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performance bonus'’*. General workers reported working for 8-10 hours a day. However, the
nature of dairy farming means that working hours can be unpredictable, and overtime was
frequently reported. Workers are on-shift for either 8 or 10 days and then off for 2 days. Dairy
farming is thus more demanding of labour than other sectors of agriculture might be. This may
limit who can access or who is willing to take on these jobs. Some respondents, who were
unwilling or unable to labour on the JV farm, referred to domestic labour demands such as
caring for children or the elderly, as well as health status, as prohibiting factors. On the other
hand, the fact that dairy farming necessitates more permanent labour (as opposed to seasonal)
is of benefit to households in a context where permanent contracts are a scarce commodity.

Table 26 above, illustrates that these jobs make quite significant contributions, although with
some variation across households. The median contribution for permanent jobs at
Keiskammahoek for JV dividend and wage receiving households is 17%, and for JV wage
receiving households it’s much higher at 42%. There is quite a wide range among these
different households in terms of the contribution of JV wages to household incomes. For the
JV wage receiving households, the contribution is in the range of 17% to as high as 94%. For
JV dividend and wage receiving households, the range is between 8% and 50%. For more than
30% of all households with permanent JV jobs (across both categories), the income from a JV
job comprises over 50% of their household income. For 73% of households, the JV job
comprises at least 25% of their total household income.

The contribution of casual jobs is far less significant, which reflects the relatively short-term
nature of these jobs. However, for a relatively income poor household, access to a short-term
casual job can still contribute a significant proportion of household income. For example, I
surveyed one household where a casual job, lasting only three months, contributed 42% of
annual household income. The relatively higher contribution of casual jobs to the household
incomes of JV Wage Receiving Households, in Keiskammahoek as opposed to Shiloh (see next
section), can be explained by the presence of skilled labourers who are remunerated at a higher
wage.

Contributions of JV jobs: household perspectives

I must again caution that it is difficult to separate the contributions of JV jobs in relation to
other household incomes, since money is fungible. That said, this section tries to understand
what impact JV jobs have had on the ability of households to reproduce themselves, and
whether in some cases, these incomes may have been reinvested in other productive activities
such as own-account farming. 7 of the 33 respondents interviewed, said they were able to save
or invest part of their salary in other productive activities like farming. However, several
respondents also indicated that they were using these incomes to pay for the education of other
household members, which can also be considered potentially productive, or at the very least
an investment in diversifying household incomes. The following quotes indicate the
contributions that JV Jobs make to household reproduction:

1 For example, one manager was receiving R20 000 per month and another was receiving R27 000 per month. The managers also have a
bonus system, based on the farm performance.
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Female respondent, JV Wage Receiving Household, (poor asset group): “This job is the
most important salary in the house. We used to stay in a shack, but since working her | have
built a house and I can support my children and buy them clothes”

Male respondent, JV Wage Receiving Household, (middle asset group): “l want to buy
livestock because | have a son that needs cattle, but I don't earn enough money here at the farm
to buy anything other than groceries”.

Male respondent, JV Wage Receiving Household, (poor asset group): “The income | get
from this job on the farm is much better than the casual brick laying | did before in the
community. It’s the largest income we have. Now | can support my children and buy clothes
for me and them.”

Female respondent, JV Wage Receiving Household, (middle asset group): “I worked here
on this farm before Amadlelo came here- for 10 years now. Things are better now with
Amadlelo, the money is better now. | use my salary to buy furniture and | also extended the
house. | spend it on sending the child for education. All of this comes from my salary. | haven't
put any money in livestock because my husband buys livestock and things for our garden, he is
a truck driver.”

The above quotes indicate that the JV jobs make important contributions to household
reproduction. Many key informants highlighted the stable nature of income from a JV job. In
many cases, their salary is the largest household income source. Several workers also
highlighted that this was their first job in agriculture, and thus they were learning a new skill.
Their JV salaries are in many cases comparably better to their previous jobs, like the response
above indicates, from a worker who previously did casual brick laying. Some respondents,
however, note that salaries on the JV farm are lower than their previous permanent or casual
jobs in cities but that living costs are lower in Keiskammahoek, as indicated in the following
quote from a JV worker.

Male respondent, dividend and JV wage receiving household (rich asset group): “I lost my
job as a security guard in Cape Town and then I returned to Keiskammahoek to work at the
dairy. The salary was better in Cape Town but after paying for rent and transport it was
actually less than what | get here.”

The relative contribution that these incomes make clearly varies and whether they are deemed
sufficient, is influenced by the number of dependents that the salaried individual has to support.
High levels of unemployment in households, means that it is difficult in many cases to save
income for other productive activities. However the following quotes below indicate that there
are some cases in which this is happening:

Female respondent, JV Wage Receiving Household, (poor asset group): “I used some of my
money from this job to buy the pigs. Before working here | didn't keep pigs, just chickens. 1
already got R800 from slaughtering one pig and selling it in pieces. | was meant to get R1500
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but people buying on credit haven’t paid yet. | am planning to buy more pigs to slaughter and
sell. 1 also buy my mother groceries, | don’t give money because otherwise my brothers drink
the money, they are all unemployed".

Female respondent, JV Wage Receiving Household, (middle asset group): “My life has
changed a lot since getting this job. | have a bed now, before I didn't, and a fridge! | can pay
for my children to use transport to go to school and buy things they need...1 bought two calves
from the farm, but they died because | had no time to look after them. I will buy more calves
soon, in time for my son’s circumcision. I’ll also keep some, so when | have a problem with
debt I can sell them. | pay my sister R500 a month to look after my children and she will also
look after the new calves so they won’t die.

Conflicts and contestation over JV jobs in Keiskammahoek

Although it is clear that JV jobs are contributing significantly to household reproduction, there
are also many conflicts emerging over who has the right to these jobs. The farm’s trust has
committed to only hiring people in the local vicinity, apart from the managers, since hiring
people from outside of Keiskammahoek has been met with resistance in the past, as a farm
manager explains: “There are no tensions in being a manager from outside the community
because they know there is no one here that has the qualifications. The problem comes when
we try and employ people as general workers from say Alice. So we try employ only locally.”

The following quotes from different no JV benefits households, reflect these tensions over JV
jobs. The JV farm, as a capitalist enterprise, sits uneasily within a communal setting where the
continued viability of the farm itself relies on maintaining broader social networks within the
neighboring villages:

Female respondent, no JV benefits households (rich asset group): “The older workers who
are landowners shouldn't be able to work there because they get pensions and profits from that
farm too. They must keep those jobs for the youth in this village!”

Male respondent, no JV benefits households (middle asset group): “You have to bribe
people to get in there. There is a lot of politics in who gets the jobs there and who doesn't. The
people who get hired are those who are kids of the farmers or friends of them. I know many
people who tried and couldn't get a job there... It's not easy unless you beg and beg.”

Even though only 27.5% of the work force on the JV farm is actually household members of
irrigation plot owners, the perception about unfair hiring practices was widely held among the
no JV benefits group. In cases where JV wage receiving households were kin of irrigation plot
holders, they maintained in all cases, that they had to go through regular application procedures
to get their jobs, as this quote reflects, “I submitted my CV, the same like all the others, it
wasn’t my uncle that helped me get this job”. There are also contentions among the
landowners, as to who gets access to JV jobs, as the following quote from a dividend receiving
household suggests: “I did ask for a job for my child but it's not easy because all the committee
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members get their children the jobs. When you are not on the committee, you don't get a
chance to put your child in to work”.

Other dividend receiving households, however, expressed their concerns that their children
weren’t interested in working on the farm. There are many reasons for this, including the
perception that dairy farming is ‘hard labour’. Many younger household members also see their
future in urban areas, where salaries are higher, as the following quote from a dividend
receiving household reflects: “All of my children are working in the big cities, none of them
wanted to come back here and work on the farm. They are all in Knysna or Cape Town. They
think they can make more money there.” Some of the elder land rights holders, were therefore
concerned about the future of the JV farm once the current landowners passed over.

An analysis of the kinds of jobs that the children of the Keiskammahoek irrigation plot owners
engage in indicates that many have access to civil servant and permanent employment in the
cities. The historical patterns of accumulation of land and class formation among the
Keiskammahoek farmers, afforded these households the opportunity to provide a good
education for their children. Many have attended technical colleges or universities, or at the
least finished high school. A relatively poorly paid job in agriculture, (if it is not a management
position), is therefore not appealing to many of these youth.

These complex discourses and emerging conflicts, over who has the right to work on the farm,
are permeated with language of belonging, but are ultimately driven by a crisis of reproduction
in the wider community (as evidenced by the socio-economic analysis of no JV benefits
households above). These tensions have materialised, in some cases, into outright violence and
intimidation over jobs. During fieldwork, I came across three households that had left
employment on the farm as a result of threats or attacks. The following quotes indicate the
heightened tensions emerging around jobs:

Male respondent, JV dividend receiving household (rich asset group): “I worked on the JV
there for a while, 1 was working night shifts as security. One day some guys were trying to
attack me on the way to work. When | was a security guard, | caught one guy stealing cattle
and | think that person employed the guys to attack me.”

Female respondent, JV wage receiving household (poor asset group): “My son was working
at the farm in a casual job earlier this year. But he had to leave because he was receiving
threats and some guys were preventing him from going to work. I think this man wanted the
job for himself. | feared for his life and advised my son to leave the job”.

Security guards have especially been the targets of intimidation by thieves wanting to steal
dairy cows, feed, equipment or other inputs from the farm. The farm, at one point, resorted to
hiring security guards from outside the community to guard the farm at night, as the risk was
too grave to workers considered to be ‘community members’. Another risk to workers is
particularly of a gendered nature. Many female workers, in both Keiskmammahoek and Shiloh,
expressed fear about walking to work in the early hours of the morning. Most females are
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employed on the farm are milkers, and milking starts at 4am when it is still dark. There have
been cases of attacks as well as attempted attacks. Some workers, who live far away, have been
provided with residence on the Keiskammahoek farm to address this.

10.5 Impact of JV Dividends on Social Reproduction in Keiskammahoek

In Keiskammahoek the JV dividend contributes quite significantly to overall household
income. In the 2015/6 financial years, irrigation plot holders at Keiskammahoek received a
once-off dividend of R50 000 (based on farm profits), as well as R5000 a month, which they
referred to as a ‘land-rental’.*"® From the 19 households sampled the median JV dividend
(including profits and rentals) they had received in the last twelve months was therefore R110,
000. Three dividend receiving households said they received R90 000. Two JV dividend and
wage receiving households said they received R90 000 and one said they only received R52
000. The remaining households: 5 JV dividend receiving households and 8 JV dividend and
wage receiving households, all recalled receiving R110 000. Since this data relied on the recall
of key respondents, | can’t be sure whether these discrepancies point to unequal distribution of
benefits, or whether respondents were deliberately underplaying their benefits, or in some cases
couldn’t recall accurately (in some households old-age may account for discrepancies).

Table 27 below illustrates that the dividend contributes significantly to total household incomes
for both taxonomic groups. For dividend receiving households, the mean contribution (48%) is
larger than the median (44%), illustrating a positively skewed distribution. Among a few of
these households, the dividend is contributing very large proportions to total household
income. This reflects the generational characteristics of this taxonomic group (relatively old
household heads). Some households are relying exclusively on dividends and pensions, for
example. The range of contribution of dividends to total household income is between 15% and
86% among dividend receiving households. Among the JV dividend and wage receiving
households, there is a negatively skewed distribution and the mean value (43%) is lower than
the median (47%). There is a smaller range in the contribution of dividends to total household
income among this group, from 21% to 65% of total household income.

Table 27. Keiskammahoek: Contribution of JV Dividends to Household Incomes
(N= 19 households)

JV Dividend as proportion of total household income in 2015/16
Case study site Category of respondent Mean | Median
Dividend receiving households 0.48 0.44
Keiskammahoek JV dividend and wage receiving 043 0.47
households

Across the 19 households, according to household recall, R1 932 000 was distributed in
dividend payments between November 2015 and October 2016. However if we assume that the

172 Although landowners refer to these as ‘rents’ Amadlelo Agri explains that because the sharemilking model implies that the landowner’s
contribution to the farming business is their land and fixed assets, the dividend is in fact their profit share. There are however cases where
additional land has been contributed to the JV schemes and a set land rental is paid e.g. at Shiloh for additional ¥ hectare food plots that were
acquired and at Amadlelo’s Middledrift JV farm.
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median is accurate and recall was a problem; given that | heard from the cooperative and
Amadlelo Agri that landowners are not paid according to the size of their plots and everyone
receives the same amount. Then we can assume that 35 landowners, receiving R110 000 each,
amounted to a payout of R3 850 000. According to interviews with Amadlelo Agri,
Keiskammahoek made R12 000 000 in profits in 2015/2016. After a 10% management fee is
reserved for Amadlelo (R1 200 000) that should leave the landowners with 50% of the
remaining R10 800 000 in profits. This amounts to a total of R5 400 000 in profits owed to the
irrigation plot holders, which leaves R1 550 000 unaccounted for. However, without access to
financial data on the farm, it is hard to know whether any capital investments were made to the
farm’s fixed assets in the last financial year that might have reduced the distributed profits'’®,
Cooperative and Trust members also noted that some profits had been invested in other

community projects.
Contribution of dividends: Household perspectives in Keiskammahoek

At Keiskammahoek, most of the households receiving dividends emphasised the important
contribution they made to reproduction of the household. There were more favourable than
critical responses regarding dividends in Keiskammahoek. Many landowning households in
Keiskammahoek are merely passive recipients of JV dividends, in the sense that they are used
for consumption or household subsistence and are not reinvested in other productive activities.
However, even in these cases, dividends are important to the overall reproductive strategy of
households. | particularly noticed a pattern of elder pensioners using their dividends to take
care of grandchildren and some were also sending ‘reverse remittances’ to migrant children.

There is also a minority of households showing evidence of accumulation in farming, who are
using their dividends to accumulate livestock and other productive assets. Some of these
activities involved the sale of sizeable surpluses®’ particularly rearing pigs, broilers and
goats'”® and vegetable farming in large household gardens. Some were also purchasing bulls
and heifers from the JV farm and selling them to the local community for a profit. Even if
households were not selling a surplus, household gardens and livestock rearing contributed
significantly to social reproduction and livestock possess a ceremonial value. Moreover
accumulation of cattle is an investment in household capital, often with the intention of
generational distribution. The following statements below, illustrate the different household
perspectives on dividends and how they contribute to household reproduction.

Male respondent, dividend receiving household (asset rich group): “Now we just sit down
and can get benefits -we are too old to struggle! When Amadlelo came, the life changed very
well. We work well with Amadlelo. Amadlelo is also helping us get a title for our land. | can
save money now and before | couldn't save, |1 had to use it all. Now | can send my
grandchildren to school and look after them well. This money is better now than when |

173 These amounts are derived purely from interviews and therefore cannot be regarded as 100% accurate.

174 The amount reserved for household consumption versus sales differed across households. However in the Middle and Richest households |
found pig and chicken businesses where the majority or all of the animals were sold. Many farmers sold directly to the local community and a
few also sold to the local supermarket or butchery.

17 Goats are also important to the ceremonial economy in the Ciskei. Households may also choose to accumulate their own herds rather than
selling so they can be used for their own ceremonies.
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planted on my own. When | was planting here before, sometimes the business wouldn't go well
and then you suffer. The business of growing vegetables is very unstable, it’s up and down.
Sometimes you give people veg on credit because there is no buyer. Now it's more certain, you
know what you are going to get every month. | bought three calves with the dividend, Brahman
cows; they stay on the communal grazing land. | have a big garden here and | want to open the
garden and make a place for goats and chickens — I plan to do it soon. Before Amadlelo came |
didn't have any cows, | was just growing veg. | also used that R50 000 to build a new house at
Lower Zencuka. When we do our ceremonies, we must do it that side.”

Female respondent, dividend and JV wage receiving household (asset middle group): “The
money has helped a lot because I’'m a widow and before we were struggling a lot. Before my
son hadn’t even been to the bush [for circumcision]! Now we can also buy things in cash like
furniture, instead of getting into debt. We were farming the plot before this project, up until
2000 but it was difficult and we had to share inputs with the other farmers. Now we don’t need
to do that because Amadlelo farms the field for us. Before we just sold it to the community but
people would take our crops and milk through debit and in the end we wouldn’t get paid. We
would pay our labourers in harvest, not in cash. With the joint venture we have a solid market,
every day the milk is going, you don’t have to worry. | have a son working on that farm, so he
gets a salary from there. | can also support some children who are unemployed. | also have my
own broiler project, and my children help me with it, which brings in about R40 000 a year. |
could make more from it if there were better markets but the problem is the community buys
on credit and often they don’t pay me back.”

Gender and inter and intra-household distribution of JV dividends

An important finding emerging from this study is the need to focus on the distribution of
benefits and risks associated with these investments at inter and intra-household levels. It is at
this level that struggles over jobs and dividends are most acute. JVs are precipitating a
reorganisation of labour processes and their gendered relations within and between households.
Many female respondents expressed frustrations over male members controlling income from
JV dividends. The first quote from a wife of a landowner in Keiskammahoek is revealing of the
gendered ways in which JV dividends can so easily be usurped by male household heads when
they come in the form of a bank transfer. The second quote from a female-headed widower
illustrates that her husband took a unilateral decision to give the land over to the JV. The last
quote demonstrates a conflict between a separated couple where the husband is withholding
part of the dividend from the wife:

Dividend receiving household (rich asset group): “Men always want all the money to come
to them... Sometimes you can't know how much you got because they don't tell you, they
control it. The dividend goes straight to his bank so I don't even know if it's paid or not.”

Dividend receiving household (middle asset group): “l never attend meetings of the
cooperative. | never agreed that this land would be under Amadlelo. My husband would be
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angry with me in his grave if he heard me saying that because he wanted the partnership. When
he was alive I had no control over how the dividend was spent.”

JV Dividend and wage receiving household (middle asset group): “My husband and | are
separated and now we are fighting over that dividend. | don’t know if he is coming back to the
house or not. | should get half of the dividend but from the R30 000 we got in December 2015,
my husband only gave me R10 000. | want to resolve this issue by getting the farm to pay us
separately but they said I must go to the Magistrates court first.”

Gendered conflicts were especially marked in Keiskammahoek, where households were still
farming their land prior to the JV. The comparatively large size of the dividend, also explains
why it is igniting intra-household struggles over the distribution of this income. Women
explained how it was easier to have a degree of control over farming income, prior to the JV.
Since the JV, women were developing new strategies to renegotiate their livelihoods. Some
women refocused their efforts on household gardens, and many had started small pig or broiler
businesses. However, the effect of the JV on gender relations was differentiated and
contingent, and the outcome was not always negative for women’s relative power within
households. Some women emphasized having equal, or at least considerable negotiating power,
over how JV dividends and wages were spent in the home, as the following quote indicates.

JV Dividend and wage receiving household (rich asset group): “Me and my husband receive
the money together. | think the relations at this project between men and women are fine,
because husbands and wives come together to the meetings. But we can't say what goes on in
those families in private. But me and my husband decide everything together.”

I didn’t find any evidence of dividends being distributed (in money or kind) within extended
kin groups. This refers to where, for example, relatives live in separate houses from the
household receiving the dividend payment. It also didn’t seem to make a difference if a relative
was close or more distant e.g. a child as compared to a niece or nephew. Where a relative had a
separate household, and especially where females had married into a new household, these kin
members were unable to successfully lay claim to the dividend. If however, a kin member had
laboured on the farm prior to the JV being established, this might strengthen claims to JV
benefits'’®. During the Ciskei era, however, the farm was organised around nuclear family
units that made use predominantly of unpaid (immediate) family labour. Therefore in most
cases extended kin were not labouring on the land. The main way, in which extended kin make
claims to the benefits of the JV, are through preferential access to jobs.

Female respondent from JV Wage Receiving Household (poor asset group) : “I never
receive any money from my uncle from the dividend, not even gifts. I don't live with my uncle;
I live with my mother, brothers and sisters. My mother never worked on my uncle’s farm, so
my mother’s house doesn't share in the profits. My uncle never even helped to build this house.
I bought the zinc and windows from my wages and | asked some guys in the village to make a
Xhosa house.”

1% This dynamic has been explored by Berry (1993), and seemed pertinent in this context.
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Female respondent, JV Wage Receiving Household, (middle asset group): “My mother has
a title for land on this farm but my household doesn't get any payments from the dividend,
because I live here with my husband.”
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Chapter 11. Household Composition and Livelihoods in Shiloh

11.1 Introduction

This chapter explores the current status of local livelihood systems and household composition
in Shiloh, along the same lines as the previous chapter did for Keiskammahoek. I will also
draw the reader's attention to some striking differences between the two case studies
throughout the analysis in this Chapter. | conclude with a comparative analysis of the two case
study sites, in terms of the character of livelihoods and household composition. | also look at
how contextual differences may have produced different outcomes in relation to the JVs.

11.2 Overview of Livelihoods and Household Composition in Shiloh

Table 28 below reports some key features of household composition, for my sample of 62
households, including 331 individuals in Shiloh. The median household size is 5 and the age of
the household head is 67 years. 53% of the sample is female-headed households. The table
illustrates that there is a wide range in the assets and incomes of households, pointing towards
socio-economic differentiation among the Shiloh sample. Noticeably, the Shiloh sample has
much lower mean and median household incomes and assets than the Keiskammahoek sample.
The median yearly household income is R86 300 as opposed to R128 495 in Keiskammahoek.
Even when you disaggregate median household incomes by median household size,
Keiskammahoek still has a higher median household income per person per year of R21 415,
as opposed to R17 260 in Shiloh.

Table 28. Table of Key Features of Household Composition for Shiloh Sample
(N=62 households)

Number Males Females Total
Number of Age of Total
. of Household present | present yearly
adults in . . Household household
children size most/all | most/all | household 177
household Head . ; : assets
(0-18) nights nights income
Mean 4 1 5 64 1 2 R122 447 39
Median 4 1 5 67 1 1 R86 300 38
Range 9 6 14 55 5 4 R659 900 78

Higher incomes in Keiskammahoek would be influenced, in part, by the larger dividends
received by a part of the sample of households. 37% of the Shiloh sample is living in poverty,
according to South Africa’s upper-bound poverty line (UBPL) of R992 per person per month.
Again, this is higher than the 31% of households living below the UBPL in Keiskammahoek.
Noticeably none of these households were irrigation plot holders in Keiskammahoek. However
in Shiloh, a significant proportion of households living below the UBPL are dividend receiving
households (31%). The remaining households living below the UBPL include 56% from no JV
benefits households and 13% from JV wage receiving households.

177 See attachments for list of assets included in the livelihood survey. See chapter on methodology for how assets were scored. A total asset
score of 66 was possible, if households had one of each type of asset (they may have more).
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There are 17% of households in the Shiloh sample living below the lower-bound poverty line
(LBPL) of R647, as compared to 11% in Keiskammahoek. While the largest proportion of
these households is made up of no JV benefits households in Shiloh (80%), the remaining
households living below the LBPL are dividend receiving households (20%). Access to JV
dividends, have thus not managed to keep the latter out of extreme poverty. It is also noticeable
that access to wage employment on the JV is more determining of the position of households
than dividends (and thus land ownership). There are no dividend and JV wage receiving
households categorized as poor, according to either poverty line. There are more dividend
receiving households categorized as poor than JV wage receiving households. The JV however
would not be the only determining factor in the position of these households. The tables below
explore various features of these households and their access to other kinds of incomes and

assets.

When a cross-tabulation is run for household heads and marital status, 24.2% of household
heads have never been married, 14.5% are married in a civil union, 9.7% are married in a
traditional/ customary union, 6.5% are in a civil and customary marriage, 38.7% are widowed,
4.8% are separated or abandoned and 1.6% are co-habiting with a partner. Noticeably, the rates
of customary marriage (and civil and customary marriage) are much higher in Shiloh, as
compared to Keiskammahoek. This correlates with the customary setting in Shiloh, where
traditional institutions play a more important role. Overall, however, there is a much higher
incidence of household heads in Shiloh that have never been married with 24.2%, as compared
to 9.1% in Keiskammahoek. When these marriage statistics are analyzed in relation to the
lower household incomes and assets of the Shiloh sample, these results correspond with
research, which has indicated, that poorer households tend to divest from the social institution
of marriage (Claassens, 2013; Berry, 1989).

Table 29. Livelihood Sources and Household Composition in Shiloh
(N= 62 Households)

Livelihood Sources in Shiloh: By number of household members with access to various income sources
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Sum 331 03| 1 1 26 | 29 12 56 20 19 8 11| 2| 51 73| 20

In Table 29, we can observe similar general trends for Shiloh, as captured for the
Keiskammahoek sample above. However, what stands out is the decreased access to waged
employment. Access to both formal and informal off-farm jobs is lower in Shiloh, with a mean
and median of 0. When the sample is divided into asset groups, it is only among the rich
households that there is a mean of 1 for off-farm formal and informal jobs, own-account
farming (with hired labour) and self-employment (with hired labour). Self-employment
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(without hired labour) is concentrated in asset poor and middle households, and involved high
levels of precarity and low-income contributions. There is thus more inequality in terms of
access to different income sources and jobs in Shiloh.

Households also have access to fewer types of income sources and there are lower rates of
migration, with a median of 17%, as opposed to 40% in Keiskammahoek. | found many young
people returning to Shiloh after failed attempts to find employment in urban areas. The more
extreme context of unemployment in Shiloh heightens demands for JV jobs and control over
land and dividends, in ways that exemplify a broader crisis of unemployment, beyond the ways
local struggles are often articulated on the ground. In Shiloh this is taking the shape of a
noticeable generational struggle over the JV farm, which is explored further below.

Table 30 below provides a comparative analysis of household composition, incomes and assets
by gender of household heads. Firstly, it is noticeable that there are far more female-headed
households in Shiloh (53.2% of all households) than in Keiskammahoek (29%). However,
unlike in Keiskammahoek, female-headed households in Shiloh, have slightly higher annual
household incomes than male-headed households. In a context of more extreme
unemployment, the fact that female-headed households have relatively better access to social
grants may account in part for this. They derive 43% of their incomes from social grants, as
opposed to male-headed households where social grants account for 26% of incomes. Female-
headed households have a greater proportion of household members who are under 18 years,
and thus they would have access to more child support grants in particular. Male-headed
households, however, have more cattle and household assets. They also derive larger portions
of their income from own-account farming, which in large part is derived from livestock
ownership.

Table 30. Household Composition, Incomes and Assets by Gender of Household-Heads in Shiloh
(N=62 Households)

% Of Total % Of % Of Number Number
adults % Total income income income of off- of off-
present | Under | yearly fromown | fromown | from farm farm Total
most 18 househol account account social formal informal | Cattle househol
nights years | dincome | farming farming grants jobs jobs owned | d assets
Female-
headed
households
N=33 Mean 0.73 0.25 R123 733 R2328 0.02 0.43 0 0 2 38
Male-
headed
households
N=29 Mean 0.75 0.14 R120 983 R5812 0.04 0.26 0 0 9 41

11.3 Livelihoods and Household Composition by Taxonomic Groups in Shiloh

Table 31 below explores some key features of socio-economic differentiation by the JV related
taxonomic groups. Looking firstly at how these groups are located in the asset groups, it is
noteworthy that there are no households in the dividend and JV receiving households located in
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the poor asset group. On the contrary no JV benefits households have a very large proportion
located in the poor asset group (74%), and none are categorised as asset rich. Dividend
receiving households and JV wage receiving households have a similar distribution of
households across the different asset groups. However, the former has slightly less households
located in the poor category, but the latter has slightly more households located in the rich
category. The fact that households without access to irrigation plots are comparable in asset
wealth to some of the customary landowners, may indicate that jobs are equally if not more
important than land rights. The small dividends deriving to customary landowners, means that
households with JV wages are reaping comparatively more monetary benefits; which is a
source of contention.

Table 31. Shiloh: Socio-Economic Differentiation by JV Related Taxonomic Groups
(N= 62 households)

Dividend Receiving JV Wage Receiving Dividend and JV Wage No JV Benefits
Household Household Receiving Household Household
N=23 N=9 N=10 N=20
% Of Poor | Middle | Rich | Poor | Middle | Rich | Poor | Middle | Rich | Poor | Middle | Rich
households
(HHSs) in
various Asset
Groups'”™® 0.22 03| 048] 0.25 0.25 0.5 0 0.6 04| 074 0.26
Median (Mean) Median (Mean) Median (Mean) Median (Mean)
Household size 5 7 6 5
Age of HH
head 74 52 66 65
Highest level
of education:
HH head Some secondary Finished secondary Some secondary Some secondary
% Of female-
headed HHs 0.522 0.22 0.5 0.7
% Of Adults
present most
nights 0.75 0.83 0.61 1
% Of HH
members under
18 years 0.2 0.13 0 (0.08) 0.33
Number of
types of
income sources 5 5 7 4
Number of
adults with no
income sources 0 (1) 1 0 0(1)
Total HH
yearly cash
income R70 600 (R146 955) R86 600 (R86 337) R143 785 (R186 827) R41 760 (R44 151)
Cattle owned
by HH 0 (8) 0(4) 6 (9) 0(1)
Knapsack
sprayers 0 1 0 0
Motor vehicles 1 0 0 0

178 The weightings to delineate the asset groups are established separately in each case study site. The households are divided into three (more
or less) equal groups, based on their asset scores. Those defined as asset poor have asset-weighting scores of 8-33; asset middle households
have 34-43; and asset rich households have 45-86 in Shiloh.
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If we look at the household incomes for these groups, it is striking how dividend and JV wage
receiving households have by far the largest household incomes, with a median that is more
than double that of dividend receiving households. What is also worth noting is that there is
quite a pronounced difference between the mean and median yearly income of dividend
receiving household, illustrating a wide range of incomes among households. This is an
indication of income inequality among this taxonomic group. The median income of dividend
receiving households is also lower than that of JV wage receiving households.

The no JV benefits households clearly have significantly lower incomes than any other
taxonomic group. There is not a significant difference between the mean and median,
indicating more homogeneity among this group; which is also a feature of the JV wage
receiving households. Interestingly, the same trend was not visible in Keiskammahoek.
Incomes among irrigation plot holders in Shiloh show a much greater range. This could
arguably be a basis for heightened intragroup conflict, or at least contention, among customary
landowners in Shiloh. The qualitative research also indicated that households, with such
different material positions and livelihood strategies, are finding it difficult to agree upon a
collective vision for the JV farm.

These taxonomic groups also illustrate distinct patterns in terms of generational dynamics. The
dividend receiving households have by far the oldest household heads at 74, which contrast
with the dividend and JV wage receiving households with a median age of only 66. This is the
same trend found in Keiskammahoek, indicating that it is households with younger household
heads that are accessing JV jobs. JV wage receiving households have even younger household
heads, with a median age of 52.

Dividend and JV wage receiving households have strikingly low proportions of members less
than 18 years. They also have the most ‘types of income sources’ and all household members
have at least one income source. All of these characteristics of their household composition
explain why they are ‘best off’ in terms of asset and income wealth. As a contrast, the no JV
benefits households have the largest proportion of members under 18 with 33%. They also
have the least types of income sources with only 4, and notably they have the highest
proportion of female-headed households at 70%. The group with the lowest proportion of
female-headed households is the JV wage receiving households with only 22%.

Dividend and JV wage receiving households are the only group with a median number of cattle
owned above 0. They have a median of 6 or a mean of 9 heads of cattle. In comparison the
dividend receiving households have a median of 0 and a mean of 8. The large difference
between the mean and median for this group, demonstrates unequal distribution of cattle
ownership among households in this taxonomic group. Among the irrigation plot holders
access to a JV job appears to influence ability to invest household income in cattle. Whereas
those without the stable income of a JV job or other wage labour, may be depleting their herds
in times of shocks, which was a commonly reported response. However, the JV wage receiving
households also have a median of 0 and a mean of 4 cattle. Therefore, it is not the JV job alone
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that influences cattle ownership, but clearly other factors contribute, including historical
trajectories of class formation and access to a range of other types of off-farm incomes.

If we look at the proportion of household members present most nights, it is noticeable that the
dividend and JV wage receiving households have the lowest proportion with 61% present most
nights. This correlates with the data in Table 32 below, which tells us that these households
also have the largest proportion with access to off-farm permanent jobs (50%) and civil servant
jobs (30%), which both generally involve migrant labour. Access to these types of secure and
better-paid income sources, contributes to their overall higher household incomes and
investments in cattle. It may also explain why they invest in livestock, as its common for these
types of ‘worker farmers’ to invest off-farm incomes in livestock, rather than household
gardens or plots for example, due to the decreased labour requirements. JV wage receiving
households on the other hand have less household members migrating, with 83% of household
members present most nights. They are the only group with access to at least 1 knapsack
sprayer, clearly concentrating own-account farming in household gardens and smaller
livestock. JV wage receiving households also only have 11% of households with access to off-
farm permanent jobs, as opposed to 50% of dividend and JV wage receiving households.

Table 32 below captures the proportion of households with access to different types of
incomes. 36% of dividend receiving households have access to permanent off-farm jobs.
Households without access to irrigation plots, have lower proportions with access to these jobs:
15% of no JV benefits households and only 11% of JV wage receiving households are
employed in permanent off-farm jobs. This indicates that those with access to irrigation plots
also have increased access to migrant wage income, in the form of permanent off-farm
employment.

Notably civil servant jobs are also strongly correlated with irrigation plot holding households,
speaking to their relative political power. Civil servant pensions are also found exclusively
among irrigation plot holders. Remittances are found across all taxonomic groups however, the
largest proportions of households are among dividend receiving households. Households
without JV jobs have the highest proportions with access to casual off-farm jobs. These types
of jobs are mostly sourced locally or in nearby villages and towns. 41% of dividend receiving
households and 35% of no JV benefits households have household members with casual off-
farm jobs. 22% of JV wage receiving households and 30% of dividend and JV wage receiving
households have household members with casual off-farm jobs.

Households with access to JV jobs also have the highest proportion with access to public works
jobs. This supports the contention of dividend receiving households and no JV benefits
households, who complain that public works jobs are accessed according to the same networks
of privilege in which JV jobs are accessed, i.e. through the traditional leader (who is a member
of the Mayime Cooperative). Households in dividend receiving and no JV benefits households
accessing these jobs, may not have fallen out of the graces of the traditional leader.
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Table 32. Shiloh: Proportion of Households with Access to Different Types of Farm and Off-Farm

Income
(N= 62 households)

Dividend JV Wage Dividend and JV No JV
Receiving Receiving Wage Receiving Benefits
Household Household Household Household
Types of Income Sources N=23 N=9 N=10 N= 20
JV dividend 100% 0 100% 0
JV permanent jobs 0 89% 90% 0
JV casual jobs 0 22% 20% 0
Other agricultural permanent job 5% 0 0 0
Other agricultural casual job 5% 0 0 0
Off-farm permanent jobs 36% 11% 50% 15%
Off-farm casual jobs 41% 22% 30% 35%
Civil servant jobs 23% 11% 30% 5%
Self-employed (off-farm), no hired
labour 23% 22% 10% 25%
Self-employed (off-farm) with hired
labour 14% 0 0 0
Public works jobs 9% 33% 20% 15%
Old age grants 73% 67% 70% 65%
Civil servant pension 5% 0 10% 0
Disability grant 23% 0 10% 20%
Child support grants 36% 57% 30% 60%
Remittances in cash 30% 22% 10% 20%
Own-account farming (household
labour only) 55% 78% 90% 40%
Own-account farming (household
and hired labour) 45% 11% 10% 5%
Own-account farming (paid
household labour) 0 0 0 10%

Some of the no JV benefits households, who complained about not being able to access public
works jobs, were households in SADA Township. The unsettled land claim is clearly playing
out over access to public works and JV jobs. Likewise some of the dividend receiving
households who complained about not being selected for either JV jobs or public works, are
supporters of the so-called ‘opposition group’ which is in conflict with the leadership of the
Mayime Cooperative.

There are much larger proportions of dividend receiving households (23%) accessing disability
grants, as compared to dividend and JV wage receiving households (10%). This could possibly
be one explanatory factor, among others, as to why the former are not employed in JV jobs, i.e.
illness among household members of labouring age and/or caretaking demands placed on
healthy household members. Dividend receiving households also have the largest proportion
with access to (the relatively larger) old age grants, which corresponds with their relatively
elder household heads. Access to child support grants is much higher in households without
access to irrigation plots.
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Self-employment (with hired labour) is not common in Shiloh and is concentrated in the
dividend receiving households. However only 14% of these households are self- employed
with hired labour. Self-employed without hired labour, generally involved petty trade and what
was referred to as ‘piece jobs’ like casual brick-laying or plumbing in the local community.
These incomes were generally low and could be quite erratic. It is notable that our taxonomic
group with the highest household incomes- divided and JV wage receiving households- also
have the lowest proportion of households engaged in this type of activity (10%). The remaining
taxonomic groups had a more or less similar proportion engaging in self-employment (without
hired labour), with between 22 and 25% of households.

It is only the two taxonomic groups with access to irrigation plots, where all households are
engaged in some form of own-account farming. Some of these households were exclusively
involved in livestock farming and have abandoned cultivation of household gardens. This was
due in large part to the drought, but also other factors such as lack of access to inputs and
labour. Hiring of labour in own-account farming is notably highest in dividend receiving
households. However, in some cases this was due to illness and therefore lack of household
labour, rather than being indicative of capital/ labour relations or a sign of accumulation. Some
livestock owning households are hiring a herder to take care of cattle on communal grazing
ranges because Shiloh suffers particularly badly from stock theft.

Overall the data on labour relations in own-account farming illustrates that in Shiloh there are
very few households making use of labour more frequently and selling a surplus. There are
larger proportions of the Keiskammahoek irrigation plot holders hiring labour and targeting
markets. This, in part, illustrates how the larger dividends are being reinvested in own-account
farming. However, the fact that many of their households in Keiskammahoek are located on the
irrigation scheme also means that many have access to water, unlike the Shiloh landowners.
Keiskammahoek landowners also have larger household gardens to cultivate, which would
allow for a surplus to be sold. Due to the drought many of the Shiloh landowners have
abandoned their gardens and their own-account farming is restricted to livestock (which has
also been adversely affected by the drought).

11.4 Impact of JV Jobs on Social Reproduction in Shiloh

At Shiloh at the time of research, the farm was employing 26 people in permanent JV jobs
(including three male managers). The information provided below on the contribution of JV
jobs includes the households of 19 permanent workers'”®. Within these households there are
more males than females employed. Only 6 households had a female member working in a
permanent JV job, whereas 12 households had a male member working in a permanent JV job,
(one of which had two males employed). According to the list of permanent labourers,
provided by the farm, there are only 6 female workers out of a total of 26 labourers. 4
households had also benefited from casual JV jobs in the last year, which included 1 female
worker and 3 male workers. Men are therefore benefiting more from JV jobs than women are
because the latter only account for 23% of the labour force. On the other hand, in

17 This includes one of the junior managers whose household was based in Shiloh. This household also has a general worker employed at the
farm. See chapter 6 for livelihood benefits to the other two managers.
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Keiskammahoek 40% of the labour force sampled was female. At the Shiloh JV farm, gender
equity within the labour force needs to be given more consideration.

In dairy farming, however, there is a definite gendered division of labour. Women tend to work
as 'milkers' at the rotary dairy parlour, sell milk**®and rear calves (although women tend not to
do the more physical tasks such as administering injections to calves). Men work in roles
considered to require more physical strength, such as working as irrigators, tractor drivers,
herders and security guards and completing tasks such as artificial insemination. On a
relatively small farm (with fewer labourers) like Shiloh, the gendered division of labour may
result in more men being hired, who are perceived to be able to do all the required jobs on the
farm (including physical jobs). The specific commodity (milk) being produced therefore has
implications for gendered benefits.

Table 33 below outlines the contribution of JV jobs to household income. These jobs make
significant contributions to both taxonomic groups. In Shiloh JV jobs contribute more to
overall household income (than they do in Keiskammahoek), with a median of 50% for JV
wage receiving households and 32% for dividend and JV wage receiving households. There is
differentiation between JV wage receiving households and dividend and JV wage receiving
households in Shiloh. However this differentiation is not as stark as it is in Keiskammahoek, in
part because dividend and JV wage receiving households in Shiloh don’t have access to large
dividends. However, this also supports the finding that households in Shiloh are subject to a
more intense ‘reproductive squeeze’, with less available wage-labour outside of the JV and
fewer cases of landowning households or other groups accumulating in farming.

Table 33. Shiloh: Contribution of Permanent and Casual JV Jobs to Household Incomes
(N= 19 households)

Shiloh: JV Permanent and Casual Jobs as Proportion of Total Household Income

V JV Casual
Permanent 0bs as %
Category of Mean/ |jobs as % |Frequency/| Category of Mean/ ] total Frequency/
Respondent Median total households| Respondent Median households
household
household .
. income
income
Dividend and JV | Mean (%) 0,34 Dividend and JV | Mean (%) 0,01
Wage Receiving | Median 10 Wage Receiving o
Household (%) 0.32 Household Median (%)| 0,01 2
Mean (% 0,56 Mean (% 0,53
H hold ian (°
ouseho (%) 0,5 Household Median (%) 0,53

180 However at Shiloh milk sales are controlled by the Mayime cooperative at their office and not on the farm, as is the case at
Keiskammahoek. One dividend and JV wage receiving household is included with a worker who sells milk. This household has the second
lowest salary for JV permanent jobs. The woman works at the farm 6 days a week selling milk at the Mayime Cooperative headquarters.
However she works for fewer hours than a general worker would. This labourer started working on the grapevines as part of the EPWP paid
labour force and then transferred to the dairy subsequently.
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In terms of JV permanent jobs, none of the households with access to permanent jobs are
categorised as asset poor. Whether the contribution of a permanent job has moved households
out of this asset poor category, (in combination with the relative contribution of other
incomes), or whether the most vulnerable are not included as permanent workers is unclear.
Casual JV jobs are, however, found among households categorised as asset poor. In one
household this income comprised the entire yearly income, as they didn’t even have access to
social grants.

Benefits in the form of JV jobs contributed to 27.4% of households included in the sample. The
total monetary value of JV permanent and causal jobs amounts to R866 896 from November
2015 to October 2016. However this is only for 82.6% of the total labour force that was
included in the sample at Shiloh. The mean yearly income from a JV permanent job in a JV
wage receiving household is R44 422, which is slightly less than the mean for dividend and JV
wage receiving household at R45 260. However this difference is mostly insignificant, as it
may be slightly skewed by the fact that one household in the latter group had two JV jobs®®:.
The standard deviation, or average distance from the mean, is higher in the case of dividend
and JV wage receiving households (also skewed by this one household) at R32 778, compared
to R18 802 for JV wage receiving households. This may also be because there are more female
workers among dividend and JV wage receiving households. Females tend to work as milkers,
who generally work less overtime and shorter hours than their male counterparts, who work as
irrigators and general workers. The contributions that JV jobs make to household reproduction,
are demonstrated in the following quotes:

Male respondent, in JV wage receiving household (middle asset group): “I started here in
2011 as a permanent and | have a contract. | am a herder here. I work for about 9 and half
hours a day but sometimes it can be up to 14 hours. | get R14.25 an hour or about R4600 per
month. We also get an incentive bonus of R500 but it works on a point system. Before this job
| worked for the Department of Water Affairs as a plumber. | get more money now because |
got around R3500 there. My income from the dairy covers food, clothes and feed for the
animals. | have bought some furniture and calves from the farm with the money too. But it isn’t
enough money to be able to save because I support all 4 members of my household- they are all
unemployed. The only other income we have is my wife’s small business. She sells soup packs
of chicken to the neighbours. She buys them from a farmhouse near Queenstown and sells to
people on credit and makes about R500 a month. | inherited 5 cattle from my uncle and I
bought 8 calves from the dairy farm, three are still calves and the rest are big. | sold two cattle
last year and | got R10 300 for them. We also slaughtered two of my mother’s cows in a
ceremony last year. There are lots of problems with stock theft here in Shiloh, in 2015 I lost 3
cattle. The problem is the unemployment here in Shiloh. | want to take my son to circumcision
school, so I will use the money from the cattle. When it's raining again, the cows will get fat
and then I can sell them.”

181 One of these labourers is a junior manager who is still studying and therefore only works part-time. This household was the only household
included in the sample that had a household member in a ‘management’ position on the farm. The reason for this was that this household had
both a general worker and a junior manager (who is still studying at university and is still a manager in training, who only works at the JV farm
during university holidays). This household is also located in Shiloh village, unlike all the other Managers whose main households are in other
provinces or parts of the Eastern Cape.
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Female respondent in JV wage receiving household, (middle asset group): “I used to work
in a factory that closed down and then | was unemployed for two months. It was a dairy factory
that made yoghurt, mass and juice. This [JV] job offers a little bit more than what 1 was
previously earning. | started here in 2011 on a 3-month contract and then they made me
permanent. | work about 45 hours a week. The only income in the house is my wages, my
mother’s old age grant and four child support grants. We struggle to make months end, so we
are unable to save money. We have to pay school fees for the four children. I want to start
rearing pigs for extra money; | started with one pig this year. 1 will sell to the abattoir because
the community never pays back the things on credit. The challenges of this work at the farm is
that as a women it is dangerous to walk here in the morning, you can get hurt because there are
lots of muggers. | had an incident because | interrupted some guys busy stealing the silage.
Relations between the workers and the community are not 100%, but it's okay. There is some
jealousy between those who want jobs and us. The theft is much better on the farm now...
workers are not stealing anymore, but they used to. After we caught some guys working on the
farm, they realized they are losing their jobs and they are breaking this project down. From the
community side, there is still stealing but not as much as in the beginning. The security guys
are doing a good job now.”

The above quotes from workers on the JV farm illustrate that the jobs are central to meeting the
social reproduction of the households. In many contexts, it is also the first time that workers
have accessed wage labour in the agricultural sector, thus the JV is contributing to skills
development as well. The high levels of dependency in many of these households, however,
affect the impact that JV incomes are able to make. Several workers reported having to support
numerous unemployed household members. The other drain on JV job incomes are the
ceremonial functions that households need to perform in order to reproduce the household and
its members in its full social and cultural significance. These rituals, such as circumcision
school and ancestral ceremonies, are however considered central to maintaining social
networks and cultural life. The need to maintain a ceremonial fund, however, does put strain on
household incomes. It also limits household’s ability to accumulate cattle and other livestock,
particularly in a context where livestock theft along with the drought is putting considerable
strain on livestock farmers.

Conflicts over JV jobs in Shiloh

Many of the tensions over jobs that were witnessed in Keiskammahoek are also present in
Shiloh. These tensions take place at various inter and intra household levels: between
‘customary landowners’ themselves, and between them as a social group and the wider
community without rights to irrigation plots. Underpinning these divides are further complex
social identities that mediate access to jobs. At Shiloh, the Mayime Cooperative is directly

responsible for sourcing labour for the JV farm. Households falling out of favour with
182

members of the Cooperative’s committee or the traditional leader (headman)™ are allegedly
unable to access JV jobs.
182 The headman is a prominent member of Mayime Cooperative’s committee.
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Households living in nearby SADA Township are also excluded from job opportunities. This is
related to the historical land conflict between SADA residents and Shiloh residents. As
discussed in Chapter 5, Sada Township was a historical site of relocation during Apartheid’s
forced removals and Shiloh residents claim the land as their ancestral grazing land. Access to
jobs is thus somewhat more politicised in Shiloh than in Keiskammahoek. This is in part
because in the latter case, the farm operating company is responsible for hiring labour rather
than the cooperative. In Shiloh conflicts around the JV also impact access to public works and
other contract jobs, since the traditional leader is involved in selections for these jobs too. The
following quotes reflect some of these complex dynamics:

Male respondent, no JV benefits household (poor asset group): “The dairy only takes
people from Upper and Lower Shiloh. We are not happy but we don't complain because they
[Mayime Cooperative] complain this land at SADA is their land, so they must work on their
land otherwise it becomes a fight! But we need jobs too!”

Female respondent, dividend receiving household (middle asset group): “If you want to get
a job there it's really difficult. People are called from their houses to work there. You can't just
go to the manager to ask for a job. They want people they know to work there, their friends, on
their side. The people who work there are only from a certain side of the community... those
on the side of Mayime and the Nkosana”.

Male respondent, in dividend receiving household (poor asset group): “I wanted to work
on the farm but Mayime said that | am overage to work there... Those jobs are for the youth. If
you are more than 35 years they say you are too old, you only get the piece jobs”.

11.5 Impact of JV Dividends on Social Reproduction in Shiloh

In Shiloh the small amount distributed to households in the form of dividends and land rents,
means that they make marginal contributions to overall household incomes. Table 34 below
indicates that dividends and land rents contributed a median of 2% to total household income
in 2015/16 for both taxonomic groups. At Shiloh, dividends (based on farm profits) are paid
twice a year and the amount depends on the size of plots contributed by households. The
Shiloh JV farm acquired some additional ¥ hectare food plots and households are paid a set
rental of R600 a year for these. These ¥4 hectare food plots make up 80 hectares of the farms
total 450 hectares. Overall, there are allegedly 395 households receiving dividends and/or land
rentals from food plots. The mean amount distributed in dividends and land rentals for the 33
households included in the sample, was R2096 per year.

The chairperson of the Mayime Cooperative stated in an interview, that the first year dividends
were distributed was in 2011 and each household received R1000 for the year. This amount has
slowly grown over the years to R2000 per % hectare plot in 2015/16. In the absence of
financial statements, which the Mayime Cooperative was unwilling to share, if we take the
cooperative’s statement on dividends and land rents as true then: the farm may have paid out
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R192 000**% in land rents for ¥ hectare food plots and distributed R986 000*®* in dividends.
Therefore total benefits deriving to 395 households are possibly in the realm of R1, 178, 000 in
the 2015/16 financial year. Among the households sampled, there is a more or less equal
gender split in terms of the sex of individuals within households who are directly receiving
dividends: 48% are females and 52% are males. Many women claiming dividends are widows
but some are also younger female-headed households who have inherited irrigation plots.

Table 34. Shiloh: Contribution of JV Dividends to Household Incomes
(N= 33 households)

JV Dividend as proportion of total household income
Case study site Category of respondent Mean Median
Dividend Receiving Household 0.03 0.02
Dividend and JV Wage Receiving
Shiloh Household 0.02 0.02

Among the household sampled, there is quite a lot of variation in the dividend amounts recalled
by respondents. In some cases this is due to the number of plots owned. However, in other
cases | noted discrepancies in the amount recalled by key informants who owned the same
number of plots. The intragroup conflicts in Shiloh around the JV may explain the
discrepancies in key informant recall of dividend amounts. Some key informants were
suspicious or even fearful of the fieldwork, given the on-going conflicts among customary
landowners. They were thus hesitant to talk openly and honestly about dividends. For various
reasons respondents many have misstated dividend amounts i.e. fear of retaliation from the
cooperative, or in an attempt to obtain my support to rally for their cause.

Given the politics and power dynamics witnessed around dividend payouts, | would not rule
out the possibility that in some cases (as respondents claimed), they were receiving smaller
dividend payouts, since their households were in conflict with the Mayime Cooperative.
Without the actual financial statements, which | was unable to get from the Mayime
Cooperative (in spite of several attempts to do so), it is not possible to state unequivocally what
benefits have been distributed. Since there is such variation in dividends reported among
households, it is worthwhile looking at a frequency distribution of dividends and land rents
recalled by respondents in the two taxonomic groups, which is reported in the table below.

183 Each ¥4 hectare is leased for R600 per year. For a total area of 80 hectares that would be 320-Y4 hectare plots. Therefore R600 x 320 = R192,
000

184 This calculation is reached based on 370 hectares (total area of 450 - 80 hectares of food plots). Each % hectare plot allegedly received
R2000 in dividends therefore: R2000 x 493 (3/4 hectare plots) = R986, 000. However | must caution that it was even difficult to get clarity on
the total area under cultivation. The Mayime Cooperative stated that the farm was operating over 450 hectare. Amadlelo Agri’s website refers
to 330 hectare. However their shareholding document (see chapter 6) refers to 400 hectares and key informant interviews confirmed that an
additional 50 hectares were acquired bringing it to 450 hectares.
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Table 35. Frequency Distribution of JV Dividends and Land Rents in Shiloh in 2015/16
(N= 33 households)

Amount received
in dividends &
Category of land rents in Cumulative
respondent 2015/16 Frequency Percent Percent
RO 1 4.3 4.3
R500 1 4.3 8.7
R600 2 8.7 17.4
R1000 2 8.7 26.1
R1200 4 17.4 43.5
Dividend Receiving R1500 2 8.7 52.2
Household R1600 1 4.3 56.5
R2100 1 4.3 60.9
R2500 1 4.3 65.2
R2600 6 26.1 91.3
R3100 1 4.3 95.7
R3700 1 4.3 100
Total: 23 100
R600 1 10 10
R1200 3 30 40
. R1700 1 10 50
o [ ras I T
Household R3300 1 10 70
R3600 1 10 80
R4100 1 10 90
R5200 1 10 100
Total: 10 100

Contribution of dividends: household perspectives

The following statements below, illustrate the different household perspectives on dividends.
The contribution of these relatively small incomes to houshold reproduction, contrasts starkly
to Keiskammahoek, as does the general contention over these benefits.

Female respondent, in dividend receiving household (asset rich group): “The money they
gave us was peanuts because that Clover Company is coming to fetch the milk every day and
there are almost 1000 cows. After some arguments they increased it to R2500 this year. What's
happening with the profits at that dairy? People are not being honest. From the first time they
started that dairy, we said thank you because this land was sleeping and now we are at least
eating. But we are still eating peanuts! The land stood still from when Ulimocor was liquidated
until the dairy. The land was brown not green. But when we started seeing this joint venture is
profitable, we started wondering about those profits. It was our fathers who first made this
agreement for the JV, but our elders had no idea how to run it...We are not happy about what
IS going on there. We had proposed that one of the key projects that can come from the dairy is
to develop the small town through setting up a mall, but instead they decided to come and put
up the vineyard for wine making to further damage people through alcoholism! We don’t even
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know how we are supposed to benefit from those vineyards. They just say they take grapes to
Cape Town. We are not getting anything from them.”

Male respondent, in dividend receiving household (asset poor group): “We are just happy for
that one day when the money comes from the farm, but it runs out quickly. We are living in
poverty here. The dividend is important because it buys something that we don't have, like
furniture or clothes, but it lasts only for a short while... just for that day. My father’s pension is
more money, its R1500, and it comes every month... that dividend only comes once a year. My
father made a very good living under Ulimocor. But after Ulimocor left they vandalized
everything, so the irrigation scheme was broken and it was just for grazing. There was only one
year since Ulimocor left, that we tried to plough for the potatoes and mielies when Siyazondla
came. But nothing happened from it, we had no water and government didn’t make a follow
up...l go to the cooperative meetings for my father, | am a member of that committee. Mayime
has projects, which includes the housing project for youth. RDP is too slow, so the youth are
erecting houses for themselves. They are also paying me R200 a fortnight to help sometimes...
Things are running smoothly with the dairy project but the main challenge is there is too much
poverty... the project is not enough. Government doesn't come and see how Shiloh is.
Government must put money here to make things better... The dairy on its own can’t support
us- we need jobs as well! Especially the youth, they are busy smoking drugs, and the only jobs
they have is to make children. There are not enough EPWP jobs! If that dairy makes some
other projects, like one for cheese or yoghurt, then maybe things will be better, but we need
government funding!”

Female respondent, dividend receiving household, (asset middle group): “I inherited those
fields they are using at the farm when my grandmother passed away in 1999. | am the eldest
sister and there are no brothers. I never ploughed that land since | got it. I didn't have the
strength to plough it. During the Sebe regime my family used to crop the lands, but since then
we haven't. | decided to do the home garden instead because those fields are too big for me. |
also keep pigs around the house, | have four now. They make good money, last year I
slaughtered two and | got R5000 for each pig, selling it in pieces to the community. The money
from that farm is less then my garden and pigs, which are most important. In 2015 we got
R1000 in November and it was followed by R600 so far in 2016. We should get another R1000
this November. I have three plots rented at the dairy but I don't know how big they are. The
income assists because we can buy groceries with it for that month but the amount will never
be sufficient. I want at least R15 000 a year for my land there. I have no idea how the amount
is decided. I don't even know if I'm a member of Mayime. | only go to the meetings when the
amounts are paid... Why are you asking me these questions? Are you going to give this
information to the Cooperative? Have you seen the lists, are our names on the list? We haven't
even seen the list of landowners, and we asked for it! “

Firstly, it is important to notice that the first respondent refers to Clover as the company that
procures the milk from the farm. However, since 2015 COEGA Dairy has been procuring milk
from Shiloh. This was a common mistake that was made by respondents, and indicates that
they are not well informed regarding the JV project. The last quote also illustrates how
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customary landowners are unaware of the governance and financial arrangements, and that
they have little power in holding the cooperative to account. Many respondents were fearful of
retaliation from the Mayime Cooperative, who might stop distributing their dividends. This
illustrates dynamics of unequal power relations between the committee of the Mayime
Cooperative and customary landowners meant to receive benefits. It also doesn’t help that
many landowners (as the last quote demonstrates) are unaware of the area of land that they
have customary rights to. This means that they can’t enforce their rights legally and hold the
committee to account, (in terms of being paid the correct amount for the land contributed).

Another area of contention, that the quotes reflect, is disputes over how profits should be used.
Views differed over whether profits should be paid out in full as dividends to the landowners,
or reinvested in other ‘community projects’. Among such a large group, which is socially
differentiated, views obviously differed as to which kinds of ‘community projects’ were
suitable. The choice of the Mayime cooperative to reinvest profits into a vineyard project'®
has been met with disapproval among many households. Poorer households, however, tended
to prefer that all profits be distributed as dividends because of the strains they face to their
simple reproduction. The last respondent became very nervous talking about the dividends and
was worried about the cooperative penalizing her. This kind of response was quite common
and indicative of a general atmosphere of distrust and fear, which frames the intragroup
conflict among customary landowners in Shiloh. I did my best to reaffirm my impartiality as a
researcher and my commitment to protect anonymity. However, the tense context undoubtedly
affected the responses | received from key informants.

Conflict over JV dividends in Shiloh: intragroup conflicts inflected by social
differentiation

As already discussed in Chapters 7 and 9, within the customary landowning group, who are
receiving dividends and jobs from the JV, there are various factional groups that have emerged,
which are built around complex and overlapping identities. Various layers of social networks
mediate access to not only jobs but allegedly also dividends and decision-making power in
Shiloh. Most notably are whether households are considered members of the ‘traditional
community’, association to the local Moravian Church and generational dynamics. These
conflicts also have their roots in the intense reproductive squeeze many households in Shiloh
are subject to. Capitalist farming introduces tensions and contradictions to social reproduction
(Murray Li, 2011; Manenzhe, 2016/8; Mackintosh, 1989). This is reflected in the below quote,
that indicates some of the demands being made on the JV farm, which are in direct conflict
with the viability of the farm as a capitalist enterprise:

Male respondent, JV wage receiving household (middle asset group): “Some of the issues
are that the dividends comes after 6 months, but they want the money every month.... But the
cooperative say if they pay every month there will be a loss. Another thing they wanted is milk

18 This project has allegedly received other government funding. However, customary landowners claimed that profits from land contributed
towards the dairy were being reinvested in the vineyards. | couldn’t get clarity on this from Mayime committee member or financial statements
to prove the contrary.
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for every landowner but that will also create a loss. A lot of people are not happy with it; there
are opposers of this project. Half of the beneficiaries | think are unhappy.*

Manenzhe (2016/18) and Hornby (2014) have also noted similar contradictions and tensions
between social reproduction of poorer households and capitalist farming in the South African
context. Manenzhe (2018) for example, notes that tensions documented in JV schemes in
Levubu in South Africa’s Limpopo Province, can be linked to “the contradictory unity of
capital and labour within community-owned enterprises, with difficult choices to be made
between enhancing social reproduction or ensuring accumulation and profitability” (p.15).
These types of dynamics and contradictions are markedly present in the Shiloh case study.

When asked about the distribution of dividends to households, however, the Chairperson of the
Mayime Cooperative did not note any grave contentions over the land rent and dividend
payments: “There are no challenges in distributing dividends. We go to a general meeting and
report how much money we have. All the landowners together decide how much must be kept
in the bank, to do things for the business, and how much must go to the people for the
dividends. We pay a dividend to 395 beneficiaries”. She did however note that there were
conflicts among the beneficiaries, linked to ‘seeing things differently’ and households ‘not
wanting development’: “The challenge is that there are so many beneficiaries. People don’t see
things the way we do... | don’t know why they are against us, they don’t want the
development!”

Given the rather extreme levels of social differentiation among the customary landowners (that
are documented above), it is not surprising that households have differing ideas about how JV
benefits should be used and distributed. Rather than ‘not wanting development’, however, it
appears that the root of the contention lies in poorer households struggling to meet their
reproduction. However, there are also more complex dynamics of power at work, which
intersect particularly around generational, religious, class and customary identities, which will
be unpacked further in the coming chapters.

One so-called ‘opposition group’, raises numerous concerns around the governance of the
Mayime Cooperative and its committee. Some of these issues that are raised are relevant to the
distribution of dividends. Households associated to the ‘opposition’ claim that many
households are receiving dividends even though they are not ‘landowners’. They also
expressed discontent that the Mayime Cooperative is responsible for distributing dividends to
households, rather than the Shiloh Dairies Trust. The following statements illustrate these
disputes:

Female respondent, dividend receiving household (rich asset group): “278 people own the
dairy who are supposed to get money ... But because of corruption there are 395 who are
getting the money. There is a fight in this village about this, some of those top members of
Mayime Cooperative are not even landowners.”
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Male respondent, dividend and JV wage receiving household (middle asset group): “There
are two things here... The trust, which runs the dairy and Amadlelo, sits on that, and the Co-op
that divides the dividend into people’s bank accounts. Joining the co-op is voluntary, but
people don't see eye to eye and the co-op is a middleman between the trust and the landowners.
Why is this co-op running our money because they don't represent us all? I think the money
should be run by the trust!”

A manager at Amadlelo Agri also notes the conundrum regarding the number of beneficiaries,
as well as issues around the governance of the Mayime cooperative, which affects the
transparent distribution of dividends:* There are difficulties in these communal projects around
who the beneficiaries of these projects are. People start coming out of the woodwork. At Shiloh
when they first started there were 278 beneficiaries and then somehow it grew to 395, and we
are not sure how”. In my sample of 33 households, who supposedly have customary rights to
irrigation plots, there is one household that claimed that they were not receiving a dividend
because they are a part of the ‘opposition group’ in conflict with the current leadership of the
Mayime Cooperative. The following statement explains this conflict:

Male respondent, customary landowner: “Since we were pushed out of the committee in
2013, we don't get anything. | went to Mayime’s office and they just said go to the bank. We
wrote to Bhisho [Government] but they never responded and we formed a new group that is
opposed to the committee and then the legal process started. This opposition group is not
getting money. | have 4 fields being used by the dairy and | receive nothing. Now | am being
told 1 will only receive R600 a year. We are still hopeful if the committee can change that
things can be run better and we will get our money.”

The intragroup conflicts emerging in Shiloh are complex and multi-layered, with several
opposing discourses. Some of these contentions have already been discussed in previous
chapters but will be elaborated on in more detail in the proceeding chapters. However, | have
introduced some of these dynamics here to highlight that evaluating the outcomes of dividends
and jobs in this context requires grappling with complexity.

11.6. Conclusion: Comparative Analysis of Livelihoods Impacts in Shiloh and
Keiskammahoek

This chapter has illustrated how investigating characteristics of household composition, the
wider political economy and dynamics of social reproduction, are of central importance in
understanding the impacts of the JV farms on livelihoods. Making use of different taxonomic
groups assisted in drawing out relevant causal factors. For example, although the asset groups
do not denote ‘class categories’, the results presented above indicate that there are correlations
between asset groups and dynamics of capital-labour relations. This was particularly the case
with hiring of labour, which was exclusively found in the 'middle asset' and 'rich asset'
households in Keiskammahoek and only in the 'rich asset' households in Shiloh.

Overall the comparative analysis, paints a picture of a rural community in Shiloh whose
livelihoods and ability to meet social reproduction are somewhat more precarious than in
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Keiskammahoek. More households in the Shiloh sample live below the poverty line (both
UBPL and LBPL), they have less assets and lower incomes™®, scarcer access to wage labour,
more female-headed households and generally rely more heavily on safety nets like public
works jobs and social grants. Understanding pressures to household reproduction can also help
explain emerging tensions over JV benefits.

Investigating inter- and intra-household distribution of JV benefits (and risks) is also central to
understanding these contentions and conflicts. At Shiloh conflicts over dividends take place at
an inter-household level, and appear to be mediated by alliance to the Mayime Cooperative, the
traditional leader and the Moravian Church. At Keiskammahoek there is decidedly less tension
over dividends. However, the relatively larger dividends have, in some cases, ignited intra-
household conflicts over their distribution, which have taken on a particularly gendered
character. At both case study sites, there are contentions over who has the right to labour on the
farm, which are permeated with language of belonging and mediated by networks of kin and
customary groups. There are also notable generational struggles over jobs. The following
chapter will analyse these intragroup conflicts in more detail, exploring the impacts of
dynamics of class formation.

The case studies reveal that there is evidence of livelihood benefits at the two Amadlelo Agri
JV farms in Shiloh and Keiskammahoek, in the form of jobs, land rents and dividend
payments. The formalization of labour processes on the JV farms has allowed households to
access formal employment, a scarce commodity in these areas. The conditions for labour on the
JV farms are decidedly less precarious than that of informal wage labour or most self-
employment opportunities that can be found in the surrounding areas. The nature of dairy also
means that there are more formal jobs created as opposed to seasonal or informal jobs.
Arguably, the formality that comes with a JV, involving agribusiness, does have some benefits
for labour. Petty commodity producing entities are often squeezed for working capital. As a
result, super-exploitation of labour (including self-exploitation) is a common strategy to
survive. However, in the context of a JV it is politically untenable for agribusiness to
remunerate labour below the minimum wage. Authors such as Sender and Johnston (2004)
have also highlighted the benefits of commercial farming for the poorest sectors of classes of
rural labour.

Data presented above for each case study indicates that JV jobs make significant contributions
to household incomes. This is especially the case among JV wage receiving households, where
JV wages in many cases comprise the largest and most stable household income source. In
Keiskammahoek the median contribution to total household income for this group is 42%, and
in Shiloh it is 50%. A more stark difference is evident between the dividend and JV wage
receiving households. In Keiskammahoek JV wages contribute a median of 17% and in Shiloh
they contribute 32%. These differences, in the latter group, can be explained in part by the
comparatively larger dividends received in Keiskammahoek. However, the wider analysis of
household livelihoods presented in this chapter provides a fuller account for these differences.

188 Median yearly household income for the sample was R86, 300 in Shiloh and R128, 495 in Keiskammahoek. This would, however, be
affected in part by the larger dividends received by a portion of the sample in the latter case.
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Particularly important, are variances in household composition, access to off-farm jobs, asset
ownership, and labour hiring patterns. Households in Shiloh are generally subject to a more
intense reproductive squeeze, as a result of a broader unemployment crisis. The wider
livelihood portfolio of households and character of household composition thus interacts with
the JV intervention in complex ways.

In Keiskammahoek, JV dividends are clearly making significant contributions to overall
household incomes: a median of 44% in dividend receiving households and 47% in dividend
and JV job receiving households. Many elder pensioners are using these incomes to take care
of grandchildren and some also send ‘reverse remittances’ to migrant children looking for work
in urban areas. Some respondents noted that they were using this money to reinvest in own-
account farming and were hiring labour. However, these households also had access to many
other types of off-farm income, and because money is fungible it’s hard to delineate the
dividend’s contribution from these other sources of income. It is fair to conclude, that the
dividend makes a contribution to the overall reinvestment fund for own-account farming in
many of these households.

In Shiloh, the dividend only contributes a median of 2% to both taxonomic groups. It thus
makes a relatively small contribution and is used predominantly on household consumption. In
general, however, you don’t see the same level of accumulation occurring in farming in Shiloh,
even with contributions of off-farm incomes (as opposed to dividends). There are some
dynamic livestock (worker) farmers, however they are fewer in numbers. The difference in
livelihood strategies in these two sites, is in part a reflection of how the Keiskammahoek
landowners accumulated larger areas of land and how most have maintained 1 or 2 hectares for
own production. However, livelihood strategies are also more closely connected to agrarian
activities. Most households had been farming their land and continuing to target formal and
informal markets (to different degrees), up until the JV was implemented. Whereas the
majority of landowners in Shiloh reported having abandoned the use of their land on the
irrigation scheme between 1994 and 1997. Access to off-farm incomes and social grants have
thus become comparatively more critical for the reproduction of these households. .

The main benefit deriving to the no JV benefits group is the availability of cheap unpasteurized
milk from the JV farms. In October/November 2016, the farms were selling 5 litres of milk for
R32.50 (R6.50 per litre)'®”. The official price for supermarkets in rural areas in October 2016
was R14.24 for a litre of UHT milk and R13.14 for a litre of fresh pasteurized milk'*® (NAMC,
2016). However, one could pay considerably more in a local grocery shop, and so many local
households buy milk from the farms. Workers at the farms also receive free milk each day. At
Keiskammahoek, a worker responsible for selling milk reported that in peak times®® around 60
people purchase milk each day. In Keiskammahoek, some local entrepreneurs were buying
milk from the farm and selling it at a premium of R45 (for 5 litres) to surrounding villages,
where people are unable to reach the farm by foot. Several key informants in both Shiloh and

187 RS per litre for 500 litres or more when buying in bulk

188 |t is not legal for supermarkets to sell unpasteurized milk in South Africa, although it is in high demand since many local people prefer to
drink ‘Maas’ (sour milk).”

18 |n the summer when it is easy to make ‘Amasi’ or ‘Maas’ (sour milk).
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Keiskammahoek also emphasised the benefit of being able to purchase calves cheaply from the
farm, especially for ceremonial purposes. Many households are also purchasing these calves
and rearing them, to sell for a profit in the local ceremonial economy. The new market for
cheap calves is thus a positive spin-off of these JV interventions.

The chapter also highlighted some conflicts between households receiving jobs and dividends
from the farm and no JV benefits households. In both sites this taxonomic group is decidedly
worse-off in terms of incomes, assets, access to land and other key features of household
composition (e.g. they have the largest proportion of female-headed households). As a control
group, this may indicate that access to JV benefits is a determining variable in the relative
ability of households to meet their social reproduction effectively. However, as discussed
above, the sampling procedure for this group may have interfered with the results. Historical
trajectories of land use, livelihoods and social differentiation, and how they interact with
contemporary dynamics, are also central to understanding difference between these taxonomic
groups. Bringing these complex levels of analysis together will now be the focus of the
proceeding chapters.
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Chapter 12. A Class-Analytic Approach to Agricultural Joint Ventures

12. 1 Introduction

This Chapter engages with key debates regarding the dynamics of class formation in the former
Bantustans (or 'homelands’) of South Africa. It is widely acknowledged that the oppressive and
racially defined character of the labour regimes that emerged in the colonial and Apartheid
eras, constrained rural class formation in these areas to some extent. However, a dominant
'linear proletarianisation thesis' has overstated class homogeneity, and its continuing influence
on scholars, means that processes of incipient class formation in these contexts continue to be
underestimated (Levin and Neocosmos 1989; Cousins 2010).

In previous chapters we have seen that the Shiloh and Keiskammahoek case studies illustrate
quite divergent outcomes, even though the same JV model is implemented. This chapter will
illustrate how the divergent outcomes in these two rural settlements are most powerfully
explained by differences in the class structure of each settlement. A class-based typology
assists in understanding the tensions that the JV model of capitalist farming generates in
relation to household reproduction, in a class-differentiated manner.

The chapter focuses primarily on a class-analytic approach, which combines Patnaik’s (1987)
'labour exploitation criterion' with class typologies developed for the South African context by
Cousins (2010) and Levin et al. (1997). Analysis of class dynamics (which intersect with other
aspects of social difference in complex ways) accounts for many of the divergent outcomes
evident in Keiskammahoek and Shiloh. In particular, it helps to explain the more intense
intragroup conflicts that have emerged in the Shiloh case. A class-analytic approach is also
significant, because it illuminates the emerging agrarian class structure that a JV intervention
conditions, and thus explores the implications of the model for agrarian change in South Africa

12.2 Class Typologies

Interrogating tendencies towards rural class differentiation requires an engagement with the
concept of petty commodity production®. Class differentiation among the peasantry occurs as
a result of being 'locked into' commodity production in order to meet subsistence needs, so that
peasants can no longer reproduce themselves outside of commodity relations (Brenner 2001).
Within a capitalist mode of production, small enterprises that predominantly make use of
family labour are best thought of as differentiated classes of 'petty commodity producers'
(Bernstein 2010). These enterprises combine within them the contradictory class places of
labour and capital. Since they own the means of production they are ‘capitalists’, but because
they exploit their own labour power they also occupy the class place of 'labour' (Bernstein
2010).

1% petty commodity production has already been discussed in Chapter 2 but will be elaborated on here, as it is central to the discussion of my
proposed class typology. See Chapter 2 also for debates on class formation in the former homelands, as | will not reiterate these again to save
space.
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In reality, many petty commodity producers will make use of hired labour for certain tasks, but
the majority of labour inputs are sourced from the family. The class positions of capital and
labour can also be differentially distributed within the household. For example, it is common
for the class place of labour to be occupied by women and children, while men control the
production process and thus occupy the class place of capital (Cousins 2010; Bernstein 2010).
The position of petty commodity producers is characteristically unstable, in part because of
how they combine these contradictory class positions (Bernstein 1986). Their ability to deal
with competition and shocks, and to negotiate these internal contradictions of class, is uneven
and this results in a tendency towards class differentiation (Cousins 2010; Gibbon and
Neocosmos 1985).

Lenin (1967 [1899]) explored the tendencies and dynamics of class differentiation among the
peasantry in the context of the Russian countryside in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, and identified poor, middle and rich peasants. Poor peasants struggle to reproduce
themselves without squeezing their own labour-power, their capital, or both. Many lose control
of their capital and come to rely exclusively on the sale of their labour-power, thus
transforming into proletarians (or semi-proletarians, if they maintain some foothold in
agricultural production). Middle peasants can engage in simple reproduction and meet these
pressures through their own efforts. Rich peasants are those able to engage in expanded
reproduction, accumulating capital and perhaps producing on an increasingly larger scale of
production, and some may become capitalist farmers over time.

Lenin’s (1967) framework has been widely utilised to describe general tendencies towards
class differentiation in a plethora of different contexts. Cousins (2010), however, has argued
that it cannot be applied to the South African context, because the emergence of an African
peasantry was deliberately constrained by the creation of the 'homelands' as labour reserves,
and by the appropriation of land by an emerging 'white capitalist farming class'. Cousins
(2010:12) proposes a different way of understanding class that takes account of the intricate
ways in which wage employment is combined with self-employment:

"An alternative approach to analysing rural social formations in the region is to view
both proletarianisation and the emergence of petty commodity production as class
trajectories within a capitalist economy, and, furthermore, to see these as being able to
be combined with each other (in complex and contradictory ways). This possibility
yields the composite category of ‘worker-peasants’, in which simple reproduction is
achieved through combining small-scale agriculture and wage labour".

Typologies have been developed in the sub-Saharan African context, which attempt to capture
this reality of households meeting their reproduction through both farming and wage
employment (Scoones et al. 2012; Neocosmos 1987, Cousins et al. 1992). | have summarised
two typologies in Table 36 below, which were developed for the South African context.
Cousins (2010) framework focuses on small-scale agricultural producers, and thus does not
include class categories for rural residents who do not engage in farming and combine off-farm
incomes such as wages and social grants, while Levin et al. (1997) include a category for a
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'rural proletariat, dependent on selling their labour power. | will draw on these two typologies
in proposing a relevant typology for my case study sites, while making adjustments for

contextually specific dynamics.

Table 36. Existing Class Typologies for Agrarian Social Formations in South Africa

Levin et al. (1997)

Cousins (2010)

Petty bourgeoisie: salaried individuals who
engage in farming.

Capitalists whose main income is not from farming:
farm on a small scale but their main income is
another business.

Petty capitalists: engage in petty commodity
production, hire some wage labour and some
have access to small businesses.

Small-scale capitalist farmers: rely substantially on
hired labour and can begin to engage in expanded
reproduction and capital accumulation.

Petty commodity producers: are able to reproduce
themselves from farming alone (or only minor
additional forms of income).

Worker farmers: wage workers with access to
land.

Worker farmers: farm on a substantial scale but are
also engaged in wage labour, and combine these in
their simple reproduction.

Allotment holding wage workers: primarily
dependent on wages and pensions, also have
access to small garden plots.

Allotment holding wage workers: work small plots or
gardens but are primarily dependent on wages for
their simple reproduction.

Rural proletariat: landless or near landless,
depend almost wholly on wages.

Supplementary food producers: work small plots or
gardens and do not have access to wage income. Rely

on social grants, craftwork or petty trading for their
simple reproduction.

12.3 Methodology for Class Analysis: Patnaik’s Labour Exploitation Criterion

The framework for my approach to rural class analysis is based in part on Patnaik’s (1987)
Labour Exploitation Criterion, which is embedded firmly in the Marxist tradition. Patnaik’s
empirical index distinguishes peasant classes based on 'the degree and type of labour
exploitation relative to self-employment, as the single most important indicator of class status
(ibid.: 51). The primary forms of exploitation that she considers are firstly, direct exploitation
through hiring labour (i.e. surplus value appropriation'®!) and secondly, indirect exploitation
through leasing of land (rent appropriation). The latter is based on the Marxist theory of
‘absolute ground rent', which has already been discussed in Chapter 8. Very schematically,
under a capitalist mode of production rent is inextricably linked to the existence of a class of
landed property, which claims a monopoly of property over land.

The existence of rent is explained thus by Patnaik (1983: 75), 'Absolute ground rent is a tribute
exacted by the class of landlords by virtue of their monopoly of landed property, from the
capitalist class out of the total surplus value appropriated by the capitalist class from the

191 Surplus value is the product of the unpaid surplus labour time of producers (labour), which is appropriated by capitalists as profit (Bernstein
2010).
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working class'. In adopting this framework for analysis of my cases, | view the JV dividends
that households with rights to irrigation plots receive as a form of rent involving indirect
exploitation of labour.

Patnaik (1987) notes that, when defining a labour exploitation ratio for households, the unit of
measurement could be labour-days, product or income. She chooses labour-days as her key
criterion because it is easier to measure and 'because it lays bare the underlying production
relation in the clearest possible manner' (Patnaik 1987). However, she notes that any unit of
measurement would suffice, as the latter two are simply 'the product and value forms or
expressions of the first, labour days' (ibid.:52).

I have chosen to use income data as my key measure for the practical reason that in my
household survey | gathered detailed data on incomes but not on labour-days. Given that
residents of Shiloh and Keiskammahoek engage in a variety of off-farm livelihood activities,
with quite variable degrees of income generation, it could also be argued that ‘income’ may be
more illuminating than ‘labour-days’ worked, since days worked in an informal or seasonal
unskilled job would render quite different incomes from, for example, a permanent job
requiring skills. There are however definite limitations in the use of income data for calculating
a labour exploitation ration, which have already been discussed in Chapter 4 of this thesis.

In the use of the labour exploitation index Patnaik (1987) acknowledges that one has to accept
a degree of reductionism. | am aware of the limitations of the approach, but as with all
‘typologies’, one may need to accede to a degree of abstraction and then explore the degree to
which it produces meaningful results. However, basing an empirical index first and foremost
on labour relations is preferable to alternative approaches that infer the class position of rural
producers from, for example, scale of production or size of land holding. It is also preferable to
approaches which identify class by 'individual attributes’, such as a person’s education, which
are then used to explain differential material life conditions, while often excluding the
dynamics of systemic inequality (Wright 2015).

Patnaik’ labour exploitation ratio is calculated by the following formula:

E= (Hi— Ho) / F= XIF
Labour-exploitation ratio= Net labour-days hired in/Family labour in self-employment

where E = Labour-exploitation ratio
Hi = Labour-days hired in or net income from labour hired in (including rents)

Ho= Family labour-days hired out or net income from family labour hired out
i.e. total wages

F= Family labour-days in self-employment or net income from family labour in
self-employment

X = Net labour-days hired in
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In order to distinguish between different class categories, Patnaik establishes limits for each
class for the value of E (labour-exploitation ratio) and assigns relative values for X (net labour
hired in) as opposed to F (family labour in self-employment). The logic of how these 'limits’
are established is documented in Table 37 below, in the 'reason’ column, and | elaborate on
these in the section that follows. It is also important to establish a methodology for identifying
‘outliers’, or exceptions to the general rule. For example, Patnaik (1987) identified a class of
'petty employers' in her Indian case, who are very poor households that rely primarily on hired-
in labour as a matter of necessity, owing to the absence of able-bodied workers in the family
and not as a reflection of an exploitative class position. It is thus necessary to use other
indicators to identify these exceptions.

In addition to 'labour exploitation’, Patnaik (1987: 201) identified a further two 'secondary
characteristics' to distinguish classes in agrarian societies, but which are not directly computed
in her labour-exploitation criterion, namely ‘the degree of possession of means of production,
and the achievement or otherwise of a customary subsistence™. We can expect that both of
these additional variables will correlate closely with the type of labour exploitation that
predominates.

Patnaik’s (1987) method is commensurate with Cousins’ (2010) class-analytic typology, since
his principle variables are, 'the degree to which agriculture contributes to social reproduction or
expanded reproduction, and the degree to which hired labour is used in the agricultural
production process' (Cousins: 14). | make use of some of the additional variables mentioned by
Patnaik (1987) and Cousins (2010) along with relevant additions (e.g. the contributions of
social grants) to distinguish between different classes which have a similar labour-exploitation
ratio, but which are qualitatively different (see Table 37 below). These additions are considered
as separate variables and are not calculated into the labour exploitation criterion.

I use ownership of farming assets (means of production), ownership of livestock, and whether
or not there is sale of an agricultural surplus, to distinguish between '"allotment holding workers'
and ‘worker farmers'. The latter reinvest off-farm incomes in own-account farming on a more
substantial scale than the former. | use social grant incomes as a separate variable to identify a
class category of 'supplementary food producers' that rely substantially on grants, and to
distinguish them from 'petty commaodity producers'. These two class categories have similar
labour exploitation ratios and are similar to Patnaik’s 'small peasants', because neither has
access to significant wage incomes (petty commodity producers might enjoy a little wage
income). Social grant incomes are included as a separate variable because it can be argued that
they are an income not derived from a household-based labour process.®

Patnaik (1987) makes use of the class categories employed by Lenin (1967) to differentiate
classes of peasants, which may be relevant in the Indian agrarian context. | have chosen to steer
clear of the term 'peasant’ due to its ‘conceptual baggage'. This term invokes intense debates

192 Some approaches have described incomes like pensions as a form of rent appropriation. This may be an accurate portrayal of labour
relations in a developed country context, but | have chosen not to adopt this stance because it would misrepresent their class position in the
South African context.
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within agrarian political economy about the nature of the 'peasantry’, and whether or not it has
disappeared as a result of on-going and accelerating processes of deagrarianisation (Bryceson
et al. 2000; Hobsbawm 1994), and is thus merely a historical category (Bernstein 2010), or is
currently being eliminated (Kitching 2001), or continues to exist and is a major social force in
the countryside, underpinning contemporary agrarian political movements (McMichael 2006;
van der Ploeg 2008). Instead, | have chosen to use terms which shed light on the social
relations of production on JV farms in Shiloh and Keiskammahoek, and the diverse ways in
which households meet their reproduction needs both on and off-farms, across rural and urban
spaces.
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Table 37. Methodology for Establishing Class Categories and Proportions for Case Studies

Type of Patnaik’s Characteristics Value of E= | Reason Bunce (2018) Characteristics of revised Variables Class % in | Class % in
Labour (1987) Class XIF Revised Class | class categories considered (in Shiloh Keiskam
Exploitation | Categories Categories addition to sample mahoek
Patnaik’s value of | (N=62) (N=55)
E=X/F)
Landlords No manual labour in F=0 Rent earning Survive entirely off rents JV rent 0% 5.5%
self-employment, E > o X>0 pensioners (JV dividends) and appropriation and
Primarily large-scale pensions. No wage labour | access to social
exploiting employment of others’ or manual labour in self- grants.
labour of labour employment (besides in F=0
others garden plot and rearing
livestock, which most
often involves hired
labour).
Rich At least as large an F>0 Rent earning Employment of others’ Livelihoods 3.2% 14.5%
peasants employment of others’ E>1 X>0 rich farmers labour (including rents) is | centered around JV
labour as self- X>F and business equal to or larger than self- | incomes, own-
employment owners employment. Some derive | account farming
substantial income from and own businesses
off-farm business with with hired labour.
hired labour. Also sell
labour in off-farm
activities and some labour
on the JV. Reinvest
income in own farming,
especially accumulating
livestock.
Middle Rely primarily on self- F>0 Doesn’t exist
peasants employment but 1>E>0 X=>0 in either case NA NA NA NA
employ the labour of X<F study
Primarily others to a minor
self- extent
employed Small Zero employment of F>0 Petty Reproduce themselves Self-employment is | 8.1% 5.5%
peasants others or working for 0>E>-1 X<o commodity predominantly from self- main income
others; or working for |X| < F | producer/ employment (on-farm source
others to lesser extent petty trader and/or petty trade) without
than self-employment any or minimal hired in
labour, which may be
supplemented to a minor
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extent by wage labour.

Supplementar | No access to wage income. | Social grants are 14.5% 0%
y food Survive primarily on social | main income
producers grants, supplemented by source (77-100%).
garden plots and petty
trading
Poor Some self-employment F>0 Worker Engaged in wage labour Fulfil 2/3 32.3% 20%
Peasants but rely primarily on E<-1 X<0 farmer (often migrant, also JV) criterion'®: Cattle
working for others. |X| = F for simple reproduction, assets (middle or
but reinvest off-farm rich); farming
Primarily incomes in own account assets (middle or
exploited by farming on a substantial rich); sell a surplus
others scale.
Allotment Engage in wage labour for | Do not fulfil 2/3 30.6% 41.8%
holding simple reproduction but criterion. Tend to
worker also work small home have fewer
gardens or plots. livestock, farm
assets and
marginal/ no sales
Landless Do not engage in self- F=0 Near-landless | Depend almost wholly on | No plots, no 11.3% 12.7%
labourers employment since they E-> — X<o0 labour wages and social grants. livestock, most do

have no means of
production, and
depend entirely on
working for others.

Landless or near-landless.

not cultivate
garden or to minor
extent F = 0

(Source: Patnaik 1987; Cousins 2010; Levin et al. 1997, with the author's own additions Bunce, 2018)

1% 2/3 criterion avoids excluding households (e.g. livestock farmers), who may have fewer farming assets or different types of livestock (not cattle); and/or no sales in the last year, due to

rearing/harvesting times or drought.
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12.4 Results of Employing a Class-Analytic Typology for Investigating Social Differentiation
in JVs

In Keiskammahoek, those households who did not engage in wage labour and relied primarily on JV
rents, social grants (primarily pensions) and own-account farming with hired labour were identified as
rent earning pensioners. This class category is found only in Keiskammahoek, and accounts for 5.5% of
the sample. Their labour exploitation ratio tends towards positive infinity: E — oo; they have little or no
self-employment: F > 0; and net income from labour hired in tends to have a large positive value,
derived primarily from JV rents: X > 0.

A substantial part of the sample in Keiskammahoek was classified as rent earning rich farmers and
business owners (14.5%), while in Shiloh only 3.2% of the sample fell within this category. In Shiloh,
these households were not identified in this category due to JV rents (which are insignificant compared
to other incomes). Rather, they earned income from off-farm businesses in which they hired labour,
combined with own-account farming. This class category’s labour exploitation ratio equals or succeeds
one: E > 1; self-employment is greater than zero: F > 0; net income from labour hired in is greater than
zero: X > 0; and net income from labour hired in succeeds or at least equals that from self-employment:
X=F.

A middle peasantry could not be identified in either case. In the case study sites, even if self-
employment (with some hired labour) was undertaken, as in Keiskammahoek, it earned much less
income than was contributed by JV rents. The value of E was thus necessarily larger than 1, placing
these households in the class category of rent earning rich farmers and business owners. | also did not
classify any of these households as 'small-scale capitalist farmers', as identified in Cousins’ (2010)
typology. This is because there were no cases where households relied substantially on hired labour in
agricultural enterprises and were engaged in expanded reproduction (accumulation).

Most of the households engaging more extensively in own-account farming were classified as rent
earning rich farmers and business owners or worker farmers, in the latter case because of heavy reliance
on the sale of their labour in return for wages. Among these households, a minority were hiring in labour
more frequently, but generally no more than a single labourer for between 1-5 days a week in household
gardens or for herding, where households generally paid a herder collectively. The significance of this
absence of middle farmers/peasantry and small-scale capitalist farmers for agrarian change in South
Africa, particularly in light of the prominence of the JV model is discussed further below.

Supplementary food producers were identified only in Shiloh, where they made up 14.5% of the total.

Social grant contributions ranged from 77% to 98% of overall household income. In both sites only a
minority of households identified as petty commodity producers or traders. Both of these class
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categories have a labour exploitation ratio 0 > E > —1 that corresponds to Patnaik’s (1987) small
peasants. An ideal petty producer would have a ratio of zero, but because some are obliged to
supplement self-employment with wages, the ratio may be less than zero but will be greater than -1.
Self-employment is greater than zero: F > 0; net income from labour hired in is less than or equal to
zero: X < 0; and the modulus™®* value of net income from labour hired in is less than income from self-
employment. If less than half the total income is from working for others, the household is still a small
peasant: |X| < F. As detailed in the previous section | distinguish between these class categories on the
basis of their degree of dependence on social grant incomes.

A near-landless labour class category was also identified, which depends almost wholly on wages,
supplemented by social grants. They have no field plots, no livestock, few or no agricultural assets and
most do not cultivate a garden. Their labour exploitation ratio tends towards negative infinity E - —oo;
They have zero or near zero self-employment: F > 0; and their net labour days hired in will have a large
negative value, since their entire income is from working for others: X < 0. Some of the labourers on
the JV farms in both sites fall within this class category. In Keiskammahoek, they account for 12.7% of
the sample, and in Shiloh, 11.3%.

Cousins (2010) notes that the boundaries between his worker peasants and allotment holding wage
workers are blurred, however, the main distinction he draws 'rests primarily on scale of land-holding'. In
the specific contexts investigated here, however, scale of land-holding is not a relevant variable. Even if
households own irrigation plots, none of the households in these class categories farm these plots
themselves, because they are hired to the JV scheme. Historical processes of land closure related to the
establishment of the irrigation schemes, means that there are very few dry land plots. Limited access to
land and the importance of wage labour means many households are not cultivating plots but rather
investing in livestock farming, using communal grazing land for goats, sheep and cattle, or their
household yards for small livestock like pigs and chickens. | did not want to exclude dynamic livestock
producers engaged in farming on a substantial scale from the category of worker farmer, simply because
they did not have plots. As described in the previous section, the additional parameters | established for
worker farmers included: cattle ownership, ownership of agricultural assets'®®> and whether a surplus
was being sold or not.

Worker farmers and allotment holding workers correspond to Patnaik’s (1987) poor peasants. Their
labour exploitation ratio is less than or equal to -1: E < —1; self-employment is greater than zero:
F > 0; net income from labour hired in is less than zero, because they sell their labour to a greater
extent than hiring the labour of others: X < 0; and the modulus of net income from labour hired in may
equal self-employment, but is generally greater than: |X| > F.

% Modulus |x| of a real number x is the non-negative value of x without regard to its sign.
1% | established asset groups for the variable of cattle (no cattle, poor, middle and rich) and agricultural asset ownership (poor, middle and rich) according to
data for each case study site.
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Worker farmers engage in wage labour for their simple reproduction, but also reinvest off-farm incomes
in own account farming on a substantial scale. In Shiloh, a larger proportion identified as worker
farmers (32.3%), as compared to Keiskammahoek where they account for only 20% of the sample
because there are more households located in the category rent earning rich farmers and business
owners. Worker farmers with access to JV dividends and JV wage incomes were reinvesting these in
own-account farming, particularly significant being the relatively large dividends so reinvested in
Keiskammahoek. As | will discuss in more detail below, there are important qualitative differences
between the reproductive strategies of worker farmers in Shiloh and Keiskammahoek.

Allotment holding workers rely mostly on wage labour (including JV jobs) for their simple reproduction,
but also work small home gardens or plots. They own fewer livestock and farm assets than worker
farmers, and earn little or no sales income from their own-account farming. In Shiloh, they accounted
for 30.6% of the sample, and in Keiskammahoek, 41.8% of the sample. In the following section I
explore further the characteristics of these various class categories, in each case study site, and
disaggregate them according to taxonomic groups.

12.5 Characteristics of Class Differentiation in Shiloh

Tables 38, 39 and 40 present a picture of a highly differentiated sample of households. These different
class categories comprise households that compose their livelihoods in very diverse ways. The extent, to
which they exploit their own household labour, engage in wage labour, or hire in labour, differs
significantly among households. Unsurprisingly, it is the rent earning rich farmers and business owners
who have the highest mean incomes. This is closely related to their exploitation of hired labour in off-
farm businesses and in own-account farming, which accounts for 81% of their incomes, as indicated
below in Table 38. These incomes are complemented by off-farm permanent jobs and old age pensions.
Households in this class category do not have members who labour on the JV farm.

Worker farmers have the second highest household incomes, however, this is a feature of this class
category having the largest proportion of income from wage labour. The highest proportion of JV jobs,
are found in this class category, with a mean of one per household. They also have access to a range of
other incomes, notably a mean of one job per household for off-farm permanent and casual jobs, and
access to remittances. There are more households in this category self-exploiting family labour in own-
account farming, but many are also hiring labour. Households also have access to a mean of one old age
grant and child support grants.
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Table 38. Shiloh: Features of the Labour Exploitation Ratio (E=X/F)

(N= 62 households)

Class Near- Supplementary | Allotment | Worker Petty Rent earning

Categories: landless food producers | holding farmer commodity | rich farmers
labour worker producer and business

owners

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
(Median) (Median) (Median) (Median) (Median) (Median)

E= Labour -41557.5 -0.03 -7384.24 -25673.65 | -0.46 227600

Exploitation (-22200) ()] (-39.17) (-44.73) (-0.4) (227600)

Ratio

Total yearly cash | R55511 R36 193 R82 374 R201 533 R147 724 R271 500

income for

household (HH)

Proportion of 0 0 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.81

Income from

Labour Hired In

Proportion of 0.72 0 0.6 0.73 0.13 0.12

Income from

Labour Hired Out

Proportion of 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.59 0

Income from

Self-Employed

Family Labour

Proportion of 0.24 0.93 0.33 0.18 0.27 0.07

Income from

Social Grants

Supplementary food producers have the lowest incomes and derive a mean proportion of 93% of
household incomes from social grants. Their only other income is from own-account farming, in which
no labour is hired, and some engage in petty trade. The near-landless labour class category has the
second lowest incomes, and 72% of their income is derived from wage labour. However, the types of
jobs are limited to casual and precarious jobs. The generational characteristics of these households (with
young household heads), means that most do not have access to pensions but they have a mean of one
child support grant.

Allotment holding workers derive their largest income from labour hired out, which accounts for 60%.
After worker farmers this class category has the next greatest number with access to a JV job. There is at
least one household member engaged in own-account farming with family labour, and a minority is
hiring in labour. Notably there is no mean of one for any specific type of waged income source, in part
because there is a great diversity among these households in terms of 'types of jobs' they engage in.
Social grants account for 33% of their incomes, which is the second greatest contribution to a class
category, after the supplementary food producers.
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Table 39. Shiloh: Access to Different Types of On and Off-Farm Income Sources by Class Categories
(N=62 Households (including 331 individuals))

Number of HH Near- Supplement | Allotment Worker Petty Rent
Members with landless ary food holding farmer commodity | earning rich
Access to labour producers worker producer farmers and
Different business
Income Sources: owners
Mean | Sum | Mean | Sum | Mean | Sum | Mean | Sum | Mean | Sum | Mean | Sum
JV permanent
jobs 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 11 0 1 0 0
JV casual jobs 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0
JV dividend 0 0 0 2 1 11 1 16 1 4 1 2
Off-farm
permanent jobs 0 1 0 0 0 4 1 20 0 1 0 0
Off-farm casual
jobs 1 6 0 0 0 7 1 10 1 3 1 2
Civil servants 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0
Own-account
farming (no
hired labour) 0 1 1 9 1 20 1 21 1 7 0 0
Own-account
farming (hired
labour) 0 1 0 0 0 4 1 10 0 1 2 4
Off-farm self-
employment (no
hired labour) 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 3 2 9 0 0
Off-farm self-
employment
(hired labour) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 3
Public works
jobs 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0
Old age grants 0 3 1 11 1 13 1 20 1 3 1 1
Disability grant 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 1 3 0 0
Child support
grants (total #) 1 8 1 12 1 26 1 14 3 13 0 0
Remittances 0 3 0 2 0 12 1 18 0 1 0 0

The class category, for which self-employed family labour contributes the most to livelihoods, is
unsurprisingly the petty commodity producers. They derive 59% of their income from self-employed
family labour, and they have a mean of two household members engaged in these activities (with no
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hired labour). Social grants accounting for 27% of their incomes, and notably there is a mean of three
child support grants per household. Markedly, the petty commodity producers have higher mean
household incomes than the allotment holding workers, in part because they are complementing self-
employment with off-farm casual jobs, where there is a mean of one job per household.

Table 40 presents different aspects of household composition, and some other important aspects of
socioeconomic differentiation among different class categories. Of particular interest, is how the
taxonomic groups intersect with the various class categories. The near-landless labour category is
predominantly made up (85.7%) of those households, which derive no benefits from the JV. The
remaining households are those with access to a JV job. The supplementary food producers are likewise
chiefly made up (77.8%) of 'no JV benefits households’, with the remainder being 'JV dividend
households'. It is significant, that our two most vulnerable classes are largely made up of those without
access to irrigation plots. However, it is also noteworthy, that there are JV dividend households among
the supplementary food producers. This highlights the levels of differentiation among households with
irrigation plots.

On the other extreme of the class typology are the rent earning rich farmers and business owners, who
are entirely derived from JV dividend households. Allotment holding workers are represented among all
of the taxonomic groups, but the largest proportion is from JV dividend households (42.1%). Worker
farmers are also found across all taxonomic groups, but with most representation among JV dividend
households (40%) and JV dividend and wage households (35%). The largest proportion of petty
commodity producers, are among JV dividend households (60%).

The class categories with the highest proportion of female-headed households are the two most
vulnerable class categories- the near-landless labourers (85.7% are female-headed) and the
supplementary food producers (66.7%). The class category with the most male-headed households, are
the worker farmers (65%). Household assets correlate with household incomes in some cases. The two
class categories with the highest incomes also have a large proportion of households located in the ‘asset
rich' category. Worker farmers are located in the 'rich' farming asset category, followed by rent earning
rich farmers and business owners, who have the highest score in the 'middle rich' category.

Cattle ownership is disproportionally distributed across these class categories, it is concentrated among
the rent earning rich farmers and business owners, followed by the worker farmers. These two class
categories also have the highest means for all other types of livestock, except for pigs, which are more
equally distributed across the class categories. There is a mean of one pig among all groups, except for
near-landless labourers and allotment holding workers, who do not own pigs.
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Table 40. Shiloh: Aspects of Socio Economic Differentiation and Household Composition by Class

Categories

(N= 62 households)

) Supple- Rent earning
Class Categories: Near mentary AIIotment Worker Petty. rich farmers
landless food holding f commodity d busi
labour 00 worker armer producer and business
producers owners
Py Dividend 2220% | 4210% | 40.00% | 60.00% 100.00%
JV Taxonomic JV Wage HH 14.30% 21.10% 20.00%
Groups: % in Class | JV Dividend o 0 0
Categories & Wage HH 10.50% 35.00% 20.00%
ggnJe\f/i ts HH 85.70% 77.80% 26.30% 5.00% 20.00%
Gender of HH head: | Female 85.70% 66.70% 52.60% 35.00% 60.00% 50.00%
% in Class Male 14.30% 33.30% 47.40% 65.00% 40.00% 50.00%
Categories Other
HH Asset Groups: % Poor 85.70% 44.40% 47.40% 40.00%
in Class Cate or)riés ° [ Middle 14.30% 55.60% 31.60% 40.00% 40.00%
g Rich 21.10% 60.00% 20.00% 100.00%
No Cattle 100.00% | 77.80% 94.70% 5.00% 80.00% 50.00%
L Cattle Poor 5.30% 10.00% 20.00%
Cattle Groups: % in Cattle Middle
Class Categories Rich 22.20% 45.00%
Cattle Rich 40.00% 50.00%
Garden plot Yes 28.60% 55.60% 73.70% 65.00% 60.00% 100.00%
f:s'f"l’gtﬁqdogt‘hrs'”g the | No 71.40% | 44.40% | 26.30% | 35.00% | 40.00%
Household size Mean: 4 4 5 6 5 4
% Adults present )
most/ all nights Mean: 0.85 0.88 0.78 0.57 0.89 0.63
0,
o HH members Mean: 0.35 0.2 0.23 0.17 0.08 0
under 18 years
Age of HH Head Mean: 53 72 61 67 65 67
# Types of income Mean: 3 3 5 6 6 5
sources
!—iH members with no Mean: 1 1 1 0 0 1
incomes
Cattle owned Mean: 0 1 0 10 0 60
Goats owned Mean: 0 2 0 11 2 15
Pigs owned Mean: 0 1 0 1 1 1
Sheep owned Mean: 0 0 0 4 1 3
Chickens owned Mean: 0 2 1 7 4 9
welghting of farming | pean, Poor (3) | Middle (5) | Middle (5) | Rich (11) | Middle (6) | Middle (7)
Motor vehicles owned | Mean: 0 0 0 1 0 3
Number of irrigation Mean: 0 1 1 1 1 2
plots
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Notably, households categorised as near-landless labourers own no livestock at all, and allotment
holding workers, only have a mean of one chicken. The supplementary food producers own more small
livestock than the allotment holding workers. This indicates differentiated livelihood strategies and the
increased dependence on wage work among allotment holding workers, and possibly a reduced
availability of household labour to engage in own-account farming. However, generational
characteristics may also account for differences in livestock ownership. Supplementary food producers
have the oldest mean for household heads at 72 years, possibly allowing for generational accumulation
and investment of pensions in livestock.

Notably, the worker farmers have the smallest proportion of adults present most or all nights (57%),
signifying the highest incidence of migration among the class categories. Petty commodity producers, on
the other hand, have the most adults present. The percentage of household members under eighteen
speaks to dynamics of generational reproduction and a consumer/producer ratio. Notably this variable
correlates with income levels. There are no child dependents in the rent earning rich farmers and
business owner households, while the near-landless labour households have 35% of household members
under eighteen years. These different aspects of household composition, illustrate how class on its own
cannot explain everything, and how aspects of generation, gender and other identities, intersect with
class in complex ways.

Below | contrast the livelihood strategies of two customary landowning households who are both
receiving dividends from the JV. The first is a supplementary food producer household, where
reproduction is met without recourse to wage employment, and the second is an allotment holding wage
worker household, where a JV job is crucial to reproduction. Generational dynamics and local political
dynamics, particularly allegiance to the traditional leader and Mayime Cooperative, clearly interweave
with class place.

Supplementary Food Producer

JV dividend receiving household: "I am 77 years old and live here with my wife, brother and grandchild.
We survive off our old age pensions, my brother’s disability grant and a child support grant. We have a
Y4 hectare garden plot where we grow maize and other vegetables. It is only myself and my wife
working in the garden and we don’t sell anything, we eat it all. In the last year we harvested about a
plastic shopping bag of peas, 50 cabbages, 20 bunches of beetroot, 25 (10 KG) bags of potatoes, and we
still need to harvest the maize. | inherited that irrigation plot, which is rented to the dairy, from my
father because I am the first born. The Moravian church handed that land to my grandfather. The last
time we ploughed that land ourselves was in 2010. | was growing maize, beans and vegetables and |
would hire people from Sada Township sometimes. We would work with other landowners to pull
resources to plough. In 2010 I only made about R200 from sales but overall | was making more from the
land before because | always had enough food on the table! | was influenced by the other landowners
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who handed their land over to the dairy. I am not pleased with the current status and now we are too old
to work that land, so we will see whether we ask another white man to take over. | received R1200 last
November from the dairy. The amount has been the same since 2011. At this dairy they milk twice a day
and then the truck goes to PE so it is too little to receive only R1200 a year. | think that there is
something funny going on there. The main cause of the conflict in this community is this small amount
we get. The money contributes little to our lives. | bought a fridge with the money and it was finished. |
attend Mayime Cooperative meetings once a month. We do ask questions in the coop meetings but we
get silenced and answers don't surface™.

Allotment Holding Wage Worker

JV dividend and wage receiving household: "I am 52 years old and I live with my mother, sister and my
two daughters of 18 and 21 years. | never took a wife. | started working at the dairy in 2011. | am a
general worker and irrigator. The Mayime committee called me for the job, I didn’t apply. | make
around R3500 but it changes depending on how much you work, we get R14.25 per hour. | like working
in agriculture, I’ve never worked in agriculture before this. | worked in construction as a builder before.
The money is better now in this job because | would only make R1500 to R2000 a month building. My
salary pays for the groceries, furniture and clothes in my house. | save R350 a month, which the
company saves for me in an account and some months | try and save in my bank too. We keep a
vegetable garden and sometimes when we get a lot of crops | sell some things to the neighbours,
especially the potatoes and some beetroot, cabbage and onion. This year we sold 4 bags of potatoes,
(those 10 KG ones), 15 bunches of beetroot and about 20 cabbages. We don’t have any cattle but this
year we started keeping chickens for around the household. Our other income is from my mother’s old
age grant and we get a child support grant for my youngest daughter- but next year she’ll be too old for
it. My sister works at the local clinic as a cleaner. She makes around R1800 a month and she works 5
days a week. My daughter is 21 years old, but she is unemployed and | support her through my job. We
have lived in Shiloh since 1982. Before that | was living on a white farm near here. The Nkosana
allocated us this land and we built the house ourselves".

12.6 Characteristics of Class Differentiation in Keiskammahoek

It is clear that these class categories have different characteristics of household composition and other
important aspects of socioeconomic differentiation. Table 41 illustrates that the class category with
access to the highest incomes in Keiskammahoek, are the worker farmers. They derive 70% of their
household incomes from hiring their own labour out. Households classified as near-landless labourers
derive 72% of their income from hiring their own labour out. However, they have much lower incomes
as these jobs are generally informal and poorly paid. Table 42 indicates that worker farmer households
have a mean of one JV job. They also have access to a range of other incomes, including a mean of one
permanent and casual off-farm job, and one civil servant job. 18% of their income is from labour hired
in, which is in part from labour exploitation through JV rents. However, it is also due to there being a
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mean of one member engaged in own-account farming, with hired labour. Worker farmers have the
lowest social grant contribution to income, of only 6%.

The next greatest mean, for total household incomes, is among the rent earning rich farmers and
business owners. Their greatest proportion of income is derived from labour hired in, which accounts for
64%. Table 42 indicates, that this is mostly from JV dividends, as there is a lower incidence of hiring
labour in own-account farming. Exploitation of family labour in own-account farming is more common
among these households, where there is a mean of one. These households complement their incomes
from labour hired in, with wage labour, particularly JV jobs and civil servant jobs. They also have
access to off-farm permanent and casual jobs (and remittances), but these are distributed unequally
among households. In general, their livelihoods are more closely centered around the JV farm and their
own-account farming, than worker farmers, who rely more significantly on off-farm jobs. The
livelihoods of rent earning rich farmers and business owners, like worker farmers, do not rely
insignificantly on social grants, which constitute just 9% of incomes.

Table 41. Keiskammahoek: Features of the Labour Exploitation Ratio (E=X/F)
(N= 55 households)

Petty Rent earning
I Near- AIIotment Worker | Commodity | rich farmers Rer_1t
andless holding f Prod /| and business earning
Class Categories: labour worker armer _rl_o ucer pensioners
rader owners
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

(Median) (Median) (Median) (Median) (Median) (Median)
E= Labour -53280 -6395.54 -29149.46 -0.53 54712.63 36866.22
Exploitation Ratio (-2000) (-20) (-14.75) (-0.55) (20.67) (63.48)
Total yearly cash
income for R85 916 R116 117 R341 014 R116 813 R228 769 R132 262
household
Proportion of
Income from Labour 0 0.06 0.18 0 0.64 0.76
Hired In
Proportion of
Income from Labour 0.72 0.61 0.7 0.21 0.21 0
Hired Out
Proportion of
Income From Self- 0.01 0.09 0.06 0.44 0.06 0.01
Employed Family
Labour
Proportion of
Income from Social 0.27 0.24 0.06 0.35 0.09 0.23
Grants

The class place of rent earning pensioners intersects with generational dynamics, as household heads
have the oldest mean age of 78 years. 23% of their income is derived from social grants, and notably
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they are the only class with a mean of one for disability grants. Together with generational dynamics, ill
health may explain why they are not accessing wage labour. The highest contribution to their income is
from labour hired in (76%), predominantly from the JV dividend. The use of hired labour in own-
account farming reflects in part, illness and old age.

Allotment holding workers, derive 61 % of their income from hiring their own labour out, particularly in
JV jobs. Most JV workers are located in these households. They also have a mean of at least one
permanent and casual off-farm job. These incomes are supplemented by own-account farming with
family labour and petty trade. Social grants contribute significantly to their household incomes,
accounting for 24%. Petty commodity producers derive 44% of their income from self-employed family
labour. At least two household members are engaged in own-account farming and one in off-farm petty
trade, both with no hired labour. Social grants contribute most significantly to this group, accounting for
35% of household income. They also access wage labour, particularly off-farm casual jobs.

Households classified as near-landless labour, have by far the lowest incomes. They have access to
precarious and poorly paid types of wage labour, and notably they are the only class category with a
mean of one public works job. A few households have access to JV jobs, and there is a mean of one
casual job, one permanent job and one remittance. This is the class category with the second highest
reliance on social grants, which contribute 27% of total household income. There is a mean of one child
support grant. When compared to other social grants, child support grants have a relatively low-income
contribution (R350 per month in 2016), as compared to an old age grant (R1500 per month).

Table 43 illustrates how the class categories intersect with the taxonomic groups. The majority of near-
landless labourers are 'no JV benefits households' (57.1%), with the remainder from JV wage
households. Allotment holding workers are primarily 'JV wage households' (52.2%), followed by 'no JV
benefits households' (34.8 %), with the remaining minority distributed among the two taxonomic groups
with access to irrigation plots. Worker farmers are most prominent among 'JV wage households'
(45.4%), followed by "JV dividend households' (27.3%) and 'JV dividend and wage households' (18.2%).
Petty commodity producers are concentrated in 'no JV benefits households' (66.7%) and the remainder
in 'JV wage households'. Rent earning rich farmers and business owners, are concentrated in 'JV
dividend and wage households' (87.5%) and the rest are found in 'JV dividend households'. Rent earning
pensioners are only found in 'JV dividend households.

Rent earning rich farmers and business owners have the highest incidence of female-headed households
with 50%, and worker farmers have the lowest with only 9.1%. Worker farmers have the largest
household sizes and the highest incidence of migrant labour, with only 46% of adult household members
present most or all nights. Table 43 also captures some striking aspects of generational reproduction.
Near-landless labour households have the youngest household heads, and 29% of their household
members are under eighteen years, while rent earning pensioners have the oldest household heads, and
the lowest percentage of household members under 18 years, with only 13%.
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Table 43 also illustrates how asset ownership correlates with class categories, and their defining
livelihood strategies. For example, near-landless labourers have a high proportion (57.1%) categorised
as asset 'poor'. While, both rent earning rich farmers and business owners, and worker farmers have the
most households categorised as 'middle rich' in household assets, but 'rich' in farming assets. In contrast,
rent earning pensioners are 'rich' in household assets but 'middle-rich’ in farming assets, illustrating
differentiated reproductive strategies.

The most prolific livestock owners are worker farmers, rent earning rich farmers and business owners,
and petty commodity producers. Accumulation of cattle is most pronounced among worker farmers,
followed by petty commodity producers, and then rent earning rich farmers and business owners.
Ownership of large herds of goats is notable among petty commaodity producers but also among worker
farmers. The high number of chickens among rent earning rich farmers and business owners, is because
a few households are engaging in small-scale broiler farming, targeting local markets. Pig ownership
among worker farmers, and rent earning rich farmers and business owners, also indicates some small pig
businesses targeting markets and run mostly by females. Notably, allotment holding workers only have a
mean of four chickens and one pig and they are characterised as ‘middle rich' in farming assets. Near-
landless labourers in contrast, have 71.4% of households who have not cultivated a household garden in
the last year, they own no livestock, and have few or no farming assets.
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Table 42. Keiskammahoek: Access to Different Types of On and Off-Farm Income Sources by Class Categories
(N= 55 households (including 368 individuals))

Petty Rent earning
Near-landless Allotment Commodity rich farmersand | Rentearning
Number of HH Members with labour holding worker | Worker farmer Producer business owners pensioners
Access tosli))Lfrfsgi:nt Income Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mnea Sum
JV permanent jobs 0 3 1 12 1 10 0 1 1 4 0 0
JV casual jobs 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 1 4 0 0
JV Dividend 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 0 1 9 1 3
Permanent jobs 1 5 1 13 1 13 0 1 0 3 0 0
Casual jobs 1 4 1 18 1 8 1 3 0 3 0 0
Civil servant jobs 0 0 0 2 1 6 0 0 1 4 0 0
Own-account farming
(no hired labour) 0 3 1 34 1 11 2 5 1 9 0 0
Own-account farming
(hired labour) 0 0 0 2 1 7 0 0 0 2 1 4
Off farm self-employment
(no hired labour) 0 2 0 6 0 4 1 3 0 1 0 0
Off farm self-employment
(hired labour) 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0
Public works jobs 1 5 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Old age grants 0 1 1 12 0 5 1 4 1 7 1 3
Disability grant 0 3 0 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
Child support grants (total
number) 1 7 1 31 1 14 1 4 1 7 1 2
Remittances 1 4 0 11 0 4 0 1 1 6 0 1
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Table 43. Keiskammahoek: Aspects of Socioeconomic Differentiation and Household Composition by Class Categories
(N= 55 households)

Allotment Petty . Rent earning rich .
. Near-landless . Worker Commaodity Rent earning
Class Categories: holding farmers and ;
labour farmer Producer/ . pensioners
worker Trader business owners
JV Dividend HH 4.30% 27.30% 12.50% 100.00%
JV Taxonomic Groups: |JV Wage HH 42.90% 52.20% 45.40% 33.30%
p
% in Class Categories |JV Dividend & Wage HH 8.70% 18.20% 87.50%
No JV Benefits HH 57.10% 34.80% 9.10% 66.70%
Gender of HH head: Female 28.60% 30.40% 9.10% 33.30% 50.00% 33.30%
ender 0 ad:  'Male 71.40% 69.60% 90.90% 66.70% 50.00% 66.70%
% in Class Categories Other
HH Asset G _ Poor 57.10% 34.80% 9.10% 33.30% 12.50%
ASSELTOURS: — — IMtiddle 14.30% 43.50% 54.50% 50.00% 33.30%
% in Class Categories -
Rich 28.60% 21.70% 36.40% 66.70% 37.50% 66.70%
No Cattle 100.00% 78.30% 9.10% 33.30% 25.00%
Cattle Groups: Cattle Poor 17.40% 37.50% 100.00%
% in Class Categories | Cattle Middle Rich 4.30% 36.40% 33.30% 25.00%
Cattle Rich 54.50% 33.30% 12.50%
Garden plot cultivated | Yes 26.60% 65.20% 63.60% 100.00% 62.50% 100.00%
uring the fast 12 No 71.40% 34.80% 36.40% 37.50%
Household size Mean: 6 6 8 7 7 6
0,
0 Adults present Mean: 0.57 0.59 0.46 0.67 0.65 0.58
most/all nights
0,
6 HH members under |y ;o2 0.29 0.22 0.3 0.17 0.27 0.13
18 years
Age of HH head Mean: 54 57 65 72 63 78
# Types of income Mean: 4 5 5 5 5 5
sources
!—iH members with no Mean: 1 1 1 1 1 0
incomes
Cattle owned by Mean: 0 1 15 13 7 3
household
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Goats owned by Mean: 0 1.43 9.36 28.67 3.88 1.33
household
Pigs owned by Mean: 0 1 3 1 4 2
household
Sheep owned by _
household Mean: 0 ° ) 2 ° °
Chickens owned by Mean: 0 4 9 5 29 5
household
‘;‘;‘;g?“”g offarming | \jean: Poor (5) Middle (7) | Rich (13) Rich (14) Rich (14) Middle (10)
Motor vehicles owned Mean: 1 0 1 1 1 1
Number of irrigation Mean: 0 0 2 0 3 3
plots
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Worker Peasant household in Keiskammahoek: A story of accumulation

I came across a household which represents a livelihood trajectory of accumulation. This household has
used their dividend to accumulate dairy cattle, which are rented to the JV farm to generate significant
incomes. This is a dividend receiving household which is categorised as asset rich. The household has
also managed to accumulate 4 heads of cattle (not dairy cows), 40 goats, 50 chickens and 30 ducks.
These livestock, particularly the goats and ducks, are sold to the local community. They hire a full-time
worker to look after the animals and work in the household garden. The household earned R316 600 in
2015/16, of which the largest contribution is the rental of dairy cows (R144 000). The household head is
also a member of the Trust and an ‘additional member’ on the board of the Seven Stars Cooperative.
The following life history illuminates the history behind how the household came to rent dairy cows to
the farm:

"l came from Colesburg in 1977 to this irrigation scheme. |1 am 76 years old. In this house there is my
wife and 5 grandchildren, my one son who is a lawyer, another son who is a private security guard and
two daughters who both work in Johannesburg in permanent clerical jobs. Before 1 came here | was
working as a police officer and before that | worked in a hotel. | decided to get out of the police force
because of the frustration of the riots. | grew up on a livestock farm so farming wasn’t completely new...
During the Ciskei we each milked 6 cows and there was no payment for your produce, they would give
you R120 for your whole produce no matter the amount. We were like workers not farmers! It was not a
good income but we managed to give our children an education on that money. | have a title for the land
since 1985 but not everyone does... Before Amadlelo came here | had around 30 cows and we were just
milking them and selling to the community and we planted maize and veg on his land, hiring people
casually. We started in 2010 getting a small stipend from Seven Stars farm, around R600 then it slowly
increased. Now we get R5000 a month and a large amount at end of the year. In 2015 we got R50 000. |
used the dividend to fix up this house and to look after my grandchildren. I also fixed my car and bought
livestock.

I hire 20 cattle to the dairy farm business. | started with 10 cows in 2013 and through the calves | now
hire 20 dairy cows to the (JV) business. When we started Seven Stars, some people sold their cows but
they used that money for other things. | decided to save that money and buy more cows for the business.
I get R600 per month for each cow and | get paid at the end of the year. When | can get more money |
will want to extend my cows. My most important income source will be from the cows because the one
from the dividend is up and down and depends on how well the business does, now there is a drought so
it may be difficult. My wife and | both have old age pensions. She also receives three child support
grants for the grandchildren. | also have other livestock and cattle, | keep them in an outside camp
during the day and at night I close them in one of the three houses | have on the scheme. We sell
livestock to the local community. We have a home garden that my wife looks after but just for eating not
for sale. She has one person to help in the garden and also with the livestock, he is a casual person but he
comes daily".
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The class position of this worker peasant household is illuminated by its ability to hire in labour and to
accumulate productive assets. Younger household members are actively engaged in wage labour. Some
of the migrant children remit, while others contribute to household expenses and the ceremonial fund
when they return to the rural household, including investments in livestock. This case illustrates how the
JV is providing some opportunities for landowners to accumulate productive capital in Keiskammahoek.
For an elder pensioner, the opportunity provided to generate passive income through renting dairy cows
to the JV scheme is a pragmatic and seemingly beneficial livelihood strategy. Clearly incomes and
benefits deriving from the JV are central to the overall accumulation strategy of this household.

However, the life history also reveals that this particular household has a much longer trajectory of
accumulation and class formation extending beyond the JV. Before accessing land on the irrigation
scheme the household head was a police officer. He managed to save money during his employ with the
state. He received a pay-out upon his resignation and still receives a state pension to augment the
dividends he receives from the scheme. This example demonstrates that it is not always possible to
determine the degree to which cases of accumulation are a direct result of JV benefits, as compared to
other income and asset sources and historical processes of class formation. Money is fungible and class
place is dynamic and inherently unstable.

12.7 Discussion and Comparative Analysis of Shiloh and Keiskammahoek

The results of employing the class typology, illustrate definite patterns between the class categories.
These differences are not only expressed in terms of trends in different forms of labour exploitation, but
also in terms of reproductive strategies, access to different types of incomes, assets and also household
composition. This indicates that despite limitations in using income data, the modifications to Patnaik’s
(1989) labour exploitation ratio were successful in distinguishing class categories with common
characteristics. The results of the livelihood survey and life histories (which could not be presented in
full here) have confirmed that in both Shiloh and Keiskammahoek, the local communities in which these
JVs are being implemented, are socially differentiated along lines of class. However, aspects of
generational difference, gender, religion, race, and ethnicity, intersect with class in complex ways. There
are also important differences between these two sites, in terms of historical trajectories of class
formation, social differentiation and particularly land use and consolidation, which assist in explaining
the very diverse outcomes.

At an obvious level, the divergent outcomes between Shiloh and Keiskammahoek are also a function of
the size of the beneficiary group and scale of production. In Keiskammahoek, 2000 cows are kept on
745 hectares with dividends deriving to only 35 households. This sharply contrasts to Shiloh, where you
have 900 cows on 450 hectares, with a huge beneficiary group of 395 households, and hence both
smaller dividends and fewer JV jobs. The difference in reproductive strategies across these case studies,
is in part, a reflection of the way in which larger holdings of land had been historically accumulated in
Keiskammahoek prior to the JV. Farming their irrigation plots had remained a central livelihood activity
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up until the JV was implemented in 2010. This fact, along with historical processes of class formation,
can in part account for the much larger numbers of rent earning rich farmers and business owners, and
worker farmers engaging extensively in own-account farming. However, access to a larger JV dividend
also enables a surplus to be reinvested in farming, and at the same time influences their labour
exploitation ratio.

This contrasts sharply with Shiloh, where the majority of landowners reported having abandoned
cropping on the irrigation scheme between 1994 and 1997, when the Ciskei’s agricultural parastatal
Ulimocor was dissolved, and the homeland was reincorporated into a democratic South Africa.
Following this, for the most part, the land was only used to graze cattle in Shiloh. Consequently, access
to wage-labour and social grants became comparatively more critical for the reproduction of these
households. This explains the relatively small number of rent earning rich farmers and business owners,
and a larger grouping of worker farmers in Shiloh, relying substantially on wages. The wider context of
unemployment in Shiloh also accounts for the identification of the class category of supplementary food
producers (not identified in Keiskammahoek), who rely almost entirely on social grants, supplemented
marginally by own-account farming.

In order to understand the heightened levels of intragroup conflict in Shiloh, relative to Keiskammahoek,
it is revealing to compare the class structure of those households with access to irrigation plots, as
documented in Table 44 below. Clearly, there is differentiation among these households in both sites.
However, in Shiloh, this differentiation is more extreme. In particular there are classes like petty
commodity producers, which make little or no use of wage labour and mostly exploit their own family
labour. Households identified as supplementary food producers rely considerably on social grants, and
can thus be considered quite a vulnerable class. In Keiskammahoek, neither of these class categories can
be identified among households with rights to irrigation plots.

The majority of households in Shiloh are located in the allotment holding worker class and worker
farmer class, comprising 74% together. In Shiloh, the rent earning rich farmers and business owners are
a very small minority, and the rent earning pensioner class category, does not exist. In Keiskammahoek
by contrast, when these two classes are combined, they account for 57.5% of households with irrigation
plots. These classes both exploit the labour of others, to an equal or usually greater extent, than they
exploit their own labour in self-employment. Rent earning pensioners do not sell their labour, and rent
earning rich farmers and business owners, sell their own labour to a smaller degree than they hire in the
labour of others. This demonstrates how the predominant dynamics of labour exploitation among
irrigation plot holders, is vastly different between the two case study sites.

In Keiskammahoek, there are a relatively large proportion of worker farmers among households owning
irrigation plots, although less than in Shiloh. In both case study sites, worker farmers have quite high
household incomes, relative to other class categories. However, in Keiskammahoek, with a mean of
R341 041, this is much higher than Shiloh with only R201 533. However, the former also tends to have
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larger household sizes. In Keiskammahoek, social grants only contribute 6% to total worker farmer
incomes, whereas in Shiloh they contribute 18%. In Keiskammahoek, worker farmers have a mean of
one civil servant job, whereas in Shiloh, only a few households have access to these jobs. This speaks to
a difference in the type of wage labour and possibly the 'political connectedness' of Keiskammahoek's
worker farmers.

Table 44. Class Typology for Combined Taxonomic Groups of *JV Dividend' and 'JV Dividend and Wage
Households'

Class categories for irrigation plot

holdholders® Shiloh Keiskammahoek
Supplementary Food Producers 7% 0%
Allotment holding worker 30% 15.5%
Worker farmer 44% 27%

Petty commodity producer/ trader 12% 0%

Rent earning rich farmers and business 7% 42%

Rent earning pensioners 0% 15.5%

The life histories also reveal that there are qualitative differences between worker farmers' reproductive
strategies. In Keiskammahoek there is evidence of accumulation in farming, which is simply not present
in Shiloh to the same extent. For example, | found a worker farmer who had accumulated 20 dairy cattle
and is renting them to the JV farm. This also illustrates the point that the qualitative differences in the
class place of worker farmers, in relation to rent earning rich farmers and business owners in
Keiskammahoek, may not be so pronounced as to create the type of class conflict that is evident in
Shiloh.

There are also half as many allotment holding workers among irrigation plot holders in Keiskammahoek
as there are in Shiloh. In Keiskammahoek this class has higher overall household incomes, (a greater
proportion of which is from self-employment, particularly agricultural sales), they rely less on social
grants and they have more assets and livestock. A closer look also reveals that in Keiskammahoek some
households were located in this category because of gender and generational dynamics. These were
female-headed households who didn’t own cattle and due to old age or illness, some were no longer
generating a surplus from own-account farming. These households predominantly rely on the JV
dividends, supplemented by the support of younger, healthy household members engaged in wage
employment.

1% The near-landless labour class category is not included here because this is a class typology for households that own irrigation plots, and thus they are not
landless.
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In Shiloh, the incidence of female-headed households is however far more pronounced, and shows an
almost opposite trend to Keiskammahoek. In Shiloh, every class category except worker farmers, has
more female-headed households than male-headed households. In contrast, in Keiskammahoek, it is
only among rent earning rich farmers and business owners where there is a 50/50 split, and all of these
were households headed by elder widows. This is an important characteristic difference between the two
sites. Literature highlights how female-headed households tend to be more vulnerable. This is not only
because of gendered struggles in the work place, home and other social spaces. Women (particularly
when unmarried), also generally have inferior customary inheritance rights, which are contingent on
their relationships with male household members (Claasens 2013; Cousins 2013b; Fay 2005; Oomen
2005; Berry 1989; Whitehead and Tsikata 2003; Knowles 1991).

Various layers of social networks mediate access to jobs, dividends and decision-making power in
Shiloh. Many intragroup conflicts have emerged, focused around the JV farm. However, life histories
and ethnographic immersion revealed that many of these conflicts preceded the establishment of the JV,
but had since been reinvigorated by it. Several aspects of social difference intersect in complex ways
with the class categories, including generational and gender dynamics, as well as association to the local
Moravian Church and being considered a member of the 'traditional community’, in good relations with
the local headman who is a member of the cooperative.

Although the JV has not led to the same levels of intragroup conflict in Keiskammahoek, there are still
visible areas of contention. The history of land consolidation under 35 landowners has contributed to
shortages of grazing land in this area. In the first years of the farms establishment, the surrounding
community would frequently cut fences to let their livestock on to the pastures, which caused serious
challenges for the biosecurity of the farm’s dairy herd. The local community often refers to the
landowners as 'settlers’, since many originate from other parts of South Africa. The legitimacy of their
rights to the land is frequently questioned, framed by discourses of belonging and membership to
customary groups, which endure in spite of the title deeds most households hold.

Another important finding emerging from this study is the need to focus not only on intragroup conflicts
through a class lens, but also on the distribution of benefits and risks at an intra-household level. In some
cases, JVs are precipitating a reorganisation of labour processes and their gendered-relations within
households. Some female respondents expressed frustrations over male members controlling JV
dividends and wages. This quote, from a woman in a rent earning rich farmer and business owner
household in Keiskammahoek, is revealing of gendered struggles:

"Men always want all the money to come to them. Sometimes you can't know how much you got
because they don't tell you, they control it. The dividend goes straight to my husband’s bank so |
don't even know if it's paid or not".
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Gendered struggles were especially marked in Keiskammahoek, where households were still farming
their land prior to the JV. The comparatively large size of the dividend also explains why it is igniting
intra-household struggles over the distribution of this income. Women explained how it had been easier
to have a degree of control over farming income prior to the JV. However, since the implementation of
the JV, women needed to develop new strategies to renegotiate their livelihoods. Some women had
refocused their efforts on household gardens, and many had started small pig or broiler businesses.
However, the effects of the JV on gender relations were differentiated and contingent and the outcome
was not always negative for women's relative power within households. Some women emphasised
having equal, or at least considerable negotiating power, over how JV dividends and wages were spent
in the home.

In spite of these conflicts over the distribution of JV jobs and dividends, it must be recognised that the
evidence indicates that in both sites, jobs in particular, made significant contributions to household
incomes. This was especially the case among JV wage receiving households located in allotment
holding worker and near-landless labour class categories, where they were often the largest and most
stable income source. There is also evidence in Keiskammahoek of JV dividends being reinvested in
own account farming, particularly in the households of rent earning rich farmer and business owners and
worker farmers.

12.8 Conclusion

This chapter made use of a methodology for exploring class dynamics, that brings together Patnaik’s
(1989) labour exploitation criterion with other approaches to develop class typologies in the South
African context (Cousins 2010; Levin et al. 1997). The results of employing the class typology,
demonstrate how differing dynamics of class formation and other aspects of social differentiation help
explain divergent outcomes in the comparative case study of the Amadlelo Agri JV farms in Shiloh and
Keiskammahoek.

A longer view of historical processes of class formation and accumulation of land, livestock and farming
assets in Keiskammahoek under a few households, can in part account for the JV’s relative success. This
is demonstrated by the examples of rent earning rich farmers and business owners and worker farmers,
who are investing JV dividends and wages extensively in own-account farming. In Shiloh, the many
intragroup conflicts that have emerged around the JV farm reflect the realities of a highly differentiated
community, and a context where household reproduction is under more extreme pressure.

The class typology, detailed in this Chapter, is also significant because it speaks to the type of emerging
agrarian structure that a JV intervention conditions. This has important implications for debates around
agrarian change in South Africa. Significantly, the study could not identify any households as 'middle
farmers'. This contrasts to research that has identified dynamic middle farmer class categories, ‘reliant on
‘accumulation’ from below' through petty commodity production’ (Scoones et al. 2012; Cousins, 2013).
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Many authors consider accumulation from below to be a more progressive, dynamic and desirable
pathway of agrarian reform (Cousins 2015; Aliber and Hall 2012; Scoones et al. 2012). The JV model
does not, however, seem to provide the conditions for establishing such a class category of accumulating
middle farmers.

Also | could not find evidence of the emergence of small-scale capitalist farmers, as identified in
Cousins’ (2010) typology. However, it could be argued that some of the black JV farm managers
(discussed in Chapter 6) could be viewed as small-scale capitalist farmers. The entrance of black small-
scale capitalist farmers could be viewed as contributing to transformation of the dairy sector. However,
benefits to this class need to be evaluated in relation to benefits to households that hold land rights to
irrigation plots, and particularly the high levels of intragroup conflicts emerging in Shiloh in the face of
the JV intervention.
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Chapter 13. Sharemilking Joint Ventures: Impacts on Social Reproduction, Land
Rights and Class Relations in the Amadlelo Agri Schemes

13.1 Introduction

This Chapter is the final concluding chapter of this PhD thesis. | will attempt to summarise and discuss
the key analytical issues and findings that the thesis has explored. I will also particularly focus on two of
my key research questions, which involve a synthesis of the findings discussed so far, and which have
particular relevance for research, policy and practice:

e How can the impacts of JVs on the livelihoods and land rights of local residents be explained,
with particular emphasis on the social relations of production, the structure of property rights,
discourses of ‘custom’ and the character of decision-making and power?

e What are the wider political and policy lessons that can be drawn from these cases of large-scale
agricultural investments in communal areas? And how can the study contribute to understanding
processes of agrarian change in contemporary South Africa?

13.2 Summary of the Key Analytical Issues Explored in this Thesis

The Amadlelo Agri model of sharemilking JVs and its benefits for agrarian capital

The way in which agrarian capital chooses to organise production is no accident. It tells one something
about how capital is responding to the particular pressures inherent to a commodity market and the
wider political economy. Capital must be organised in ways that are profitable if it is to survive. Political
uncertainty around land reform, coupled with a volatile market for milk in South Africa, explains in part
why white agrarian capital choses to enter into dairy joint ventures with black landowners. JVs are a
strategy to ‘hang in’ and access government funding to make investments less risky, in highly
competitive value chains like dairy.

Agribusiness partners often cite their primary motivation as a desire to contribute to land reform and
black economic empowerment. However, a number of other incentives were also noted. The
comparative case study reveals that sharemilking in the South African context is a means by which to
avoid tying capital up in costly fixed assets and land, as these are instead provided through government
grants and access to communal land. This allows agribusiness to free up capital to rather accumulate
large herds of valuable dairy cows and make investments in the wider value-chain, up and downstream
from the farm, which arise through sharemilking ‘empowerment deals’. Other incentives of the model
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for agribusiness include: access to scarce and valuable irrigated pastures in South Africa's coastal
regions (which provide a differential rent), increasing political creditability within the context of land
reform, and the labour-disciplining effect of having a large part of the labour force derived from
customary landowners/ community shareholders.

Amadlelo Agri reports that government investment in fixed assets across all of their projects to date has
amounted to R197 million, while they have invested R92 million in dairy animals and movable
equipment. Amadlelo Agri benefits from a 10% management fee and 50% of the remaining profits,
while investing far less capital in movable assets as compared to the value of the land, irrigation
infrastructure and milking parlours. The model is thus a good return on investment for the sharemilker.
The kind of financial data required to carry out a thorough analysis of the relative return on investment
to the community cooperatives vis-a-vis Amadlelo Agri was not made available to me, and therefore |
cannot attempt to unequivocally answer the question of whether the community beneficiaries are being
exploited, as government has claimed.

In many cases ‘main-stream economic logic’ states that strategic partners prefer to invest where there is
private title. The main explanation for this is that tenure insecurity doesn’t provide adequate insurance
on investments, especially for crops that require long-term investments e.g. tree crops (Bitzer, V &
Bijman, J., 2014; Derman et al., 2006). For dairy, however, this restriction can be more easily overcome
because of the nature of the commodity being produced, which involves twice-daily milking. If
government invests in the fixed assets, as they have in a number of Amadlelo Agri's farms, risk is
reduced for agribusiness, which can easily withdraw their cows™®” or movable assets should the venture
fail.

Landed Property and Rent in South Africa's Land Reform

In Chapter 8, I made use of Patnaik's (1983) application of the Marxist theory of rent to sharecropping,
in order to theorize class relations in sharemilking. Within this framing, the JV dividend is seen as a
form of rent. This clarifies the fundamental social relations of production involved in sharemilking, as
one between landed property (the community/ customary landowners) and a capitalist producer tenant
(Amadlelo Agri/ Agribusiness). Patnaik’s (1993) conceptualisation of sharecropping, as a form of
capitalist rent, is important and helps us clarify social relations of production. Viewing sharecropping, in
its widely held empirically associated character with petty production and pre-capitalist relations, does
not adequately explain the concrete capital-labour relations we have investigated in sharemilking.
Importantly, Patnaik (1993) notes that the key difference between a petty producer and a capitalist tenant
or sharecropper, is that the latter produces for profit and therefore does not pay the whole of their
surplus product as rent, whereas the former does.

In order to ensure, therefore, that a sharecropping or sharemilking arrangement is still profitable, the
capitalist tenant must raise the output and surplus per unit of land by employing advanced techniques or

97 Given the lucrative rental market for dairy cows in South Africa.
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technologies and/or by accessing land where a differential rent (as discussed above) can be reaped.
Importantly this conceptualisation also explains why capitalist producers only employ share contracts
with certain types of farming. Dairy, for example, allows for the penetration of capital, in the form of
mechanisation. This allows capitalist tenants (sharemilkers in this case) to lower the proportion of the
surplus product paid as a rent, making the arrangement profitable in ways that other types of farming
would not allow for because they can't be mechanised.

I have conceptualised class relations in sharemilking as those between landed property (the customary
landowners) and a capitalist tenant (agribusiness). The class identities of the various landowning
households will, however, be more complex, given the ways in which class position is fragmented
(Bernstein, 2011a). However, for the purpose of theorising sharemilking and understanding its dominant
social relations of production, it is useful to abstract from the complexities of class place among
different landowning households. In most cases, households owning irrigation plots and receiving rents
from the JV will not identify simply as ‘landed property’. The pressures of social reproduction in rural
South Africa would allow very few people to live off rents alone. As Chapter 12 demonstrated, however,
in Keiskammahoek | did identify such a class category among the irrigation plot owners, who survive
entirely off rents and pensions, with no access to wage labour. | have referred to them as "rent earning
pensioners™ because of how generational characteristics intersect with class place.

My theorisation of class relations of sharemilking arrangements in the former homelands, making use of
Marxist theories of rent and landed property, also has some parallels with Capps (2010) theorisation of
the Bafokeng Tribal Authority in the context of platinum mining in South Africa. To explain land
relations in the former homelands, Capps (ibid) makes use of the concept of 'tribal landed property’,
which is understood as:

"... A dialectical unity of local state and corporate land relations that are both form and effect of
the contradictory development of the capital relation in sub-Saharan Africa under conditions of
colonial imperialism. As a state institution the chieftaincy is everywhere constituted as a
territorialised tribal authority, while as a landed institution it has the potential (though by no
means the necessity) to assume the ‘class function’ of modern landed property in relation to
agrarian and industrial capital” (p. 3).

Capps' (2010) conceptualisation, allows for communal tenure to be understood from within a political
economy perspective, and its inherent class relations to be drawn from those that characterise the
capitalist mode of production. This avoids the perplexing tendency to draw on 'pre-capitalist’ social
forms and relations to understand its dynamics. My theorisation of landed property in sharemilking
arrangements, does not, however, focus strongly on the institution of chieftaincy. This is in part because
of the somewhat unique context of the Ciskei where, for example, the institution of chieftaincy is absent
in Keiskammahoek but present in the Shiloh case study. However, the key class dynamics remain
relevant. In particular, Capps (2010) explains how ‘tribal landed property' is viewed as a distinct
phenomenal form that embodies both a political and economic character, unlike the purely economic
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form of ‘landed property’. This creates various antagonisms and contradictions between political
authority and the economic aspects of landed property.

This specific characterisation is useful for my purposes, as it explains the enduring role of the state, in
which all communal land remains vested. The state continues to play a major role in land administration
and in directing development on land located in the former homelands (whether privately or
communally owned). The Keiskammahoek case study, illustrates that in the context of the communal
areas, even where land is privately owned, the legitimacy of land rights continue to be subject to
negotiation based on membership to various, nested social groups (Berry, 1993; Moore, 1998). Thus the
nature of land rights remain ‘politically up for dispute’ and are not merely enforced through the
‘economic power' bestowed on landed property to organise production (Wood, 1981; Capps, 2010).

Capps (2010), for example, explains how tribal landed property's power to subordinate labour to capital
is made more precarious by its political aspects, which become the condition by which it can exert its
economic power. The many contestations over JV arrangements, that I discussed in this thesis, not only
in the Amadlelo Agri case studies but also in a number of other JVs being implemented in the communal
areas, have their roots in the inherent tensions that characterise the type of 'landed property' found in
South Africa's former 'homelands'.

The wider significance of the Amadlelo Agri case for debates on 'Broad-Based Black Economic
Empowerment’ (BBBEE) and class

An implication, of the class dynamics inherent in the sharemilking JV model, is that it may not be
creating the right conditions to stimulate a class of productive black farmers, since beneficiaries are
involved primarily as workers and as passive recipients of dividends and land rents. Key informants
from Amadlelo Agri, also acknowledge this limitation of the JV model, as the following statement
expresses: “I don't think that the JV model is mobilizing people to be excited about agriculture, it just
makes them wait for their dividend".

A definite limitation of the model is that it is centred on agribusiness directing the production and
management of the JV farms. The cooperatives are not being sufficiently trained to take over the
financial management of their farms, which remains quite centralised under Amadlelo Agri though the
farm trusts. In essence the JV model and its vision of agrarian reform is at risk of equating ‘black
emerging farmers’ with a group of customary landowners, who are in reality passive recipients of JV
dividends and jobs. This in general reflects the wider conundrum of the BBBEE programme in South
Africa. There is a need to re-envision alternative models, which ensure the continued productivity of our
economy in the long term. This means creating new opportunities for 'accumulation from below’, rather
than only focusing on distributing the value of existing capitals.

There are a number of cases, where customary landowning households are using their dividends to
reinvest in own-account farming. These households could be potential candidates for accumulation and
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for establishing productive farming enterprises, alongside the JVs. This could create an impetus towards
a more fundamental shift in agrarian relations. However, government and agribusiness are not currently
supporting this potential. A number of limiting factors were identified, in particular, the fact that
complementarity of land use for the JVs and own-account farming by households has not been
integrated into the design of the farms, insufficient access to reliable markets and the poor functioning of
the community cooperatives.

These types of JV 'partnership models' between capital and poorer communities (or in many cases
workers) aren’t unique to the agricultural sector. They should therefore also be explained within the
general tendencies of capitalism. Under modern capitalism providing employees, or other ‘vulnerable
classes’, with equity ownership in a firm has become a global trend. Social or worker ownership is a
way to deal with the inability of firms to raise wages in a context of economic stagnation (Minns, 1996;
Sesil et al., 2001).

These types of arrangements can therefore be seen as a compact between the state and capital, to jointly
manage the threat of labour and political unrest that might arise from falling living standards. In contexts
like South Africa, which suffers from pervasive unemployment, this is particularly relevant. In many
ways both the state and agribusiness are aware that arrangements like JVs cannot provide opportunities
for wealth and capital accumulation among beneficiaries, especially where many households are
included, as is the case in Shiloh. However, JVs are seen by the state as contributing to social welfare for
the growing masses of the poor in the former homelands. Thus they fit neatly into the neoliberal, 'social
safety net' approach of the South African state.

Impacts on social reproduction, land rights and class relations

The comparative case study reveals that there is evidence of livelihood benefits for local residents, in the
form of jobs, land rents, dividend payments and some opportunities have emerged for accumulation.
However, there are also some impacts that could be evaluated as negative for social reproduction, in its
broadest social, economic and cultural significance. At an obvious level, the divergent outcomes
between Shiloh and Keiskammahoek are a function of the size of the beneficiary group, and scale of
production. However, | will also detail a number of other less obvious explanations for the contrasting
outcomes at these two JV farms.

The formalization of labour processes on the JV farms has allowed households to access formal
employment, which is a scarce commaodity in these areas. Income data presented in Chapters 10 and 11
for each case study indicated that JV jobs make significant contributions to household incomes. This is
especially the case among JV wage receiving households, where JV wages in many cases comprise the
largest and most stable household income source. In Shiloh, the dividend makes a relatively small
contribution and is used predominantly on household consumption. While at Keiskammahoek the
dividend makes a significant contribution to household income, and also contributes to the reinvestment
fund for own-account farming in many of these households.
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A Marxist lens is interested with accumulation dynamics in farming, or answering Bernstein's (2010)
questions of "who gets what and what do they do with it?" In a minority of cases in Keiskammahoek,
dividends are contributing to accumulation in own-account farming. However, money is fungible and it
is not always easy to differentiate benefits from the JV from other income sources. Several authors have
emphasized the importance of wages and remittances in sustaining agricultural production in the former
homelands (Murray, 1981; Spiegel, 1986; James, 1985; Beinart, 1982). This continues to be true in the
case studies investigated. However, barring a few households, incomes generated from these agricultural
activities remain relatively insignificant, in comparison to other off-farm income sources. Hebinck and
van Averbeke (2013) have, however, emphasised for other regions of the Ciskel, that agrarian activities
continue to contribute significantly to household reproduction, in spite of their contribution to monetary
income being relatively low.

The main benefit deriving to the no JV benefits group is the availability of cheap unpasteurized milk
from the JV farms and the sale of calves. In both sites this taxonomic group is decidedly worse-off in
terms of incomes, assets, access to land and other key features of household composition (e.g. they have
the largest proportion of female-headed households). This seems to indicate that access to benefits from
the JV may contribute to the more secure livelihoods of the other three taxonomic groups in the sample.
However, my ‘opportunistic sampling' method for the no JV benefits group means | cannot decisively
assert this. There are also a number of other factors that are difficult to control for, including historic
processes of class formation, which are discussed in Chapter 5.

Numerous challenges, weigh heavily on JV benefits. In both sites conceptions of belonging to customary
and kin groups mediate access to benefits. Preferential access to jobs for irrigation plot owners and their
wider kin networks are creating conflict with the wider community. At Keiskammahoek, in reality this
appears to be more of a ‘perception’ of preferential access, since only 27.5% of the total labour force
comes from households who also receive dividends. On the contrary, at Shiloh 53% of the labour force
are dividend and JV wage receiving households. At both case study sites, there are contentions over who
has the right to labour on the farm, which are permeated with language of belonging and mediated by
networks of kin and customary groups. There are also notable generational struggles over jobs.

The examples of lost livelihoods and conflicts over JV jobs, presented in Chapters 10 and 11, illustrate
the difficulties of operating ‘capitalist farming ventures’ in a communal setting where complex social
networks remain important in mediating access to land, jobs and other resources. Irrigation plot holders
are under pressure to offer jobs to their kin, while the viability of the farm itself relies on maintaining
social relations with local residents in surrounding villages. The farm has to navigate these dynamics
carefully to avoid the risk of alienating different groups, which may pose a risk to its legitimate right to
use the land.
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Inter- and intra-household distribution of JV benefits and risks

Investigating inter- and intra-household distribution of JV benefits (and risks) is central to understanding
impacts of the JV and also the emerging contentions and conflicts. The different social and historical
characteristics of each case study site, has produced noticeably different intragroup relations and class
dynamics. In Shiloh, along with membership to customary and kin groups, benefits are mediated by
alliance to the Mayime Cooperative, the traditional leader and the Moravian Church.

At Keiskammahoek there is decidedly less tension over dividends. However, the relatively larger
dividends have, in some cases, ignited intra-household conflicts over their distribution, which have
taken on a particularly gendered character. In some cases the JV has thus had a negative effect on the
position of women in households, which is discussed in Chapter 10. The rights of Keiskammahoek's
landowners to their irrigation plots also remains contested by the wider community, who refer to them as
'settlers’, in spite of the private title deeds most households have.

Poor governance of community cooperatives

Issues of democratic governance and the character of power and decision-making are particularly
important in understanding the distribution of risks and benefits, as discussed in Chapter 7. The very
poor governance of the community cooperatives has produced numerous tensions. This is particularly
the case in Shiloh, where claims of corruption and mismanagement, regarding the Mayime Cooperative,
have resulted in intense intragroup conflict and even violence. Access to dividends and jobs are
somewhat more politicised in Shiloh, as compared to Keiskammahoek. At Keiskammahoek the farm
operating trust is responsible for hiring labour and distributing dividends, whereas in Shiloh the Mayime
Cooperative handles these tasks. Poor governance also affects the potential sustainability of the JV
model, since currently it seems unlikely that either the Mayime Cooperative or Seven Stars Cooperatives
would be able to run the farming enterprises without Amadlelo Agri in the near future.

Amadlelo Agri asserts that much of their energies are focused on dealing with the complexities of
community politics to ensure buy-in, but they appear hesitant to tackle face-on the claims of corruption
within the Mayime Cooperative. However, without resolving these tensions, and the issue of democratic
and transparent governance of the cooperatives, the long-term viability of the JVs is uncertain.

Tensions between social reproduction and capitalist farming

There is the sense that even if governance challenges are addressed, the JV model at Shiloh in particular,
will still be a mismatch for the reproductive needs of poorer households. This tension is reflected in the
emerging conflict at Shiloh, over whether all profits should be paid out as dividends to customary
landowners or saved and reinvested in the cooperative business. Many poorer households are simply
unwilling to reinvest their meagre dividend payments into building a business, which will reap little
benefits given the large number of beneficiaries. Capitalist farming thus introduces numerous tensions
into processes of social reproduction engaged in by socially differentiated households. This is a
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conclusion that has been made before by other authors, including Manenzhe (2016) regarding JV
arrangements in Limpopo and Hornby (2016) regarding the operations of CPAs in KwaZulu-Natal.

The JV model is designed to operate according to the imperatives of profit inherent to capitalist farming,
free from concerns of meeting the reproductive demands of poorer households, or of maintaining the
many social networks that are key to social and cultural life in the communal areas (PLAAS, 2016;
Berry, 1989). However, this sits uneasily with the realities in which these JVs are being implemented.
The demands placed on the farm to hire landowner’s kin, and how cooperatives are embroiled in local
identity politics is also rooted in the complexities of social reproduction. Therefore, there appears to be
an inherent mismatch between the logic of the JV model and that of social reproduction.

The pressures experienced by differentiated households in their ability to meet social reproduction, is
central to understanding conflicts over land, jobs and dividends. These tensions do not create as much
tension in Keiskammahoek, due to on the one hand the larger dividends to satisfy the needs of
reproduction, and on the other hand the different character of class dynamics among the landowning
group. At Shiloh, where social differentiation is more intense among the landowners, their reproductive
needs are more distinct, and conflict is emerging over how dividends should be used by the Mayime
Cooperative.

Joint ventures and trajectories of class formation

Another key impact of the JVs is the particular way in which they promote class formation. In Chapter
12, I present a methodology for exploring class dynamics that brings together Patnaik’s (1989) labour
exploitation criterion, with other approaches to develop class typologies in the South African context
(Cousins 2010; Levin et al. 1997), along with my own additions. The results of employing the class
typology illustrate how in both Shiloh and Keiskammahoek, the local communities in which these JVs
are being implemented, are socially differentiated along lines of class.

The differences between the class categories are expressed, not only in terms of trends in different forms
of labour exploitation, but also in terms of reproductive strategies, access to different types of incomes,
assets and also household composition. The comparative analysis of the class character of each
settlement in Chapter 12 illustrated how divergent outcomes from the JVs in these two rural settlements
are most powerfully explained by differences in the class structure of each settlement. A class-based
typology assists in understanding the tensions that the JV model of capitalist farming generates in
relation to household reproduction, in a class-differentiated manner.

Class dynamics are, however, not the only ones at work, and are intermeshed with many other
‘determinations’. Class place is thus complex, contingent and subject to processes of constant change
(Scoones et al., 2012; Cousins, 2010; Bernstein, 2010). The challenge is in theorizing the ways in which
class difference relates to other aspects of social difference. Peters (2004) also notes that “differentiation
takes many forms- including youth against elders, men against women, ethnic and religious
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confrontations- these also reveal new social divisions that, in sum, can be seen as class formation”
(p.291). This PhD has thus tried to illustrate how the JV interacts with and impacts on currents of class
formation, and how class interacts with other aspects of social difference, particularly gender, kinship,
ethnicity, race, generation and religious affiliation.

In order to understand the heightened levels of intragroup conflict in Shiloh, as compared to
Keiskammahoek, it is revealing to compare the class structure of those households with access to
irrigation plots, which is documented in Chapter 12. Clearly in both sites there is differentiation among
households. However, in Shiloh, this differentiation is more extreme. In particular there are classes like
petty commodity producers, which make little or no use of wage labour and mostly exploit their own
family labour. Households identified as supplementary food producers rely considerably on social
grants, and can thus be considered quite a vulnerable class. In Keiskammahoek, neither of these class
categories can be identified among households with rights to irrigation plots.

The majority of households in Shiloh are located in the allotment holding worker and worker farmer
class categories, comprising 74% together. In Shiloh, the rent earning rich farmers and business owners
are a very small minority, and the rent earning pensioner class category, does not exist. In contrast in
Keiskammahoek, when these two classes are combined, they account for 57.5% of households with
irrigation plots. These classes both exploit the labour of others, to an equal or usually greater extent, than
they exploit their own labour in self-employment. Rent earning pensioners do not sell their labour, and
rent earning rich farmers and business owners, sell their own labour to a smaller degree than they hire
in the labour of others. This demonstrates how the predominant dynamics of labour exploitation among
irrigation plot holders, is vastly different between the two case study sites.

This thesis has also attempted to illustrate how an analysis of historical trajectories of class formation,
land rights and use, and livelihoods is also central to understanding the impacts of JVs in different
contexts. This was the explicit focus of Chapter 5 and | have attempted to thread a historical lens
throughout this thesis. In Keiskammahoek, the historical process of class formation that took place
during the Ciskei era, among a small group of 35 petty commodity producing households on the
irrigation scheme is central to understanding contemporary dynamics. They managed to accumulate
larger parcels of land from their neighbours (many with private title), along with productive assets. For
landowners in Keiskammahoek, farming their irrigation plots, had remained a central livelihood activity
up until the JV was implemented in 2010. This fact, along with historical processes of accumulation, can
in part account for the much larger numbers of rent earning rich farmers and business owners and
worker farmers, who are engaging extensively in own-account farming. However, access to a larger JV
dividend also enables a surplus to be reinvested in farming.

This contrasts sharply with Shiloh, where the majority of landowners reported having abandoned
cropping on the irrigation scheme between 1994 and 1997. The vandalism that took place to the
irrigation scheme following the liquidation of the Ciskei parastatal, prohibited production on the
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irrigation scheme in the democratic period, and also created a lingering intragroup conflict. However,
even during the Ciskei era, much of the land (apart from 17 plots used for commercial dairy farming and
the food plots) was operated by a 'group farm’, and customary landowners received dividends and jobs.
Therefore the conditions for accumulation found in Keiskammahoek'*®, were never afforded to the
customary landowners at Shiloh.

Overall, the comparative analysis of livelihoods presented in Chapters 10 and 11, illustrates that the
ability of households to meet social reproduction are somewhat more precarious in Shiloh. More
households in the Shiloh sample live below the poverty line, they have less assets and lower incomes'*°,
scarcer access to wage labour, more female-headed households, and generally rely more heavily on
safety nets like public works jobs and social grants. The wider livelihood portfolio of households and
character of household composition thus interacts with the JV intervention in complex ways.
Understanding pressures to household reproduction can also help explain emerging tensions over JV

benefits.

Historical land use patterns and conflicts and the impacts of the joint ventures

Apart from the different nature of land rights in Shiloh (communal allocations) and Keiskammahoek
(predominantly private titles and deeds of sale), there are also some important differences in terms of
how land use has been affected by the JV farms. In Shiloh most landowners have given over the use of
all of their land to the JV, with a minority maintaining a few quarter hectare food plots. This means that
most people have the use of communal grazing camps and their small household gardens for own-
account farming, and they do not have access to water from the irrigation scheme. This has limited the
ability of households in Shiloh to engage in own-account farming to the same extent as households in
Keiskammahoek.

In contrast, in Keiskammahoek, households had accumulated relatively large plots in the past (of
between 12 and 20 hectares), and most homes remain located on these plots and are surrounded by
pastures on the irrigation scheme.?®® Many households have maintained plots of around one to two
hectares for cropping and livestock production. Own-account farming is thus a relatively more important
livelihood strategy to these households. It is argued that, apart from the very different dynamics of class
formation in Shiloh and Keiskammahoek, the fact that most households in the latter maintained some
land on the irrigation scheme to keep livestock and cultivate plots, can in part account for the JVs
relative success.

1% Chapter 5 demonstrated that during the Ciskei era landowning households were also exploited by Ulimocor, and meeting livelihoods was a struggle for

many of them. Many households had to combine farming with off-farm incomes as well. However, in comparison to Shiloh, the opportunities for

accumulation in farming and over land and other assets were far more conducive in Keiskammahoek.

1% Median yearly household income for the sample was R86, 300 in Shiloh and R128, 495 in Keiskammahoek. This would, however, be affected in part by

the larger dividends received by a portion of the sample in the latter case.

20 The houses of some farmers had to be removed to make way for the construction of new centre pivots for the irrigation scheme. In these cases they have
been allocated new houses by the JV, including large household gardens.
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At both Shiloh and Keiskammahoek there are some noticeable conflicts and contestations around land.
This creates a challenging context in which the JVs must operate. At Shiloh an on-going land conflict
from the post-Ciskei era has found a new expression in the context of the JV, because the state has failed
to address the longstanding claims of 17 dairy farming households, that lost land and dairy animals.

At Shiloh, within the group of irrigation plot owners, the emergence of an 'opposition group', reflects
another layer of contention over rights to and use of communal plots. This intragroup conflict ultimately
reflects complex dynamics of class, generation, religion and allegiance to customary groups. The
heightened tensions around land in Shiloh have historical roots, but the smaller dividends fuel this
conflict, as do the more intense pressures to social reproduction. These conflicts all have historical roots
that cannot be understood or explained solely in the contemporary context, as a result of how the JV is
structured. Intragroup dynamics, which have historical roots extending beyond the implementation of
the JV intervention, are therefore central to understanding impacts on livelihoods and land rights and
use.

The agrarian question of labour: Conflicts over joint ventures reflect a wider crisis of social
reproduction

Conflicts emerging around the JVs must also be understood within the wider political economy.
Therefore, an investigation of the local historical context only takes one so far. In this sense, Bernstein’s
(2011) rendering of the agrarian question of labour compels our attention towards the wider crisis of
employment under modern capitalism, and how classes of labour battle to meet their simple
reproduction needs. It is this tension which is often at the core of struggles over land, its use and its
meaning (Arrighi and Moore, 2001).

Struggles emerging in the countryside, in the face of the types of agricultural investments detailed in this
PhD thesis, are implicitly therefore also part of broader social and political struggles. These struggles
take many forms, and it is not always easy to distinguish their class character, because of the ways in
which classes of labour are fragmented (Bernstein, 2010). How local residents respond to JVs, and the
seeming failure of some investments to improve livelihoods is thus also a reflection of the wider failings
of our capitalist economy in general, and in particular the failings of land and agrarian reform to address
this crisis of reproduction.

13.3 Conclusions on Political and Policy Lessons: Agrarian Change and Joint Ventures in
the Communal Areas

So, what are the wider political and policy lessons that can be drawn from these cases of large-scale
agricultural investments in communal areas? How can this study contribute to understanding processes
of agrarian change in contemporary South Africa? There are a number of lessons emerging from this
study. Some of these are relevant at a policy level, or are of interest to academia and advancing a
research agenda on agrarian studies. Whilst other lessons may concern agribusiness and those
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implementing development interventions on the ground. Critically, there are also a number of 'political
lessons' for advancing a progressive politics of land in South Africa.

Integrating a class-analytics approach into agrarian reform policy

A central lesson emerging from this study is that the outcomes and impacts associated with JVs, or other
agricultural investment models, cannot be fully understood without a comprehensive understanding of
class and other dynamics of social differentiation. Social differentiation and the varying reproductive
needs of 'beneficiary communities’ must be thoroughly understood before agricultural models or
investments are designed. The unfortunate reality for policy makers and implementers is that it is naive
to assume that a single model of agricultural investment can be uniformly implemented across the
communal areas to produce the same results.

Interventions should also have a wider political agenda in mind, in regards to the character of agrarian
reform desired and the underlying class relations that tend to generate these changes. For example, the
question of whether we should be promoting ‘accumulation from below’ among differentiated
smallholders on irrigation schemes (Cousins 2015; Aliber and Hall 2012; Scoones et al. 2012; Pellizzoli,
2009), in place of the JV model that involves customary landowners primarily as workers and
shareholders.

This PhD thesis has explored the question, of how a ‘class lens' can assist in understanding the impacts
of JVs on on-going dynamics of agrarian change, and the challenge of transforming relations of land,
labour and capital in South Africa’s former homelands. The failure of both policy and research to
adequately investigate and understand incipient class formation has meant that residents in the former
'homelands' are assumed to be a fairly homogenous class of proletarians or semi-proletarians (Levin and
Neocosmos 1989). Although these debates have progressed, and some detailed studies have
endeavoured to highlight dynamics of class and other aspects of social differentiation (Levin et al. 1997;
Cousins 2010/3), dynamics of class formation in the former 'homelands' continue to be somewhat
misunderstood today.

As discussed above, in Shiloh the many intragroup conflicts that have emerged around the JV farm,
reflect the realities of a highly differentiated community and a context where household reproduction is
under more extreme pressure. The case of Shiloh provides a precursory warning, regarding the
implementation of capital-intensive agricultural investments like JVs within large beneficiary groups in
communal areas. This is particularly the case where there is intense contestation over land rights, pre-
existing intragroup conflict, and high levels of poverty and unemployment. The tensions that capitalist
farming introduces and the contradictions it poses to the social reproduction of poorer households, can in
part explain the emerging conflicts and the limited benefits that the JV has had for local livelihoods. In
cases like Shiloh, I'm inclined to conclude that the production of agricultural commodities that require
less capital investment, and which are better suited to smallholder production (labour absorbing
commaodities), would provide better benefits for these communities.
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Debates around the extent of social differentiation in the former homelands are important precisely
because they have implications for the types of pathways we imagine for agrarian reform. The solitary
focus on JVs, has excluded other possible ways of organising production, to meet a variety of contexts
and the diverse reproductive needs of households. At the same time, however, this does not mean that
JVs are inappropriate in all contexts. Rather, closer attention is required on more appropriately crafting
solutions to meet the realities of diverse ‘communities'.

For example, in Keiskammahoek where you have a group of elder landowners, whose younger kin are
on the most part engaged in off-farm businesses and employed in nearby cities, the JV model may be a
more appropriate fit for the generational and household characteristics of the landowners. Dairy farming
also represents continuity with the previous use of land on this scheme. Although some contend, as
Laker (2016) does, that "Keiskammahoek should never have been put under pastures for dairy cows.
With its high potential soils it should have been under high value cash crops”.

With due regard to the context of South Africa, JVs must also be evaluated on their ability to contribute
to transformation of the country's agrarian structure (Bitzer and Bijman, 2014). The class typology,
detailed in Chapter 12, is significant because it speak to the type of emerging agrarian structure that a JV
intervention conditions. This has important implications for debates around agrarian change in South
Africa.

Significantly, this study could not identify any households as 'middle farmers'. This contrasts to research
conducted by Scoones et al. (2012: 503) in Zimbabwe, for example, which identified a dynamic middle
farmer class category, 'reliant on ‘accumulation' from below' through petty commodity production'.
Cousins' (2013a) research on Msinga, has likewise illustrated that smallholder irrigation schemes in
South Africa, where plots are being used for own-account farming, can provide conducive conditions for
establishing a class of middle farmers. Many authors consider accumulation from below to be a more
progressive, dynamic and desirable pathway of agrarian reform (Cousins 2015; Aliber and Hall 2012;
Scoones et al. 2012). The JV model does not, however, seem to provide the conditions for establishing
such a class category of accumulating middle farmers.

I also could not find evidence of the emergence of small-scale capitalist farmers, as identified in
Cousins’ (2010) typology. However, it could be argued that some of the black JV farm managers could
be viewed as small-scale capitalist farmers. A few have begun accumulating cattle, which they rent out
to the JV and other commercial dairy farms, providing significant passive incomes. One male manager
had also become a '10 % sharemilker' and is remunerated according to a 10 % share of the farm’s profit,
rather than a set salary. Amadlelo’s model does therefore seem to be facilitating the entrance of new
black farm managers, into a dairy sector dominated by white commercial farmers and managers.
However, benefits to this class, need to be evaluated in relation to benefits to households that hold land
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rights to irrigation plots. Notably, apart from one junior manager at Shiloh, none of the managers are
from among the customary landowners, who are involved predominantly as shareholders and workers.

The relative success of Amadlelo Agri's training and mentoring programme for black farm managers and
sharemilkers, raises questions around whether this particular aspect could be more effectively
implemented in different ways, and in other parts of the land reform programme. Clearly, there are
mismatches between their sharemilking model and the contextual realities of some rural settlements in
the communal areas of the former homeland. However, perhaps an adaption of the model could serve
BBBEE and land and agrarian reform in other ways. | would suggest that there are two contexts in
which their sharemilking model could be more suitably employed outside the communal areas of the
former homelands.

Firstly, it could be implemented in the context of the land reform programme. However, it should target
only very small beneficiary groups, so that adequate dividends can be generated to allow for
accumulation. Black farm managers, graduating through Amadlelo Agri's programme, could impart
skills to land reform beneficiaries, providing the possibility for them to run the business on their own in
the future, should they chose to, or continue a sharemilking arrangement if preferred. If their programme
intentionally targeted existing market-oriented smallholders, it would be easier to provide the right
conditions for small-scale black capitalist farmers to flourish through ‘accumulation from below'. Farm
workers, with existing skills in the dairy sector, would also be obvious candidates for this model. In
some cases, it could also work in relation to claimant groups of pensioners, who are unable to undertake
or supervise farming, as is largely the case in Keiskammahoek.

Secondly, Chapter 8 revealed that there are some agribusiness firms that are currently sharemilking with
white landowners. These share contracts are commonly made with white dairy farmers who are ‘in
distress’, due to competitive pressures, poor management and lack of capital. Perhaps this could be an
opportunity for Amadlelo Agri's black farm managers, who could sharemilk on existing white dairy
farms. However, in order to legitimise these investments on white-owned land, there should be existing
fixed asset, as these couldn't be justifiably provided by state grants?®*. This could provide a way for the
sharemilking model to make use of existing assets, rather than diverting large sums of ReCap grants to
establish costly dairy farms from scratch, which offer little benefits in the context of large beneficiary
groups in the former homelands.

This model should also entail agreements for black sharemilkers to graduate to owner-operators. Since it
takes around 4-5 years to settle down a dairy farm, sharemilking might provide a way to avoid
burdening emerging capitalist farmers with the risks entailed in maintaining both the fixed and movable
assets from the onset. Since it is clear that there are already many white dairy farmers in distress, who
are exiting the industry, this may provide as of yet unexplored potential for the entrance of successful
black capitalist dairy farmers. | do acknowledge that this approach has limited scope in terms of

201 Although in some cases, where future hand over of the farm has been agreed, state grants for upgrading of assets could be justified.
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numbers of beneficiaries reached. However, given the realities of South Africa's extremely competitive
and concentrated dairy industry, which is dominated by large-scale capitalist farmers, dairy is simply not
the sector that can realistically provide opportunities for a large number of market-oriented small-scale
farmers to accumulate from below.

Joint ventures and agrarian reform: Broadening out the range of models to suit diverse contexts

There is also the necessity of being pragmatic in certain contexts, and seeking to do the best to support
livelihoods given the constraints of the capitalist economy, rather than disregarding JVs purely on
ideological grounds. In some cases of restitution and redistribution, where farms produce high value
export crops (e.g. horticultural farms in Limpopo), it may be justifiable that government opts not to
destroy what are profitable existing enterprises that have the potential to support much needed jobs
(Davies, 2014, Manenzhe, 2016). However, research has also illustrated that these JVs have struggled to
produce benefits for local residents and more should be done to secure complementary livelihoods
alongside JV production (Manenzhe, 2018; Lahiff et al., 2012). However, on the most part, this is not
the case in the former homelands, where many of these irrigation schemes have fallen into total or
partial disrepair, as was the case in Shiloh and Keiskammahoek. Therefore the context of the former
homelands, rather, requires interventions that more closely fit the reproductive demands of differentiated
communities.

Opening up and broadening out the range of possible pathways is suggested here, in which JVs may be
one possibility, among a range of other production models, particularly differentiated small-scale
farming systems (see Cousins 2010/3; Aliber and Hall 2012). Land use may be reorganised in some
cases, to allow for the complementarity of a large-scale JV or other model, alongside land reserved for
household production in which producers are adequately supported (Manenzhe, 2016).

It is argued that, apart from the very different dynamics of class formation in Shiloh and
Keiskammahoek, the fact that most households in the latter maintained some land on the irrigation
scheme to keep livestock and cultivate household gardens, can in part account for its relative success.
Given the evidence in this thesis that there is interest among landowning households in investing
dividends in own-account farming, more could be done by Government and Amadlelo Agri to support
these activities alongside the JV. Particularly, improving the governance of the primary and secondary
cooperatives and securing access to markets, which appear to be the main constraints in expanding their
household farming operations.

Equitable distribution of benefits in sharemilking JVs

Even where it is deemed that a sharemilking JV or a mixed-model is suitable, there are still some issues
of concern that should be addressed regarding the equitable distribution of investments and benefits
from sharemilking JV arrangements. As discussed in Chapter 8, the New Zealand 50/50 sharemilking
model delineates much more carefully between the landowner costs and the sharemilkers costs in the
dairy farming operation. In New Zealand it is the milk income that is shared, whereas in Amadlelo
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Agri's model the profits are shared. In essence, this difference comes down to a clear separation of the
maintenance costs of each party's assets (NZDairy, 2016; Gardner, 2011; du Faur, 1997). This
separation has been blurred in Amadlelo Agri's 50/50 sharemilking model, with important implications
for the “fairness’ of the model and return on investment for the beneficiary communities.

The analysis in Chapter 8, of the relative return on investment accruing to the 'sharemilker' and the
'landowners' in Amadlelo’s 50/50 sharemilking contract as compared to New Zealand's model, revealed
that the latter model would be of more benefit to customary landowners. Strictly separating the
maintenance of the fixed assets of the landowners (Mayime and Seven Stars Cooperatives) and the
movable assets of the sharemilker (Amadlelo Agri), appears to be a more beneficial way to structure a
sharemilk contract, from the viewpoint of the customary landowners. There are already examples of the
New Zealand 50/50 sharemilking model being implemented in its original formulation, in the context of
land reform in South Africa. A proposed focus of future research would be a comparative analysis of the
model used by Grasslands Agriculture at their Schoonfontein sharemilking farm and the Amadlelo Agri
model.

Dairy farming and land and agrarian reform

The volatile and highly competitive nature of the dairy industry has shaped the type of large-scale JV
sharemilking arrangements that are emerging in the communal areas of South Africa. Restructuring and
liberalisation of the dairy sector and the specific nature of dairy as an agricultural commodity, which is
particularly amenable to technological innovations and capital-intensive methods, has resulted in
extreme competition between producers. Scale of production is necessary to survive the competitive
pressures of the dairy sector in South Africa and since 1994 we have witnessed a drastic reduction in the
number of dairy producers. This specific nature of the industry must be considered when coming up
with new avenues for black emerging farmers to enter the dairy sector, and also when asking the
question of whether dairy is the right commodity for land and agrarian reform given the volatility of the
sector.

The National Development Plan (2011) identified dairy as an agricultural commodity with relatively
high growth potential, but with a limited capacity to absorb labour, given high levels of mechanization.
Alternative commodities have been identified which have high-growth potential and importantly absorb
more labour, since they are less ameliorable to mechanisation (see figure 16). In contexts like the former
homelands, where there is a high demand for jobs, we should be considering some of these labour-
intensive alternatives where smallholders could be more competitive, such as subtropical fruits and nuts,
vegetables, sugar and livestock production on communal rangelands.

What about smallholder dairy farming as an alternative to JVs between communal landowners and
strategic partners? Do the case studies, detailed in Chapter 6, of successful smallholder dairy farming
elsewhere on the continent like Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda, or further afield in India, provide
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applicable lessons for South Africa? Unfortunately, reality seems to demand that even proponents of
smallholder models need to pragmatically consider whether there is a future for dairy smallholders in
South Africa (Midgley, 2016; Mkhabela and Mndeme, 2010; Muriuki and Thorpe, 2001). Without a
significant shift in the way government supports and protects the dairy sector, the review of the South
African dairy sector, undertaken in Chapter 6, indicates that a smallholder dairy programme would set
up customary landowners to fail.

Alternatives to JV arrangements in the former "homelands’

An alternative way of organising production on irrigation schemes in the former homelands, would be
promoting a successful smallholder sector. However, pathways of accumulation for smallholders are
also clearly limited by the particularities of agrarian change in South Africa. Especially important
factors to consider are the competitive agricultural sector, which is dominated by large-scale producers,
processes of deagrarianisation, and a history of expropriation. This means there is more widespread
dependence on wage labour in South Africa's rural areas (and particularly in the former homelands),
than in other parts of the continent (Cousins, 2015; Bernstein, 1996/ 2011b).

Extreme poverty in the communal areas and dependence on wage labour, means local residents may not
have been engaged in farming for some time. Since Africans have been historically marginalised in the
agriculture sector, concerns have abounded regarding the 'viability' of supporting a differentiated small
to medium-scale sector of black farmers. This has led to the belief that promoting equity ownership of
existing farms and other agricultural enterprises, alongside secure employment, is more pragmatic
(Cousins and Scoones 2010; Davis 2014). There is, however, evidence to suggest that smallholders are
succeeding in spite of these challenges (Aliber and Hall, 2012; Cousins, 2013). A model based on
providing a supportive system for smallholder production may work as an alternative to JVs, however, it
is unlikely that dairy is the right commodity to promote in many cases.

In the context of market-oriented smallholder farmers, Cousins (2015) particularly suggests that we
should consider 'labour-intensive fresh produce on irrigation schemes’ and ‘indigenous goats and cattle
on communal rangelands’. Providing secure markets for horticultural crops would be key. For example,
government could secure access to markets like schools, hospitals and prisons, and smallholders could
leverage a mix of formal and informal markets. Such a programme could target smallholders already
engaged in production, particularly those 200, 000 identified by Aliber and Hall, (2012). In cases where
market-oriented smallholders have rights to communal plots on irrigation schemes in the former
homelands, and where JVs are deemed to be an inappropriate solution for agrarian reform, this could be
a viable alternative.

It is ironic that in the context of the communal areas, and particularly on irrigation schemes where
existing land rights are overwhelmingly characterized by access to small plots of land, well suited to
smallholder production, the government should still opt to consolidate people’s land into large group
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farms. This results in establishing huge groups of beneficiaries represented by single entities. Experience
with CPAs, trusts and cooperatives in South Africa’s land reform programme, have to date proven that
these entities face extreme challenges and are seldom successful (Cousins and Walker, 2015; DAFF,
2012; CLS, 2015%°%; Clark and Luwaya, 2017; PLAAS, 2016).

In Averbeke et al.’s (1998) study of several smallholder irrigation schemes, they concluded: “food plots
have been one of the relatively successful aspects of irrigation scheme development in central Eastern
Cape”. Some food plots in Shiloh have now been incorporated under the JV farm. However, Averbeke
et al.”’s (1998) findings beg the question of whether there could be better livelihood outcomes deriving
from these food plots if household production was promoted alongside the JV intervention, rather than
incorporating them as part of the land farmed by the JV.

However, as discussed above, even within a rural settlement, households are socially differentiated.
Therefore devising suitable alternative models for organizing land rights and use would need to be
crafted to the specific reproductive needs of households in different contexts. For example, whether land
is required to substitute reproduction (through food plots), or whether access to larger plots is required to
allow for a surplus to be sold and for farming to play a major part in a household’s livelihood and
potentially allow for accumulation. Averbeke et al. (1998) advise the following regarding the size of
plots on irrigation schemes, (although this would need to be qualified by the type of crops being
produced):

“Whereas food plot schemes appear to be a suitable model of introducing irrigation on land held
under communal tenure, it is not recommended for settlement schemes. The size of standard food
plots (0, 25ha or less) is just too small to make irrigated agriculture a viable livelihood option.
From the study it appeared that a minimum plot size of 2ha is required in order for agriculture to
become the main source of income for farming households”.

Then there is also the question of land for what purpose i.e. grazing or crop production? As Chapter 12
indicated, a number of worker farmer households, in both sites, are engaging extensively in livestock
production. For many, this is easier to combine with wage employment because households members
may be absent for long periods. In cases where customary landowners fall into the category of
supplementary food producers, discussed in Chapter 12, what strategies are viable? South Africa has
limited agriculturally productive land and water rights, and thus we must ask the difficult question of
who the beneficiaries of land and agrarian reform should be, and how we can best support differentiated
producers. Aliber and Hall (2012) identify three viable strategies. Firstly, focusing on promoting food
security for a large number of poor households. Secondly, providing opportunities for a select few
better-off farmers to graduate to commercial farmers, which they refer to as ‘accumulation for the few’.
Finally, a much more radical programme of ‘accumulation from below’, whereby a large number of the
existing population of subsistence and smallholders are supported to maximise and diversify their

202 Centre for Law and Society (2015) COMMUNAL PROPERTY ASSOCIATIONS (CPAs) FACTSHEET. Accessed:
http://www.cls.uct.ac.za/usr/Irg/downloads/Factsheet CPAs_Final_Feb2015.pdf
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production to develop into ‘sustainable commercial smallholders’. It is the latter proposal, which they
promote.

Obviously the context of the communal areas differs from the land redistribution and restitution
programmes, which aim to redistribute water and land rights, and thus the types of viable production
models will also differ. Market-oriented smallholders in the former homelands should, however, also be
the targets of these programmes. This would go some way towards depopulating available agricultural
land in these areas (Cousins and Walker, 2015; Aliber and Hall, 2012). Within the current constraints, in
contexts like Shiloh, where there are a large number of households owning small plots (between a ¥ to
1 hectare), predominantly promoting food security, alongside some opportunities for selling a small
surplus, may be what is viable. Opportunities for accumulation in farming for some households might be
greater in livestock farming, due to limited land available on irrigation schemes.

We also need to be realistic about the role that land and agrarian reform can feasibly play in addressing
the crisis of social reproduction which poorer households in South Africa's communal areas face
(Bernstein, 2011b/2013; Cousins, 2015). As Bernstein (2013) asserts, what is needed to improve the
wellbeing of South Africa’s rural and urban classes of labour is a much broader and “radical political
and macroeconomic project centred on public investment and redistribution”. Improving access to off-
farm jobs will be central to this strategy. The vast majority of people in the former homelands rely on
wages, remittances and social grants to meet their reproduction (Neves and du Toit, 2013; Walker and
Cousins, 2015).

Lessons emerging from this thesis for future research

This PhD provides some general insights for future research. The sole focus of much of the literature on
agricultural investments has been on relationships between agribusiness, and what are too often
portrayed as homogenous communities. However, this PhD thesis has illustrated that this approach is
misleading of the real politics on the ground. Struggles over jobs, dividends and land take place within
highly differentiated communities. Understanding how dynamics of class and other aspects of social
differentiation play out in the context of agricultural investments is key to understanding their
significance for agrarian change.

To understand the impacts of JV-type interventions on livelihoods, land rights and agrarian change, the
level of analysis required is multiple. It requires grappling with complex realities and overlapping causal
factors to bring together form and content (Harvey, 2010). Relevant emphases of analysis should be
moulded to suit different contexts. Some of the many key dynamics that have together helped to build
the rich picture of social reality presented in this thesis include: a focus on class dynamics inherent to a
specific social relation of production (sharemilking joint ventures), intragroup conflicts and historical
trajectories of social differentiation, and relationships between different social groups and the state. All
of these factors are moreover embedded in specific historical contexts, but are equally conditioned by a
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wider political economy and the capitalist mode of production. It is only in understanding the broader
‘political economy’, in which specific JV interventions are inserted, that we can understand how they
interact with a complex set of social realties to produce certain outcomes in different contexts.

The focus of research should be on understanding this complexity, and how agricultural investments are
reorganising social, economic and cultural life and work, and the means by which communities
reproduce themselves in a full set of social relations. It is the task of research to bring these numerous
and complex levels of analysis together to form "a rich totality of many determinations and relations”
(Marx, 1973: 100). Embracing complexity is the only means by which we can offer adequate
explanations for the impacts of agricultural investments on livelihoods and land rights and use, and
begin to comprehend their significance for agrarian change.

307
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



References

Adriansen, H.K. (2012). Timeline interviews: A tool for conducting life history research. Qualitative
Studies, 3(1): 40-55.

Akram-Lodhi, H & Kay, C. (2009). “The agrarian question: Peasants and rural change” in H Akram-
Lodhi & C Kay (eds), Peasants and Globalisation. New York: Routledge.

Alden-Wily, L., (2012). "Looking Back to See Forward: The Legal Niceties of Land Theft in Land
Rushes". The Journal of Peasant Studies, 39 (3—4): 751-75.

Aliber, M and Simbi, T. (2000). " Agricultural Employment Crisis in South Africa”, TIPS Working
Paper 13, 2000. Accessed at: http://www.tips.org.za/files/415.pdf

Aliber, M and Maluleke, T. (2010). “The role of “black capital” in revitalising land reform in Limpopo,
South Africa”, Law, Democracy and Development, 14.

Aliber, M. and Hall, R. (2012) 'Support for smallholder farmers in South Africa: Challenges of scale and
strategy’, Development Southern Africa 29.4: 548-562

Aliber, M and Cousins, B. (2013). "Livelihoods after Land Reform in South Africa", Journal of
Agrarian Change, 13(1): 140-165.

Aliber, M. (2015). "Unravelling the 'willing buyer, willing seller' question™, in: Cousins, B and Walker,
C. (eds.) Land Divided, Land Restored. Jakana: Johannesburg.

Allen, F. (1982). "On Share Contracts and Screening”, The Bell Journal of Economics, 13(2): 541-547.

Anseeuw, W. & Ducastel, A. (2013). "'Production Grabbing': New Investors and Investment Models in
Agriculture”. QA Rivista dell’ Associazione Rossi-Doria, January, 2013.

Araghi, F. (2009). “The invisible hand and the visible foot: peasants, dispossession and globalization”.

In Akram-Lodhi, A. H and Kay, C. (Eds.) Peasants and globalization: political economy, rural
transformation, and the agrarian question. London: Routledge.

ARC (Agriculture Research Council). (undated). “Dairy Marketing”. Paper No. 6 on Dairy Marketing.
ARC. Accessed at: http://www.nda.agric.za/docs/genpub/6Dairy.pdf

Arrighi, G. and Moore, J.W. (2001). "Capitalist Development in World Historical Perspective”. In
Phases of Capitalist Development. Booms, Crises and Globalizations, (Eds.) R. Albritton,
M. Itoh, R. Westra and A. Zuege, 56-75. London: Palgrave.

Azikiwe lIsaac, A. (2014). " Analaysis of decision making in smallholder irrigation practice: A case
study of Shiloh and Zanyokwe Irrigation Schemes in central Eastern Cape, South Africa”,
Unpublished PhD Thesis, University of Fort Hare.

Banerjee, A. (1994). "Dairy Systems in India", FAO online publication, accessed:
http://www.fao.org/docrep/T3080T/t3080TO7.htm

Banaji, J., (1997). "Modes of Production in a Materialist Conception of History", Capital and Class, 3.

Baxter, P. & Jack, S. (2008). "Qualitative Case Study Methodology: Study Design and
Implementation for Novice Researchers”. The Qualitative Report, 13 (4), 544-559.

BFAP (Bureau for Food and Agricultural Policy) (2015). "BFAP Baseline Agricultural Outlook 2015-
2024, Navigating policies and strategies in a turbulent world economy", BFAP.

Bebe B O, Udo H M J, Rowlands G J and Thorpe W (2003). “Smallholder dairy systems in the Kenya
highlands: cattle population dynamics under increasing intensification”. Livestock Production
Science, 82: 211-221.

Beinart, W. (1982). The Political Economy of Pondoland, 1860-1930. Johannesburg: Ravan Press.

Beinart, W and Bundy, C. (1980). "State Intervention and Rural Resistance: The Transkei,

308
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



1900-1965". Klein, M. A (eds) Peasants in Africa: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives.
Sage, Beverley Hills.

Beinart, W., Delius, P. and Trapido, S. (1986). Putting a Plough to the Ground. Johannesburg: Ravan
Press.

Bembridge, T.J. (1997). “Small-scale farmer irrigation in South Africa: Implications for extension”.

South African Journal of Agricultural Extension, (26): 71-81.

Bernstein, H. (1986). "Capitalism and Petty Commodity Production™, in: Alison Scott (ed), Rethinking
Petty Commodity Production, Special Issue Series of Social Analysis (20).

Bernstein, H. (1996). “South Africa's agrarian question: Extreme and exceptional?” Journal of Peasant
Studies, 23(2): 1- 52.

Bernstein, H. (1998). "Social Change in the South African Countryside? Land and Production,

Poverty and Power". Journal of Peasant Studies, 25 (4): 1-32.

Bernstein, H. (2004). “*Changing Before Our Very Eyes’: Agrarian Questions and the Politics of
Land in Capitalism Today”, Journal of Agrarian Change, 4(1): 190-225.

Bernstein, H. (2009). “V.I. Lenin and A.V. Chayanov: looking back, looking forward”, Journal of
PeasantStudies,36(1):55-81.

Bernstein, H. (2010). Class Dynamics of Agrarian Change: Agrarian Change and Peasant Studies
Series. Halifax and Winnipeg: Fernwood Publishing.

Bernstein, H. (2011a). “Is There an Agrarian Question in the 21% Century?”, Canadian Journal of
Development Studies, 27(4): 449-460.

Bernstein, H. (2011b). "Commercial Farming and Agribusiness in South Africa since 1994", in Cousins,
B and Walker, C (Eds). (2015). Land Divided, Land Restored. Johannesburg: Jakana.

Bernstein, H. (2013). "Commercial Agriculture in South Africa since 1994: Natural, Simply

Capitalism”, Journal of Agrarian ~ Change, 13(1): 23-46.

Bernstein, H. (2015). "Some Reflections on Agrarian Change in China", Journal of Agrarian
Change, 15(13): 454-477.

Berry, S. (1989). "Social Institutions and Access to Resources", Africa, 59(1): 41-55.

Berry, S. (1993). No condition is permanent. The social dynamics of agrarian change in sub-
Saharan Africa. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

Binswanger, H. & Deininger, K. (1996). "South African land policy: the legacy of history and
current options™. In Van 2Zyl, J., Kirsten, J. & Binswanger, H.P. (eds.), Agricultural Land Reform
in South Africa: Policies, Markets and Mechanisms, 64-103. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Bitzer, V & Bijman, J. (2014). "Old Oranges in New Boxes? Strategic Partnerships between Emerging
Farmers and Agribusinesses in South Africa," Journal of Southern African Studies, 40:1, 167-
183.

Black Sash, (1962). “ Food Production and Distribution: The South African Marketing Act”, Accessed
June 2018 at:
http://disa.ukzn.ac.za/sites/default/files/pdf_files/BSJun62.0036.4843.006.002.Jun%201962.1
5 0.pdf

Blunden, G., Moran, W and Bradly, A. (1997). “'Archaic' relations of production in modern agricultural
systems: the example of sharemilking in New Zealand”, Environment and Planning, 29: 1759-
1776.

Bolwig, S., Ponte, S., Du Toit, A., Riisgaard,L. and Halberg, N. (2010). "Integrating Poverty and
Environmental Concerns into Value-Chain Analysis: A Conceptual Framework™ Development
Policy Review, 28 (2): 173-194.

309
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Borras, S.M. & Franco, J.C. (2010). "Contemporary Discourses and Contestations Around Pro-
Poor Land Policies and Land Governance". Journal of Agrarian Change, 10, 1-32.

Borras Jr, S. M., Fig, D., and Suarez, S. M. (2011). "The politics of agrofuels and mega-land and water
deals: insights from the ProCana case, Mozambique". Review of African Political Economy,
38(128), 215-234.

Borras, S.M & Franco, J. C. (2012). “Global Land Grabbing and Trajectories of Agrarian Change: A
Preliminary Analysis”. Journal of Agrarian Change, 12(1): 34-59.

Bundy, Colin, (1979). The Rise and Fall of the South African Peasantry. London: Heinemann.

Brenner, R. (1976). “Agrarian class structure and economic development in pre-industrial Europe”, Past
and Present, (70): 30-75.

Brenner, R.P. (2001). "The Low Countries in the Transition to Capitalism", Journal of Agrarian Change
1(2): 169-241.

Brinkerhoff, J. M. (2002). "Government-nonprofit partnership: A defining framework". Public
Administration and Development, 22: 19-30.

Bryceson, D. (2000). African peasants’ centrality and marginality: rural labour trans- formations.
In Bryceson, D., Kay, C. & Mooij, J. (eds.), Disappearing Peasantries? Rural Labour in Africa,
Asia and Latin America, 37-63. London: ITDG Publishing.

Bryceson, D., Kay, C. & Mooij, J. (2000). Disappearing Peasantries? Rural Labour in Africa,
Asia and Latin America. London: ITDG Publishing.

Bunce. B. (2013). “Using payments for environmental services (PES) to create sustainable livelihoods
for land reform beneficiaries in South Africa”, Paper presented at, Land Divided Conference:
Land and South African Society in Comparative Perspective, 24-27 March 2013, University of
Cape Town.

Bunce, B & Ngubane, M. (2015). “Land grabbing and threats to rural democracy on the agenda at
Communal Land Tenure Indaba”. Another Countryside. (blog)

Bunce, B and Cousins, B. (2015). “Communal area agriculture and rural development: Summarised

Report”. Cape Town: PLAAS and The Donald Woods Foundation.

Bunce, B. (2016). "A comparative analysis of the political economy of dairy in India and South Africa",
Paper presented at the 7th Annual Conference in Political Economy (1IPPEE) Lisbon, Portugal,
7-9 September 2016.

Byres, T.J. (1991). “The Agrarian Question and Differing Forms of Capitalist Agrarian  Transition: An
Essay with Reference to Asia”. In Rural Transformation in Asia, eds J. Breman and S. Mundle.
Delhi: Oxford University Press.

Byres T. J. (1983). "Historical perspectives on sharecropping”, Journal of Peasant Studies 10(2/3): 7-40.

Byres, T.J. (1996). “Capitalism from Above and Capitalism from Below: An Essay in Comparative
Political Economy”. London: Macmillan.

Byres, T.J. (2003). ‘Structural Change, the Agrarian Question and the Possible Impact of
Globalization’. In Work and Well-Being in the Age of Finance, eds J. Ghosh and C.P.
Chandrasekhar. New Delhi: Tulika Books.

Byres, T.J. (2009). “The landlord class, peasant differentiation, class struggle and the transition to
capitalism: England, France and Prussia compared”, in Akram-Lodhi, H & Kay, C. (eds),
Peasants and Globalisation. New York: Routledge.

Capps, G. (2010). "Tribal Landed Property: The Political Economy of the BaFokeng Chieftaincy,

South Africa, 1837-1994". Unpublished PhD thesis. Development Studies Institute, London
School of Economics and Political Science.

310
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/


http://www.landdivided2013.org.za/sites/default/files/Bunce,%20B.pdf
http://www.landdivided2013.org.za/sites/default/files/Bunce,%20B.pdf
http://www.plaas.org.za/blog/land-grabbing-and-threats-rural-democracy-agenda-communal-land-tenure-indaba
http://www.plaas.org.za/blog/land-grabbing-and-threats-rural-democracy-agenda-communal-land-tenure-indaba

Capps, G and Mnwana, S. (2015). "Claims from below: platinum and the politics of land in the
Bakgatla-ba-Kgafela traditional authority area.” Review of African Political Economy, 42: 606-
624.

Centre for Law and Society (CLS) (2015). "Communal Property Associations (CPA) Factsheet."
Accessed: http://www.cls.uct.ac.za/usr/lIrg/downloads/Factsheet_ CPAs_Final_Feb2015.pdf

Chayanov, A. V. (1966) The Theory of Peasant Economy. In Thorner, D., Kerblay, B. & Smith,

R. E.F. (eds.), The Theory of Peasant Economy, pp-pp. Homewood, IL: Richard Irwin for the
American Economic Association.

Cheung, S.N.S. (1969) The Theory of Share Tenancy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Chung, Y.B. (2017). “Engendering the New Enclosures: Development, Involuntary Resettlement
and the Struggles for Social Reproduction in Coastal Tanzania”, Development and Change
48(1): 98-120.

Claassens, A and Cousins, B. (2008). Land, Power & Custom: Controversies generated by South
Africa's Communal Land Rights Act. Cape Town: UCT Press.

Claassens, A. (2013). "Recent changes in women’s land rights and contested customary law in South
Africa", Journal of Agrarian Change 13.1: 71-92

Claassens, A and Matlala, B. (2014). “Platinum, Poverty and Princes in Post-apartheid South Africa:
New Laws, Old Repertoires”, in: G. Khadiagala, P. Naidoo, D. Pillay and R. Southall (eds), New
South African Review 4. Johannesburg.

Claassens, A. (2015). “Law, land and custom, 1913-2014: What is at stake today?’ in: Cousins, B and
Walker, C. (eds.) Land Divided, Land Restored. Johannesburg: Jakana.

Claassens, A. (2018). " Op-Ed: Ramaphosa’s speech to the House of Traditional Leaders betrays
SONA’s promises on mining", Mail and Guardian, 4 March 2018, Accessed at:
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2018-03-04-op-ed-ramaphosas-speech-to-the-house-of-
traditional-leaders-betrays-sonas-promises-on-mining/#.WqFcVJPwals

Clark, M and Luwaya, N. (2017). "Communal Land Tenure 1994-2017: Commissioned Report for High
Level Panel on the Assessment of Key Legislation and the Acceleration of Fundamental Change,
an initiative of the Parliament of South Africa”, Land and Accountability Research Unit:
University of Cape Town.

Cotula, L., Vermeulan, S., Leonard, R and Keeley, J. (2009). Land grab or development
opportunity?Agricultural investment and international land deals in Africa. London/Rome:
IIED/FAO/IFAD.

Cotula, L. (2013). The Great African Land Grab? Agricultural Investments and the Global Food
System. London: Zed Books.

Cooke, F., Toh, S and Vaz, J. (2011). Community-Investor business models: Lessons from the oil palm
sector in East- Malaysia. Rome: International Fund for Agricultural Development.

Cousins, B., Weiner, D. and Amin, N. (1992) "Social Differentiation in the Communal Lands of
Zimbabwe", Review of African Political Economy, 53: 5-24.

Cousins, B. (2000). “Tenure and Common Property Resources in Africa”, In: Toulmin, C and Quan, J.

(Eds), Evolving land rights, policy and tenure in Africa. London: Department for International
Development, International Institute for Environment and Development and Natural Resources
Institute.

Cousins, B. (2007). "More than Socially Embedded: The Distinctive Character of ‘Communal
Tenure’ Regimes in South Africa and its Implications for Land Policy". Journal of Agrarian
Change, 7(3): 281-315.

311
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/








https://scholar.google.co.za/scholar?oi=bibs&cluster=13506409653832104549&btnI=1&hl=en






http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/joac.12002/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/joac.12002/full









http://www.fm.co.za/fm/2012/08/08/communal-land



http://www.fm.co.za/politics/local/2013/06/27/land-rights-grounds-for-dispute
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/fjps20/current
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/fjps20/current
https://newleftreview.org/I/219



http://www.fao.org/3/a-al745e.pdf



https://www.nzherald.co.nz/business/news/article.cfm?c_id=3&objectid=179188






https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/opinion/2018-02-20-this-is-what-the-budget-would-
https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/opinion/2018-02-20-this-is-what-the-budget-would-








































D. ADDITIONAL LAND BASED QUESTIONS: DISPOSAL, RENTING AND LENDING OF LAND

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6
Type of land use Yes | No | Size of | What was the land | Is compensation received for the Comments?
land? used for land and how much?
previously? Yes | No | Amount | Frequency®
Have you/ or a member of this 1 2 1 2
household ever rented or lent land to
someone else?
Have you/ or a member of this 1 2 1 2
household ever borrowed land from
someone else?
Have you/ or a member of this 1 2 1 2
household ever sold land to someone
else?
Have you/ or a member of this 1 2 1 2
household ever bought land from
someone else?

203 Monthly, yearly, quarterly, once-off?
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