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Abstract

The South African land redistribution program, which was launched in 1994, has been widely

criticised for its slow pace as well asits apparent lack of contribution to poverty reduction. Thereis
however a dearth of literature regarding the impact of land transfers on the welfare of programme

beneficiaries. In particular, the only econometric evidence | am aware of is my previous work
(Valente 2008), in which | find evidence that land grant beneficiaries tend to be more food insecure
than non-beneficiaries with similar observable characteristics, and that thisfinding is unlikely to be

driven by omitted variable bias.

In this paper, | combine data from the household survey used in Valente (2008) with in-depth,
small-scale primary data collected specifically to triangulate and complement the econometric
analysis based on this household survey. The qualitative data analysis confirms the plausibility of
the econometric findings and suggests that the main reasons for the disappointing impact of
participation are the prevalence of collective project structures; the poor information process at
the application stage; the lack of screening of applicants on the basis of economic viability; failing
extension services delivery; and, most importantly, the incompatibility of consultant-led land use

plansto skill availability among project members.
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1. Introduction

Long before Apartheid began, the Land Act (1918)ated the process of confinement of
the non-White population of South Africa into sgecareas which represented less than 10% of the
country’s land, away from the cities and farmsla# White. As a consequence of this policy and
the many that followed, the majority of the popidatwere concentrated in overcrowded reserves.
Post-Apartheid South Africa was therefore confrdntéth the glaring need for the previously
disadvantaged to be provided with land access farsing purposes, agricultural, and non-
agricultural activities. A three-tiers land refoiolicy was devised with the aim of redistributing
30% of the country’s agricultural land from Whintlowners to Black people: restitution was to
tackle the legal claims of people who were dispesse of their land after 1913; land tenure reform
was aimed at securing people’s land rights to &éimel they already occupied on an informal basis;
and the redistribution component was supposed tthéemain instrument of land reform. More
specifically, the land redistribution component sists of distributing land grants allowing Black
applicants to buy land from White willing-sellefihe most ambitious element of the South African
land reform policy is its redistribution componen, which this study focuses.

Four specificities of the South African context garticularly worth emphasising here.
First, the main tool for the transfer of land owstep, namely the landedistribution component,
encompasses a disparate set of needs, since & taiprovide the disadvantaged and the poor with
access to land for residential and productive pggpolts scope includes the urban and rural very
poor, labour tenants, farm workers as well as netvaats to agriculture” (Department of Land
Affairs, undated). In addition to this diversity néeds, the South African context also differs from
the typical land reform environment because of lek of farming human capital among the
targeted group (Cross et al., 1996; Bradstock, RO@hich comes as a consequence of the
impossibility of practicing agriculture on a substal scale in the former reserve$hird, often
long distances separate the beneficiaries’ cunpéade of residence and the land of which they
acquire ownership. Fourth, as up to mid-2001, beiagies were only given about R15,000 per
household, whilst commercial farms have evolvedb® generally quite large due to past
agricultural policies, so that beneficiaries hagowl! their grants and acquire farms as an enfity o

anything up to several hundreds of households. iBesppolicy change in 2001, since which the

! As a consequence, 58% of the beneficiary populatiged 15 years and older surveyed in Ahmed ¢2@03) did not

have any farming experience before accessing ttierisform project (p. 34).



amount of the individual grant can go up to R100,00a beneficiary contributes R400,000,
pooling is still the rule as most applicants bnrggor very little financial contribution.

At the end ofapartheid, land reform was not only seen as the “centraldgmdng force of a
programme of rural development” (African Nationadr@ress, 1994), but also by many observers
as a crucial measure for the development of thatcpas a whole. Binswanger et al. (1993), for
instance, suggest that “substantive and rapid madssted land reform and resettlement is the
greatest if not the only hope of peaceful develapme South Africa”. But more than ten years
after the emergence of the ‘new South Africa’ tletual rate of redistribution has fallen short of
expectations and there are doubts regarding thewsshent of the programme’s expected welfare
outcomes.

In this paper, | summarise quantitative findingstlo® impact of land redistribution obtained
from national Labour Force Surveys (LFS), and preasequalitative analysis based on case studies
of land redistribution projects motivated by theomometric analysis of these LFS data. The
gualitative insights from the case studies helpopethe « black box », whilst embedding primary
data collection in the econometric analysis impsothee generalisability of the case study findings.
In particular, | exploit the heterogeneity of thgtimated impact of participation across regions to
guide the case study sampling strategy, and fiatl #wven in particularly successful redistributed
farms in the province where the estimated food r#cumpact of participation is most
encouraging, participation does not bring about metefits (neither in cash nor kind) for the
majority of participants. In addition to confirmiriige plausibility of the econometric estimates, the
primary data collected indicate that 1) the maimplaxation for the coexistence of voluntary
participation and generally poor outcomes is thasthparticipants had incorrect expectations
regarding participation payoffs; 2) participatiomt@omes do not appear to be an essential
determinant of changes in welfare variables outsideninority of projects (involving labour
tenants), so that neither typical living standamds household vulnerability appear to be strongly
affected by participation in either direction; 3arpicipation outcomes could be improved by
avoiding collective project structures or at leasllective decision making and, when such
structures are in place, introduce random auditsréwent corruption; screening the applicants on
the basis of the economic viability of the projedtsproving extension services delivery and
training; and, more importantly, adapting land p&ns to skill availability in order to limit the
reliance on training (which tends to not be deldekeon time) and reduce project dependence vis-a-
vis government support.

Section 2 reviews the existing evidence on the ohpéthe land redistribution programme

on the livelihoods of its beneficiaries, SectiorslBBnmarises the econometric evidence based on



Statistics South Africa’s Labour Force Survey andtivates the qualitative analysis, Section 4

presents the qualitative findings, and Sectionrichales.

2. Existing evidence

To date, only about 5% of the country’s land hagnbeedistributed under the land
redistribution and restitution programrieas opposed to the initial overall target of redisting
30% of the country’s agricultural land by 1999. Eagt well as the lack of actual redistribution,
doubts have been raised with respect to the implaletnd redistribution on the livelihoods of its
beneficiaries. Indeed, benefiting from land redisition does not seem to be contributing to the
livelihoods of a substantial share of the househalgolved: except for two out of the nine South
African provinces, namely the Eastern Cape and ®&estape, in 2001 no more than 21% of
beneficiary households surveyed by the Departmibad Affairs received income from the land
reform project they belonged to (Ahmed et al., 2008 addition, only 8.1% of the beneficiary
households surveyed in Ahmed et al. (2003) repciniexing a higher income and only 11.1%
achieving a more secure income as a consequengartdipation in land redistribution (p. 189).
Whilst pointing at the poor planning of redistrilmut in pilot projects, Cross et al. (1996) note the
“beneficiaries’ livelihoods crisis”. In his caseaudies in the Northern Cape, Bradstock (2005) finds
that while household incomes have increased dutivey period of observation (2001-2003),
agricultural income from land redistribution is nibte cause of this increase. In his study of
communal land redistribution projects (CBA&rried out between 1999 and 2001 in Limpopo,
McCusker (2002) finds that “change in livelihoodsaresult of land reform [is] minimal largely
due to general disorganization, farm size probldatk of capital, lack of skills and labour, gender
bias, and skewed age distribution” (p.113). Morecsically, he reports that only 21.1% feel that
their income has increased, whereas 55.8% of relgmis find that their income has stayed the
same, and, more worryingly, 23.1% find that it kaspped (McCusker 2002, p. 117). Moreover,
45% of the CPA members report having experiencgdobonged food shortage since 1996 (the
date at which they joined the CPA) compared to D@Pthe one non-CPA farm studied at the same
time. Many CPA members report a reduction in tiegdency of food shortages, seemingly due to
an increasing solidarity between participants, dab that the inability of the project to generate
profits puts into question their continued partatipn. Citing an unpublished report elaborated for
the Department of Land Affairs (May et al., 2008ndrew et al. (2003b) state that "in many

projects, no production is happening and some b@aeés are worse-off". The impression that

2 Author’s calculations using figures reported inp@ement of Land Affairs, 2005.
¥ Communal Property Associations, a sub-programméaefland redistribution component of the Southiosfn land

reform active from 1996 to 2000.



benefits are generally small or non-existent isficored by van Zyl et al. (2001), Lodge (2003),

Aliber (2003), Borras (2003), van den Brink (200&)d Walker (2005). In the only study providing

numerical evidence on the actual revenue for ppants in land reform projects, Deininger et al.

(2000) find that the median gross annual revenuebpeeficiary (incomes minus expenditures on
variable inputs, divided by beneficiary group size)equal to R10,552.1 in the 16% of projects
classified as “high-revenue” — this correspondsanar less to the annual agricultural minimum

wage. But for the remaining 84% of projects surgeyhe median gross annual revenue per
beneficiary is in fact slightly negative -R9. Givére average size of “high-" and “low-revenue”

projects (9.14 and 27.56, respectively) in Deiningeal. (2000), this suggests that, for a large
majority of beneficiaries in their sample, theren positive profit to be distributed between land,
labour and management, thus indicating that ondéynall minority of beneficiaries can expect to

obtain an income from their project.

In addition, there are more specific concerns rdiggrthe ability of the poor to benefit from
land reform. These concerns have been stronglyoreed since 2001 with the shift away from
SLAG (Settlement and Land Acquisition Grant) towsartRAD (Land Redistribution for
Agricultural Development) grants. SLAG is a unifoRd5,000 (and later R16,000) grant subject to
households earning no more than R1500 per mbwtereas LRAD is a scheme allowing any
black individual to apply for a land-purchase grémat increases with their own contributibBven
before LRAD was introduced, concerns had beendabeut the cost for the poor of relocating to
the land acquired. Zimmerman (2000) argues thaktleests are likely to have a deterrent effect on
participation, but they can also be thought of e@nting the poor from generating income from
any newly acquired land. For instance, Bradsto@0%2 and Wegerif (2004) emphasise the cost to
households of travelling to their agricultural lafdirthermore, some suspect that the benefits from
land redistribution may have disproportionatelyfipeal an “élite” group. Bradstock (2005) finds
inequitable access to land, with the project’sesthtercile having a mean holding five times larger
than that of the other terciles (p.1985). In additiHall et al. (2003) report that in the Western
Cape, LRAD beneficiaries at the bottom of the grscdale have accessed 3 hectares of land on
average, as opposed to 88 hectares for “well-resdlbeneficiaries. Cross et al. (1996) mention
instances of power manipulation by the communité#e, who used the opportunity of being

turned into land administrators to appropriate l§pdl53). And Wegerif (2004) suggests that,

* It is important to note, however, that when groapplied for land grants jointly, which was invénfiathe case before
2001, this means testing was applicable to them®@erage, not to each individual. This allowed dosubstantial
number of people with a much higher income to pgrdite in the scheme.

® Ranging from R20,000 for a personal contributi®iR6000 (possibly under the form of labour, thecstled "sweat
equity”) up to R100,000 for a personal contributa@R400,000 (Department of Land Affairs, 2005).



despite many of Limpopo LRAD beneficiaries beingimhapoor, “they were not without useful
connections” which were crucial for their partidipa in land redistribution (p.37). However,
Deininger et al. (2000) draw different lessons dliba programme’sargeting. Using data from a
national survey conducted in 1999 on 1,168 randoselgcted beneficiaries in 87 land reform
projects and comparing these with the non-whit¢ pathe 1993 PSLDS survey carried out by
SALDRU®, they argue that the land reform programme was taejeted at the poorest and most
vulnerable. But the evidence based on these dataxisd: whilst land reform beneficiaries have
poorer access to infrastructure such as water aifet ffacilities, they have better access to
electricity, livestock, credit, savings, and ownax and telephone more often (Sender et al., 2004).
With respect to thempact of participation rather than the programme’s tangge and contrary to
most commentators, it is interesting to note thatnihger et al. (2000) find that the share of
expenditure-poor beneficiaries is significantlylmeg in high-revenue projects (81.4%) compared to
unsuccessful projects (73.7%), suggesting that gvoparticipants may be more likely to derive

benefits from participation when they are involved.

3. Q%approach

In this paper, | adopt a “Dapproach, i.e., | combine quantitative and qaéilie evidence
to answer the research question at hand (see bpesu@s of Journal of Development Studies
(2006) and World Development (2007)). More spealfic | use regional variation in the
econometric estimates of the correlation betweeticgzation in land reform and household food
insecurity in order to improve the generalisabibifymy qualitative findings, whilst the qualitative
analysis allows triangulating the (cross-sectiom@pnometric findings and investigating more in-
depth the mechanisms at work. A mixed-method amprad this kind is justified here for several
reasons for ‘squaring the Q' put forward by Kanbet al. (2007), namely “[interpret]
counterintuitive findings from household surveys'explain the reasons behind observed
outcomes”; “probe motivations underlying observeehdwviour’; and “assess the validity of
guantitative results” (p. 183-184).

3.1. Quantitative findings using secondary datasets

3.1.1. Data description

The Labour Force Survey (LFS) has been conducte8thiystics South Africa every six
months since February 2000. This data is not Spettif designed to analyse the impact of the land

redistribution policy, which limits estimation pdsiities. Nonetheless, it allows deriving useful

® Southern Africa Labour and Development Unit.



insights on an important aspect of the welfare ichjpd land redistribution, namely food security.
In four of the available waves (September 2001,22@0D03, and 2004), the survey questionnaire
asks respondents whether they have received aglamd, as well as “In the past 12 months, how
often, if ever, did this household have problemstisgang their food needs?
Never/Seldom/Sometimes/Often/Always”. From theelatt derive the main dependent variable
used in the analysis, namely a variable equal ifotlie respondent reports problems in satisfying
the household’'s food needs “sometimes” to “alwayaid zero otherwise. Households are
considered to be food insecure when this variabégjual to 1.

Estimating the impact of having received a landhge household food insecurity using
these datasets is not straightforward for seveaons. First and foremost, there is no information
about pre-participation food insecurity (nor abpte-treatment expenditure/income), so that, even
when controlling for time-invariant economic, demegghic, and cultural variables likely to
influence both participation and household foockmsity, there may remain a consequent omitted
variable bias. Second, since the issue of landstrdalition is only peripheral in the LFS, one is
confronted with three additional difficulties wherying to estimate the impact on welfare of
benefiting from the land redistribution policy. $lly, the sampling of observations is based on the
population census and income strata and not omuh&er of beneficiaries per geographical unit
or/and type of land acquisition scheme, so that ghmple of beneficiaries in the LFS is not
representative of the land grant beneficiary papata although there is no reason why it should be
regarded as non-randomly biased towards a cernypim of beneficiaries. Secondly, there is no
information regarding land use and characteristgts, that the data does not allow a close
investigation of the different channels through ebhiparticipation in land reform impacts on
household welfare, and we focus instead on theagjletbect. Finally, there is no information about
the date at which the land grant has been receisedthat we cannot distinguish between
beneficiaries who have received a land grant séyeas before the survey and those who have
just received if. Despite these limitations, and given the scamitglata available on the impact of
land redistribution, the LFS has enviable featu¢gpit provides a control group of non-beneficiary
households, which represents a significant advamcehe previous literature; (2) it is a large
dataset, therefore providing substantial degreefseetdom; (3) the LFS covers a comprehensive
range of questions, thus offering a wealth of caeir(4) there are four LFS rounds that can be used
to estimate the effect of receiving a land granthonsehold food security, which allow checking

the robustness of the results obtained.

" Estimation issues are discussed further in Valé2268).



3.1.2. Summary of econometric results

Propensity score matching and univariate probiimedes indicate that, on average,
participants in the land grant scheme are morel fiasecure than comparable non-participants
(where food insecurity is captured by the binaryialde equal to one if the household reports
difficulties in satisfying their food needs at ledsometimes” in the 12 months preceding the
survey). Recursive bivariate probit estimates ssgtfgat omitted variable bias is not driving the
sign of the participation coefficient, pointing tite possibility for participation to have in fact
increased food insecurity for participants (seeexitd 2008). These somewhat worrying results
should not surprise in the face of the existingréiture on the impact of the South African land
reform. However, given the data limitations menéidrabove, it would be good to (1) check the
plausibility of these estimates, (2) consider timpact of participation on alternative measures of
welfare, and (3) explore the role of diverse exatary factors. These are the motivations for
adding a qualitative component to the analysis. Tamaining of Section 3 describes the
methodological approach behind the combined quiaktaesearch, before turning to the actual

analysis.
3.2. Qualitative analysis: Methodological approach

3.2.1. Sampling strategy

Contrary to mainstream economics, other sociahse® often rely on purposeful sampling
due to the realisation that specific cases candpgcplarly informative, and should therefore be
specifically targeted during data collection (séw, instance, Flyvbjerg 2004). Given financial
limitations, it was impossible to aim at obtainiry representative sample of land reform
beneficiaries. Therefore, | follow the broader absicience tradition of using purposeful sampling
whenever there is an objective reason to do sorerett to random sampling otherwise.

| use quantitative evidence based on LFS data tamise the informational content (and
generalisability) of the primary data. There araenprovinces in South Africa, and these vary
substantially in terms of development levels, macomomic, geographical, and institutional
characteristics. In particular, land reform implenagion is largely decentralised, so that land
reform practices and performance are likely to vacyoss provinces. This has been noted in
Deininger et al. (2000), and is apparent in sevatfar studies (e.g., Ahmed et al, 2003). Regional
variations in the correlation between land reforantipipation and household food insecurity are
also visible in the LFS data: whilst the sign oé tparticipation coefficient is positive for most
provinces and regressor specifications (meaning there is a positive correlation between
participation and being food insecure, conditionolga set of socioeconomic, demographic, and

cultural characteristics), this sign is reversedame specifications for Gauteng, Kwazulu-Natal,



and the Free State, and in all specifications efghrticipation regression equation for Limpopo
(see Table 1). It therefore appears that the fopdirat land reform beneficiaries are more food
insecure than comparable non-beneficiaries is leabust for the province of Limpopo.
Interestingly, Deininger et al. (2000) also finétlproject incomes are highest in Limpopo (and the
Western Cape — which does not show here). On ther diand, the quantitative finding that
beneficiaries are at a food security disadvantagens to hold systematically in other provinces,
such as Mpumalanga (Limpopo’s neighbour) where dbreelation is based on a comparatively
large number of beneficiaries. In order to exptbis provincial variation, | asked land reform
officials in Limpopo to draw a list of (6) land mfn projects particularly successful and (6)
particularly unsuccessful in “improving the economsituation of their members”, from which |
picked 3 successful and 2 unsuccessful instandesthree “particularly successful” projects can be
seen as critical cases, in the sense that, iflltfiat even particularly successful projects intiast-
performing province are not improving the livelilisoof their beneficiaries, then it gives support to
the idea that most beneficiaries in the country aoe¢ truly “benefiting” from participation.
Sampling two particularly unsuccessful projectdiimpopo has two advantages: (1) in case | find
that the “best projects in the best province” an@roving the livelihoods of their members, then
whether or not “worst projects in the best provinae doing so would give additional information
as to the distribution of gains across beneficgriand (2) it helps identifying causes for
success/failure. Four more projects were samplédh) Mpumalanga. Whilst three were sampled
randomly from the Department of Land Affairs’ lisgis, a fourth one was purposefully sampled
(MP4). The decision to sample this additional prbjeras motivated mainly by the fact that,
amongst the other three, there was an instancgaiftaular type of project, namely a labour tenant
project (MP3), i.e. a land transfer from the presi@wner to households who used to live on this or
another nearby farm under very insecure tenan¢ysig exchange of their labour, was likely to be
quite different from the other types of redistribut projects. An additional labour tenant project
(MP4) was thus added to the sample to prevent teigretation of idiosyncratic characteristics of
MP3 as general traits of labour tenant projects.

Sampling of households to be surveyed within eaadjept follows the same general
principle: purposeful sampling was preferred whegré was a clear argument in favour of it, and
‘random’ sampling was opted for otherwise. The woathdom’ is put in inverted commas because
the high rate of project desertion, migration, &mel lack of homogeneity in project communities
did not allow a strict random sampling of housebolth practice, the sampling of up to 30
participants in each official project member listasv performed randomly using ExCel
Fieldworkers would then ask, at the end of focumugrdiscussions between project beneficiaries,

following the order of the random draw, if focusogp participants knew who the land grant



beneficiary was, and where/how they could be caethdt became clear from the piloting stage
that a large proportion of formal beneficiaries enknown from focus group participants and/or
had moved far away (Johannesburg in many casegjprawere not on civil terms with other

project memberS.

Table 1: Regional variation in the effect of land edistribution — propensity score matching estimatesf the
average treatment effect (of receiving a land granton the treated

@) @ (©) 4

Set of regressors

entering propensity education dummies, balancing property All regressorsin balancing property Number of
score whether female head, satisfied® column (1) plus set of satisfied. beneficiariesin sub-
whether receive ethnic dummies (full sample
benéfits, set minusthose
whether single predicting
parent, (non)participation
household size perfectly)
age of head and its
square
Dependent variable Food insecurity Food insecurity  Food insecurity Food insecurity
wcC .120** yes .030 yes 170
(.0502) (.0547)
EC .044 yes .049 yes 396
(.0309) (.0385)
NC I Rd yes .152%** yes 211
(.0541) (.0462)
FS 0 yes .053 yes 38
(.122) (.112)
KZN .057 yes 0 yes 192
(.0476) (.0489)
NW .108** yes .125%** yes 241
(.0461) (.0424)
GG .073 yes -.005 yes 215
(.0503) (.0430)
MP .054* yes .066** yes 688
(.0333) (.029)
LP -.0124 yes -.031 yes 168
(.0476) (.0487)

Provinces acronyms: Western Cape (WC), Eastern Cap@&C), Northern Cape (NC), Free State (FS),
Kwazulu-Natal (KZN), North West (NW), Gauteng (GG), Mpumalanga (MP), Limpopo (LP). * p<0.10, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Bootstrapped estimates and staiard errors (in parentheses) using psmatch2 (Leuveand
Sianesi 2003)%The balancing property is considered satisfied iffor the sample of treated and matched
observations, the difference in means between theeited and matched sample is not significantly diérent
from O at the 1% significance level, for each regigsor entering the propensity score regression. Exgefor two
state/regressor specifications, equality of meansuenot be rejected at the 10% significance level &ier.

3.2.2. Research questions and hypotheses

The first objective of the case studies is to asmlihe costs and benefits of participation,
and consider how these impact on household welfahes should allow (1) checking the
plausibility of the econometric findings based oifrSL data, (2) comparing the impact of

participation on different aspects of householdfavel (and not only food security), and (3)

8 In the case of LP1, | also attended a project imgewhere my inquiry about the beneficiaries rantjosampled was
included in the meeting agenda. My request creqte a lot of agitation, as the members who wessgnt at the
time felt | should interview them rather than peopho were absent. After quite a lot of discussiomas given contact
details for six beneficiaries, and had to go ad way to the 30 name drawn in order to obtain contact detailssforof
them. This incident, though extreme, illustrates difficulties associated with sampling househdtdsy randomly in
the case studies.



shedding light on how costs and benefits vary withe (and thus testing the hypothesis that
beneficiaries are observed to be worse-off in th& Idata due to their being observed at an early
stage of participation). Table 2 below summarig@seach dimension of welfare considered, the set

of hypotheses | aimed to address in the analyséydich served as a guide for the study design.

Table 2: Research Question 1 hypotheses

Welfare Direction of Time
Frequency Components
outcome I mpact dimension
Poverty Participation costs: transaction costs, up-frorgtgoloss|
(Typical net of previous job
income/consum Returns to participation: labour income, dividends,
ption) benefits in kind from project
Vulnerability Ex ante risk-coping strategies: project income riskier/lesp
(Downside Increased/ Many/some/few| Transitory/ risky than in previous activity, more/less income
risk) decreased beneficiaries permanent/ diversification due to participation
cyclical Ex post risk-coping strategies. change in savings/
ownership of durable goods/informal insurance
mechanisms.
Food insecurity All the above, with special focus on how fopd
(access tg consumption is affected (typical and variation@mount
adequate fooq and composition)
at all times)

For brevity’s sake, | do not report in this pages full analysis of the impact of participation
on each of these welfare outcomes (see Valent&)20Gtead, | focus on the analysis of costs and
benefits from participation, and leave aside thg net benefits (i.e., benefits minus costs) traesla
into changes in welfare.

The existing literature related to land reform ough Africa and elsewhere suggests that the
effect of land redistribution is heterogeneous s&roouseholds. In terms of policy implications, it
would be good to, not only find out more about theerage costs and benefits obtained from
participation, but also try and determine the ulyiley causes of success and failure in land reform
participation. Question 2 is thus concerned withjgut-level and household-level determinants of
success and failure, or, in other words, with “whgdme beneficiaries end up more food
insecure/poorer/more vulnerable as a consequengarttipation in land redistribution whereas
some others have more favourable outcomes. Tallel@v summarises the candidate answers
considered when devising the study design, and lwhie@ based on the existing knowledge

regarding determinants of returns to participatioland reform around the world.



Kinsey et al. (1993) report that demographic (eage of household head, family size) and
socio-economic characteristics (e.g., wealth, etlucha matter, although other authors find that
better-off households do not outperform poorer andand reform schemes (see Deininger et al.,
2000 for South Africa; Leo, 1978, for Kenya). Unmusingly, farming experience and skills are
also said to be a predictor of performance (seesdiret al., 1993; Oberai, 1988, Moolman et al.,
1996, van Zyl et al., 1995) although Gunning et(2D00) find no econometric evidence that
previous farming experience significantly affedts gross crop income of land reform beneficiaries
in their Zimbabwean sample.

Characteristics of households regarding the lafame programme rather than immutable
traits are also known to matter. First, Oberai @)%8iggests that it matters for success that settle
are explained clearly what participation in the gsgesmme means and what it entails, as
misconceptions have been the cause of many fail(ess, in Kenya). Second, commitment,
although insufficient to make settlement successhilpresented as a necessary condition for
success (Oberai, 1988). Third, when land is acdessea group, experience shows that the
members of the group need to have a common baakgdriouorder to limit conflict (Oberai, 1988).
On the other hand, Gunning et al. (2000) find naneenetric evidence in their Zimbabwean sample
that households who have resettled along with familrom the same area obtain a higher real
gross crop income. Fourth, Kinsey et al. (1993)nhit the importance of adequate support
provision, especially with respect to (1) infrastiure at the early stages of redistribution, and (2
extension services. These two factors can alsoobeetved of as determinants of success at the
project and not (or not only) at the householdlleve

Characteristics of projects also matter, even withe context of the general rules for land
reform adopted in South Africa (i.e., transfer ot fandownership including the right to rent out o
sell the land acquired through land reform). Fetance, Oberai (1988) identifies the importance of
planning and project location, adapting plot sipeavailable labour, and cooperatives (which
generally fail), in explaining success or failure agricultural settlements. In the case of South
Africa, Deininger et al. (2000) note that the whg tand reform programme has been implemented
varies across provinces and may explain inter-pi@al differences in the success of projects (in
particular, these authors highlight the role of tluenber of households per project, whether groups
have taken up a loan, whether participants are myagash contributions to the project). Finally,
social risks such as theft, conflict, and othemrsesi of disorganisation are all commonly reported i
the context of the South African land reform andwstl therefore also be given attention as

potential determinants of the projects’ succeggemerating livelihoods for their beneficiaries.



Table 3: Research Question 2 hypotheses

Level of analysis

Potential determinants of success and failure

Household characteristic$

D

Demographic charactesistige, family labour force, gender mix.
Socio-economic  characteristics:  farming  skills  an@xperience

wealth/capital, education.

Household participation

characteristics

Understanding of what participation entails, conmeibt, pre-existing

communities/common background.

Project characteristics

Degree of planning, adajpled size given available labour, cooperat

structure/collective decision making, number of $eholds per project,

loan/own contributions by beneficiaries, knowledgfeinternal regulationg
by leaders, organisation problems, conflict, latkadequate support fro

authorities.

ve

>

3.3. Instruments for data collection

The four core instruments used to collect data fa®is group discussions in each project

(except LP5, a small family project which has noisirdegrated), household interviews using

structured questionnaires (two interviews per sadhblousehold, times four to six households per

project except LP5), interviews of the project keadusing semi-structured questionnaires, and

interviews with key informants (project officergher officials at the Department of Land Affairs,

extension officers, land rights NGO activists).



4. Qualitative findings

4.1. Overview of sampled projects

4.1.1. Limpopo projects

Figure 1: Map of Limpopo
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Source: www.srsa.gov.za. Legend: the circled areadicates where the sampled projects are located.

The three projects purposefully sampled as suageisstimpopo were LP1, LP2, and LP3.
At the end of 1997, a group of 398 household cartsti as LP1 CPRacquired a 2,240 ha farm
situated in the Capricorn municipality about 20 West of the provincial capital Polokwane. The
beneficiaries came from various villages up to atb@0 km away from the farm. Both the initial
project leaders and the DLA official first in chargf the project have changed, so that few details
of the genesis of the project emerged during daltaation. The main activity on the farm has been
a collective cattle operation. This cattle operatgiarted in 1997, and last year's turnover has
reached R41,000. But in 2006, the largest actinityerms of sales was maize (R42,000), which has
been produced communally since 2005. The otherceoof income for the project comes from
renting out grazing land (for a total of R24,0002@06). In the past two or three years, chicken

rearing has been organised by two beneficiariespantof the farm land has been divided equally

® Communal Property Association.



between all project participants, so that just o2eha of land have been allocated to each
beneficiary. Organisational and production difficed have so far prevented the distribution of any
profits between beneficiaries. Nevertheless, LPd dunsistently been viewed in a positive light in
comparison to other land reform projects, by bath lkaformants and a researcher who visited the
project in 1999-2000 (McCusker, 2002). But only ttweo farm workers involved in chicken
production and some beneficiaries who sell patheir production from their private plot receive
any financial reward from participation, and betseiin kind are limited to the possibility of rergin
the farm tractor at a discounted rate, certain $emls, a piece of meat once a year when one animal
is slaughtered, and if the annual maize harvegb@l, one bag of maize meal. Members who are
still active meet monthly, whereas the executivegittee members meet every fortnight. About
100 members are still involved according to projeembers, although | counted less than 50
people present at the meeting | attended. Besidending these meetings, the reality of
participation varies across project members fromdpresent at the farm several times a week to
ensure the functioning of the collective cattle amaize operations (for a few committed members
only), contributing occasional labour and small amts of money for the communal enterprise,
and/or farming one’s individual plot.

The second Limpopo project purposefully sampleduaxessful is LP2. In 1998, this CPA
of 126 households acquired a farm of 1,655 haenGhpricorn municipality, about 45 km East of
Polokwane. The land transfer was initiated by trenkr landowner, who contacted the authorities
and suggested that they would buy his farm to ntteetneeds of nearby villagers who would
occasionally approach him to rent grazing landinuitely however, the group was formed by
households from villages up to 15 km away fromfdren, under a business plan in which land use
was restricted to a collective livestock enterprised forbidding the grazing of livestock owned
individually by beneficiary households. The colleetcattle enterprise started in 1999 and is still
running, but a piggery had to be shut down duéé¢opoor standards to which the pigs were being
maintained. The cattle enterprise had a turnove®1£6,419 in 2006. The other source of income
for the project as a whole comes from the renting af the project’s tractor and truck (about
R30,000 in 2006). In the past two years, a smathlver among the 46 beneficiaries who remain
active have been carrying out group crop produc@npeople were involved in this crop operation
in 2005, but only 6 in 2006, as the others havan lakscouraged by the destruction of crops by wild
animals in the previous year. In 2006, the berafies involved in crop production obtained 6 bags
of 80 kg of maize meal each. Most participants B2lhave contributed R20 per month since 1999
towards the collective livestock enterprise, andddinds started to be distributed in 2004. Until

then, only the two fulltime farm workers received/ancome in cash or kind from the project.



The third Limpopo project sampled purposefully ascessful is LP3. This LRAD project
was initiated in 2002, and after three years obr&df by the group’s leaders, the 177 ha farm was
finally transferred. It is situated in the Mopanumicipality, about 20 km East of Tzaneen. The
beneficiary group was initially composed by 97 induals, most of them from the same village 35
km away from the farm, along with some of the l@mfavorkers employed by the previous
landowner. Contrary to the two previous projeabs,vhich beneficiaries have not relocated to the
farm, the eight beneficiaries currently still invet in the farm stay in the farm and only go back
home at the weekend. They receive monthly saléedseen R800 and R3,000 according to their
role. The two significant activities taking place the farm are chicken production (R175,000
turnover in 2006) and mango production (turnove2(06: R40,000).

The last two projects sampled in Limpopo were psebally sampled as unsuccessful (LP4
and LP5), and happened to be both situated in thpri€brn municipality. The 30 LRAD
beneficiaries of LP4 live in a township about 35 kast of Polokwane, and applied for grants to
buy a 24 ha farm some 20 km West of the provingaglital in 2002. Difficulties were noted at an
early stage (e.g., by Wegerif, 2004), and the hystd the project has been scarred with social
conflict. In 2005, maize was collectively ploughleg most beneficiaries, but the profits from the
sales disappeared in the hands of the chairpeadomg with some of the farm’s assets. The DLA
has attempted to revive the project, and despierak beneficiaries having lost interest in the
project due to their initial predicament, 6 benefies remain committed to the farm and have
ploughed again in December 2006 at their own qasttuding that of hired labourers).

The second unsuccessful project purposefully sainpléimpopo is an LRAD project of 9
relatives (LP5), who obtained a chicken operatib® ta in 2003. The farm was up and running,
and seemingly quite successful for two years, &edseven beneficiaries who worked in the farm
on a daily basis accepted the delay in paymentepted by the chairperson as a necessary step
towards healthy project finances. However, the rpleason and treasurer eventually disappeared
with the project profits. Currently, one benefigigs attempting to revive the project. But duette t
circumstances, no focus group discussion or houdeimberviews were attempted. The data
regarding this project is based on an in-depthmirges with the beneficiary who is still active and

interviews with officials who have worked with ttpsoject.



4.1.2. Mpumalanga projects

Figure 2: Map of Mpumalanga

Muniicipalities of Mpumalanga

R

<ol

£ lenes

Mozambigue

Morth West | ¢l

- .‘z\.ll“ I 3 i
kangs [ .

i Mdoekurg |
Locst Mg |

T wea |

uuuuuuu

Swaziland

Free State

KwaZulu-Natal

e e B e 2T wrror T e e o e

Source: www.srsa.gov.za. Legend: the circled areadicates where the sampled projects are located.

In Mpumalanga, the three projects sampled randoanyy MP1, MP2, and MP3. To
compensate for the likely under-sampling of labtamant projects and for replication purposes, |
also sampled a second labour tenant project (MP4).

MP1 is a project of 26 households (initially), wivere encouraged by the former landowner
to apply for grants in order to acquire part of faign in 1994. Their 28 ha farm portion is situated
in the Mbombela municipality, about 30 km North NEelspruit. The adjacent portion was
redistributed to another land redistribution proj&an MP1’s portion, the ambitious plan drawn by
the consultant appointed by the DLA was to opefad¢h agricultural and non-agricultural
commercial activities (see p.39). In the first yafter land was transferred, some collective crop
production was carried out by the beneficiariestbatquantities harvested were minimal due to the
constant intrusion of thieves and animals. Since disappointing first harvest, and except for the
use of a farm building by the chairperson for agte non-agricultural business, the only use of the
land has been individual subsistence farming (Wtid plots being allocated by the chairperson,
who also is the wife of the traditional chief). Theneficiaries of the project live in different
villages anything between 500 meters to about 10amay from the farm. Crops have been



harvested by a number of participants in some ydartsparticipants continually face difficulties in
harvesting the produce of their efforts, as crapsraported to have been stolen, eaten by animals,
and not having been harvested due to drought.

The MP2 project is a group of 200 households, caaganainly of people who have been
evicted from their nearby land at different dateses the 1980s, due to the expansion of a local
lake. They have been engaged in a struggle to sdaad for agricultural purposes since their
relocation in a tribal authority where they feltethwere not given access to sufficient land.
However, only in 1997 did they obtain SLAG grardspurchase a run down 265 ha farm in the
high-potential Nkomazi local municipality (just avd00 km East of the provincial capital
Nelspruit). The farm is situated 7 km away from vehenost beneficiaries lived at the time.
Contrary to all the other projects sampled, whoehawot borrowed any money, the MP2 project
contracted an establishment loan of R1.012 millicm the Land Bank in 1997 to start up
sugarcane and citrus production. Only the sugaropeeation ever started, and the project was at
first seen by observers as a success story (e.gadge, 2003). But data collected during fieldwork
showed that only a small minority of beneficiareager received any income from the project. The
project was intended to provide full time work 80 beneficiaries and distribute dividends to all
(Lodge, 2003). In reality, primary data collecticevealed that during the two years during which
production took place, only three full time workersre employed by the project and paid R500 per
month. In the first year and a half, about 20 laboaiwould get R10 per day worked (at about 10
days per month). No dividends were ever distributed to lack of profits (despite the R250,000
and R160,000 sales revenue in 1998 and 1999, tesggl When torrential rains destroyed part of
the crops in 1999 and eventually led to the enacti¥/ities in 2000, participants were often working
for no pay on the farm. Despite efforts by twentyso beneficiaries to revive the project, and
earlier attempts by the DoA to reorganise operatidrseems unlikely that production will resume,
as the debt has now accumulated to R1.6 million.

The third and last randomly sampled project in Mplanga is MP3, a labour tenant project
settled as LRAD about 100 km North West of Neldpruthe Thaba Chweu municipality. In 2002,
the former landowner approached the DLA offeringsétl a portion of his estate for a group of
labour tenants he had been trying to evict. 33viddals were gathered to apply for grants which
allowed the purchase of this 214 ha farm portidme fajority of applicants were living in different
portions of the estate, and relocated in 2003 feopas between 1 and 18 km away from their
current homestead. The chairperson reported teagiritject had no business plan, and so far, 90 ha
of project land has been used as communal graaimd)for the animals individually owned by the
participant households, whilst crop production akirtg place on individual household plots of
between about 1 and 4 ha.



The last project sampled in Mpumalanga (MP4) isugppsefully sampled labour tenant
project adjacent to MP3. Beneficiaries have beéndion the farm now purchased through LRAD
grants for decades. In 2000, the former landlorpoaged a new farm manager who prohibited
tenants from cropping land on the farm. Evictiomlass were issued against the tenants, who
complained to the national DLA office in Pretoriand eventually obtained 38 land grants to
purchase their 188 ha farm. According to the ptoieader, the land was officially transferred in
September 2006, even though no title has beendsgete Despite the existence of a business plan
for a commercial crop enterprise, the former labmmants have been using their land in a way
similar to MP3, i.e., using about half the farmaaes communal grazing land for their individually
owned livestock whilst cropping is carried out adividual plots of generally less than 4 ha.

Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 below summarise siserdgial traits of each of the projects

sampled. Let me now turn to the first research tpres

4.2. Research Question 1: Impact of participation

The main conclusions of the analysis detailed betan be summarised in a synthetic
proposition:

A small number of beneficiaries experience, at sstage, net material benefits as a
consequence of their participation in land redisiion projects. However, the majority of
beneficiaries incur small net losses in terms gdasjunity costs (time and effort) and/or financial
costs (transport, seeds and other small productets, cash contributions to the farm’s collective
activity) which are reciprocated neither with margt gains nor in kind. In addition, this
phenomenon does not appear to be transitory. Hawgegticipation outcomes do not seem to
translate into discernible changes in welfare iatdics, except in projects where land was
redistributed to local labour tenants.

The above statement is drawn from three levelmalyais. First, a cost/benefit analysis of
the impact of participatiofor the projects sampled is based on information collected during focus
group discussions and interviews with households$ project authorities. Second, the picture
obtained is confronted to the perceptions of bersies regarding their own projects and the
impressions of key informants who work or have vearkvith these projects. The question of the
generalisability of the results obtained for thegant sample is then investigated by taking into
account the sampling strategy adopted, the peooeptf beneficiaries about other projects, and the
impressions of key informants on the impact of laedistribution projects on their beneficiaries’
lives in general. Third, the way net benefits intpae households’ welfare indicators was analysed
using mainly household interview data, but thislgsia is not reported here for brevity (but can be
found in Valente 2008).



To ease the reading of this analysis, the namegrofects sampled purposefully as
successful are in bold.P1, LP2, LP3) and those of projects sampled purposefully asicsessful
are in italic (P5, LP4) in the following. In addition, the names of lalbagnant projects are
underlined (MP3MP4). Details of how non-trivial household variablesres built can be found in

the appendix.
4.2.1. Cost-benefit analysis
Benefits

Findings based on focus group discussions and setnitcctured interviews with project leaders
As suggested by the brief descriptions of the ptsjéncluded in the study, all the land

redistribution projects in our sample are dysfunaai to at least some extent. Even in the best-case
scenarios (P2, LP3), conflict and avoidable loss of production anddeterioration of assets are
encountered. All these projects have low produstivso that the profits to be shared between
participants are at best limited. The benefits tbtm accrue to some beneficiaries are either (see
Table 4 to 6):
= in kind: inLP1 in the past 2 years only; ItP2 for those involved in crop farming,
i.e., 20 out of 126 formal beneficiaries in 200% &in 2006; in MP3and MP4for
almost all; in MP1 for a few participants in theayge where rainfall permits
harvesting; inLP4 the first year they ploughed, for the few peopleowiorked on
the farm and managed to appropriate some cropgebdlie chairperson sold the
production to her own profit, and/or
* in cash: inLP2 since 2003 only; in.P3 for the 8 farm employees only (out of 97
beneficiaries); inLP5 for the 2 corrupt members only; in MP2 for the 3nfa

employees (out of 200 beneficiary households) efitst year and a half only.



Table 4: Projects sampled as successful at a glance
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Table 5: Projects sampled as unsuccessful at a gtan
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Table 6: Mpumalanga projects at a glance
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Except for the labour tenants projects (V& MP4, gains in kind are directed only to the

small number of beneficiaries who manage to usdumtovely theirindividual plot (LP1, MP1), to
those who patrticipate in a collective activity wigrart of the production is distributed between
project members (20 beneficiariesliR2 two years ago, and 6 last year) or, in the cadd’dfand
LP5, to those who bend the rules to their advantageedddinLP4 andLP5, one or two members
in each project have managed to get a significam gut of the enterprise by stealing money
and/or assets, and subsequently.i4, some other project members have appropriated panieo
production because they felt they were not goingpegpaid for their work. As for the monetary
gains, except for the caseld?2 where dividends are now being distributed to efive members,
money transfers are only received by the few beizies who are employed fulltime by the
project (8 out of 97 members iP3; 3 out of 200 households in MP2 in 1998 and 1989gither
case, if we exclude the two labour tenant projemtdy a small proportion (between 1 or 2 person
(MP1,LP5) to just over a thirdL(P2) have received anything at all from the projeot aenefits in
kind or cash have only been received for a sharbgef time.

Findings based on structured household interviews
To ease presentation of results, | define a grdupuzcessful projects” based on the overall

trajectory of these projects. This group includes three projects sampled purposefully as
successful in Limpopo LP1, LP2, LP3) and the two labour tenant projects sampled in
Mpumalanga (one randomly, the other purposefully replication purposes). The remaining
projects for which there remained more than onesti@ary household to be interviewetR4,
MP1, MP2) are referred to as “not successful” (bot unsuccessful) or “average”, as two were
sampled randomly, and only one of them was purpdigefampled as unsuccessful.

In projects where all or part of the productiveiatt is operated in commorLP2, LP1,
LP4, LP3, MP2), data from the household interviews confitme information collected during
focus group discussions and interviews with thggatoauthorities about the income received in
cash or kind by the households. LR1, no interviewed household said they received amshc
income in the previous 12 months, but four outiwéd feported receiving some token food payment
(ranging from a purchase value of R70 to R295)LB4, and MP2, no household interviewed
reported receiving any payment either in cash ad kn the previous 12 months. P2, the
previous information about the distribution of dignds is confirmed, as three out of the five
households interviewed reported receiving R900 TOM in the past year, and one of them (one of
the six involved in the group cropping activitysalreports having obtained R800 worth of food.

Finally, in LP3, the salaries which the chairperson reported i HBeen distributed to the eight



beneficiary farm workers for the first time lastagewere confirmed too (and ranged between
R10,000 to R18,000 per year).

Turning now to the projects where all (MP1, MRMP3 or some I(P1) production is
carried out on an individual basis, the informatpovided by household interviews is particularly
important. The generally positive impression on pleeformance of households in the two labour
tenant projects is confirmed by household intervilata. In MP4gross agricultural outptftvaries
between R2,840 and R75,421 for the previous 12 Insor®ne may want to be cautious with the
crop production reported by the two larger prodsaert of the five households interviewed, whose
reported harvest seems rather unrealistic (over,(R@). Still, the average value of production for
the three other households is nearly R5,200 fdryaar (about US$745). In MP&e average
farming value for the five households who providee necessary information is as high as R11,546
(and ranges from R2,015 to R26,193). In MP1, th®rmation gathered during household
interviews was somewhat surprising. The focus grigpussion conveyed a positive picture of the
ability of members who were still actively involved feed their families in part with their own
production. However, the four households intervidwadividually (two representatives of whom
were participants in the focus group) reported hgygloughed but not harvested in the previous 12
months due to insufficient rainfall. Finally, tlP1, two households out of the four for which this
information could be collected reported having Imadagricultural production on their individual
plots, whereas the two other households reportgpertively what could be valued at R2,130 and
R12,945, respectively, thus confirming that producton individual plots varied widely across

members in this project.
Costs

Findings based on focus group discussions and saitnitcctured interviews with project leaders
We have seen that benefits were only obtained feyvabeneficiaries, and not throughout

the whole life of the project, at least for nondabtenants’ projects. On the other hand, costg:(e.

time, labour, effort, telephone and transport cost&l other production costs) are borne by most
beneficiaries and for longer periods of time. Dstabllected outside household interviews about
these costs in each project are presented in Tiadllew. The costs incurred are small for those who
do not actively take part in the project after lasdransferred: they may contribute some money
towards the costs of putting the application togetind attend a few early meetings, but not much

more. Costs are however non-negligible for poorskebolds who do attempt to make the farm

9 The sum of the purchase value of crops and vdllieastock sold plus livestock slaughtered minusstock bought.
Except for cattle, for which the annual produce wamputed as value of cattle sold plus value dieataughtered.
The value of cattle bought was not imputed dueh® garticular role of cattle ownership in the comitias visited
(e.g., as store of wealth).



work. These costs vary from project to project (§able below) but, as noted by one focus group
participant inLP4, “what they [the authorities] do not realise istthhese contributions throw us
poor people out of budget”.

Despite the absence of a systematic enumeratiaotnities before and after land transfers
(or application for the lattel), the data collected suggests that the opportumisg of time and
effort is not to be measured in terms of the |dss mon-search for formal, regular employment but
rather in terms of the loss of potential casuallwérdeed, only in three instances did beneficgrie
suggest having stopped looking for a job (the gleagon fromLP3) or quit their job (Bernard in
LP5 has quit a well-paid job, and Wilma from MP1 isymwlorking part-time now). Furthermore, in
focus group discussions, participants often meetidmow before the project they were unemployed
or retired P2, LP3, LP4), and there were several mentions of people lgathie project because
they found a better job (ibP2, LP1, LP3). There might be some decrease in the intensitly wi
which participants look for other formal jobs, btitseems more accurate to conceive of this
opportunity cost as that of low-paid casual jolwssLIP3, for instance, a focus group participant
suggested that the project enterprise did not tddape as quickly as expected, “so that when
[members] realised that after a long time nothirag Imappened, they started looking at other

sources of employment”.

Findings based on structured household interviews
The sum of costs (1) of transport to the proje2),t¢ start-up agricultural activities, (3) of

putting the application together or other overhpadicipation costs remembered by households in
one-to-one interviews varies from project to projead from household to household within
projects. The mean for the 39 households intervieiseof about R2,800 per household, and the
mean per project varies from R499 liR4 to R9,050 in_MP4(see Table ). There is no pattern
emerging as to which type of cost dominates siheeetare large variations across project histories
in terms of the distance to the land acquired, imdretash contributions have been made towards
the project, and how much individual investment wadertaken when there is individual farming.
It is also worth noting that, like benefits, coate not equally distributed among land beneficgarie
the better-off, those who take responsibilitieshe executive of the projects incur higher costs

(transport, phone calls, time, cash contributions).

" This would have been extremely difficult given ihgportant recall period and the casual/irreguksiure of most of
the income generating activities carried out bydfieraries.



Table 7: Costs, benefits, and net gains of interweed households, in Rand by project

Costs Costs Benefits Benefits | Net Benefits
Total since application Last year Last year Last year (except for MP2)
collective activities
contributions
Transport Individual Payments from
Proi coststo | Commuting| Start-up | Application Other Total (1) to : Farming f Total net benefit
roject move to costs costs costs costs 5) farming i benefits project (cash + er year
. costs In kind in kind) pery
project In cash (except
labour)
LP2 0 896 300 150 5 1,303 0 180 0 0 940 671
(6) (0-0) (0-5,376) | (0-1,800) (0-400) (0-30) (0-7,206) (0-0) (0-300) (0-0) (0-0) (0-2,800) (-7.8102,491)
LP1 0 1,651 1020 39 0 2,710 4,277 0 400 3,769 121 -1,728
(5) (0-0) (192-3,888)| (0-3,700)| (0-105) (0-0) | (1,042-5,228)| (0-18,400) (0-0) (0-1,800) (0-12,945) (0-295) (-5,694 to -95)
LP3 0 598 0 1,000 0 1,598 50 50 50 0 12,733 12,226
(3/4) (0-0) (300-1,450)| (0-0) (0-4,000) (0-0) (300-5,450) (0-200) (0-200) (0-200) (0-0) (10,000-18,000)| (9,925 to 16,638)
MP4 0 0 1,850 7,200 0 9,050 2,774 / / 27,116 / 24,361
n/a n/a n/a
(6) (0-0) (0-0) (0-7000) | (0-19,200) | (0-0) (0-26,200) | (0-6,995) (2,840-75,421) (-2,866 to 73,238)
MP3 625 0 660 1,587 0 2,872 968 y p 11,546 y 10,380
n/a n/a n/a
(6) (0-3,000) (0-0) (0-1,960)| (0-5,000) (0-0) (100-8,000) | (0-2,150) (2,015-26,193) (874 to 24,580)
MP2 0 1,080 0 50 50 1,180 / 0 0 0 225 107
n/a
4) (0-0) (0-4,320) (0-0) (0-150) (0-200) (0-4,320) (0-0) (0-0) (0-0) (0-900) (-25 to 468)
LP4 0 402 17 5 75 499 / 50 50 0 0 -192.3
n/a
(4) (0-0) (0-648) (0-60) (0-20) (0-150) (80-656) (0-200) (0-200) (0-0) (0-0) (-496 to -16)
MP1 50 90 505 150 0 795 0 0 0 0 0 -197
4) (0-200) (0-360) (0-1,250) (0-600) (0-0) (0-2,050) (0-0) (0-0) (0-0) (0-0) (0-0) (-619 to 0)

Remarks: averages are presented for each variablmin-max values are in parentheses. Below project mges are the number of households on which the statics are based.




Gains or “net benefits™?

In total, annual net benefits only appear positiee all the households
surveyed within the group only f&P3 and_MP3 On the other hand, all households
interviewed in LP1, LP4, and MP1, and at least boasehold inLP2, MP4, and
MP2 have experienced net losses so far. In allepts] net benefits are quite
heterogeneous, which motivates further the analysideterminants of success and
failure at the household level. Furthermore, theseclusions may be a top bound
since despite our best efforts to contact membéws ave deserted the projects, we
could, in nearly all cases, only interview membets are still involved, and who
may well be those benefiting most from participatio

The information gathered about the pattern of pedgrving the projects and
the reasons why people left gives an indicatiothefextent of the net losses suffered
by those members who are not involved in the ptoggtymore. In labour tenant
projects, almost every beneficiary remains involvaedthe project, which is not
surprising since, in these projects, beneficiaalesady lived on the land transferred
(MP4) or relocated there (MP3In the other projects which are doing compagdyiv
well in terms of productionLf3, LP2, LP1), many beneficiaries have left the project
after having incurred costs and before they recemey benefit in return. ILP3,
there are only 8 active members left out of thdd@ihal beneficiaries; i.P2, only
46 out of 126; and ibP1, 110 out of 398. Some beneficiaries left betwéwenstart of
the application process and the land transfer,elsaept forLP3, where this period
was unusually long (three years), this periodnmetis not reported as having seen the
bulk of the desertion. On the contrary, a consegonamber of people seem to have
left at an early post-transfer stage, as theygedlthat the objectives of the majority
were not compatible with theird 2, LP1), and most people left after some time:
“progressively” in the case dfP2 and “after 3 to 5 years” in the case ldP1
(information collected during interviews with theogect authorities). In both cases, it
implies that non-negligible costs were incurred @®2r month plus labour in the case

of LP2, and smaller cash contributions, plus labour aalsport in the case oP1).

21n the following, “gains”, “net gains” or “net befits” will be used interchangeably to refer to the
difference between the benefits and costs as redet the beginning of this section. Thereforesehe
“net gains” do not include opportunity costs.
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Let us turn now to the less successful projects IMMP2, LP5, LP4).
Beneficiaries abandoned the projects for very mingh same reasons as in more
successful projects, but the losses incurred wigteeh and thus more discouraging,

or the project members less resilient. In MP1, peore said to have quit because

“when [they] started, [they] were hoping they woulake all [their] produce home, so

everybody was active, but then people started wathiohg their participation because there
was nothing being produced. [They] tell me: you alrgays talking about this farm that does
not produce anything (...) You know, they always ctanpto say that they don’'t have money
to buy manure, don’'t have money to buy seedlings,see that's why they withdrew, because
they were spending their money to plant as we bafdre, planting using their best efforts,

but at the end of the day, the cattle would jushedn and destroy everything, that's why they
withdrew, because they were just losing everythi#gfocus group participant at MP1).

Similarly, in LP4, most people were said to have quit after about years
(according to the project leader) because “evemetithey have to make cash
contributions to finance what needs financing, sogbe actually quit instead of
giving money” (a focus group participant). Finalig, MP2, focus group participants
and the project authority reported that every biersgl/ was active at first, providing
mostly unpaid labour, and that people left afteowl8 years, as they lost hope that
their efforts to operate the farm would ever be awled, as suggested by the

following excerpt from the focus group discussion:

Moderator: “Are there any members who are no lorgéve?”

Participant 1: “Yes. When we call them for a megtiney say we're crazy, they ask why are
we still running around whereas we're always losing

Moderator: “Can you repeat why?”

Participant 1: “When you call them they say theywerked a lot already for this project and
there’s nothing they’'ve benefited.”

4.2.2. Evolution of benefits

It has been noted earlier that benefits were aferived for a short period of
time only. It is important to note that this period time sometimes came after
initially difficult years (LP1, LP2), but that, at least as often, benefits in caskirot
only occurred in the first one or two year(s) asMR2, LP4, and LP5, and stopped
subsequently. There is therefore no reason to tthak the lack of profitability of
participation in land reform projects is only traasy and that higher gains should be
expected in the longer run. And indeed, out of iBehouseholds who reported a
“most difficult” moment for them in relation to theroject during their interview, 7
reported the beginning as being more difficult, veélas 11 reported other times

having been more difficult.
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4.2.3. Generalisability of findings

The next question is that of the generalisabilitytheese results. In order to
answer this question, | will consider three linésauxgument, with the first one based
on the perceptions of beneficiaries on the econamijgact of other projects they
know of on their members, the second on the opsiminkey informants who work

with land redistribution projects, and the thirdtbe sampling strategy adopted.
Perceptions on land redistribution projects in geeral

Perceptions from beneficiaries about other projects
In both the focus group discussions and the intgrsi with the project

authorities, beneficiaries were not only asked &bthe economic impact of
participation on their project’s households, bwoabn the impact for households in
other land redistribution projects that they kndwlLe@aving aside their impressions of
projects from what they have read in the newspapeds heard on the radio (and
which are mixed), beneficiaries in all projects epicthe labour tenants’ ones depicted
a negative to very negative image of the econommpact of land redistribution
projects for their beneficiaries. Three moderatdigsonant voices were heard
however. Indeed, in MP1, the chairperson, who & dhe only one reporting a
personal gain from participation, told us thatHés benefited a lot to the lives [of the
beneficiaries in other projects]. But you know, pkeostart with 50, and then perhaps
the number is reduced to 40, simply maybe othersar benefiting a lot”. A member
of MP2, asked about some project he said he knegaaf that “[he] think[s] they are
benefiting because [he] see[s] them they have $suakd they are always carrying
produce”. Finally, one member P2 told us that “as far as [he knows], they are able
to live off the projects”. Except for these threamples, all the non-labour tenant
beneficiaries interviewed paint a moderately toyveegative picture, irrespective of
their satisfaction with their own land reform expece. The following quotes
illustrate the array of answers: “some are abléeé&a themselves and some are not.
Members are generally dissatisfied economicallgfaiimant inLP2), “our project is
benefiting us economically unlike others” (otheformant in LP2), “people lack
capital and are not able to put anything in theacket, thus they lose interest”
(informant inLP3), “a lot of people are not getting economic satiibn from their
participation in projects” (informant ibP1), “beneficiaries are not satisfied because

they are not given the finances to kick start thgget” (informant in MP1), “project
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X did not go well and ultimately collapsed becaw$enfighting. Some have been
killed within the project fighting for power” (infonant in MP2), “few projects are
successful, most are unsuccessful” (informant), “Many of the people in these
projects are unemployed, and they still have to @aptheir own money out of their
own pockets to run the projects, money which waspesed to feed their families,
and at the end of the day, nothing comes and treega reaping any benefits, so they
end up losing interest and leave the projectsdfmiant inLP4).

Perceptions from key informants about projects iargeral
The negative impression of land reform beneficena the economic impact

of participation is confirmed by the perceptions k#fy informants. Two of the
informants are working at the DoA and might therefbe suspected of having a bias
against land reform, but this potential criticisoed not hold for the others, who work
at the DLA or in a land rights NGO. Seven of theeimiewees were asked about the
impact of participation on the economic situatiérihe beneficiaries® The two most
positive answers were that (1) things were difti¢dat beneficiaries at the beginning
but that after some time, they “developed straggdie obtain some benefits from the
projects (informant at DLA Limpopo) and that (2)efgerally what [they] can say is
that in most of [their] projects, to be honest, yifind passive beneficiaries, where
you'll find that though a project is bought for 1dhly one or 2 are really benefiting
economically”. The other key informants to whom theestion was put all suggested
that most beneficiaries were actually made econaligievorse-off by participation.
Below is an extract of an interview with a key inf@ant from the DoA in Limpopo. It
is produced here to illustrate the neutral posiddopted by the interviewer during the

interviews:

Interviewer: “And from what you see do you thinlatlihe people entering these projects are
actually improving their economic situation?”

Informant: “No!”

Interviewer: “Do you think they're worsening it thgh?”

Informant: “It's moreworse.”

Interviewer: “They’re worsening it?”

Informant: “Ya. Ya".

Interviewer: “Why do you think so?”

Informant: “I'm saying it's worse. Most of thesarfns they have so much potential, but since
these people enter into, the farm just collapseal téot 1, to 0.”

Interviewer: “Ok, so you mean that compared witliobe land was redistributed and now,
production has gone down almost to nothing in rposjects”

Informant: “Almost to nothing.”

¥ The others were not asked because their appoibtdidmot put them in a position to have an
informed judgement on the matter.
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Interviewer: “....This is an interesting point. Buhat I'm trying to understand now is: do you
think that beneficiaries have actually made theéwnaconomic situation worse by entering
these projects?”

Informant: “Ahhh....Yes, I think so, ya.”

Interviewer: “Because.....?”

Informant: “Yes, that's what I'm saying. These pkoare gettingiothing from the farms.”
Interviewer: “But do they have costs... You see whatean: you say these people are not
getting anything from the project, but if they agending nothing as well, then they're the
same, not gaining anything, but not losing either?”

Informant (interrupting me): “No, they're losing.et me put it this way: they've never
contributed anything towards the purchase of thl,lghat’s just the grant. But for their
movement from home to project, it's money, so iadtef making money, they just spend.”

Generalisation based on the sampling strategy
Both the voices of the beneficiaries consulted #rabe of key informants

strongly suggest that the findings based on theofegts sampled, as summarised in
the proposition at the beginning of Sect, can be extended at least to some extent
to other projects throughout the country (or, aty amte, to Limpopo and
Mpumalanga, for which respondents can be expeotbd tvell-informed).

The last but not least point in the explorationtldé generalisability of my
findings to projects outside the sample rests ensdmpling strategy adopted, which
is worth reiterating here.

Let us start with Limpopo. More beneficiaries wefeund to have
economically benefited from participation in prdgedeemed “successful” by the key
informants. Furthermore, three out of the five potg sampled in Limpopo were
judged particularly “successful” by key informanighich suggests that they are
highly over-sampled (since in this province, onlgué of the 32 projects known by an
extension officer interviewed were “showing a éittight of development” at the time
of the study). Finally, Limpopo is the provincevimich the econometric finding that
land grant recipients were more food insecure tianbeneficiaries is least robust.

Let us turn now to Mpumalanga, for which the quattre finding that land
grant beneficiaries are more food insecure than-bemeficiaries with similar
characteristics is of “average” size compared ® dther provinces, and relies on a
comparatively large number of beneficiaries obdgma. Three out of the four
projects sampled in this province were sampledaarig from the pool of projects in
the Ehlanzeni district. It is unclear whether thistrict has a higher or lower rate of
success in land reform participation than the oéshe province, although interviews
with key informants suggest that there is no natie difference. One important
exception, however, is that there are fewer ofpifugects that seem most beneficial to
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their participants (namely, labour tenant projeatsihis district compared to other
districts in Mpumalanga. This potential bias isktad by over-sampling these
projects (so that they represent half of the Mpamgd sample). Moreover, it is worth
noting that such labour tenant projects are onlynébin Mpumalanga and Kwazulu-
Natal.

All these elements support the conclusion that rdsalts obtained for the
present cases are not overly pessimistic. If angththe bias could be towards

excessive optimism.

4.2.4. Summary of findings for Research Question 1 and

triangulation with econometric findings

Participation in the land redistribution projectangled in this study has
brought about seemingly large net gains for lalienants, and moderate net benefits
for most beneficiaries among the minority still ahwed in comparatively successful
projects. For the remaining majority of benefiaati however, small to moderate net
losses are registered. And this conclusion is ehtiko be overly pessimistic if
generalised to other land redistribution projedisis indicates that participation in
land reform projects is unlikely to have generdesaurable welfare outcomes for the
majority of participants, in line with my econometfindings. Moreover, the low
incidence of net benefits from participation suggélat most ‘beneficiaries’ may be
worse-off as a result, not only compared to norigipants, but also, and more
worryingly, compared to themselves before taking pathe projects. However, case
study findings concerned with the transmission eif lmenefits/losses into changes in
welfare outcomes paint a less bleak picture, siosges (and also, in most instances,
gains when they exist) appear to have been tool $makve wide repercussions on
these outcomes.

Indeed, annual expenditure per capita and averaggblés wealth have, on
average, increased in both successful and unsdigceg®ups, but more so in
successful projects. Nevertheless, the transmisdiarticipation gains into positive
changes in these welfare outcomes appears uncedsih do not find a positive
correlation between, on the one hand, net berafits on the other hand, changes in
expenditure and asset ownership for the whole san@he exception is the positive

effect of participation outcomes on asset ownershlpbour tenant projects.
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In addition, despite the existence of risks reldtgbarticipation, household
overall exposure to downside risk (i.e., vulnen&pilhas not been much affected by
participation, neitheex post nor ex ante. When looking more specifically at changes
in vulnerability to inadequate diet, the impactpairticipation is discernible in terms
of perceived food insecurity, which is found to decrease incgssful projects and
increase in unsuccessful projects. However, proieiake does not appear to be
influenced by participation outcomes, especiallfarms ofreduced meat intake. In
the two labour tenant projects, own crop productionproject land is likely to be
improving food security, though it is not possilbbeknow with certainty that more
crops are produced by all labour tenants aftelathe transfer.

Therefore, despite most beneficiaries in my sarhplang incurred net losses
due to participation, the case study analysis sstggbat typical levels of income (as
proxied by expenditure), realised food insecurityd vulnerability (measured hex
post andex ante risk coping strategies) have been little affediggbarticipation losses
and gains, except in the labour tenant projecteReed food insecurity, as measured
by the degree of “worry” about lacking food, apgearore sensitive than the other
welfare measures to negative participation outcoriée findings regarding food
security are in line with the sign and comparagiahall magnitude of the coefficient
to the participation variable estimated in Vale(2608). Indeed, the food insecurity
measure available in the LFS is subjective, thieted to food security gzerceived
by respondents, but they is also more ‘objectiVaint the general questions about
changes in participants’ attitudes asked in thesbbald questionnaires, since the LFS
guestion is about problems satisfying their foo@dsexperienced in the previous
year, rather than apprehensions not necessardyecklo realised crises (as in the
household questionnaires used for primary datactidin).

The analysis of the impact or participation in teextion shows that there is
much room for improvement. In the following sectidnnvestigate what the cases

studied here allow us to say about the determinargaccessful participation.

4.3. Research Question 2: Causes of failure and success

It is clear from the previous section that partécifs have variable degrees of
success in improving their livelihoods through larahsfers. | have identified three
types of characteristics which may influence thécome of participation in land

reform projects: household ‘time-invariant’ chamddtics, characteristics of
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participation at the household level, and projeetdires (se€able ). In this section, |
consider in turn the relevance of these determgisniny case studies sample. | only
report here an abbreviated analysis for brevityfefré/alente 2008 for the full
version). The approach taken was to consider,dimgtforemost, correlations between
variables identified as potential determinantsetfims to participation and returns to
participation, based on the household level datdeaed during structured
interviews, and triangulate these with softer emae based on focus group
discussions, and interviews with project leadersd akey informants. An
epistemological point worth noting is that the ogptton of truth/validity adopted all
through this qualitative study is an objectivist epncontrary to the critical
hermeneutics approach often associated with dditecton tools such as focus group
discussions. In other words, it is assumed thatrtité lies in what is external to, or
independent of, the mind. And indeed, the hierarchgvidence in the qualitative
analysis gives clear priority to what is least lykeo be altered by the beneficiaries’
subjective perceptions, thus reducing the risk pistemological confusion in Q

research raised by Kanbur et al, 2007.
431. Household characteristics and success

Demographic characteristics

Net gains are negatively correlated with the ageth&f household head,
although mildly (-7%). When looking at householdsose head is 45 or under and
other households separately, ‘younger’ househofdse Hower mean net gains but
higher median. However, this comparison may novdry meaningful since only 7
households have heads aged 45 or under. On the b#me, when comparing
households whose head is 65 or over (15 househwitisthe rest of the sample (19
households), the disadvantage of households alater heads becomes clearer. On
average, ‘older’ households received R5,009, withealian of —R8, whereas the rest
of the sample received on average R6,872, withdianef 600"

Regarding the correlation between the availabdityamily labour and gains
from participation, the conclusion that larger amisuof available labour improve
returns in small-family farms type of projects suah the labour tenant projects is

confirmed here, since in these two projects, theetation between net gains and

%It is however worth noting that in many cases tmaisehold “head” is not the main economic
decision-maker.
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family size in adult equivalents is 40%. However,the rest of the sample, where
people do not live in the projects and do not aseilfy labour much, the correlation is
strong too but in the opposite direction (-45%)e@ould think this due to a positive
correlation between gains from participation andiah wealth, along with the
presence of credit constraints preventing largearsbbolds, who are also poorer, to
reap benefits from participation. But as shown Wwelthere is no evidence of capital
constraints here. It seems more likely that in fedoour tenant projects, the quantity
of available labour is relevant at the project lewehere collective activities take
place, rather than at the level of individual hdwds.

Households who report having some previous farnexgerience (27 out of
the 34 for whom the answer to this question ismisising), net gains are higher. The
experienced group indeed received R6,285 on avefaga median of RO, whereas
the inexperienced group received R5,144 on avefage median of —R16. The
advantage ofelevant farming experience seems much more discrimindtmgever.
Indeed, the 24 households with an experience intgbleniques used in the project
received an average of R7,431 (median: R374) whkettea 10 households who did
not have any farming experience or any experienite the particular techniques

used received R2,735 on average for a median di.-R6

Capital constraints

One could think, from the earlier discussion, timany of the problems faced
by land reform beneficiaries would be less wideagramongst better-off people,
such as the lack of management skills, risk managénand capital; that better-off
individuals are better informed, have higher sostatus and therefore are less likely
to take part in a project which will not benefieth. Indeed, the two officials from the
Department of Agriculture interviewed for this syudboth told me that single
individual (LRAD) projects are all doing very weldn the other hand, the advantages
of richer individuals regarding their access to ptementary production factors
(mainly skills and capital) are not very likely tmanslate into more positive
participation outcomes if they are involved in @jpct where there is no individual
use of the land, which is not the case if, as we fbut of the nine projects sampled
(LP2, LP3, LP5, LP4, MP2), the farm is used solely for production by tdolective
enterprise. In the other projects, where at least pf the land is divided between
participants, there is indeed qualitative evidetita& some better-off beneficiaries
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benefit more than the others. For instance, in Midiyvidual plots are allocated by
the chairperson to beneficiaries who can afforglomgh, and given to someone else
when the current user is not in a position to do so

However, it is important to note that better-ofhbéciaries also tend to incur
higher costs from participation, as they are oepreésented among project leaders.
As remarked earlier, leaders face a large shatbeofransaction costs related to the
application process, so that they incur the larfgesstes when projects fail (if they do
not compensate for it by helping themselves tdfdnms’ assets), and the opportunity
costs of the time and effort of better-off partanps is also higher. But there is no
one-to-one correspondence between the participéeus| of responsibilities within
projects and their initial wealth, so that the etation between initial wealth and
financial costs of participation are ambiguous iy sample. There is a positive
correlation between financial costs of participatand initial wealth when measured
by the initial ownership of livestock, capital, amirable goods, but a negative
correlation when initial wealth is proxied by expéaore per capita.

The correlation between initial wealth and mgins is also somewhat
ambiguous: there is a positive correlation betweengains and initial expenditure
per capita, and between net gains and initial foes ownership, but negative
correlations between net gains and both physigaitadaand durables ownership. In
addition, the size and sign of these correlatioasy widely across projects (from
about -90% to +90% for physical capital ownersfigp,instance), so that the results
reported here at the global level cannot be geisechto specific projects or indeed to
other projects. On the contrary, initial livestoownership matters more
systematically, as the overall correlation with geins is at 36%, with only one
project LP2) where the correlation is negative (-11%).

A similar result is found regarding the correlatibetween net gains and
educational achievement of the household head. ddnilation varies both in sign
and magnitude across projects, so that the overslilt should not be generalised to
other projects. Overall, however, the correlatisnequal to -25%, thus suggesting
that, in the present sample, the less educatecharat a disadvantage and indeed
manage to derive larger gains (or smaller losses) households with more educated
heads.

In conclusion, | find that ‘younger’ beneficiary iseholds do better in my

sample, in accordance with the wider literature land reform. Similarly, in
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accordance with received wisdom, household labowailability is positively
correlated with participation gains when land ied individually by beneficiary
households. But this does not hold in the more compases of collective enterprise
projects. The impact of initial wealth on partidipa outcomes is ambiguous: it
varies widely across projects and is not robusthnges in wealth variables. Higher
levels of education of the household head do ngeap to favour participation
success but to harm it. On the other hand, prevrels/ant farming experience
(which may be correlated with initial livestock ogrship) is strongly correlated with

net gains from participation.
4.3.2. Participation characteristics

Circumstances of participation at the household lest

Household characteristics regarding land reforntigpation, and not only
immutable traits, are known to matter for the ssscef participation in land
redistribution. Factors identified in the methodpéal presentation of the case studies
and considered below are (1) that settlers arelgléald what participation in the
programme means and what it entails; (2) commitm{@twhen land is accessed as a
group, experience shows that the members of thapgneed to have a common
background in order to limit conflict (Oberai, 1988

Beneficiaries’ information about participation
There is evidence that in many cases, beneficiali@snot know what they

were committing to by taking part in land refornpjects. Little information was
gathered on this aspect at the household levetendre focus here on data obtained
at the project level. At the project level, lack information about the realities of
participation does not seem to be an absolute méetant of success or failure, since
this kind of problem is found both in successiuP{, LP2, LP3) and unsuccessful
projects (MP2, where beneficiaries were not awértbe large loan contracted by the
project). In addition, there seems to be some @egfdéack of information regarding
participation outcomes, since expectations appear to be systematicatjizeni than
actual results.

In three projects, all participants seem to havewknwhat participation was
about (MP4 MP3 MP1). In the two labour tenant projects (MPMP3), most

beneficiaries have simply been doing what they relways done, namely farming,
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on land they are familiar with, but with more libethan before. And despite some
DLA worries about potential overgrazing, benefigarseem to have improved their
economic situation significantly due to land tramsf In MP1 on the other hand, a
business plan was built in consultation with the & heficiary households, who
should therefore have been not only informed bsb &mpowered’ regarding the
nature of participation in their project. The plackoned on the implementation of 8
“small group production under larger group owngrshinits: “farming of tree crops
and perennial crops under irrigation and vegetaldegken, goat feedlot, muscuvy
ducks; fresh produce packing, marketing and saagl trading store; milling and
packing operation; bakery; pleasure resort (reatauiconference facility, tuck shop,
picnic/braai); cultural village and craft/curio §ho (Scott, 1995, p.3). The business
plan acknowledged that “the youth [were] virtualhe only people possessing any
degree or educational background” and that trainwoglld be necessary to get the
operations started (p.2). But the cash flow buggesented in the business plan (p.40)
assumes that all operations will be functioningnibgnth four. Diverse problems of
post-settlement support delivery and the inabifiy the project to access water
implied that the business plan was never implenteri@espite the apparent
enthusiasm of the beneficiaries to making it hapen the land has only ever been
used for collective or individual crops, at firstthvno success due to poor fencing,
and afterwards on a very uncertain basis due todawater.

All in all, it seems that the degree of awarene$sthe conditions of
participation among the beneficiary group is norgagee for success. On the other
hand, this awareness, and access to other infamatice the project is functioning
may be a determinant of gains and losses at theehold level (e.g., in the case of
corrupt leaders in.P4 and LP5). As the land is transferred and projects start their
activities, then more information becomes availaddb®ut the costs and benefits of
participation, and therefore people can reviserthay-off expectations. The large
numbers of people quitting projects would suggbst the revision is substantial.
Besides the willingness of individuals to reimbutiseir sunk costs (transport, time,
effort), the adjustment process can be slowed doywasymmetric information within
the project about the productivity of other membansl other elements influencing

pay-offs such as production costs at the projeceljethe health of crops and

13 which used to be drawn from the adjacent propemter the former landowner.
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livestock, or market prices. The longer it takesd@articipant set to have a negative
pay-off to pull out, the larger his or her losses.

Beneficiaries’ commitment
It is difficult to judge the degree of commitment iadividual households

without a long-term ethnographic study of the comities visited. In projects where
no benefits have been generated so far, housebktld$rying to keep the project
going (as inLP2 andLP1 before some gains started to be made 5 or mors gea/n
the line) or trying to revive itL(P4, MP2), are certainly quite committed. LriP3,
where the chairperson spent 3 years between thkcapg and the actual land
transfer planning the project, getting the inforimatand knowledge necessary to run
such a project, there is also evidence of commitmAgain however, members’
commitment can be found across the border of sacaed failure, which confirms
the idea that commitment is a necessary but ndiceguft condition for success
(Oberai, 1988).

Beneficiaries’ common background
In MP4, MP3 LP3, MP2, LP5, and LP4, households come from the same

community and sometimes even from the same farh®p). Again, this cuts across
the border of success and failure. And in the tlother projects where people do not
all come from the same village (MPLP1, LP2), the one with the least origin
diversity (MP1) is the one doing less well. Evenrensurprising, it is in the project
with the strongest linkd_P5) that corruption and subsequent conflict have baest
fierce.

On the other hand, when communities have had ahigry of land-related
hardships in common (MPMP3 MP2), the only example of lack of success (MP2)
came about as a consequence of a combination atfusah disaster and management
error (lack of crop insurance) which would arguallgt have occurred if this
community had been transferred land to be usedwayasimilar to their subsistence
tradition rather than on a large-scale commera@aaidfor which they did not have the
adequate skills.

The conclusions regarding the importance of househavel participation
characteristics in determining success are thugihanformation about participation
is useful but neither sufficient nor necessary; ¢@inmitment to the project is a
necessary but not sufficient condition for projeatcess; and (3) coming from the
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same community (or indeed the same family) is naiugh to ensure success or
prevent blatant failure. However, a stronger boadell on common hardship related
to tenure insecurity and land expropriation seembéd a solid rock for successful

common land acquisition, though it is again no gate of success.
Selected characteristics of participation at the poject-level and success

Cooperative structure/collective decision making
Among the group of successful projects, three aeeniy organised as a

collective enterpriseLf1, LP2, LP3) and two as a group of independent farmers
(MP3, MP4). At first glance, it thus seem that the colleethature of decision making
does not strongly influence project success. Howevieen looking closer at the three
former collective projects, it does appear thatleobive enterprises are at a
disadvantage. First, we have seen thaLR1, non-negligible net benefits, if any,
come from production on individual plots (see Talaled Table ). Second, interviews
in LP3 pointed to the fact that the chairperson had #gtymevented collective
decision making in the past when he felt that theisions that were going to be taken
would threaten the viability of the project. Moreoythe two projects sampled as
unsuccessfull(P4, LP5) are both exclusively collective enterprises.dtal, it appears
that only one truly collective enterprise has mahip bring about economic benefits

to its membersL(P2).

Own contributions
Total participation costs are on average highesuacessful projects (R387

versus R100 for the other projects). This may lem ss an argument in favour of own
contributions by beneficiaries, but it can also drgued that beneficiaries invest
money (e.g., transport fees) in the projestause it is successful, and conversely stop
investing moneyecause the project is not. At the household level, payteen cash

or kind received from the collective enterprise ahmost completely disconnected
from the value of cash contributions. The correlatcoefficient between these two
variables is indeed 0.01. And when only paymentscash are considered, the
correlation even becomes slightly negative (-0.08)addition, concerns discussed
earlier about the judiciousness of decision-makingindependent agricultural

activities are confirmed by the weak correlatiotw@en agricultural costs and farm

benefits at the household level (0.19 for househeltio reported some individual
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farming activity). It therefore does not seem thah contributions either to collective
or individual production are an essential determird successful participation.

Lack of complementary assets
In this section, | tackle the question of whethejgct success is determined

by the availability of adequate levels of capitatiaskills. | consider in turn capital
constraints and skill shortages, before turninthtorelated question of the adequacy
of public support. For each point, | will use twewvéls of analysis: (1) arguments
based on ‘facts’ reported in focus groups discumssend interviews with the project
authorities and key informants, and (& ceptions by beneficiaries (through group
discussions, interviews with project representatiamed household questionnaires) and

key informants.

Capital constraints

Lack of capital appears to be an important hindeatec the success of the
projects sampled. Indeed, in many cases, some s@peoould have prevented
production destruction by wild animals and vanaalthrough better fencing and the
hiring of security guardsLP1, MP1, MP4 LP2), and could have prevented periods
of absence of production through the acquisitioeaiipment (especially tractors) or
newer equipment which would not break down so ofi¢R1, MP3 MP2).

This is confirmed by the perceptions of benefigarand key informants: in
six of the nine projects visited (all excepP2, MP3 and LP5), the lack of
funds/capital/money was mentioned as a hindrand¢besuccess of the project. For

instance, one focus group participant in MP1 tad u

“I would request the department to give me mondypreel get the land so that | can achieve
my expectations (plant maize and sell them as #dreyor grind them first and sell them
afterwards). Because | have discovered that withzaney, it is not easy to manage a project
of this type. We don’t have money, that's why we failing to produce as we expected.”

And in a comparatively more successful projddPX), the same constant

preoccupation with working capital is present:

“We needed cash to maintain the farm and the gowent was not giving us cash. In addition,
when we got here, the farm assets were dilapid&etiveen the time negotiations started and
the actual land transfer, the previous landownes Waliberately stopped maintaining
infrastructure and the government wasn’t proactive making them maintain the
infrastructure, so there were quite a lot of thifgs which we needed cash and the
government was not forthcoming with cash.”

A particularly poignant comment was made by a mermob&P2:
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“You know, my heart hurts. When | go to the farnfeél like crying. The soil is very fertile, it
has everything except finances.”

In addition, even in projects where beneficiariesd chot mention
spontaneously the lack of finances, they all compéxtensively about the lack of
government support in terms of other factors ofdpation — which ultimately could
be acquired directly by themselves if they had meaeital (equipment such as
fencing and tractors in particular, water, eledy)c And when asked directly whether
their project lacked capital to invest in produntiall project leaders answered “yes”.

Of course, suggesting that these projects lack wgrkapital does not mean
that with more capital they would necessarily briagout more benefits to their
beneficiaries since (1) other complementary factar® not present among
beneficiaries and (2) corruption is very common agsb project members (e.g., in
LP4, LP5, LP1). And indeed, participants identified a lack opital in all projects, so
that the merexistence of an identified lack of capital does not seendigcriminate
successful from unsuccessful projects. It is diftido investigate satisfactorily the
intensity of actual capital constraints, which abldle a stronger determinant of
success. However, it is worth noting that (1) nojgxt applied for a loan and did not
obtain it, (2) projects who obtained a lo&®%, MP2) are both virtually bankrupt, and
(3) among the seven projects where no loan wasaaatl to finance operations, the
reasons invoked by project leaders for not havimgliead for a loan do not suggest
credit rationing. One project leader out of theesesaid they did not apply for a loan
because they did not need to, and five said tleat did not apply because they would

not have been able to repay the loan.

Skills

First, lack of farming skills is apparent in theseaof LP1 andLP2, where
cattle were reported to have been lost to disead®ut the beneficiaries knowing
how to treat them. In addition, a key informantaeed that a piggery had to be shut
down atLP2 because of the low standards at which the pige Wwemg maintained
and which prevented all hope of marketing themLR8, the chairperson reported
that the chicken rearing activity is not being vprgductive, with the animals “dying
in large numbers”. In MP2, members “were not awtiua [the service providers]
were putting in the wrong pipes, and [they] did kobw there was something called

chloride you had to put in the water to purify ithhich subsequently created

43



disastrous problems in their irrigation system.o&us group participant ibP1 also
observed that “most people are not capable of iiyard the seeds they want to use”.

Many instances of poor management skills can badan the focus group
discussions and the interviews with project autiewiand key informants. IbP1,
for instance, when asked about the performancethar qorojects, two participants
insisted on the bad management of other projectd, especially on the lack of
provisioning for farm maintenance costs, suggespogr management elsewhere.
However, the very same people are membetsPdfs executive committee and thus
responsible for the fact that members are not as@&edontribute towards water,
electricity and other maintenance costs to ploungiir individual plot of land, so that
the collective enterprise ends up having to payHese.

Marketing skills also seem to be lacking.UR3, the mangoes produced are
not treated to prevent black spots, so that theywatabe marketed as export-quality
mangoes. And in successfulP2, cattle sales were not based on the observation of
market prices before a specific training was res@i\6 years after the start of
operations. Finally, a general lack of understagpdioi what is profitable seems
prevalent, witness the remark of a focus groupi@pant inLP1 that “though we all
have 2 Mogan&® some families may yield more than others (evennathey plough
the same area), and others may yield more but uttrealising that they have also
spent more. There is no monitoring, people do neigiv cost against the yields”.
Another illustration of this lack of weighing of sts against yields is the idea

expressed by a focus group participanti3 that

“If you feel that it is your farm, there is no wgpu are going to stop coming because of
economic cost. In as much as some people may saly We believe it was lack of
commitment. It has nothing to do with money or tost

Almost the same remark was made.iPil about transport costs only being an
excuse for people having stopped coming to the.farm

The picture derived from the analysis of indiredgtlence on the beneficiaries’
lack of relevant skills is reinforced by the periteps of both beneficiaries and key
informants. Skill shortages were mentioned sporgaslg in half the projectdP3,
LP5, LP4, MP2), and inLP1, there was an ambiguous remark about people “who
look after the soil properly” being more successtal all interviews with project

leaders except those carried out in the two laldenants’ projects, respondents

'8 Mogans are the most usual unit used by black Safitbans to measure land area. It comes from the
Afrikaans “Morgen”, and on ha is equal to just untid 7 Morgen/Mogan.
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answered yes when asked if their project lackethifey and management skills.
Interestingly, in all successful projects excem tbast successful within this group
(LP1), leaders said that what they lacked most was gnémenvest in production,
whereas leaders in all the other projects except BHd what they lacked most was
skills, which points at the primacy of skills ovapital in determining success.

Skill shortages were also mentioned by 4 out off 3he key informants
interviewed in depth:

“People basically couldn’t have the skills, the kads, the production capital available and
even in some cases the equipment to immediatelyine@nthe farm as a commercial entity”
(Land rights NGO activist, Mpumalanga)

“Most of these willing-buyers know nothing aboutrfang...that is my problem.” (DoA
official, Limpopo)

“They don't have the capacity required for the potg we're buying for them in terms of
knowledge, skills, and all those things, that'shallenge” (DLA official, Mpumalanga)

All in all, it appears that all projects except tladour tenants’ experience
some degree of skill shortage, so that it is umolgaether skills are determinant in
explaining success. When looking at the two otmamubiguously successful projects
(LP2, LP3) in more detall, it seems that they enjoy a highegree of adequacy of
skills with their activity than in other projectsich asLP4, MP1, MP2 and.P1,
where a majority of project members either havdamming experience and had no
agricultural training I(P4), or do have farming experience, but no management
experience or training in line with the commeraalkentation of their project (MP1,
MP2 andLP1). It is interesting to remark that in botlP3 andLP2, success has
come despite thimitial lack of some necessary know-how (farming skill& B8 and
marketing skills inLP2), which were adequately compensated for by thelaeg
support of an extension officer IbP3 and by specific training by the Agricultural
Research Council ihP2. This is in contrast with.P1, for instance, where training
was received by some project members, but wheretrtieed individuals were
subsequently driven away by the project’s executNevertheless, in the project
where the initial level of skills was arguably hegih (PS5, where at least two
participants were qualified farmers), productiorswaitially very satisfactory but did
not allow most participants to reap any benefite thucorruption. It seems therefore
possible to conclude that (1) the availability kills suitable for the nature of project
operations is a strong determinant of successsd@#)e skills can be successfully
acquired by adequate training and support, andh@)availability of skills may not
suffice to ensure gains for participants if corroptis allowed to take place.
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Government support

The one problem that all focus groups and/or ptojeaders mentioned
spontaneously (i.e., not just when asked aboutattly) was a lack of support by the
government services involved in land reform. Thenptaints ranged from general
criticism about the fact that only land was transfé to them but not the equipment,

funds, or skills to use it...

“There was no assistance from the government. Taetg were only meant to pay for the
land itself. There was no other support, no moreyuy equipment or other. They only
bought us the land and left us without any eduoatio any monitoring.” (a focus group
participant in MP2)

...to more specific grievances about the absence aterwand electricity
(MP3), equipment provision (e.gLP3, MP1, MP$, finances (MP1LP4., LP1),
livestock to start a communal enterprise (NIPBionitoring” of the project’s progress
(MP2), training (e.g.LP5, LP3, LP4), housing [P1), more extension services (all
projects except the labour tenants’ ariRB). It can be expected that the provision of
extension services is indeed low, as the exterddficer | interviewed was in charge
of just under 50 projects, up to 140 kilometres yaivam each other (includingP2,
LP5, LP4 andLP1).

Despite the complaints summarised above, whenvietged individually
most households agreed or strongly agreed witlstditement that they had received
all the support they needed from the governmenvices involved in land
redistribution. This observation holds both for sessful projects (where 19
households out of 27 agreed) and for not succepsbigcts (for seven households out
of eight). Indeed, in most cases, complaints pahta lack of timeliness of

government support rather than at an inappropviaitene of support.

Conflict
Another hindrance to the good functioning of theéistibuted farms identified

in earlier chapters is interpersonal and orgamsati problems. Some degree of
conflict was observed in all projects except tH®la tenants’. The mildest versions
of conflict were found in MP1 and MP2. In MP1, ttieairperson suggested that there
was some suspicion of corruption by some membekdRi vis-a-vis herself, and the
former treasurer of this farm said that membersewssatisfied with the way land
plots were allocated to participants by the chaspe. In MP2, focus group
participants reported disagreement between prdgacters at an early stage which
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induced conflict about the issues to be put to madi members and ultimately
paralysed the decision-making process. They wearyeietier, very understanding in

relation to the failings of their former leaders:

“I remember there was one time we had a meetingoandeaders disagreed upon some items
for discussion. And also the second meeting thelyanguments and differences. Then you see
when our leaders do not agree, then we can’t makalacisions. But we do not blame them
because they had no experience and were not tramezbnduct meetings and resolve
disputes.”

Another source of conflict was mentioned in MP2midy conflict arising
after projects members found out they were notgdinbe paid for their labour. In
LP2, a slightly stronger level of conflict was presahthe early stages of the project,
due to a misunderstanding regarding the objectofethe land acquisition. Many
formal beneficiaries thought that the farm was beacquired to provide communal
grazing land, whereas the objective of the DepartroéLand Affairs and the project
leaders was to pursue a commercially-oriented cible livestock enterprise. In
addition, the interview with the project represénta uncovered conflict between
members who want to borrow money to invest furthéhe farm and those (generally
older) who refuse this investment as well as theoduction of new techniques. In
LP3, conflict arose over the distribution of farm raue, which led to 12 out of the
20 beneficiaries initially employed on the farmdoit, with some of them stealing
farm assets. IhP1, the focus group discussions and comments by a BAfigial in
charge of the project revealed a clear divide betwgvo factions, corruption among
former leaders, and widespread tension. During atihtp meeting | attended, | was
given a standing ovation because, | was told, nesgumce had prevented the usual
open arguments and had therefore allowed them e haconstructive meeting. In
LP4, an ongoing conflict between the former leaderhe stole at least the tractor and
car given to the project by the DLA — and the remmaj members was very clearly
identified by all beneficiaries interviewed and keformants having been in contact
with the project. A legal procedure is underway.LPb, the one remaining active
beneficiary reported that two members of the famddywhom the farm had been
transferred had run away with all the profits, whwas confirmed by a DLA official.
Fortunately, none of the projects surveyed preseaex¢reme examples such as those
reported by a focus group participant at MP2 andna rights activist, who both

mentioned cases of manslaughter.
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The prevalence of conflict is identified by ben&fiees as an important issue,
witness the fact that the need for cooperationwanty is presented as a condition for
success in five out of nine projects. Conflict isibie in all groups except the labour
tenants’, irrespective of whether these projects swccessful in improving the
livelihoods of their beneficiaries or not. Howevdr,seems that in most projects,
groups evolve progressively towards a more cohaxetity, often much smaller than
the group of formal beneficiaries, but sometimesl&de for even this small group or
individual to restore production (as in MP2 anié5 where this was only achieved
after bankruptcy). lllustrations of this painfulaution towards a sustainable group
can be found in.P3, where a conflict over the modality of distributiof profits led
to the formation of a more homogeneous group, adirazed by a focus group

participant who told us

“when we begun, things were difficult, now everylpedactually putting physical work into
the project. Now things are better because manplpdwmve quit the project. Those of us who
are left are prepared to work hard.”

Similarly, in LP2, where there were divergent land use intentionengm

participants, informants say they felt “relievedhen people left.

Project size, SLAG, LRAD
Deininger et al. (2000) find that the average sizprojects that they consider

to be viable is significantly lower than that ofthnon-viable projects. The present
study shows that, despite the existence of coatidmgroblems due to beneficiaries
accessing land as a group, small size is by no sneguarantee of success. Only one
of the not successful projects sampled (MP2) cosegrmore than 30 households (a
small size for South African projects standardsyl the main reason for the failure of
this project is not related to coordination probderoonflict, or other ills associated
with its large size (200 households). The most kingccase of corruption which led
to project collapse was found in the smallest mtofeP5, with 9 members), and the
two next smallest projects (MP1 with 26 members afdl with 30) are not
successful eithel.P4 was even purposefully sampled as unsuccessfuth®mther
hand, the two labour tenants projects are both epatipely small (between 33 and
38 beneficiaries) and do quite well. Finally, theeige initial size of the three non-
labour tenant successful projectdl, LP2, LP3) is just over 200. In total, it does
not seem that size is a strong determinant of ss¢c@dthough smaller projects are

arguably less prone to conflict and coordinaticobbems.
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Since the main purpose of the shift from SLAG toADRwas to reduce the
‘rent-a-crowd’ phenomenon, which has been seema®bthe main problems facing
land reform projects in South Africa, | considenréhevhether LRAD projects are
performing better than SLAG projects.

It does not appear that SLAG projects are systealbtiless successful since
two out of the five successful projects are SLA®Z, LP1), and only one of the non
labour-tenant projects is a successful LRAD projetdwever, household data shed
doubts on the classification &P1 as a successful project. And indeed, net gains by
individual households appear to be positively datesl with being in an LRAD
project (excluding.P5, for which project there is no such information asyoone
member was left to be interviewed). Average nengdor last year are —R230 in
SLAG projects and ranging from —R5,694 to R2,49hilst average net gains were
R12,330 for LRAD projects (R5,130 when excludinigdar tenant projects settled by
LRAD) and ranging from -R2,866 to R73,238 (or betweR496 and R16,638 when
excluding the two labour tenant projects). Cautstvould prevail when looking at
these results since (1) the projects selected @reepresentative of either SLAG or
LRAD projects and (2) households interviewed arerapresentative of the projects’
populations. However, what seems to be happeningnwboking at net gains by
project (see Table ) is that large gains, when thegur, occur in LRAD projects,
whereas SLAG projects exhibit losses sometimedugh (as in.P1) to moderate
gains (P2).

5. Conclusion

Econometric evidence based on a ‘second-best’ matibousehold survey
(LFS) confirms the negative impressions of commensaon the impact of the South
African land reform on its beneficiaries, sincendlicates that beneficiaries tend to be
made more food insecure by participation compaoeabn-beneficiaries with similar
characteristics. In this paper, | add a qualitato@nmponent to the LFS-based
quantitative analysis using in-depth, small-scalmary data specifically collected to
triangulate and complement the econometric analysis

The qualitative data confirms the plausibility dfet quantitative findings,
insofar as it indicates that participation in thad redistribution projects sampled has
brought about comparatively large net gains foolabtenants, and moderate net

benefits for most beneficiaries among the minostyl involved in comparatively
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successful projects. But for the remaining benafies, who constitute the vast
majority of participants, small to moderate netsks are registered. And this
conclusion is unlikely to be overly pessimistic generalised to other land
redistribution projects, which corroborates thereguetric findings.

However, participation outcomes do not appear tarbessential determinant
of changes in welfare variables outside labournepaojects, so that neither typical
living standards nor household vulnerability appéarbe strongly affected by
participation in either direction. Welfare impacse more visible among labour
tenant projects both because (1) net gains arerlaag a consequence of a better
correspondence between beneficiary endowmentsdiedigeskills) and land use, but
also because (2) these gains translate more mgrkedlwelfare outcomes, arguably
because of the larger share, in the livelihoodshisf group, of agricultural production
on project land. Overall, the impact of participation food security is discernible in
terms of perceived food insecurity, but proteirak& does not appear to be influenced
by participation outcomes. This finding is line kwithe sign and modest size of the
econometric estimates of the participation coedfiti Somewhat surprisingly,
changes in expenditure and wealth are even geyerafjatively correlated with net
gains from participation. This might be indicatitmgit households who make the most
of participation also forego larger returns to theffort and money elsewhere, or on
the contrary that the households with the leasbrime opportunities outside land
reform projects have a stronger incentive to makentost of participation. The small
size of the present sample and the absence ofotataitside options do not allow
more than speculations as to the reason for thatiwvegcorrelation observed.

The analysis of determinants of successful padt@p suggests that
participation outcomes could be improved by (1é¢éing ‘younger’ households with
relevant farming experience, and a common histbtarad deprivation; (2) avoiding
collective project structures or at least colleetiecision making and, when such
structures are in place, introduce random audigréwent corruption; (3) improving
the information process at the application stadg;streening the applicants on the
basis of the economic viability of the projects) (fproving extension services
delivery ; and (6) adapting land use plans to skhilability in order to limit the
reliance on training (which may not be delivered time) and reduce project
dependence vis-a-vis government support. Such alutenist approach would be in

contrast with the more transformationist take amdlaeform implemented so far in
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South Africa, where implementers’ preferences focestain type of commercial
agriculture have prevailed over the needs of tmehaaries.

Fortunately, the analysis also suggests that lersfers could be targeted at
poorer candidates at no or little efficiency cestce capital constraints do not appear
to be a major determinant of participation outcomasother words, my findings
suggest that screening applicants on the basisasfoenic viability would not equate
with targeting the non-poor. One caution is howawetessary: the result that initial
household wealth and participation outcomes are systematically positively
correlated in the present sample may be due tprirgiominance of collective projects
in the sample (as in the country at large). If phegramme was to be geared towards
expanding small-scale family farming, then capgahstraints may become binding,
and complementary measures aiming at easing atwesgricultural credit may be
needed in areas where no adequate lending ingtitutare in place. The labour
tenants sample is extremely small, but if we lithé analysis to these projects, where
land is operated on a family basis, participatiamg are found to be more robustly
correlated with initial wealth than elsewhéfayhich reinforces the suspicion that the
absence of strong capital constraints may not imoldmily farm projects.

Another encouraging finding is that there may b@mwdor improvement in the
implementation of land transfers without increasiogts, since timeliness rather than

volumes of government support appear to be at.fault

" The correlation between net gains and initial exlitere per capita and between net gains andlinitia
livestock ownership is positive in both labour teharojects, and so is the correlation between net
gains and initial durables and capital wealth in3viBut the latter correlation is negative_in MP4
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Appendix

Value of livestock, physical capital, and durabbeds:
as valued by the household (at replacement valbiepwguch information is not missing in the househol
questionnaires. Otherwise, items are valued aavieeage value reported by respondents for sintéans.

Value of agricultural production in the past 12 rifnsn

Crops: the value of crop output is calculated asjhantity of crops harvested in the past 12 momiihsis
crops given to pay for hired labour or for renicpd at the national average retail prices forar@sps
according to data from the Department of Agricu@turorrected for inflation (using Statistics SoAfhica
Consumer Price Index data). The crops are not gadaeording to the information collected from
households as the unit price variations from ongshbold to the other are unreasonably wide.
Livestock: for animals other than cattle, livestatkput is valued as the sum of the number of &gm of
animal sold or slaughtered minus animals bougttiérpast 12 months times the average unit sale pric
reported by the households interviewed. For catike annual produce was computed as the valuetttd ca
sold plus the value of cattle slaughtered. Theevalucattle bought was not imputed due to the qaletr
role of cattle ownership in the communities visifedy., store of wealth).

Expenditure:
Weighting: adult-equivalent expenditure data fréma household questionnaire data

Past expenditure data is corrected for inflatiowaithe year of application using Statistics Sdé\tica
Consumer Price Index data. The weighting of pageediture to obtain past expenditure per adult-
equivalent is done on the basis of the currenescsize of the household, plus any number of mesnivbo
have left the household since application, mingsraamber who have joined the household since
application, and giving them an adult-equivalenighieequal to the average scale in the currentfizagy
population.
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