sell cattle and conserves them as savings against the urgent consumption claims of wives

(and children at home), who try to break down the mystique.

Tapson (1991: 13) argues that thereisaBdw e i n Acattle redistrib
loaning (kusisa)and sharing of milk and ploughing. Shacklettnal (1999) estimated

that the net annual value of livestock (including goats) to all households (including non

stock owners) was R1,431. Whdrapson suggests that sharing cattle goods and services

is undertaken to reduce the visible inequalities associated with differential holdings, Guy
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(1979) adds that historically such sharing mechanisms also helped reduce risk (of theft,
drought, disease), hile McClendon (1997) shows how the institution ukfusisawas
adapted and transformed in response to land constraints resulting from colonial and
apartheid restrictions on African land access. These sharing mechanisms are thus socially

complex and adaptéd

In an insightful paper, Ainslie (2013: 35) sums up the semidtural nexus of cattle

holdings as follows:

né [C]l]attle and goats, which are at once
valuable commodities, are sites of contestation both witleimseholds and in

rural communities, precisely because the processes of acquiring, keeping,
exchanging and consuming them pull people in different directions and commits

them to each other in complex and | ayered

Cattle holdings thus bbtshape and reflect class and gendered social relations. A second,
albeit interconnected, set of social relations undesgite common property regimes in
which multipurpose livestock are often farmed. This is touched on briefly here because
CPAs, althagh they are privately owned parcels of land are also a form of hybridized,
common property regimes in that the natural and other resources of the farm are shared

and regulated by the members of the group. (Cousins and Hornby, 2002)

Cousins (1996: 168) ne¢ that common pool resources are those that can be used by
more than one agent either at the same time or sequentially, and where exclusion from
resource use is either difficult or costly to effect. A key issue in common property
regimes is the definitiorof users, particularly who is excluded, and the terms and
conditions of use. The soecegronomic structure of users can impact on resource use,
particularly where interests are not homogenous, a problem compounded in large groups
of users. Conflict betweensers can occur along many axes, such as different resource
uses (grazing and cropping), and different user demands on the resource (commercial
production against more subsistent type production). A risk in multiple user contexts is

that thecrapdauvurdo® by @ few | ocal elites.
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Rules for regulating resource management can be arranged in many different ways
(Bennet, 2013: 78) , i ncluding combinations
institutions, or what Cousins calls hybrid institutions (1988) Cousins ipid: 171) and
Cousins and Hall (2013: 14) suggest that a flexible and enabling policy environment is
required to support the evolution of common property regimes so that the rights and
interests of less powerful members are guaranteelgedcapturing prevented. In land
reform contexts in South Africa, CPAs are often legally responsible for regulating the
resource use of members on particular farms according to constitutions that conform to
the requirements of the Communal Property Asgmms Act (1996). However, the
disjuncture between how these constitutions define both the membership and the
purposes of association and actual and normative realities of communal arrangements has
generated indeterminacy and conflict on many land refiamms (Cousins & Hornby,

2002: 25).

3.3.3.3. The ecological robustness of different rangeland management systems

Rangelands, as a form of common property, are often thought to be open access resources
and thus s ubjdagetly oft the coiremoddwith free riders exploiting
resource to the point of degradation (Bennet, 2013: 77). This is expected to result in
overgrazing that causes damage to the density and composition of the basal cover, and
results in soil erosion, the permanent deterioration of angaland and the declining
productivity of livestock dependent on it. From this perspective, adherence to grazing
capacity and rotational grazing in fenced paddocks is a measure of management practices
that sustain rangeland health. Land reform in Soutiicd&fhas generated much debate

over rangeland management in common property environments (Bennet, 2013: 78) and
concerns that carrying capacity is not being adhered to. These assumptions about

rangelands have, however, been subjected to thorough critique.

Behnke and Scoones (1990:3p show that the conventional approach to carrying
capacity depends on a theory of the successional emergence of plant species following a
disturbance. This theory, however, emerged in temperate,eagtogical contexts very

different from those of African rangelands, and is also challenged by the idea of an
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ecological carrying capacity developed for wildlife range management. In the latter, an
equilibrium point is reached between forage production and livestock populatiari whi
accommodates higher livestock density than conventional grazing capacity measures but

not necessarily in good condition. For Behnke and Scoones a biologically optimal
carrying capacity cannot be defined Ai nder
objectv e s associated wi t h di fferent f or ms o f
Conventional grazing capacity is thus better viewed as an economic grazing capacity
intended to meet consumer demands for{ggtde meat, and farmers who keep cattle for

multiple purp@es are rational to adopt different strategies in relation to rangelands.

Furthermore, the idea that exceeding grazing capacity limits will result in permanent
rangeland degradation and consequently soil erosion is complicated by erratic rainfall
patterngypical of African pastoral systems. The notion of a system in equilibrium works

when exogenous factors, such as drought, fire or the rapid densification of human
settlement, are the exception; but where such events are frequent, then the system must be
seen as being evedtriven. In grazing systems in equilibrium, plant growth and livestock
population relate directly to one another, but in exiven systems both plant growth

and |ivestock popul ation are MAheldtonsn check
rather than their relation to each othehid: 12) The changes in vegetation in such
rangelands cannot, therefore, in any simple way be attributed to livestock density.
Rangel and management then becomes iag figame
opportunities and avoiding risksbid: 13). This very different understanding of
rangelands should be accommodated in-ppattheid land tenure policies in order to

develop coherent approaches to farming and decentralized, flexible comibasety
management institutions in these contexts (Bennet, 2013: 81; Allsopp 2013: 67, Hall and
Cousins 2013: 14, Bennet al. 2013: vi).

To summarise, in multiple purpose cattle systems, high stocking rates make good
economic sense, and optimum stocking is highan in single purpose systems (such as

commercial beef herds). Herders making opportunistic use of the highly localized/micro

l evel, Apatchyo variability of rangel ands a

addition to micrevariability, evidence sggests that arid or sefarid rangelands are non
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equilibrial in that external factors (such as droughts or fires) may have a greater impact
on the ecology than the interactions of rangeland users and the biology of the rangeland.
An important policy impleation is that measures to force down stocking rates, enforce
fenced, rotational grazing schemes and privatize the commons will not only be resisted
but have had limited success and are probably unnecessary (Vetter, 2013: 3; Cousins,
1996: 172). However, ogially differentiated interests in cattle and rangeland
management can generate conflict and the tendency for local elites to grab common
property resources.

In conclusion, Cousins (1996: 200) argues that struggles over rangelands, including in
land refom cont ext s, tend to occur Afal ong sever

successiono. He | ists these as:

1 The generalized struggle for land takes a particular form in common property
regimes, and is an area often neglected in analysis of land reform.

1 Membership rights of user groups are often contentious, particularly whether the
rights belong to the household or the adult individual.
Boundary disputes have occurred in land reform contexts.
Operational rules of resource use in emergent property regimebsatifficult to
define in what arele factoopen access situations.

1 The authority to enforce rules can be a contentious issue, and the appeal to
external authorities can exacerbate rather than resolve these disputes.

1 Relationships to external authorgiare likely to be fraught once land rights are
secured, particularly around stocking rates and different understandings of and

solutions to environmental degradation.

3.4. Conclusion

The land reform policy of transferring of farms into group ownership hastettea
framework that is likely to multiply the range of farm production systems. However, the
gradual convergence in land and agricultural reform policy around the notion of an

Aemer ging commercial 06 farmer, witmodity pr oduct
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markets and overseen by the existing large scale commercial farm sector, assumes a logic
that involves a linear progression from subsistence to commercial production. The
alternative farming systems literature, however, shows that African farmstgnsy are

often heterogeneous with farmers seeking multiple purposes that are defined, not simply
by profitability, but by a range of factors and circumstances that are often quite local,
specific and socially embedded. Livestock ownership is also higfigrehtiated along

both gender and class axes, indicating a complex and contradictory set of social relations
underlying production decisions and strategies as well as rangeland management in

communal property settings.

Furthermore, conventional approashto grazing capacity are most appropriate to
equilibrial rangelands (in temperate climates) geared at single purpose economic
production rather than ecological grazing limits in both equilibrial andegpnlibrial
rangelands, which may be more apprderitgo the flexible, opportunistic grazing in
multi-function livestock herds. Land reform that transfers cattle farms to groups of
owners is likely to result in a varied mix of production and range management strategies
as beneficiaries struggle to meetoanplex and often contradictory set of socially defined

needs and interests.
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4. RESEARCHING RURAL SOCIAL DIFFERENTIATION AND
CLASS FORMATION

4.1. Introduction

In Chapters 2 and 3, | argued that the processes of social differentiation in petty
commodity produdébn do not follow an abstract or idealised path of class formation
but are shaped in contexts with specific histories and in relation to other current social
dynamics. The study of these processes thus requires a methodological approach that
is based on annderstanding of class as a concept, on the one hand, and on the specific
conditions that shape the particular and concrete formdaston the other. The
approach used here is based on the methodology of the realist philosopher, Sayer
(1992).

4.2. Methodological considerations

Bensaid (2002) argues that for Marx, classes are not abstractions that precede the
individual cases that belong to them; rather, classes form in relationships of struggle
over the conditions that determine necessary over surplus lalv@jrthe conditions,

in other words, of exploitation that enable capital accumulation. Furthermore, classes
cannot simply be associated with sources of incomages, profit, ground reiitand

the endless fragmentations and stratifications that diffieteéncome results in. Class
relations arise rather from multiple determinations that include exploitation,
stratification, commodification and specialisation, and which shape the relations
between classes in concrete contelviarx, Bensaid argues (200211) views classsa

a relation and thui is notan isolated theoretical obje€urthermore it is by its nature

a relation defined by a conflictual dynamic.

Oya (2004: 290) argues that this relational
study of clas formation processes requires an approach focused on three principles.

These are:
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1 Firstly, an understanding of the historical conditions that established the
prevailing fAhierarchical patterns in | oc
reproduced;

1 Secondly, an appreciation of how a particular locality in both a spatial and
historical sense limits the application of theory and concepts;

1 Thirdly, the recognition that the concept of social differentiation is integrally
linked to dynamic conceptions obaal change, and is thus key to explaining
changes in concrete phenomena such as fAs.:

and the organisation of the rural househo

However, the objects of the social sciences, such as class formation processes, are a
060structured messd because people interpret t
that are unpredictable, and cannot be linked back to the material circumstances that

give rise to them in any easy relationship of causality. Explanations of the
relaton s hi ps bet ween <conditions and actions ar
approxi mate and contestabled (Sayer, 1992:
possible to provide explanations of social processes by using different kinds of

research (absict and empirical) and explanation (generalisation and synthesis).

Empirical research is an investigation into
abstract el ement s whiibaddh238}. @meoncretecis nothse concr e
much thereaimaoh c t u a | events or objects but the fisy
(Bensaid, 2002: 102) each of which requires isolation through abstract research. The

concrete is thus not that which is given or apprehended by statistical data but is rather

a fAconcermpd turaibid)fandoitisdn the space between this construction and

the empirically given that knowledge is possible. Knowledge of the realm of the actual

i s, i n this sense, al ways partial, and abstr

oft he means by which we study the concreteo (

However, abstract concepts, such as class and petty commodity production, are
themselves derived from processes of abstraction that begin with the concrete. There is
thus a danger of ovaxterding abstract research and expecting it to explain events

deductively and directly from basic concepts without empirical research, a problem
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with some Marxist research. Abstract constructions such as class typologies are, as
Oya (2004: 294) notes, a mid ipb of research in class formation processes and
trajectories of accumulation but they are not the end point. They can only be used to
help identify preliminary research objects but the concrete reality and dynamics

driving changes in these pidentifiedgroups requires empirical research.

However, it is possible to extend abstractions across concrete events and objects in so

far as the necessary relations (the relations that make them possible), conditions or
properties they dessti det iexn sé¢ @edsewhet e.exi
successful generalisations at the concrete level; but in abstracting from the particular
contingencies that edetermine concrete objects, they are likely to produce a
conception character i s:239). Geperalisations,ithan, ard y 0 ( Sa
attempts to extrapolate findings about a specific aspect of a system to the rest of the

system, but such reductionism is particularly risky the more heterogeneous the system

is. Finally, research as synthesis aims todabstract and concrete research together

wi t h generalizable findings t hat cover a f

mechani sms and events in order ibid236).expl ain n

How does this apply to the investigation oftgecommodity productionpf whether it

is subject to processes of social differentiation, and if so, what drives these processes?

The short answer given by Bernstein (1986:
PCP occurs, the extent to which it ocguaind the specific mechanisms through which

it occurs, are always the effects of particular conditions of competition and class
struggle that require concrete investigati ol
essential (or abstract) relation goviemn petty commodity production today is that

between wage labour and capital, the phenomenal (or concrete) forms assumed by

petty commodity production in specific contexts may resemblecapéalist

phenomena, including the structure of households, hoidé&bour and certain types

of labour process (Bernstein, 1986: 13; Gibbon and Neocosmos, 1985: 184). The key

matter of investigation is therefore the relationship between the phenomenal form in

particular conditions and the essential relations that expléBernstein, 1986: 13).
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4.3. Research design

The nature of the object to be explained determines the appropriateness of a particular
methodological design (Sayer, 1992: 232) but choices in research design are required
given the heterogeneity and complgxitf concrete social relationgoid, 1992: 241).

Since actual individual cases are unlikely to be identical in the areas of interest, it is
necessary to limit the range of definitional criteria when examining a large number of
individuals with the inten@in of comparing and generalizing. However, because of the
heterogeneity and multiple determinations involved in individual cases, such studies
tend to exclude properties that differentd.i
samplestendtobedisi buti vel y unr el i aibidl).edpweewerythen when
alternative of studying a fewer number of individuals but in terms of a wider range of
considerations results in neglect of those parts of the system that are different from the
focus of inwestigation. This dilemma can be partly resolved by combining what Sayer

calls extensive and intensive research designs (Sayer, 1992).242

Extensive designs are aimed at idedntifying

243) such as patterns, reguties and distinctive features in taxonomic groups in order
to describe generalizable features. Extensive designs are thus concerned with

discovering some of the common properties and general patterns of a population as a

at

S 1

whole. Intensive designs, by dom a st , aim to identi fy isubs

connectionodo by considering how particular
and what and how changes are produced in causally connected groups. The primary
guestions in intensive designs are thus eamed with how a causal process works out

in a limited number of cases. The explanations of events or objects are causal but not
necessarily widely representative, and whereas extensive designs allow individuals to

be compared on the basis of classifioatithey are weak for identifying causal and
necessary relations. However, fé although
may be unique, in so far as intensive methods identify structures into which
individuals are locked and their mechanisms,ahstract knowledge of these may be

more generally applicable, although it will take further research to establish just how

gener al ibidt @49). The embindtion of intensive and extensive research
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designs thus aims to @moadmndeexpliacrmarteiremd idn
represent or ibidR5l)rs@thadit canrbe tbohghtalmout. (

4.3.1. Case study approach

The key design feature of my research was a case study approach. Yin (2003) argues

that a case study design is particularty e f u | when the study ai ms t
and Awhy o guestions and wher e contextual
explanations of the phenomenon or the distinction between phenomenon and context is

unclear. Case studies, according to Baxter and Ja€i8(Z34), help to identify the

multiple facets of a phenomenon and how they relate to one another, and thus aim to
reveal the Aessence of the phenomenono. For
of analysis is the «case,nofvdomecsortotcarengindef i ne

a bounded contexto.

In my study, the object of analysis is the nature of the class formation processes
occurring in petty commodity producing households within the QedBzagiers Land
Reform Project. | undertook researchcakcading intensity on six of the farms that
were part of the project. The purpose of researching more than one farm was to allow
comparison between conditions for petty commodity production in order to identify
and isolate the locally contingent causdatiens that could explain class formation

processes on particular farms.

However, the Aboundednesso of the case stu
variations in basic project data. The Binswangeral (2007) report identifies the
QedusiziBestersLand Reform Project as consisting of 15 farms, of which 14 were

transferred into the ownership of Communal Property Associations (CPAs). However,

an Agribusiness Development Agency (ADA) (2012) report states that only 12 farms

were transferred. The Binswger et al (ibid) report also states that the project

involved the transfer of 14,700 hectares and 199 households, whereas the ADA data
indicates that just over 12,000 hectares were transferred to 166 households organized

into CPAs. A further complicatiorsithat my own data on the number of households
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on six of the farms varslightly in placesrom both the Binswangeet al report and
the ADA report.

In particular, my research found 28 households at Ngulakayishazwe CPA as opposed
to 26 (in Binswangeet d) and 27 (ADA). At Mphuzanyoni, there are 24 households

as opposed to 22 and 19 respectively. The Mphuzanyoni CPA chairperson said the
original agreement during land reform negotiations was that 24 households would
benefit but she discovered in 2013 tiihe membership list registered with the
Department of Rural Development and Land Affairs (DRDLR) is 20 households.
Despite this, all 24 households live on the farm and have received benefits from the
CPA since the transfer. My data on Nyakanyaka Yomslsnihe same as the
Binswangetret alreport with 16 households. The ten households reflected in the ADA
report are one group resulting from a CPA membership split during which the farm
was informally subdivided. However, officially the Nyakanyaka YomshiniACP
constitution still consists of 16 households. On Sizisizwe, | recorded ten member
households, as does the ADA report, as opposed to 13. However, only seven
households are resident on the farm; the other three have not yet moved and there is no
indication of their intention to move. In Zizimele, | recorded 16 households, as
opposed to the Binswanget al report of 14 and the ADA report of 17. In my data,

this is the result of sons in two households creating their own independent households,

and it is posble that the ADA report reflects that this process is ongoing.

The importance of these variations emerges in trying to quantify the distribution of
project benefits across households and in understanding the precise mechanisms of
how processes of changee taking place. For instance, on Zizimele, the increasing
number of households suggests that processes of new household formation and
establishment are taking place, whereas this is constrained by compliance to CPA
constitutions on other farms, partiadly Nkuthu Kayishazwe, where households

contain within them sulbamilial units.

| dealt with these data variations by using my own data on the six farms | visited, since
this information was verified on each of the farms through discussions with CPA
comnittee members and visits to most households resident on the farms. On the other
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four farms where the Binswanget al and ADA reports differ, | use the ADA data
because it is based on a household survey and has been collected more recently than
the Binswageret aldata. | also use the ADA data for the number of farms transferred
since this data was triangulated through my participation in meetings between farm
residents, DRDLR officials and ADA consultants, and a number of other ADA reports.

In summary, myesearch sample involved six of the twelve farms transferred and 86%

of household those six farmsas shown iTable 4below.

Table4: The sample of households per CPA

CPA Name Farm Name Sample of households Total
n= As % of total N=
Zizamela Remington 15 93.8% 16
Nyakanyka Yomshini Spitskop 15 93.8% 16
Ngula Kayishazwe Maritsmouth 26 92.9% 28
Sizisizwe Union 7 70% 10
Nkuthu Kayishazwe Trekboer 3 100% 3
Mphuzanyoni Walkershoek 18 75% 24
Total 84 86.6% 97

4.4. Extensive methods

The extensive methods involved threeveys. The first was a soetemographic
survey of the households described above, in which data was collected on household
composition; household assets (durable and agricultural); household and individual
incomes and income sources; farm production (ohiclg livestock ownership, land

use, and labour). | analysed the data using SPSS and Excel, with the analysis focused
on statistical descriptions, mainly measures of central tendency, dispersion and limited

relationships between variables.
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The second suey was derived from data on cattle sales at the district auctions
collected by auctioneers, which | analysed using Excel, again mainly focusing on
statistical descriptions of central tendency and dispersion. This data provided a district
context for the das of cattle from the farms in the case study area. It was also useful
in verifying cattle sales data collected through the sdemmographic survey, as well

as providing longitudinal data over a span of four years. Furthermore, | used it to
triangulate dta obtained through interviews and (in one case) bank statements on sales
of CPA cattle over an extended period.

The third survey was a cattle register with 21 households selected from four wealth
groups (described below). It intended to track herd obmiagd farm expenditure on a
monthly basis. There were two reasons for undertaking it. Firstly, | had noticed in the
socicdemographic survey that some respondents were unsure how many cattle the
household owned or when cattle died or were sold. Secohdhad inadequate
information on herd composition and costs of production, the importance of which
only became apparent to me later. Because the information had to be captured monthly
for a year, | trained household members to fill in the forms and | medigorogress

every second month. However, it was not a successful tool, with 11 households either
not filling in the forms at all or gradually dropping out over the year. | was therefore

only able to use the data in a very general or illustrative way.

4.5. Intensive methods

The intensive methods involved two main types of research tool: a range of open
ended interviews, and participatory immersion. The two main types of interviews
involved life histories and production information, and were based on-selaéed

sample of households.

4.5.1. Selection of sample for intensive methods

A key aspect of my research design was the selection of respondents for life history

and production interviews. Thesedepth interviews were intended to illuminate the
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underlying rehtions that would help explain the descriptive patterns that emerged from

the sociedemographic survey. The plan was to divide the surveyed households into
four hierarchically ranked (that is, taxonomic) wealth groups and to select respondent
households tm each group for the life history and production interviews. My

dilemma was which criteria to use to determine these groups.

The socieeconomic survey collected data on assets and income. Either of these proxy
indicators of wealth would potentially haaiowed me to interrogate the relationship
between farm production and investment capital derived from other income, such as
wages, a characteristic feature of small farm production in many Southern African
countries (Bernstein, 2010: 108Scooneset al, 2010: 226229). However, income is

often considered an unreliable indicator of wealth because respondents tend to under
report income, and many studies have thus used household assets as a proxy indicator
of wealth instead (Filmer and Pritchett, 20Q28; Cérdova 2008 1-2.). My socic
economic survey at Besters showed clear evidence of suchnepoeting in that the
respondents, heads of households, did not always know how much their employed
adult children earned. For instance, 20,7% of the 518 adwdte wmployed in
permanent work, but in 39,2% of these cases the wage income was unknown.
Furthermore, the wage income of adult children cannot be assumed to be the income
of the fAhouseholdo in that many respondent ¢
contibute to household running costs. Asset data thus seemed a more useful way of
dividing the population into taxonomic wealth groups.

Asking respondents whether or not they possessed a range of durable and productive

assets, including domestic, electromicd communication, transport and agricultural
assets, generated the asset dat a. Each ndyes
produced a value of 1, with the total sum generating a nominal value with which to

compare the relative asset wealth of $eholds. The range in asset values was 45,

with the first quartile seven, the median 12 and the third quartile 17. From the

quartiles, | created four asset groups.
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Table5: Number of households per Asset Group

Asset Groups Value Range Number of households
| 0-7 23
2 8-12 20
3 13-17 20
4 18-45 21
TOTAL 84

While assets may bmore reliable than income, there was evidence of data distortion.

Firstly, even with a careful introduction of myself as a student, respondents were not

always able to distinguish my data collection from that of government, in which

Aregi stukubdad pohoof{ien in the form of a survey
intervention. One instance illustrates this
have thisod to most guestions about asset s,
househol do erviewfwvihiehrtook glaee middatly on an extremely hot day, |

asked for drinking water. The water arrived with ice, and yet the woman had said the
household did not possess a fridge or a freezer. The second distortion became
apparent during the life histoipterviews when | discovered that many households

that owned working animalrawn equipment no longer use this equipment. This

suggested that these were no longer productive assets. Had | known this prior to the
interviews, | may have reviewed the reliatyilof assets as a proxy for wealth given

the possible bias towards asset accumulation in those households facing different sorts

of challenges in hiring tractors, ploughs, planting equipment and trailers.

However, | also, considered using indicatorsffoa r mi ng fisuccessoOoO group s
through participatory processes. To generate the success groups (SG), | loosely

followed the methods Scoonesal (2010: 60) used in their research on Zimbabwean

land reform farms. This is a version of wealth rankingvimch surveyed households

are allocated a success ranking based on criteria developed through participation.
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Scooneset al used small focus groups of knowledgeable local people (leaders,
councilors etc) who knew all the members of the area to criterlevétinood success.

The group then sorted all the households into one of three or four groups, depending
on the ranking discussions. Each household allocation was based on a description of
the household against the criteria already developed, which degalta further

refinement of the ranking criteria.

The process | used differed from Scoorssal in three main ways. Firstly, the
discussion on criteria took place during two workshops to which all surveyed
households were invited and not in a focussieeswith key informants. Secondly,
because of debates in South Africa on what constitutes a farmer (in terms of identity,
definition, and characteristics) as well as the failures of land reform, | was interested in
local perceptions of how success andufa in terms of farming is understood in
Besters. | therefore began the discussion on what the characteristics of a farmer are
and then moved on to a discussion of criteria that could be used to differentiate
farmers and to determine who successful fasmage. Thirdly, the participants were
reluctant to rank people not present at the workshop. | therefore used the information
obtained from the surveys to rank people against the success criteria had developed
during the workshop. This, however, meant that did not get the opportunity to

revise and refine the criteria during application, as Scoennadhad been able to do.

The development of the characteristics of a farmer involved two steps. Firstly,
participants were divided into small groups of fteesix people each. The first group
reported the criteria it had developed and each subsequent group noted its additions to
these criteria. The criteria were then discussed and agreed. There was general
agreement in both workshops that farmers are recednisy three primary
characteristics, namely, livestock ownership, cropping activities and the possession of
agricultural equipment. A group at one workshop also added that farmers are people
who harvest natural resources, such as thatciim@ino (greenleafy vegetables that

grow wild) and small animals that are hunted. However, others disagreed, saying that
many people who are not farmers also undertake these activities, and as a result we did

not include this as a characteristic of a farmer.
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Discussiomaround success groups then related to the extent to which farmers vary and
can be distinguished from one another around the agreed characteristics. The
discussion resulted in some heated debates. Firstly, for some participants, cattle (and to
a lesser exnt goat) ownership is the most important criterion determining who is a
farmer at Besters because some of the farms do not have arable land or water for
irrigation and are therefore not suitable for crop production. This is the case at
Mphuzanyoni, Sizigwe, Zizamela and to some extent, Nkuthu Kayishazwe (the
arable lands are in the river flood plains) while Nyakanyaka Yomshini and Ngula
Kayishazwe do have substantial arable lands (flat lands with fertile, well draining

Hutton and Clovelly soils).

Seconlly, and related to this, was whether ownership of all the different agricultural
assets (livestock and equipment) would place a household in an equal or better success
group than a household that only owned one asset. For instance, if two households
both owned 20 cattle but one also owned 10 goats, would the latter be viewed as more
successful than the first homestead? A further example was that no household at
Sizisizwe is going to invest in a tractor when conditions are not suitable for cropping
on any sale; would this then place all households at Sizisizwe in a lower success
group than households that owned tractors on farms with arable land? It was ultimately
agreed that although in practice these additional criteria are important in differentiating
between households, the ageavironmental differences between farms mean that

comparative criteria are not easy to determine.

Thirdly, there was much debate related to cattle. An initial view at one workshop was
that people in the least successful grougudd own 10 cattle. Alternate views were

five cattle, five to 10 cattle, zero to 10 cattle and finally everyone agreed that a person
who does not own any cattle is not a farmer and therefore the criterion agreed was 1
10 cattle. The most successful grougoacreated some debate. It was first suggested
that a person in this group would own 100 or more cattle. This was then reviewed to
60-100 and then agreed that it should be 50. This debate was as a result of the wide

variations in the top end of househdiérd sizes as well as differences in CPA
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constitutions about the allowable number of cattle. It was also noted that although the

CPAs all have limits to household cattle ownership, there are households that have
exceeded the limits. One person suggestatithie issue could only be assessed fairly

if the wupper | imit were determined using a
constitutions may limit all households to, for example, 50 cattle, most households have

not reached the limit and therefore sohmuseholds could have more without the

overall farm limit being exceeded. In the end, it was agreed that the upper limit of

success could not be more than 50 cattle because it would be wrong to suggest that it is
acceptable for households to own moreleathan the CPA rules of a farm allow.

However, the discussion had implied that it was well known that there were

households that exceeded the CPA constitutional limits.

Two further discussions were also relevant to the usefulness of these criteria for
differentiation from the perspective of farmers on the Besters land reform farms.
During discussion of the success groupings,
in farming is not a linear process of improvement but rather one that goes forwards

and ba k war ds . A A pereyear and faihat anotherctime d N&km an e,

2011 pers con Then, in a discussion about the problem of why young people do not

want to farm, one of the participants observed that the farms that had previously
supported oneafmer and his (or her) family were now expected to support multiple
families, and that the reason children donoH
farmingo. Notwithstanding these sumesserns, (ol

groups were greed, and are reflected in Tablbelow.
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Table6: Workshop Criteria for Differentiating Farming Success Groups

Success Cropping .
Cattle Goats Equipment
Groups land
! — 30 2-3 hectares Tractor
3 30 20 53 heotares | Tractor hire
Isivandi Ox drawn
2 20 15 ‘
(small field) equipment
1 1-10 1-10 Garden Hand tools

The next task was then to use these criteria, along with the discussions, to rank the
farming households fronthe survey into success groups. To do this, | deeelop
numerical values that privileged the ownership of cattle, while recognizing the
importance of owning goats, agricultural equipment, particularly tractors, and
cultivation for some households. Thereraveisks of biasing the ranking of individual
households: the percentage of households that do not own goats is much higher than
for cattle ownership, and, where CPAs had been given tractors in terms of the Land
Redistribution and Agricultural DevelopmeRtogramme (LRAD), many households
rented the CPA tractor and thus had stopped using oxen for cultivation. | therefore

assigned numerical value somewhat intuitively to different agricultural assets and

activities asshown in Table 7 below.
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Table7: Assigning farm assets and activities a numerical value

C

Cattle Goats Land cultivated Equipment
Number Number Type Type
Value Value Value Value
owned owned used owned
Hand
0 0 0 0 Garden 1 1
tools
Oxen/
Small
1-5 1 1-10 1 2 hire 2
field
tractor
Large Own
6-10 2 11-20 2 3 3
field tractor
11-15 3 21-30 3
16-20 4 31-40 4
21-25 5
26-30 6
31-35 7
36-40 8
41-45 9
46-50 10
51- 11
I then used the household survey data to
househol d and cr e abased onfgoatiles (fesTalgjecBe ss gr oupso
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Table8: Number of households per success group

Success Groups

Value range

Number of households

1 1-4 25
2 6-7 17
3 8-11 21
4 12-21 21
TOTAL 84

The final step in determining the best way to divide the population into four groups

from which to select households for life history interviews was to compare the success

and asset groups. Ansilar comparison Scoones al (2010: 60, 2231) undertook had

indicated substantial overlap in the two ways of grouping a population. To do this, |

looked at the distribution of farming success groups (SG) against asset groups (AG).

This is reported onni Chapter 10; but the distribution indicates a significant

correlation between farming success groups and asset groups. The conclusion

therefore is that either asset groups or success groups can be used as criteria for

dividing a farming population into xanomic groups. | decided to use asset groupings

as the primary criterion for determining who to interview further, mainly because

assets, as reflections of consumption, are more open in relation to sources of income.

4.5.2. Semistructured interviews

| undertowk four different kinds of senstructured interviews with different sets of

informants: the first were key respondents; the second life history and production

interviews with selected farmers on the case study site; the third, 32ih of

households on thfarmsthat were available to be interviewetere on themes arising

from the

research process, namel vy

Atradi

fourth involved interviews with farmers who had kept cattle registers during 2012.

These are listenh the Table9 below.
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Table9: Semistructured Interviews: respondents, number and reasons

Theme of Number of ) ) )
] ] ) ) Overview of the interview
interview interviews

The interviews with individuals lasted between 45 minutes and
Key informants 14 two hours each. Two respondents were interviewed twice. All

were face-to-face interviews except one that was telephonic.

Respondents were from 25 households, and were in most cases
the household head. They took from 45 minutes to two hours

Life history 29 depending on the respondent’s availability. In four households,
spouses were interviewed separately in addition to the head of

household.

There were two kinds of interviews: focus group and individual.
The focus group were held with CPA committee members on all

7 six farms, and lasted about 1% - 2 hours each. The individual
ocus
Farm production ” interviews took from 30 minutes to 1% hours. In two cases
. group: . . .
and dynamics at o (Mphuzanyoni and Nkuthu Kayishazwe), numerous informal
Individual: ) ) ) ) )
CPA level 5 discussions also took place, amounting to in excess of eight hours
each. Respondents came from four farms: (Nyakanyaka: 10;

Mphuzanyoni: 4 interviews with 2 people; Ngula kayishazwe: 4;

Nkuthu Kayishazwe: 2)

o These were short issue specific interviews of 15-30 minutes each
“Traditional” 27 o
] on the purposes of farming. Respondents were randomly selected
farming ) o )
according to availability on all six farms.

27 of these interviews took place with the same respondents and

at the same time as the traditional farming interviews. In addition,
Kinship 29
] two in-depth interviews, one of 4-5 hours and the other about 2
relations
hours, were held with an elderly female head of house, her sons

and their wives, and her daughter.

4.5.3. Key informant interviews

The first set of interviews, with key informantsasundertaken with people identified
for their specialist kowledge or informed perspectives about certain aspects of the

farming dynamics on the Besters land reform farms. The respondents included four



commercial beef farmers, three government officials in the Land Reform and Rural
Development Department, an amgitural consultant, a stock auctioneer company
representative, a member of the Landl ess P
unmarried stock owner on one of the farms who was also employed as a wage worker

on a commercial farm, a women Communal Prop&sgsociation chairperson, and the

leader of the split off group on one of the farms. These interviews covered beef farm

production, stock sale structures and trends,-agodogical conditions for farming at

Besters and on t he f arpnomites pgroculaly at Bestars, 6s | and
the history of the Besters Land Reform project, and the dynamics and specific issues

on some of the farms.

4.5.4. Life history interviews

The purpose of the life history interviews was to obtain information that would help

expl ain the for d$tausy 19836} obtained from e dedgcripteve, i

synchronic information derived from the survey data. Although life history interview

techniques are subject to the unreliability of memory, they do provide longitudinal

diachronic information in that they identify trendseov t i me , the fiorder
(ibid), and thus provide indication of antecedent events that informed the dynamics

giving rise to the current structures evident from the survey data. Of the 84 hdssehol

surveyed, 25 (30%) were selected for life history interviews. The distribution of

households across asset groups that participated in the life history inteis/svesvn

in Table 10.
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Tablel0: Selection of life history interiew respondents

Asset Group Number of households
1 6

2 6

3 9

<+ 4

Total 25

The interviews undertaken with these respondents were of assetured, open

ended for mat, beginning with the request t
you came from, how your parents farmed and how your family haslivedun t oday 0.
During the interview, | then prompted particular answers relating to employment

outside of the family and its conditions, the labour undertaken in the family, livestock
holdings and when cattle were used and for what purposes, cropping gracttte

how these practices had changed. The interview also focused on other assets, how they

were acquired and what they were used for, including farming skills.

4.5.5. CPA and farm production interviews

The purpose of these interviews was #ot: firstly, to understand issues related to

the history of the Besters LR project, the specific histories of each farm and the
beneficiaries on each of those farms; secondly, to understand and interrogate
production at CPA level and the dynamics that enabled or coredraroduction on

the different farms, including the particular intersections of household farming with
CPA farm production on the farms.

Focus group interviews were held with CPA committees and other interested members

on the six farms that make up theseastudy in this research. These were initial,
exploratory interviews conducted through setnuctured, opemnded questioning
techniques; for exampl e: AnTel | me how you

happened? What made vy o spectiequastibres askdd aetatedd S o me
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to the number of cattle and other assets received during land reform, what had
happened to these assets since the CPAs had received them, where the current
residents came from and how they came to be together on thisufgartiarm.
Preliminary questions also included how the farm was managed in terms of household
and CPA farming activities, labour employment and whether benefits had been

distributed and how this was decided.

The individual interviews were of three typéhe first type took place mainly at
Mphuzanyoni and involved idepth, semstructured, multiple interviews with two

key informants: the CPA chairperson, who was identified both because she was the
chairperson and diligently attended all governneatied meetings, and the farm
manager, who was best placed to answer detailed questions about production and how
decisions were taken, as well as questions about how CPA cattle production
intersected with household livestock production. | also stayed at thenfam ager 06 s
house on a number of occasions and these more formal interviews were based on

observations and numerous less formal discussions.

The second type of interviews took place at Nyakanyaka Yomshini and Nkuthu
Kayishazwe and followed the same selattcriteria as the life history interviews.
While this was intentional in order to observe whether and how social differentiation
affected decisiomaking at CPA level, it was also based on the idea that multiple
interviews created relationships that alemivfor more productive interviewing. These
interviews focused on CPA cattle and maize production, how this intersected with
household cattle production, CPA dividends and how they were managed and the
history and interpretation of the CPA conflicts andtspl also floated my emerging
interpretation of the underlying dynamics with a number of the respondents in order to

deepen it and to hear alternative views or contestations of it.

The third type of interview took place at Ngula Kayishazwe, with houdshbat had

been involved in keeping the monthly cattle registers. One of the households, the
owner of the biggest herd of cattle in the case study area, was not available to be
interviewed because he had sick cattle on the day of the interview, and was

unavailable for alternative arrangements. | had also planned to undertake interviews
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with households at Mphuzanyoni, Zizamela and Siziziswe, but | became ill during the
field trip and was not able to record in discussions effectively. These interviews were
short, mostly 20i 30 minutes, except at Ngula Kayishazwe, where we held an

extended discussion around the resources of the CPA, particularly grazing camp

rotation, fencing and firebreaks, and the CF

456. 1l nterviews on fAtr aghipelatonsal ¢ f ar mi ng

These were mainly short, issgpecific interviews in that they were interviews

intended to garner opinion and information on issues that had arisen during the

research. They are grouped here because the two issues were discussed with

respamdents in the same intervieihe respondents were selected only on the basis of
their availability on the day of the interviews, and had to be either the head of house,

his wife or mother.

and Kk

Some definitional cl ari f i amng,il amrefarrisgim equi r ed .

particularto thekeepingofc at t | e as a means isithunzbg man
social position. The issue, and name, had emerged when the head of Agricultural
Extension Services in Emnambithi Local Municipality told me thabple on the
Besters farms fnare |ivestock owners but
cattl e f or iSithunz notpcommmenals efsa r¢@wamagda, 2011:qvs

com). The social dynamics involved in farming for the purposes ofmaunging
isithunzi are also touched on in the review of mypltirpose farming systems in
Chapter 3.

According to this official and his colleagues, the Department of Rural Development
and Land Affairs had erred in transferring farms to people who did aot W be
farmers. | asked whether in their view selling cattle on a regular basis constitutes an
adequate definition of farmer. The officials thought not, that people do sell cattle when
they have problems but that this is not inconsistent with keepttig fa the purposes

of improving social standing. Even the R5,4 million rand budgeted by the Department
of Agriculture for the provision of fencing, dips, cattle licks and equipment and the
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R10 million budgeted by Department of Rural Development and ltafam for

recapitalisation at Besters would not, according to the officials, make a substantial

di fference to people becoming fApropero farm
beneficiaries were not Aproper 0 ¢Ctatle mer s was
ownership. One official told participants during a workshop that government is

investing in land reform and agriculture in order that people contribute to national food

security and that people at Besters should be undertaking more crop culttiation

they are, and that failure to do this is wasting the asset that government has given

t hem. Gover nment huardlabgth) whech thgy emaspukeein ofdero i | 0 (
to Afarm properl vy, |l i ke the whitead ar mers d

generates incomes and livelihoods for the youth in the future. In terms of cattle, this

means that the people on the Besters | and
cattl e, sel l t hem, get money and r&€invest t
not Astep out your door, |l ook at your <catt|l

how many ynothis sénseisithunzifarming stands in sharp contrast to the
commercial logic of farming for profit. The possiblity that farming for isithunzi
purposes was widely present at Besters warranted investigation since it seemed to
suggest that the class relations associated with agricultural petty commodity
production might be more complex than a mechanistically applied materialist
approach would revéa

The  wgthudzd ii s def i ned i netali9¥0) dsimoraliweightar y ( Do k
influence or prest i gekekangeditteinaie X @ mp Ifeese | g it vheen wee
of over power i vkgzihlubafsithunan¢ep bowér tomesel f in
Isithunzial so means soul , as in a personédés soul
died. Words withuhzdot hbust awmet hoamadrinfi-{ph)r ent pr ef
refer to shadows and the dulling of light, and shade, as in the shadsiwsy deees.

Shadows and shades are imbued, in Zulu, with connotations of ancestors, graves,
ageing and dying. A  nemithynzib or i hnshanwve ci mi ¢gly
fatherodds grave, I n or de r-30) jostiftingwhi hetuses h i m. Bel

the word fshadeo rather than Aancestor o in
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Afancestoro suggests a MfNAseparateness between
more accurate concept is one thatpamdssumes f:
association within the |l i neage between the
etymology and social connotations ofthunzi then seem to suggest connections

bet ween status and soci al standi ng, |l i neage
which gave some weight to the Department of Agriculture officials view that the kind

of farming occurring at Besters is inconsistent with the logic of commercial farming. |

was therefore curious about how these farmers would respond to the idea that they

farmed attle in order to improve their social standing.

The interviews concerning livestock ownership and social standing were structured
around three consecutive questions: t he fi
household of rearing or owning cattle or k st oc k ? 0 ; the second was:
understand by the idea that some people rear or own cattle or livestock in order to

increase theirisithunzi o r soci al standing?o; and the th
household, or other people on this farm, rear e€attlorder to increase your or their

social standing?bo9

The same respondents were also asked about their relationships to other households on
the farms on which they resided, or other farms that were part of the land reform
project. The decision to integate kinship relationships on the land reform farms had
emerged following a presentation of my early research findings to a workshop at
PLAAS, the University of the Western Cape, in 2011 that included STIAS fellow,
Pauline Peters. | had asked for advioeaddifficulty | had in relation to the household

as a unit of analysis at Besters. What | saw at Besters was multiple, intersecting loci of
farming, which seemed to raise questions around the household usmst af
production. For instance, farming wasrsgiimes occurring at CPA, household and
individual level, with various labour and management regimes, while on other farms,
farming was taking place only at household level, and often involved only a few
members of the household. Was the household a usafubf approaching the way

farming was structured on these farms? Furthermore, there waslivegsty in how
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householdswere structured around wage work and farming, which made the
household appear to be a loose association of social connection hathex tightly
bounded, coherent productive entity. Peters advised that rather than abandon the
household as a unit of analysis, | should deepen my research to include a better
understanding of how kinship is structured as an important although not e&clusiv
basis for understanding the social relations of production and consumption. The first
step in doing this was to establish whether there are relations between households on
the farms and how these are described locally.

The questions posed in the shormt er vi ews took the form of:
relatives living on this farm or other farms that the government bought under the land
reform programme?0 I|If the answer was yes, [
related to this (quicklgeeane apparent that theanmarie factefs ? 0 | t
relationship was insufficient to explain the dynamics and organization of production

on particular farms. This led me to try and obtain addapth understanding of the

structure and relationships in one famiiocusing on kinship and marriage.

| selected a particular family for three mai
a number of times and had a good relationship with the household head, who was

willing to take the time to have an extendedcdiss si o0 n about her f
relationships. Secondly, the family ranked highly in terms of cattle ownership and sold

cattle regularly at the local cattle auctions. And thirdly, | had been invited to three

weddings involving relatives, which allowed me to fee use of cattle in weddings

and how different relatives negotiated their ceremonial cattle requirements. The

interview began by laying out the family tree using fltans made out of pipe

cleaners, on which gender and marital status could easily bleednaDuring the

process, discussions took place about the marriage process, burials and relationships to

the deceased, how Zulu lineage is structured including asking about relationships

identified by anthropologists (particularly Gluckman, 1940 and 1@&@ Krige,

1936) and historian Je@uy (1994), and what changes had taken place.
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Despite the amount of time spent on this, the relationships and the institutionalized
processes of reproducing and cementing lineage as well as dynamics that undermine
and transform lineage relations remained in many respects opaque in the details of
how they related to the organization of farming at household and CPA levels.
Ultimately, | had to accept that the amount of time and resources | had available were
insufficient to provide a detailed enough understanding of kinship relationships to
unravel the minutia of connections and tensions that could explain the dynamics at
play in farm production. However, the investigation of these relationships did provide
a picture, ifsomewhat hazy, of the structuring effects of kinship and how this is

intersects with some production dynamics on particular farms.

4.5.7. Participant Observation

From October 2010 through to June 2013, | had 13 opportunities to stay with five
families on four &rms for periods ranging from two to 18 days. In total, | spent 93
nights on the Besters land reform farms. | first used participant immersion and
observation as a research technique working as a journalist reporting on the lives of
the rural and urban poin KwaZulu-Natal in the mid 1990s and then as a researcher
for a land rights NGO from the mid 1995 to 2005. | also used it as a primary research
t ool during the fieldwork for my Masteros
sense, built up overears of practice rather than through an academic review and
evaluation of the process. Nevertheless, my own experience of the strengths and
limitations of the techniqudits with anthropological descriptions, namely, that it
builds trust, which often enads one to get behind the public image presented in once
off interviews; itlocatesparticular pieces of informatiorithin a more complex social
environment of meaning and activities, which provides a more rounded perspective on
data collected through othenethods; and, through participation, one gets a fuller
sense of what is entailed in actual activities and social processes within specHic agro

ecological contextd efevre 2009.

The opportunities to stay in family homes and participate in daily Anesactivities

were divided into three types. The first involved staying with families and spending
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the days undertaking surveys and interviews that limited participating in family life to
mornings, evenings and times in the day when interviews were llemhasr
emergencies arose that required my help (such as a water shortage in one case, and an
emergency medical problem in another). A key value of these opportunities is that
they provided a chance to discuss information obtained from interviews that was

unclear or required contextual information. There were ten of these opportunities.

The second type of opportunity was trips
outo with the family and participate 1in
were visits at my request, they sometimes involved many days structured only by
activities of daily living. However, they provided an opportunity to observe family
structure and to see which members are present and absent and why, what activities
are unddgaken on a daily and weekly basis, who is responsible for these and how they
understand that responsibility, and perhaps most importantly, what issues arise as overt
and covert tensions and conflicts. There were four of these opportunities. As the years
of involvement progressed, | was also at times invited to stay or visit particular people
who simply wanted to talk to me about events taking place. Two particular occasions
stand out where women involved in the CPA committees were struggling with how to

deal with the unfolding conflicts.

The third type of opportunity was invitations to be present for certain events, namely
three weddings. | was also present for three burial processes. This enabled me to take
part in activities that reproduce, oreaact he sense of group, and generated insights
into the community acting as community, and its moments of despair, celebration, and

co-operationThese are summarised in Table 11 below.
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Tablell: Participant observation: the farmand households

2 Number
CPA Family Dates Total
of days
Zizamele Shabalala 7-17 October, 2010 10
7-9 March, 2012 2
20-25 November, 2012 5 17
Mphuzanyoni Shabalala 26-30 October, 2010 4
21 Nov-11 Dec 2011 18
22-28 March 2012 7
20-26 May 2012 6
15-18 Nov 2012 3 38
Nyakanyaka
' Khoza M 2-14 November 2010 12
Yomshini
Khoza P 28 June — July 2012 8
3-6 November, 2012 3 23
Nkuthu
) Msimanga 24 June -1 May, 2012 8
Kayishazwe
1-3 November, 2012 3
26-30 June, 2013 4 15
Total 93

4.6. Observations on field research
Any research design creates challenges in the field or in analysis or both. My preferred
method of research is participant observation because it builds a depth of
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understanding over time against which om® @ssess observations and other data.
However, it is a complex, and often contradictory undertaking: with enough familiarity

the relationship between researcher and researched blurs, and events and social

relationships that, at first glance, may have areud cur i osi ty become

gain an everyday legitimacy that makes them difficult to interrogate. Also, since
participant observation puts one into the lives of, and in relationships with those
observed, it is perhaps even more important than wiikratsearch methods to be
aware that the people being observed are also observing, and relating to one on the
basis of those judgements. | am an outsider to Besters in terms of race, class and
language, and it would be naive to assume that those who dbhsasving were not
structuring their relationships to me in terms of their interpretations of what my
presence meant. But the | onger | stayed
strange6 | became, and my <compeegesstocy i
conversations and stories, and to clarifications and interpretations of what | heard.
conducted all the life history and farm production interviews as well as the interviews
related to family structure and ceremonies in Zulu, and participatecmy mformal
discussions in Zulu. However, for the quantitative survey and interviews about
relationships andsithunzifarming, | had a research assistant who lives in the area and
who conducted the interviews while | made notes, which | later typed img us
recordings to supplement the information.

All research, but particularly participant observatiechniquesalso raise difficult
ethical considerations: | was often privy to conversations, interactions and actions that
an occasional visitor would hasee. Where these provided important insights but

revealing the people involvestems invasivd have used pseudonyms.

On the other end of the methods range is the structured survey and statistical analysis.
These are not familiar tools to me, and leofffelt out of my depth as | struggled to
understand the nature of the relationships between variables. However, there were few
moments that were as exciting as suddenly seeing a pattern emerge that either
confirmed conclusions | O6od comtradactech thedn rs@ m

thoroughly that I was forced to step b
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surveysaresatisfyingly concrete; indeed, the urge to run more and more tests to check
yet another idea, another hypothesis, is extrerstebngUIltimately, however, | came

up against the fact that this type of data in a case study is mostly descaptase

study like this one isoo small a sample to produgeneralizableonclusions and the

more one breaks up the data into categories, thesigsgicant are the relationships
between variables. Nevertheless, it beds descriptions down into greater certainties that,
together with more qualitative data and conceptual analysis, opens up the social
dynamics in the case study to a richer and moracedhexplanation. | am not able to

say that my account of these dynamics is the only account possible; the range of
contingencies, what counts as contingent and what is esgentialdynamics present,

is, in the end, a matter of interpretation. Analysisocial dynamics is less a science

than a creative, but robust attempt to construct a convincing account.

4.7. Conclusion

This chapter has described the range of research methods | used to obtain and analyse
information in order to describe the people, thamilies, their farming and other

l'iveli hood activities at Besters, and to un
provide explanation for why petty commodity
concrete form it does in Besters. The methodologg | ocated i n Sayerd
approach to social explanation, which recognises against radically contingent

epi stemol ogies that there i s anagemtpirical
empiricist views- that it can only be partially apprehendedirtRermore, realist

methods locate social explanation initially in theoretical constructions or abstractions,

which nevertheless require investigation in order to identify their concrete and specific

forms. To the extent that there are necessary condititfsese concrete forms, the

explanation is generalizable to other contexts that share these conditions, but it is

likely to be partial. In the next chapter, | consider some of the historical conditions that

have shaped the concrete forms of petty comtyopioduction in the Qedusizi

Besters Land Reform Project.



5. STRUGGLES OVER LAND, LABOUR AND CAPITAL
ACCUMULATION AT BESTERS

AStruggle over the forms of redistribution
and Wolpe 105)

5.1. Introduction

This chapter dscribes key moments in the evolution of the structure of agrarian relations
in Besters over the past 200 yearsl identifies three driving forces in these processes
which ultimately shaped how the Besters Land Reform Project unfolbdesese forces
were:the struggle over the ownership and productive use of land in the mid 1800s, the
struggle over the terms and conditions of labour in the first half Bfcgatury, and the
struggle over the conditions for agricultural capital accumulation from the @8@s1

until 2005. These struggles are, of course, deeply interwoven and not limited to particular
historical epochs. However, focussing on moments of struggle in different epochs helps
provide a picture of the historical antecedents that partially expdaialsdynamics on

the Besters land reform farms today.

The questions driving the chapter are informed by certain puzzles that arose during the
research. These are, firstly, why labour tenancy, and thus an ongoing connection to land
and farming, persisteih Besters long after it disappeared in most other areas of
KwaZulu-Natal and South Africa; secondly, why it developed in such diverse ways on
different farms in Besters; and thirdly why some land reform beneficiaries appear to have
made the transition tagricultural petty commodity production more easily than others.
While this chapter examines some of the historical struggles that have shaped the social
structure found in Besters today, it is not possible to do justice to the wide range of
historical andanthropological interpretations of these processes. The chapter is therefore
suggestive rather than conclusive. Its main aim is to provide a context for the detailed

analyses in subsequent chapters of the social dynamics on the farms today.
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5.2. The project area of Besters in the Emnambithi/Ladysmith Local

Municipality

The Besters Land Reform Project is located in the north of the Emnambithi/Ladysmith

local municipality (ELM), which lies in the norivest of KwaZuluNatal on the border

with Free State Provinc@he two main urban centres are Ladysmith and Colenso, but the
areas of Driefontein, Wat er smeet, Peacet own
adjacent to some of the land reform farms, are also fairly densely settled. Ladysmith is

located nearly midwaydiween Johannesburg and Durban, with the linking national N3

road forming the western boundary of the ELM.

The total local municipal population in 2010 consisted of nearly 52,000 households with
a mean size of.8, of whom more than half were female,fhaére under the age of 24
and (in 2002) 86.3% were African (IDPs, 2002 and 2012). By 2010, over half the
population lived in Ladysmith and Colenso, and a rapid movement of rural population to
settlements on the periphery of Ladysmith was taking plac®, (HD02) A population
growth rate lower than the national rate, the relatively low numbers of children under five
(11.26%) and the low proportion of adults between the ages-804Q7.9%) suggest

that HIV infections and Aids have taken their toll (IDR02).

Like other areas in South Africa, this municipality has high income and resource
disparities. Nearly half of all households in 2010 had annual incomes of below R42,000

in a range of R2,400 to R2,4 million. (IDP, 2012) While half (52%) the populaias

old enough to work, only 30% were employed while 29\8éte unemployed and 40.6%

were fdnot economically activeo (2012: 123) .
education, many of whom are resident on farms, including the land reform farms (ADA,

20124, b).
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While the ELM has the most diversified economy in the District (IDP, 2002), dynamic
changes are taking place (IDP, 2012:-108). The biggest sector is the tertiary séctor
dominated by retail and catering. From 2001 to 2008, it expandedb®y \Bith a total
output of R5,3 billion in 2008, while output in the secondary sector, dominated by
manufacturing, declined from R4 billion to R2.9 billion. Agriculture grew at an average
annual rate of 11% over this period and contributed 96% to the prswator, while coal
mining crashed to a fraction (14%) of its 1998 output. Primary sector output as a whole,
however, was a small economic contributor, with a total output of R327 million and a
contribution of 3.4% of total GDP in 2008.

The commercialdrm sector is the major land user, (IDP, 2013/4: 166) with grassland for

the extensive production of beef using nearly 60% of land in the ELM. This pattern of

land use is the focus of a debate, with some planners suggesting that commercial farm

land is unérused and should be converted to crop and forestry production to facilitate
development (IDP, 2012:314). However, others note that on the basis of soil type only

27% of farm | and has fAgood to moderate agr.
limited by a relatively low (by provincial standards) annual summer rainfall 08380

mm (ADA, 2012) and geologically limited access to ground water for large scale
irrigation (IDP, 2002). Currentlyonly 0,9% of land is under irrigation for commercial

crop aml cereal production, while 2,3% is under commercial dry land production and
2,5% is us-edmneorrcifiasle ns u b sThe areanscatso pranedtp pi ng o .
droughts in Januaryhat put the most commonly grown crop, maize, at risk of
compromised pollinan (Smythe, 2012: pers com). Furthermore, the Department of

Agr i cul t-Resoeirées UniB (BBU) characteristics for the area indicate the
dominance of dry, moist and transitional tall grassveld, titherhennia hirtlcommon

thatch grass) the dominamrass species but witifhemeda triandra(red grass),

Eragrostis planaFan lovegrass) anragrostis curvulaalso found in different densities

on the various farms, (ADA, 2012) indicating grasslands suitable for cattle production.

There also appear to benlits to agricultural expansion: the 2013/4 IDP (43j2notes

13 The tertiary sector consists of wholesale and retail trade, catering and accommodation, transport, storage
and communication, finance, insurance, real estate and business services, incluiteg peovided by
government.
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that the grazing capacity, along with dryland agriculture, is fully utilised, and that further

agricultural development will have to rely on increased river water irrigation.

Despite these cstraints, the Department of Rural Development and Land Reform
budgeted nearly R25 million in 2012/13 for infrastructure rehabilitation and
establishment, and improved beef production on land reform farms, and a further R2,3
million for land purchase to &&= a labour tenant claim. These budget allocations are
likely to increase substantially in the future to setle 252 unresolved restitution land claims
to over 33 000 hectares. Furthermore, the IDP states that only 22 of tHdaB®dr
tenant claims havieeen settled through land transfers (IDP, 2013/4:1189.

In summary, the municipal area within which the Besters land reform project falls is
undergoing urbanisation, has a growing service and declining manufacturing aadtor
thesetrendsare accanpanied by high levels of unemployment, which contribute to the
persistence of poverty and inequality. While some land redistribution has occured, it has
clearly been a limited intervention relative to the number of unresolved restitution and
labour tenantlaims in the district as a whole. However, agriculture on its own is unlikely
to generate sufficient growth to address deepbted problems of poverty and

unemployment.

5.3. The history of the struggle over land in Besters

Although Besters is locatedutside the main sites of British, Boer and Zulu struggles
over land, trade and authority that defined the 1800s, it was not excluded from the

massive social dislocations that accompanied these strity§Msile the historiography

1 The IDP does not clarify how a claim, settled or not, is defined. The figure of 22, however, suggests that
resolved claims are defined as farms acquired since the figure correlates with some land reform figures
used, whereathe actual number of beneficiaries involved was much higher, as was discussed in Chapter 4.

5 A map drawn in 1900s (Creswick, 1900) shows Besters as a railway siding on a line that runs from
Durban through Ladysmith and on into the interior, markingitaa bl i p on t he radar of
industrial and trade policies. An earlier sketch map of Natal in 1812 put together by Shepstone (Guy, 2013:

no.1) shows a densely settled area: the AmaZizi occupy the land between the Thukela and Klip rivers and

the AmaKwamiya occupy the area alongside them that is today Besters. However, by the mid 1860s, a
second sketch map (Guy, 2013: no.2) shows that of the original 94 tribes in Natal in 1812 only 40
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of this period is debatednd contestetf it is clear that these struggles transformed the
landscape, anohfluencedwho had claim to, and could occupy and use the land. By the
late 19" century, however, the Boers, many of whom trekked to the Free State following
the AngleBoer was in the second half of the century, owned most of the land at Besters

while Swazi refugees lived on and used the land.

The Boersé claim to | and (that i ncluded Be
conquest and documentation. On their arrival froem@ape in 1837, they had attempted

to purchase large tracts of land from the Zulu king. Although they argued that it was
unoccupied, their own accounts describe how they looted the crops of the surrounding
homesteads in order to survive (Guy, 2013: 40)weier, the impacts of Zulu
territorialism which emerged during the Mfecaread led to a visible trail of destruction,
which may account for what appeared to be an empty landscape (Laband, 1995; Guy,
2013). The subsequent battles at Blood River, and a &8bance with the brother of

Zulu King Mpande to unseat his throne in exchange for land (Laband, 1995: 126),
cemented the notion that Boers had paid for the land with their money and their blood
(Guy, 2013: 39). Against their money and their blood, h@mestood the fact that they

had largely been unable to take occupation of the land.

Foll owing Britainds annexation of Natal i n 1
not only reversed the Boersd anneundthat on of p
few of the Boer claims to farms met the requirement of active use or residence, a
requirement they could not meet precisely because they were under threat from African

populations settled on and using the land (Guy, 201:3t838’ Despite trekkinganew to

remained, and in the Besters area, the only African settisnage those clustered around Ladysmith. (See

also Laband, 1995: 20)

®See Laband (1995:1%5) for differences in historiographical emphasis. Cobbing (1988) suggests the

causes of the violent disruptions lay not so much in Zulu militarisation, the Mfeadmeh became a

convenient narrative to justify colonial atrocities, but in the colonial search for labour, including slaves.
Hamilton (1995) chall enges Cobbingbés interpretation
(mainly) colonial textswhi ch shape how the historical fevi denceo
nuanced interpretations to emerge, whitéherington (1995) attempts to sketch the similarity in the

structure of the narratives underlying the Great Trek and the Mfecane.

YFollowi ng the Cloete Commi ssioné6s adjudications, a grot
included Besters, from King Mpande, in 1847 in perpetual ownership (Laband, 1995: 127), the basis of the
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the highveld to escape Britainds growing int
ones, and to find Afreeo | and on which to
the land in Besters. The area, which consists of the mixed sndesour grasses that

provide excellent grazing for cattle, particularly in the winter momfas, aresourcehat

was important to the cattlbased production systems of both Boer and African
homesteads (Guy, 199494 Laband, 1995:127f Even today, mangwners of farms in

Besters also own land in and reside in the Free State.

While the Boers may have secured their conquest of the land in Besters, they continued to
struggle to secure the labour and capital necessary to respond to the growing market
opporunities opened up by the discovery of minerals in the second half of the century.

As Guy suggestsid: 50) : Al ]t was assumed t hat | and
were not; only people were, and, without their labour, land lacked value as capial ..

While the African system of homestebhdsed production had begun to come under

pressure across the province from colonial taxation and land dispossession intended to

drive an expanded supply of labour to settler farms, labour shortages continued in

Besers, largely as aresultof Shepste 6 s | ocati onspeppooimi cy ( Guy, 2

Shepstoneds | oc at-1900s satterpptetl bothyto poofect thehland afi d
African chieftaincies from settler claims to private ownership, and to contain them
geograpically as a basis for extending colonial authority (Guy, 2@®@)ugh a series of
manipulations that allowed him to relocate, combine, consolidate and establish new
chieftaincies, often as a reward for loyalty and subservience (Guy, 20137),316
Shepstoe found a pragmatic solution to the land and labour contestations between settler
and African. This solution also created the framework of the particular growth path that

devel oped in South Africa. The | ocatyi ons we

shortlived Klip River Republic. Mpande, however, latdisputed the transaction, which apparently was
also never paid for. (Brookes and Web, 1987:63)

18| aband (1995: 183) points out that mixed swemir veld constitutes a seasonal part of a total grazing

regime that includes sourveld grazed in the earlyngptall sweetveld in the winter and the mixed velds in

between. But the grasses grow in different microclimates thus ideally requiring movement between them.
AEffective management of herds, thereforeg Andr equi res
therein |l ay the source of conflictdo between Boer, Swe
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and extent, absorbing surrounding populations when external pressure demanded it,
extruding them when ot he(Guyca0i3d113).iBp 1847, made |
Shepstone had identified seven locations in colonial Natal, but none was in or near
Besers, possibly because it was not occupied by a chieftaincy of sufficient social status

to make a claim that warranted Shepstoneds

by the mid 1800s, the land in Besters was productively, albeit often tenuarlpjed.

One area of occupation was Driefontein. The people who had settled there had come via
their Aties of kin, church and communityo (V
Free State but more distantly from Swaziland, where the Wesleyan migsidames

Ellison, had established himself. Etherington (1978) shows how many of the Africans

settled on missions in Natal became successful peasants, investing in ploughs and new

crop technologies and producing food for a burgeoning settler communisucasssful

peasants, they not only refused to provide labour in any abundance to their Boer

nei ghboursdé farms, they often farmed i n comp

A number of households currently on the Besters land reform farms trace their presence
in the area toaly to a split within the royal Dlamini clan in Swaziland that occurred in the
mid-1800s (Shabalala, pers com; Khoza, pers com; Msimanga, pers com). The social
pressures that gave rise to the deepening of both Zulu and Dlamini power in the region
brought tle Shabalalas into waves of conflict with both the Dlamini and the Zulus from
the 1850s, and forced them to flee the area that they occupied alongside the Phongola
river on the boundary between Zululand and Swaziland (Bonner, £988gy followed

the missonary route between Swaziland, Harrismith and Besters, to settle in the good

®The Shabalala who heads this |lineage is referred to
clan that became dominant in Swaziland between 18521868, and as the uncle of Ngwane, a clan

which, before the rise of the Zulu, was settled on vast area on either side of the Phongolo river (Laband,

1995: 12). The Ngwane were later exiled from Swaziland and settled inwesthNatal. (Guy, 2013)

Walker (2008: 8681) also provides oral evidence that the Shabalalas became part ai#kdolwa

(Christian) syndicate who, in 1812, purchased a farm (Cremin) to the east of Besters, and who originated

from the Phongolo river area. The people of Cremin wera fod v removed in 1977 to Ma
where Inkosi Shabalala resides today. In summary, the people who live on farms at Besters today were

refugees who came from Swaziland in th& téntury.
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grazing |l ands of the | atter. These | ands ha
Zulu incursions but were now beyond the direct control of the Zulus and other dominant
chieftaincies, as a result of both Boer land appropriations and then British interventions in

settling land disputes. However, as refugees with little military capacity or other power

based in social connectedness, in an area dominated by Boer ownershgioishenight

have deemed their occupation of land unimportant.

The col oni al government 6s mar ginalisation of
occupied the farms of Besters meant that the locations could not serve as reserves of

cheap labour for Boedr ar m owner s, whil e the Shabalala r
land remained unprotected and precarious. These conditions favoured the establishment

and persistence of labour and sharm@pping tenancies, in which people displaced by the
militarisation d the Dlaminis and Zulus provided labour to the Boers, whose actual

homes were often on other farms in the Free State, in return for the use of some of their

grazing and arable land.

5.4. Changing labour regimes: fromlabour tenancy to wage work

While thereis broad agreement that share oppi ng had dAoutlived its
first decade of the 20th centurydiV Onselen, 1996: 7), there has been much debate

about the labour tenant regimes that replaced it. Various groupings of agrarian and
industrial capital had, prior to 1994, characterised labour tenancy as an archaic, feudal
Arelicd (Wi lPRR&ins, BaAAapi (2010: 62), howeve
of labour subjection can underpin capitalist relations of production, particularly in

colonial contexts caught up in world economic processes. Similarly, while Morris (1976;

1988), as shown in Chapter 2, argues that labour tenancy was transformed into a form of

wage labour that defined the moment of transition to capitalist agriculture, hadin
Neocosmos (1987) suggest that in depicting
Morris seems to assume that proletarianisation is an inevitable and linear process. The

result is that he neglects processes of differentiation and thus the ptysthibil labour

tenants might be best understood as petty commodity producers with insecure access to

land.



Despite the growing alliance between white farmers and the state in theegtury

(Morri s, 1976; 06 Mear a, 1 9,8&llar @and daint he i nc |
|l abour f or c e p31)(oH mmosh farpns acras® thé country, the process of
proletarianisation was geographically uneven and resisted by labour tenants, and
sometimes by farmers too. Williams (129@26) notes that as late #se mid 1970s,

Asome farmers went back to | abour tenant <col
recrui-t reliable and competent wor kers for
Williams (ibid) argues against Morris, is a form of labour regime intergarticular,
concrete capitalist relations of production
unpredictabl e natur e of producti ve | abour

particularly where agriculture is undeapitalised.

By 1995, when ta Land Reform (Labour Tenants) Act was passed, labour tenancy had
not quite disappeared in northern parts of KwaAuaial. However, it had changed and
was now characterised by a highly variable and complex mix of adaptations. These
adaptations neverthekesfailed to resolve the contradictions of agricultural capital
accumulation in a postpartheid, deregulated environment. These new conditions
required fewer, skilled wage workers and the efficient and productive use of land, but at
Besters labour tenan@pntinued to supply abundant leskilled labour, resident on and
using some of the farmland. The following section describes some of the changes to

labour tenancy at Besters that preceded the land reform initiative.

5.4.1. Changes to owafarming
By 2010, the homstead farming associated with labour tenancy was a system most

people had known as children, but which had drastically changed in their lifetimes. The
mixed farming system comprising a range of livestock and crops was deamneeting

the multiple requiements of social reproduction, primarily food, agricultural equipment,
ceremony and social connectedness (marriage). Less often, surplus was sold for cash
income. Descriptions by older respondents at Besters of the farming systems in place in
the 1950s1990s indicate emerging differentiation between those households who
regularly sold commodities (butter, milk, cattle) and those able to produce only for their
own consumption. However, petty commodity production became increasingly

constrained in the late9Z0s with new squeezes on land availability, the introduction of
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low cash wages, and new and stricter controls over cattle and the range of livestock types
allowed. By the late 1980s, these controls were widespread across the district and
evictions (a primary instrument for disciplining labour) escalated with the prospects of

land claims under a new democratic dispensation. The effects of these changes played out
differently across generations and genders, with heads of households paying tlteir sons
bridewaalth in return for their labour, in order to continue to hold the tenancy contract,
whil e daughters, who also provideidl dvadour ,
(Winnie Shabalala, pers com).

The livestock kept by labour tenants were mainly catiteats and chickens, but also

included some horses, donkeys, sheep, pigs and other poultry. Cattle uses included oxen

for traction, manure for grain and vegetable production, milk, bridewaéitholo) and

other ceremonial usé8In the majority of casedathers had provided all or some of the
cattle for their sonsd bridewealth payments
contracto for their fathers, or because tha
done since | had no cattle of myoww ( G a2@1é:dees com). Herd sizes varied from

zero cattle, particularly when men were young, to herds in excess of 70, with some
households having sufficient oxen for independent ploughing (a minimum herd size of

about 23 cattle was required, accaglto resopndents) while others needed toperate

with other households in order to plough. Ownership of livestock was gendered, with

men, particularly heads of homestead (and therefore at times widowed women), owning

cattle, horses and in most casee tjoats, while women usually owned the poultry,

particularly chickens.

A variety of cropswas grown in fields, including maize, sorghum, beans, indigenous
pumpkins, and, in smaller fields and gardens closer to the house, crops such as spinach,
potatoespeanuts, tobacco, tomatoes, onions and chili. Many older respondents talk about
this time as one when fwe stildl hatdtenfi el ds
Awe still k n @wshabalale, 201derswcorh While work around cattlé

 These included burials, birthspming of age events, weihgs, ukutwasa(the call to be @angomaor
spirit medium) and an ox all20Rperdceny). t o fiprotect the hc
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dehorning, castrating, herding and ploughinggended to be the work of men and boys,
often collaboratively with other households, weeding and harvesting tended to be the
work of women and children. However, there were also respondents who said the field

wor k was undertaken by fAneveryone in the f ami

Not all farm production was for own use, however. Many respondents remembered their
fathers selling cattle periodically 1in orde
AWe did not geti pad dt wagegh swurwecdttl edo (J.

com) . Cattle were sold at the Astock sales
to buy, i ncl udi mmajudahipeople viha trameted the farmsdto biily

livestock. One respondentsal said her grandmother had made butter from the milk of

the familyds cows, which was sent to Durban
had sold thatching grass, woven grass mat s,
my husband®odsfhem@fusedao stllcattle.e | | 0 i

From the late 1970s and early 1980s onwards, farmers began to exert control over a wider
range of resources than just the labour of their tenants. First, they began to squeeze the
access that labour tenants enjoyed to laeducing both their access to fields for
independent cropping and the size of fields that they used. Access to fields was replaced
with provisions: daily allowances of milk and maize from either a certain number of rows
from the f ar mer hasedmaizemeal, the poige pof whiah, frprmuthedate
1980s, was deducted from wages. Secondly, there was increasing pressure on labour
tenants to reduce cattle numbers. The landoviareners had allowed varying herd sizes,

from five cattle to 30 or more. e size reductions were accompanied by the levvying of
new grazing rents, particularly from the late 1980s. The landefangers used rents

partly to control herd sizes, by doubling and tripling rents for cattle in excess of the
permitted herd limit. Thatly, cattle management practices on farms also began to change.
Small er herds were now often run together

same feed supplements and veterinary inputs, costs that became incorporated into the

21t 6s not e nAmaduddefers to.llt i a pluralnbum and seems likely to refer to people of the
Jewish religionb u t this wasnot confirmed. The description w
countryside to buy livestock, mainly cattle.
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grazing levy deducteftom wages. Not only did this give farmers increased control over
the herds of their tenants, it also gave them control over the grazing management and
disease and parasite control that they feared put their own cattle at risk (Smythe, 2012,
pers com). Fially, landowneifarmers began to restrict the type of livestock they allowed

their tenants to keep, refusing to allow goats, pigs and dogs in particular.

These changes did not take place on all farms, however. A key differentiating factor

between the fans appears to be whether or not the landoviaxener resided on a second

farm el sewhere and how actively incorporate
tenant farm was. Where the landowsf@mmers were resident in the Free State, fewer

changes to hdrsize and field usage took place on their labour tenant farms in KwaZulu

Natal. Thus, on some farms, particularly Nkuthukayishazwe, Ngulakayishazwe and
Zizimela??, labour tenants continued to have access to their own separate grazing fields,
ortherunoft he farm with farmersé sheep and cattl

grazing only.

In the case of two of the land reform farms studied here, Mphuzanyoni and Nyakanyaka
Yomshin?®, the farmers lived in the district and used the land occupied by tharlab

tenants as part of their own farming operations. Indeed, the grandson of one of these
farmers who still farms in the area today, s
allowed them cattle because they wanted them but they were not labours ténant

(Smythe, 2012, pers com). Similarly, at Mphuzanyoni, the land owner farmed the land

and ran the | abour tenantsod cattle with hi-c
strictly imposed, with fines administered and cattle forcibly sold where limit® we

exceeded. The eventual elimination of independent cropping occurred at Nyakanyaka
Yomshini when the farmer expanded his own maize production. Although fields were not

reduced at Mphuzanyoni, this is a dry farm with shale soils and thus relatively ahargin

2 zizimela, however, does not share an identical history to that of the other two farms. Some years prior to
land reform, the famer who lived in the Free State sold the farm and the new owner leased the land to the
people residing on it. Nevertheless, in terms of production issues, the pattern is the same.

% These are names for the Communal Property Associations that took aprwrgte farms during land
reform, and are not the original farm names.
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for crop production, even amongst labour tenant households. On three of the other farms,
Inkuthukayishazwe, Ingulakayishazwe and Zizimela, herd size limits were imposed,
albeit at a higher limit (30 head as opposed to 10 and 15 on the other two farms
respectively). Grazing fees were not paid and respondents talked about the landowner
farmer fAignoringo | i mits beidprgnargprodeton e d .
took place on their farms in the Free State, with the farms in Natal being a sburce

labour and a place on which to graze cattle or sheep over the winter months.

Asked how they had responded to the changes on the first two farms in particular, some
older respondents said they had not been happy but could do little about it, whike oth
had left to seek better options on other faffrissaving farms when conditions no longer
supported their farming needs might be construed as the voluntary actions of labour
tenants exercising choice. However, under circumstances where pass docuaments fr
previous employers were required before a labour tenant could move to a new employer,
where labour tenants had little power to negotiate the terms of their contracts, and where
the generalised practices around terms of contract were changing, the segloh new
opportunities must be seen, as Morris (1976) points out, as a weakened feristahce
against a social reproduction crisis. What emerges is a pattern of labour tenants
constantly seeking out of spaces where they could undertake and ekeandwn

farming with limited interference.

The picture, then, is of locally variable arrangements around the type and intensity of
own farming allowed, which, while dependent on the decisions of individual landowner
farmers, were also shaped by the dtial features of geographical features, patterns of
land ownership, labour regimes and new production imperatives that from the late 1970s

brought farms into more intensive production.

% This is in the broader context of large scale evictions from farms, and reports of abusive relationships.
(See, for instance, Hornby, 1996These are not reported here becauseptaple interviewed in this

research had al |l r e ma rhnoeedd orne | faatrinosn sihni pvsar i ous HfAwage
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5.4.2. Labour. the shift to wage work on farms
An important change that tkglace in the lifetime of respondents is the introduction of

wages, contracts and fdlme work. A second change, more ambiguously reported on, is
that landlordfarmers began to demand the labour of all family members, i.e. men,

women and children, witvo menés | abour receiving very | ow

Ol der respondents said they had fAhel do | abo
fathers either without payment or payments of a few rand every six months when labour

rotated (Gamede, Shabalala J an@®&l1). By the miel970s, low wages ranging from

R1-R30 for six month periods were being paid regularly at the end of labour rotations,
although some women said they only ever receivddnd payments (chicken entrails or

salt) (W. Shabalala, 2011). Whiieis difficult to determine the exact amounts paid or

when exactly the practice of cash wages became widespread, those who received such
wages recall that they were sufficient only to purchase clothes and cigarettes. Their other

needs were met by the remhold economy.

By the |l ate 1970s changes were occurring. A\
time, earning R6 at the end of the rotation. Then in 1981, this systé&ithofpha (six

month rotations) finished and | got a contract, and then Ipa&s R40 a month and a

sack of meal 0 ( M. Khumal o, 2011) . The prac
continued to spread in the 1980s. AThis con
told us to stop ploughing in 1987. After that, | worked 11 mermthd got paid R166 a

mo n tiid). Inthe 1990s, there are reports of annual wage increases with wages rising

to about R800 a month by 2000, and, in some cases, to RIBN000 a month for full

time work by 2011.

These changes in the terms and cood# of employment cannot hederstood simply

as a process of proletarianisation on the farms in Besters, although that was their
consequence. While farmers may have initiated them as a response to economic pressures

to increase labour productivity, byehate 1980s they were also undertaken as land

owners responded to political change and anxiety about how land reform would unfold.

The Natal Agricultural Union advised landowsfema r mer s t o create Acl ea

contracts in which all forms of remunéom were given financial value, accounted for
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and included in employment contracts (Hornby, &99. Although this labour regime

and the changes to it are a dominant story at Besters, there were exceptions and a few
people worked fultime and were paidnonthly, albeit very low wages. Nevertheless,
what is apparent is that over a lifetime, many individuals moved betweemfalwage

work on farms, rotational labowenancy and fulbr parttime urban wage work

depending on opportunities, social obligas and household needs for labour and cash.

Changes to who was required to work emerges from interviews with respondents that

farmers in the 1970s began both to require all old enough ctifdrean and women, to

work the rotations, and to limit the withr a w a | of family memberds |
when a household head wished to retire from
labour to take care of their own farming needs or to send them to school, the contract was

often terminated and the househd f orced to | eave the farm.
worked at Booyens. Then sometime in 1970, we came to Boshoffs, and he wanted all my

brothers and sisters to wepeaskodgr ot ati onso ( Man

The nature of the work, aselt as how it wasi r e mu n ehadageneleted dimensions,

with women working in gardens, houses and sometimes dairy and food processing
operations while men tended livestock, drove tractors and maintained farm infrastructure.

While fathers paid some or all of their sdhgde-wealth in return for their labour to hold

the contract, daughters often received nothing from either their fathers or the landlord
farmer. One woman expresses the narrow range
Smyt hebs and fr onmnmdy | mobtehgearnd st oh owiosrek f or Go
mother], cooking for her, collecting firewood, hoeing her fields and fetching water. | was

the firstmakothil young wi fe) so | did everythingé it
to oppress women. This new afay of equality, this 5 0 system, i s be
(MaNgwenya, 2011pers com

There are also suggested differences in labour productivity and specialisation between

work then and now. Many respondents observed that while wages for farm work are

B These ages appear to range from seven or eight years old teen&l but are difficult to pin down
exactly because many people do not know their agedai@lgr nearly all respondents reported that
requirements to work interrupted their schooling.
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bettertodayt her e are fewer workers on the far ms.
us to mend the fences but today you find this is the job of one person. Machines are used
now instead of hegesgced (Zi khalala, 2011

5.4.3. Labour: parttime offfarm wage waok
Many young men, in particular, migrated to urban centres, such as Ladysmith, Durban

and Johannesburg to find work during the six months that they were not required to work

on the farms. These jobs mainly involved physical labour in construction, and
occaionally manufacturing, rather than mining, possibly because of the intermittent

nature of their availability. In a few cases, the men were able to rotate both farm work

and offfarm jobs with brothers, which provided continuity in both fulfilling the

condtions of the labour tenant contract as well as retaining théofi job. For others,

the constant challenge of finding wage work caused them to abandon the search, and
instead they worked at home fAhel pingo their
altogether for a period and found ftilne wage work, and, in a few infrequent instances,

began to specialise (as drivers) and to earn higher wages, which were later invested in

cattle. The point should be made that there were undoubtedly young men whib foun
permanent work off farms, settled in urban centres and never invested wages in cattle, as
Morrisdéd (1976: 327) anal ysis suggest s. Howe
directional process, as evidenced by the people | interviewed, who had, it defa

choice, found themselves on the land reform farms.

For those who remained or returned to the farms, significantly highdaraif wages
facilitated investments in |ivestock. il pr
buy a goat, becausethreoney i n t own was b:edrdcextighdrJ. Shab
urban wages also funded necessities for men wanting to start families, such as
investments in |Iivestock and bridewealth, a

men gave their wages, et for small amounts for leisure, to their parents.

While it is evident today that daughters are now also migrating to urban centres to work,
life history interviews indicate that this is a recent trend. In the past, unmarried daughters

stayed at homeuling their offrotations and undertook domestic and crop production
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chores, including tending fields and garden:
of-ti mes ¢é we had cattle and | mil ked t hem, a
( Ma mo6 K hoblzpaers corf

5.4.4. What the changes have meant
These different combinations of labour regime with farming system came together in a

multitude of different ways in particular households. Perhaps what is most important

about this complex range of variation fsat, by 1995, it was increasingly difficult to

apply a strict distinction between proletarian wage worker and labour tenant at Besters.
These were increasingly complex mixtures of
organised along household lineg ith gendered and generational dimensions shaping

who did what labour, where, and for whom. However, the land reform law of 1995 had,

in effect, relegalised the existence of labour tenancy at a time when the conditions for

landless petty commodity prodtion were increasingly constrained.

As the above examples suggest, labour tenancy as a system of farmland access and labour
mobilisation was neither static nor did changes take place without contestation. Williams

(19963) suggests that contestation tquice around three primary contradictions.

1 Firstly, while the(male)tenant gained access to the land, he relied on the labour
of his wife and children to secure the contract, a condition that generated gender
and intergenerational conflict. This becammcreasingly acute as social
conditions changed and the patriarchal authority of the father was undermined
(see also Van Onselen, 1997).
T Secondl vy, because of t his, the farmer 6s
indirect, but the resulting low level ofrqductivity meants farmers attempted to
apply an ever more exploitative labour regime, which required more direct control
over labour bringing farmers into conflict with fathers, as heads of house, and
their labouring children.
91 Thirdly, the greater thefamer 6 s success as a result of
the need he had of his land and therefore the less land he had available for his

labour tenants. All these structural contradictions have been apparent in the
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histories of the labour tenants at Bestand were evident in the changes to labour

tenancy that had taken place.

A number of other social and political changes, however, intersected with these
contradictions to render labour tenancy an increasingly unstable arrangement after 1970.

The Agpelrdeomd o (Bernstein, -1999ltadresuleddinbmth apart
a more capital intensive agriculture and in the need for less agricultural labour. This

aspectof capitalist development sharpened considerably as the world recession and

‘N

increasigl y mi |l i tant | ocal resistance brought
1991:17) accumulatory regime into crisis. One effect of this crisis was the gradual
termination of state protection and support for white agriculture in the 1980s, partly in
respmse to mining and manufacturing demands for more efficient food production.
Increased competition and the need for efficiency in the commercial farm sector resulted

in greater demands on labour productivity, specialisation and labour supervision, a shift
inconsistent with the mediated labour arrangements involved in labour tenancy. It came

at a time when negative growth resulted in a massive shedding of mining and
manufacturing jobs, and the national shortage of farm labour in the earlier part of the
centuy had now become an abundance of labour in reserve. The needféosnolabour

tenancy as a functional response to labour shortages was in decline. The rapid increase in
the real value of agricultural land from 1959878 and again more recently in 200b{0O

2006: 159160) also meant that the land that had been set aside for occupation by labour
tenants for their own farming suddenly carried an increasing financial value, which urged

a logic of either bringing it under commercial production, putting theolau r tenant 6s
access to land at risk, or selling it in order realise the capital value, forcing a renegotiation

of the labour tenancy contract. Finally, the regime of rural power on farms that was
condoned by apartheid officialdom came under increasiagkatéading up to elections

in 1994 (Sato, 2006).

Thes factors all combined to cauaenew wave of evictions from farmgv/égerifet al,
2005, Hornby, 198 36) across KwaZuHlNatal, ofte involving violenceas land owners
confronted and reacted to thendoined forces of liberalisation and impending land

reform. The Labour Tenants A¢t996) together with the enactment two years later of



the Extension of Tenure Security Act, which
raised the social and financ@bsts to farmers of eviction and of contesting labour tenant
claims to | and. This, combined with a desire
economic stability for farming, led a group of white commercial farmers in Besters to

engage governmernd the people resident on their farms in a distvide negotiated

land reform settlement (Henderson, 204érs com

If labour tenancy had emerged in Besters as an accommodation of the land and labour
needs of marginalised Boers and Africans in theh I&ntury, the conditions for its
(mutating) persighce as a source of labour on the margifiad arablepurposes)ut
seasonally usefyfor grazingpurposes)and had begun to unravel in the 1988st only

was hbour tenancy no longer necessary toaagn capitalaccumulationbut it now

carried an increasingly high social and political cost on the commercial farms in Besters.

5.5. How the Besters land reform project unfolded

In 2007, a number of media carried articles on the successful land reforiet gnajehad

been undertaken in Besters. The Premier of KwaRldtal at the time, Sbu Ndebele,

was reported as saying that 199 households, with a total population of 2500, had acquired

14 cattle far ms -upnared aswedde d aafnudiryyZ8@7alB)tmo i Me r

The Financi al Mai | (2007) similarly reporte
cattle ranches totalling 14o,wnOeOd hlaan dodr h2a3d% L
transferred, an amount of ferftisventilBeyemose,

resulted in land values escalating from R1,000 to R3,000 a hectare. Citirauthoo of

a report released at the time, the World Bank economist Hans Binswanger, the article

states that the key difference at Besters isths t at eds r ol e was confi
Ashoul d doo, namel y: Afset the ball rolling
law, aided negotiations and swiftly and efficiently concluded farm valuations. The details

were left to the farmers and tenantshorta s h out 0. This section ass

their underlying rationale.
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There were three primary determining factors that shaped the immediate history of the
Besters project, namely, the labour tenant claims made in terms of the Land Reform
(Labou Tenants) Act of 1995, the shift from the Settlement Land Acquisition Grant
(SLAG) mechanism to the Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development programme
(LRAD) and a new emphasis on a decentralised, ratdieholder negotiated settlement
approachedo land reform. The coming together of these three factors brought to a
conclusion a long process of negotiations that had begun in 1996, when the Department
of Land Affairs (DLA) had encouraged labour tenants to lodge claims.

The new grant finance meahiam brought in by LRAD, as described in some detail in

Chapter 3, allocated funds to individuals rather than households, based on a sliding scale
determined by an individual s own contribut:i
if the individual owred no equity, with an additional R5,000 of assumed labour
contribution termed fAsweat equi tyo. Since i
constitute an Aown equityo contribution, t h
number of cattle owned, Wi each animal valued at a standard rate of R2,700. A person

who owned five cattle, for example, would be allocated a grant of R28,800 and a person

with ten cattle would be allocated R37,156. As a result, the amount of grant allocated

against each houseldoWas significantly higher than would have been the case had the

project proceeded using the Settlement Land Acquisition Grant (SLAG) mechanism of a
R20,000 per household. For example, the LRAD grant allocated against one particular
household amounted togt over R345,000 (DLA, 2005)

However, although LRAD was used to provide the financing for land reform at Besters,
the project pooled individual grants, in a manner similar to SLAG, and transferred
properties to Communal Property Associations (CPAs) witstandard constitution
defining members and their rights. Despite LRAD grant allocations to individuals, the
members of the CPAs were defined as households, and notwithstanding the variations in
allocations, the constitutions allocated rights to a resimlesite, grazing and arable land
equitably, and rather ambiguously, to members of households. While the purpose of
LRAD was to support and develop commercial farmers, the constitutions limit arable

land allocations to one per member, with ambiguity alobte t her A member 6 i n
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refers to a member of a household or a member of the CPA, namely, a household. There
were thus a number of ambiguities and migatignts amongst the policies used at
Besters. An important unintended consequence was that isolinelual members of
households argued that they were entitled to the benefits flowing from land reform
because their names had been used to secure the grants, while others argued that they
were most entitled because they wanted to use the land to fdrnasaa result, had the

backing of officials and commercial farmers.

The Besters project was among the first attempts to undertake a decentralised multi
stakeholder approach to land reform. The approach was a response to various aspects of
the mounting dtique described in Chapter 3 that saw the failure of land reform as
occurring at multiple levels. The slow pace of land reform, its complexity and failure to
develop appropriate production incentives was the result of a technocratic, government
led proces dominated by consultants and with centralised approval mechanisms. The
decentralisation of decisiemaking, combined with participation of all stakeholders, was
expected to meet a number of objectives. These included the quicker identification of
appropiate land for different beneficiaries; creating a better match between the
agricultural potential of the land, the production needs of beneficiaries and land uses;
resolving competing land rights claims and uses in a more socially and environmentally
sustinable way; and providing better aligned, appropriate and targeted (technical and
financial) syport and in greater quantiti€blall, 2009a; Henderson, 2013: pers com,
Binswangeret al, 2008; Deininger, 1999). This process at Besters resonated with an
emeaging consensus among academics, NGOs Adddorganisationghat decentralised
Aterritorial 0 negotiations wer eandoNelsam, mor e e
2005)

5.5.1. The initial impetus at Besters
In 2002, the DLA approached the Besters white coroi@efarmers to participate in a

survey of land claimants, as a first step to settling the claims, which prompted a series of
decisions and negotiations. Under the | eade

agreed to support the process if their ies¢s were met. These were:
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1 Guaranteed inclusion in the process

T A Alasting and economically viable outcon

T Land transfer was Aorderlyo and did not

the area,

J

T The principle of eilwidrld nwa sb uaycehretraend |1tld n(gB

2008: 10).

DLA agreed to these conditions, and to requests that claims be settled, in the first place,
on farms that owners wanted to sell, whether or not these were the portions of land labour

tenants had claimednd that DLA help establish the negotiating structures.

Binswangeret al (2008) argue that the agreement paved the famafarmersto include

all the people resident on their farms in the negotiations, whether or not they had lodged
land claims. It also tsfted the trajectory of settlement from small individual or
householdowned farms scattered throughout the district to large farm purchases under

group ownership. AFar mers came together an
moved off farms and joined i others to purchase farms available for sale. DLA agreed
because they wanted to pilot settling | abour

5.5.2. The stakeholders
The three primary stakeholders were the claimant/occupiers, the (white) commercial

farmers ad government departments and the municipality.

The fibeneficiaryo gr ou p?®howsehsldssof vhith 140fhada ppr o X i

claimed land in terms of the Labour Tenants Act, while another 60 were resident on
farms in the Besters area. Many wereltmgenerational occupants of the farms they
were residing on, while others had, over time, moved from farm to farm across the
district. There were 573 individuals eligible for LRAD grants, who between them owned
1 984 cattle, 133 horses, 768 goats andessineep (Binswanget al, 2008: 11).

% These figures come from the Binswangeml (2008: 11) report. Other subsequent reports, mainly from
the Agribusiness Development Agency (ADA) in 2012, rdciewer numbers of households involved in

the project. The actual numbers of household benefitting could not be confirmed in the Department of
Rural Development and Land Reform records in the Ladysmith District Office because files were missing.

141



Duringonf ar m negotiations that included the DLA

representatives, the claimant/occupiers expressed the following preferences:

1 Continued fulltime employment on farms, along witimaize production for
exchange and consumption and increased access to grazing.

1 In situ settlement and improved access to basic services. If it was necessary to
move, they wanted housing provided and compensation for the costs of moving.
They also expresdeconcern about personal and stock security if they had to live
too close to other households, the cost of transport to get to town and work, and
the provision of technical support to farm.

1 Support to negotiate with both white farmers and government.

The 55 commercial farmers were all white and, after land reform, the 52 remaining

farmers continued to own about 55,000 hectares of the total farm land (about 79%). Many

had owned their farms for a number of generations, with a substantial number owning

multiple farms, some of which were in the Free State. Farmers were concerned that their

farms would be fragmented if claims were setitedituand t hat fAunsustainab
practices would be adopted on the land reform farms, which would weaken the local
economy (Smythe, 2012: pers com; Tedder, 2012: pers com). Although they preferred to

have their labour close by, they were not concerned about land reform causing labour
shortages, and after land reform, farmers continued to source 90% of their labour from

people either resident on their farms or the land reform farms, with the remaining 10%

from other areas (Binswanget al, 2008).

The primary government department involved was Land Affairs, which is responsible for

the implementation of the Labour Tenaats. The Department of Agriculture became
involved to cei mp | ement LRAD, to oversee their own
harvestingodo) and a mentoring programme. Ot he
particularly Housing, Economic Development andté& and Environment, but did not,

in the end, provide concrete support and resources. The local municipality was involved
primarily through the incorporation of land issues into integrated development plans

(IDPs).
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5.5.3. The process unfolds
The process involea number of serparallel steps, beginning with farmers developing

a common vision and implementation plan from August to September 2003, while the

DLA undertook a survey of claimants in September 2003. The information from these

two processes shaped hawh e pr oj ec't unf ol ded. The f ar me
included a negotiation strategy, clustering farms inteaelas or cells, identifying farms

for sale, quantifying households (and labour tenant claimants) resident on farms, and
planning the issuingf (Section 17) notices acknowledging labour tenant status for when

structures and agreements were in place that would render claims less threatening (in
December, 2003). An overarching cluster committee was formed, representing farmers

and claimants froneach of the cell clusters, as well as DLA, the local municipality, the

Department of Agriculture and NGOs, particul

The survey information was used to create an initial match between groups of households
and particulafarms available for sale, which was then completed through negotiations at
cell and farm level. The claimants/occupiers were batched against the assessed value of
their livestock and other assets in order to ensure that the grant entittements matched the
farm price and claimant aspirations. These three key critettdal available grant,
number of claimant/occupiers and farm pricewere constantly adjusted as the
negotiations proceeded (Henderson, 2013: pers com). By April 2004, negotiations were
complee. They had taken four months.

However, for people on the far ms, It was a
what exactly was being offered and with what conditions. The information was unclear

and the DLA officials and landowners kept changing saying different things. There

were terrible fightso (Mabaso, 201 2: pers ¢
and resettle on new farms and were aware that their rights in terms of the Act meant that

they could not be compelled to do so. But the riatgd process had ovedden their

| egal entitlements and fAito this day, those

settledo (Mabaso, 201 3: pers com). As noted

Other issues also emerged: some of the farmesrexff were rejected by the claimants

because they were too dry or too close to dense settlements with higher risks of livestock
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theft, and, in some cases, claimants were divided between those willing to move to
particular farms and others who were not. THaance was only tipped in favour of
moving when land owners, DLA officials and municipal officials promised
claimant/occupiers that they would receive housing and support for resettlement (Ngula
Kayishaze and Nyakanyaka Yomshini Farm Focus Groups, 201@he event, these
promises never materialised or were only very partially fulfilled, but they served the

function of enabling agreements to be reached.

Once agreements were in place, farms were valued and prices negotiated between land
owners and DLA dicials. These negotiations took place around two sets of land
valuations, with agreements being reached when the farmers accepted the land price of

the government valuators and the DLA agreed to compensate farmers for the value of
buildings and infrastrucu r e , bringing the actual price
appointed by the Farmerso6 Assocation. Price

months after the initial process had begun.

With price negotiations concluded, a number of bureaucratic mesddcked in: a
project identification report was approved on the basis of which a planning grant was
released. Sale agreements were then drafted and the farms transferred to CPAs. The
cluster committee, known as Qedversgerzthe ( fend
negotiations, was registered as a Section 2ifargarofit company under the name of
Abrina. In January 2006, it received the remainder of the total grant allocation after the
farm sellers had been paid. A committee consisting of the @nraop from each of the

14 CPAs and seven farmers from the district was set up to run the company, whose task
was to plan for the settlement and development of the farms. The management of the
company and facilitation of the process was paid for from thenahg component of the

LRAD grant.

Consultants were contracted to establish the CPAs, develop individual farm plans and
provide various services and the installation of infrastructure. Two mentors, adult sons of
farmers in the area, were appointed to aggn the farms and then to train the

beneficiaries to run them. The consultants appointed to develop farm plans were also

members of the commercial farming community, as were the contracts awarded for
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installing boreholes, establishing pastures and crapd,saurcing and providing fire

fighting water tanks, and the machinery and equipment purchased for the beneficiaries

was often purchased second hand from the commercial farmers (Ngula Kayishazwe Farm

Focus Group, 2010). Land reform had created a subdtaintiemporary secondary

agricultural economy, with commercial farmers as the primary beneficiaries.

The project sourced funding from a number of government programmes anddotann

an expected budget of R@2million, excluding payments to mentors. Howevit

received none of the housing funds budgeted for and only a fraction of the expected funds
from the Department of Agriculture, while there were unexpected funds from a land care

grant. The total amount actually received was less than half what avasedion: R25,24

million, as shown in Table 12 below

Table12: Funding amounts received and planned for

Development

Approved/ Amount Received Date
The grant .
planned for (mln) (mln) received
DLA LRAD planning
v R1,25 v Jan, 2006
grant
DLA LRAD grant v R21.95 v Jan, 2006
Dept of Agriculture
. v RO R1.04 Feb,2006
Siyavuna fund
Dept of Agriculture Land
p 4 R1 v March, 2006
Care Grant
Dept of Agriculture: Direct
v v 2005-7
mentor programme payment
Dept of Housing, People’s
. Planned R30 X
Housing Process
Dept of Economic
Planned X

Source: Adapted from information in Binswangsral (2008

(2013, pers com)
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The difference between plaed for funding and the actual funding received also resulted

in the expected ratio of expenditure between land purchase and farm development
shifting significantly. In 2008, the project expected that the land cost as a proportion of
total expenditure wagoing to be less than 22% (see Binswareges, 2008: 23), but it
became the most expensive item, constituting 54.7% of the funds that were actually
secured. This contributed subsequently to a widespread perception that money had
Adi sappear edite faanerd and btlet memlbers of the Qedusizi/Abrina
committee had appropriated it for their private purposes and reneging on negotiated

agreements.

Tablel3: Percentage allocation of funding between expected and actual costs

Actual amount % of planned | % of actual
Purpose of funding

spent (mln) budget expenditure
Housing 0 47.5% 0%
Farm development R9.15 28.7% 40.4%
Land purchase R13.8 21.8% 54.7%
Planning R1.25 2.0% 4.9%
Total R25.2 100% 100%

Once the sellers had been paid for their farms, the remainder of the grant was spent on
farm infrastructure and development. Payment of R6 million to Abrina in 2006 were
spent on cattle purchases and farmteatt| e
commer ci al her ds i netal2008: 22 ihAdditioh Bidrllisgwod n g e r
boreholes, establishment of eragrostis, planting of maize and soya, and purchases of
tractors, grass cutters, generators, some pumps and veterinary supplieswdsrago

allocated to fencing, specialised bulls, CPA employees and repairs and maintenance of
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water and farm equipment. The land care grant was spent on repairing dongas and

preventing soil erosion.

However, all the farm plans had included specific adjucal projects for women and the

youth, most specifically pigs, chicken and egg and vegetable production, which were not
implemented. Furthermore, boreholes were drilled on many farms but the water pipes and

pumps were not supplied, rendering theom-functional. This discrepancy between plan

and implementation was due to the shortage of funds as a result of the Department of
Agriculturebds Siyavuna grant not being allo
Furthermore, the promises of housing, whichd hbeen instrumental to reaching

agreements that involved resettlement, did not materialise.

Although grants were obtained against individuals, the amount remaining after the
owners had been paid out was pooled in a total project fund. The decision trygis

was taken collectively and was uncontested at the time (Henderson, 2013, pers com;
Mabaso, 2011, pers com). However, it resulted in a very uneven distribution of assets,
with some CPAs receiving cattle ama tracto
distribution of land measured per household. This is discussed in detail in Chapter 7, so |
will not repeat it here, but it continues to be a source of discontent and grievance over
how project funds were used, and who benefited and who lost out. fe&sgn for the
unequal distribution relates to the technical assessments of the land: cattle distributions
per farm were determined by the grazing capacity of the farms available for purchase and
the number of cattle claimants/occupiers who were to lesatt them already had in
relation to this capacity (Henderson, 2013: pers com). This resulted in a range of CPA
cattle purchased as a mean per household of 24.7 that bore no relation to the individual

LRAD grant allocations.

The claimants who receivedetewest assets and cattle continue to be aggrieved about
how | and was allocated and decisions about
the land where we lived, and we were happy. Then we were told we will get a farm but
we must move. We werenbtappy €. When we got cattle, th

Qur | ives were better beforeo (Sizisizwe FG,



5.5.4. The outcomes
The outcomes of the Besters land reform negotiations remain impressive although they

are not exactly as they were presented at the, ttmd some stakeholders have had more

of their needs and interests met than others, an issue that has not been reported on.

Binswangeretal( 2 0 0 8 : 16) argue that the | ocally nec¢

]

wi no out come i n tnomaber ofibeneficiariesrretaive ® the arifinalt h e
claimants by nearly 2.5 times, the amount of land transferred by a factor of 2.6, with an
average land benefit to each household of 73.9 hectares, and farm capitalisation adding a
further value of an averagd R126,800 per household. However, these quantifications

were premature. Only 13 of the 14 farms identified for sale and a small subdivision in

one case have been transferred due to contested occupation and ownership. The total
number ofhectares transfer ed was thus only 17% of the di
clear that the interests of some stakeholders were more adequately met than those of

ot her s. Whil e just over 170 households (rat
number of these have mavmoved, due to the costs of relocation and the absence of
promised housing. Furthermore, the cost of land purchase relative to farm development

was over 50% of the budget, with white commercial farmers also receiving a
considerable portion of the buddgetr subsequent consultancy and project management

services.

The commerci al farming communityds active i

secured theimterests in how land reform played out, namely:

1 They shaped the structure of production on thd l&form farms through the sale
of large farms, planning production on individual farms, ensuring sufficient
expenditure on infrastructure, pasture establishment and land rehabilitation, and
providing mentoring services.

1 They sold the farms that they wed to sell at prices they wanted to receive.
These included farms used for seasonal grazing and labour provision where
owners resided in the Free State, and farms neighbouring the relatively densely
settled areas of Water s dpavihttheirilReasedet own a

risks of stock theft.
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1 They were able to secure dgffrm settlements for labour tenants and occupiers
without any tradeoffs in relation to secure labour supply, political representation
of their role in land reform or drop off inattle sales and yearling inputs into

feedl ot production that some of the bigge

In summary, for white commercial farmers in the district, land reform badiwved a
growing tension in aapidly changing and contestémbour regime that was no longer
functional in the demanding conditions that required greater farm efficiencies, which
required a smaller, specialised labour force, and more intensive use of land, and it had
secured this resolution with no unwanted costghe farmers. However, what is less
often presented in reports on the successes of Besters is that not all land claims were
settled, nor did those settled usher in the expected peaceful and dosdlicural

relations.

As a group, the claimant/occupievio did participate in the project have benefitted in so

far as they are now members of CPAs and cannot easily be evicted from those farms.
This contrasts with the ongoing conflicts on numerous other farms in Besters around
livestock impounding, restriaiegrazing and rising levvies, evictions, controlled family
access and house extensions and repairs (Mabaso, 2013: pers com; Msimanga, 2013;
Field Notes, 2013). However, not all claimant/occupiers received the land that they were
living on and using, nor dithey receive housing and resettlement support. Land reform
has, in some instances, confirmed anxieties about increased stock theft and reduced
access to grazing and arable land. The uneven distribution of land reform funds, although
agreed to by the Qedizi committee, resulted in some farms receiving significantly
higher allocations of budget in the form of cattle, farm machinery, infrastructure

development and mentoring than others.

The interests of household members were also differentially met. drhmercial farm

model brought into play by the LRAD grants privileged men, who were either heads of
households or the oldest married son, and who were either availabientulbr had the

skills and knowledge to farm cattle. Younger siblings, particuksigiers, and daughters,
became expected to leave the farm to find work and (marital) homes elsewhere, although

their names had been used in grant determinations. This trend was probably already in
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place at the point of land reform but it was consolidatetispeeded up through the loss

of low skill, frequently seasonal farm and domestic work. Budgetary allocations also
privileged commercial farming interests over the interests of (particularly) women in

reducing domestic labour, through the provision ofet¢diomes and esite water and

electricity, although these had been a condition of resettlement. As the men at Nkuthu

Kayi shazwe comment ed: AnWe were very happy wl
because we got wh at we waestoevbmen landtyouth one of
expressed during planning were met (Nkuthu Kayishazwe FG, 2010).

From the perspective of government, Besters land reform has also had mixed successes.

It has provided government with an-allmp or t an't | and refaam fisucc
willing buyer, willing seller project has produced farmers who sell cattle on a regular

basis, resulted in a fairly rapid transfer of significant tracts of commercial farm land, and

avoided a racialised conflict over land and labour tenancy in thecdislowever, while

land reform has not put the local agricultural economy at risk, it has not resolved conflicts

on whiteowned farms and it has generated a new range of conflicts on CPA owned

farms, which continue to absorb the time and effort of loffadials and councillors.

As noted above, Binswanget al (2008) argue that the Qedusizi project at Besters has
provided a good example of the limited, facilitatory role that governments should play in

land reform. This analysis of winners and losarg, we v e r sugge3d:s that
386-389) critique of markefssisted land reform applies to BesteFsstly, the
assumption that with the right institutionally determined incentives, rational agents are
driven by market logics rather than politisscontradicted by the evidence that dominant

classes exercise their power to influence land prices. Secondly, the assumption that
willing buyers and willing sellers have equal power to negotiate land reform does not
take i nto accounrbcessel af brganizing, precessiregraisd articulatingfi p
demands [were] constrained by the very social and political environment that
necessitate[d] theladda s ed demands of t hibid: g88)oThily,i n t he
contrary to the assumption that datralization encourages transparency and
accountability, Bestersprovides evidencethat enclaves of local authoritarianism

dominate local polities and are more likely to act in the interests of elites and against the
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fragmented and differentiated interestf the poor. Decentralised decisimaking and
local, multistakeholder negotiations may improve aspects of land reform delivery, but

they do not neutrally adjudicate the political struggles entailed in land reform.

5.6. Conclusion

| have argued in this elpter that land reform at Besters should be seen as a moment in a
long history of class struggles over land, labour and agricultural capital accumulation. A
key feature of the early history of Besters was its marginality in terms of an agro
ecological spae unsuited to capital intensive farming, and the political marginality of the
Boers and the Africans who settled the land in th& &8ntury. This marginality
contributed to a mutual, if fraught and contested, accommodation of agricultural petty
commodityproduction and largecale capitalist farming, first as a labour tenant regime

and then later in the new accumulatory environment in which land reform unfolded.

At one level, the representation of the Besters land reform project as inclusive,
participabry and successful has had more success as a political discourse within public
struggles over the representation of land reform than it has in restructuring agrarian
relations at Besters. The key structures were in place and the key decisions that shaped
how the project unfolded had been taken long before claimants/occupiers were included.
The cluster approach, combined with agreements to use a willing buyer, willing seller
model meant that the rights of labour tenants to the land they lived on and ersed w
overridden. The decision to spend excess grant money on commercial production meant
that the interests of women and young adults to establish smaller homebased enterprises
and to have basic services were not prioritised. This neglect meant there veere cle
winners and losers during land reform, the impacts of which continue to shape the
unfolding of social relations on the farms. However, at another level, land reform has
made it possible for many benefitting households to continue to secure their social
reproduction through combinations that include agricultural petty commodity production
and wage labour, which ndrenefitting households that remain on commercial farms
appear less able to do. In Chapter 6, | describe in more detail the social reproduction
processes on the farms that dve subject of this study.
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6. LIFE ON THE FARMS: MIXED FARMING SYSTEMS AND
MULTIPLE LIVELIHOOD STRATEGIES

6.1. Introduction

This chapter describes and analyses the structure of livelihoods on the farms at Besters. A

key componat of this structure iggriculturalproduction and how it is organized to meet

the needs of households. As Chapters 2 and 3 indicated, much of the land and agrarian
reform policy documentsconstruct farmer categories as groups or individuals whose

incomeis derived only from farming. Recent policy attempts to incorporate the concept

of differentiation use it to describe the pr
export production through market integration. This chapter aims to show, fifsdly, t

household farming at Besters is mixed and serves multiple purposes; secondly, that
ownership, use of and income from livestock differs between households and is unequal

along gendered and generational lines; and thirdly, that the livelihood stratefjies
households and individuals depend onfafin wages and social grants as well as farm

income. The chapter thus raises questions around three key assumptions that often
underlie discussion of small farmersa and o6c
full-time or primarylivelihood thatits single purpose is to generate cash income through

sales, and that with the support provided by land and agrarian reform, farm production

will expand in a linear fashion.

The chapter begins by outlining agrariaslipy as it plays out on the ground at Besters.

The focus of this policy is on integrating farming at Besters into commodity chains, with

farmers assumed to be an undifferentiated category with a single interest in commercial

farm production. Data on cadtlsales in the district confirm aspects of this assumption.

However, | then describe the demographic structure of households, the mixed farming

that they undertake and how livestock, particularly cattle, are owned and used. A more
complex farming system Wi differential ownership of stock emerges from the
description, i n stark contrast to the assu
model. This is further confirmed in the final section, which shows that not only are

livelihoods mixed but farming alsprovides less income than both employment and
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social grants. In addition, the income distribution from the different sources, including

farming, is highly differentiated and unequal amongst households and along gendered

and generational lines. The pictuhat emerges is not of a group of individual, fithe

far mer s, but rat her s omet #iiseegalscallerche, 201@ Ber ns
72) notion of oOfragmented classes of | abour
of various forms of wageneployment, smalkcale farming and survivalist, informal

sector activities.

The description of the structure of farm production and livelihoods and the questions
raised in this chapter thus lay the foundation for the understanding of the social processes
shaping smalkcale farming in Besters presented in subsequent chapters. It builds on the
previous chapter by considering some of the continuities and changes to the farm
production and wage work of labour tenant households that land and welfare referm hav
brought about on the farms. The relationship between farm production at household and
CPA levels and the emergence of hybridized farm systems with echoes of the architecture
of labour tenant farming are considered in the next chapter. Together, thisr drapthe

next create the basis for the analyses in Chapters 8, 9 and 10, which examine the
relationships between livelihoods and farm production systems at Besters in accounting
for the specific relationship between processes of social reproductioncapitil

accumulation on the farms.

6.2. Policy on the ground at Besters

In Chapter 5, | argued that the interests of lodaite capitalist farmersggovernment and
(male) petty commodity producing labour tenants came together at Besters in structuring
the prodiction on land reform farms as largeale, commercial cattle farms. This, along
with early evidence of profit accumulation by the CPAs and the method of local
negotiations that had delivered this outcome, was the basis for declaring the project an
exampleof successful land reform. As a result of this designation and pressure to
maintain it, Besters was subsequently identified for further funding in terms of new
government policies to recapitalize struggling land reform projects (Dlamini, 2012, pers
com; Gvamanda, 2011 pers com). This has resulted in goverrionahéd infrastructure
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investments (in dips, roads, cattle holding facilities), a veterinary programme to provide
cattle dip and vaccinations, as well as proposals to develop commercial agricultural

enterprises in partnership with the private sector.

The first of these enterprises involves the original 14 CPAs and a number of other land
reform farms from the area in a joint venture with the private sector, in order to integrate

the land reform farmshto the beef value chain. (DoA, nd)

AThi s proposal would provide funding
Qedusizi/Besters, provide for a joint venture with a private abattoir,-meat
packaging and distribution company as well as provide additionalsfua
increase the cattl e her d and promot e
(Binswangelet al, 2008: 23).

In 2012, government contractors built feedlots on two CPA farms (Nyakanyaka
Yomshini and Ngula Kayishazwe). Although Binswangerl reported attie time that

CPA members were enthusiastic about the proposal, a CPA committee chairperson
reflected the concerns of other members when he told me that although the feedlot
infrastructure had been built, he did not know whose cattle would be put in itheho
partner was, or how the project would work (Khumalo, 2012: pers com). He was
concerned because conflicts on both farms selected for the feedlots were escalating and

had already resulted in CPA cattle being divided up and distributed to households. The

proposal of one CPA farm manager to Atry

expanding the scale of the operation had fallen on deaf ears (J. Shabalala, 2011: pers

com). Requests from members of the various CPAs at a workshop organized by the

(0]

b €

(0]

Departmat of Agriculture (2011) to Aforget abou

specific farms and farmers were also disregarded. While for government it was important
to allocate funds to largecale commercial farming activities, the farmers on theé Bes s 6
land reform farms recognized that their interests were not always identical with each

other.

The second enterprise, facilitated by the Department of Agriculture Veterinary Services,

involves a partnership between Vleissentraal (a privately ownezbtdigk auction

154



company) and a | and reform farmersd associ
involving a total of 45 different CPAS. The project centres on the erection of mobile

stock sale yards in order to auction the cattle of land reform farmersf Bhe mer s 6
association is given 6% of the sale turnover to subsidize the costs of transporting cattle to

and from the sales, and as fdAprizes for part.i
to one key informant the Ktogcepfoof Mahenra
pers com), with government allocating significant resources to it, indicating the
preoccupation of the state with market integration as a primary mechanism for

agricultural development.

However, while the chairperson of one betCPAs approves of the plan because it is

Ati me blacks have their own things instead
facilities]o (Mavimbela, 2012; pers com), ot
strategic riskni ni mi zi ng a phporud adc hwo rikWewi st h t he Bes:
Association because they know what the buye
(Shabalala, 2012: pers com). In the event, farmers from the land reform farms, whose
production has long been integrated into marketudss, are strategically targeting both

the Land Reform Farmerso6 Association and th
their decisions informed by their reasons for selling and where they think they are likely

to get the best prices for their cattle

Al t hough these developments are | odged | oca
they are consistent with the broader direction of recent government policies (particularly

the Recapitalisation Policy of 2013) that aims to deepen the integratpodiction on

land reform farms into formal commodity chains. As the brief description above makes
clear, o6policy on the groundd transl ates int
agricultural commodities for sale, are linked into input and outplute chains, and who

develop in this direction through partnerships with the private sector. The view of
farming Asuccesso here is one that, as Cous:
together a normative conception of farming as large scale eotrah production with

the notion of viability, understood as involving economic returns and profitability. This

notion of success is key to determining how the state allocates budgets.
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For the land reform beneficiaries at Besters, the continuation efigoent involvement

and support depends on compliance with this notion of success, that is, however, often at

odds with how households actually structure their farming and livelihoods. As a result,

how success is interpreted locally has become a siterajgdt, with different farm
groupings c¢claiming that they alone are comp

t hat other groups are jeopardizing figover nme

Government says we must farm the land it has given us, but this is difficult
becauss o me people do not want to work with
government will not help us (Khoza, 2012: pers com).

Although this struggle is expressed in terms of government wishes, what underlies it is
the disjuncture between the policy asstimpthat a farmer is a single entity (either an
individual or a CPA) producing commodities for markets and the reality that farming
households are highly differentiated units of production and consumption deploying a
multiplicity of livelihood strategiesThe next section briefly compares sales data of
white, black and CPA cattle owners, which confirm the general conclusion that land
reform has successfully increased the income of black farmers in the district, but also

suggests that different productiaationales exist for different farmer categories.

6.3. Cattle production in the Besters district

Data from 42 cattle sales held in Besters between October 2009 and June 2013 indicate
that small black farmers are selling increasing numbers of cattle throughlfeales,

both in aggregate and as a proportion of total cattle sold in the district. Although there
was a decline in total cattle sold between 2011 and 2012, possibly as a result of drought
the previous year, the proportion of black owned cattle fordsadined only by 1%This

is shown in Table 14 below.
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Table14: Number of cattle sold at Besters auctions by year and race of owner

Black owned | As % oftotal | White owned | All
2010 568 18% 2557 3125
2011 1083 28% 2818 3901
2012 814 27% 2253 3067
To June 2013 | 627 24% 1963 2590
Total 3092 24% 9591 12683

Source: Adapted from AAM Cattle Auctioneer data for Besters

However, the pattern of salesdiferent between black and white farmers. As data in the
Table 15 below indicates, there are more black farmers selling cattle in the district than
white farmers, but they sell fewer numbers of cattle at a time (a mean of 1.9 per sale
event as compared 18.7 cattle per sale event for white farmers, and 7.1 cattle sale event
for CPAS"). In other words, the cattle of white farmers and CPAs are more likely to be
sold in lots than are the cattle of black farmers, which tend to be sold either individually
or in very small lots. Since the lots at the auctions are organized according to cattle of
similar weight, age and grade, the data suggests that white farmers and CPAs produce
more animals of similar grade for sale at once than do black farmers. This fresnlts
combination of factors, which are discussed in more detail in the next chapter but include
the much larger herd sizes that white farmers and CPAs own, different management

regimes and different reasons for selling cattle.

?"The daa do not specify the number of times a particular farmer sells cattle during & lsayeonly
specify the number of sales. Therefore, one farmer may sell more than once during a sale, and each of these
feventsd counts as one in the data.
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Tablel5: Total cattle sold at Besters by farmer type from mid 20Q#nid 2013

9789
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2891
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0 ‘
Black CPA White

Number of sellers ™ No of cattle sold

Source: Adapted from AAM Cattle Auctioneer data

That the three 6types of farmerd have both
reasons for selling cattle is also sugfge in the different timing and frequency of sales,

as tables 16, 17 and 18 below show. Individual black farmers tend to sell cattle three
times a year, in February, June and December, as opposed to once a year at the February
weaner sales, which is whemost of the cattle owned by whitemmercial farmers are

sold.
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Tablel6: Cattle sale frequency: black farmers at Besters

Cattle Sold - Black Farmers
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Source: Adapted from AAM Cattle Auctioneer data

Tablel7: Cattle sale frequencywhite farmers

Cattle Sold - White Farmers
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The pattern of sale frequency is also different for CPAs, which, like white commercial
farmers, tend to sell cattle mainly in February at the weaner sales, but unlike white
farmers, also sell at the November/December sales, which candsspo the time that
CPAs distributeheir cash dividends to members.

Tablel8: Cattle sale frequency: Besters CPA cattle

Cattle sold: CPA
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The cattle sales data shows that while black farmers are selling more cattle than they used
to, there areifferent patterns of sales between them and white commercial farmers and
CPAs, which suggests different production dynamics between the farmer categories. The
structure of the household is an important determinant of small farm production. In the
B e s tland reférm context, households also constitute the members of the CPAs, which
own the land and cattle enterprises. The structures of both households and of CPAs are

thus considered in the next section.

6.4. The structure of households on the Besters farms

The numbers of households on the different CPAs range from three to 28, with a total
population of the sampled households (which constitute 86.6% of the population) of 904

people. There are slightly higher numbers of women (30%) relative to men (28%), with

large child populations (43%). The households are larger than those described in other
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studie€®, with a wide range in size: nearly a third of households have 17 or more
members, while just on a quarter have one to eight members. While most households are
also multigenerational, there are variations amongst the different farms in the
composition and size of households, as summarized in Table 19 below.

Table19: Composition of households in different CPAs at Besters

CPA’s* 1 2 3 4 |5 6 Total ?S tZ’ i
Households (N =) 16 16 28 10 |3 24 97

Households (n =) 15 |15 |26 |7 |3 18 |84 86.6%
% of HH 18% | 18% | 31% | 8% |4% |21% | 100%

Sum of men 53 |43 |77 |18 |18 |41 |250 28%
Mean no. of men 35 2.9 3.0 26 | 6.0 2.3 3.0

Sum of women 53 47 66 24 19 60 269 30%
vl\fjﬁ:" o 35 |31 |25 |34 |63 |33 |32

Sum of children 73 |63 |120 |34 [31 |64 |385 43%

Mean no. of
children

Sum of members 180 153 262 76 68 165 904

4.9 4.2 4.6 49 |103 |3.6 4.6

Mean house size 12 10 10 11 23 9 11

Mean no. of

generations 30 [30 |27 |30 (37 (28 |29

Sum present most

. 102 131 178 57 55 126 649 72%
nights

Mean present most

: 6.8 8.7 6.8 8.1 183 | 7.0 784
nights

*1=Zizamela; 2Nyakanyaka Yomshini; 3=Ngula Kayishazwe; 4=Sizisizwe; 5=Nkuthu
Kayishazwe; 6=Mphuzanyoni)

% The mean of 1 members compares to the 5.4 for the Mnambithi Municipal area as a whole, as noted in
Chapter 5Mhongo and Budlende(2013 48) report a mean household size in Msinga, KwaRidtal of

8.9 whileTshintsha Amakhaya (2012: 24) reports that only 2.4%spireey of 1,735 rural and semiral
households across the country had more than ten members.
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Nkuthu Kayishazwe (no. 5 in Table 19) is clearly an outlier in the data in that the mean
household size is considerably larger than that of households on theaother dll three
households are O6compoundd in character (wit
within their fathersd househol ds), and they
across the farm population. However, not too much should be ofiddese differences,

since this CPA makes up a small percentage (4%) of the total sample of households, and

the different histories of the farms, their location relative to the town of Newcastle, and

the particular form of labour tenancy experienced bgnt in the past are likely
explanations of some of the variatiofis.

In addition to household differences between farms, the gender of the household head
also influences the composition of the household and its size, as shown in Table 20
below. Of the housholds surveyed, 27% were female headed; these are larger than those
with men at the head (a mean of 14 versus 10 members), are more likely to be multi
generational, and have more people present most nights (10 versus seven). Although the
gender of the haehold head makes no difference to the percentage of children in the
households, malbeaded households have a lower mean number of children and slightly
greater distribution of men to women (28% versus 27%) than femealded households,

which have a higer proportion of women (31% to 29% men).

The age profile of households, when children are included, is young with 67% of people
below the age of 30 years. Since, as is shown later, adults younger than 30 years of age
are unlikely to have a secure incosmirce, this percentage indicates a high dependency
ratio. Furthermore, although 72% of people are home most nights, only 64% of adults are

found at home on most nights, which suggests an even younger population who are

# For instance, this CPA shares with Ngula Kayishazwe and Sizisizwe a history of a particular form of

labour tenancy in which landowners resided in another peceyithe Free State, and used the farms as

labour dormitories and for winter stock grazing. It is also similar to Ngula Kayishazwe and Zizimele in that
households were not required to relocate their homes during land reform. Local explanations for this
hosehold structure referred to dAour cul tureo, parti
homestead until the death of both parents, and to the CPA constitution, which prohibits new households

being established on the farm.
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present on most nights. This clustg of children and young adults suggests that

households are important as consumption hubs.

Table20: Composition of male and femalbeaded households at Besters (n = 97)

Male Headed Female Headed
Households Households All Households
Total t:ft)a(;f Total Z;’t:f Total Z‘; t;)lf
Gender of Head | 61 73% 23 27% 84
Population 587 65% 317 35% 904
Mean house size | 10 14 11
Sum of men 164 28% 86 27% 250 27.7%
Mean of men 2.7 3.7 3.0
Sum of women 172 29% 97 31% 269 29.8%
Mean of women | 2.8 42 3.2
Sum of children 250 43% 135 43% 385 42.6%
Mean of children | 4.1 5.9 4.6
Moo et | L ;
Mean generations | 2.8 3.1 29

However, as Table 21 below shows, nearly half of adwdhmnd women in these
households are between the ages of 30 and 59, with slightly more women (9%) over the
age of 60 than men (7%).
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Table21: Demographic features of households at Besters (n= 84)

Mean | Median | Range | Proportions

29% have 1-8 members;
Household size 10.8 9 1-29 39% have 9-16 members;
32% have 17 and more members

45% <30 years old

Age of adult males | 35.4 31 18-99 | 49% between 30-59
7% 60 years or >
41% < 30 years old
Age of adult 367 |32 18-96 | 49% between 30-59
females

9% 60 years or >

25% have two generations

Noulgemenbons. | 2.9 . e 74% have three or more generations
% Adult present all " " 0-
or most nights 63 Ll 100%

In summary then, although hobedds in the sample share some similar characteristics
(being unusually large, mulgenerational and with a young population), there are also
variations in the structure and composition of households across farms and in relation to
the gender of the houseld head. The key reason for the large size of households appears
to be the presence of the majority of people at home on most nights, and the high number
of children and young adults, confirming that the household is organized as a hub of

consumptiof”, in which farm produéon may beémportant.

6.5. The structure of household agricultural production

Agricultural production at household level is characterized by a mixed crop and livestock
production system, with crops and small livestock produced mainlyhdoisehold

consumption while cattle are produced for ceremony, bride wealth and sales.

®¥The not i onofcofsungptiorfiabstirds dhe organization of consumption within households,
particularly where there are residential suiits and working, unmarried adults, who fund a part of their
own consumption (clothes, leisure, furnishings), and either provideh&r own food or make partial
contributions to food for the household as a whole (albeit an arena of contestation). A loosely organized
hub of consumption, which is subject to ongoing negotiation and contestation, is thus, | suggest, a better
descriptionof the social relations.
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6.5.1. Crop production

Despite the description of agricultural production by land reform beneficiaries in the
Besters district in the previous chapter as comprising mairthle darming, 75% of
households in the sample survey undertook some cropping. However, of these
households, most (78%) planted their crops in small gardens close to their houses, while
only 30% cultivated small fields close to homesteadsrand) and ony a quarter

cultivated lage fields, as shown in Table B2low.

Table22: Crop production in big fields, small fields and gardens at Besters

70
60
50

40
Total number

30 -
20 B As % of total
0

Gardens Small B1g fields
cultlvatlon fields

A wide variety of crops are grown in gardens, where most households cultivate nmore tha

three crop types, while crop variety is greatly reduced in both large and small fields.
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Table23: No of crop types produced by household by type of arable land at Besters

35

30

25

20 10 ® One to two crops
15 L Three to five crops

10 - I More than five crops
: I -5 |
0

Gardens Small fields Big fields

The most frequently grown crops are pumpkins (38 élooisis), followed by spinach

(36), white maize (32), tomatoes (28) and yellow maize (27). Since a wide variety of
pumpkins and spinach also grow wild in Besters, it is possible that some of these crops
are harvested but are not actively cultivated. Mo4t) (Bouseholds grow crops for
household consumption but some (21) also said they give some of their harvest away to
neighbours and people who ask. Only 11% of households cultivating crops sold a portion
of their harvests.

The overall picture of those hseholds who sell surplus crops is one that indicates small
amounts of production with low cash returns. There is a range of annual incomes from
crop sales, varying from R25 to R1,380 per annum. The two households that generate
higher cash incomes from gr®ales live on farms with good arable soils, are headed by
men who are also CPA chairmen, who, in one case, is the driver of the CPA tractor, and
in the other case, is the owner of a tractor. However, in nearly all cases, including these

two, income frontrops was considered to belong to women.
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To illustrate these patterns, some case vignettes are provided. Jabulani Makhuba is a CPA
chairperson. His primary income is from being the hired driver of the CPA tractor and

cattle sales. His wife, Sibongile, dashe receives an income from the sale of crops,

among other sources. The household has five large fields and two small fields from

which they harvested 3,6 tons of white maize and 100 kgs of beans. They use family

labour, stating that all the men, womemdachildren, with Jabulani driving the tractor,

provide unpaid labour. They sold some of the harvest in 2010, but could only recall an

income of R300 from the beans, which went to Sibongile, although the sale of crops was

cited as belonging to Jabulanianhe househol dés most I mportant

anomaly was not explained at the time and it was only noticed during data analysis.

Similarly, Bonginkosi Khumalo is also a CPA chairperson. His primary income sources
are wages from his job as a dmfor a construction company and cash from cattle sales.
Like Sibongile, his wife, Thobile, receives an income from crop sales, amongst other
sources. Since 2009, the Khumalos have used two fields of one hectare each and one
small field near the homestead which they grow white and yellow maize, potatoes and
indigenous pumpkins. Bonginkosi owns a tractor and prepares and plants the fields, with
family members providing unpaid labour. In 2010, they harvested 1,4 tons of yellow
maize and 1,4 tons of whiteaize along with approximately 300 kgs of potatoes. From

this harvest, Thobile sold 600 kgs of yellow maize and 200 kgs of potatoes for a total of
R1,380.

By contrast, Bonisiwe Mpembe sold traditional pumpkins for R150 in 2010. The
household also grewsmall amount of white maize in a small field near the homestead,
which they consumed. Similarly, Kate Thabede, a pensioner and head of a household,
sold chillis and various seedlings to generate an additional income of R120 in 2010. The
household cultivatk a garden and small field with unpaid labour provided by four adult
family members, two men and two women. They produced indigenous pumpkins in the

small field and eight different vegetable varieties from the garden.

Given the types of crops grown, thyes of plots on which they are grown, and the low
number of households selling their surplus, it is clear that the primary purpose of crop
producti on at househol d | evel on the Beste
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commodity production. Crop produeti mainly in gardens for own consumption is fairly
widespread, although cultivation and yields are erratic everywhere. Consistent with this,
household members provide unpaid | abour,
frequently includes the labour ofitdren and men. A secondary rationale relates to social
investments in the form of gi fts. It i snb

insufficient data was collected on this to make any further comments.

Despite evidence early in the land mafio project of crops grown at CPA level as
commodities for sale (as discussed in Chapter 7), crop production at household level has
not followed this path. Even where surplus crops are produced and sold, sales are erratic
and the quantities and returns &e. Perhaps because of this, the income is generally
deemed to belong to women. This pattern is consistent with theaedmorce
characteristics of the farms described further in Chapter 7, particularly the relatively low
rainfall and the absence of iration (see Cousins 2013 for an analysis of crop cultivation

in Tugela Ferry, where irrigation exists).
cultivate crops gave for not using the arable land to which they had access was, firstly,

the lack of capitato purchase inputs or equipment and, secondly, drought or the lack of

sufficient water for irrigation.

6.5.2. Livestock production

While a range of livestock is produced at household level in Besters, including pigs,
turkeys, ducks, donkeys and horses, thennlivestock held are cattle, chickens and
goats, with over 90% of households owning and producing cattle (94%) and chickens
(91%) and more than half guiucing goats (57%). As Table Zklow indicates, the
patterns of ownership vary with each livestockpey Not only are cattle the
predominantly owned livestock, with relatively large herds, the range in the herd size
owned is also large and the ownership is dominantly male. This is different for chickens,
also a dominant livestock type. The mean flock $mechickens is relatively small, the
range of hens owned much narrower than cattle ownership, and most chicken owners are

women. Goat ownership is more equally distributed between men and women, although
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ol ds & o wnelygmal and the diffarenced ia hedds ar

sizes more limited than in relation to cattle in particular.

Table24: Household livestock ownership at Besters (n=84)

Cattle Goats Chickens
Total household stock 1813 673 1249
% households with stock 94% 57% 91%
Mean stock owned 22 8 16
Median stock owned 18 4 6
Range 154 40 56
% of women owners 24% 37% 87%

These data differ from other recent information about household likestacership in

South Africa: a small national survey (Tshintsha Amakhaya, 2012) found that 35% of

households owned chickens, while 30% owned cattle and less than 20% owned goats.

However, the survey also found that 92% of labour tenant households in #&udan

district of KwaZuluNatal owned cattle, although the herd sizes were smaller than in

Besters, with a range of eight to 11 cattle per housemtl 67-9). Similarly to Besters,

most of these labour tenant households owned chickens (95%) andegéals (

The Besteros
Msinga and Mathintha

data al
in KwaZulNatal,

so differ

from

t hose

which shares some environmental

characteristics with Besters, although it is drier. There, goats are the dominantly owned

livestock, with only 56% and 23% (in the two areas, respectively) of households owning

cattle and mean herd sizes of 5.6 and 2.3 per household (Letty, 2011: pers com). This

would seem to indicate that the widespread ownership of relatively large nunfibers o

cattle at Besters is consistent with the labour tenant history of the area. However, an

analysis of the patterns of cattle ownership across the farms, while partially confirming

the significance of labour tenancy, also indicates that other factorspag.at

e
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Table25: Household cattle ownership across the CPAs at Besters

1* 2 3 4 5 6 Total
% of households with cattle | 81% 94% 100% | 88% 100% 100% | 94%
Total no of HH cattle 200 338 666 101 197 311 1813
Mean no of cattle: all 13 23 25 14 66 14 22
Mean no of cattle: owners 17 24 25 17 66 14 23
Range of cattle /homestead | 0-50 0-44 1-154 | 0-23 38-94 | 2-51 0-154

*1= Zizamele, 2= Nyaka Yomshini, 3= Ngula Kayishazwe, 4= Sizisizwe, 5= Nkuthu
Kayishazwe, 7= Mphuzanyoni

Zizamele, with the lowest cattle ownership percentpge household, not only has
bioresource characteristics that least support cattle production (discussed further in
Chapter 7), it also does not share the labour tenant history of the other farms. The
households at Sizisizwe, with the next lowest cattleerslnp percentages, however, do
have a labour tenant history, but land reform resulted in significant relocation of homes to
a farm with the smallest land to household ratio. On the other hand, every household at
Ngula Kayishazwe, Nkuthu Kayishazwe and Mphnyoni owns some cattle. This is the
result both of a history of labour tenancy and the different CPA production paths
followed on the farms after land reform. In particular, these differences involved the
disbursement of CPAwned cattle to households¢ Bligula Kayishazwe and Nkuthu
Kayishazwe and the payment of annual CPA dividends to households in the form of
heifers at Mphuzanyoni. Since the history of labour tenancy and the production decisions
on each farm are discussed in detail elsewhere (farmriestin Chapters 5 and 8, and
production dynamics in Chapters 7, 9 and 10), suffice it to note here that cattle ownership
patterns on the farms reflect both broader district and local farm histories in terms of
labour tenancy, as well as subsequent CRaAsdmns about production. Labour tenancy is

an important contextual history but it is not the only determinant of differential cattle
ownership on the land reform farms today.

Furthermore, differences in cattle ownership are apparent between male ahel fema

headed households as well as individual men and women. While some women do own
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cattle, men and male headed households are more likely to own cattle, own most of the

cattle on the farms, have overall bigger individual herds and a wider range in herd size

than do individual women and women headed households. This is summarizaole

26 below.

Table26: Gender differences in cattle ownership at Besters

Cattle owning % cattle
. Total Structure of herds owned
categories owners
Total Range | Mean size

Male headed

61 95% 1374 154 225
household
Female headed

23 91% 439 94 19
household
Individual adult men 249 38% 1364 77 14.4
Individual adult

269 13% 446 76 12.7
women

Thus, although femalkeaded households make up just over a third of alkdiwolds

(35%), and there are more adult women in both male and fdmatded households, the

distribution of cattle ownership is, in the main, heavily in favour of men and nealéed

households. However, as Table ®elow shows, this changes in femakaded

households, where individual women own more cattle than do men. While one

explanation is that cattle ownership is concentrated in the head of the hotfsehold

would also seem to be the case that the gender of the household head works more

generallyto shape the distribution of cattle ownership between men and women members

of t he

occur in maleheaded households, where individual men own 87% of the cattle.

househol

d. T

h e

mo s t

extreme

di

ffer enc

3L While observations during ethnographic research confirm this, it also became apparent to me that
although normatively speaking, cattle ownership is said to reside in the head of house, in actuality,
individual members have clagrof ownership to animals in the household herd.
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Table27: Gendered structure of cattle ownership by household head at Besters

Gender Cattle owned by | Cattle owned by | Total cattle
Household members
of HH women men owned

Men Women | Total | Total As % Total As % Total As %

Male 165 171 336 180 13% 1204 87% 1384 | 76%

Female | 84 98 182 266 62% 160 38% 426 24%

Total 249 269 518 446 25% 1364 75% 1810 100%

However, there are also some indications that this pattern of gendered cattle ownership is

in flux. As is discussed further in Chapter 8, some households are enswaingoth

married and unmarried adult daughters inherit cattle (Gogo Msimanga, 2012: pers com)

along with sons. Furthermore, some women (sisters and wives) are cattle owners in their

own right and can decide to sell these cattle and use the money asethey se t . Al can
them because they are cattle | bought with my own money, but | will consult with my
husbando (Ndaba, 2011: pers com). When | sol
women are now independent cat tnlcan noolomgee r s , I
find work, and we women have child grants, we can now buy cattle in order to feed our

c hi | dr e nikid). Nevelthekess, this shift should not be exaggerated. One woman
explained lightheartedly that husbands can easily take cattlebblaing to their wives

and use them to papbolof or a second wi f e, indicating |
exclusive and individual ownership claims over cattle. (See Appehdimtich reflects

on this conversation.)

While the ownership of livestodk important, what households do with their livestock is
also important in determining the nature of production and its rationale, and here too,

there are differences between the types of livestock kept.
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Table28: What householdsat Besters do with their livestock

Uses of livestock in 2010 Cattle Goats Chickens
% % %

Number total Number eotl Number total

?Io of households that sold 62 74% | 18 21% 18 21%
1vestock

Total livestock sold 201 11% | 52 8% 752 74%
Proportion sold at stock 139 69% | 0 0 0 0
sales
Proportion sold informally | 61 30% | all 100% | all 100%
No households consuming 30%* 36% | 25% 30% 6] %% 759
stock
Total stock for home 56 3% | 82 11% | 2036 | 199%
consumption

* (n-84), **(n=82); *** (n=81)

In Table 28above, the percentage of total livestock sold and consumed at home was
calculated as a percentage of the total livestock owned at the time of the survey. This can
only be indcative of the relative importance of sales and consumption in small livestock,
since for goats and chickens their greater rates of reproduction over a year means total
stock numbers fluctuate more rapidly than they do for cattle. For instance, in thef case
chickens, the amount consumed over the year was nearly double the amount owned at the

time of the survey, indicating regular déke from the flocks.

While all the livestock types are both consumed and sold, there are differences between
livestock, he most important being that firstly, most households sell cattle whereas only
a quarter of households sell chickens and goats; secondly, cattle are most likely to be sold
at organised auctions whereas goats and chickens are sold on local or inform#d;marke
and, thirdly, most households consume chickens in relatively large quantities whereas
only a third of households consumed cattle, and this involved only 3% of the total herd.
(The role of cattle consumption in ceremonies is considered in further ideGtilapter

8).
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The financial value of these different uses also indicates their different production
rational es. The mean price received at the
farmers and CPAs in 2010 was R4,507 per head (AAM auction rgcdsdmg this

figure, the total value for cattle sold from the six farms in 2010 is about R968,a60d

the value of cattle consumed is R252,000, or just over a quarter of the total sale value. In
terms of goat sales, the mean price received for goateedarms was R705 (own survey
data). The total value of goats sold was therefore approximately R36,700, while the use
value of consumed stock was R57,800, or just over one and a half times the sale value.
With a mean price for chicken of R48.20 (broilsdd mostly for R50 a chicken, while

the price of Zulu chickens was mostly between R30 and R40 a chicken), the total value of
sold chickens across the farms was approximately R36,300, and the use value of
consumed chickens was R98,100, or more than twoaahdlf times the sale value.
Furthermore, the sale of chickens was highly concentrated in one household that sold
more than half of all chickens sold (64% of chickens sold) and earned 66% of the total
sale value. These relative values and their distabuacross households suggest that
cattle are more important as cash generating commodities than are goats or chickens,

whose main value is in their use as consumption.

Shackletoret al (2000ab), however, havargued thathis method of value calculation

undervalues the multiple uses of livestock, including manure, milk, traction, skins and
ceremonial distribution of meat, as discussed in Chapter 3. Quantifiable data were not
collected on these other uses of livestock in Besters. However, from my oloservat

when | stayed with a number of households, it was apparent that although cows are

milked, this occurs only in summer when milk is abundant, and only one or two cows are
mi |l ked and mainly for chil drenbs coohsumpti o
primarily oO0dairy herdsd ie kepsenseB®9Inl y f or
Furthermore, of the six households | stayed with, the two that have garsiergoat

32 Note that this value is higher than the cash value for sold farm produce that | recorded in the survey,

which, in 2010 was R843,276. There are a number of possible explanations for this discrepahcy. First t 6 s
possible that households understated the income from cattle sales in the survey. Secondly, since the black
farmers referred to in the AAM data do not all/l resid
there are factors here that aoat for the elevated mean prices. Nevertheless, the figures are sufficiently

close to indicate that the income earned from cattle sales on the land reform farms lies somewhere between
R840,000 and R906,000.
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manure, because they kraal their goats, but not their cattle. While some cropepsaib

use cattle manure as their primary fertilizer (Mabizela, 2012: pers com), and thus do kraal
their cattle, others indicated that they purchase fertilizer for their fields (Khumalo, 2012:
pers com). In only one household did | observe the use of foxeanimal traction, while

other households either hire CPA tractors or cite the absence of tractors as a reason for
nontcultivation. Similarly, there appears to be little use of cattle skins, except for one
man who makes whips for sale from skins. Th&g estimations of cattle based on sale
price therefore are arguably slightly lower than the value derived from multiple uses, but
not significantly so. Nevertheless, as Chapter 8 shows, cattle and goats do have
ceremonial and social (lineage) values tterinot be determined from monetary values

alone.

There are also gendered differences in the pattern of sales: women goat owners, for
instance, sold fewer goats per household than men (a mean of 2.2 goats in 2010 whereas
men sold a mean of 3.2 goats), anen tended to receive higher prices than women (at a
mean of R733 per goat as opposed to a mean of R677 per goat sold by women). Of the
cattle sold, just under a third (31%) belonged to women (including women heads of
house) but (even with the exclusiofi an outlier from the dafd women were more

likely than men to sell at formal stock sales (65% of the cattle women sold as opposed to
46% of the cattle men sold) than on informal markets. While this appears to be counter
intuitive to the visible racial ah gendered structure of formal cattle auctinsit
nevertheless suggests that women stockowners favour the more impersonal and mediated
environment of the formal cattle market over the feetace negotiations of prices and

extraction of payments from nmdy male buyers in local informal markets, despite the

% The outlier refers to 26 cattle that weredsol 2010 and that, according to the survey, belonged to the
female head of house, a widow. However, | subsequently stayed with the household and discovered that the
cattle ownership was distributed between members of the family, and that the cattla Huddl year
belonged both to the head of house and to her son, who was in the process of getting married. This is
discussed further in Chapter 7, in the reference to the marriage of Sbu Msimanga.

¥l attended a number of rmeéende Asusddioatsi an dthec Bewdre
were conducted by the private company, AAM. Not only were the auctions dominantly maleiaffairs

terms of buyers, sellers, auctioneers and workebsit the racial divisions were inscribed in the spaces
occpied by white and black men, with white men tending to sit on the benches in the auction ring whereas
black men gathered outside until their cattle were being sold. A black woman at a sale who had come to sell
a cow admitted to me that she found the rgeeder overlay extremely intimidating.
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often better net prices secured in local mark&tis was further confirmed in field
observations where all transactions of sales of cattle from homes where | was staying

involved only male heads dbuse in negotiations with the buyers.

The production, ownership and use of livestock at Besters is thus shaped by a number of
factors: the type of livestock, the botaracteristics of the land (discussed in detail in
Chapter 7), the history of labouertancy, and pogand reform production decisions
made on each farm. Intertwined with all these factors are strongly gendered differences in
ownership, production purpose and market participation. At the extremes, women tend to
own chickens and men cattpmen tend to use their livestock for home consumption
and men to sell for cash, and women tend to receive lower prices for their stock than do
men. However, these extremes are mbsoluteand the variations and differences
between them are significariVhile cattle are often viewed as the property of men,
nearly a quarter of the household herds at Besters are owned by women, not simply by
virtue of their position as widowed household heads, but also individually as wives,
sisters and daughters. Furthermothe existence of regular cattle auctions provides
women the opportunity to sell their cattle without having to engage male buyers in the
personal transactions involved in local markets, which appear to discriminate against
them when it comes to pricebtained for goats. While chickens are mainly produced for
home consumption, there is some evidence of emerging concentration in the production
of broilers for sale, an area of production that nevertheless continues to be dominated by

womends ownership.

6.6. Livelihoods on the farms

Farming is one of a number of livelihood strategies that households and individuals
engage in, with fewer people securing incomes from farming than from employment and

social grants. Furthermore, farming income is obtained maiaty household farming,

which i s at odds wi t h g oscaercanmercidl fasningoat I or i t i

CPA level as described above.

17¢



More than half of all adults on the farms receive an income from employment. The
second most frequent income sourgesocial grants, with less than a quarter of adults
deriving an income from their own farming and a mere 5% deriving an income from
either CPA dividends or employment. These findings are surnethim Table 2®elow,
which also confirms the decreasingrsficance of remittances to rural household income
(Biyase, 2012).

Table29: Income sources and unemployment rates at Besters (n = 84 households)

Total household | Mean members | As % of total
members per household | adults (n=519)
Employment 282 34 54%
Social grants 198 24 38%
Remittances 72 09 14%
CPA wages and
o 24 0.3 5%
dividends
Own farming 110 1.3 21%
Totals 686 5 132%*
Unemployed and
95 1.1 18%
looking for work

*Some adults have more than one source of income.

The relatively low number of pgle deriving an income from farm production is not
inconsistent with other studies on income sources amongst rural households (see
Tshinsha Amakhaya, 2012: 38), although Dubb (2013:4)2f8dund that among sugar

cane growers on the KwaZuNatal north cost, social grants were a more frequent form

of income than was formal employment. On the Besters farms, the rates of employment
are also higher than for the municipal area as whole (54% as opposed to 30%), and the

unemployment rates lower (18% as oppose@Q%). (IDP, 2012: 123). It is not clear
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why this is the case, although jobs on neighbouring commercial farms and on CPAs
provide permanent jobs to 12% of adults, which may partially account for it.
Nevertheless, the important point is that employmentsaieeal grants are more frequent
sources of income than is farming, and particularly farming at CPA level.

Wage employment represents a significant importation of cash into the economy of the
farms, generating more income than farming social grants ambined. Table 3®elow
indicates this trerfd.

Table30: Total household monthly income at Besters from different sources (n=84)

Employment Social grants Own farming

n= 60 n="79 n= 65 Total
Sum R210,592 R130,600 R67.311 R408,503
As % of total 52% 32% 16% 100%
Mean R3,509 R1,653 R1,035
Range R400 - R16,200 | R250-R6,250 | R15-R7.,833
Top quartile income 54% of total 54% of total 71% of total
Bottom quartile income | 7.5% of total 6% of total 3% of total

*Employment includes permanent, casual, contract and farm wage work on CPAs but
excludes selemploymaent.

*Own farming includes income from sales of household cattle, goats and poultry and
crops.

While the distribution of monthly income across households from the three primary
sources (employment, social grants and own farming) is highly uneven, incmymewn

farming is the madsunevenly distributed. Table 38bove shows that a quarter of
households earn more than half of the income generated from each of the various sources.

This is even more extreme in the case of household farming, where a quarter of

% The actual income from wages reflected in the table is, however, substantially understated as | excluded
the income of 38% of wage workers because the respondent did not know how much they earned.
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households appropriate 71% of the total farm income. On the lower end, a quarter of
households earn-8% of the total incomes for employment and social grants while in
farming, they earn only 3% of the total income. This extreme difference is brought out
sharply when one looks at this income in relation to the household size: in the top earning
10% of households, the farm income distributed across all household members amounts
to R397 per person in a month, while in the lowest earning 10% of househelds;nth

income is a mere R4 per household member.

However, this data understates the distribution for the farm population as whole since it
includes only those households actually earning an income from a particular source. The
distributional differencesdiween households are therefore even more pronounced when
households that do not earn any income from a particular source are included in the
analysis. For example, households in the lowest earning quartile received 2% of the total
employment income, anchannual total of R275 from farming. This distribution is less
extreme in the case of social grants since only five households had access to no grant at

all.

In addition to the differential distribution of income across households, wage workers are
further fragmented as a class along gendered and generational lines, in terms of who is
employed, in what types of employment and in the remuneration received. Not only are
men more likely to be employed than women, they are also more likely to be employed in
secure, permanent jobs and to receive higher remuneration than women. Although 40%
of women have some form of employment, their income range in all categories is lower
than for men, and they are much more likely than men to beersgioyed without
employees or to have temporary work in government work programmes. Despite the
employment marginalization of women, men occupy all the jobated by the CPAs.

Table 31below shows these differences.



Table31: Distribution of wage workby gender at Besters (n= 518 adults)

Employment

Women (n=269) Men (n=249)
type

Sum As % Income Sum As % Income Total

of jobs | of total | range p/m | of jobs | of total | range p/m | jobs
Permanent R500- R700-

43 40% 64 60% 107
work R3,000 R13,000
Temporary,

porary R300- R300-
contract, 23 36% 41 64% 64
R1,485 R5,000
casual
CPA farm R550-
0 0% 0 9 100% 9
work R1.,400
Self employed R25- R150-
27 71% 11 29% 38
no employees R1,700 R14,000
Government
R42 —

work 8 89% 1 11% R67 9
R470

programmes

Total 108 46% 126 54% 227

The possibility of acquiring wage work, and the type of wage work, is also fragmented by
age, as shown in Tabl32below. People between the ages of 31 and 45, of whom 60%
are employed, occupy most of the jobs (428oss all types of work, except for casual,
contract or temporary work. Over half of the next age group6(&ears) is also
employed but, since they are a smaller group in total, they occupy a smaller percentage
(17%) of the jobs. The largest and warfitage group is younger adults (aged betweenl18

and 30 years) with only a third in any kind of employment, and with over half occupying
the more marginal and less secure jobs. As would be expected, people 61 years and older
have the lowest number of joldsyt nevertheless, nearly a quarter of this age category is

employed.
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Table32: Distribution of wage work by age group at Besters (n = 518 adults)

Employment 18-30 years 31-45 years 46 — 60 years 61 years or > | Adults
type (n=247) n=162) (n=68) (m=41) (n=518)
Sum | As% | Sum As% | Sum As% | Sum | As% | Total/
of of of of of of of of job
jobs | total | jobs total | jobs total | jobs | total type
Permanent
40 37% | 45 42% 19 18% 3 3% 107
work
Temporary,
35 56% |24 36% 5 8% 0 0% 64
contract, casual
CPA farm
0 0% 4 44% | 4 44% 1 11% 9
work
Self employed
7 18% | 20 53% 8 21% 3 8% 38
no employees
Government
work 1 11% |4 44% | 2 22% |2 22% 9
programmes
Total job
o 83 37% | 97 43% 38 17% |9 4% 227
distribution/age

Farm income shows a similarly gendered distribution. Although the mean individual
monthly income from farming to men and wonisrsimilar, as shown in Table 3&low,

the share of total monthly farm income that went to men as a group was nearly double
what women as a group received, with men receiving a total of R44, 425 in a month

while women received R22, 886.
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Table33: Distribution of farm income by gender at Besters (n= 518 adults)

Type of
Total
farm Women (n=269) Men (n=249)
(518)
income
As Income | Mean As Income | Mean
Sum of _ Sum of ) Total
% of | range income % of | range | income
earners earners earners
total | p/m p/m total | p/m p/m
Cattle R150 — R125 —
14 22% R1,541 | 50 78% R872 64
sales R7,833 R4,333
Goat R50 — R38 —
4 19% R143 17 81% R156 21
sales R200 R492
Chicken R3 - R3 -
15 79% R230 4 21% R49 19
sales R2,200 R125
Crop R4 — R3 -
6 60% R37 4 40% R354 10
sales R115 R1000
Total 39 34% R808.68 | 75 66% R875.74 | 114

Although 114 incomes from the different farm products are recorded, only 79 individuals
(51 men and 28 women) earned an incdnoen farming because a number of them
generated incomes from more than one farm product. Indeed, men who sold crops and
goats in all instances except two also sold cattle. In the overall distribution of income,
women initiated only 14% of sales of agriculil products as compared with men
initiating 30% of sales; and, although there are more women than men in households,

only a third (34%) of all of sellers of agricultural products are women.
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Table34: Ownership of, and incomé&om livestock by age, at Besters (n = 518)

Type of | 18-30 years 31-45 years 46 — 60 years 61 years or >

) Adults (n=518)
livestock | (n=247) (n=162) (n=68) (n=41)

% of % of % of % of % of % of % of % of
Total Total
total total total total total total total total )
) ) ) ] owned | income
owned | income | owned | income | owned | income | owned | income

Cattle 6% 4% 32% 29% 40% 39% 22% 28% 1810 R59,458
Goat 5% 2% 29% 22% 38% 62% 27% 15% 590 R3,021
Chicken | 4% 0 36% 72% 34% 24% 26% 4% 1249 R3,547
Total 5% 4% 33% 31% 38% 39% 25% 26% 3649 R66,026

Note 1: percentages do not always equal 100 because of rounding.

Note 2: Total incomes do not correspond exactly to household income because the
distribution of livestock across individuals in the household nedglways known.

As Table 34above shows, both the income from farming and the ownership of livestock

is similarly unequally distributed across age groups, with younger adults owning
significantly fewer livestock and earning less of the total share $ales of those stock.

The age groups earning most of the farm income share are firstly, people aged 46 to 60
years, followed by the slightly younger group aged 31 to 45 years. Between them, these
categories secure 70% of all farm income earned. However,ailso significant that
pensioners over the age of 61 secure just over a quarter of the total income. Table 33 also
shows that cattle ownershipcamcome from sales is concentraiedhe 3160 year age
groups.

The number of individuals in each of tlage groups further skews this distributional
pattern. Although young adults make up nearly half of the total adult population, they
own a fraction of the stock and a very small share of farm income. On the other end of
the scale, the oldest age group cibatgs only 8% of the total population and yet it owns
a quarter of the livestock and appropriates a quarter of the total share of farm income.

Finally, in both younger age categories the share of livestock ownership is slightly less
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than the share of inate earned, while this is reversed in the older two age categories.
This suggests that younger adults are more likely to conserve livestock than to sell it,

whereas older age categories are more slightly more likely to sell their livestock.

The gender disibution of farm property and income illustrated in the tables above is
reversed when it comes to social grants. Of the 193 grants individuals on the farms
received, 71% were child or foster grants, of which 98% were distributed to women.
Similarly, womenreceived most of the old age state pensions (68%), and only disability
grants were more evenly distributed between men and women (with 55% going to

women).

While this description of livelihoods shows that the farmers at Besters are more likely to
be earmig an income from wage work than farming, there are also important
distributional issues across all income sources. A small number of households in each
income source appropriate most of the income share from each source, a distribution that
is particulary uneven when it comes to farm income. Furthermore, age and gender shape
key aspects of distribution in both farming and employment. Men in the age group
ranging from 31 to 60 years are more likely than women and younger men and women to
own and sell largaumbers of cattle and goats; and they are also more likely to work in
permanent employment and to earn higher incomes than women and young men and
women. Not only is farming not the primary livelihood for most people at Besters, the
cat egory s &lso édighly diffieeentiated iin terms of livestock ownership and

income generated, with distinct divisions along gender and generational lines.

6.7. Conclusion

A central argument in the neoclassical economists approach to agricultural development
(Lipton, 1977: 72; Lipton and Lipton, 1994: 24; Eastwoetdal, 2006), as described in
Chapter 3, is that small farmers achieve both equity and efficiency outcomes because
they use household labour more intensively on smaller areas of land. The argument rests
on the erroneous assumption that small farmers are, in fundamentpkctes
homogeneous (Byers, 2084 36; Hall, 2010: 26; Dyer, 2004: 51). Similarly, the
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arguments of the radical political economists (Wolpe, 1972; LegaasttkVolpe 1976;

Morris, 1976: 309}hat the various contradictions in the relationship between labour and

capital under capitalism will, in time, necessarily force small farmers off the land into

wage work amounts to the equally erroneous |

assuned fAimass of wundifferentiated proletarians

Contrary to both the neoclassical and radical political economist views, the descriptions
of small farm production and mixed livelihoods in this chapter have shown that there is
no a priori or necessary logic at work. Far from being a homogeneous group, small farm
producers are highly differentiated in terms of both livestock ownership and the income
they receive from farming, and despite processes of proletarianisation, mankdidsise
continue to rely on farming as a key component of their survival. Furthermore,
notwithstanding the attribution of success associated with the commercial production on
the farms under land reform (Binswanger et al, 2008), the actual income contritautio

individual households from CPA production is negligible.

While the farming at Besters is a o6mixed sy
cattle farming is the dominant form of production with most households owning and

selling cattle, andn greater numbers than most research in rural South Africa generally
indicates, and with some evidence that it is expanding in the district. Furthermore, crop

and small livestock production is geared mainly at shoring up household consumption,

while catte production is geared mainly at generating cash, but also for ceremonial
purposes. While this structure of production has features of continuity with labour
tenancy, the differences in the distribution of livestock ownership and income from cattle

sales letween households, men and women, and age groups indicate powerful forces of

differentiation at work.

When farming is compared with the two other significant livelihood strategies on the
farms, namely, securing wage employment and social grants, itws1gbadbe the least
successful strategy in generating income. Like household farm production, however, the
incomes secured from employment and social grants are distributed very unevenly across

households, men and women and old and young adults.
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However, rither the empirical descriptions provided above, nor the accounts of the
neoclassical and radical political economists, provide an adequate explanation for the
social processes and mechanisms generating these differences. In particular, these
descriptionsbeg the questions of whether and how the different livelihood strategies
articulate with each other in influencing the emergence of social differences; and how
this articulation manifests in land reform contexts where the primary focus of production

is cdtle, and not crops with their higher labour requirements. In Chapter 7, | begin to
explain some of these underlying processes by examining the emergence of hybrid farm
systems, in which CPA beef production and household cattle production for multiple
purposes occur on the same farm, creating competition over commonrages,

particularly rangelands.

18¢



7. THE EMERGENCE OF HYBRID FARM SYSTEMS AT BESTERS

In Chapter 5 | suggested that the production architecture of the labour tenant farms in
Besters, which inelved managing both the large commercial herds of the landewner
capitalist and the many smaller mixed purpose herds of the labour tenant farmers, was
duplicated during land reform implementation. However, the actual implementation of
land reform on partidar farms and the subsequent decisions taken by CPAs in relation to
collective cattle production have resulted in wide variety of farm specific arrangements
for managing cattle production. Despite the production system under labour tenancy
being familiar © many land reform beneficiaries at Besters, government evaluations of
farm production on the land reform farms have focused on the technical skills required to
manage commercial beef herds. This chapter examines these assessments and the criteria
used and argues that what is neglected is an analysis of the social underpinnings of
hybrid farm systems and how specific adaptations and farm trajectories reflect struggles

and contestations over productive resources.

The chapter begins by examining what themhers of the different CPAs received from

land reform and what they have done with these resources. This section shows that while
land reform on the Besters farms was characterized by distributional inequalities, these
inequalities are an important but urfiicient explanation of why and how production was
reorganized on the farms after land transfer. This reorganization, which took different
forms on each of the farms, is the outcome of struggles over the purposes of farming and
the farm systems that suppdifferent production purposes. Although in some cases the
farming system is geared heavily towards subsistence with some sales while in others it is
primarily geared towards commercial production, in all cases the farming systems show
evidence of hybrigation. The chapter concludes by arguing that just as this
hybridization is the outcome of struggle, so it creates the dynamic context in which
processes of social differentiation take shape, and which are examined in subsequent

chapters.



7.1. Changes in catte and crop production at CPA level

The description of the Besters Land Reform
Chapters 1 and fnoresan important factor in the subsequent changes in production
arrangements that took place on the farms, narttedyineven distribution of land reform

resources across farms. These included purchases of cattle and agricultural machinery

and the distribution and suitability of land for crop and cattle production.

Only nine of the 13 CPAs to whom land was transtemeceived cattle as part of the
agricultural development component of the land reform project, and the numbers of cattle
purchased for each of these CPAs ranged from 31 to 181 head. Although the total number
of cattle (922) purchased for the project ameuo a mean of 5.4 per household, the
mean distribution range per household per farm is 23.7 cattle, as the 2007 data in Table

35 below show.
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Table35: Changes in household numbers and CPA cattle over time

Mean CPA cattle
CPA No of households No of CPA cattle
/houschold
2007
2012 2007 2012 2007 2012
Babanani 7 7 - - - -
Ingula - 27
26 129 0 5 0

Kayishazwe
Inkuthu -

. 3 3 71 15 23.7 5
Kayishazwe
Izimpofu 3 4 0 0 0
Masikhane 19 26 105 0 55 0
Masibumbane | 9 7 0 0 0 0
Mphuzanyoni | 22 24 165 278 7:5 11.6
Nyakanyaka

o 16 10/16 181 200 11.3 20

— yomshini
Phumzile 17 17 0 0 0 0
Shayamoya 14 12 151 0 10.8 0
Sokesibone 7 7 31 0 4.4 0
Sizisizwe 13 10 56 36 4.3 3.6
Zizamele 14 17 30 0 2.1 0
TOTALSs 170 177 922 529 5.4 11.3

Sources: Q07 data: Binswanger et al, 2007; 2012 data: ADA, 2012a&b and own survey
data.

By 2012 only four of the nine CPA cattle recipients still owned cattle collectively,
namely Nyakanyaka Yomshini, Mphuzanyoni, Nkuthu Kayishazwe and Sizisizwe. One,
Nyakanyaka Y¥mshini, had divided CPA members into two groups, with one group
retaining its share of cattle as a collectively owned enterprise while the other group
reallocated its share of CPA cattle to households, with each receiving 18 head. Another,
Nkuthu Kayishawe, had reallocated most of the cattle it owned to households, retaining

a small herd to cover collective farm costs. The cattle of Sizisizwe CPA had declined



over the five years from the 56 head received from government to 36 cattle, and only
Mphuzanyonhad retained and expanded the original grant herd. The total combined herd
size of all CPA cattle was 529 animals in 2012; a mere 57% of the original number, but
the mean per household on the participating farms had grown to 11.3 cattle, with
household mess of 20, 11.5, 5 and 3.6 per farm.

The allocation of tractors and other equipment to the CPAs purchased with LRAD grants
was also uneven, and affected the extent to which different CPAs were able to undertake

collective crop production, as Table36 shows.

Table36: Tractor and machinery distributions across the farms

——— No of beneficiary Number of tractors and other
households equipment purchased
Tractors Other
Nkuthu Kayishazwe | 3 1 3
Nyakanyaka 16 2 8
Mphuzanyoni 22 1 6
Ngula Kayishazwe | 26 1 6
Zizimele 14 0 2
Sizisizwe 13 1 2
TOTAL 94 6 27

Note: Nyakanyaka CPA has also subsequently purchased a baler, plough and planter
from profits.

Of the six CPAs in my study, four received one tractor each, one (Nyalaiyomshini)
received two tractors and another (Zizimele) no tractors. However, the Binswanger et al
(2007: vi, 24) report states that most of the income earned within a year of project
implementation was from the sale of maize and soybeans combinetheothe from

land leased to commercial farmers. An appendix in the report (ibid, 59) shows a table
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reflecting income earned by seven of the CPAs but this is two months after the first
weaner sales and the table does not differentiate between sources oofe.inc

Nevertheless, given the amounts involved, it is likely that the incomes of at least three of
the CPAs (Nyakanyaka Yomshini, Ngula Kayishazwe and Masakhane) are combinations

of crop and weaner sales and income from leased land.
By 2010, however, croproduction at CPA level had undergone a number of changes:

1 Ngula Kayishazwe was no longer producing crops as a CPA, and the arable lands
had been rallocated as fields to households for their own production.

1 At Nkuthu Kayishazwe, the arable fields h#&gen allocated to individual
households and were grazed by both household and CPA cattle after harvest.

1 Mphuzanyoni, Zizamela and Sizisizwe had no CPA arable lands. However,
Mphuzanyoni harvested eragrostis curvula as winter hay for CPA and household
cattle.

Nyakanyaka Yomshini is thus the only CPA that has continued to produce crops as a
CPA. It has produced maize and, from time to time, soybeans, sometimes iR a self
initiated, voluntary partnership with the original farm owner and neighbour, Donovan
Smyte, as well as hay for winter cattle feed. The maize harvest is distributed between
households (with each household receiving 25 x 50 kg bags of white maize), cattle feed
(with yellow maize an input into winter and summer cattle licks for both CPA and
houshold cattle), and the sales of surplus. The CPA has invested profits from crop and
cattle sales in agricultural equipment (a planer, plough and baler) thus expanding its crop
and cattle production capacity. However, maize production dropped sharplylird@é1

to a combination of drought, rising input co
under cultivation. As a result, the CPA was unable either to sell maize or to meet fully
annual household requirements. The details of this production deoirdisaussed in
Chapter 9.

Both cattle and crop production on many of the farms have thus, over the relatively short
period from 2007 to 2012, seen considerable reorganization. The main feature of this
reorganization has been the transfer of cattle ostmgrand arable land use from the
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CPAs to households. A key pressure around collective crop production has been the
escalation in grain production input costs, which, when combined with drought, increases
the risk of financial loss to the CPA. However, ited and uneven ownership of capital
(planters, mechanical weeders) has also inhibited-lsecgke grain production on some of

the farms. The combination of these pressures resulted in CPAs reducing the land
allocated to maize production for sale (althoudyakanyaka Yomshini continued to
produce small amounts for household consumption) and in the reallocation of CPA arable
land to households. The social dynamics involved in therganisation of cattle
production are analysed in the next three chapteraieder, one set of explanations for

the differences between the CPAs in terms of both crop and cattle production lies in the
relationship between the technical WApotenti a
(See Behnke and Scoones, 1988 discused in Chapter)3

An assessment of the farms transferred under land reform indicates that the amount of
land and its quality in terms of technical production potential was uneven across the CPA
owned farms. As can be seen in Table 37 below, the sizrotftransferred to the six
CPAs in 2005 varied widely with Nyakanyaka Yomshini receiving the biggest farm (over
2,000 hectares) and Sizisizwe the smallest (218 hectares). The mean distribution of land
per household over the six farms is 76.5 ha (hectafds$ is slightly higher than the
mean distribution per household of 71.4 ha across the entire Besters Land Reform Project
(ADA, 2012 a&b). However, the internal distribution on the six farms in this study
ranges from 21.8 ha/household at Sizisizwe to .7A4Ba/household at Inkuthu

Kayishazwe. The distribution of land per household is thus unequal across farms.
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Table37: Total extent per farm and mean land distribution per household

Number of Mean hectare
CPA Name Total Extent (ha)

households /household
Ingula Kayishazwe 28 1,871 66.8
Mphuzanyoni 24 2,034 84.6
Zizamela 16 606 37.9
Nyakanyka

o 16 2,243 140.2

Yomshini
Sizisizwe 10 218 21.8
Inkuthu Kayishazwe | 3 446 148.7

97 7,418 76.5

Source: (ADA &b, 2012); Focus Group Intaews (September, 2010)

A second important determinant for successful commercial farm production is the
agronomic potential of the farm. In terms of land quality,-R&source Units (based on

the classification of natural resources in KwaZNMatal undertakn by the Department of
Agriculture) also indicate varying agricultural potential across the farms. Table 38 below
indicates some of the differences in the-t@source characteristics of the farms.
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Table38: Bioresource charateristics of the different farms

Ngula Mphuza | Nyaka — o _ Nkuthu -
. . Sizisizwe | Zizamela i

Kayishazwe | - nyoni nyaka kayishazwe
Rainfall mean 725 -

737-1039 799 737 976-9 1039
(mm) 779
. Severe 25 Severe Severe Severe 21 | Severe 20 | Severe 25

rost

days 24 days | 20 days | days —37 days | days

Erosion Limited
_ Limited High High High Limited
potential
Mixed:
Moist ) Moist moist Moist
. g Dryand | Moist g -~ g
Bio-Resource | transitional ) transitional | transitional | transitional
) tall moist | tall
Unit Group tall tall and tall
grassveld | grassland ]
grassveld grassveld | highland grassveld
sourveld
Grazing 1.9 -2 ha 25-34 | 25ha 2.1-25
) 2 ha/LSU 1.9 ha/LSU

capacity /LSU ha/LSU | /LSU ha/LSU

Source: (ADA, 2012 c,d,e,fh)

While the farms are all in the same district, aladherefore novary widely across these
characteristics, there are nevertheless variations in rainfall, soils and frost severity, which
impact on dnjland cropping potential, while rainfall, vegetation and grazing capacity
indicate important differences in commercial beef production potential. Although the
notion of grazing capacity and how this capacity is determined is, as argued ierChapt
closely linked to the production of cattle for beef rather than mixed purposes, it is
nevertheless useful as a preliminary means of indicating differences between the farms in
the context of a land reform programme that explicitly promotes the geweld of

commercial beef farming.
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The key differences in bioresource characteristics between the farms in relation to
potential for crop production then is that the relatively lower rainfall on Mphuzanyoni,
Nyakyanyaka Yomshini and Sizisizwe suggests tieye limited dryland crop potential
relative to the higher rainfall and greater crop potential of Ngula Kayishazwe, Nkuthu
Kayishazwe and Zizamela. Zizamela, however, has high erosion potential, the result of
topography, soil type and storms (Zacharia®899), and has severe winter frosts for
extended periods, which potentially limits cropping. These assessments were partly
confirmed and parthygualified by information from interviews and field observations.
Firstly, Sizisizwe has no rivers running throughnd the rivers at Mphuzanyoni dry up if

the first summer rains are late. Secondly, Nyakaynaka Yomshini and Ngula Kayishazwe
both have relatively large tracts of land with fertile Hutton soils, while the arable fields of
Nkuthu Kayishazwe are limited iextent. Although Sizisizwe and Zizamele also have

patches of observable Hutton soils, their aspects are mountainous and rocky.

In terms of animal production, particularly cattle production, the farms straddle the tall,
dry grasslands and the moist higidasourveld bieesource groups, with the most
dominant type, the moist transitional tall grassveld lyingvbenh these two groups
(Camp and Hardy, 1999)This transitional type of grassveld provides grazing for
between nine and eleven months of the yAlithough it does lose nutritional value and
palatability as it matures, the extent of this is not as severe as in the highland sourveld,
which only provides grazing fosix to eight months of the yedHardy, 1999) This
grassland characteristic, combinedh varied rainfall and the impact this has on forage
guantities produced on particular farms, suggests that Zizamele is the most prejudiced
farm in the relationship between hiesource characteristics and commercial beef
production, followed by Mphuzawoyi, Nyakanyaka Yomshiniand Sizisizwe. Ngula
Kayishazwe and Nkuthu Kayishazwe have the best conditions for cattle production in
terms of the mixed grasses of the moist tall transitional grassvelds, with their longer
period of palatability, and a relatiyehigh rainfall that produces more forage quantity

than the other farms.

In summary, the bisesource characteristics of the farms are, within a narrow band,

varied, and these variations produce slightly different potentials in relation to expanded
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crop and commercial beef production. Ngula Kayishazwe, Nyakanyaka Yomshini and
Nkuthu Kayishazwe all have relatively better potential for a combination of commercial
crop and cattle production. Mphuzanyoni and Sizisizwe, and notwithstanding its fertile
soils, Nyakanyaka Yomshini are dry farms with limited crop production potential.
However, the mixed grassland characteristics of Sizisizwe indicates a comparative
advantage for cattle production over Mphuzaynoni, Nyakaynyaka Yomshini and
Zi zamel a, wbourkeld Zeduzirgrthe Husatios of grass palatability for cattle.
When combined with the distribution of land per household, it is clear that the most land
and best quality land for maximum benefits from combined commercial crop and cattle
production is foud at Nkuthu Kayishazwe. Table 39 below ranks the farms in terms of
these characteristics by attributing estimated values frénfwith 1 the lowest value and

6 the highest) for land/household distribution, crop production potential and cattle

productionpotential.

Table39: Ranking of farms in terms of bioresources and land distribution

CPA Land/HH distribution Crop Cattle Total
Nkuthu Kayishazwe 6 6 6 18
Ngula Kayishazwe 3 6 5 14
Nyakanyaka Yomshini | 5 3 3 11
Sizisizwe 1 3 4 8
Zizamele 2 4 1 7
Mphuzanyoni - 1 2 7

This ranking, however, does not overlap neatly with farms that have continued to produce
cattle and crops as CPAs, suggesting that there amddweyond the merely technical

that account for this. Both the Nkuthu Kayishazwe and Ngula Kayishazwe, which have
the highest total ranking of land distribution and land suitable for crop and cattle
production, have rallocated CPA cattle and arable dato households and have either
stopped or limited production at CPA level. On the other hand, Mphuzanyoni, which is

ranked the lowest in terms of crop production and second lowest in terms of cattle
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production, has continued to produce weaners for beaf@BA, as has one of the two
groups at Nyakanyaka Yomshini, which also continues to produce maize and soyabean as

commercial crops (albeit erratically).

Although this ranking is only indicative of the variations between the farms, it does show
that thereare important differences both in terms of distribution of land and the quality of
the land in relation to its potential for commercial crop and cattle production. The key
point here is that the distribution of land and land reform resources was notceves a
CPAs or households and yet these distributional differences have been neglected as
possible explanations for why the CPAs followed such different trajectories after land
reform. (Neither Binswangeet al 2008 nor DRDLR officials nor beneficiaries

themselves cite this as a reason for subsequent differences in farm developments.)

In the following six sections, | examine the structure and management of cattle
production on each of the farms, highlighting differences between technical guidelines
for commercial cattle management and the local adaptations and reasons for these on
specific farms.

7.2. The Mphuzanyoni Communal Property Association

As part of land reform, the Mphuzanyoni CPA in 2006 received 165 cows and four bulls,
aratio of 41:1, which is ndg double the commercial beef herd standard of 25:1 (Niland,
2010: pers com). By October 2010, the herd consisted of 305 cattle, of which 199 were
breeding cows, 21 were bulls of varying ages and 28 were replacement heifers (not yet
ready to conceive). Enheifer replacement rate was therefore 14%, as opposed to the
commercial beef herd standard of 20% (Gertenbach, 2000: 7). However, 48ldyear
heifers had been distributed to households as dividends in the previous December, which,
had they been kept ihé herd, would have produced a potential replacement rate of up to
38%. Cattle deaths in 2010 included five-weaned calves and three cows, a herd
mortality rate of just undet%, compared with the accepted mortality rate of 2% in South
African beef herd (Gertenbach, 2000: 2). Cattle theft also accounted for a herd reduction

of just over ¥2%. Herd offake through sales in the previous year had amounted to 25%



of the breeding cow stock, which is within the range of optimal commercial beef
production stanards (ADA, 2012a&b: 5). This includes a cull rate of 6%, which
contrasts with the industry standard of 10% p/a. Of the sold animals, 30 were oxen, seven
were heifers and 12 old or infertile cull cows. A new bull was also purchased. (The
profitability of the enterprise and details on dividend payments to CPA members are

discussed in Chapter 9.)

When | asked the farm manager at Mphuzanyoni, Shabalala, to explain the structure and
logic of herd management on the farm, he showed me a beef cattle manual, evhich h
paged through pointing out wvarious sections
although he struggles to read English, as he never went to school. (Shabalala, 2011: pers
com) The book waBeef Production: The Basi¢&ertenbach, 2000), a manuaed by

the Department of Agriculture and Environmental Affairs at the agricultural college,
Cedara, to train beef farmers. In particular, Shabalala aimed to follow the veterinary
regimen in the book, which listed when and with what medicines cattle sheuld
vaccinated and dewormed. At the time of the interview, he was concerned about
declining conception rates, and had bought Vitamin A to inject breeding cows before
putting them to the bull, on the advice of a neighbouring farmer, Simon Tedder, who he
said was having the same problem. Despite these problems, the herd structure and its
management in 2010 conformed substantially to the industry indicators of a commercial
beef herd. However, when it came to the sale of stock, herd fertility and the management
of nutrition, the herd structure was subject to additional dynamics, particularly the
demands from CPA members for dividends payable in cattle and cash, which are
considered in detail in Chapter 9. Furthermore, range management also differed

depending onvhether the cattle were CPA or household owned.

The Mphuzanyoni CPA constitution limited the household herd size to 20 cattle per
household, which, by 2010, had not been exceeded as a mean (14) although (as noted in
Chapter 6) all households owned soméleah a range of 2 to 51. The total number of
household cattle owned by 18 of the 24 households (the sample | sl)rueyactober

2010 was 311 bringing the total number of cattle on the farm to over 616. With a grazing

capacity of 3.4 hectares/LSU (largick unit) (ADA, 2012c: 6), the grazing camp area
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needed to be about 2094 hectares to support these cattle for beef production. The total

farm size was 2,200 hectat®but two grazing camps had been leased to a neighbouring

farmer. While Shabalala spokdout grazing capacity and limits, and expressed concern

that the combined household and CPA herd nu
capacity Iimit of 600 LSU, the actual manag

to commercial rangeland managent principles, particularly camp rotation and resting.

The farm was fenced into 15 camps of varying Sizéscluding a large densely forested

hill, which was used mainly by goat owners. Of these, six camps were allocated to
household cattle, four relaely small camps were leased to the neighbouring farmer,

Tedder, and the remaining five were used for CPA cattle. CPA bulls and breeding cows

were each allocated two camps, and the fifth camp was allocated to weaned calves and
rested after they were solReplacement heifers did not have their own camp but were

put in with breeding cows at between 14 and
on this farmo (Shabal al a, 2011: pers com) .
however, was the outcontd pragmatic assessments of remaining fodder in relation to

the condition of the cattle, combined with the management of burning. Shabalala said

they moved the cattle from the particular camps they were in when they began to lose
weight. This tended to ovap with two secondary rationales, the first of which was to

keep the cattle in a particular grazing camp in the summer and autumn as a strategy to
prevent neighbours from a densely settled ar
(ibid), and seconrlg, to use a particular camp only in the winter because it was infested

with the the tick that carries the often deadly heartwater disease, a risk lowered during

cooler temperatures.

Pragmatic though this decisionaking about rotation was, it clearly ¢dormed to
indicators of good commercial veld and stock management. Government consultants

stated: AAt this time of the year, | ate wint

% My information from interviews and DRDLR records, differs fromrecent ADA (2016) report,

Besterés Veld and Livestock Report: Wal ker shoek) wh i
occupied by 22 households and had a total of 731 household livestock,ngdhadses, goats and cattle.

3" This emerged during a process of mapping the farm with Sphamandla and Nombulelo Shabalala, adult

children of the farm manager, and Mzwandile Mavimbela, the son of the CPA chairperson.
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thin (thrifty) and typical o f (ARA, 20E¢t: 7). manag e «
The veld condition also received a high score, although the spread of invasive Acacias

was | i kely to compromise this condition 1in
including a whole summer 6s r eatrollel lburning2 5% o f
policy ar e nibid 6).i Tine manabenert dfothe (farm and cattle was

Aobvi ous | yibid),evhigh thg emod ldased on veld and livestock assessments,
controlled breeding and the herd conformity to the Bonsmara bregtheseparation of

weaned calves into a separate camp.

What does not appear in the report is that the household cattle were kept in camps close

to the |l ocation of clusters of househol ds
ever yday o ibigd)SThesdcarhpa Weae,not rotated, and calves were not separated
from their mot her s as fibidh €we enlyaecsionralmoat enoug
household cattle that was made collectively was when to change the CPA owned bulls,

which households also used,hi | e al | ot her deci sions wer e
individual owners ipid). However, because the tasks of the three CPA employed farm
workers included dipping, feeding and vaccinating household Eatitese cattle were

treated in the same mannes EPA cattle when it came to veterinary regimens and

feeding of supplementary winter and summer licks and hay. The CPA thus largely
provided the labour for household cattle production except for daily monitoring of herd

health.

In some important respecthe system of cattle and veld management and the labour to
undertake it replicates the farm systems used under labour tenancy. Many respondents

noted that in the past, their cattle had been kept in camps close to their houses while the
Awhite maséd taetrest of the farmo (N. Kho z:
rotation therefore tended to apply to the
managed the veterinary —regimens of their w
allowed their own busg on the farms, which were then also used by labour tenants. Even

the CPA limits to household cattle herd sizer@familiar from labour tenancy days. The

% One household head opted not to inelids cattle in this management regime. He also had his own
grazing camp and undertook alll hi s own wepetaive i nary i n
farming and was holding out for government to purchase him his own farm. (Gamedegy@@ldom)
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system of veld and cattle management at Mphuzanyoni thus had echoes in older farm
systems adapted toanage the differential requirements of landowner and labour tenant
cattl e: at Mphuzanyoni today, the CPA catt]l
cattle of the past.

7.3. The Nyakanyaka Yomshini Communal Property Association

As a result of the divisio of households at Nyakanyaka Yomshini into two groups, A and

B, and the allocation of land and cattle to these groups, rangeland and cattle production
management are more varied than the other farms, and accurate information difficult to
obtain primarilybecause the number of hectares each group received was not available.
Nevertheless, by 2012, Group A owned 170 cows, heifers and bulls, managed these cattle
together with the cattle of the 10 households belonging to this group, employed wage
labour drawn fom group members and followed the herd production management
regimen that their commercial farm neighbor and former land owner and employer,
Donovan Smythe, follows. (Mpungose, 2012: pers com) Furthermore, the grazing
capacity for their portion of the far was 800 cattle. (Khumalo, 2012: pers com)
Although Group B had divided their allocation of CPA cattle between the six households
that made up this group, five of the households collaborated around grazing camps,

burning and fence maintenance (N. KhoZa 2 pers com).

It was not possible to get information on the herd structure of the CPA cattle in Group A
because these cattle ran together in camps with household cattle. A CPA employed
herdsman (M. Mpungose, 2012: pers com) listed the number of casedific grazing

camps as follows:
Camp 1: 52
Camp 2: 94
Camp 3: 31

Camp 4: 52
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Camp 5: 37
Camp 6: 81
Camp 7: 57

Total: 404.

In addition to these seven camps, Group A also leased a grazing camp to Smythe.

| then asked the primary herdsman to show neectiittle in the camps and to help me

identify which were CPA and which household cattle. In one of the camps for older

breeding cows, we counted 11 CPA and 35 household cattle. In explaining the reason for

the different numbers of cattle per camp, the mdemson (Khumalo, 2012: pers com)

sai d: AfBecause all of us on this farm used
the owner, we know how many cattle we can keep in particular grazing camps without
overgrazing them, and we still follow that. Each cahgs its allocated number of cattle,

and | i ke Donovan taught us, we dondt rotate
However, |l i ke Mphuzanyoni, managing the inci
in a pragmatic adaptegimem.ofil EmApheds gueapiut
the camp next to Paaikeni because those people there burn our camp in winter so we try

to finish the gr #id)sFinadllg there igalsdb dne gambtharisikept t 6 (
for weaned calves. Thiscampi rested for six months of the
when the new weaners are separated from their mothers. Furthermore, the CPA puts all

the cattle into the maize fields after t hey
additional hay. Butevenehr e A [ p] regnant hei fers go to a
ot her cows and only join those cows when tI

Hei fers not yet pregnant are also kept separ

Although the bulls are kept itheir own camp, the CPA owns a Brahmin bull, which
jumps the fences and has bempossible to catcim order to be sold so is left to move
around the farm at will. Although the chairperson and other employed CPA workers told
me that the bulls were put with the cows from October to November in order that
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calving begin in August the following year, the free movement of the Brahmin bull

means that cows are in fact impregnated all year round. Furthermore, the primary
herdsman sai d he weehewregetthbiasvébeabdlusegear
be sold to produce a more steady income stream (Mabizela, 2012: pers com).

The farm attempts to follow Smytheds veter
invol vi ng: AWe di p an dwoimrcglvescand vacgireste alisthe h e ar t
cattle at set ti mes of the year o (Khumal o,
possible to do so. ADonovan injects his <ca
heartwater every five weeks from October. We shouleetdone this already this year

but we donot famandia) ot fnes tce do nit ¢his ydam so (we do have
heartwater deathso (S. Mpungose, 2012: per s
do pregnancy checks but we see by looking, which takes ¢ildid). There was some

concern expressed, however that conception rates were declining and abortions
increasing, a trend Smythe said he was also seeing on his own farm, which he attributed

to subclinical redwater infections (Smythe, 2012: pers cdamally, Group A also aims

to follow Symtheds nutritional regi men but
farm produces its own maize as an input to the mineral supplements feed in summer and
winter. However, i Do n o v a nu cansseerhe diffedence, hism g R U me
cows are ready to be mated but ours take 1| o

ours Rumevite because we donot ibhdave enough n

Despite these extremely selffitical views of their cattle duction and veld

management , agricultural consultants found
score (4.21 5. 7) and when related to the rainfall
capacity of 3.5ha/ LSUo; A[ t] he sverygbhodhad an
pl ant density and good soil condition as we|l
stocking rate of 5.1 ha/LSU was undet ocked resul ting dAin the
condi ti ono (7ABaah hougehdlddseatiowesl 40 catti¢ bnly four houses

have either reached or exceeded this limit.

Although the men on the farm said they were using bulls purchasedappesvwith
Smythe, the report was critical of the usage of the crossbred Brahmin bull, which
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Adetract s fSmgthe cdttle theyarg praduciod which have good commercial
val ube) (

Furthermore, the report seemed unaware of the different range and production
management regimens on the split off portion of the farm, namely that used by Group B.
One of the six buseholds in this group kept their cattle separately from the others in a
grazing camp that only he used and where he also lived. The information on how the
remaining cattle were managed varied from respondent to respondent, with one
respondentrcatie gre mapagedfmPeavatively ... If we need to inject, dip,

buy lick, dehorn or castrate, we put money together and Ndizana and Ndaba draw it out
to buy what we need. We then work together to do the tasks. Even | [as a woman] do this
T | carry a whp on dip days. No one is employed and all of us tell each other if we see
that any catt | e-Khorae20Ri perk éom)( Qihercrédiioedantsen this
group, however, said the owners of cattle were entirely responsible for their own cattle,
although if a sick animal were noticed, this would be reported to its owner (N. Khoza,
2012: pers com; Makhubo, 2012: pers com). Furthermore, Makhubo, who has the least
number of cattle on the farm, also said he struggles to manage the costs of his cattle and
that people in Group A did not suffer to the same extent that he did. Nevertheless, the
management of grazing camps is collaborative (with the exception of the one household),
with the cattle of the five coperating households being grouped together iticodar

camps, and a camp allocated to cows and their calves, one for heifers and another for
bul |l s. Like Group A, t hratasonal regimem Orfcod yleaw,ws S my

the bulls are put in with the cows that are ready to breed.

7.4. The Sizisizwe @mmunal Property Association

The farm owned by the Sizisizwe CPA has a single outer boundary fence with no internal
grazing camp fence and is thus is a single grazing camp that provides fodder to both CPA
and household cattle, and household goats, ha@sdssome sheep. (Sizisizwe Focus
Group, 2010) While, as noted above, only 88% of households in 2010 owned cattle and
had the smallest mean household herd size (14) and range in herd size (23), the mean
herd size had increased to 16 cattle and a range dify43012 (ADA, 2012b: 54).
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However, this change was not due to herd growth but to the resettlement of a single
household from a commercial farm in the area to Sizisiziwd)( In addition, the CPA
owned cattle had dropped from 56 to 36 between 2007 ati2l 2G6hough the CPA had
not sold cattle at the Besters stock sales since at least mid 2009 (AAM, database, 2012).

Members of households complained that the farm was too small for their farming needs
(Sizisizwe Focus Group, 2010) and, although not all élooisls had yet relocated to the
farm, it already had too many cattle on it. An ADA technical assessment of veld and
livestock agreed with this assessment, stating that the farm was overstocked. The farm
has a grazing capacity of 2.6 hectares per largé stoic (ha/LSU) but had 185 LSU on

218 hectares and was thus stocked at a rate of 1.2 ha/LSU; in other words, the farm was,

using commercial farming standards, Aoversto

Despite this overstocking, the Nguni cross cattle were assassed bei ng Ai n exc
condition é but ma ibig) ,araendaltmoestv eolvlerdsatidei(n
abundant € with n o ikbd). gAttemptinfg to orecencilg thasei n g o (
inconsistencies, the report (phodpleai)sanmmart t he
Il i cko, whi c h Aibid).ICPA rdemlbers éad told me ig BO4Mthat sale of

the CPA cattle paid for inputs of feed to supplement the shortage of fodder for all

|l ivestock on the farm but gfhl tt]Joh ec osvaelre ceoasrtnsi r
we have to contribute from our own money to
Group, 2010).

The ADA report also confirmed the concerns of household members that their cattle were
not calving properly. The report notecettow number of calves at foot and suggested

that venereal disease (such as contagious abortion) or a severe tick borne disease like
redwater had infected the herd. A committee member said that in 2010 the 40 breeding
cows had produced only nine calves fitevious year (a 22% weaning rate) while eight
cattle had died in the same period (Sibisi, E, 2010: pers com). However, at least two of
the seven households had spent over R250 each in November 2011 on dip and antibiotic
for tick diseases. Furthermorethadugh 8% of the total household herd died in 2010, and
while this is higher than commercial herd standards, it was lower than the mean of 10%

deaths across the other five farms.
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The CPA had employed a herder for two years immediately after land refatrbyb

2010 the herder was no longer paid because the CPA generated insufficient cash.
Nevertheless, he continued to keep an eye on the cattle in a voluntary capacity. (Sizisizwe
Focus Group, 2010) Unpaid household labour or collaboration of mainly thdromen

the households on farm provided the labour for routine cattle maintenance tasks
(dehorning, castration, dipping, deworming and vaccinations). One respondent said he
provided food and beer in return for assistance with his cattle (Sibisi, P, 2016opgrs

while another said he had paid R800 for two fiane labourers to undertake the work

with cattle and weeding and harvesting crops in the previous year (Sibisi E, 2010: pers

com).

As a result of a combination of features on the farm, namely, tss &fguni breed, the

small size of the farm, the failure to rest and burn grazing camps, and tiseparation

of different aged stock, and not withstanding the livestock and veld assessments, the

ADA report stated that the type of farm system at Sizisimyand should continue to be,

a Acommunal subsistence existence aimed at r
an expected annual livestock -tdike of 7% with only 1% being sold off as commercial

sal eso (ADA, 2012e: thénost olvieus ponstraent om expatheon c e t h &
of cattle production was the farm size relative to the number of resident households and

the shortage of fence infrastructure, this production expectation also contradicts what
households were actually doing witheth r cat t | e, which the repor
Table 40 below shows, in 2010, 21% of the total housetwited herd was sold, and

most of those at formal stock sales, while only 5% of the total household herd was

slaughtered for ceremonial purposes.
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Table40: Sizisizwe household cattle sales

Sales N=10; n="7
Homesteads that sold cattle 6

No of homestead cattle sold 21

% herd sold in past year 21%

No sold at stock sales 17

No sold to local or passer-bys 1

7.5. The Nkuthu Kayishazwe Communal Property Association

Nkuthu Kayishazwe has five fenced camps, one of which is summer cropping fields and
only grazed after harvest. The CPA and housetbaltle are managed together. The CPA
divided most of its cattle in 2011 in an attempt to resolve an-fatndial dispute that

was spilling over into CPA production dynamics from one of the member households. In
the process, each of the three member Hmide received 22 head of cattle. However,
the CPA continues to own 15 cows and bulls, and sells weaners to purchase
supplementary mineral licks, fencing material, veterinary requirements (including
professional time for annual pregnancy testing) and rimtdr repairs. In 2012, sales
from the CPA herd ere estimated to have made contribution of R15,000 to the

collective kitty (M. Msimanga, 2012: pers com).

The grazing camps are wused all year round,
enoughlandher e t o h a v ebid)nideifees almat toave dogvn for the first

time are kept separately in one of the camps, breeding cows are kept in two of the other
camps and one camp is kept for weaned calves. The numbers of cattle in each camp are
countal most days and at the time of interview the numbers were 51, 48, 47 abdiPO (

The bulls are put in with the cows in late October and separated from the cows in mid
March. The calves are weaned at the end of May. Only heifers about to be mated for the
first time and bulls are fed supplementary hay in the winter. The cattle are all dipped

twice a month mainly in summer based on an assessment of how heavy the tick
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infestation is. Since it is both a red and he&gater area, the cattle are checked daily i

the summer for signs of illness and households keep medication on hand for when
symptoms of illness are present. Other veterinary interventions include vaccinating three
times a year, and VitédomroceA, idegwotiligng &odi
and general health, particularly of bulls and heifers. A vet does pregnancy tests of cows

and heifers annually.

The ADA veld and livestock technical assessment put grazing capacity at 2.5ha/LSU.
With an actual stocking rate of 2.7 ha/LSU, the re o nc |l uded t hat At hi
correctly stocked and from the general appearance of the veld and stock it appears that
the stocking rate and the grazing capacity
Furthermore, the r epagobdconditiorahd nhahyshave calies cat t |
at footo and that the Athree household | ec:
entrepreneurial spirits. This stands them in good stead to manage their natural assets
properly and sell off additional stock when neeessyibid: 6(7). However, the reported
noted fithere is a need to educate the stockn
to rest 25% of the farm annually. This will entail further camps and additional fencing
and A[ m]entor shi p,on an®wvidl tb the futuregcoranetial suecask u a t

Vv

and iabil iibidk9of the far mo (

Despite answering Ayeso to a checklist of n
support commercial production, the report classifies Nkuthu Kayishazwe as a class B

far m, which means A[r]educed production due
restrictions resulting in a potential livestock-bffa k e o f 1 5 %bidp B.rLikean numo (
Sizisizwe, this assessment contrasts with what the households actually didheiith t
cattle in 2010: 18% of the total househol d
with a mean number of nine cattle sold per household. Furthermore, at a stock sale for

cattle from land reform farms in 2013, the state vet and cattle bugeradl different

views about the production indicators. Commenting on the conception rates and concerns

of the farmers from a number of land reform farms, Dr Lukubisa said Nkuthu
Kayishazwe conception rates were 99%, as opposed to 92% at Mphuzanyon¥aat 75
Nyakaynyaka Yomshini. (Lukubisa, 201®ers com) At the same stock sale, | had an
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informal conversation with one of the buyers. He said there were 12 buyers, mostly
purchasing weaners for feedlots andinthe #dAqu
terms of the potenti al to grow out into a s

Nkuthu Kayishazwe had weaner oxen for sale.

Although the ADA report does not consider labour regimens on the farms, the way labour
is mobilized and deployed at Nkw Kayishazwe is different from the wage labour
model now dominant on commercial beef farms. The CPA previously had employed
three wagevor ker s (the three fAhousehold | eaderso
wage but this stopped when the cattle were éidAfter this, each household undertook

its own labour, with cattle management and related work falling mainly to particular adult
men and sometimes their young sons. However, | also observed collaboration between
the main cattle owners in each of the $eholds and the farmers on the neighbouring
land reform farm around dipping, vaccination and loading of cattle to transport to sales.
The brother of one of these men, who was a migrant worker but also owned some of the
household cattle, explained the labarrangements in his household as follows (X.

Msimanga, 2013: pers com):

AOQur family has never employed someone tc
employed Mhle [my older brother] for a time. Before my father died, he and Gogo

[my mother] and Mhle deded that Mhle should not go and find a job so that he

could stay home to look after the cattle and goats. Sbu [my younger brother] and |

give Mhle money to | ook after our <cattl e
him. It can take the form of money an animal, and we both know that Mhle will

always own most of the cattle in the herd because this is his only source of

Il iveli hood. o

7.6. The Ngula Kayishazwe Communal Property Association

Ngula Kayishazwe divided the 126 CPA owned cattle in 2008 amoregg&8Btheneficiary
households, each of which received four cattle and cash from the sales of the remaining

cattle. Cattle production and the management of rangetaedserefore concerned with
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household cattle. It was difficult to obtain clarity on how gnazing system on the farm
worked because there were so many different perspectives on the question. The CPA
chairperson (J. Makhuba, 2012: pers com) said there were rules and practices around
grazing camps and the rotation of grazing. Six clusters ghbeuring households had

each been allocated two to three grazing camps that were nearest them for their exclusive
use. The households were expected toperate around rotational grazing and to move

cattle when the camps had been adequately grazed.

However, this normative expectation was clearly not always adhered to in practice. One
farmer described the grazing practice in much more opportunistic terms as follows:

AOur cattle graze wherever we want. I f 1
othersi of the railway | ine, Il 61 | take my c
that side also bring their cattle to this side. The only thing | do now is look and

check if the grass is too short or wheth

movemycate 6 (J. Mazi buko, 2012: pers com).
However, he also said he would have preferred a more planned arrangement:

AThereds no plan here. I think we need
methodsi he used to allocate certain grazing camps at different tind® year

and then they woubid rest at other timeso

To some extent, the chairperson acknowl edges
commi ttee is supposed to oversee the whol e f
ontheirowni pepl e get stubborn and refuse to | iste

However, Makhuba is also part of an initiative to form a smalbperative of six
households that is attempting to access a government programme to farm Nguni cattle,
which would entaiimonopolizing some of the grazing lands. The concerns expressed by
some of the other households over this initiative resonate with the actions of one of the
members of the coperative who owns the largest cattle herd on any of the six farms,
with his stockstanding at 157 head in 2010. This farmer has already managed to gain

exclusive use of a grazing camp, and forci
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second camp he uses for his weaned heifers. While his actions are visible (and talked

about), they a not unique to the competitive dynamics surrounding the management of

grazing. It is claimed that when grazing runs short, some cattle owners from other
household clusters Apusho their cattle onto
use. The kairperson, Makhuba, acknowledges this and says he has tried to resolve it by
calling community meetings, but while A[s] ol
rul es ot her s j udd). Hadsays iaisimpgortast yo regdlve theseadiisp (

because figovernment does not want to see the

Despite these dynamics and concerns about what they imply for household farm
production in the longer term on the farm, the ADA veld and livestock assessment report
ranked Ngulakayishazwe as a Class A farm (ADA, 2012d: 8), namely, one on which the
trajectory would be A[n]or mal commer ci al pr
production related to a livestock dffa k e of 25% t o as ibid®.h as 35%

It isndt entirely c¢clear however what this a
score was Arel atively |l owd as a result of
(particularlyeragrostis planaand wiregrass) and soil capping on parts of the favimen

combined with rainfall, this rangeland assessment resulted in a grazing capacity of 4.4

ha/LSU despite the potential capacity for the BRU of 2 ha/LiBid:(6). The farm is also

found to be overstocked at 3 ha/LSU (with 500 LSU on 1529 hectarett)effoore, the

mi xed breed cattle (Nguni, Brahman, Drakenshb
obviously no breeding policy on this far mé
for this tiibdk?7).despitethis assessaent) thebre concludes that the

nfé farm al so has good veld management and t
training and the primdyi uondokesméteekephaesn 1t F
determine this. There is no reference to the divielb@PA owned cattle and the only

reference to farm management beyond the technical indicators is found in the comment

that A[t] he farm i s managed by the chairper:
are performed by aibid: 1)ms showe abeave ddweverhteisisaar mo  (
extremely simplistic observation about what are in reality complex and evolving

struggles around the monopolization of the rangelands by particular households and
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groups of households.

7.7. The Zizamele Communal PropertyAssociation

The members of the Zizamele CPA, as noted in the previous chapter, chose not to own
cattle collectively. The cattle and other livestock on the farm therefore belong to
households and members of households. A widow and CPA committee merdbaetol

that cattle management and the tasks associated with cattle production are mainly the
responsibility of heads of house, often assisted by the unpaid labour of their sons, who
would ride out at weekends to the grazing areas to count the cattle akdochtdeir

health and condition (Shabalala, 2012: pers com). How this may have differed in
households without sons and where adult men were working away from home is not
known. However, when the Department of Agriculture began to supply veterinary
medicines in 2012, cattle owners worked together to dip and vaccinate their cattle
(Ndaba, 2012: pers com).

The ADA technical assessment gave the farm a Class C ranking, which meant that the
type of production woul d, | i ke |Subststerke z we b
existence aimed at running cattle for their traditional needs with an expected annual
livestock offt ake of 7% with only 1% being sold off
6). This was based on a relatively low veld assessment score iddipatbe variable
amountsHyperhennia hirta(common thatch grass) and small amountsTbémeda

triandra (red grass) on those parts of the very mountainous farm that were observable to

the assessors. The report noted that burning of the veld was uncdntesliéting in bare

patches of soil surface with low organic matter. Although there were five camps with

good fences and the involvement of MfAmanageme
rested in the growing s e ashenighveMevaseusedimel es s,
summer and the low land, where the grass must be sweeter, was used in winter. [But]

t his coul d n o tibidb7¢ FimalynttHe farmmwasdoveéstockdd at a stocking

rate of 1.3 ha/LSU on a farm with an estimated grazagacity of 3.6 ha/LSU, although

212



A[t] he cattle are ¢é are in very good condi
anomaly that A[t] he good condition of the cc¢

veld nor the hibiddvy stocking rateo (

7.8. Hybrid Farm Systems

Despite the scientific discourse of these 0
ambiguities can only be explained by the following observation, the basis of which is

never explained:

ASubjective assessment secause rwery faramdwas f or e
unique. In some cases it appeared that smaller farms had the possibility of
reaching optimal production especially if there were only a few households and

there was acceptable managerial ability and entrepreneurial spirit exhiktited. O

farms were large but because of the very poor veld, erosion, many households and

lack of enthusiasm for livestock management and commercialization they were
classified as 6B6 or even o6C6 with | itt!]l

productionevewi t h training and support systems

In the discourse of commercial farm systems, it is necessary to ask what an indicator of
Afacceptabl e manageri al abilityo is if it 1is
score? Simila | vy , what i's an fdAentrepreneuri al spir
(particularly ox weaners) at a rate comparable with commercial beef hetake$f, and

the reinvestment of at least some of this income in production replacembeat?

alternative scourse, as Shacklet@t al (2000b), Behnke and Scoones (1990) and Hall

and Cousins (2013) all suggest, is that there are many farm systems geared at meeting
different production requirements, and the productivity of any farm system should be

assessed itls own terms.

Although there are similarities in how production is structured across the farms, there are
also sharp differences centered around whether the CPA owns cattle collectively or not,
whether the management of CPA cattle is different frommiheagement of household

cattle and in what ways, and, crucially, how farm rangelands are used and managed. In
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addition to how the different farm groupings have organized themselves around these
guestions, two structural factors have shaped contexts inhwdecisions have been

made. The first is the characteristics of particular farm, including the size of the land, the
agrabiological features of the rangelands, and the existence of fenced camps. The second
is the users of the rangelands, including the emof cattle owners, the presence of
neighbours competing for rangeland resources, and the number of cattle being grazed. |
describe these a®ntextualactors in so far as they were already given when | conducted

this research; however, as Chapter 5seation 1 above make clear, these were results of

the land reform process and in that sense were not necessary outcomes. Nevertheless, it is

against this background that the farm systems on particular farms have developed.

Although four farms in this sty still owned cattle collectively as a CPA in 2010, both

Nkuthu Kayishazwe and Nyakanyaka Yomshini had partially allocated cattle to
households albeit in different ways. Nkuthu Kayishazwe had retained a small collective

herd while Nyakanyaka Yomshini halivided into two groups, one of which retained a

collective herd. Sizisizwe and Mphuzanyoni both retained their CPA herds but

Si zisizwebs herd was in decline, possibly
Mphuzanyoni 6s her d h.aMhile eeitheraNyuaeKhyisBazwg marf i c an't
Zizimela owned cattle as CPAs in 2010, Ngula Kayishazwe had previously owned cattle

and divided up the herd up and disbursed it to households while Zizimela had never
owned cattle collectively.

Of the farms that had o CPA and household cattle, thréeNkuthu Kayishazwe,
Nyakanyaka Yomshini Group A and Sizisizivenanaged all the cattle together but for
different reasons. The cattle at Sizisizwe were managed together because the farm only
had one fenced grazing camyhich therefore allowed neither grazing camp rotation and
resting nor the separation of the cattle for controlled production purposes. All the cattle
on other two farms were also pooled, but they were then divided according to commercial
production technalgies, which separated heifers, weaned calves, breeding cows and
bulls. However, Nkuthu Kayishazwe did not practice rotational grazing and camp resting
because they had insufficient fenced camps, while Nyakanyaka Yomshini did not practice
rotational grazig because they followed a grazing regimen familiar to them from their
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days as labour tenants living and working on the farm they now owned. Both groups,
however, kept a camp for weaned calves, which was rested part of the year to reduce
parasite loads. Ftirermore, one of the reasons in commercial farm systems for keeping
different parts of the herd in their own camps is to increase control over relationships
between fodder provision, breeding and weaning, and veterinary routines. However,
Nyakanyaka Yomshii 6 s rogue Brahmin bull had under mi

catalyst for adaptations that better met household needs for regular income from ox sales.

At Mphuzanyoni, CPA and household cattle wert
followed similar management systems as those of Nkuthu Kayishazwe and Nyakanyaka
Yomshini Group A in that different parts of the herd were kept in their own fenced off

camps, with the bull introduced once a year and weaned calves put into rested camps.

Again, like the ther two farms, this separation allowed control of breeding, with set

times for dehorning, weaning and castrating, and veterinary interventions timed in

relation to pregnancy. The farming system of these three farms (until Nyakanyaka

Yoms hi ni 6 s begad)ahus anfarnted substantially to commercial production

systems, deviating mainly in not resting a quarter of the farm rangelands annually.

The household cattle at Mphuzanyoni, however, were managed in a manner more similar
to the cattle at Nyakanka Yomshini Group B and Ngula Kayishazwe, which were also

all household owned. Here, clusters of households living in proximity to one another
nominally shared allocated grazing camps, in which their cattle were kept together.
Individual owners managed the own cattl e except at Mp huza
wageworkers dipped, vaccinated and fed household cattle. Zizimele is similar in that
individual owners manage their own cattle but different in that grazing camps are not
allocated for the use of pamilar households. The relationship between cattle and
rangeland management is, amongst these groups, characterized by opportunistic grazing,
and, in the case of Ngula Kayishazwe and one farmer at Nyakanyaka Group B, some
large herd owners are beginning ssert exclusive rights to use part of the collectively

owned rangelands. The management of herds is also distinctive, with bulls running with
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cows and heifef§, year round breeding, and calves weaned mechanically (using nose

rings) rather than by separajithem.

Despite the variations in both cattle and rangeland management, the ADA technical
assessments of all the cattle were positive, with concern mainly about cross breeding and
fertility. As shown in Chapter 6, household cattle production is getrecheeting
multiple purposes, including contributions to the cash and food required for household
survival and to reproducing social relations (partially) through ceremonial. This chapter
has shown that CPA production is organized mainly along commenaa| klthough, as
Chapters 8 and 9 will show, the purpose is primarily to subsidize and expand household
production and generate small cash dividends. However, these complex purposes are not
at the expense of the logic of capitalist farming, where ammaibrtant purpose is to
produce cattle to sell in order to generate surplus fanv@&stment in replacing (and
sometimes expanding) operational capital. The farm systems evident on the Besters farms
are thus clearly hybri dianred : i ssu brsuil sttaennecoeuds,l ya
at both exchange value and use value. Hybridisation is not, however, an inevitable
outcome, but, as shown above and in the previous chapter, is shaped by struggle and
contestation as differently positioned social groups gteutp assert their interests and
claims over productive resources, and in doing so, bring about changes to the farm
system that, in turn, structures new possibilities and contestations. The Besters hybridised
farm systems are, in other words, unstablesarigect to change.

7.9. Conclusion

This chapter has described the highly diverse farming systems on the Besters Land
Reform Project farms. It has found that the extremely uneven distribution of productive
resources (land, cattle and equipment) during lafokm created a structural context in
which struggles over farming systems took place. The result of these struggles has been
the development of hybridized farm systems, partially geared at producing weaners

annually for sale to generate profits for redstment, and partially towards producing

39 Except at Mphuzanyoni where households may use the CPA bulls.
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cattle and crops for subsistence and for use in cementing kinship relations. The dynamism
in these hybrid farm systems partially accounts for the concrete conditions that give rise
to the processes of social diffat@tion that are examined in the next three chapters. In
Chapter 8, these processes are reflected in the inequalities embedded in the ceremonial
uses of cattle, and how struggles within lineage play out in the politics of CPAs; Chapter

9 considers some diie contradictions in reproducing the conditions for CPA production,

and Chapter 10 examines how these contradictions have shaped social differentiation and
specific accumulation trajectories on the different farms.



8. SOCIAL REPRODUCTION: THE CULTURAL F UND, CPAS AND
STRUGGLES OVER KINSHIP

8.1. Introduction

A central theme in Marxdéds writing (see,
and conditions of production must be constantly reproduced in order that production can
continue. As noted in Gipter 2 (Bernstein, 2010: 18), this involves reproducing three
components of production: the means of production; the current and future producers;
and relations between producers, and producers and others. In capitalist societies, the
social relation beteen capital and labour must be constantly reproduced in order to
generate funds for capital replacement, consumptiorcaltaral ceremory, as well as to
appropriate surplus labour for reinvestment in expanded production. This chapter
examines one aspect this complex process of social reproduction on the Besters land
reform farms, namely, the ceremonial fund and its role in the reproduction of kinship
relationships. The next two chapters then consider further aspects of social reproduction:
Chapter 9 argses struggles over replacement funds in CPA production, and Chapter 10
how these struggles shape the contradiction in petty commodity production between
social reproduction (funds of consumption and ceremony) and capital reproduction (funds
to replace tB means of production). This chapter illuminates a crucial dimension of this
contradiction in that the ceremonial fund is lodged in, and reflects broader social
i nequalities, particularly in terms of
unequal dstribution of these resources partially constructs the reproduction of kinship
relations as sites of struggle and contestations, which help illuminate some of the social

dynamics that structure the politics of CPAs.

The chapter begins with a discussafrterminology relating to family relationships, and
emphasizes the dynamic nature of family structure. It then outlines the farm histories

i mmedi ately preceding | and transfer when
and identifies some early lines tife conflict that emerged after land reform. Although
Acommunitieso doné6ét exist in a substanti

the farms, with evidence that dominant families or lineages strongly influence the
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structure of CPAs. Finallyhe chapter examines how kinship relations are reproduced

through marriage and burial ceremonies, which involve cattle, and increasingly cash

income, as an important component§ t he ficer e mdecb, Bérnsteiyndo ( We
2010: 21), but which also refleand reproduce broader social inequalities.

8.2. Terminology for kin and households

It is not easy to translate into English the Zulu words for various familial relations and

how they are used locally. There are four layers of important familial relatitwesfirst

is umndeniwhich | heard used in reference to immediate family (a husband, wife, their
children and childrends <chil dren) as well é
conjugal unit®. However, the emphasis does seem to be on the extendithgat

family*!, as reflected in the different words for male and female kin and centred, at least
normatively, on the authority of the oldest male relative, and particularly in relation to

claims onumndeniproperty, most visible in Besters around caftkee also Kuper, 1950:

100-101; Gluckman, 1950: 16970.) The second layer is the nucleated i (a man,

his wife or wives and their children) of temndeni However, there isn

(@)}
—

that refers only to this sulnit although there are was that describe the spatial
arrangements that visually and socially differentiate thisssubi t 6 s r esi dence wi

homestead oumuzj namely,indlu, or hut, and referred to as the home of a particular

OR | asked Gogo umodend sh8we mbeganr by-flapepreasénting hecdsedlfwn a f 1 e

and then went through each of her children, both resident andesment ad married and not married,
beginning with a daughter she had before she was married and a son who had died as an infant. She

compl eted her daughterds family, i ncluding her great
When shedd fidren and theirchildren,rshesdid that wasndeni wam{my family). | then
asked, one at a ti me, whet her her mot her and father

mother and father, and their brothers and sisters, weramnotlenj and sk said yes, they are. When it

emerged that her husband had been married before he married her to a woman who died, and had had four

sons, | asked are they nondeni?ZShe answered: O6yes, | suppose they mus
the home when ceramies take place. However, they are not reliable and | cannot depend on them for
anything at alld.0 (Notebook, November 1, 2012)

“1| observed variations of these family structures at Besters. Although in interviews amthelienisome

respondents (partitarly women) included relatives from the natal family (her parents and siblings), | did

not see relatives from a womends nat al family living
young woman who had fAbeen theaabsernealobany otheradults.eHowewer,l t he ¢ hi
did see unmarried sisters and their children, or their children born out of marriage, living at the homestead,

as well as an older unmarried brother of a deceased head of house.
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wi fe or s onnddsl uwikfaeM#{@bNgduasmee naf, t he sonds wife
name is Ndaweni, or more generalkgMakhoti,the house of the wife). Linked to this

are practices (sometimes normative rather than actual) that define the unit as separate,
namely, that each wife (either in a poygus context or the wives of different sons

resident at the homestead) has her own kitchen, which may be physically separate from

other living quarters. The third layezjhlobo, refers to the extended group on both sides

of the conjugal unit, includingatl el ati ves from the mother and
families that share the same surname from both paternal and maternal descé&rittiaes.

fourth layer is constituted by those who are descended from people who share the same
surname i6ibongo), which is the basis of exogamy and thus who is excluded as a

marriage partner. Finally, as suggested, the wardsizj indlu and ikhaya all have

specific spatial referencé&lmuzi(homestead) refers to a physical space that is occupied

by close members of themndeni,while subunits and age segmefitsccupy different

izindlu (huts) within theumuzi.lkhayaalsorefers to the homepace but has an emotional

resonance and is linked to identity and the place around which ancestors or shades gather

and are presenMar ri ed women, for instance, who move
homes, will make a distinction betweekhaya kithi(at my natal home) andkhaya

kwami(at my married home).

At Besters, these socipatial relations are further complicated by thistorically
imposed demands of farmers over the labour tenant households on their farms
(McClendon, 1997), and more recently, by the local farm rules established as part of the

“2This was explained to me as f | olzitdobogdes beyond people sharing a surname or related through

marriage. For exampl e: My mot herds maiden name i s Nt
grandmot her from my mot her 6s si de | Buth8leris.hMyl e z i and
grandmother from my fatheré6és side is Khanyile and |
candt have an affair with females from Ntetha, But hel
Mvel ases, wives rhadeo ndmeg ared Zondi and Ndlela. We are now also related to the

Mvelases, the Zondis and the Ndlelas. However, | am allowed to date and marry a woman from any one of

these surnames, even get married to tshSethedodper of my

of izihlobois very broad ( Zi g u: pews,con2 0 1 4

“3Young men often live together in their own huiirdiu separately from other family members.
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CPA constitutions, along with post 1994 legal and social pressures for gepgdity”**

Aspects of these are discussed further below.

I decided in this research to use the fhous
cluster of people who live, or are entitled to live, within the homestead. | do not mean to
infer a particulaffamily structure through this designation, and where there are multiple
subunits, occupying different huts within the homestead, | follow (Cousins, 2013) in
referring to these as compound household structures. The main reason for this loose
designationg, as argued further in Chapter 10, that the assumption that the homestead is
a consumption and productiamit (Crehan, 1995: 90) is often unhelpful at Besters in
that it obscures how cattle (and other property) are owned, managed and distributed
within the umndeni and how this distribution structures relatioasmong household
members. In other words, the very way the relations within and between households are
structured requires investigation and explanation, and the terminological descriptions
above ae often complicated in actual cases. A detailed analysis of these relationships is,
however, too big a task for this thesis. In this chapter, | sketch out some areas of
intersectionamongcattle production, intraand interhousehold relations, and CPAs as

the basis for understanding some of the mechanisms of social reproduction on the farms.

83. The history of the farm Acommunitieso

The CPAs that own the land reform farms are made up of households that constitute farm

Acommuni ti eso i n rsiyathey are laghlenmtities with fhe rightssand f i

* Rudwick and Shange (2009:-69) argue convincingly that the customukuhlonipha(the restrained

comportment, behavior and dress, and speech avoidance of young wives that demonstrates respect to her
husbandds relatives) i s at odds with |l egal equal ity
However, | also observed many womeralgnging the custom albeit in naonfrontational ways. One

example will suffice. MaDlamini had curly and coloured hair extensions added to her hair at a salon in

town in preparation for a wedding. Her husband saw her outside the hairdressers soordaftaravéold

her to cover her hair with a scarf. She refused, and retorted in public that if he insisted, she would cut her

hair short anhde aidgeod ca.r oWhedn btatree ot her women in the sal
was quite clear thathewa not . AfiHe is afraid Gogo [his mother who
to hlonipha 6 She | ater partially covered her hair wi th a
weddi ng, she again removed it amgd ctoanpd i merc ehudithamddds

what he sayso.
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duties of landowners; secondly, as shown in Chapter 3, land and agriculture policy places
pressures on CPAs to act as productings and thirdly, officials and members of the
associations themselves egfin certain contexts, to the groups of households associated
with particul ar funphadati)dewewer, & a briefrhigtoryi of thed  (
six CPAs shows, how these households came to constitute particular associations, and

thus farm communidéis, was often externally imposed.

At Mphuzanyoni, the 24 member households making up the CPA originated from five
commercial farms in the district, in addition to the farm the CPA owns. This list of
members was not the result of sgle | e c t i o cal from fheAPepaarhehtiof Land

Af fairs] came with a 1|ist and said what a
2010) . Nor was process of constructing the
was told | must come here to this farm. lhad li,ked Boshof f 6s farm é s
said I had to move because my son didnot
(Hlatshwayo, 2012: pers com). Five of the households that came to make up the CPA
association were already living and working on the farm befoseoship was
transferred. When this research began in 2010 there was evidence of newly built houses

all over the farm although another five households had not yet relocated because of the
costs involved. To complicate matters, in 2013, the CPA chairpedssnovered
unexpectedly that the official membership list is only 20, not 24 households. By early
2014, she had not yet informed the farm residents about this discrepancy because she
feared the information might cause simmering discontent around thetizelizgowned

CPA cattle enterprise (discussed further in Chapter 9) to escalate into calls for the non

listed households to be evicted (Mavimbela, 2014: pers com).

At Nyakanyaka Yomshini, 15 of the 16 association member households originated
mainly from acluster of farms owned by different generations of a single commercial
farming family (the Smythes). Four households had been resident on the farm prior to
land reform negotiations and were living on it when it was transferred to the CPA. The
requirementthat the other households relocate had been unexpected: officials and
consultants had assured the claimant households that they would get the land they lived

on, used and had <c¢l ai med. However, nt he |
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[and] said we hd t o join together to get a big far
claimants were initially deeply unhappy about these proposals but agreed to move when

the farmers said new houses would be built for them at Nyakanyaka Yoffishirnihe

households that werto become members of the CPA had relocated when | began
research in 2010 although the promise of housing had proved to be an empty one.
Furthermore, despite a degree of unity in the struggle over whether or not to relocate, this
shared history has not pented the emergence of subsequent divisions and disputes over

farm resources and production models (as discussed in Chapters 7 and 9). As a result of
these disputes, the CPA divided its cattle and the farm in 2008, and the members renamed
themselves GrouA and Group B. Despite this shattering of a nominal notion of
Acommunityo, the CPA continues to exi st i n
single propert$f, and, as discussed below, relationships between households continue to

be reproducedt least partlythrough ceremoniegor cultural fund, as Bernstein, 2010,

refers to it)

At Sizisizwe, while a legal association of members exists, the notion of a farm
Acommunityd remains incomplete in multiple
memberhouseholds: one was resident on the farm at the time of transfer, six others have
relocated since transfer, but three remain resident on the commercial farms where they
work. The main reason given for these households not relocating is that Sizisizwe is a
small farm and its grazing resources are already under pressure from the combination of
resident household and CRAvned cattle (Sizisizwe FG, 2010). The history leading to

this outcome is similar to the ot hdédax Sstori e
register us for | abour tenancy, and said we:¢
changed and said weol | get a farm i f we agr
didndét get the full area we were fhbdpbmised.

As a result of some households and their cattle not relocating, the struggles over farm

“5 Despite this promise, households from five farms refused to relocate, demanding settlement in situ. Their
land claims remain unresolved (Mabaso, 2011: pers com).

“The farm division has not been surveyed aedistered, and is, in this sense, therefore an informal
division. Neither has the CPA formally been divided into two associations in that the division has not been
registered with the Department of Rural Development and Land Affairs, although official&wane of the
divisions.
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resource access and use has been deferred to an unspecified future, although the
temporary nature of this deferment is expressed in the anxiety the resideehbids

have over how the additional households and their cattle will be accommodated in the

future. Nevertheless, land pressure has already begun to take the form of questioning who

i's a member and on what basi s. i WWethef ound o
white. We didno6ét want him but th%@biddhites sai

Unlike the farm histories above, the three households that make up the Nkuthu
Kayishazwe CPA were all resident on the farm when they claimed the land in 1896. T

of the households, Hlongwane and Makhowane, have long histories on the farm:
Makhowane was born there, as was Hlongwaneos
relocated prior to land reform in 1990. The three households had used the 600 hectare
faibmin i ts entirety, providing |l abour to the
winter grazing for his sheep. When the farm was sold, the families entered a lengthy

process of negotiation with the new owner, their neighbour, and as a result theamarm

subdivided and 436 hectares transferred to the CPA. It was not a happy process for the
families: AThere was a big disagreement and
hectares were taken from wus. o0 (Nkuthu Kayi
Yomshin, the unity that existed in the struggle against official and commercial farm
landowner interests has not prevented subsequent conflict. In 2011, afannitral

dispute over both household and CPA cattle spilled over into the CPA and resulted in the

CPA cattle enterprise being partially disbanded and the cattle divided amongst the three

member households. (The details of this dispute are discussed further below.)

Similarly, the Ngula Kayishazwe CPA consisted of 26 member households, who were all

residem on the farm at the time title was transferred to the CPA, with some heads of
house born on the farm. The previous farm o
State, and he drew labour from the farm and used it for winter grazing. By 2010,
however, thee were 28 households after one had divided as a result of aypolgy

marriage (Ngula Kayishazwe FG, 2010) and another as a result efantiiaal conflict

*" The householdumuzi)is identified as the same as the surname of the household, which is represented or
held by the head of house. In Zulu, the household can therefore be interchanged with the name of the head
of house,inthitk ase referred to as fAhed or #Ahiso.
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(Mabaso, 2010: pers com). Like the other farms, the process of land reform was
characterized byconf | i ct with | andowners and offici
attempt firstly, to reduce the househol dso
tenants and thirdly, to relocate them as a prelude to selling the farm. The (then)
Department of Laah Affairs intervened and the owner proposed subdividing the farm into

pl ots for each household and pooling the ¢
business é As | say, he was out to confuse
2010). The CPA eventdgltook transfer of the farm in 2003. Despite the history of

collective opposition during the land reform process, the association has been plagued
with conflict since the transfer, resul tincg
individual householdssome internal pressure to subdivide the land into household units

and resistance to collective action around farm and community resource management.

The history of the Zizamele association is unique relative to the other histories above in
that the 15households that make up the CPA had, prior to transfer, rented the farm for
R100 per family per month. The tenants had used the threat of eviction as a result of not
paying rent to pressure the Department to transfer ownership to them (Luthuli, 2010: pers
com), which occurred in 2005. Like Nkuthu Kayishazwe and Ngula Kayishazwe, the
households at Zizimele had all been living on the farm prior to land reform, but unlike the
other farms, they were not labour tenants or farm workers. Struggles between hisisehol
on this farm were evident early in the land reform process. The households had been
divided about whether to take up the option of G#ned cattle and opted instead to

take money in lieu of cattle, which the CPA then used to purchase three heatkdbratt

each household. Furthermore, the rules and authority of the CPA have subsequently been
challenged around practices relating to new household establishment. The CPA farm
rules prohibit the establishment of new households without the consent ofthette.

By 2010, however, one young man had movedodiiis home following a dispute with

his mother and had set up an independent homestead. He had requested permission from
the committee to do this, but the committee argued that the request wasnidlegit

because it hadnot been in writing, and Atr e
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home without bringing in outsiderso (Shabal

decisionmaking paralysis.

Despite the five years that had passed betvwieriransfer of farm ownership and my
research, the dominant | and reform O0storyo
grievance, confusion and betrayal by government and landowners. While this contrasts
starkly with the project story of succepsesented by landowners and government, it
nevertheless glosses over both the general and particular histories of conflict that have
made it di fficult to constitute and reprod
interests of the collective. Variousopb®@ r t s have described these co
(Binswangeret al, 2008; ADAa&b, 2011) and have argued that clearer constitutional

rules, and training in awareness of the sudeerequired to address the conflicts. These

histories, however,sugges t hat t he farm Acommunitieso exi
during attempts to oppose relocation or to struggle for better land reform outcomes. Since

land transfer, these imposed farm communities have either fragmented, or are threatening

to fragment,as the only partially successful land reform struggles coalesce around
struggles over farm resources and who is entitled to them. The conflicts engendered by

these struggles have been of sufficient severity to result in the dissolution of collective

cattle production on three farms (Nkuthu Kayishazwe, Ngula Kayishazwe and
Nyakanyaka Yomshini) and increasing tensions around collective production
(Mphuzanyoni) and membership (Mphuzanyoni, Sizisizwe and Zizamele) on the others.

Since these groupings of housklsoon particular farms cannot be described in any
substanti al s e n sigimpoant fio@ssessntbendiynamics that pothihald

them togetheand tear them apart.

Although tensions on the farms have been, and are escalating, there aretiglibstan
interconnections between households on the farms constituting kinship networks.
However, struggles over kinship relations also appear, to some extent, to shape both
conflict and the composition of the CPAs. A key structure of interconnection andadirena

conflict is thus kinship and struggles over its reproduction.
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8.4. Kinship relations on farms

| now consider the kinship relations between households on particular farms and across
the Besters land reform project: an aspect of the social relations ridzakigted,
influenced and were influenced by, land reform and its processes. As suggested in
Chapter 3, kinshipelationsandthe custons that shape thewan reflect how relations of
exploitation within petty commodity producing households are structbteBesters, an
additional aspect of these relations is how they intersect with the composition of CPA

committees.

In interviewswith 25 householdepresentative across all six farms, it became clear that

there are substantial linkages across familreparticular farmsThe black circles in the

Figure 2 below are the 25 households interviewed while the grey circles are households

to which they are relatedThe dark lines connecting households indicate relationships

based on male kin (fathers, broth&sspns and f at hersé brothers),
indicate relationships through women (mothe
Lines that go out of the farm boundaries indicate relationships to households on other

farms but that are neverthsgewithin the Besters Land Reform Project.



Figure2: Relationships between households on the farms

ZIZAMELE SIZISIZWE NYAKANYAKA YOMSHINI

—

MPHUZANYONI NGULA KAYISHAZWE NKUTHU KAYISHAZWE

As Hgure 2 shows, despite the relocation of households on three farms (Mphuzanyoni,
Sisisizwe and Nyakanyaka Yomslh), there is a dense web of relatedness on particular

far ms. As one person commented at Nyakanya
related Bahlobene bonkeJao ( Khoza P, 2012: [pers com). A
inter-relatedness depicted ihd figure occurs on Ngula Kayishazwe, where households

were already resident at the time of land reform, both Mphuzanyoni and Nyakanyaka
Yomshini, which were farm communities externally imposed by land reform, also have

thick relational webs. Nkuthu Kayialwve, on the other hand, where households were also

already resident at the time of land reform, has a relatively thin web. While there are

some relationships (both blood and marriage) across farms, these are not as frequent as

the relationships on partiar farms. This pattern of relatedness requires explanation,
particularly if it is evident in other land reform contexts; however, a full explanation is

beyond the scope of this study. Instead, | will attempt to point out some of the particular
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ways in whit the relatedness is structured and has changed with land reform, as a key to

understanding the social relations on the farms.

The emphasis today amongst the Bester families on agnatic or patrilineal kin is consistent
with their Swazi origins and Zulu ikfences (Kuper, 1963; 1950; Gluckman, 1950,
Krige, 1936, Rudwich and Shange, 2009), as described in Chapter 5. Perhaps most
striking in the figure above, despite the small sample interviewed, is the numerical
domination in particular CPAs of clusters ofnagic kin and households in which their
direct sisters and mothers reside. This@cated as percentages of all households in the
CPA in Table41 below. (The relationshipsetween households in the other two CPAs

were through marriage.)

Table4l: Kinship related households as % of total CPA households (N= 97; n= 25)

Foi Clusters of agnatic kin and direct No of related As % of HH in
female relations households the CPA

Mphuzanyoni Shabalala; Hlatswayo 7 25%
Ngula Twala; Nkosi; Shabalala; Mazibuko;

. . 24 86%
Kayishazwe Mabizela; Dube; Ndaba
Nyakanyaka

o Khoza; Khumalo; Mpungose 11 69%

Y omshini
Zizamele Shabalala; Madlala 7 44%

Furthermore, there appears to be an overlap in the dominance of particular patrilineal
family clusters gmndenj on the farms and the make up of the CPA committee. F
example, at Mphuzanyoni, the CPA committee and its employessteaded to be
dominated by two péicular extended familiesShabalala (which includes Mavimbela)

and Hlatshwayo (which includes Zikhalala and Khumalo). A secondary cluster is the
Langa/Nhabathi family and the Mlotshwe/Shange family. As the table below indicates,
in the first period of the Mphuzanyoni CPA committee, the Shabalala, Hlatshwayo and

Mlotshwe families together occupied six of the seven committee positions, including the
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chair. In the second period, members of interlinked families occupied four of the five
committee positions, including the chair. In the most recent elections, members of the
interlinked families take up five of the seven positions. The Shabalala and Hlatswayo

extended families also occupy most of the jobs provided by the CPA.

Table42: Mphuzanyoni CPA

2005-2010 2010-2014 2014
Chair Hlatshwayo Shabalala/Mavimbela | ---
Secretary Hlatshwayo Shange -
Treasurer Hlatshwayo/Khumalo | Other o
Shabalala
Shabalala Shabalala/Mavimbela
. Shabalala/Mavimbela | Hlatshwayo/Zikhalala | Hlatswayo/Khumalo
Committee
Mlotshwe Langa Langa
Other Nhlabathi
Other x 2
Shabalala Shabalala
CPA Shabalala
Hlatswayo Hlatswayo
employees Other .
Other Hlatswayo/Zikalala

In other words, there appears to be some overlap in the dominance of particular lineages
on the farms and the way power at local levellesezes in the structure of the CPA
committees and who is given employment. This is reinforced by the relationship the
Shabalala patrilineal cluster headed on the farm by Jabulani, has to the current chief,

InkosiNtardo Shabalala, as depictedrigure 3 below.
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Figure3: Shabalala line of descent from Inkosi Hadahada Shabalala

NTANDO JABULANI

NOMBULELO

Jabul ani Shabalala (2011) explained the nat
was Mdaweni. His father was Ndwandwa, and his father wastiNaba No b abads f at
waslInkosiHadahada, who fled from Swaziland when he fought with Dlarkiadahada

had three wivesas didmy great grandfather, Nobaba, and my grandfather had two wives.

One of my grandfather s wi vesgandthesothérivas mot her
the mother of Ntandodés father, Nt embel a. So

often accompanied me on the farm] says O6brot

A similar overlap in dominant lineage and members of the CPA committee and CPA
wageworkers occurs at Nyakanyaka Yomshini. The three dominant agnatically linked
families are the Khumalo, Khoza and the Mpungose. As the table below shows, of the
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five CPA committee members in 2010, only one, Ngwenya, was not a male blood relative

of one of theséhree families, and similarly with the employees of the CPA.

Table43: Nyakanyaka Yomshini CPA Committee and Employees in 2010

CPA Committee Member CPA Employee
Solomon Mpungose Korotshi Khoza
Hendrik Khoza Mpandlana Mpungose
Thembinkosi Khumalo Vusimuzi Mpungose
Moses Ngwenya Ndleleni Mabizela
Bonginkosi Khumalo (Chair)

A further dimension to this overlap between kinship and CPA structures is seen in the

way intrafamilial disputes intersect with CPA matters. Gluckman (1950: 169) argues that

lineage segments coincide with residential units to form a guoupgdenithat is distinct

within, and against other c¢clans, while Kuper
the same father undoubtedly depends largely on the status of the wives, and it is over
succession and inheritance that cleavages betweeibrbéiiers come out sharply and
bitterlyo. The intersection of these |ineag
most visible at Nyakanyaka Yomshini, where the leader of the CPA-break group is

Ndizana Khoza. The dispute here connects to an underlying grievance over inheritance,

which continues to resonate in conflicts between the sons of brothers, whavdreatus

of their own houses.igure 4 below shows the structure of the Khoza family and its

descendants, who all reside at Nyakanyaka Yomshini.
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Figure4: The structure of the Khozamndeni

o 0

( BLOBELE )

© DIMODI 9 ) ( ezan )

(" maomo )" korotsHi )( GUDEV ) ( BN T e >(WIL:.EM )

. 4

Blobele, Dimodi and Ezaya are allde ased as are Mgomo and Pa

According to Ndizana (2012: pers com), A my
should inherit, so the inheritance went to Dimodi, and then to Korotshi, because he was

the son who had stayed two generations ih lhlobase. My grandfather had a lot of cattle.

The inheritance should have gone to all t he
grandfather did not |l eave an inheritance to
familial grievance overlaps with a lingf division amongst the Nyakanyaka Yomshini

CPA members: Ndizana, Paulina and Willem all form part of the break away Group B,

along with Mgomo and two other households, whereas Korotshi is in Group A with his

brother from the same mother, Gudev, alondnwight other households.

Similarly, intrafamilial conflict over inheritance in the Hlongwane household at Nkuthu
Kayishazwe has spilt over into the CPA operations. The conflict here relates to claims

made by members of the Hlongwane family on both #i#ecof the household and the
Abenefitsd accruing from the CPA cattle and
arises in the context of an aging and sick widowed head of house who inherited cattle

from her husband, and which her oldest son manades siblings of this son, who is

al so the chairperson of the CPA, demand t he

amongst all children and farmed on the farm to which they assert a claim. They base this
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claim to CPA land and cattle on the use of thi@imes in the application for the Land
Redistribution and Agricultural Development (LRAD) grant. As a result of the multiple
bases to the claims and the conflicts arising from them, the CPA distributed most of its
cattle in 2011 to the three member houdés in order to insulate the CPA from the intra
familial dispute. This family dispute is analysed in more detail in Chapter 9 as a case in
which the role of farming in individual reproduction clashes with farming as collective,

commercial production.

Thee intersecting lines of division suggest that the contours of conflict within the CPAs

are not immune to older lineage tensions and the way property and wealth are distributed

and contested within them, and that these contestations may also be elicited, an
transformed, by new dynamics brought about by CPAs. However, it would be difficult to

assert on the basis of such limited data that lineage conflicts over inheritance are the
determining cause of division within CPAs across the country. Clearly, as (b988&s

47-8) shows, the rules of inheritance can and do change, particularly where important
livelihood resources are at stake. Extreme poverty, she argues, forces higher degrees of
interdependence between household members and can result in deferrganicénén

order to allow household members extended access to the resource. At Besters, the head

of the Msimanga household has allocated heifers from the cattle she inherited from her
husband to each of her adult children, including two daughters (ondswharried),
arguing that Atoday this is required [by th
who donoét get anything wildl watch the hous:e

fatherdés property wronglyo (Gogo Msi manga, 2

Finally, broader clan relationshipsizinlobo), with their weaker but nevertheless

important claims, are also apparent in the power plays at Besters, as evidenced in the case

of N. Hlatswayo at Mphuzanyoni. Neliswe described how her family was related to two

otherf ami | i es on the f ar mmaumepmnly fAmoyt W eart thse rbdrso tbl
(ubaba) However, when | ater | did a geneal ogy

had never been formally marriéd a n d whose Ohusbandé was d

“8 The marriage was neither registered nor where the customary ceremonies, sikthyida (dance)
performed.
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relationships didn o t emer ge. She expl ained: nAs | am
children, and we have the sam#dongo( sur name) , | ask them for h
such as when | must hold a ceremomyngebenio ( Hl at shwayo, 2011:
However, she never fefter residence on the farm to be secure, although it was difficult

to establish exactly why this was the case beyond that she had moved from another farm

during land refornf® She also claimed her life had been threated at an association

meeting butfeltunal e t o approach the chairperson bec:
Her household was also more generally vulnerable, as indicated by its high dependence

on child grants, the derelict external appearance of the mud home and the scarce
furnishings insideat. This combination of poverty, the age, gender and marital status of

the household head, and the absence of strong kinship relations on the farm all appeared

to combine to exclude her from the centres of power on the farm.

A househol dosa lipeageiandithe Mommantehof anparticular lineage on
farms can <clearly intersect in i mportant w
importance of CPA committees in shaping how the collective resources (land, cattle and
tractors) are used and benefiistributed across the membership is discussed further in

Chapters 9 and 10. This section has nevertheless shown how important kinship relations

are in how power coalesces in these CPA structures.

8.5. Cattle and the ceremonial in the reproduction of inequaliy

As argued in Chapter 2, ceremonies are important because they create and reproduce the
culture and the social order of farming communities. In this respect, some of the products
of labour must be allocated to a replacement fund for ongoing ceremoaidhysetty
commodity producing households, the ceremonial fund, as a demand on the total funds
for securing the conditions for future production, is thus caught in the contradiction
between the reproduction of capital and of labour (Bernstein, 201:@0)18Nhile
ceremonials are important rituals in reproducing social order, this contradiction also

means that they can be catalysts for disturbing the social ovdelf, (1966: 97).

“9When later some doubt was raised about households who were not on the official membership list, the
chairpes o n and another person suggested it mu st be Nel
inaccurately, as it turned out.
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Furthermore, as suggested in Chapters 3 and 7, cattle farming is caughtdipaarsive
dualism in which the ceremonial uses of cattle are seen as economically irrational from
the perspective of commercial production, and as part of a web of social entanglement
(Ainslie, 2013) from the perspective of mixed farming systems. 3éasion presents the

use of cattle in three types of ceremonial at Besters, namely, marriage, burials, and
Christmas festivitie¥, and argues that while they play an important cementing role
through the redistribution of meat, food and largesse, theyrgigoduce struggles over

kinship that intersect in complex ways with broader relations of inequality.

At Besters, marriage involves a number of transactions and interfamily engagements, the

main ones beindpobolo (bridewealth) negotiations and cattlarisfers,umembesdthe
transfer of gifts from a manonmabofthetmanstey t o hi
of gifts from the wifeds family to her hus|
dancing ¢kugidd.>* In addition, aspects of European widg have been incorporated

into the final ceremony, which takes place c
home includes ring exchanges and a religious
home, when dancing occurs along with the invgkai lineage and ancestors to whom

the new wife is introduced.

Similarly, ceremonies relating to the dead are extended affairs consisting of four parts,
which are sometimes combined. The first is threngcwabowhere the body of the
deceased is buried ian area near the house allocated for family graves. The second
involves purifying the living relatives from the contamination of deatfezd. The third,

which is sometimes combined with the second, is the raising of the spirits of the dead

person to joirthe ancestral worldufnkhuphul And the fourth part involves the feeding

*0Two additional uses of cattle reported in Bestersuanemulo when a girl reaches the age at which she

can be courted, andkutwasathe completion of the process of becomirgpagomaor traditional doctor.

1 Because marriage is a process of formalizing relationships between families and their lineages, it does

not require that the marrying couple is present at ceremonies. Indeedgrchiften arrange the marriages

of their parents after their deaths. One respondent highlighted the stretched out nature of the marriage
process: il ove had a fiwifed for 24 years but | am st
not yet narried when my father died,sowear r i ed t hem t wo yeampagscajgo. 0 ( Mavi n
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of the deceasedifnphakela ukudlawhen they demand it (which is known through the

divination of dreams).

A number of people said ceremonies for the dead use four to five (@atdddition to

goat s) . AWhen a person dies, I must wuse two
costs, then | must also sell one. After about six months, | must slaughter agerato

(cleanse) an&huphula(raise) the person. So in total, | wd slaughter four to five cattle

for a death in the familyod (Mpungose, Vv, 20
also involve a number of cattle and goats. S
final dance ceremony in 2013, involved [Dbolo cattle, the sale of five cattle, and the

slaughter of three cattle and four goats (S. Msimanga, 2014: pers com).

In 2010, approximately 2.7% of the total cattle owned by households on the six farms
were used in ceremonial slaughter by a third (30 or 35.@%}he households
interviewed®? Of the households that used cattle for ceremonial purposes during the year,
53.3% slaughtered one animal, 36.6% slaughtered two cattle and the remaining 10%
slaughtered either three or four cattle. The total value of thlesghtered cattle was
approximately R244,056, with a range in cost to the households that held ceremonies of
approximately R4,900 to R19,800. In addition to this, two farms, Mphuzanyoni and
Nyakanyaka Yomshini, each slaughtered G#w#ned cattle each Deader to distribute

as meat to its members for Christmas.

Data werenot collected in the household survey for cattle used for bride plot®I0)

and fines ifhlawule for sons who impregnated unmarried women. However, an
indication of these cattle usemerged from life history interviews and the cattle register.

In terms of the register: one of the ten households that completed the register transferred

threelobolocattl e to the future brideds family,

*2The figures from the cattle registers, which were updated every second month in 2012, differ somewhat
from these figures. However, on 10 registers were completatiessample is very small and thus less
reliable. Nevertheless, 1.5% of the cattle owned were used by two of the 10 households in ceremonial
slaughter over the year.

>3 The value was calculated using the mean price received for cattle sold by black farther8esters

stock sales between 2009 and 2013 of R4,973.
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pregnancy fine anceceived two cattle as pregnancy fines. Furthermore, since 32% of the

adults are either married or have been married, and most respondents sdaboteir

payments had been completed and thatdhelo was 11 cattl&, a quantification of the

value oflobolocat t |l e i s possi bl e. However, the sayi |
never completedod was often cited dobaloi ng | es:¢
was incomplete. It also became apparent thalbth@o agreements varied from as few

six cattle (Mrs Mavimbela, 2012: pers com) to 15 (Gogo Msimanga, 2014: pers com).

While it is therefore difficult to reatbbolo cattle transfers off marriage data, such data

are suggestive of what the total value of the combined transferred cattleemuaihing

lobolo debts might be. The cattle involved lobolo transfers and debts on the Besters

farms are in the region of between 550 and1400 cattle (adding all those women who have

been married and estimating tlodolo as ranging between six and 15tleg, with a total

estimated value of between R2,7 and R7 million or R32,000 to R83,000 per household.

Bridewealth orlobolo as a component of the ceremonial fund is thus a fund of
considerable value at Besters, and allocations to it can place presstire funds that
must be allocated to the replacement (and expansion) of capital and labour. What, then,

are the processes involved and how should they be understood?

Cattle are used in ceremonies on the farms both for slaughter and for sale to gaséarate

to cover the costs of goods purchased for ceremonies. géza and ukukuphula
(cleansing and raising the spirits) ceremony | attended, there was, in addition to meat
from the slaughter of two cows and a goat, bought chicken, brewed and purchased bee
and other alcohol, cool drinks, vegetables, scones and biscuits aed.desthis case,

the costs had been covered through the family membership to three stockvels (collective

saving schemes): one had purchased groceries, another alcohol and &eftaitha

¥ This response to the survey that marriages were completsulq(fully paid, marriages registered, the
dance ceremony undertaken) was so consistent that very early in the survey | belietieel tharriage
process data @eprobably inaccurate. It not only contradicted other reports of declining marriage (Cousins
2011, Mhongo andBudlender, 2013), but was also contradicted by informal conversations and my
subsequent observations.

*Based, astove, on the mean price received for cattle sold by black farmers at the Besters stock sales
between 2009 and 2013 of R4,973.
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third had paid out R3,000 in cash for additional costs. The cost burden of burials is so
important that at Mphuzanyoni, rent from leasing CPA land to a neighbouring farmer was
used to purchase burial insurance for its 24 members, and was tharguarent for why

many members wanted to continue the lease even though the expansion of CPA and
household cattle herdslso required the additional grazing land. (This is discussed in
detail in Chapter 9.)

Cattle sales are crucial in generating the dastover the costs of purchasing marriage
gift transfers and holding marital ceremonies. The costs incurred during Sbu Msimanga
and MaZi mudébs marriage involved the foll owi

1. Umembesq t r ansfer of gifts from the groom

family members from both sides of MaZi muo

deceased relatives and her stepmother). The gifts included a big three legged pot,

a large meat dish, an axe and knife for chopping meat, sugar, tea, a teapot and
cups, blanketscsar ves, shawls, sponge mattress
hat, umbrella, walking stick and blankets for her father; blankets, scarves and
pinafores for her female relatives and a scarf, bra, petticoat, socks and shoes for
herself. In addition, the i mangabés hired a taxi and t
neighbours and family to the event, and slaughtered a goat to feed all the
gathering visitors. A goat was also sl

t he event to the Madabout R75000a0hhisensge®to s . Sb

cover the costs incurred by the Msimanga family.

2. Umshado(the twaday wedding): An outstandirigbolo cow was transported to
the MaZi mubébs home to be sl aughmvermaed i n
umkwenyanpand to feedjuests; two cows were slaughtered at the Msimangas to
feed the MaZimu family, accept the bride and feed the guests. Costs included
hiring two tents for the events at each home, provision of food, drinks and alcohol
for guests and neighbours for two daye fee for two priests, hiring three sets of

bridal wear for the couple and their attendees to change into, bus and taxi hire to

transport family and nei ghbours t o bot h

photography, videography, music, choir and dance. tdted costs for the two



days were in the region of R35,000, excluding assistance provided at no cost by
friends and family. I n addition, the bric
a wardrobe and coffin filled twiet hZihmeurd st hi
with their costs becausamandl ey tiddicdwve@tr hda
share. Sbu Msimanga and his mother each sold two cattle and his brother sold one

ani mal to help cover {tobowcattl®fertR89,000iche Zi mu
cover wedding costs.

3. Umabo(t he transfer of gifts to the groomods
and deceased Msimanga relatives on both
uni t, including the groomdés f ambaedr 6s f i r.
children and grandchil dren. The gifts to
sl eeping wear, to the groomdés deceased |
umbrella, and all the other relatives received mats, blankets and pillows. The
groom also eceived a double bed with duvets, sheets and pillows, a drinking
glass and a small mat for negotiating kbieolo of his future daughters. MaZimu,
the bride, estimated that the gifts cost her R30,000 (MaZimu, 2014: pers com).

In addition to the transfeof lobolo cattle then, this wedding cost in the region of

R82,000, and required the sale ofl@Bolo cattle and five other cattle, and involved the

slaughter of three cattle and four goats. Nor can the cattle used in slaughter be the
discards of a herdnaox is used when the ceremony involves a man, and a cow when the
ceremony involves a woman, and the animal s

produces undesirable meats® (M. Msi manga, 201

The cattle used in ceremonies thus constitute afgignt reduction in herd size, and the

smaller the herd to begin with the greater is the withdrawal from the breeding stock.
AWhen my husband died, he had eight cattl e.
| had ceremonies for my deceased daugimtekpril and then my husband in August. |

5 Some negotiation around the actual cattle used does, however, take place. The sex of the cattle can be
Aibought 0 duceremaniesmend Ir obsergeel some strategizing around the use of heifers that
failed to get pregnant. Nevertheless, the smaller the herd, the less room there is for maneuvering around
animal selection.
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have sl aughtered four cattle this year al one

com).

The cattle used in ceremonial slaughter may form part of the house propekgriio
zaBabathe cattle of father) thiea wife or son has inherited, and to which other family
members continue to have claim. Gogo Msimanga described the claim family has on

these cattle as being part of &é6Zulu | awd. As

AFat her 6s c thime ¢ven naw €] nesed o Hd sonvething for fiim
such as marry him, or any of his sons or daughtdtsat would come from these

cattle. When something like this needs to be done, | meet and agree with my

brot her and then we tell our sisters. o
Thereer ence to o6fatherds cattl ebd, however, i s
responsibilities a man holds on his fathero ¢

cattle. If the cattle he inherited from his father are no longer in the herd, the

responsibilities t o ful fildl hi s fat her 6s o |
Ceremonies thus fAdrain moneyo ( Mpspiiuglo s e, M,
pressure to undertake them is nevertheless immense and ripples acuosadbai Il Al f

dondt have cattl e, ot her relatives would ha

have problems [ with ancest oibisl)] Howelver,thése se cer
claims are not always smooth or easy to negotiate. As Gluckman (1950: 1&3)qdi

members ofumdeninhol d rights in each otherds herd:
bet ween [l i neage segment | me mber so. Furthe

arbitrations reverberate at CPA level.

In the days following a cleansing and raisingepeony at Nyakanyaka Yomshini at
which more than 50 neighbours and relatives had feasted on two slaughtered cattle, food
and drink, | interviewed people from eleven households about dynamics on the farm.
Conflicts that continue to tear the CPA apart enmergeften expressed with deep
bitterness and resentment. All the same people interviewed had been at the ceremony, the
men sitting together drinking beer and chopping meat and firewood, the younger women

preparing and serving food and the older women si@lancing and gossiping in one of
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the huts. The ceremony had brought together people who were, in other spaces, pulled

apart by conflict. It had also both expressed and soothed existing tensions: two women

(both from particularly poor households) weredgd for being drunkards and neglecting

their chil dren, and they had responded that
stress. 0 When they |l eft the event ,packehey, | ik

of cowbdbs meat .

The ceremonies in Bess, then, bring together relatives and households on farms to
share sorrow and celebration, and simultaneously they redistribute meat, food and drink
in ways that ease some of the consumption pressures of the extremely poor. (See
Ferguson, 2013: 173 ondHdistributive funeral economy). But, the ceremonies are also
embedded in existing inequalities in the social body. Not everyone has the four or five
cattle, the goats or the cash to produce mourning and marriage feasts like the ones
described above, andi$ socieeconomic difference is reflected in a new idiom for burial

ceremoni es. A fibus ceremonyodo is one where ¢
by families and neighbours. Fewer peopl e wi
goatisslaugtr ed. A reason given for this was: AT

jealously protect their possessiomiamona and do not care about those who have

littleo (Mamane, 2012: pers com).

The displays of consumpti on briagingnemdogab moved
pressures. AMy father told me no cattle wer
was growing up. It was the neighbours and
today, the ancestors require a cow to be slaughtered, and if yod tlo, no one wil|l
you to dig the graveo (M. Msi manga, 2012:
purchases of goods and services for the marriage cerenfoaies food for burials

indicates that these processes are fully integrated into commodity sinehiich make

visible both the growing inequalities and who is able to meet the moral imperatives of
relationships between the living and the dead. Those with the cattle and cash required for

*"The commodification of marriage has also stimulatezl émergence of a small but vibrant retail and

service sector in Ladysmith and its surrounds that includes the hiring of tents, tables and chairs,
Atraditional 6 and Western marriage clothes, the prov
and dancing groups, along with purchases of gifts, food, and drink.
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the full ceremonial feasts are not just rich and capable ofédaeg their actions are also
morally good in that they reflect good stan
entirely surprising t hat there [ an ovel
performance, position amongst kin and social status oontadand, and the election into

positions of local power, such farm CPA committees, on the other.

Smithés (2004: 569) analysis of Il gbo funer al
broader social processes in which these rituals are embedded im Sowcb. He

suggests that funerals fAcrystallized the pat
Atremendous expectations for conspicuous <coO

exacerbatesctahe ®Bloaxn aé t r ansf onectiteertaliso.n s 0 ass

Families are encour aged &b gedlesuflyobegrudgedfort hei r
their achievementso, and A[bJurials as ritue
sometimes helping to resolve them but also servingtgth | i ght andibid,nt ensi f
571).

In this context, the CPA cattle slaughtered for meat at Christmas time has a particular
resonance. | observed one such occurrence at Mphuzanyoni. The farm workers had
selected for slaughter two older cows thatevinfertile. The slaughter and butchering

took place on the same day a CPA annual general meeting was held, during which cash
dividends were paid out and heifers distributed to each household. The division of labour
between the men and women was similaceéoemonial slaughters: men undertook the

sl aughter and butchering, which occurred ou
the women cleaned the stomach and entrails and cut up the meat into portions for each
household. The men roasted some of tesif meat on an open fire, which was consumed

by all together with alcohol. While it was an occasion filled with laughter and
celebration, it also elicited existing tensions and reflected some of the pressures on
households within the farm community. Onember of the CPA, who was unemployed

at the time, objected to the slaughter, sayi
al |l the ceremonies that take place here. Wh¢
com). Another member disagreed, saythere were households who would not be able

to afford meat at Christmas time and fthey
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happyo (J. Shabal al a, 2012: pers com). Thus
CPA production success and its generosihd was thus a moment in reproducing farm

community, it also reflected and was embedded in the tensionguifarm community

under pressurgarticularly the broader social processes that reproduce inequality.

8.6. Conclusion

This chapter has describeceth hi st ory of e s téarbtheiBsstenislargi 6 ¢ 0 mmt
reform farms, and the importance of kinship relations and dominant lineages in shaping

how they are constituted. The purpose has been to contextualize and ground the process

of social reproductiorand the role of ceremonials in these as key to understanding the

claims on the different replacement funds described in Chapter 9.

However, it is also clear that kin relations are themselves sites of struggle and
contestation, embedded in and reflectibgpader inequalities in the society. The
integration of burial and wedding ceremonies with both cattle production and a cash
economy means that not all households are able to meet the new requirements for
conspicuous consumption, which affects their sogasition and their capacity to
influence local farm politics. These struggles within kin relations thus inform the
structure and composition of the CPAs both in terms of the committee appointments and
in terms of who secures wage work on the farms, reiad broader social inequalities

and the ideologies and power dynamics they are embedded in at farm level. The burial,
wedding and Christmas meat ceremonies are contradictory: on the one hand, the pressure
for conspicuous displays helps to increase tetidution of meat, food and drink, easing
consumption pressures in poor households. On the other hand, the ceremonies serve to
bolster the social status and esteem of those able to provide a noteworthy display and thus
place pressure on all households neet the new standards. Furthermore, those
households able to put on a conspicuous display increase their social standing and are
thus in a better position to influence the local farm politics, while those unable to meet
the demands of ceremony lose soatnding and local power, slipping into an ever
weakening position with ever increasing risks to overall social stability at farm level.
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A core feature implicit in these dynamics is the different kinds of demands and claims on
current farm productiom terms of cattle and cash in order to create the conditions for

future production, including ceremonials. In the next chapter, the different replacement
funds for ongoing production at CPA level are examined in terms of the struggles around
them and theconsequences particular decisions have on production. Core to these
decisions is how CPA committees are structured and their power grounded, which this

chapter has located in the dominance of certain lineages on farms, and in ceremonials and
who can undeake them.
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9. CPA PRODUCTION: STRUGGLES OVER INCOME AND
REPLACEMENT FUNDS

9.1. Introduction

This chapter builds on the descriptions of farm production in Chapters 6 and 7 and
provides an explanation of the contradictory social dynamics that drive praductio
outcomes at CPA level. Chapter 6 showed that the notion of the farmer as an individual

who farms fulltime with the sole purpose of producing commodities for sale does not

match well with large, compound nature of households and the labour they ptbeide,

mixed livelihood strategies of individuals and households and the uneven distribution of

both cattle ownership and income from multiple sources across households. Chapter 7
develops this further showing that the way cattle and rangelands are manaiyedaoal

reform farms is not always consistent with the technical indicators of beef production,

and even where cattle and rangelands are fo
commercial production frequently neglect the different pushes and gultangeland

management in CPA contexts. The type of production occurring in these contexts is

neither strictly commercial nor subsistent but rather hybridized to meet multiple purposes
including commodity production. This chapter examines the sociahagsaunderlying

these hybrid production systems and the cont
notion of Afundso that mu st be replaced frr
conditions for production. The chapter finds that the competingaddshon these

replacement funds puts continued production at jeopardy (Bernstein, 201205 11(R).

9.2. CPA conflicts and their origins

As early as 2008, Binswanger et al (2008: 25) noted the widespread nature of conflict on
the Besters farms, and thaeyhwere of a sufficiently serious nature that they threatened

the success of the | and reform project. nl
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been some social conflicts, and it has become apparent that an acceptable mechanism for
conflict resolutioni s essential . o0 However, the underly
anal ysed, beyond fAanecdot al evidence [that]
the cohesion within the CPA i&d} The agrogppsedy a key
solution wagmore rules, with clear sanctions and the establishment of committees to deal

with the infringements; in other words, conflict was amenable to local institutional

resolutions.

When | began fieldwork in 2010, the conflicts described in Binswanger #tid)l Wwere

clearly escalating and, as noted in the previous chapter, CPAs had taken different
decisions about how to resolve them. Of the five CPAs that had owned cattle collectively,
Ngula Kayishazwe had already disbursed its CPA herd to its members, while
Nyakanyaka Yomshini had divided its CPA herd into two with onegsobp (Group B)
disbursing its allocated share of cattle to its members and the othgroayb(Group A)
retaining ownership of the cattle as a collective. By the end of 2013 when | had
completed my fieldwork, the Nkuthu Kayishazwe CPA had also disbursed most of its
cattle to members, and the Sizisizwe herd had declined so substantially that the CPA was
no longer selling CPA cattle at stock sales and could not fund a salary for a worker.
Conflicts in the Nyakanyaka Yomshini Group A were escalating and some committee
members had begun to talk about disbursing the herd to its members, as had conflicts
within the Mphuzanyoni CPA. Although the conflicts appeared unique and particular to
each CPA a close analysis of the production contradictions indicate more systemic

contradictions at work.

In this chapter, | begin by examining the pressures over time on cattle production at
Mphuzanyoni , one of t he Osuccesisfofuthed f ar ms
emergence of conflict over the competing demands on how income should be distributed
between the different replacement funds, namely wages, annual operational costs,
investment in expansion and dividends to members, and how the Mphuzanyoni CPA
members have struggled to resolve them. | then consider whether similar contradictions
are occurring on two other farms, Nkuthu Kayishazwe and Nyakanyaka Yomshini, and

conclude by arguing, against Binswanger eilat] that a more comprehensive account



of the conflict lies in the irresolvable contradictions related to reproducing the conditions

for production at CPA level.

9.3. Mphuzanyoni: conflicts over replacement funds

931. Mphuzanyoni 6s declining profitability
Table 44 below indicates the changes over a-fivear peri od i n Mphuzan
annual i ncome and expenditur e, with the re:

annual income rose steadily from R277,000 to R432,000 between 2009 and 2011, but
thereafter fell sharply to R198,000 in 2013. The annupkrditure line more or less
follows the income line except in 2010 when expenditure drop21d R00, and this is

also the only year in which the CPA makes a profit, an amount of R85,000. The only year
with an annual expenditure lower than 2010 is 2@t 33203,000, when a small annual

loss of R4,600 is registered.

Table44: Mphuzanyoni profit/loss between 2009 and 2013

Source: Information supplied from Mphuzanyoni bank statements

However, as illuminating as these trends ardemms of the profitability and general

trajectory of the CPAOGs cattle enterprise, |
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