What determines violent conflicts over natural resarces?

Evidence from land conflicts in South Africa and Zmbabwe
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The Research Problem

Conflicts are part and parcel of every social syst&hey become problematic however if
they turn violent. A well established fact in imational development co-operation has it that
violent conflict hampers economic and social depelent and may reverse any kind of
development success. It is therefore of utmost mapee to know under which conditions
conflicts turn violent. This will put decision maisan the position to counter violent conflicts
in due course. Enhanced knowledge about confliggérs is of particular interest for the
African continent, which in recent years faced highest number of high-intensity conflicts.
Furthermore the current article holds lessons foica insofar as it draws on Zimbabwe and

South Africa to make its case.

The central question addressed here is why in stases an unequal distribution of natural
resources leads to violent conflicts while in otbases it does not. To answer this question
first of all a theoretical model has been dedu&mtondly, this model has been applied to a
comparative case study which in a third step seteechodify the model according to the

empirical findings.

The model employed here meets the following requémts: Based on the assumption that
the distribution of resources will only lead to fants if this distribution is perceived as being
unequal and this inequality as being problematicaptures a given resource distribution’s
perception and assessment by relevant social gréwustionally, political elites’ ability as
well as their willingness to avoid the outbreakvadlent resource conflicts is covered in the
model at hand. Their respective willingness can b®tregarded as self-evident but is a
function of their strategy to maximise their (pichtl) benefits. Furthermore, the model is both
sufficiently simple and abstract for integratinge tinsights of several case studies. Being
adaptable to a multitude of case studies it is efulistarting point for explaining the link

between resource distribution and violent resoaardlicts.



The Model's Theoretical Underpinnings

Theoretical approaches concerning the correlateiwden resource distribution and resource
conflict can be divided into two complementary stts¢ The first implies that resource
scarcity, unequal access and respective grievance caudenyiconflicts to erupt. Building
on frustration-aggression theories (Rule 1988:208)} group identity theories (Sherif 1966;
Tajfel, Turner: 1979) structural conflict theories (Choucri; North 197%nd theories of
social deprivation (Davies 1962: pp. 5; Gurr 198p: 36; Hirshleifer 2001: pp. 15jhree
ideal type conflicts can be distinguished: (i) Siengcarcity conflicts, (i) group identity
conflicts, (iii) relative deprivation conflicts (Ron 1995).

Simple scarcity conflicts erupt if rational actggeceed from a negative-sum-game. Group
identity conflicts can be caused by large scaleratiign. It is assumed that hostilities between
ethnically and culturally diverse groups are likélthe respective groups share a territory and
live in deprivation. Unequally distributed naturalsources can lead to relative deprivation
conflicts if actors perceive the amount of resosiritey have available as insufficient even if
it (from an objective point of view) allows them toaintain a decent standard of living.

Relative deprivation can trigger conflict even lietamount of resources available for one

actor increases but to a lesser extend than theranobd others.

Results of qualitative and quantitative researchn@ with this first theoretical strand can be
summarised as follows:
(i) There is no direct link between unequal distributimf resources and violent resource

conflicts; (ii) not the unequal distribution of pesces as such leads to violent conflicts

! According to frustration-aggression theories actigcome aggressive if they cannot satisfy thaiichzeeds.

2 Social-physiological group identity theories try éxplain what determines the development of a mjsou
identity. One factor is the need of individualsb®long to a bigger entity the individual's selfessin being a
function of the group’s status in relation to amstigroup. Conflicts between groups erupt if groegders act
aggressive towards other group in order to rais& thwn group’s status.

® These theories focus on conflicts resulting otindividuals’ rational choices in view of exterranstraints of
action. These are a function of the social strectarwhich individuals interact. The latter is deteed inter-
alias by the number of actors, (barriers of) mopéind communication, common norms, values ancfseland
power relations. Social structures can trigger lkcinif they are perceived as disagreeable. Resmecbnflicts
become more likely if social groups are well orgadi and thus able to quickly articulate, canaliseé eo-
ordinate their members’ dissatisfaction. Hence, thutbreak of conflict is a function of those pedple
opportunity structures who challenge the status quo

* Theories of relative deprivation assume that adbecome aggressive if they perceive a gap bettheetevel
of need satisfaction that they have achieved aadetel they perceive as justified. The perceptibmelative
deprivation is not determined by objective circiamses but by the degree of which these objective
circumstances deviate from actors’ expectationsisThactors can experience relative deprivation évémeir
objective level of needs satisfaction improvesthat of other does so to a higher degree.
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but social, political and socio-economic structuttest are too weak to canalise conflicts
and to solve them in a non-violent fashion; (iiNegual resource distribution seems to
trigger violent conflicts only if correlates posily with inequality of income (Muller /
Seligson 1987: 448).

The second theoretical approach on resource dissiband resource conflict holds that it is
rather resourcabundancecoupled with greed that triggers violent resowosflicts. Collier
who operationalizes the availability of naturaloesces with the share of raw material export
in total export, thus not distinguishing betweenergable and non-renewable, concludes that
violent conflicts occur five times more often irsogirce-rich than in resource-poor countries
(Collier / Elliot / Hegre / Hoeffler 2003: pp.6@jurthermore the outbreak of violent conflicts
is said to ultimately depend on whether potentggrassors anticipate their benefit from
violence to be higher than respective costs andheir ability to finance violent conflict.
(Collier / Hoeffler 1998: pp. 19). Thus, violentrdbct only erupts if aggressors can do well
out of war. In addition, aggressors need to be &bfael dissatisfaction with the status quo in
order to recruit comrades-in-arms. It is irrelevénthis dissatisfaction has any objectively

comprehensible reason or if aggressors delibergtsigrate it.

Empirical research in line with this theoreticapamach also suggests that the type of natural
resources influences the likelihood of violent dwté over them. Indra de Soysa found
significant correlations only between violent cactfland the availability of non-renewable
resources. The availability of renewable resoudidsnot influence the likelihood of violent
conflict (de Soysa 2001: 18). These results arkni with the assumption put forward by
Ross that the likelihood of violent resource catdlidepends on the respective resource’s
lootability, legality and the possibility to blo@ccess to them. These factors do also influence

the conflict’'s duration and the participation ofieais social groups (Ross 2003: pp. 54).

The two theoretical strands presented so far ofiyda to the rational consideration of
whether to engage in violent conflict or not to retate actors — especially potential rebels.
However, political elites themselves can actuablyé incentives and possibilities to foster

violent conflicts over natural resources.

These incentives are threefold: First, they efisbcietal actors perceive a given distribution

of resources as problematic and might turn theltiegudiscontent towards political elites.
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Second, incentives are even stronger if politidde® are able to externalise the costs of
violent conflicts. And third, violent conflicts ovenatural resources might enable political
elites to enrich themselves with the resourcesugstion. These incentives are complemented
by possibilities to foster violent conflicts in @umtion in which societal actors perceive the
distribution as unsatisfactory and as a zero-sumegaSuch a situation is prone to conflict
between groups that compete for the resourcesestigm and it can be instrumentalzed by
political elites by stirring up hostilities and fsaamong competing groups. Such strategy is
particularly likely to succeed if political elitessure those participating in violent conflict to

get a preferential share of the resources in quresti

The likelihood that political elites actually sueckin fostering violent conflict is positively
correlated with the extent of societal segmentasiod the degree of exclusivity of political
institutions (Kahl 1998: pp. 80). According to Katwcietal segmentation is a function of
groups’ internal coherence and external differ¢iotia Societal segments can be determined
by kin, ethnic, religious or socio-economic factokshigh degree of segmentation is given in
a heterogeneous society in which affiliation witleayroup determines or precludes affiliation
with other groups. As a result the internal coheeenf groups is high. A low degree of
segmentation is given if a homogenous society isiidated by one single group or if
members of a heterogeneous society belong to $esamiatal groups at the same time which
are equally important for their members’ physigalychological and economic security. Such
a cross-cutting membership pattern can generataultitude of non-cumulative conflicts
(including those over natural resources). Thesdlictsusually are of low intensity and tend

to be solved non-violently.

The second determinant of violent conflict — thgrée of exclusivity of political institutions
— alludes to societal groups’ possibilities to uefhce political decisions. Political elites’
incentives to trigger violent conflict will be rahlow if political institutions are inclusive.
Because inclusive political institutions enable scactors who would bear the brunt of
violent conflict to influence political decisionbus internalising a part of violent conflict’'s
cost at the expense of political elites. The latteuld risk weakening their political power by
making decisions that the majority does not favour.

The analysis will capture both, the ability and thi#dlingness of political elites to solve

resource conflicts in a non-violent manner. To ddre New Political Economy (NPE) in its
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various forms is appliet.Of particular relevance for the model at hand twe NPE of
Democracy, the NPE of Dictatorship and the NPEhtdrest Groups.

The NPE of Democracy builds on the assumption pioditicians strive to maximize their
votes and that voters opt for politicians whosegpams represent their interests best. The
NPE of Dictatorship allows for analysing politic&ractions in non-democratic systefns.
They too need to consider the interests of padrcsibcietal groups in order to achieve their
main objective — maintaining their power. The NHEnberest groups finally is applied for
analysing both the constellation of societal irdergroups and the conditions under which
interest can be organized for influencing politiceicisions. The latter depends on group
members’ ability to act collectively. This abilitggain is a function of the group’s size,
exclusivity and its aim of action (Olson 1965: ff)). By pointing out interdependencies
between individuals and groups the NPE of integestips provides an analytic link between
the individual and the collective level. This isicial for understanding collective processes in

general and social conflict in particular.

The Model

Drawing on the theoretical strands outlined abdwer variables were incorporated into the
model to be tested:

1) Obijectively given state of resource distribution:

This variable depicts various social groups’ proypeghts of natural resources.

2) Subjective perception of given resource distributio

The conceptualisation of this variable rests on #ssumption that a given resource
distribution will trigger conflict only if interesgroups perceive this distribution as unequal
and this unequal distribution as disagreeable. Eletinis variable is derived from the notion

of relative deprivation as outlines above.

® The NPE applies economic models and premises liticpb structures and processes. It builds on two
paradigms: Methodological Individualism (focussimg the individual as unit of analysis and percejvaocial
phenomena as the sum of individual actions) aridralt choice (conceptualising individuals as ortiyving to
maximise their individual benefits).

® The NPE of democracy and the NPE of dictatorshépimstruments for analysing political systems tiairk
two ends of a continuum. This continuum encompaasegile range of mixed systems in which demociaatit
dictatorial elements are mingled. Not all theseteays can be discussed within this article. Howeiteis
apparent that the NPE can well be adapted to $kevenalysis of mixed systems, too.



3) Political processing of a given resource distriduiti

Political processing here refers to both the objectesource distribution and its social
perception. The focus is on political processingtanpart of elites who fulfil key functions —
in our case within the political system — and heplositions that are concerned with or
potentially affected by the unequal distributionnaftural resources. The institutional context
is reflected upon in this model by taking into ddesation that political elites’ actions are
shaped by the structures and mechanisms of thicpbBystem they operate in. However, to
some degree they are themselves able to shape dtrastures. The variable’s focus is on
political elites’ ability and willingness to react to social actors’ demands a&dl a&s to
arbitrarily create social demands and to reacthimsé respectively. Thus, the variable
incorporates incentives and possibilities to aroase fuel violent resource conflicts and to
instrumentalise them for their political aims. Hendhey are not conceptualized as a
homogeneous, neutral and social interest regulatmtigy but as just another interest group.

4) Conflict intensity

Conflicts are conceptualised as processes thatvevweo or more conflict parties who have

opposing interests. Resource conflicts are markea Isituation in which different social

group assert conflicting claims to a respectiveouese. The focus here is on intra-societal

conflicts. One can distinguish between latent amahifest conflicts. The latter can be violent

and non-violent. Among violent conflicts we cantotiguish between

1) Crisis: Situation of tension in which at least @mftict party reverts to violence.

2) Severe crisis: Conflicts that are marked by remgkatel organised used of violence.

3) War: Conflict in which violence is used systemdticand with certain continuity. The
conflict parties apply— related to the situatioaxtensive means. The degree of damage is

extensive.

Figure 1 on depicts this model on the link betwdgstribution natural resources and violent

conflict.

" We follow Olson’s definition of interest groups geoups comprised of individuals which share a comm
goal.



Figure 1: Theoretical Model
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Concerning the weight of the model’'s variablesiagssumed that the objectively given state
of resource distribution is less relevant for tmeemsity of resource conflicts than the
distribution’s subjective perception and the petiogps political processing. All four

variables are multi-dimensional. Annex 1 on p. 3teg an overview of the respective

dimensions investigated and the respective indisatioosen.

The links between the variables are to be readlksis:

A 1: Depicts how a given state of resource distrdyuis taken up in the political discourse
and political programmes. In line with the NPE ehtbcracy it is assumed that the status quo
of resource distribution will only be considered apolitical issue if it influences political
interests. Additionally, it has to be consideredttiome political actors might take up the
issue of resource distribution for ideological @as

A 2: Represents the political processing’s effattresource distribution as, for example, the

change in land distribution and ownership patterns.

B: Depicts how an objectively measurable state esiource distribution influences social

actors’ subjective perception thereof.

C 1 and C 2: Describe the interaction of the pmditiand social system. C 1 depicts how

social perception influences political action. Eegpressed social dissatisfaction with land



distribution can encourage the implementation ntlleeforms. C 2 illustrates political elites’
possibilities to inflict social perception, e.gligoising a given resource distribution.

D 1: Shows the effect of the political processirigaayiven state of resource distribution on
conflict intensity; e.g. in the context of land tdilsution, land reforms could either increase or
decrease land conflicts.

D 2: Shows how conflict intensity influences palél processing. E.g. land occupations could
put land reforms higher onto the political agenHawever, land occupations might also
impede redistribution in case they need to be ermbddre land distribution can proceed.

Thus, high conflict intensity might either fostertonder political processing.

E 1: Depicts how the resource distribution’s sopi@tception influences conflict intensity —
the underlying hypothesis being that conflict irsién increases with increasing social
problematisation. Taking into consideration the NRE interest groups such a
problematisation is expected to increase conflitgnsity only if the concerned social groups
can organise themselves. While spontaneous clasfgepossible they will not have any

meaningful duration without organisation.

E 2: lllustrates feedback effects from a confligtitensity to its social problematisation, e.g.
capturing situations in which violent conflicts o\eeresource sensitise henceforth uninvolved

social actors.

Research Approach

In order to find out which of the model’s hypotluati links outlined above are actually
relevant to explain the link between resource itistion and resource conflict the model has
been tested on the basis of two comparative cagbest Emphasis is put on qualitative

investigation which has been complemented by giadivié analyses.

The case studies focus on the availability of adiical land and violent land conflicts. This
resource was chosen for two reasons: First, lamdesamost other renewable and non-

renewable resources. Second, we find many examoplescial unrest in which disputes over



land ownership and user rights play a certain vatbout the cause-effects chains of these
disputes being sufficiently explained (Dorner 199115; Amman / Duraiappah 2001).

The case studies were conducted in Zimbabwe andhSAfrica since critical frame
conditions are sufficiently similar to be comparétithe same time the degree of violent land
conflicts in these countries is very different. hin South Africa violent land conflicts were
rare Zimbabwe made the headlines with rather wigdagpconflicts over land in recent years.
At the same time both countries have importantufestin common: (i) Both countries used
to be settler colonies in which the colonial regise¢ aside land for people who happened to
have white skin and restricted all other peopleegerves; (ii) one sixth of the surface areas of
both countries is arable; (iii) the minority reginre both countries has politicised the land
question to a great extend and has resorted to dameership as a means to secure their
power; (iv) after indecencies, transition to a migyaregime respectively, both countries have
embarked on a market led land reform; (v) both toem have remained behind their

ambitious goals in redistributing land and transfimg land tenure for a long time.

Thus, the study is build on the “most similar sgsdedesign” (MSSD) (Landman 2000: pp.
27). This research design reduces the risk to negigortant context variables that have not
been incorporated in the model as to avoid overgtexity. All context variables that have a
similar specification can be disregarded for explaining different specification of the
variable “conflict intensity”. Furthermore, includj a case without violent conflicts in the
study allows for a more precise identification eaihtlict triggers than merely investigating

cases in which violent land conflicts occur.

The timeframe investigated has been chosen witlrdei® conflict intensity and land reform
in Zimbabwe. It spans from 1998, the year in whantd conflicts in Zimbabwe reached crisis
level, to 2002, the year in which the Zimbabwearv&oment officially finished its land

reform programme.

The empirical foundation of this study comprise® DRiided interviews conducted between
October and November 2001 and between April andeNier 2002. All relevant stake-
holders have been considered for interviews: Coramadiarmers (including small- and large-
scale farmers), people disadvantaged by land hiigioin (including persons who have been

expropriated during colonial times and Apartheid #me farmers in the former Homelands in
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South Africa and the communal areas in Zimbabwea)y lactors in government and
administration (including government representatia@ad members of concerned ministries
and commissions), traditional leaders and war aeter These stake-holder’'s views were

complemented by those of academic experts.

Table 1 gives an overview of actors interviewed #r& number of interviews conducted in

both countries.

Table 1: Conducted Interviews by Country and Groupsof Actors

Stake-Holders Interviewed South Africa | Zimbabwe| Total
Commercial farmers 7 5 12
Population disadvantaged by land distribution 26 5 31
Government and administration 15 4 19
Political parties and foundations 13 6 19
Traditional leaders 3 0 3
War veterans 2 3 5
Academic Experts 20 11 31
Y. Interviews 86 34 120

The significantly smaller number of interviews innbabwe is a consequence of highly
politicised nature of the land question at the tiofidield research. However, despite often
hostile conditions the most important actors coodd contacted. Furthermore, information

gaps could be limited as all primary informatiors teeen complemented by secondary data.

Empirical Evidence

We will first present the empirical manifestatiohtibe dependent variable conflict intensity,
then move to the independent variable land didiobuand finally look at how the
intermediary variables can help us to understandtlaer surprising constellation of land

distribution and land conflict in South Africa addnbabwe.
1) Conflict Intensity

The number of land occupations in Zimbabwe durlmgy time of investigation was between
68 and 150 times higher than in South Afriggure 2 illustrates this.
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Figure 2: Number of Farm Occupation in South Africaand Zimbabwe (1998-2002)
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Not only are land occupations more frequent in Zbwe than in South Africa they are also
more violent. This violence emanated in most cdsam® the occupants and was directed
against farm owners, their families and farm woskén South Africa however, violence only
erupted if land owners provoked it or if occupawanted to defy eviction orders. Another
feature which distinguished land occupations intBfrica from those in Zimbabwe was

the degree of organisation and planning in thedaWhile land occupations in South Africa
were not organised by any entity beyond the immediacality, the Zimbabwe Liberation

National War Veterans Association (ZNLWVA) — with0.200 members the biggest
organisation of war veterans in 2002 — played aiafuole in organising farm occupations in
Zimbabwe since the year 2000: They mobilised ocetgpalirected them to selected farms
allocated parcels of farm land to them and actegheasons of authority on the occupied
farms. However, against widely help public opinmutside Zimbabwe the land occupations
were by no means unanimously supported by Zimbabwesa veterans. The “Zimbabwe

Liberator Platform” — the second special interestoaiations of Zimbabwean war veterans
comprising of 6000 members in 2002 — opposes laodugations. Summarily land

occupations in Zimbabwe constituted a serious <rgiile those in South Africa remained

non-violent, manifest conflicts.
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Area Ratio

2) Land Distribution

The distribution of agricultural land between comcmed farmers on the one hand and
peasants in the former Homelands of South Africh @mmunal areas in Zimbabwe on the
other hand is remarkably different in Zimbabwe &wiith Africa. The concentration of land
owned by white farmers is much higher in South &frthan in Zimbabwe. The respective

Lorenz Curves iFigure 3 illustrate this.
Figure 3: Land Distribution in South Africa and Zim babwe
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In 1998 households of commercial Farmers in Zimbabvomprised of 1.8% of all
households working in agriculture (outside the camai areas). These households owned
39.1% of the agricultural land (outside the comnhiaraas). At the same time commercial
farmers in South Africa comprised of 5.2% of howddb working in agriculture (outside the
former Homelands) and held 82.8% of the agricultlead available. Theses distribution
patterns are reflected in a Gini coefficient ofZ84n Zimbabwe and 0.787 in South Africa.
Inequality of land ownership collates much strongéh ethnic affiliationin Zimbabwe than

in South Africa. 87.4% of commercial farmers werdite although only 1.4% of
Zimbabweans belonged to the white population dttthee. In South Africa however 43% of
commercial farmers are black — belonging mainlytite small scale commercial farming

sector, though.
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In both countries commercial farms occupy a dispropnally high percentage of good soils
(Mehretu 1995: pp. 137). In South Africa this gdesall provinces but Eastern Cape and
Limpopo. Furthermore, some former Homelands haveligproportionally high amount of
good pasture land. This goes for the former Honudathat are located in nowadays
Provinces of Free State, KwaZulu Natal, Mpumalarg@popo and North West (National
Department of Agriculture 2004).

Thus, in the two case studies land conflictsraogeintense in the very country withraore
equal land distribution and vice versa. To undebtthis situation we will now turn to the
social perception of land distribution in South i8& and Zimbabwe and its political

processing.

3) Social Perception of Land Distribution

The social perception of the the given land distidn on the part of societal actors has been
empirically investigated from three different argglg Reparation of past injustice, ii) interest
in land ownership and agriculture, and iii) lanandad. With regard to reparation the unequal
distribution is perceived more problematic in So#thica than in Zimbabwe. This is because
expropriation of land owned by the black populatisrstill living memory in South Africa.
79.8% of all South Africans consider the land guestas very important or important
(Institute of Justice and Reconciliation: 2001).wéwer, compared to other socio-economic
problems like inflation, unemployment, poverty, HAids etc., land ownership and
distribution rank third lowest both in Zimbabwe li#gon:2001, p.25) and South Africa
(Institute of Justice and Reconciliation: 2001).

In South Africa neither the level of education rocation of residence did significantly

influence the relevance attributed to the land tioles With regard to political orientation

restitution seems to be more important for suppsrdé small opposition parties, namely the
conservative-liberal United Christian DemocratiatlPdUCDP) as well as of the left-wing

parties Inkhata Freedom Party (IFP) and the PaakfrCongress (PAC).

In Zimbabwe on the other hand both the level ofcation and even more so the location of
residence seems to influence the perception ofahe question. Especially rural dwellers
with low levels of education consider the restdutiof land rights as rather importa@ther

than in South Africa also war veterans in Zimbalaseribe high importance to the reparation
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of past land expropriations. This difference canttaEed back to the different role that
unequal land distribution played for mobilising sdocopposition during colonialism and
minority rule, respectively. In Zimbabwe the recktian of land rights was the main driving
force for the liberation struggle and it societapgort. In South Africa on the other hand

equal political rights, not land rights, were a ttentre of the struggle.

In both countries the older generation attachesatgmmportance to the unequal land
distribution. That is because they consider the'tanoultural and symbolic value in addition
to its economic worth. However, in both countrieterest in land ownership and agriculture
is rather low. It is not perceived as a profitaBl®urce of income. This notion is more
widespread in South Africa than in Zimbabwe. Repnéstives of all strata in Zimbabwe
indicated interest in land ownership. But, closealgsis showed that this interest is largely of
an opportunistic nature. It has been triggeredfldgron land being redistributed and allocated
free of charge in the course of the Governmentid l&form programme. This interest in land
was by no means matched by intentions to settfgamuce on the land or invest in it in any
other way. In fact, the middle an upper class awsrsi land as a retreat for leisure and
retirement. ldeally, they would like to combineith@ban lifestyle and employment with that

of a self-sustaining farmer.

Peasants and small-scale farmers in densely pepukid remote areas of the communal
areas in Zimbabwe and the former Homelands of Sédtlta however have a sincere
interest in land ownership and agriculture and fanstrated by their lack of land. These
people have very little opportunities to gain in@apart from subsistence farming; many of
them are forced to resort to agriculture after hgviost their jobs in other sectors. But,
tangible demand for land is low even among theseg. Panel data from the resettlement
areas on the allocation of income from the lasvéwstr on different purposes show this for
Zimbabwe. The lease or purchase of land ranks loafesy repayment of credit, agricultural
investment (other than land and manpower, hougingchase of cattle and livestock and

purchase of manpowér.

& Own calculation on the basis of panel data madéahle by Bill H. Kinsey, Free University of Amstam -
Faculty of Economics and Business
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In South Africa low tangible demand for land in 8oéfrica is reflected in the choice of
restitution for past land expropriation (Commissamthe Restitution of Land Rights 2003: p.
8). Table 2 illustrates this:

Table 2: Choice of restitution for land expropriation in South Africa

Land Restitution Financial Preferential Access to
Compensation Public Welfare
Services*
Settled Urban41.7% 50.7% 7.6%
Restitution Claims
Settled Rural47% 52,9% 0,1%
Restitution Claims a‘

* Mainly subsidized housing

4) Political Processing of Land Distribution ansisbcietal perception

Although —de jure— South Africa and Zimbabwe are both democradhes political context

in which land policies are conceptualised and immgeted in these countries differs
tremendously. In Zimbabwe political decision makpaver is concentrated on the president
while political participation and control on therpa&f civil society are severely limited.
President Robert Mugabe’s autocratic leadershipeldittle space for articulating deviating
opinions let alone respective action. The parliagnieno longer able to make the voice of the
Zimbabwean people heard. This became very appareApril 2000, when the president
pushed through a amendment to the Land Acquisifionwhich legalised expropriations
without compensating for the soil as such. Suchraendment had been rejected as part of a
new constitution in a referendum February 2000eGithis political context it does not come
as a surprise that the land policy has been conakged exclusively by a small circle of high
ranking politicians with the president in their ten Neither the parliamentary opposition nor
civil society has been consulted although the nateongly attempted to voice their opinion.
Already in 1997 the NGO sector organised a NGO Glbaisve Land Conference aiming at a
dialogue between government and civil society. Addally, the National Constitutional
Assembly — Zimbabwe’s biggest coalition representmore than 100 NGOs and CBOs,

several labour unions and churches — took lanatyoln its agenda.
In South Africa however, the executive’'s powerfiedively controlled by the parliamentary

opposition. This goes despite the quasi -hegemuesdion of the African National Congress

in parliament. Furthermore, South African civil &g has been intensively consulted in the
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conceptualisation of land policies from the vergibaing. The national land conference in

1995 and the national land tenure conference shisampressively.

Concerning the actual conception of land policiasSouth Africa and Zimbabwe the
following differences come to bear: In Zimbabwe timtiative for land reform after
independence in 1980 was solely taken up by ndtjmwigical forces. In South Africa on the
other hand the World Bank played an important ialgushing for land reform after the
county’s transition to majority rule. However, rwtly the driving forces behind land policies
were different in both countries. Also the moties initiating land reform policies differed
considerably. Upon the advice of the World Bank t8oAfrica pursued land reform in
general and land redistribution in particular astrategy to avoid land conflicts. Already in
the beginning of the 1990ies the Bank had issuathings of potential outbreaks of violence
which could reach dimensions of civil war if no reeees were undertaken to reduce
inequality in land ownership. In Zimbabwe, duriree tfirst years after independence, land

reform served mainly as a means of rewarding ppaints of the liberation struggle.

Also, the land reform programmes as such diffea igreat extent. While the South African
land reform programme clearly reflects differenea® and demands of various social groups
through the three pillars restitution, redistribbatiand tenure reform, the Zimbabwean
programme focuses solely on redistribution and getdpe resettlement. A restitution
component, in which distinct land areas could tmnoéd by individuals conflicts with the
central role that the Zimbabwean government dem&md#self in the allocation of land.
Additionally, during the first decade after indegence, the Zimbabwean government was
inclined not to jeopardise the productivity of tt@mmercial farming sector through a kind of

land reform which could have motivated commercaifers.

This objective would have been difficult to recdacwith a restitution programme that
recognises individual claims. Neither was a temaferm in the communal areas foreseen
which would have transferred property rights ofddnom the state to the actual users. It
would have introduced a profound transformatiorthef rural sector as this would have not
only curtailed the government’'s power base but alsotradicted the socialistic attitude it

featured in these days.
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Another extraordinary difference between South &&fis and Zimbabwe's land reform
programmes concerns land expropriations both imgeof legal requirements and practical
implementation. Being legal in both countries laxgropriations have not been exercised in
South Africa - as opposed to Zimbabwe. While thelZabwean governmentde jure— has

to compensate only for investments in the landnattfor the soil as sucld¢ factothis legal
requirement has been neglected more often thantmetpouth African legislation requires
compensation for investments made and the landf.itbe fact, expropriation without
compensation would have been unthinkable in SodititaAas it calls into question the very
notion of private property. It thus could not bearciled with the high priority the South
African Government gives to a positive investmdimate.

Among all these differences some similarities ahbmountries’ land reform concepts should

not be neglected:

() Just as South Africa’s redistribution programmesdogtil today, Zimbabwe followed a
willing seller-willing buyer approach in the firdecade after independence. The purchase
price was to be paid immediately and in any curyehe seller wished. In the first decade
after independence his approach which clearly sethe interests of (mainly white)
owners of large farms could be changed by parliaraely unanimously. However, given
the reservation of 20% of parliamentary seats lier white section of society, this was
merely a theoretical option.

(i) The criteria used for selecting potential benefiem of the land reform programme
changed in such a way that the original goal ofeptyv reduction was amended by
efficiency requirements. In Zimbabwe this changeneaalong with the Structural
Adjustment Programme which was introduced in 1%9Bouth Africa a shift of priorities
became apparent in the replacement of the Settlefrieand Acquisition Grant (SLAG)
by a grant programme titled Land Redistribution Agricultural Development (LRAD)
in 2001. While SLAG entitled poor households (watth income of less than 1500 Rand
per month) to a grant of 16 000 Rand to purchase, IBRAD introduced a graded grant
system in which the grant increases with the beraies own contribution. Furthermore,

it requires beneficiaries to contribute at leafi®®and (in cash or kind).

Next, we will look at the land reform programme&ative political importance over time in
both countries. In Zimbabwe the question of landnemship was at the centre of the

conference in London’s Lancaster House in Decembleere a constitution of a free
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Zimbabwe was to be negotiated. This issue almastezhthe negotiations to fail. They were
only taken up again after Great Britain agreedrarfcially support land redistribution. The
concern over land distribution on the part of theng party has been much more variable
over time. In the second part of the 1980ies it wexy much neglected but gained momentum
before every election. Since the end of the 1990iesjoys top priority dominating the entire
political sphere. It is quite telling that the imdiuction of the Accelerated Land Reform and
Resettlement Programme (widely know as Fast TraodgrBmme) in July 2000 coincided
with the rise of the Movement of Democratic Charagethe first serious competitor for
political power since independence. One month erattie ruling party had won only a very
slight majority in the parliamentary elections. Ttlesest one can find to a policy for this
programme is a draft document released without, dsignature or stationary by the
government (Hellum / Derman 2004: p. 1795). Alalh300 000 peasants were to be resettled
and 50 000 black commercial farmers establishedfanms until December 2001. The
administration was seriously overstrained by tagktwhich led to a very uncoordinated and
at times chaotic implementation of the programmiealfy, even war veterans and Zanu-PF
youth brigades were recruited to confiscate lardirasettle rural families from the communal
lands. By mid 2001 the Minister of Local Governmdpntiblic Works and National Housing
called upon setters to somewhere peck out a piele@d for themselves (Alexander 2001: p.
25).

In South Africa on the other hand the land questamked comparatively low during the

process of political transformation. This is hardlyrprising given the fact that political

resistance was concentrated in (peri-) urban afd@s.medium position of land policies on
South Africa’s political agenda has remained ratstable until today. Economic progress,
health and education are given higher priority. ldegr, since land occupations in
neighbouring Zimbabwe escalated, the South Africas given somewhat more attention to
the land question.

The different political significance of land (red)stribution becomes also apparent in the
different amount of land that has been redistributeZimbabwe’s and South Africa’s land
reform programme, respectivel¥figure 4 shows the redistributed area of land as ratio of
agricultural and pasture land. “First year” stafmis1980 in the case of Zimbabwe and for
1994 in the case of South Africa. Given the shartee frame of South Africa’s land reform

programme the respective time series is much ghorte
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Figure 4: Amount of Redistributed Land in South Africa and Zimbabwe
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The graphic shows that the Zimbabwean Governmentistributed much more land during
the programme’s first five years than has the So&fhcan Government. In fact the
respective amount was 40 times bigger in Zimballhwae in South Africa. From the sixth to
the tenth year of the programmes the ratio of tediged land was very similar in both
countries. The slight decline of land redistribatim South Africa between 2000 and 2002
was caused by a six month moratorium which wasimpyglace by Minister Thoko Didiza
shortly after her appointment in 1999 in make tifoe a thorough inspection of the
programme’s conception. The programme was furtlmsvesi down by a serious shortage of
funds in 2001. Finally, in Zimbabwe the amount afid rocketed high when the Fast Track

Programme gained momentum.

The most fundamental difference, however, betweentlSAfrica’s and Zimbabwe’s land
reform programmes lies in their coherence with llegguirements. South Africa’s land
reform programme is implemented within a clearlyirce legal framework by the state
administration. In contrast to this the Zimbabwgaogramme is implemented according to
political elites’ will with little consideration ofexisting legislation which at times was

retrofitted to correspond to elites’ requirements.
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4) Political Processing of Land Distribution angl 8ocial Perception

The political processing of land redistribution didt only vary in terms of underlying
concepts but also regarding its social and espgcanflict-relevant repercussions. To
illustrate this, a closer look at the constellat@firelevant interest groups in the land sector

and their potential political influence is required

The first interest group that needs to be takeo wmunsideration in this regard are the
commercial farmers. The majority of them is orgadisn Agri South Africa (representing
about 80.000 farmers). The organisation emphasisgsiand reform must be need-driven
free of political manipulation. The respective neditey claim, was rather low. All in all,
“Agri South Africa” welcomes land reform — partiaewly the shift from SLAG to LRAD. Itis

in their interest to the degree that it assignsiéon the role of multipliers of relevant technical
know how to emerging commercial farmers. By doingitsprovides them with a certain
safety within the system. Given their economic r(ds producers and employers) white
commercial farmers represented by Agri South Affieae rather good changes to have their
interests considered by Government. Indeed, thédrests have been taken into account by
the Government’s land policy in so far as both rstitution and redistribution programme
rest on the willing seller — willing buyer princel Furthermore, their interests have been
incorporated by the requirement that newcomers hewveuse redistributed land for
commercial agriculture. To this end the redistiifautprogramme requires beneficiaries to
develop respective business plans. However, theniminterests are not met by the tenure
reform in the former homelands. While Agri Southriéd favours the introduction of private
property rights in the hands of families working tland in these areas the Government has

opted for communal property rights.

Agri South Africa’s potential to lobby for its imest has further increased by the formation of
the “Transvaal Agricultural Union” (TAU) that novepresents 6000 former members of Agri
South Africa. These do not consider land reformessary and often object to sell their land
to black or coloured South Africans. With TAU’s segtion Agri South Africa has gained
greater homogeneity thus reducing the need to rneedigernal interest conflicts. However,
their generally good relation to Government haveeehat suffered by from latter’s quiet

diplomacy towards Zimbabwe and its land redistitdruprogramme.
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Black commercial farmers are represented by theohNat African Farmers Union (NAFU —

counting 40.000 members). They are in favour of @mvernment’s support of commercial
agriculture and the respective shift from SLAG tdRAD. However, they criticise

Government’s strict adherence to the willing seHerwilling buyer programme which

neglected people’s financial constraints. Theireptal to lobby is rather low and is heavily
determined by the co-operation with Agri South @drthat they want to institutionalise.

Another large interest group consists of potertéieficiaries of the land reform programme.
This group is made up of firstly, those people vehiand has been expropriated in colonial
times and under the Apartheid regime and secordiyet people who never owned land but
require it to make a living. This group has ratligle possibilities to pressurise Government
to pay more attention to their interests. Thisus irstly, to their marginal economic power
and secondly to the diversity of their interest.@8Asonsequence one of their main organs — the
Landless Peoples Movement (LPM) which was founde2D01 faces a predicament: In order
to accommodate the interest of farm workers, labenants, restitution claimants and people
who have applied for the redistribution programmes iforced to formulate their demands
rather generally. In order to make its demands mepeeific and thus easier to be considered
by Government it would need to become less inchystliis move contradicts its leaders’

pursuit of political power.

Potential beneficiaries’ interests have been méheadegree to which they could take part in
the land reform programme. The number of success#titution claimants and even more so
of emerging commercial farmers benefiting from sédbution however is rather small. Since
the start of the redistribution programme in 1994@ 2002 only 1.4% of agricultural land of

white commercial farmers has been redistributedh@ Government's programme. The
restitution programme has been more successful MitP% of restitution claims having been
settled.

The frustration of eligible people who so far havat benefited from the Government’'s
programme has reached a significant degree. Thegipe their needs being neglected by the
stronger focus on commercial agriculture which baeapparent in the shift from SLAG to
LRAD. While the relation between their representsgi and Government was based on co-
operation until the end of the 1990ies it has clkdntpwards confrontation since then. They

criticise the programme at various fronts: Whecoitnes to land redistribution they opt for a
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more active role of the state allowing for exprapdn. They see expropriations as
indispensable to regulate redistribution and tammetde it with regional variations of land
demand. Government’'s more direct steering of lagdistribution’s regional proceedings
would also facilitate the provision of infrastrutlon redistributed land. Anyhow, in practice
market forces would often be annulled when implamegrthe de jure market-led programme
— to the disadvantage of the beneficiaries: firdtigcause every transfer of land within the
programme requires the approval of the Departméntaad Affairs, often prolonging the
process to several years; secondly, because examy @an only be used for the piece of land
originally targeted by a beneficiary. If a bettéfeo comes on the market while the original
transaction is still pending the grant cannot bedu$or buying it. When it comes to
restitution, people who have lost their land inocdl times before 1913 criticise that they are

not eligible to claim it back.

Another important interest group in South Africéémd sector are traditional leaders. They
are the de-facto custodians of the land in the é&miomelands. Their political power is solely
based on the land they govern. Thus their mainctilige with respect to the Government’s

land reform programme is to defend their powerdmiaistrate and regulate access to “their”
land against Government administration on the cormahlevel. Their chances to pressurise
Government to take their interests into accourlinmted to the extent to which they can

influence people’s political choice. Government hkasommodated their particular interest by

including traditional leaders in the local land adistration.

The Government itself benefits from the land refgpnogramme in two ways: Firstly, it
avoids confrontations with the mainly white comn@&rdarmers by putting the focus on
commercial agriculture, bringing land reform in dirwith its policy of reconciliation.
Secondly, and more importantly, extending the conerak agrarian sector furthers its
primary political objective of economic developmertecause the political focus on
commercial agriculture signals that commercial farsnhave a future in South Africa and
which in turn creates incentives for investmentthmagrarian sector. The strong link that the
South African Government created between land mefand economic development is also a
strategy for maximising election votes; becausedtiermajority of voters unemployment and

poverty are perceived as more important than laddstribution.
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In sum: By incorporating various interests — ancohbipging it in line with its own interests —
the South African Government has forged interesglmmerates consisting of sub-groups of
different actors who partially share interests wittembers of other interest groups. By
creating such cross-cutting memberships (Coser:19583) the political processing of land
(re-) distribution in South Africa smoothened catflines and helped to avoid a stalemate
between irreconcilable interestSigure 5 illustrates the constellation of interests in $out

Africa’s land sector:

Figure 5: Constellation of Interest Groups in SouthAfrican Land Sector
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The conflict-relevant repercussions of the Zimbadmvdand reform programme were
dramatically different: Again we first analyse tbenstellation of relevant interest groups in
the land sector and their potential political ieftice in order to understand conflict-related

dynamics.

A first interest group to look at are commerciahfiars. They are organised in four different
organisations. The biggest of these organisatisrthe Zimbabwe’s Farmers Union (ZFU)
which represents 1.5 million black small-and lasgale commercial farmers. Its potential to
lobby for its interests is directly linked to tHsrge membership. The ZFU entertains very
close relations to Government and supports the feftdm programme to a large extend. The
only problem the organisation points out is theiffisient support of resettled farmers, which
however, would be solved shortly. In May 2000 aoselcorganisation representing black
commercial farmers emerged after separating fraenZlRU: the Zimbabwe Farmers Union
Development Trust. It represents about 25.000 fesm&hey openly criticise the land
programme’s lack of sustainability and transparesycompared to the ZFU they have very
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little power to lobby for their interests. Interestf black commercial farmers have been
incorporated into the land reform programme ins@f&r50.000 of them were to take over

expropriated farms.

The biggest organisation of white commercial fasnar Zimbabwe is the Commercial
Farmers Union (CFU). As a consequence of land gx@tions its membership has declined
from 3291 in the year 2000 to 2050 in 2003. The @Hims that Government’s land reform
process is not transparent and that its implemientaloes not adhere to legal requirements.
The CFU wants to see the protection of private @riypas it is enshrined in the constitution
reflected in the Government’s land policy and waotsreate opportunities for a future of
white commercial farmers in Zimbabwe. To this ehdries to engage in a dialogue with
Government. However, this strategy has proverelgticcessful as the Government does not

seem to be interested in such dialogue.

The CFU’s attempt to draw the international comrysiattention towards its cause was in
vain, too, due to the fact that Government didyneld to international sanctions. The CFU'’s
attempt to negotiate with Government was far ndtcal for those farmers whose land had
already been expropriated. Resting their hope @n jtidiciary they formed Justice for
Agriculture (JAG) in July 2002 and took legal aasoagainst expropriations. However, in a
political environment in which the judiciary’s ingendence is seriously threatened, court
decisions are ignored and judges are assignedmpdached depending on their political
orientation (Human Rights Watch 2002: pp. 4) lemzlons did little to improve the situation
of white commercial farmers. None of the white farsi interest is reflected in the land
reform programme: While Government had first ogtededuce their share of the land from
28% to 15% (Stoneman, Collin 2000: p. 51) theimperty was finally reduced to a mere 3%
of Zimbabwe’s arable land. (Ncube, Njabulo 2003F&).

A much more powerful lobby group are the war veateraThe majority of them
(approximately 20.000) is organised in the ZimbabMegional Liberation War Veterans
Association (ZNLWVA). They are close allies of Govment since the rejection of the draft
constitution in the referendum that was held in rbaby 2000. This rejection can be
interpreted as a sign of the growing strength ef MDC which was perceived as a serious
threat by the ZNLWVA leadership. The war veterarastipipated in drafting the new

constitution and wanted to see their preferent@eas to land enshrined in it. With the
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MDC'’s increasing power their respective hopes wading given that the MDC is enrooted
in the urban labour union sector and does not ding priority to land redistribution.
Furthermore, they are indebted to the President whb997, decided to pay every veteran a

lump sum of 50 000 Zimbabwe $ and a life-long pensif 5000 Zimbabwe $.

From the land reform programme the war veterang@xmreferential access to land through
the land reform programme. They suggest howevat, tiuch more financial and human
resources should be allocated to its allocationatcelerate it. In their opinion the
programme’s bad image in the international comnyunés completely unjustified. They also
blame the former colonial power Great Britain tovdngorotracted support for land reform
hoping that another Government would take overh@ meantime and that its (alleged)
support of political opposition had forced Govermtnt® take bold measures to enforce land
reform. Government is inclined to take ZNLWVA's eénésts into account because they
entertain close relations to the military. This @®es apparent in that they have been assured
20% of the redistributed land. (Gaidzanwa 2004t4).

Unsatisfied by ZNLWVA's uncritical attitude towattie land reform process approximately
6000 members left the organisation and joined ihebZbwe Liberators Platform founded in
May 2000. The platform openly questions not onlg tlvay in which land reform is
implemented but also its strategic goal suspegtioger politics to be the driving force.
Government regards the platform as a splinter gemgbhence does not pay much attention to
it.

A much less outspoken interest group in Zimbabwaig sector are traditional leaders. After
having been stripped off all right after indepenzierbecause there were seen as henchmen of
the colonial regime, Government had only rehaliddahem when the MDC rose to become
a competitor for political power. Afraid that theyould turn to the opposition Government
hurried to re-involve them in matters of land adstmation on the local level. Conscious
about their high dependence on Government’s gobthaditional leaders do hardly question
the chosen approach to land reform and supparhpgiementation. They also had to come to
terms with war veterans and Zanu PF youth brigddeisg the programme’s implementation
who had occasionally taken over control in thelraraas thus eroding traditional authorities’

power.
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The landless people that live in Zimbabwe’s comnhamaas are represented by the Inyika
Trust which was founded in April 2001 and countpragimately 50.000 members. It has
strong links with Government’s political elite (Mutka 2003: p.3) and supports the land
reform programme unanimously. Given the Trust’s @oto influence voters’ decisions in

elections Government is inclined to take the Taistterest into consideration.

In sum: The interests of white commercial farmerdtee one hand and the majority of other
social sectors have drifted apart. This trend hasnbdeliberately amplified by the

Government’'s land reform programme. Even more: Phnegramme has served as a
predetermined breaking point. The president himea stylised land as a social problem
irrespective of the fact that the population hasllygperceived as a problem. . This move was

meant to distract people’s attention from objedyivggven — mainly economic — problems.

Government had no simple solution for the econamngis at hand, let alone one that would
show effects fast enough to stabilise the Govertieiminishing power base. However, the
“surrogate problem” of unequal land distributioruttbbe solved with help of the Fast Track
land reform — at least for the short term. It was meant to provide any long-term solution
but rather to direct the deliberately created dqmiassure solely towards white commercial
farmers. They were easy to use as scapegoats rsiosecommercial farmers in Zimbabwe
belong to the white minority group that is badlyeigrated in the Zimbabwean society. Figure

6 illustrates the situation.

Figure 6: Constellation of Interest Groups in Zimbdwean Land Sector
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This political backdrop explains the change in Gawgent’s stance towards land occupations
in the end of the 1990ies. While occupiers of gevarms were immediately evicted up until

1998 the Zimbabwean Government finally toleratee tlccupations and allowed the War

veterans to take a lead. Endeavours of the Ministadome Affairs and the Vice President to

stop occupations were prevented by the Presidemdii. At the same time the political crisis

made the war veterans welcome allies in the steufpglpolitical survival.

The Model’'s Modification and Conclusions
Based on the empirical findings presented abovethberetical model on the correlation

between resource distribution and resource corfistbeen modified as follows:

Figure 7: Modified Theoretical Model
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The bold arrays ifrigure 7 depict those relations between variables thatfpbtw be relevant
for explaining the different degree of land cortlicn Zimbabwe and South Africa. The other

connections have proofed to be irrelevant for erpig this difference.

A 1: The case studies have shown that there isosdiye correlation between the degree of
inequality in resource distribution and its pokiiqgprocessing: Although land inequality is
rather low in Zimbabwe this topic continuously gadnrmore importance since the end of the
1900ies. In South Africa however this topic is raitcal priority despite a highly unequal
land distribution. Thus the connection Al has wdifferent features in both case studies and
therefore has to be considered as relevant fomexph the difference in land conflicts.
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A 2: This goes to a lesser extend for A2 becauedlitfierent political processing applied in
South Africa and Zimbabwe entails significant diffieces in land distribution only from 2001

onwards (i.e. towards the end of the time fram#hisfresearch).

B: Both in South Africa and in Zimbabwe only fringgoups perceive land ownership and
distribution as a pressing political issue. Beingia in both cases B holds no explanatory

power with regard to differences in land conflictdoth countries.

C 1: While the given land distribution was hardBes as a serious social problem both in
South Africa and Zimbabwe the way it was takenhyppolitical elites was remarkably
different in both countries. In South Africa thewlopolitical profile of unequal land
distribution reflects the respectively low sociaépccupation. This is contrary to Zimbabwe
where a similarly low social concern resulted inosg) political actions. This deliberate
mismatch served political interests as followsRglitical elites in the country do not depend
on electoral votes (as elections are more a févae anything else and the repressive political
climate implies great personal risks for politicplponents). They do however depend on the
loyalty of powerful members of the elite. This eaipk both the disdaiaf the popular will
and the preferential treatmeat members of the legislative and executive as asllwar
veterans when it comes to the redistribution ofljgii) land was the only resource that could
still be distributed given the economy’s sell-otitius this part of the model does hold
explanatory power regarding different degrees ofdlaconflicts in South Africa and
Zimbabwe.

C 2: This connection proved to be irrelevant fonftiot intensity in both case studies. In
Zimbabwe the Government tried to influence pubpmen by portraying land distribution as
a burning issue in the state-controlled media rdcavail: The percentage of the population
that perceived the land question — compared torgbloétical issues — as pressing even
decreased from a low 9% at the beginning of 2008%o0in mid 2001. Contrariwise did the
slow implementation of land reform in South Africet induce people to expound the

problem highly skewed land ownership — with theepton of social fringe groups.

D 1: The political handling of land (re-) distrilbart — triggering the polarisation of interest

groups in Zimbabwe (seBigure 6 on p. 26) and the creation of conglomerates ofouar
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interests in South Africa (seléigure 5 on page 23} proved to be decisive the different

conflict intensity in both countries.

D 2: The conflict intensity’s feedback into the iioll processing of land distribution in both
countries was equally crucial for the difference danflict intensity. In Zimbabwe the
government fostered land occupations and explditesin to mobilise its supporters and
weaken the opposition. Thus in Zimbabwe, there avsisong conflict-intensifying reciprocity
between the political handling of land distributiand the intensity of land conflicts. The
South African government instead holds the viewt thalent land conflicts should be
avoided at all costs. As a consequence, it toakugh stance towards occupations of private
land (while occupations of public land are ofteletated). Given the Government’s relatively
secure political position and its economic roomrf@noeuvre fuelling land conflicts is not in
its interest.

E 1. Considering that resource conflicts can bggaied by both greed and (relative)
deprivation the data suggest land occupations uilSAfrica are solely based on the latter. In
Zimbabwe relative deprivation can not explain tiseatation of land conflicts to the full

extend. The feeling of deprivation which promptduek tfirst land occupations has been
politically exploited. This holds implications féhe model as follows: As E 1 was equally
relevant for farm occupations in both countries #mgs holds no explanatory power for the
different conflict intensity in both countries. Bouth Africa land conflicts were brought to
bear only via E 1. Commensurate with the rather kocial attention given to land

distribution the intensity of land conflicts in loun Zimbabwe E 1 has an effect on land

conflicts, too but is superposed by the effect &.D

E 2: The feedback effect from conflict intensitysocial perception did not feature in any of
the case studies on the national level. Such ascteffould only be observed indirectly
between the countries in so far as the increadanih conflicts in Zimbabwe provoked the
radicalisation of the Landless Peoples Moveme&auath Africa.

These empirical findings lead to the following cluston: Decisive for conflicts over natural
resources is not the original distribution of tlespective resources. In fact, most relevant is
how resource distribution is taken up by politieators in general and by political elites in

particular; because the political handling influemcthe integration and disintegration
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respectively of social interest groups. The morerkaps of different groups’ interests are
created the lower will be the intensity of conBiabver the respective resources. Whether
integration or disintegration is aimed for on tretf political decision makers depends on

their power-political standing and their econongom for manoeuvre.
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Annex 1: Operationalising the Mode?

Variable Component Dimension Indicators for Zimbabwe and|Indicators for South Africa |Indicators for Zimbabwe
South Africa only only

Land Agrarian potential |= Average rainfall per annum|= Depths of humus layer

Distribution = Average Temperature = Capacity to store water

= Type of agricultural usag
(Agricultural land / pastur
land / kind of field crops)

@ Slope
e

Relative
Concentration of
farm land (agriculturg
and pasturein the
hands of commercia
farmers and peasant
respectively

174

L

Gini-Coefficient of farm land

Soil quality of land
owned by
commercial farmers
and peasants

respectively

Percentage of farmland
(agriculture and pasture) in
former homelands and on
commercial farms per provinc

Percentage of different
agricultural zones on
commercial farms and in
ccommunal areas

respectively

® The first column represents the variables, thersgt@md third columns show the variables’ componants dimensions respectively. Columns four to sie @n overview of
the indicators that have been taken into consiiteraln column four all indicators are listed tiveg¢re available for both countries. To accommodageviriables’ complexity
important secondary data have been taken into d@eration even if they were only available for ofi¢he countries. Furthermore, these indicatorse(tisn column five and six)
allowed for triangulation of qualitative and quaative research results.
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Variable |Component Dimension Indicators for Zimbabwe and|Indicators for South Africa |Indicators for Zimbabwe
South Africa only only

Social A) Social 1) » Ranking of social problems|= Opinion regarding the most

perception | perception of |Reparation of past |= Most pressing political issue urgent political actions far

of land| given land injustice at the moment correcting the consequenges

distribution | distribution = Kind of land related of past discrimination af

and its problems people face black and coloured Africans

political = Perception of land question's Opinion  regarding the

processing role in the liberation struggle legitimacy of white farmers’
= Existence of organised land rights

interest groups

2)

Interest in land
ownership and
agriculture

Interest in work as a full-time
farmer on own land

Opinion on what two thing
would improve ones Iif
most

Opinion on which twg
things are most important
achieve in life

Opinion on what kind o
political reforms  woulg
improve ones life most

¥ Waiting list (existenc

and length) for

resettlement

)=  Percentage of land

to taken up by resettled
0
y

1%

D

persons in relation
f area made available

1 the resettlement
programme per
province.

= Type of wuse o
allocated land

= Land occupation

before 1998

32



Variable |Component Dimension Indicators for Zimbabwe and|Indicators for South Africa |Indicators for Zimbabwe
South Africa only only
3) Opinion on extend of land = Percentage of restitutiom Ranking of differnt
Land demand demand claims that have been kinds of expensegs
settled through restitution pf (including land) in
land (on claimant's resettlement areas
demand) in relation to alk Anteil der Personen in
settled land claims Umsiedlungsgebieten
die ihre Landflache
ausgedehnt haben
B) Social = Opinion on governmentls = Opinion on what needs
Actors' land reform programme. to be done in order to
assessment of What was well done and solve the land question
land reform what could be improved? =  Opinion on land
programme occupations’
contribution to solving
the land question
Political Development context= Goals of governmental land
Processing and conception of reform programme over tim
of land governmental land |= Approaches of governmental
distribution reform programme land reform programme over

time
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Variable

Component

Dimension

Indicators for Zimbabwe and
South Africa

Indicators for South Africa
only

Indicators for Zimbabwe
only

The land reform’s
significance on the
political agenda

Land reform’s significanc
on party platforms of a
parties in parliament
Frequency of parliamenta
dabates on land reform
Redistributed area {
percentage of arable la
over time

— @

ry

1S
nd

Effects of land
occupations in
Zimbabwe on South
Africa’s land reform

People’s assessment of land

occupations’
for South African
reform programme

Sequence of parliamenta

consequence
land

ry

debates on land reform and

land related legislativ

e

initiatives on the one hand

and land occupation |n
Zimbabwe on the other
hand
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Variable |Component Dimension Indicators for Zimbabwe and|Indicators for South Africa |Indicators for Zimbabwe

South Africa only only
Conflict Conflicts over= Number of land occupationslumber of attempted land
Intensity agricultural and range outside former reserves sin@xcupations

e

land outside the 1998

former homelands inm Frequency of public threats
South Africa and of land occupations
communal areas I Frequency of  physical
Zimbabwe violence again land owners
in the context of land
occupations

Government’s = Existence of instutionalised
reactions to land mediation mechanism
occupations » Legislation related to land

occupations
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