Muden Valley Livelihoods Field Survey Report

Strengthening livelihoods analysis to support tenure research 

 Zibambeleni – LEAP Projects

June 2007

Contents

31. Introduction

2. Natural Resources
4
3.1 Socio-economic Structures within Land Reform Farms
5
6
3.2.1 Lunerberg Farm
8
7
3.2.2 Golden Valley Farm
8
3.2.3
Lonsdale Farm
8
3.2.4
Schepersdale Farm
9
3.2.5
Mission Farm
9
3.3 Factors Influencing Land Usage
9
4. Tenure arrangements and land management system
10
4.1 Tenure arrangements
10
4.2 Land management system
12
4.3 Summary discussions on land management processes
15
5. Implications of the study to the LEAP projects
19
6. Conclusion
20
References
22


Tables

Table 1 ............................................................................................................6

Table 2.............................................................................................................7

Table 3.............................................................................................................16

1. Introduction

Muden valley is a rural node situated almost 25km north-west of Greytown in KwaZulu - Natal.  Greytown is the main town for Muden, where people go for different needs, including accessing health services.  The Muden area shares its history with the Bambata (one of the Zulu heroes who withstood the British regime) rebellions between the Zondi tribe and the British troops. During these rebellions many African people lost their land and the 1913 Land Act formalised the punishment meted out after the Bambata rebellions. Records show that the 1936 Land Act deprived people of their last remaining land. 

All the black people who stayed on in the area had to work for white farmers in order to survive. People lived under harsh conditions and were prohibited from attending schools. People were forced into providing labour to the neighbouring farms. Evictions continued throughout the eighties, leading to grave poverty in Muden's black community.

Zibambeleni Community Development Organization (Zibambeleni) came into being to fight some of these injustices that were still facing black communities especially in the farms governed by white farmers.  The land now belongs to the people who were forcibly removed and through Land Reform processes are in possession of land.  The model followed to transfer land to the beneficiaries was establishing the Trust, a legal entity to administer the land transfer on behalf of beneficiaries. In 2006, Zibambeleni in collaboration with LEAP Projects undertook an action research to study current activities and socio-economic conditions in these land reform farms; and to unlock potential development processes of these communities.  The process included a study on the existing planning paradigms to guide the process and development interventions that would be the outcomes of the project. It also looked at the overview of the agricultural potential of the project farms within the Muden Valley, all of which now belong to beneficiary families of the Land Reform Programme.  This was to be followed by a proposal of various practical scenarios / commercial models regarding the optimisation of that potential.   The two processes above were desktop research.  Zibambeleni – LEAP then undertook a participatory research to enable the communities to reflect on their livelihoods and tenure arrangements and to reach a consensus on what they want to change in their lives.  This was looked within the context of improving the quality of life of poor inhabitants.  A key component of this research was also to find tenure arrangements that meet both the daily security needs of individuals, families and groups living on these farms as well as the interests of potential public and private investors and partners in development.

This report looks at the natural resource that have direct impact on the livelihoods of the people and the potential development proposals which the communities might think about in trying to change their lives.  As this is a rural area the assumption is that agriculture is the key solution to bring about better social and economic conditions of the rural communities.  The report also looks at the livelihood strategies of the inhabitants of the farms together with their socio-economic structure that exist.  The report also alludes to the history, the culture and the meaning people attach to the resources around them.

Part of this report looks into tenure arrangements and land management systems and processes in these land reform farms. This is discussed within the context of institutional structures and authority systems that hold power in these farms.  The last part of the report looks into key dynamics within these farms.  This includes struggles, problems, key issues and implications of these within the context of policy issues and other programmes in place or not in place. 

2. Natural Resources

Muden Valley as a rural node on the whole has two distinct categories of agricultural potential, the first of which is classified as Southern Tall Dry Grasslands, which in good condition requires 7 Ha per animal. The areas of this type have been severely hammered through overstocking and continued grazing, without the systematic resting of certain paddocks (camp rotation) and have resulted in an estimated carrying capacity of 8 Ha per AU on the almost lunar landscape which is doted with the spiny Blepherus natalensis shrub, Euphorbia pseudocactus and Felicia filofolia. 

The second category of land is Valley Bushveld and is for the most part arable and irrigable, found in the valley bottom, along the Mooi River and in two areas in the small valley of the Tshekane River.  The Geology of the area is dominated by sandstone, shale and coal, with strips of colluvium (hill wash deposits) along the bases of the steeper slopes, these parent materials give rise to good soils, but the colluvial soils are generally prone to erosion. The soils found on the farms are of four main types, namely: 

· Soils formed in situ from Dolerite 

· Soils formed from colluvium (hill wash deposits)

· Soils formed from alluvium (river deposits)

· Soils formed from underlying sedimentary rock (shale & sandstone, these form a major part of the hillsides which have been eroded and are now exposed shale or sandstone)  

Rainfall in the Valley is low with an average annual figure of 670mm and an annual average evaporation rate of 1671mm which is 2.5 times the rainfall rate, this provides a clear indication of the lack of moisture in the valley and the need to irrigate where commercial or community garden cropping takes place.

3. History and Land Use changes 

The Muden Land Committee (now known as Zibambeleni Community Development Organisation) was established in response to the land issues in the Muden area before April 2004.  The community of Muden formed a Trust to enable the process of land transfer to be initiated.  The land ownership was through a communal system.  

The land reform farms fall within the area of Inkosi Mchunu under Umvoti Municipality.  Umvoti Municipality has incorporated land reform farms in their Integrated Development Plans.  Umvoti Municipality in their Integrated Development Plans’ executive summary have indicated that the key land reform issues include:

· The implementation of effective programme management to ensure income generation and sustainability in Land Reform projects.

· Ensuring that best use is made of land, in particular, guarding against the loss of high value agricultural land to non-agricultural uses.

According to Umvoti Municipality the commercial farms provide the majority of jobs (52, 7%) in their region. This is followed by Greytown (26,8%) and the traditional rural areas offer the balance of jobs.  Only 18% of the economically active people are employed.  More than 50% of the population is unemployed, whilst 24% of the population earns between R1 and R18 000 per annum.  

It is in this context that Zibambeleni - LEAP undertook to involve the communities to explore the ways of changing their livelihoods and socio-economic by presenting agricultural scenarios to individual households.

The first phase of the Land Reform process was the transfer of land to the beneficiaries.  This phase involved the process of land allocation, which was administered by the members of the Trust elected as the committee.  The second phase was initiated by Zibambeleni Community Development Organisation because of their concern of the status of 15 farms that have been transferred into group ownership on behalf of thousands of “beneficiaries” living in the Mooi River Valley since 1994 and whose lives had not improved for the better.  Zibambeleni – LEAP’s approach was to look into the state of things in these farms and assess whether the communal legal ownership has not caused failure to improve people’s quality of life. One of the issues for instance highlighted by Umvoti Municipality in relation to housing delivery is that of expecting land availability agreement that would allow them to start building houses in the area. The state supported housing and private sector support for commercial agriculture requires a consensus of individual households that are members of the Trust.  This participatory research process was also aiming to come up with such processes in order to unlock the development potential within each farm but also within a wider community of Muden. 

3.1 Socio-economic Structures within Land Reform Farms 

Zibambeleni-LEAP Projects focused their work in six land reform farms in Muden.  These are:

· Mission Farm 

· Golden Valley 

· Scheepersdaal 

· Lonsdale

· Lunerberg 

· Mooi Draai (this farm did not participate in the survey, the Trust Committee members did not want to be involved because they were still dealing with the government to finalise transfer processes)
Table 1: Description of each Farm

	Name of the farm
	Total Size (ha)
	No. of households
	Total of Arable land

(ha)
	Source of Water
	Distance to Greytown

(km)


	Community Facilities

	Lunerberg
	368
	+50
	30
	-2 non –perennial rivers

-2 small dry dams
	18
	-1 combined school

-2 Shops

Graveyard

	Golden Valley
	13
	17
	1.5
	1 non-perennial river
	33
	-

	Lonsdale
	544
	65
	30
	1 Perennial river and 1 Borehole
	25
	Graveyard

1 Spaza shop



	Schepersdale
	400
	38
	+30
	1 Perennial

1 non perennial
	36
	I Primary school

Spaza shop

	Mission
	1200
	110
	150
	1 Perennial river
	30
	1 Combined School


The above table is a summary of land that was allocated to each farm and the total land that could be used for agricultural purposes.  It also shows the sources of water available to sustain livelihoods in the farms especially during rainy seasons.  Three of the five farms have perennial rivers.  The challenge faced by these farms with perennial rivers is the distance between their homes and these sources of water and in some cases for women; they raised the concern about their safety when fetching water.  

In four farms part of the land is used for school facilities, shops and graveyards.  In Golden Valley and Lonsdale children use schools in the neighbouring areas. In Schepersdale children go to Mission farm for their higher learning.  This is the farm which has a dangerous hanging bridge and has a history of people who died trying to cross over.  

In Lunerberg the maximum households who were to be allocated was 50, but the total number currently allocated in the farm is above the agreed total.  In Golden Valley the number that was agreed upon was 15 households.  In the table above it shows that this number has been exceeded.

Table 2: Economic Status of Interviewed Households

	Name of the Farm
	No of Households Interviewed
	Households living

off less than

R1 000/month
	Households living off

R1 000 – R2 000/month

	Lunerberg
	27
	59%
	30%

	Golden Valley
	16
	88%
	12%

	Lonsdale
	32
	81%
	18%

	Schepersdale
	22
	82%
	9%

	Mission
	25
	80%
	8%


The table above shows that 59% households interviewed in Lunerberg live off less than R1, 000/month.  30% of interviewed families have access to R1, 000- R2, 000/month.  Most of these families have a number of social grants to rely on, such as 2 pensions and 2 child grants, or have a family member in fulltime employment with the government, or own taxis.   Golden Valley 88% of interviewed households live off less than R1, 000/month.  In Golden Valley 12% of the interviewed families have access to R1, 000- R2, 000/month were those that have a number of social grants to rely on, or have a family member in fulltime employment.   In Lonsdale 81% of the interviewed households live off less than R1,000/month.

18% of the interviewed households in Lonsdale have access to R1,000- R2,000/month.  These are those that have a number of social grants to rely on, such as 2 pensions and 2 child grants, or have a family member in fulltime employment with the government or Municipality.  Only 3% of interviewed households mentioned earning between R2, 000 – R4, 000 per month, with 5 adult members of this family working full time. The family is large and consists of 24 people.  82% of the interviewed households in Schepersdale mentioned living off less than R1,000/month.  9% of the respondents in Schepersdale receive income of between R1, 000/month – R2, 000/month.  One of these respondents is employed and thus receives a salary. About 80% of the respondents in Mission Farm survive from an income of below R1,000 per month,  8% of the respondents in Mission farm indicated that they receive an income of between R1, 000/month – R2, 000/month.  These households have indicated having family members who are employed in Durban and Greytown.

3.2   Livelihood Strategies for Muden Communities 

The survey looked into the livelihoods of individual households in each farm.  Table 2 shows the summary of economic status of the interviewed households, there were also asked about their coping strategies; this is discussed under each farm.   Others indicated that sometimes they go to bed without food.

6 3.2.1 Lunerberg Farm 

A family consists of an average of 5-7 members. Only 11% of interviewed households reported always having enough food to eat. 85% of interviewed households mentioned that they do not always have enough food.  Their coping strategies included help from relatives and neighbours, share cropping, collecting wild spinach in summer, loans, selling meat.   Some families go to sleep without food.  It was also noticeable that these families mostly did not own cattle and a number could not engage in cropping as they cannot afford inputs. They were also less aware of the institutional arrangements on and around the farm.  

Incomes consist primarily of social grants (pensions, child grants and food parcels). A few people also obtain causal employment on neighbouring farms or make craft (amacansi – mats).  There is presently a project from department of Social Welfare operating from Lunerberg, providing support with social grants and food parcels from a container close to the shop. There is also another food security project supported by Umvoti AIDS Centre.   

7 3.2.2
Golden Valley Farm 

A family consists of an average of 6-8 members. Only 13% interviewed households reported always having enough food to eat.  75% of interviewed households mentioned sometimes not having enough food with coping strategies including help from relatives and neighbours (8), loans (4) and selling imifino and craft. It was also noticeable that these families mostly did not own cattle and a number could not engage in cropping as they cannot afford inputs. 5 families mentioned that there was long - term illness within their households, 2 families had TB sufferers and 2 had HIV positive members. These people do not have social welfare grants available to them.

Incomes consist primarily of social grants (pensions, child grants and food parcels).  Little or no income is made from activities on the farm. 2 respondents mentioned growing and selling tomatoes and potatoes.  2 other respondents sell chickens and goats for income.

3.2.3
Lonsdale Farm 

A family consists of an average of 5-7 members. 59% of interviewed households mentioned sometimes not having enough food with coping strategies including help from relatives and neighbours, credit from the shop, selling firewood and cutting and selling grass. It was also noticeable that these families mostly did not own cattle and a number could not engage in cropping, as they could not afford inputs.

The source of income is primarily from social grants (pensions, child grants and food parcels).  A few people also obtain causal employment on neighbouring farms or work on the roads.  1 respondent mentioned support with social grants and food parcels from the Department of Social Welfare. 

3.2.4 Schepersdale Farm

A significant number of people indicated that they have at least two meals a day; they mentioned that they rely on borrowing from neighbours and credit from the spaza shop.  One reported that sometimes they go to bed without food in the house.  Others mentioned that sometimes they sell their livestock in order to meet their household demands. 11 Families mentioned long term illness as a risk factor for them. 1respondent mentioned that they receive food support.

The Schepersdale community feel that agriculture is their hope for survival.  There was a time when they used to produce butter in this farm; most households interviewed agreed that agricultural sector would bring life again in this community.
3.2.5 Mission Farm

The majority of the respondents mentioned that they survive by receiving grants and only a few receiving income from employment or selling of products.  These respondents sometimes do not have enough food to survive.  56% of the respondents indicated that one of their main coping strategies is borrowing from neighbours.  1 respondent mentioned having a small garden for vegetables to feed her family.

60% of the respondents have a significant number of people with chronic illnesses and some receive grants and food support from the government.  

3.3 Factors Influencing Land Usage

Zibambeleni – LEAP prior this study undertook research to study livelihoods on the land reform farms.  The purpose of this research was to understand how people on these farms currently live, how they currently use their land, what resources they have and how these are used.  

It was found that the livelihoods are not solely dependant on land, but rather on a variety of things, which contribute towards sustaining their livelihoods on the farm.  Most households have arable fields allocated to them; however they have not been able to grow a variety of food on the land to provide for their households.  A majority, if not all households have only grown maize on the land because there is lack of water for the gardens.  They ‘wait for the rain’ as most of them said, and they have hardly had any rain in the past months.  There are very few exceptions, like in the Golden Valley farm where one woman has grown tomatoes because she could afford to pay for an engine and a pipe to pump water to her own field.  However she had not grown these tomatoes to provide for her household, but to sell them.

According to Alcock and Hornby land for poor people is used as a livelihood base rather than an economic asset.  The Golden Valley case is one of the few exceptions where a person grows crops to sell.  Other factors related to land usage are those associated with cultural beliefs.  In Scherpesdale there are arable fields whose owners do not want to lease out because they have ancestral attachments to them.  This is an indication that the argument of Alcock and Hornby that people in land reform communities have multiple interests is true and thus advocating for resources to be directed at institutional support for community processes and practices around land and the structures administering these.

In a study done by Lauren Groth (2007) on understanding women and land, many of the women indicated a more direct connection to livelihoods. Land was seen as a means of subsistence through the growing of vegetables like maize, beans, potatoes, tomatoes, and butternut, and through the provision of nut trees to which they had access. Land was also seen as supporting indirect livelihood activities, including the keeping of livestock and care of livestock through dip tanks and grazing land, as well as access roads leading to the city (Greytown) and markets, and access, albeit limited, to clean water. 

4. Tenure arrangements and land management system

4.1 Tenure arrangements

Homesteads 

In all land reform farms interviewed households indicated that they are the rightful beneficiaries of their homesteads. Some mentioned that they were born in these farms and others indicated that they were labour tenants.  The Trust Committees did the allocation of their sites when land was transferred to them.  The size of each homestead was decided upon when the Trust first allocated these sites, and people know where their boundaries end.  The community together with the Trust divided equally arable land for each household.  The respondents indicated that each household’s headship has the power to decide on what to build on their homestead, and this include number of buildings to be built within the homestead, kraals and other activities such as homestead gardens.

New comers interviewed indicated that relatives brought them in into these farms by introducing them to the relevant authorities.  The allocation of land was to the newcomers was done by either the Trust Committee or tribal authority and in the case of Schepersdale by the white farm manager.  

Although the allocation process is clear in all farms, there are elements of dissatisfaction in Lonsdale because a few households did not follow the normal route of site allocation.  The accepted land allocation procedure is that a person who wants land is brought to the Trust Committee by a relative. The community is informed about this request.  If people agree to the request the Trust reports to induna who represent the tribal authority.  When the person is given the land the induna and the community come to witness the ceremony and that person given land buys beer to honour induna’s presence.  Some of the newcomers have mentioned that the Trust members wanted the to pay R1000 to be allocated land. This demand caused some of them to go direct to Inkosi who in turn allocated land to them without a fee.  The person allocated land does not have a right to sell this land when deciding to relocate.  

In other farms as discussed above some households did not follow the normal route of land allocation. Households who got their land through the tribal authority claimed that they are being discriminated by Trust Committee. These households claim that Trust Committee does not give these households all the benefits as other residents.  In Schepersdale there were also a few households who did not follow the agreed procedure in accessing land; these were illegally settled by the white manager who was employed the former landowner to assist the community to manage their land. 

The heads of the households are allowed to allocate land to their children within their close proximity.  Daughters who are divorced and have sons are given sites next to their family households.  Omakoti (daughters – in – law) who are widowed are also allocated sites next to the main household.  The head of the household reports every allocation to the Trust who then reports to induna. 

In almost all homesteads interviewed none had a cultivated homestead garden during the time of the survey.  The respondents indicated that they do not plant any crops in winter because of scarcity of water.  Most of the households interviewed had fences around them as a demarcation of their boundaries.  All of the interviewed households have more than two buildings within their homesteads and each interviewed household consists of an average of 5 to 8members. 

Arable Fields 

More than 95% of interviewed households who are original beneficiaries have arable fields allocated to them. The average size of arable fields per household is 0.4 – 0.5ha. The other interviewed households who do not have fields are the new comers in these farms.  In Schepersdale for example the widowed daughter –in – law (umakoti) was allocated a site next to the main household but not a field, she use her homestead to grow her vegetables.

The owners of arable fields have the power to lease their fields to others who are able to use them profitably.  In exchange the field owners get a share of the harvest from those who are leasing their land.  In Schepersdale there are arable fields that are not in use and could also not be accessed by households who do not have fields because the owners do not want to part with them because they have ancestral attachment on them.  This discriminate against new comers who are not given the full rights of using all this resource which is a key element for improving livelihoods of the people in rural areas.
Grazing Land

Community households communally share grazing land in all the interviewed farms. In Golden Valley they allow their livestock to graze in their neighbouring farm because the size of their own farm is too small to have grazing field. The farms had no set rules about the use of grazing land except that in their first meetings they had stated the carrying capacity of their grazing land; but the respondents indicated that nobody is enforcing these rules.  In one of the farms committee members have indicated that there is an individual household with approximately two hundred cattle. Nobody confronts this person to reduce his livestock because they feel intimidated by him.  Outsiders are not allowed to graze their livestock in these farms; nobody is enforcing this rule when livestock from other places wandered around in their grazing area.  When livestock damages crops the interviewed households indicated that there no rules or procedures followed to protect or reimburse the injured field owner.  There are no fences or grazing camps to confine livestock within a specified area.  Currently there is no authority enforcing rules or agreements over grazing land issues.  The challenge of the communities is when they livestock cross over to their neighbouring white farmers, because they impound their livestock and had to pay for their release.

Dipping areas are allocated to each farm with the exception of Golden Valley. There are certain responsibilities required of those who bring their livestock for dipping.  Those who do not adhere to the dipping requirements are not allowed to bring in their livestock.  This includes the buying of medicine and fetching of water for dipping tanks.  Only those who contributed in the dipping procedures enjoyed the benefit of dipping their livestock.  At the time of the survey this service was well managed by the community members who own cattle and consistently use the dipping tanks.  Although the communities are managing this well their challenge facing the dipping service are the dilapidated conditions of these dipping tanks.

4.2 Land management system

Communal Land Management System
The findings of this study showed that households in these communities are not working together towards changing their livelihoods or any project that might bring transformation in their lives.  In their responses to some of the questions about their willingness to work in a co-operative way, the majority of the respondents indicated that they prefer to work as individual households.  Individual households have their own ways of dealing with lack of food and resources.  Some of them indicated that they had lost interests and hope in their community leaders.  Some indicated that they had lost interests even in community meetings because nothing positive happens as outcomes of these meetings.  All the interviewed farms had constitutions that govern them but nobody was enforcing agreements and set of rules stipulated in their constitutions.

Department of Agriculture proposed to one of the farms to form a co-operative in order that the department would provide their services.    According to the community such structure caused confusion and conflict between the Trust and the new committee that was to work with the co-operative.  Most community members agreed that they wanted to have individual fields as compared to collective cropping (Table 3).  Some of the reasons raised by the respondents were that co-operative farming would cause conflict because of the laziness of other community members who would want to benefit without putting effort.  Community members were willing though to purchase a separate piece of land for commercial farming but not to surrender what they have already has for this purpose.

Another form of co-operation that was discussed as an option with interviewed households was the joint marketing of their agricultural products.  This model was also not favoured by many (Table3).  Some community members mentioned that they experienced this kind of collective model but it did not work with them.  In one of the farms the marketing person who was an outsider robbed them of their profits.  In other farms their concerns were about controlling the quality of their products that was going to cause conflict amongst themselves when they had to share profits, but the model was seen as an acceptable way of commercialising their crop products.

Commenting on livestock management, most of the households interviewed were not for the idea of collective farming.  Some indicated that they only sell their livestock when there was a financial need at home. In some of the households livestock was used for cultural festivities.  Although communities liked the idea of grazing camps but they still maintained that they would want to keep their own livestock in their household names.

The elderly people who indicated that they had no strength to go to their fields practised leasing of arable land to others for commercial purposes in other farms.  Some households did not approve of leasing of their fields.  One of the respondents indicated that when you lease to people they would no longer want to part with your field when you want it back for your children.  

Institutional Arrangement

There is a complex interplay of authority on the farms between the trusts, Zibambeleni, the traditional leaders (Induna and Nkosi), the councillor (representing the municipality) and external service providers such as the Deptartment of Agriculture.  In some farms there are sub-committees that focus on certain key issues, such as arable fields, water and others as identified by the Trust.

As indicated above the Department of Land affairs instituted a Trust committee for the purpose of transferring land to the beneficiaries.  This land as per municipal boundaries falls under tribal authority, Inkosi Mchunu.  There is a political councillor who represents a party not widely supported by the community members of these land reform farms in this area.  There is Zibambeleni Community Development Organization that is perceived by others as supporting another political party.  This institution was instrumental in assisting people to claim back their farms and thus is still perceived by many as the key leadership structure in these farms. 

There is no clear working relationship amongst the structures mentioned above.  There are also no clear roles and responsibilities that are communicated to the communities.  The process of land allocation seem to be the only one where all farms have consensus on which structure gets contacted when land is allocated to a person.  There were only a few who did not take the route of going to the Trust for land but the communities agreed that they knew the correct channels.

Some community members were not clear about the roles and responsibilities of community structures within their communities.  Others were not sure about the rules in their farms.  Community members interviewed were clear though about the role that the government should play in the delivery of services.  The key departments who had interacted with them mostly were, the Department of Agriculture and Land Affairs and to a lesser extent the Department of Transport and Health.  The feeling of the households that participated on the survey was that these departments were not delivering services promised to them.  There are farms that do not have basic ablution infrastructure and clean water.

The power struggle displayed in some of these land reform farms undermines genuine service delivery to the communities and brings uncertainty of the future. Service delivery in this case is not referring only to infrastructure but all services which includes right to correct information.

Land Use management

There is perception by officials that rural growth and development will be supported by agricultural activities.  Area base planning in rural areas is seen as a model to encourage economic growth in rural nodes.  In the case of Muden Valley as indicated above, the amount of rainfall received per year is a challenge for a significant agricultural growth.  Households interviewed indicated that in winter they do not grow any crops because of shortage of water.  Households indicated that during rainy season they are able to plant different crops.  Lack of water is seen as a challenge and a limitation to the maximum use of arable land.

Mooi River is the source of water in Muden that runs throughout the year.  The key challenge mentioned by communities is the lack of finances to rehabilitate canals that were used by white farmers.  In one of the farms there is a woman who is able to hire an engine to draw water for her tomato crops that she sells to the public. In this particular farm there are community members who collected money to fix their pipes but after sometime they were broken again.  In other communities they have indicated that the Department of Agriculture had promised to assist them with the canals.  In Lonsdale community there are households that use furrow irrigation for their crops but other fields are far from the river.

Firewood is the source of fuel in these farms; women mainly collect it.  In one of the farms there is contention over the use of these green trees between men and women.  Men were enforcing rules around environmental conservation to protect green trees that are being cut down for firewood.   Women are seen as culprits cutting down environmental sensitive resources and men as upholders of the law.  Women are not given optional resources to make fire for their households. 

For dipping purposes households with cattle share dipping tanks where they contribute money towards the collection of medicine used in those tanks and also collectively contribute towards the fetching of water for the tanks. Community representative manages dipping tanks efficiently.  

In all the farms they do not have areas set aside for grazing.  Livestock graze everywhere without control.  In one farm some community members mentioned that there is one household with a lot of cattle, which also graze all over the place.  Sometimes their cattle cross over to their neighbouring white farms. According to the owners of the livestock this is a costly exercise because they also have to pay for the transport to bring back their livestock from the police station.

Land Allocation Process

All the farms interviewed agreed on the process for initial allocation of sites. Members approach the Trust Committee or Zibambeleni.  The Trust identifies the site and takes the matter to Inkosi (tribal authority).  Inkosi or Induna officiate the handing over ceremony and inform the new comer about the rules of isigodi (ward).  As mentioned above, there are few cases of irregularity that happens in the process of the allocation of the land.  The challenge that is faced by farms is the inconsistency of the process of assessing people who need land and setting a benchmark for every level of authority involved with land allocation to adhere to it.  

Irregular land allocation processes undermined the authority of the Trust and their mandate to do land administration.   

4.3 Summary discussions on land management processes

The scenarios were presented to the communities to inform the study on how the communities would want to manage their resources in future drawing this from their experiences and other communities.  The scenarios were to assist the communities to have discussions around:

· Livestock management

· Use of arable land co-operatively or individually 

· Leasing of arable land to others for commercial purposes

· Household gardens for subsistence farming

Table 3: Summary of interest shown in the different development scenarios on the five farms 

	Farm Name
	Livestock Grazing management
	Livestock Collective management
	Fields joint marketing
	Fields Collective management
	Fields Leasing
	Households Gardens; Rainwater harvesting tanks

	Lunerberg
	30% overall
53% males
	30%
	40%
	30%
	7%
	100%

	Lonsdale
	16%
	9%
	38%
	40%
	25%
	94%

	Golden Valley
	25%
	6%
	25% int

69% mtg
	63%int

6% mtg*
	31%int

82% mtg
	100%

	Schepersdale
	64% int
100% mtg
	27%
	86%
	-
	18%
	100%

	Mission
	100% (in their business plan
	
	5%
	5%
	12%
	80%


Table 3 above is a summary of the outcomes of the scenarios around land 

management processes. Below is the key to the table above.

Int= outcome of interviews of individuals

mtg= outcome of meeting on the farm

The different percentages for int and mtg are given where it is known or significant.

* It appears that people did not understand the scenarios too well during the individual interviews. With further explanation during the meeting the women moved more towards an idea of joint marketing out of fear of losing control of their fields in the collective farming model.

Livestock : Grazing management favoured over Collective system

Arable: Joint marketing favoured over co-operative model

Leasing; only favoured on two farms

Rain water harvesting: favoured in all cases.

Joint management of recourses on the farms is NOT HAPPENING. This is not only due to the beneficiaries’ lack of co-operation. Most of respondents still responded positively towards putting in work and effort into for example rebuilding the irrigation canals and ditches and dipping of cattle. It appears that the whole system of having a voluntary committee that oversees management for a large group of rather diverse beneficiaries and interests is ineffective.

Reasons may include:

· A lot is expected of a few individuals that are elected into positions and hold them voluntarily

· These individuals may be elected for a number of reasons; being good at resource management has not been a major reason thus far. This means that some committee members actually do not understand well the issues they are faced with and what they are meant to manage or how.

· Although trust committee members are expected to resolve conflicts and with the community set rules of conduct and resource use, they do not have the authority to enforce these decisions; neither are they given this authority by the beneficiaries.

· As a result, the traditional leadership are called in under circumstances where they historically would have a say, such as allocation of sites, cutting of firewood, burial of people and so on. Their word, as a final decision, is still respected. 

· This means that Trust Committee members are expected to take responsibility of management issues that they have no authority over; AN IMPOSSIBLE TASK! It leads to them being individually targeted for inappropriate decisions or lack of decision making, while they are trying to protect themselves from conflict and negative attitudes. 

· It has lead also to a degree of apathy within the Trust Committees that further exacerbates the general lack of management, which in turn leads to apathy among beneficiaries to pull together and a sense of “each to his own”.

Sub-committees have been ineffective as a way of broadening the management options and responsibilities.  Mostly once the committees are formed, conflict seems to arise as to the decision making power they are allowed. The trust Committees then seem to become threatened by the fact that they do not always have the final say on a decision and may no longer know exactly what is going on. Sub-committees CAN NOT BE EFFECTIVE UNLESS decision-making power is devolved to them to an extent! Otherwise they once again have to take responsibility without having the authority to do so.

It would appear that Mission Farm has been more successful in setting up sub committees, partly as they are doing it from the beginning and in the knowledge of the kinds of issues that were the biggest issues for the other farms such as degradation of the environment, hunting, fencing, grazing management… the committees appear to be at least partly successful in their roles. The formal policing systems are called in after people are given warnings; which could also carry more weight.  This was seen with the issue of impounding of livestock by white farms who are neighbours and also some other few cases in Mission Farm.

Both the Trusts and the beneficiaries are actually financially poor to undertake the maintenance and resource management tasks required to keep the farms operational. The form of tenure has slowed down the provision of government services. When white farmers managed the farms they had necessary irrigation infrastructure to sustain crop production and economic functionality of the farms.  The dipping tanks were in good conditions and in some cases the communities indicated that they had fences around grazing land. After the transfer of the farms to the land reform beneficiaries these services are no longer there.  The communities are indicating that in the beginning government officials came and promised them support but had never honoured their promises.  In some of the farms, their Balance of grant from the government (Dept of Land Affairs) has still not been effectively spent and that the dead-end negotiations between the Farm, Department of Agriculture and department of Land Affairs continues to this day. Communities were promised that their balance would be used to provide infrastructure support. The Trust Committees are now expected to do a lot of work, writing business plans, bringing together the beneficiaries to make consolidated decisions round land use and management, without having ANY CONTROL WHATSOEVER over the process! This kind of engagement makes it difficult to hold the Government to account! 

Their position is further complicated by the fact that local service provision through the Municipalities is not only slowed down by their form of tenure, but also by the political machinery involved. The Municipality is presently dominated by IFP councillors and the farms are seen as ANC or politically opposing communities. They can therefore not provide an electoral base for the councillors and are not given priority for services.

The only recourse to justice or some sense of higher law that the Trusts have is to go through the Western legal system and take people to court. This is ENTIRELY INAPPROPRIATE as an option! They cannot reasonably be expected to do this; again given that their positions are voluntary and their authority rather tenuous.

This form of tenure relies on a high level of individual responsibility and “self-enforcement” in terms of decisions made for the beneficiaries, without necessarily including immediate benefit for the individuals: A process which humanity in general has thus far not mastered.

5. Implications of the study to the LEAP projects 

Muden Valley Farms through land reform process followed the communal land management system, which Land Affairs used as a vehicle to transfer land to the poor rural communities.  The study is indicating that this process was not totally empowering the people to use their land as a commodity to create better lives for them.  Land Affairs instituted Community Property Institutions  (CPIs) to administer these land reform farms, but according to Alcock and Hornby (2004) there were concerns about the dysfunctionality of these communal property institutions. Another shortcoming was the official approach that tended to correlate tenure security with transferring land to a group of people.  People are different and have multiple interests towards the use of land.  The lesson here is that in every project involving a group of people, their differences should be taken into consideration and thus a bottom-up approach is the key. 

Another factor that was overlooked by the establishment of communal property institutions was the role and responsibilities of these structures after the transference of land to the beneficiaries that were not clearly defined.  According to Alcock and Hornby, “LEAP and the Department of Land Affairs agreed that the primary purpose of communal property institutions is to secure the tenure of the group, as well as members of the group, as a necessary but not sufficient base for facilitating equity, improving livelihood strategies, accessing development and services and managing natural resources more effectively”.   This is evident when unpacking the issues that surround land reform farms especially around land management systems.  Part of the research was to revisit the issue of security of tenure by establishing leadership dynamics, which might have an impact on land administration processes.  Alcock and Hornby in their paper (2004) allude to the issue of the challenge that might be brought by co-existence of traditional structures and those that emerged out of democratic processes that protects the civil rights benefits.  The lesson from this study is to try and find the synergy amongst the layers of authorities that exist within communities to maximize resources available for community development initiatives. 

Another task of the research was to identify existing livelihood strategies and also to engage communities by facilitating discussions around scenarios for community members to engage with and to enable them to think around development proposals for their farm areas.  The emphasis on the scenarios was to establish the possible way forward for land reform communities and what could work to uplift their local economic development or any other opportunity that could support their livelihoods.  This part of the research was to give the community support by given them options that they can discuss and assist them to develop proposals that can packaged into plans for their local areas.  The lesson is to engage communities in action research that will challenge and support their livelihood strategies.

The key questions that influenced the study were:

· Has communal land ownership improved the lives of the community of Muden Valley?

· What are the communities doing towards improving their livelihoods?

· Are the communities taking advantage of their collectiveness towards transforming their livelihoods?

· What livelihoods strategies are employed by communities to ensure sustainability of their lives?

· What types of natural resources are available in these farms that can be used by people towards improving their livelihoods?

· How do the people in the farms perceive the issue of collective/ co-operative models towards transforming their economic status?

· Do the farms have procedures or principles guide land administration processes?

· Who makes the rules in these farms?

· What other external help do the communities need for their sustainability?

The study was able to shed some light on the key challenges that are facing the land reform farms that are currently not benefiting that much since they were transferred to people since the early 1990s.  As other writers of land issues debate it, land ownership (owning property) itself does not guarantee socio-economic transformation of communities.   

Transference of land with a set of rules (constitution) could not be seen as an end towards the development of the poor people, this is a process that requires capacity building and holistic approach involving full participation of the communities in those processes. Some writers argue against the popular community participation processes that are followed by most government departments as a way of rubber-stamping what they want to achieve rather than genuinely walking communities towards their development goals should be challenged.

Land on its own would not transform the lives of rural communities; there are other elements required to turn land into a commodity that could change the lives of poor people in rural areas.  Management of natural resources and relationships could be part of key elements that could change the lives of rural people.  Some of the realities on the ground include competitions over the use of scarce resources, and thus skills to manage such processes are of necessity. Land reform process requires a holistic approach, including all levels of governance and government departments to ensure linkages and integrated development of communities.

6. Conclusion

This paper covered the work done by Zibambeleni – LEAP Projects in Muden Valley within the framework of LEAP Projects indicators.  The summary of the work in this report also covered some of the concerns of Zibambeleni around lack of transformation of the livelihoods of the communities who were given their land more ten years ago.  The report looked the natural resources found in the area and how they are used locally to benefit households whose lives depend on them.  The report also looked at the livelihood strategies of the communities to assess how their survival strategies and how creative they are with their environment in order to make a living.  

Also as part of the report, tenure arrangements and land management systems around the land reform farms were highlighted to inform the study what is happening on the ground but also to look at the gaps for further engagement with relevant participants, either communities, government and or potential funders.  TO assist the communities to move forward they were presented with scenarios that were as “straw dogs” for community members to engage with and come up with possible development proposals they can use for further discussions and to seek government help and other support from potential funders. The report is also a contribution towards a learning approach in projects done by LEAP team in South Africa.  This study has been a joint effort of Zibambeleni- LEAP Projects aimed at assisting the community of Muden Valley to transform their socio-economic status by maximizing the potential of their farms.
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