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Abstract

Agriculture plays a major role in development, as it creates jobs, develops the
economy and reduces poverty. An important drawback in agriculture in South Africa
is access to agricultural land and other agricultural resources by African farmers.
Many African farmers still own small units of land, which are still mostly used for
subsistence farming. These racial inequalities in the agricultural sector date back to
colonial and apartheid eras. During the apartheid era, government policies
separated white farmers from black farmers resulting in an unequal spatial
distribution of farming and development in the country. The post-apartheid
government that came into power in 1994 was committed to the eradication of racial
legislation and implemented new agricultural policies. Twenty years later many
inequalities still exit within the agricultural sector. There is a need to investigate the
social and spatial inequalities in the emerging farming section. Since the Limpopo
province is one of the poorest provinces in South Africa, consisting of large areas
of former homelands, the aim of this research is to investigate and describe the
impact of the implementation of agricultural policies on the spatial distribution of the

emerging farming sector in the Mopani District of the Limpopo province.

This research was done within the framework of the post-modernism paradigm. The
study used mostly qualitative data but some quantitative data and methods were
also used. Primary data was collected from sampled emerging farmers in the
Mopani district, some officials from the local municipality and one provincial official.
Evidence from analysed data indicated that the uneven spatial distribution of farms
still exists despite numerous policies and programmes implemented by government
through its provinces, and local and district municipalities. Structurally there is a lack
of proper coordination, inadequate provision of both human and material resources,
monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of policies and programmes are
some contributory factors. It is recommended that policies be implemented that
strategically target investment and infrastructural development to reduce poverty,
unemployment and uneven spatial distribution of farms in the Mopani district

municipalities in the Limpopo province.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction and background

1.1 Introduction

South Africa has a long history of colonisation, land dispossession and racial
domination that enabled the white minority to own the bulk of the agricultural land
(Martin & Lorenzin, 2016). This has led to spatial arrangements and inequalities that
has affected the agricultural sector negatively (Ntsebeza, 2007). Although some
authors differ in terms of the beginning of the colonisation period, Ntsebeza (2007)
and Lahiff (2014) argue that the history of white colonisation spans back to the
expansion of Dutch colonial settlements in the Cape colony in the 1850s. In addition
to the Dutch colonisers, a study by Lahiff (2007) argues that the dispossession of
the indigenous population in South Africa resulted from both the Dutch and British

settlers and is viewed to be one of the salient colonisation in Africa.

Available literature (Durrheim, 2005; Aliber & Cousins, 2012) state that one of the
key legislations that laid the foundation for a spatially divided and segregated South
Africa was the Glen Grey Act passed in 1894. Studies conducted by Aliber and
Cousins (2012) and Gumede (2014) pointed out that land dispossession begun with
the annexation and division of territory, and overtime proclamations and laws were
enacted by the British to dislodge African people from their land while consolidating
areas of white settlers. During this period, people were geographically segregated
and arranged based on race. The white minority were given a prerogative to occupy
areas with economic potential and opportunities while blacks were confined to the

rural homelands (Maake, Manamela & Meso, 2016).

The colonial regime was followed by the apartheid era. During the apartheid regime,
people were geographically segregated based on race (colour) because of amongst
other, the Land Act of 1913 wherein the white minority occupied areas with
economic potential (Ntsebeza, 2007). This Act, as an apartheid tool divided land on
a racial basis by setting aside “scheduled” areas for exclusive occupation and
acquisition by black people. The non-white majority were given much smaller areas
to live in than the white minority who owned most of the country (Lahiff, 2007; Van
Wyk, 2013).



By the time the Land Act of 1913 was enacted, South Africa was already moving in
the direction of spatial segregation through land dispossession as indicated above
and the history of land dispossession did therefore not begin with the passing of the
Native Land Act of 1913. The historical spatial arrangement caused by the Glen
Grey Act of the colonial regime and the 1913 Act of the apartheid government led
to the emergence of a black rural world and the white rural world (De Villiers, 1996).
By the mid-20th century most of the country was reserved for the minority of the
white settler population including the best agricultural land with the African majority
confined to just 13% of the territory (Maake, Manamela & Meso, 2016).
Consequently, South Africa is faced with a very uneven distribution of economic,
political, social and environmental circumstances. This geographical division by
both the colonial and apartheid regimes have had a negative impact on farming

especially African farmers (Kepe & Tessaro, 2014).

These historic spatial arrangements have created a major challenge to the current
government in terms of formulating and implementing policies to redress the
existing spatial distributions and inequalities in the country (Ntsebeza, 2007; Aliber
& Cousins, 2012). The democratic government of South Africa has implemented
multifaceted programmes of land reform to address historical problems of

dispossession and deprivation (Lahiff, 2007).

Smallholder farmers have played a pivotal role in addressing inequalities in various
countries of the world. Various researchers (Morris & Adelman, 1989; Akinboade,
1996; Roger, 1999; Makhura, 2001; Chandra, Nganou, Rajaratnam & Scaefer,
2001; Gibb & Li, 2003; Nggangweni & Delgado, 2003; Chauke & Oni, 2004;
Mohammed, Ortmann & Ferrer, 2006; Moloi, 2008; Bogale, Thamaga-Chijta,
Kolanisi & Maxwell, 2014) attest that the smallholder farming sector is a pillar and
precondition for socio-economic, political and societal wellbeing in different parts of

the world, if supported adequately by policy.

There is however, no consensus regarding the definition of “emerging farmers”.

i 13 L] “ ” 1]

Terms such as “peasant”, “smallholder”, “emerging”, “small-scale” and “family”

farmers are often used interchangeably. The National Department of Agriculture



(NDA), now the Department Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF), viewed
emerging farmers as the formerly underprivileged farmers that were intend on
become commercial farmers (RSA, 2006a). Vink and Van Rooyen (2009) define
them in terms of resource deprivation by government policy in favour of commercial
farmers. According to the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF
2012:1) the term “smallholder” farmers are defined in various ways depending on
the context, country and even ecological zone. In general terms smallholder only
refers to their limited resource endowment relative to other farmers in the sector.
Smallholder farmers are also defined as those farmers owning small-based plots of
land on which they grow subsistence crops and one or two cash crops relying almost

exclusively on family labour (DAFF, 2012:1).

AgriSETA (2010), defines “emerging farmers” as:
e Those who may be striving to move from subsistence farming to a more
commercial model
e Those who have benefited from land reform processes and want to establish
an agricultural enterprise on the land that has been allocated to them
e Those who have made use of BEE funding to acquire a stake in a farm and

are trying to achieve profitability.

The emerging farmer sector is neither commercial farming or subsistence in nature
and is the focus of many of the government’s efforts to achieve transformation within
the sector (AgriSETA, 2010:9). In addition to this definition the Department of Rural
Development and Land Reform (2013) states that “emerging Black farmers means
those persons (or their descendants) who were excluded from South Africa’s formal
agricultural economy based on their skin colour and who have recently begun to
engage in farming on a larger scale to sell crops and livestock on the market with
the support and assistance of the state” (Department of Rural Development and
Land Reform, 2013:4).

In this research, “emerging farmers” are considered as the previously marginalised
African farmers with limited support, both in human and material resources because

of policy, that have the potential to develop as commercial farmers. In South Africa,



despite their numerous challenges, emerging farmers are still viewed as a source
of livelihood for both urban and rural areas because they provide a variety of
services such as raw material for industry, food for domestic consumption,
opportunities for agricultural and industrial employment, increase in foreign
exchange for agricultural exports and domestic savings as well as poverty
alleviation and income generation. According to Stats SA (2014), emerging farmers
can play a pivotal role to reduce unemployment rate, which was 25,2% in the first

quarter of 2014, thereby reducing poverty.

One of the major drawbacks in agriculture in South Africa is lack of agricultural land
and other supporting resources by African farmers. Whilst the white farmers were
allocated fertile agricultural lands with resources, African farmers occupied the
former homelands that were not easily arable and infertile (De Villiers, 1995). Most
African emerging farmers operated under restricted land and resource deprivation
compared to their white commercial farmers. The division between commercial
farmers and emerging farmers became a subject of great interest to many
researchers (Cochrane, 1979; Coetzee, Kirsten & Van Zyl, 1993; Coetzee, Meyser
& Adam, 2002; Dhehibi & Lachaal, 2006; Cooper, Baldock & Farmer, 2007; Cox,
2008; Cantore, Kennan & Page, 2011; Commission of the European Communities,
2012). This emanated from the policy of the apartheid regime that resulted in a racial
distribution of farms in which African emerging farmers were restricted to the
homelands (refer to Figure 1.1) which were too small to support independent or
communal agriculture that led to their underdevelopment (Kepe, 1999; Republic of
South Africa (RSA), 2004a).

This conflict perspective favoured white farmers over black farmers. Thus, available
literature (Nggangweni & Delgado, 2003; Handelman, 2011; Bogale et al. 2014) has
shown that the implementation of government policies associated with physical,
economic, political and technological factors have led to an uneven spatial

distribution of the agricultural sector.
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Figure 1.1: Racial distribution of population and Homelands in 1970 (Source:
Adapted from CIA, 1979).

The impact of policy implementation has, however, been mostly similar to that of
many other countries in the world although one feature distinguishes South Africa
from other countries. This is the extensive racial implementation of policy that is
uneven especially within the agricultural sector. By the mid-20" century (Lahiff,
2007) 87 percent of land was in white hands and only 13 percent owned by blacks
(RSA, 2010a; Thamaga-Chitja, Kolanisi & Murungani, 2010). The post-apartheid
government, through its institutional policies, especially in agriculture, intends to
deracialise the sector to improve the unique situation of emerging farmers
(Phuhlisani Solutions, 2009). The purpose of this research is to investigate the
impact of the implementation of government policy in the development of African
emerging farmers in the Mopani District Municipality (MDM) in the Limpopo province
of South Africa. The study is interested in looking at the way in which policy have
been implemented to reduce the uneven spatial distribution of farms inherited from

apartheid.



Available literature (Kirsten & Machete, 2005; Jari & Fraser, 2009; Kepe, 2012)
found that weak institutions, restricted access to farming land and markets,
insufficient credit, lack of policy support including inadequate infrastructure have
constrained smallholder farmers’ development and productivity. At the national level
these barriers need to be addressed. South Africa has one of the highest levels of
spatial inequalities in terms of land and socio-economic development in the world
(Triegaardt, 2006; Moloi, 2010) as a result of implementation of apartheid

government policy.

In this chapter, the historical evolution of the impact of policy implementation in
South Africa is discussed in detail. Attention is given to how policy implementation
links to aspects such as development and agriculture. Policy implementation in
developing countries is discussed and details are provided of agricultural and
development policy implementation in the apartheid era and the democratic era in
South Africa as well as in the Limpopo province and in the Mopani district in
particular. After this background, the research problem is sketched and the aim,
research questions and objectives are given. The rationale as well as contribution
of the study is briefly discussed and the chapter ends with an outline of the rest of

chapters.

1.2 Background to the study

The evolution of racial inequalities in the agricultural sector in particular dates back
to the colonial and apartheid eras. The location of agricultural resources in the RSA
was used through policy implementation as a decisive factor that separated the
white farmers from black farmers due to what they considered as a betterment
strategy (Inkeles & Smith, 1974). Because of this strategy smallholder farmers
experienced massive economic, social and political deprivation within the country.
They were deprived of funding, skilled labour, government support and agricultural
land which are critical resources and preconditions for agricultural and economic
development. This resulted in the growth and development of a prosperous white
commercial farming sector and an underdeveloped black emerging farming sector
and led to structural inequalities between the African smallholder farmers and the

European white commercial farmers in the country (Vink, 2012).



The implementation of the apartheid policy in South Africa as a product of the
colonial policy from Europe resulted in two different methods of farming from two
different geographical worlds. They were the Western commercial farming sector
based on policy and profit maximisation and the African subsistence farming sector
focusing mainly on self-sufficiency and survival. These two sectors of the economy
still exist side by side even after the dawn of the 1994 democratic era in South Africa
(D’Haese, Van Rooyen, Van Huylenbroeck & D’Haese, 1998; Claassen, De Villiers
& Viljoen, 2002).

Studies conducted by Makhura, Goode and Coetzee (1998) and Makhura (2001)
concluded that the apartheid policy restricted black farmers to the former homelands
with limited access to adequate infrastructures and services offered by government
agencies. Their exclusion from support services gave their distribution in the former
homelands its distinctive character of the second economy in the country
accompanied by adverse poverty and unemployment. The apartheid political
system has led to the underdevelopment of the black farming sector in the country.
This intervention in agriculture illustrates the negative effects of government policy
on the distribution and development of the agricultural system. Thus, the division of
the agricultural sector into two major uneven landscapes was influenced more

specifically by political rationale (De Villiers, 1995).

Even though land and agriculture are the main sources of livelihood for most people,
its support was more regulated by policy arrangements in the country in time and
place. Consequently, many researchers (Mcgregor, 1990; D’Haese & Mdula 1998;
Kwananshie, Ajilima, & Garba, 1998; Kwaw, 2000; Zimmerman, 2000; Moyo, 2002;
Bryceson, 2004; Yee & Ahearn, 2005; Kargbo, 2006; Cloete, 2010; Mudhara, 2010;
Saleem & Jan, 2011; Adewale, 2014) in different disciplines attributed this approach
to government intervention strategy. Even though the intervention is acknowledged,
there is still a need for land and agricultural policy reforms that are essential for a
more even distribution of agricultural resources in various municipalities and regions
(Andrew, Ainslie & Shackleton, 2003; Akram-Lodhi & Kay, 2009). Hence, available
literature (Sanginga, Best, Chitsike, Delve, Kaaria & Kirkby, 2004; Byerlee, Diao &
Jackson, 2005; Sendall, 2007; Vorley & Bienabe, 2007) concludes that the



implementation of skewed regulatory policies in South Africa and elsewhere has led

to biased growth and development of agriculture.

It follows that reforms in agricultural policy continue to play a pivotal role in reducing
structural inequalities for both emerging and commercial farming as well as rural
and urban populations (Sendall, 2007; Vorley & Bienabe, 2007; Akram-Lodhi & Kay,
2009). Despite the uneven spatial distribution of development in agriculture, the
potential contribution of smallholder farmers towards economic growth (Gibb & Li,
2003) and the reduction of spatial inequalities through creating employment
opportunities and income generation is considered essential by various authors
(Roger, 1999; Chandra et al. 2001; Chauke & Oni, 2004). The poor, including some
smallholder farmers, could benefit more from economic growth in the agricultural
sectors than from growth originating from industrial or service sectors (Timmer,
2005).

In South Africa, there are different agricultural regions in its various areas as Figure
1.2 indicates. However, their potential has not been utilised to the maximum due to
the segregationist approach to development. The implementation of policy between
the two landscapes characterised their total agricultural outputs. Therefore, it
resultantly created a ‘new’ black agricultural space and a ‘new’ white farming space
to sustain and maintain territorial separation. This served as a major drawback and
hindrance towards the emerging farmers’ agricultural development. Thus,
economically, the emerging farmers became inferior to the white farmers. It then led
to another ‘new’ social stratification consisting of a class of poor black people
residing in the rural areas of South Africa, which, in turn, had a negative impact on

their population’s overall development.

The post 1994 democratic government in South Africa has, however, taken a more
positive approach towards the development of agriculture. According to numerous
studies (RSA, 1994a; de Villiers, 1996; Cousins, 2000; Vink & Kirsten, 2003;
Bradstock, 2005; Maisela, 2007; Centre for Development and Enterprise, 2008;
RSA, 2010b; Claassen, et al. 2014), the government aimed at ensuring that land
reform policies empower and develop the previously marginalised. Reforms in

agriculture, such as those included in the Redistribution of Land Rights’ Act of 1994



and the White Paper of 1997 (RSA, 1994a; RSA, 1997) have played a significant
role in addressing some of the structural inequality created by apartheid agricultural
policy. They were aimed at restoring land rights to those (including smallholder
farmers) who were dispossessed in the past, due to government policies. In
consequence, most provinces and districts in South Africa paid explicit attention to
the need to transform traditional agriculture and develop the emerging sector in
response to the land reform and changing agricultural policies. Available literature
(Swanson, 2008; Ozowa, 2011; Chah, Obi & Ndofor-Foleng, 2013) has further
shown that the land reform issue should also be accompanied by adequate

resource provision for policy to be implemented.
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Figure 1.2: Agricultural regions of South Africa (Source: Adapted from FAO, 2005).

If readily available, resources such as information about existing policy, technology,
infrastructure, funding institutions and extension services could serve as essential
elements in this sector. But of great importance is for policy-makers to understand
what emerging farmers’ information needs are. These include, amongst others, their
educational level, farming experience, resources accessibility, language of
instruction, credibility of sources of information and their age. These are important

resources that are required for improvement of agricultural production that must be



acquired and used to make informed decisions. The biased implementation of
agricultural policies was not only unique to South Africa but also existed in other

countries and regions of the world as the next section indicates.

1.3. Policy implementation

The agricultural challenges that South Africa experience also exist elsewhere in the
world because of the dynamic nature of policy implementation within the farming
sector. The implementation of agricultural policy in a specific country depends
largely on the type of government of the country. This leads to different levels of

development and agricultural development in countries and regions of the world.

1.3.1 Policy implementation and development

Generally, all farming activities rely on policies to enable farmers to expand and
maintain the lands that are suitable for raising their domesticated species. There is
no single definition of the term “policy” and therefore, in this study, “policy” refers to
the decision and actions of government authorities which intend to increase
economic and social welfare, with intermediate objectives of improved efficiency
and equity. It further includes the goals and methods adopted by governments to
influence the level of economic variables like prices, income, infrastructure and
national income (Kassie, 2014). The intervention of government through policy is
therefore justified by its economic rationale. This includes the goals that are to be
achieved and the choice of methods to be pursued by government which would
serve as a mirror of changing economic, political and social capacities and priorities
(Easton, 1979; Randall, 1987). If adequately applied, they would facilitate the

development of agriculture.

This challenge is in tandem with the postmodernism theory that allows the
uniqueness of an individual case with its typical characteristics within a complex
situation. The consideration of the postmodernism theory could assist in addressing
the different conditions and needs that exist in agriculture. It would make provision
for and reflect on the realities of emerging farmers lives and look at possible

alternative measures that suit their development. This follows that the development
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and efficiency of agriculture should be linked to both the public and private sectors

of the economy to support it adequately.

For a policy to be successful, it must be implemented properly. “Policy
implementation”, in this study, involves amongst others, all the activities designed
to carry out the policies enacted by the legislative branch. These activities include
the creation of new organisations, departments, agencies, bureaus, and the
assignment of new responsibilities to existing organisations (Matshikwe, 2004). The
bureaucracy gives practical meaning to the symbolic measures of policy (Cloete,
2010; Adebayo, Babu & Roe, 2010b). The collaboration between these

stakeholders would lead to the development of the farming sector.

According to Pieterse (2010) “development” also carries different meanings. Vorster
(1989:71) viewed “development” as a form of resocialisation and acculturation, and
in this sense, it has a close affinity with culture. Development demands cultural
sacrifices, such as forced acceptance of the traditions of the developed country as
well as sacrifices for the sake of technological development’. In a study by
Swanepoel (2000:71) it is stated that “development” ‘is about people, their needs
and their circumstances’. It however, consists of more than improvements in the
well-being of citizens and conveys something about the capacity of economic,
political and social systems to provide the circumstance for that well-being on a
sustainable, long term basis. Within the context of this study, “development” refers
to the creation of an enabling environment that aims to expand the growth and
capabilities of emerging farmers. It would then lead to the kind of lives farmers value
and have reasons to value due to their transition from being emerging to mainstream

commercial farmers.

It is important to note that the history of development of agriculture can be traced
back many years. Its development has been driven and greatly defined by different
circumstance, including policies. Today, part of economic development is viewed
as development of agricultural policy. This is due to agriculture’s pivotal role in food
security, reducing inequality, providing foreign exchange, economic growth,
regional and social cohesion, job opportunities, political relations, provision of raw

material to secondary and tertiary sectors, infrastructural development as well as
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poverty alleviation (Amstrong & Taylor, 2000; Kanbur & Venables, 2005; Martin,
2005; Groenewold, Chen & Lee, 2008; Jovanovic, 2009). From these studies, it is
clear that these are areas within the agricultural sector that should receive policy
support from governments. Often this support is not distributed evenly to the entire
agricultural system because less attention is given to smallholder farmers than to
the farmers that have private ownership of large areas of land (Bromberge &
Antonie, 1993; Nagayets, 2005; Giurca, 2008). While land is an important resource
for agricultural development, access to land is biased towards commercial farmers.
Policy initiatives often only allocate small areas of two hectares or less to
smallholder farmers and this is not sufficient for them to develop into commercial
farmers. The allocation of small areas to smallholder farmers does not contribute
much to the reduction in the gap between smallholder farmers and commercial

farmers.

Despite government utilising market-led agrarian reform (Lahiff, 2007), it has
become evident that the development of agriculture cannot be facilitated by the
availability of resources alone or by other agencies and institutions of government.
In a study conducted by Ravallion and Wodon (1999), it was concluded that for
agriculture to develop, government institutions had to be effective and efficient, and
implement policy properly by targeting the emerging farmers’ constraints such as
credit (Ellis, 1993; Orr, 2000; Hall, 2007) and infrastructure (Hanjra, Ferede & Gultta,
2009). Although these constraints constitute the pillars of emerging farmer’s
underdevelopment, it was found in a study by Milagrosa (2007) on government
institutions that the institutions of government were unable to provide adequate
support and to commit the required resources to develop the agricultural sector.
This implies that, besides a lack of adequate resources, institutions carried the

blame for the underdevelopment of agriculture (Cloete, 2010).

According to Cloete (2010) and Jordaan and Grobler (2011), farmers’ efficiency can
be facilitated mainly by the effectiveness and efficiency of the government’s aims
and strategies used in attaining them. Thus, agriculture with its numerous
constraints requires effective government intervention strategies and expertise for

the development of emerging farmers. Such intervention would increase their
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productivity, which would ultimately pave the way for a more even distribution of

farms.

The above challenge of governments to develop agriculture indicates that
governments cannot work alone in the development of this economic sector. In a
study conducted by Valentinov and Baum (2008), it was concluded that the
inadequate intervention by government prohibited emerging farmers from entering
the mainstream commercial farming sector. Thus, inadequate support to agriculture
through policy serves as a negative tool for providing amongst others, food for
farmers, food security and job opportunities. Given the complexities within the
smallholder farming sector, the different needs of emerging farmers and the impacts
of factors such as credit, infrastructure, land and technology on individuals and
groups in different places and at different times indicate that government and other
stakeholders need to be involved. It, however, also calls for an in-depth

understanding of an emerging farmer’s unique challenges for support to be given.

This challenge is in tandem with the postmodernism theory that allows the
uniqueness of an individual case with its typical characteristics within a complex
situation. The consideration of the postmodernism theory could assist in addressing
the different conditions and needs that exist in agriculture. It would make provision
for and reflect on the realities of emerging farmers lives and look at possible
alternative measures that suit their development. This follows that the development
and efficiency of agriculture should be linked to both the public and private sectors

of the economy to support it adequately.

It is these interrelationships that would help to shape the development and history
of farming and its spatial distribution that has been influenced, driven and defined
greatly by different policy intervention strategies. This also shows that agriculture is
influenced by other sectors of the economy as part of the economic system (Antle,
1984; Colman & Nixson, 1986; Anderson, Dimaran, Francois, Hertel, Hoekman &
Martin, 2001; Backeberg & Viljoen, 2003; Bayemi, Webb, Ndambi, Ntam & Chinda,
2009). This view was also noted in studies conducted by Boehlje & Doering (2000),
Bernard, Taffesse & Gabre-Madhin (2008), Handelman (2011) and Boysen, Jansen
and Matthews (2014). These studies attributed a country’s agricultural development
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to agricultural resources but also government policies and other sectors of the

economy.

Despite the need to reduce uneven spatial distribution of farms through policy
support, available literature indicates that governments now tend to shift slightly
towards poverty alleviation (Diao, Diaz-Bonilla & Robinson, 2003; Haggblade, 2007;
Wiggins, Kirsten & Llambi, 2010) in their policy implementation. This shift of focus
further aggravates the smallholder farmers’ plight, as resources would be directed
more towards poverty alleviation programmes than towards smallholder farmer
development programmes. For this reason, policy implementation strategies are not
always focused specifically on the reduction of uneven spatial development. The
shift is also against the reduction of gaps between commercial and emerging
farmers. Thus, the course of action chosen by government, especially inadequate
policy support for emerging farmer development, could not always reduce the
existing gaps. Intervention by government could not always change the emerging
farmers’ situation for the better or alter the economic, political and social constraints
that influence their development and productivity. Consequently, the long-lasting
problems of underdevelopment, unemployment, poverty, income gaps and food

insecurity would continue to characterise various regions.

1.3.2 Policy implementation in agricultural geography

In Section 1.3.1 it was indicated that one of the objectives of governments is to
support the development of agriculture through policy implementation. Thus,
emerging farmers’ development depends not only on agricultural resources but also

on the implementation of government policies in agriculture (Handelman, 2011).

Evidence from existing literature has shown that policy implementation in agriculture
leads to a division between the commercial and emerging landscapes in terms of
resource provision, causing dissatisfaction among farmers. It is these differences
that have established old and new agricultural geographies representing the reality
of farming that portray specialisation in various agricultural functions (Woods &
Roberts, 2011). The dissatisfaction creates room for government intervention that
signals the entry of politics. This leads to a political economic approach to studies

of the geography of agriculture to create a more distributive provision of agricultural
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resources. “Political economy” is defined as the study of “how politics determines
aspects of the economy and how economic institutions determine the political
process,” (Staniland, 1985:6). This view emphasises the need for government
intervention within agriculture as an economic activity. Therefore, it ushers in the
need for a link between political activities and economic factors for the betterment
of the nation and the state (Hoogvelt, 2001).

Hallsworth, Parker and Rutter (2011) have argued that the uneven development in
the agricultural sector is ascribed to policy makers’ lack of adequate resources to
match policy implementation priorities. It is hoped, however, that the intervention of
government within the geography of agriculture would create a more distributive

provision of agricultural resources if managed and implemented properly.

Different political economic theories exist that explain the origin, and especially, the
persistence of different economic landscapes in different locations, but none of them
are fully satisfying (Dempsey, 1960; Alonso, 1964; Harvey, 1981; Barnes, 2003;
Bunworth, 2005; Randall, 2005; Elliott, 2006; Capello, 2011). Despite this, policy-
makers justify their support for theories based on political motivation, market-
economies and various social and economic factors prevalent in their countries
(Elliott, 2006).

One of the founders of the location of agricultural activities was John Heinrich von
Thunen (1783 — 1850) who, as an agricultural economist, was an important
contributor to political economy. Consequently, in agriculture, several early
agricultural geographic theories existed that were generally spatially deterministic
and only partial in nature, especially that of Von Thunen (Von Thunen, 1826). Von
Thunen’s theory was the first model that attempted to account for the location of
crops in relation to the market. This theory established the concepts of “economic
rents” and “land competition” as central influences on the structure of farming and
its distribution (Waugh, 2009).

An analysis of this model showed that it addressed the spatial component of the
agricultural sector in which distance was a determining factor for the agricultural

sector to be more beneficial. Apart from this model, other earlier geographic models
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followed, which recognised the forces of urban proximity, and population growth
(Furuseth & Pierce, 1982) when studying rural land use and change. This aspect of
rural land use showed how different parts of the land were used for various purposes
such as farming. It showed that a relationship between agriculture and geography
did indeed exist, since man utilised different regions of the earth’s surface for food
production. Such spatial distribution of agricultural activities worldwide and their
developments were manifestations of geographical features that emerged because

of implementation of government policies in agriculture.

According to Trevor (2003) Von Thunen became the pioneer of the location theory
that was associated with different disciplines. Von Thunen (1826)’s rational use of
agricultural land, with a focus on the locational theory, drew most interest to some
geographers (Dempsey, 1960; Binder-Johnson, 1962). This became evident in
Weber's (1929) investigation of industrial organisation and Haggett's (1965)
investigation of the spatial distribution of features that differs in terms of pattern in
space. It has also been argued by Waugh (2009) that Von Thune’s theory is still
applicable today although its practical application in the modern global world is
limited by uneven patterns of wealth and sophisticated technology. It is also
constrained by an efficient transport systems and modern planning models. The
above studies, through their theories, showed that there was limited interest, if any,
in the spatial distribution of farms in rural areas as a result of policy. This absence
of impact of policy implementation on spatial distribution of farms brings to the fore

the uniqueness and relevance of this thesis.

Within the context of agriculture, available literature of the past few decades (Vink,
1993; De Villiers, 1996; Makhura, 2001; Jooste, Viljoen, Meyer, Kassier & Taljaard,
2001; Cousins & Hornby, 2002) shows that policy-makers have been providing a
biased support especially in containing the budget costs of agricultural support than
minimising the gap between the commercial and emerging sectors. The biased
support is an outstanding example of how the rules of government favour the rich
commercial farming sector while punishing the developing emerging sector,
including its poor farmers. This biasness is a recipe for the development of different
agricultural landscapes because of government policy. It causes small and

emerging farmers to face unfair competition from commercial farming.
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Such a severe adverse impact of the government policies and measures on the
agriculture of the emerging farmers has been widely studied (Vink, 1993; Mayson,
Barry & Cronwright, 1998; Cousins & Hornby, 2002; Everingham & Jannecke, 2006;
Manenzhe, 2007; Seekings & Nattrrass, 2011). They revealed the impact of policy
in creating a poor and insufficient provision of resource mechanisms to the emerging
sector, especially in developing countries. This unfair contest appears in countless
guises throughout the world, intensifying conditions of poverty. It is this policy
consideration, which is important in the study of agricultural geography, as it results
in territorial differences between developed and developing countries, within
continents, within countries and between social groups as well as between the rich
and poor farmers. Consequently, various forms of government involvement in
agriculture have been experienced in different parts of the world and their spatial
effects were felt at local, regional, national and international levels (Cline, 2004;
Vink, 2012; Knox & Pinch, 2014).

The effect of government policy on the spatial landscape of agriculture has been
given limited attention within the academic literature. It was only Bowler’s studies
that focused on the relationship between policy measures and land that was done
at a later stage (Whittlesey, 1936, Bowler, 1979). Despite insufficient research on
the subject, different agricultural geographies are evident throughout the world.
Although the study by Whittlesey (1935) had its own limitations, new studies (Brand,
1945; Schultz, 1964; Wilcox, 1973) emerged that focused on renewed government
interest in agriculture as a result of the plight of the peasant agrarian societies after
the end of the Second World War. This interest has influenced direct participation
of governments, and the planning of the production and resource allocation system,

which were considered essential even for agricultural development (Stern, 1989).

This, however, emphases the dominance of ideas based upon political economy,
as it still happens even in this millennium (Evans, 2010) in terms of distribution of
farming activities. Until recently, more studies were concerned exclusively with the
actions of farmers as individuals and attempted to address the consequences on
land use (Marsden, Munton, Ward & Whatmore, 1996; Evans, 2010) in different

regions as part of agricultural geography. It was concluded by Marsden et al. (1996)
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that this interdependence of agriculture and geography meant keeping one foot
firmly placed in the farmyard, while the other might be within the institutional arena
that treats agriculture as a special case (Morris & Evans, 2004). Although more
sophisticated studies considered how the two interacted with policies within the
agricultural arena there was little overall consideration of how policy creates a new

agricultural landscape.

Government intervention in addressing the plight of the marginalised farmers is in
tandem with the Keynesian orthodox that has mandated a much more central role
for government intervention and involvement. This however, is contrary to Adam
Smith’s advocacy that supports a very limited state involvement and accords market
forces a free hand (Ashraf, Camerer & Loewenstein, 2005). However, many
governments still, in both developed and developing countries, prefer the former
and they intervene in agricultural matters with a focus on a process of organisational
change. This attitude has led to spatial differentiation in the world within the
agricultural landscape evident in the disparities in development as manifested by
their different levels of poverty and socio-economic advancement (Seligson, 1984;
Fair, 1990; Lahiff, 1997; Coetzee, Montshwe & Jooste, 2004).

There are few parts of the world in which the state is not a potent force in the
farmer’s life. Consequently, agricultural geographers often talk in terms of the
distribution rather than the location of agricultural practices. Not only are these
marked differences between commercial and emerging farmers more evident, but
also between continents in average size of holding within countries. Such
differences in landownership are often a prominent feature of the agricultural
landscape, which consists of individual farms that shows the history of the
prevalence of the sixteenth century when a world capitalist economy was still

dominant.

In recent years it has, however, emerged in the form of the “world-system”
perspective that has divided the world into three zones: core, semi-periphery, and
periphery (Seligson, 1984). In this case, the core dominates the system and drains
the semi-periphery and periphery of their economic surplus and therefore, the gaps

between the core, semi-periphery and periphery will be perpetuated by the nature
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of the international system, and cannot be narrowed unless a major restructuring of
that system is undertaken (Seligson, 1984). Even though developing countries’
programmes have been successful and nations seemed well on their way toward
rapid growth, they nonetheless continue to fall further and further behind the already
wealthy countries. Moreover, growth seems to be accompanied by a widening

income gap within the developing countries.

The core periphery trajectory can further be extended to countries of the Global
South, which are often imagined as a source of agricultural products. It includes
parts of Latin America, the Caribbean, Africa and Asia that are often referred to as
‘the developing world’. Such a geographical ‘delimitation’ portrays a clear dividing
line established by Brandt (1980) between a rich powerful North, and a poor and
marginalised South, based on policies although today rich and poor nations fall on
either side of the line. In macro-economic terms, many countries of the Global South
are indeed dependent on the export of primary products for the bulk of their foreign
exchange earnings (Williams, Meth & Wills, 2009) to the Global South.

The generalised core periphery or North-South pattern of uneven development has
evolved over several centuries, and is complex with its different countries
developing at different paces and at different times. Hence, such a historical
approach helps to explain the geographical pattern of agricultural development as
it emerges. The justification of this divide anchors on the assumption that the
developing is undergoing an evolutionary phase through transition, due to
transformation that caters for democratic principles by using concepts such as
equality, liberalism and justice (Rostow, 1960). This shows that the dual agricultural
dichotomy had distinguished the developed countries from the developing
countries. The developing countries, together with their emerging farming sectors,
are subjected to a constant production and supply of raw materials that make them
continuously dependent on the developed countries. This validates and sustains the
existence and practice of the dependency syndrome, which is also evident between

the commercial and the emerging farming landscape.

A study by Yee and Ahearn (2005) has identified credit as having a positive effect

on farm size. The argument implies that farmers with larger farming areas are likely
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to benefit from government subsidies rather than those with small farms. This would
consequently enable them to maintain their farms, thereby earning a good profit,
which resultantly supports their families. Contrary to this situation, farmers with

small farms will remain within the ranks of the poverty circle.

In Africa, for example, there is a great difference between the systems of communal
ownership found among the indigenous peoples, and the holdings of Europeans.
Consequently, government policies on farm size and landownership are among the
important variables that must be considered when studying the spatial distribution
of agricultural activities because the policies also affect other variables, the type of
crop chosen, the intensity with which it is grown and the efficiency of production.
Therefore, any planner, administrator, researcher or other reformer who enters the
agricultural landscape with the intention of influencing its development, ignores the
past at the risk of failing (Symons, 1978; Grigg, 1984; Yee & Ahearn, 2005).

1.3.3 Policy implementation in developing countries

The development of agriculture as an economic activity has been discussed in the
previous section. Different researchers have discussed the geographic spread of
agriculture across space and the theories that justify such distributions. Despite its
importance, policy implementation in various countries have not yet significantly
reduced the division between commercial and small-scale farming sectors. This
section focuses on policy implementation within the context of developing countries.
The policy parameter is placed in the historical time-frame in which it has developed
and flourished, and is presented and discussed against the background of this

historical context.

Governments follow different policy implementation approaches to the development
of their agricultural sectors, especially those historically disadvantaged areas such
as developing countries and their emerging farmers. Hence, historical evidence
from different literature sources (Frank, 1967; Bourdieu, 1990; Blaut, 1993; Diao,
Roe & Somwaru, 2002; Diao et al. 2003) suggests that, during the first three
decades after the Second World War, the gap in agricultural productivity widened
sharply between developed and developing countries (Nell & Napier, 2005). In the

decades following World War |l, most of the developing countries, like the Latin
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American countries decided, as part of government intervention, to adopt a state-
led model of agricultural development to provide support for inputs such as seeds,

water, land, credit and fertilisers (Chang, 2009).

The phenomenon of the “emerging farmers” and their development cannot be
understood fully without understanding the phenomenon of “commercial farmer” in
developed countries and regions. It is greatly dependent on the evaluation of the
implementation of government policy (Todaro, 1992). This is because it is
impossible to bring about a deliberate and purposeful change in the present state

of emerging farmers without knowing how this state has come about.

It is worth noting that the agricultural development strategies followed by
governments in developing countries differ from those in developed countries. In
developed countries, the interest in the emerging farmer support can be grouped
under the “Western” model of development (Nell & Napier, 2005). For example, in
Rostow’s Stages of Economic Growth (Rostow, 1960) development was based on
the assumption that ‘modernisation’ is a characteristic of Western countries and that
countries were able to advance from the initial stage of underdevelopment to a stage
of being fully development. The Rostow model argues that all countries exist
somewhere on the linear spectrum from Traditional society, Preconditions to Take-
off, Take-off, Drive to Maturity and age of High Mass Consumption (Rostow, 1960).
The model indicates how societies develop from one stage or level to the next.
These stages, as the model asserts, signify the existence of territorial differentiation

in countries and within agriculture they depict different agricultural landscapes.

According to Randall (2005), the term ‘developing world’ has conventionally referred
to the predominantly post-colonial regions of Africa, Asia, Latin America and the
Caribbean, as well as the Middle East. These areas are perceived to be poor, less
economically advanced, and less ‘modern’ than the developed world. The
agricultural sectors of these developing countries represent a section that requires
support. To understand the developing world and its agricultural development forces
today, consideration should be given to the theories developed predominantly by
individuals of certain nationalities and economic classes from mainly developed

countries. European-dominated and race-specific theorising and knowledge have
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generally resulted in the concept of ‘superior knowledge’ from developed countries
in contrast to its inferior counterpart in developing countries (Williams et al. 2009).
This serves as the basis of the analysis of how developing or emerging farmers can

be developed when supported by policy.

Within the Western theory, developing countries and their agricultural activities are
of a lower class and inferior to the developed countries in terms of productivity,
cognitive ability and skills (Williams et al. 2009; Knox & Pinch, 2014). It has gradually
become evident that people’s core agricultural functions, in this context, are often
defined based on race, technology and location as dictated by theories of
development and their respective policies to characterise the differences. It is this
exclusive characterisation that has led to the marginalisation of the small-scale
farming sector with limited policy support, if any at all. This division has kept them
materialistically poor, vulnerable, marginalised and often deprived. Because of the
developing countries and their emerging sectors’ inferiority, the developed countries
act as architects who assume to ‘understand what is needed’ for the developing
countries and make policies on behalf of their small-scale farmers (Anderson et al.
2001; Boysen et al. 2014). It is this relationship between the rich and poor countries
that led to a ‘dependency syndrome’ in which the development of the developing

countries depends on developed countries’ intervention.

When applied in research, policy and policy implementation, these theories and
knowledge not only ignored developing countries’ superiority in knowledge but also
excluded consideration of issues particularly relevant to their developmental
potential and needs. Some of the developed countries, however, did keep the needs
of the developing countries at heart, but in most cases the latter are exploited. This
leads to pockets of agricultural development. Existing evidence (De Villiers, 1995;
Escobar, 1995; Evans, 2010) in agriculture indicates that, in many developing
countries, various historical circumstances have led to a concentration of large
areas of land in the possession of a small class of powerful land owners as against
emerging sectors with small tracts of land. This is especially true in Latin America
and parts of the Asian subcontinent. In Africa, both historical circumstances and the
availability of relatively more unused land resulted in a somewhat different pattern

and structure of agriculture.
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According to Wiggings et al. (2010), agricultural development has come back into
focus over the last few years, and technology is viewed as a key instrument for
government and donor partner policy support (Jaeger, 2010). However,
technological change has not yet been well-adopted in agricultural development
within most of the developing countries (Rabayah, 2006). As a result, the emerging
sector cannot reach beyond their more immediate goals of increasing production
and satisfying food and nutritional needs as well as the alleviation of poverty (Nell
& Napier, 2005). Thus, developing countries find themselves lagging behind
developed countries. This is ascribed to developing countries’ policies on agriculture
that are to a greater or lesser extent either not properly implemented or their
agricultural development has suffered due mainly to a shortage of, for example,
financial resources for appropriate adoption of agricultural technologies for

appropriate development.

Although agriculture supports the livelihoods of more than 415 million people in sub-
Saharan Africa, some 55 percent of the total population (Development Support
Monitor, 2012; Pittock, Stirzaker, Sibanda, Sullivan & Grafton, 2013) among them
the majority of emerging farmers, still face policy constraints such as unfavourable
land allocation and water trade policies (Sullivan & Pittock, 2014). Consequently,
sub-Saharan Africa remains the world’s poorest region, which can be partially
attributed to low and unpredictable rainfall, recurrent weather events and
widespread reliance on a poor-performing smallholder agricultural sector and policy
measures (Hanjra & Gichuki, 2008; Pittock et al. 2013) compared to a successful
large-scale commercial farming sector whose policy favours significant investment

in resource provision.

According to Fisher and Cook (2012), agriculture is already using 70 percent of the
world’s freshwater resources (Pittock et al. 2013). In most developing countries with
less water investment, new technologies, techniques and approaches are required.
This can enable the emerging farming sector to access water resource because of
their poor infrastructure and financial resource. Consequently, more food could be
cultivated, which otherwise was not easily grown. Such stunted growth and resulting

rural poverty that exist can be linked to a lack of appropriate policies on rural

23



infrastructure, agricultural inputs and technology (Fisher & Cook, 2012; Sullivan &
Pittock, 2014). Due mainly to changes that are taking place worldwide, the spatial
patterns of agricultural land use are likely to be affected because of the influences

of policy reform.

Ellis (1993), the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) (2003),
including the above studies indicate that the implementation of different policies
such as access to markets, technology, irrigation, credit and infrastructure are
therefore responsible for differentiating developing countries from developed
countries. It is this uneven spatial distribution of regions through intellectual abilities
from individuals of certain nationalities and economic classes in the form of theories
in some areas, mainly from developed countries, that characterises the agricultural
landscapes that are not even (Blaut, 1993). This serves as the basis of the analysis
of how developing countries and their emerging farmers can be developed from an
inferior position to a superior position when supported by policy. They would then
become developed countries and commercial farmers, thereby reducing the gap
created by the implementation of government policy. As a result, marketed
agricultural production would not continue to be dominated by a small group of
large-scale commercial farmers from the core (Seligson, 1984 ), which is not enough

for the rapidly growing populations.

The fact that agricultural development will be characterised by a transformation from
an agrarian agriculture to a commercial agriculture represents some of the
challenges confronting the emerging farmer, especially in developing areas (Nell &
Napier, 2005). The transformation would dependent on the quality and quantity of
natural resources which will be more dependent on new technologies, the quality of
the farmers and the availability of capital. It is such challenges, if not resolved, that
would characterise the emerging sector as an isolated and resource deficient

landscape.

While the spatial patterns of policy implementation have changed considerably in
recent times in both developed and developing countries, the low rate of
implementation is still partly due to the institutional, financial, and resource

handicaps that afflict the current policy in some developing countries (Kariuki,
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2004). Further studies on infrastructure in developing countries (Antle, 1984;
Binswanger-Mkhize, McCall & Patel, 2010) also support the assertion of inadequate
policy implementation on the provision of infrastructure and resources (Bourguignon
& Pleskovic, 2007). These studies demonstrate that investment in infrastructure is
essential to increase farmers’ access to input and output markets, stimulate the rural
nonfarm economy, vitalise rural towns and increase consumer demand in rural

areas.

Consequently, some developing countries have improved their overall agricultural
export, whereas some other developing countries remain the main importers of food
products. Within developing countries that had started developing, most
governments followed an ‘industry first’ strategy, believing the farming industry was
the more dynamic sector of the economy, although they had very little idea of how
the agricultural sector ‘worked’ or how it could inject industrial growth and develop
knowledge, which is an essential first step in the formulation of policy. It is in such
developing areas where most people still consume less calories per day than in
developed areas. The small quantities of agricultural production and the poor quality
continue to sustain a divide between the rich and the poor areas. Yet it is in these
developing countries where the population numbers are increasing rapidly and
people will continue to live on the “razor's edge of subsistence”, (Blasé, 1971:7),
unless very dramatic changes are made with respect to economic development in

agriculture.

Given the need for developing countries to industrialise their agricultural produce, it
is, however, important to note that industrialisation in today’s developing world is
more likely to be based on sophisticated capital-intensive techniques. In addition,
industrialisation in developing countries today is likely to come about through the
medium of a multinational company. This may raise broader ‘political economy’
questions concerning foreign management and control in developing countries that
would hamper the development of the emerging farming sector. Therefore, it may
be less effective than it was before in absorbing unlimited supplies of labour from
agriculture. Although trade and development are mutually reinforcing, trade policies
in developing countries often constrain emerging farmers by either supporting or

undermining their development initiatives due to the fiscals. Surprisingly, in
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developing countries and in pockets of those that are developed, many of the poor

people are still trapped in Malthusian enclaves.

The similarity of emphasis on agricultural policy in many developing countries is not
surprising in the light of past trends in agriculture development in these countries.
History suggests that at independence many African leaders inherited different
categories of farmers, namely large commercial farmers, some commercially
oriented African small-scale producers, small family holdings and subsistence
farmers. It was during the periods before independence that subsistence and small-
scale emerging farmers were generally neglected with poor productivity and poverty
while government policy favoured the large-scale commercial farmers. As a result,
agricultural production was dominated by a small group of white large-scale
commercial farmers (Goldman & Holdsworth, 1990), and the production was often
not enough for the rapidly growing populations. Today policy initiative is more
focussed towards poverty alleviation and food security, which are two of the

consequences of the biased Western agricultural hegemony.

1.3.4 Apartheid policy and agricultural development

As indicated in Section 1.3.3 the differences between developed and developing
countries are partially the result of political decisions in different countries.
Implementation of policies, especially within agriculture, in South Africa has led to
the difference between the commercial and the traditional farming sectors (the latter
include the emerging farmers). Different political regimes existed in South Africa,
namely, colonial, apartheid and now democratic era and this section presents the

impact of policy during the apartheid era in South Africa on agriculture.

Apartheid created the broader milieu, in which regions and organisations
determined their organisational development policies and in most cases, these did
not make provision for the integration of blacks into the government or the
agricultural sector. Through government policies such as The Glen Grey Act of
1894, the Population Registration Act, the Group Areas Act, and the Bantu
Authorities Act, the 1913 Land Act (Bundy, 1972; Bundy, 1979; Cooper, 1987; Kepe,
1999) the pillars of the apartheid system were firmly constituted. It was within this

system that government allocated different sizes of farmland in different areas to
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different people. The government created a separation of support services between
the large-scale, white, modern farming sector and the smallholder farming sector
(De Villiers, 1996). Mainly due to these political and economic policies of the
apartheid regime, two distinct rural agricultural landscapes emerged in South Africa,
namely, the former white rural landscape of medium to large-scale commercial
sector and secondly, the ‘black’ rural landscape of former homelands characterised
by poverty and subsistence farming (Bundy, 1979; De Villiers, 1996). The white
farmers were given the best fertile agricultural land for farming. The African farmers
were alienated from their land and given infertile land within the former homelands
of the country (Wildschut & Hulbert, 1998; Lahiff, Li & Guo, 2012).

The creation of the dual agricultural landscape in South Africa resulted from colonial
policies which continued into the agricultural policy of the apartheid regime. The
result is the geographical concentration of wealth that favours one sector of the
South African population at the expense of others by arranging the ownership of
land along racial lines through the proclamation of the Land Act of 1913 and 1936

respectively, which led to a highly skewed distribution.

This dual system of agriculture attracted the interest of many researchers whose
studies focused on, among others, policies that restricted access to land, markets
and institutional support services and limited by legal restrictions on racial grounds
(Van Rooyen, Vink & Christodolou, 1987; Berry, Von Blottnitz, Cassim, Kesper,
Rajaratnam & Van Seventet, 2004; Vink, 2012; Cousins, 2014). The above-
mentioned studies show that there was an uneven spatial distribution of farms in
various parts of the country, which brought about a dichotomy in the agricultural
landscape. It also revealed the uneven spatial distribution of socio-economic
development in societies living in different areas with different income levels.
Substantial regional difference in levels of development existed and this was
comparable to developments in some areas in other developing countries within the
field of agriculture (Triegaardt, 2006). The country was also characterised by wide
internal disparities in levels of socio-economic development between the urban
areas with rapid development and some rural areas which were little affected by

technological and social changes
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It was evident that the apartheid policy’s aim in agriculture was to develop the white
farmers in a different geographical area while the development of black emerging
farmers was thwarted. It is this division that effectively resulted in racial and spatial
segregation that led to separate development and distribution of the agricultural
landscapes in South Africa (De Villiers, 1996). Consequently, the white biased
undertaking led to additional agricultural policy characterised by large government
subsidies to white farmers, usually in the form of drought aid and other disaster
payments compared to black emerging farmers in a separate area of farming
(Jooste et al. 2001).

It was only during in the late 1970s and mid-1980s when an increasing deregulation
and market liberalisation occurred (Vink, 2004) in which important shifts in
agricultural policy took place. This was followed by a plethora of the deregulation
and implementation of extensive market-oriented agricultural policy due to
government intervention in the agricultural sector (Kariuki, 2004; Kargbo, 2006).
After these new policies took effect, the country was reintegrated into the global
economy. Very few smallholder farmers benefited from these changes because of

numerous other constraints.

Given the impact of policy on agriculture, it is evident that the political dogma of the
apartheid government’s agricultural development policy has had a negative
influence on the long-term agricultural policy development and implementation. This
has also found its way into resource provision that was mainly biased towards white
farmers. It further entrenched the class differences that had already existed, and
the distinction between white farmer's landscape and smallholder farmer’s
landscape. Like the Eurocentric approach, the agricultural policy of South Africa
then followed the deterministic approach regarding the development of smallholder
farmers (De Beer, 1998).

According to the deterministic approach the smallholder farmer's level of
development is determined by the farmer’s previous experience and environments.
Due mainly to their deficient social, financial, educational level and skills
endowment, they were, however, at a disadvantage when the aim was to enter the

main commercial farming sector. Resultantly, they could not compete with their
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white counterparts. Even if they were eager and motivated to develop in their limiting
socio-economic environment, the developmental influence of this milieu was still
limited due to policy. This became a major challenge to the newly elected

democratic government in 1994.

1.3.5 Democratic era and agricultural development

After 1994 the newly elected ANC-led government in SA, showed keen interest in
agriculture by transforming the entire agricultural system (Mather, 2002). The new
policy shift was geared towards the creation of a class of black commercial farmers
and led to the inclusion of other racial groups in decision-making on agricultural
matters. The government worked together with white farmers by owning or co-
owning new farms for commercial purposes (Zimmerman, 2000; Mather, 2002;
RSA, 2004b), as prescribed by policy. This was a credible initiative, given the
demographic imbalances that exist within the agricultural sector (Kariuki, 2004).
However, the incapacity of the state administrative and resource provision system
both combined in a manner that favoured continuing with the practices of the

previous regime, rather than a fundamental break with the past (Kariuki, 2004).

In response to the inherited challenge, the new government adopted the
Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP) to correct the injustices of past
policies (Vink, 2004; Viljoen, 2005; Meyer, 2011) and used the Growth, Employment
and Reconstruction Programme (GEAR) as the RDP’s macroeconomic policy, to
promote economic growth as well as create employment opportunities. It also aimed
at developing the emerging farmers’ production, which declined because of poor
infrastructure (Lahiff, 2008). This was in line with the government’s White Paper on
Agriculture together with the mission of the National Department of Agriculture that
supported these objectives (RSA, 1995a).

The then Department of Land Affairs (DLA), now the Department of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF), through provincial agencies became responsible for
the processing of grants to emerging farmers. However, other options such as using
the provincial departments of agriculture and the Land Bank or Khula Enterprises
(a parastatal development finance institution) to enter the Land Redistribution for

Agricultural Development (LRAD) programme were also made available to the
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applicant (Jacobs, Lahiff & Hall, 2003). However, it depended on the applicant to
utilise the services of an extension officer or engage an agent to assist in all stages
of the process as required. This includes to identify land for purchase, preparation
of a farm plan and land-use proposals and to facilitate the process of grant approval,
if the approval committee has queries (RSA, 2000; Kariuki, 2004). The application
for grants were done by applicants themselves with the assistance of extension
officers. After completion, they submit all documentation to the local agricultural
officer for an opinion, assemble the completed proposal package and forward it to
the provincial grant committee (RSA, 2000; Kariuki, 2004).

The idea was that the department should provide training for beneficiaries, design
agents and local land and agricultural officers despite a lack of enough post-transfer
support services as envisaged within the policy itself (RSA, 2000; Kariuki, 2004).
This is a problem that has persisted since the inception of South Africa’s land reform
implementation programme in 1994 as experienced through the old

Settlement/Land Acquisition Grant (SLAG) redistribution programme.

Despite a period of twenty years in a democratic era of agricultural policy
implementation within the South African farming sector, (Machethe, 2004; Vink,
2004; Oford, 2005; Makhura, Mdluli & Senyolo, 2006) inequalities still exit. Available
evidence (Human Sciences Research Council, 2003; Bradstock, 2005; RSA, 2006b;
Hall, 2007) argue that there are still some conflicts of interest with the policy itself.
On the one hand, it intends to support emerging farmers to adapt to new farming
needs even though they do not have prerequisite knowledge and skill. On the other
hand, it aims at supporting other sectors of the economy as well as political
objectives of poverty alleviation and job creation. This constrains available

resources for efficient service provision within the emerging farming sector.

Furthermore, the land reform policy with its land acquisition programmes, has had
a negative impact on the previously marginalised poor emerging farmers (Lahiff,
2011) who had to adapt to the needs of the newly acquired farms and not the other
way around. Many researchers (Mayson et al. 1998; Cousins & Hornby, 2002;
Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), 2005; Everingham &
Jannecke, 2006; Maisela, 2007; Manenzhe, 2007) have concluded that the policy

30



development and implementation mechanism were weak in defining clear criteria
for the rights and responsibilities of accessing land. It did not define clearly the
required capacity for dealing with business and administrative farming issues,
especially to emerging farmers. This reinforced the existence of social and spatial
inequality in land acquisition and separate resource provision in agriculture that
existed due to decades of government intervention policies that have helped to
develop the two South African agricultural landscapes (Mokate, 1992; De Villiers,

1995; Kargbo, 2006) to its present state that seem to be continuing.

The focus of the apartheid agricultural and economic policies was on the
preservation and promotion of white interests and white large-scale commercial
farming (Aron, Kahn, & Kingdon, 2009). The democratic government has made
numerous attempts to redistribute land and develop the historically marginalised.
However, the race and class distinctions and the spatial landscape resulting from
the apartheid agricultural heritage, remain a feature of the post-apartheid

agricultural landscape).

Cross-country comparisons regularly affirm that South Africa’s unemployment rates
are among the highest in the world (Kariuki, 2004; Stats SA 2014). In 2013, the
youth unemployment rate was 63 percent of the youth labour force (3.2 million
individuals) according to the expanded definition of unemployment, which includes
as unemployed those who are not actively looking for a job (Stats SA 2014). Despite
previous policy implementation in South Africa, youths often become unemployed
due to lack of ‘soft’ skills such as communication skills, personal presentation and
emotional maturity (Rees, 1986; Pauw, Oosthuizen & Van der Westhuizen, 2008;
RSA, 2011a). They also lacked sufficient networking to obtain information on job
opportunities, financial resources and mobility to seek work or relocate closer to the
places where job opportunities exist, and their unrealistic expectations about their
employment likelihood and reservation wage, thereby taking a long time to ‘shop
around’ for a job that meets their expectations (Mlatsheni, 2007; Von Fintel & Black,
2007; Guma, 2011; Smith, 2011; Rankin & Roberts, 2011; Roberts, 2011, Stats SA
2014).
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The democratic government’s agricultural policy led to the emergence of a few
commercial African farmers. The few African commercial and emerging farmers,
together with the few white farmers, can however not absorb the existing youth
unemployed in the country. As a result, the persistently high youth unemployment
level that has long been a socioeconomic problem of South Africa continues
(StatsSA, 2014). The perception that emerging farmers can reduce unemployment
rate in South Africa leaves much to be desired unless drastic steps towards the
support of this sector is taken through policy and its appropriate implementation

backed up by adequate resource provision.

1.3.6 Policy implementation in South Africa and agricultural development

Changes of governments have an impact on the implementation of government
policies. In Section 1.3.5 the post-apartheid government had committed itself to
eradicate the racial legislation of the apartheid regime with mixed results. This
section addresses policy implementation in South Africa on agricultural
development. According to Handelman, (2011), a country’s agricultural
development depends not only on its agricultural resources, but also on government
policies in the areas of agriculture. Within the country, agricultural policies evolved
over time as evident from Section 1.3.4 to 1.3.5, whereby the colonial, apartheid
and post-apartheid policies were systematically developed and implemented in

favour of a racially and lately of a non-racial developed agricultural sector.

The implementation of policies, as indicated above, did little to improve the
development of the agricultural sector in the country, especially in market access
and development for emerging farmers (Jacobs, 2008). These perpetuated and
sustained the basis for territorial segregation and development between rich
commercial farmers and poor emerging farmers, leading to the continued existence
of different pockets of spatial and uneven development within the agricultural sector.
The weaker support for the emerging farmers compromises the development of
agriculture and food security in the country (Hendricks & Lyne. 2009). These
differences which ranged from colonial to apartheid and now to democratic reforms
have had particular consequences for the spatial distribution of African emerging

farmers.
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But despite the steady evolution of the democratic agricultural policy implementation
in SA to develop agriculture, many of the emerging farmers have been affected
negatively. While support for commercial farming has had a spatial dimension in the
sense that only specific farmers in some areas have qualified for this type of support,
most of the emerging farmers in former homelands also display a spatial dimension
representing a different and retarded economy. More significantly, agricultural policy

rarely focuses on the entire spatial distribution of emerging farmers activities.

Itis, however, important to also refer to the gap created by the apartheid legacy with
the dual system in agriculture that the democratic government must address. While
the National Development Plan (NDP) intends to contribute significantly towards
addressing the objectives of the RDP since the end of apartheid in 1994, studies
done by Hebinck, Fay and Kondlo, (2011) and Sender (2012) have found that there
still exist controversies in the development and implementation of policies,

especially in rural areas where emerging farmers are found.

In the post-apartheid agricultural policy implementation era, the volume and impact
of investment for the eradication of emerging farmers’ deprivation and
marginalisation remained the conceptual flagship for defining the causes of rural
and emerging farmer underdevelopment (Aliber, Kirsten, Maharajh, Nhlapo-Hlope
& Nkoane, 2006; Westaway, 2012). As a result, space-bound development
approaches were established targeting especially towards previously marginalised

localities in rural areas such as emerging farmers.

Following in the footsteps of other developing countries, South Africa has since the
mid-1990s adopted the use of participatory approaches in its agricultural
development planning and implementation of intervention strategies wherein
emerging farmers have been included (Hendricks & Green, 1999; Nel & Rogerson
2009). This has, as Sender (2012) noted, necessitated a systematic analysis of the
logic inherent in the functioning of policies and structures which ought to implement

them together with their priorities.

In a study by Vink and Kirsten (2003), it has been argued that policies such as the
trade policy, technology innovation and fiscal policy, and the youth unemployment
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policy are essential. The study indicates that this will develop the agricultural sector,
especially for the previously marginalised sector. An existing challenge, however,
that seems to constraint government’s intervention strategy, could be attributed to,
among others, insufficient funding, many initiated projects which collapsed due to
under-capitalisation, vandalism of infrastructure, competing land claims,
inappropriate implementation and planning models that assumed that land use by
claimants should be the same as the previous owners (Andrew et al. 2003; Aliber,
2013).

As a result, the progress of agricultural development was slow, empowerment of
the previously marginalised disrupted and the spatial differentiation between rich
and poor farmers persisted during policy implementation. Therefore, the spatial
distribution of farms and the benefits of agricultural development were not even and
rural-urban inequalities continued to rise at an increasing pace (Kirsten & Machete,
2005; Conway, 2014). This suggests that adequate and fair policy implementation
as a form of agricultural development through government intervention to reduce
the unequal spatial distribution of land, resources and benefits of policy
implementation need to be evaluated and monitored. The lack of proper policy
implementation thereof can be attributed to what Adams, Sibanda and Turner
(1999) regard as the gap between political expectations and administrative
incapacity that is difficult to bridge (Kariuki, 2004). This deprives emerging farmers
of the opportunity to progress or develop in order to produce products that can be

taken to the market for income generation.

Although a study by Martinez-Vazquez and McNab (2003) has concluded that
decentralised administration and expenditure are eminent during transformation,
this, should be matched with ability, capacity, efficiency and competency that will
promote equity. These attributes are lacking in the country to roll out proper
development plans. This reflects the change in leadership structures in the
Department of Agriculture and Land Affairs that delays implementation processes
because of incapacity. It remains to be seen though whether such challenges can
be overcome by the provincial agricultural sectors in the Limpopo province.
Although the necessary institutional structures have been put in place, the low rate

of policy implementation still retards progress due to institutional, financial, and a
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lack of adequate resources (Kariuki, 2004). Although the economy has been
liberalised (RSA, 2004a) it has the potential to affect the emerging farmers in the

province and its district municipalities negatively.

The fact that the majority of emerging farmers are still marginalised implies that the
benefits of policy implementation are not evenly shared among all emerging
farmers. As a result, the distribution of resources due to a liberalised economy
should be distributed equally among not only emerging farmers but even among the
rural and urban populations. This is supported by a study done by Conway (2014),
which concludes that government intervention to assist in farmer development
should be more supportive and not regulatory. Thus, equitable allocation of

resources is essential.

The implementation of agricultural policy helps in the allocation of land to farmers
for improving their production. This has been evident in South Africa where the
government has transferred land to various districts in the country. Although much
emphasis in policy has been on the provision of land for agriculture, not enough has
been achieved. However, evidence from existing literature (Perrings, 1996; Cline,
2004; Groenewald, 2004) shows that policy implementation in agriculture leads to
a division between the rich farmers and the farmers. This causes dissatisfaction
amongst farmers. Nevertheless, policy implementation in agriculture has long been
focusing on generating external support to farmers’ needs by encouraging
dependence on external inputs, though they are costly, environmentally damaging

and economically inefficient.

It is important to note that different government policy and implementation
documents use different terminologies to refer to black farmers as indicated in table
1.1. The department of Agriculture in the Limpopo Province do not have its own
locally-based terminology but use the concepts and terminology found in the
different government sources as indicated in table 1.1. The terms that are mostly

tE 1 M

used are “smallholder”, “small-scale”, “emerging” and “resource poor” farmers.
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Table 1.1: Clarification of terminology

Source Terminology

National Department of Agriculture o Smallholder
(2006)

AgriSETA (2010) « Emerging Farmers

Department of Agriculture, Forestry and e Small-scale
Fisheries (DAFF 2012) e Resource poor
o Smallholder

e Peasant

Department of Rural Development and o Emerging Black Farmers
Land Reform (2013)

1.3.7 Policy and development of emerging farmers in the Limpopo province

The implementation of apartheid’s agricultural policies has had a negative impact,
not only on the country as a whole but also on its individual provinces. Section 1.3.6
outlines its impact on the agricultural sector and support services that are aimed at
redressing the apartheid legacy. This section deals with the development of
emerging farmers in a province as a result of policy. The Limpopo province, like the
rest of the country, has been subjected to the 1913 and 1936 Acts that emphasised
segregation based on racial lines. In particular, they focus on the dispossession of
land from Africans, which affect the farming rights of emerging farmers who are
confined within the borders of the former homelands of South Africa (RSA, 2002).

Within the domain of the historical dispossession, the Restitution of Land Rights Act
22 of 1994, was enacted (RSA, 1994a). It was directed mainly at the previously
marginalised communities (refer to Figure 1.2) including those in the Limpopo
province due to the 1913 Act to assist with government settlement/land acquisition
grants for land (Bradstock, 2005, Lahiff, 2011).

The new government promised to address the unequal land distribution (White
Paper on Land Policy, 1997) but it has mostly failed to meet the promised equitable
land distribution as only about 10% of land has changed hands under the

redistribution policy (Department of Rural Development and Land Reform, 2013).
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The distribution, as shown in Figure 1.2, is still very unequal and shows the

disparities that are prevalent in the country and in particular in the Limpopo province.

Land restitution by hectare. 1994-2070

0.2% 3.6% g,

Eastern Cape: 94,889 ha
Free State: 47,615 ha
Gauteng: 9,476 ha
Kwazulu-Matal: 642,447 ha
Limpopo: 513,024 ha
Mpumalanga: 400,050 ha
MNorthern Cape: 539,620 ha
Morth West: 373,751 ha
Western Cape: 3,769 ha

Total:
2,624,641 ha

Land redistribution by hectare, 1994-2010

Eastern Cape: 359,226 ha
Free State: 355,912 ha
Gauteng: 34,964 ha
Kwazulu-MNatal: 562,356 ha
Limpopo: 94,396 ha
Mpumalanga: 328,439 ha
Northern Cape: 980,349 ha
North West: 277,769 ha
Western Cape: 126,310 ha

Total:

3,119,721 ha

Figure 1.3: Restitution and Redistribution of land in South Africa (Source:
Department of Rural Development and Land Reform, 2013).

Despite the liberalisation of the economy that had the potential of affecting the
previously marginalise sectors such as emerging farmers in the Limpopo province
little was achieved (RSA, 2004a). In addition to the liberalisation of the economy,
numerous policy interventions and programmes after 1994, which affected
emerging farmers in the province, were putin place (Hall, 2007; Hall & Aliber, 2010).
This deracialised agricultural system helped some of the emerging farmers to

acquire larger farms (RSA, 2004a).
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Given the above legacy, Limpopo Department of Agriculture (LDA) embarked on
massive programmes implementation. It also initiated its farmer support and
development programme that aimed at providing farmer settlement and post
settlement support to land and agrarian reform projects (Limpopo Province, 2010a).
Since 1994 a series of programmes were initiated to be in line with the national
policy mandate. They included programmes such as Land and Agrarian Reform
Programme (LARP), Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development (LRAD),
Proactive Land Acquisition Strategy (PLAS), and Settlement/Land Acquisition
Grants (SLAG) (Limpopo Province, 2008; Limpopo Province, 2010b; Limpopo
Province, 2010c) to assist the previously marginalised in the areas of land, funding

and post-settlement support.

Furthermore, the provincial department of agriculture has introduced a farmer
settlement (Land and Agrarian Reform) programme to facilitate access to and
settlement of black farmers, as well as to communities living on commercial
agricultural land to ensure equitable redistribution of resources and opportunities.
This has greatly influenced the locational distribution of emerging farmers in the

province.

In addition to this, a comprehensive agricultural support for land and agrarian reform
project to enable competitiveness of the settled farmers has been envisaged by the
department. It is an attempt to assist emerging farmers and to provide for
infrastructure after settlement (Limpopo Province, 2010b). This also includes the
involvement of women in agriculture and youth farmer programmes. With regard to
the policy mandate, the LDA has the following policies to implement for further
development of the emerging sector. First, there is the Mechanisation Revolving
Credit Access Scheme of 2006. Through establishing an Agribusiness Development
Unit, the department has provided support for farmers to acquire mechanisation
equipment. Second, there is the Crop Input Supply Policy, of 2007. Through the
Crop Production Unit, the department provides crop production inputs for farmers.
Finally, the Land and Agrarian Reform Programme is also utilised, aimed at
increasing agricultural trade and, increase agricultural production, and providing
universal access to agricultural support services for targeted groups (Limpopo
Province, 2010c).
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The policy and its programmes are aimed at serving and changing the African
agricultural landscape that was deprived of resources into a new profitable
landscape that opens up opportunities for large-scale commercial farming. Although
the LDA is introducing several programmes in response to policy changes in
agriculture, it is important to remember that the Limpopo province is one of the
poorest provinces in South Africa (Gyekye & Akinboade, 2003). The question of
how these programmes are going to be maintained and sustained given its shortage
of adequately qualified human resources, shortage of infrastructure and financial
constraints, poses a serious challenge to the future development of the emerging

farming sector, which needs special attention.

Despite these attempts some of the emerging farmers are still without adequate
policy support and this has made it difficult for them to develop into commercial
farmers (Aliber et al. 2006). Given the level of poverty that deprives them of
adequate support it has become an impediment for emerging farmers to develop
due to their constraints. Although there are contextual constrains that have emerged
from the previous policy implementation they have tried to be competitive. These
emerging farmers face constrains such as poor infrastructure, a lack of market
transport, a dearth of market information, insufficient expertise on grades and
standards, an inability to have contractual agreements and poor organisational
support (Jari & Fraser, 2009). These constraints have led to the farmers not using
markets efficiently within the agricultural sector, thus creating commercialisation
bottlenecks (Louw, Vermeulen, Madevu, 2006; Matoti, Vink & Bienabe, 2007).

Thus, not only need emerging farmers in the province to adjust the way they have
been farming over the years, but they also should act strategically to compete with
other commercial farmers in the same value chain. This is done through the
technical agricultural production advisory section and extension services. However,
it is acknowledged that numerous policy interventions and programmes have been
put in place after 1994 (Hall, 2007; Hall & Aliber, 2010) to address the plight of
emerging farmers. But some of the emerging farmers still lack supportive
organisations which make it difficult for them to develop into commercial farmers
(Aliber et al. 2006).
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This segregation deprives the entire African emerging farmers in the province of
what Sebopetji (2008) regards as years of experience that could count in the
management of credit in technology adoption and to ensure economic efficiency. It
is, however, important to note that the many years of experience by emerging
farmers is now being challenged by the current need for a more sophisticated
agricultural sector to meet the needs of the changing population and global changes

in policy. This requires immediate alignment and support.

According to RSA, (2004a), the South African economy which previously
marginalised the emerging farmers, who required to be in line with international
trends, has been liberalised. This has the potential of affecting the emerging farmers
in the province and its district municipalities. But the low rate of policy
implementation that retards progress partly due to the institutional, financial, and
resource handicaps still afflicts the current policy though the necessary institutional
structures have been put in place (Kariuki, 2004). This can also be attributed to what
Adams et al. (1999) refer to as the gap between political expectations and

administrative incapacity which is particularly difficult to bridge.

This challenge in policy reflects the change in leadership structures that have taken
place in the Department of Land Affairs (Kariuki, 2004). Although a lack of adequate
support for emerging farmers makes them to produce products mainly for family
subsistence or for poor consumers (Murray-Prior & Ncukana, 2000), the cardinal
focus of policy is to gradually change their structure by opening opportunities for a
significant number of black commercial farmers to operate on medium and large-
scale farms. Itis this view that is supported by Martinez-Vazquez and McNab (2003)
who state that decentralised administration and expenditure are eminent during

transformation.

Unfortunately for emerging farmers in the province, the timing of the efforts to link
them to markets corresponds with major changes occurring in the agri-food
systems. These systems are changing in response to the forces of globalisation and
global liberalisation, which have led to ‘new kinds’ of consumers and producers

(Jordaan, 2012). Shifts in technology and government policies affect both producers
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and consumers, ultimately causing a shift in agriculture from a commodity industry
to a differentiated product industry (Louw, Kirsten, & Madevu, 2005). Therefore, this
shift has become an impediment to the emerging sector due to existing constraints.
How the problem of technological advancement within the emerging sector is to be
solved remains to be seen, as there are no concrete steps that are being put in

place except policy pronouncements.

Despite the above-mentioned challenges, several success stories where emerging
farmers participate in agri-food chains are well documented (Jordaan, 2012). Such
studies include those done by Weatherspoon and Reardon (2003), Bienabe,
Coronel, Lecoq and Liagre, (2004), Louw, Jordaan, Ndanga and Kirsten (2008) and
Hendriks and Lyne, (2009). These studies highlight the impact of policy and
attempts by emerging farmers in their response to the new agricultural policy
environment. Since as of now, there are no clear programmes that address the
financial, educational and infrastructural needs of the formerly marginalised
persons, the gap between the few successful emerging farmers due to policy and
the majority of those who are still poor is likely to continue for some years unless

drastic and practical steps of funding and supporting the latter are found.

Despite different initiatives aimed at supporting emerging farmers to enter the
mainstream commercial farming sector, available literature (Sanginga et al. 2004;
Byerlee et al. 2005; Sendall, 2007; Vorley & Bienabe, 2007; Swanson, 2008; Cloete,
2010; Ozowa, 2011; Vink, 2012; Chah et al. 2013; Knox & Pinch, 2014; Cousin,
2014; Mpandeli, Nesamvuni & Maponya, 2015) on this subject has as of yet not
captured any significant information concerning the spatial distribution of emerging
farmers elsewhere in the country based on policy implementation. It follows that
there seems to be little or no research so far conducted on this topic in the country.
This shows that there is a gap in the knowledge about the topic. As a result, the

timing and relevance of this research study is important and justifiable.

1.4 The research problem

South Africa has a land area of some 122 million hectares across seven climatic
regions but only 14 % of land can be used for crop production (RSA, 2010a:43).
Regrettably, from 1994/5 to 2002/3, the area farmed declined by 10 percent
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(Bernstein, 2013). In South Africa, white farmers were an important political
constituent of the apartheid state. Resultantly, past governments and their
associated institutional structures protected and subsidised production of white
farmers (Karuiki, 2004). They made available large tracts of land, ample water
supply and cheap labour for the white farmers with no regard for black emerging
farmers in their reserves (De Villiers, 1996; RSA, 2010b). The former black reserves
that are shaded in Figure 1.4 were not supported by policy in areas of funding and
infrastructure (De Villiers, 1996). This deprived the emerging farmers of the
opportunity to compete with their white counter parts and even enter the national as
well as international markets. Spatially, the commercial farms were located in the
former white South Africa while subsistence farming occurred in communal areas,
mainly in former homelands. The shaded areas in Figure 1.4 show the impact of a
series of law structures, which divided land ownership in South Africa along racial

lines. This deprived emerging farmer of the opportunity to develop (Kargbo, 2006).

The implementation of the policy seems to be creating yet another form of racial
and class-biased farmer inequalities. Some researchers (Barke & O’Hare, 1991; De
Villiers, 1996) state that the uneven development within the agricultural sector is
ascribed mainly to the way in which land is held, owned and utilised. It can be
privately, communally or state owned. Sufficient evidence from available literature
(Hall, 2004; Vink, 2012) acknowledges that, although land restitution in South Africa
focuses on fostering justice and reconciliation between different races, it has not

been served equally by policy in the past.

Nevertheless, it was aimed at ensuring a fair and equitable redistribution of land, as
well as to contribute to the economic emancipation of the previously oppressed
black majority and emerging farmers (ANC, 1994; Ntsebeza, 2007). Hence, land in
particular, as many scholars believe, is a form and symbol of conquest (Kepe, 1999;
Hamilton, 2003) and still remains one of the most important issues that the post-
apartheid government had to face (Ntsebeza, 2007). This view has been supported
by Kariuki (2004) who argue that a policy which is aimed at making farming a career

would enhance agricultural development.
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Figure 1.4: Black reserves in South Africa, 1980 (Source: Adapted from Urban
LandMark 2016).

The poor performance of emerging farmers in South Africa is also ascribed to their
lack of appropriate resources and irrigation schemes as the current ones as well as
other resources falling into disuse (Van Averbeke, Denison, & Mkeni, 2011). These
so-called farmer constraints as a result of policy (Matungul, Lyne & Ortmann, 2001;
Anseeuw, Van Rooyen & D’Haese, 2000; De Bruyn, De Bruyn, Vink & Kirsten, 2001;
Bienabe, Coronel, Lecoq & Liagre, 2004; Wynne & Lyne, 2004; Louw et al. 2006;
Vermeulen, Kirsten & Sartorius, 2008; Jari & Fraser, 2009; Denison et al. 2010;
Randela, Alemu & Groenewald, 2010; Van der Heijden, 2010; Baloyi, 2010; Khaile,
2012) have been compounded by both institutional and physical factors (Jordaan &
Grove, 2012). As a result, emerging farmers in South Africa and its provinces cannot
contribute meaningfully towards the creation of job opportunities and poverty
alleviation. The apartheid agricultural policies led to the decline in the contribution
of the sector to South Africa’s gross domestic product (GDP) of this particular sector
from 14 % to 21 percent during the 1920/60 period to 4 or 5 percent in the early
2000s (RSA, 2004a; Kargbo, 2006).
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The Limpopo province covers an area of 12.46 million hectares and the countryside
is described as the garden of South Africa in terms of agriculture (Limpopo Province,
2008). This province has also been affected by the division into commercial and
emerging farming landscapes due to the country’s formerly biased policies (RSA,
2008). The province is one of South Africa’s richest agricultural areas, regardless of
being one of the poorest provinces in South Africa (Oni, Nesamvuni, Odhiambo &
Dagada, 2003; Mnisi, Tefere, Gayathri, Mukisira, Muthul, Murungweni & Sebitloane,
2004; Munyai, 2012). Despite this, its most limiting factor, like in most parts of the
country, is water. Most of the commercial farms in the province are mechanised and
depend mainly on a significant amount of irrigation schemes and other inputs. They
also have a well-developed infrastructure and good marketing outlets, as has been

the modus operandi in apartheid South Africa.

The emerging farmers owned small units of land in the province which they use for
subsistence farming. These farms usually have exhausted soils that are generally
unproductive. They often lead to the decline in overall production, thereby causing
the retrenched employees to become wage earning labourers in the urban areas
(Stats SA, 2014). Nevertheless, the emerging commercial farmers who are in
transition between subsistence and commercial farming intend to break away from
the cycle of poverty. However, they still occupy a different area in the province with
typical features of emerging farmers in developing countries. Consequently, some
emerging agricultural activities are highly concentrated in some areas, while in other

areas they are poorly represented or even completely absent.

This has deprived some young people and females of employment opportunities in
the province. With an estimated mid-year population of 5 630 500 in 2014 (Stats
SA, 2014) who must equally be fed and employed mainly by agriculture (Stats SA,
2014), which is about 10,4 percent of the country’s population, this presents an
enormous challenge for the agricultural sector in the province. According to Stats
SA (2014) Limpopo is estimated to have had an out-migration of nearly 303 101
people for the period 2011 to 2016. This is the result of the inability of the province
to absorb and accommodate the existing labour force. This same situation has also

been prevalent during the apartheid era.
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In the Mopani district, like in the rest of the province, agricultural policies have
caused spatial inequalities within the farming sector. There is spatial variation in
resource provision according to policy in different districts, municipalities and ward
areas for different racial groups and individuals. The spatial and socio-economic
levels are increasing. There is conflict between the commercial and the emerging
farming sectors. Policies that have emerged from the democratic government seem
not to speak to this inequality but rather tend to favour commercial farmers in

specific areas above emerging farmers in other areas.

However, recent policy focus in the province aims to improve their efficiency through
its Comprehensive Rural Development Programme (CRDP) that provides
production inputs (Limpopo Province, 2010c). The existing challenges, which are
the result of different policies, racial groups, locational set-ups, political affiliations,
socio-economic and organisational structures are to a lesser or greater extent
responsible for division between the agricultural landscapes and their overall
contribution to economic development and poverty alleviation. In addition, the
competing and conflicting ideas about methods of policy implementation and

relevant structures, as well as legitimate structures are areas of great concern.

The broader problem that has emerged from this study can be investigated by
answers to, amongst others, the following questions:
e What was the spatial pattern of farming in the Mopani District of Limpopo at
the dawn of democracy in 19947

e How has the spatial pattern of emerging farmers in the Mopani District been
influenced by the implementation of government policy?
e How has government policy implementation influenced the changing

agricultural landscape in the Mopani District?
e How did the implementation of policy affect the reduction of uneven spatial

patterns of farming in the Mopani District?

1.5 The aim and objectives of the research
The main aim of this research is to describe, analyse, explain and evaluate the
impact of the implementation of agricultural policy on the spatial distribution of the

emerging farming sector in the Mopani District of Limpopo Province in South Africa.
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The objectives of this research are to:

e Describe the spatial patterns of the emerging farming sector in the Mopani
District of the Limpopo province at the dawn of democracy in 1994.

e Evaluate how the implementation of government policy has influenced the
spatial distribution of emerging farmers in the Mopani District.

e Analyse how the implementation of government policy influenced the
changing agricultural landscape in the Mopani District.

e Explain the contribution of policy on emerging farmers towards the reduction

of uneven spatial patterns of farming in the Mopani District.

1.6 Research design

The research design is the plan that guided the research process from the first to
the last step in terms of how the research was carried out to address the research
problem (Mouton & Marais, 1990; Bless & Higson-Smith, 1995). According to
Kerlinger (1986) it is a way of investigation which facilitates the effectiveness of the
research. A research design that has been thoroughly structured can show how the
research is to be conducted (Moulton, 2001) thereby focusing on the way data are
collected and analysed to answer the research questions (Kerlinger, 1986). It is
defined by Huysamen (1993:10) as “a plan or blue print according to which data are
collected to investigate the research question in the most economical manner.”
These definitions indicate that without a research design the researcher is likely to

lose focus of the research.

The study is largely based on empirical research, field work and observation of
emerging farmers’ activities on their respective farms. This investigation is done
within the framework of the postmodernism paradigm. This paradigm focuses on
the representation of shift and resultant variations due to different behavioural
patterns caused by cultural and political regimes in time and place (Bourdieu, 1990;
Silverman, 1993; Silverman, 2013). It is concerned with events in their natural
settings and interprets them within the context and interpretations of the actor
(Johnson, 2010; Reed, 2010).
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This research takes place in the Mopani District Municipality of the Limpopo
province in South Africa. This is one of five districts municipalities in the Limpopo
province. The Limpopo province is regarded as the second poorest in the country.
Despite being endowed with a variety of agricultural resources, the district also has
numerous constraints, which impact negatively on its development, and this is
discussed in more detail in Chapter 3. The study area, data collection and analyses,
and the research methodology are also presented fully in Chapter 3. To achieve the
aim of the research a mixed method research design is used to ensure that the

evidence obtained assists in answering the research questions.

Although the study relies heavily on the qualitative research method, it will also use
quantitative research methods to respond to both the “What” and the “Why”
questions in this study. It also relies on both primary and secondary data on the
implementation of government policy and development of emerging farmers during

the post-apartheid era.

Primary data was collected through a survey of sampled emerging farmers in the
Mopani District Municipality. The sample was based on the farmer population
provided by municipality extension officers. The research study focused on black
emerging farmers who were historically disadvantaged in the district through policy
implementation. For that reason, all the respondents were drawn from the district

municipalities.

Focus group discussions were held in local halls that were accessible to all
emerging farmers. Interviews were also conducted with municipal officials from the
Mopani district and with a provincial official in their respective offices. The collected
data related to personal details, farm inventory, farming activities, policy
implementation and income generated from farming in the rural area of the Mopani
district. Various techniques such as questionnaires, fieldwork, interviews and

focused group discussions were used for data collection.

Secondary data was obtained from the internet and libraries in the form of books,
journals and government sources that document Acts, policy, programmes and

intervention strategies, locally and internationally, about emerging farmers. The
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data analysis is highly descriptive. By using a combination of both qualitative and
quantitative research methods as well as primary and secondary data, triangulation

is ensured (Tracy, 2010).

1.7 Rationale

During the apartheid era, government policies in South Africa separated support
services of the large-scale white modern farming sector from the emerging African
farming sector. This resulted in the formation of spatial inequality in terms of policy

available and policy implemented in various parts of the country.

The study has been motivated by the interest of government in reducing the spatial
distribution of economic situation in the country through policy reforms. This
emanates from the constitutional mandate that directs all institutions of state to
uphold democratic principles in the execution of their duties and responsibilities in
promoting equitable service delivery to the country and its economic sectors and

people.

The researcher was inspired by the change of government policies and its potential
impact on the spatial distribution of the African black emerging farmers in the
Mopani district after the dawn of the new democracy in South Africa. In the Limpopo
province, in which the Mopani district is situated, there are many policies, challenges
and opportunities for the emerging farmers (Swanson, 2008; Oladele, 2010; Ozowa,
2011; Moagi & Oladele, 2012; Chah et al. 2013). However, they lack sufficient
support in important aspects such as policy on agricultural, dissemination of
agricultural information, and market and management information (Lerman, Csaki
& Feder, 2002; Michelson, 2013). This dichotomy has shown that the agricultural
landscape in the province is unequal, while there is also an unequal spatial
distribution of socio-economic aspects within communities living in different areas

who have different income levels.

1.8 The contribution of the study
The discussions above indicate how the study was focused specifically on the
spatial distribution of the emerging farming sector as a result of policy

implementation. One of the roles of municipal officials in the district is to implement
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policy. The study contributes information about the nature and extent of the
challenges faced by emerging famers. The information is valuable in the strategic

planning, especially where resources are to be utilised.

Geography as a discipline is concerned with spatial distribution of different variables
over time. In the Mopani district, no study has been conducted on the spatial
distribution of farms and no study has been done in either Geography or Agriculture
on the because of policy implementation. Due to this gap in knowledge, the study
contributes towards a body of knowledge in both disciplines. The post-apartheid
government intended to reduce imbalances that had been created by the previous
government. The study highlights areas that are further in need of government
intervention. The information will assist the district and province in their budgets to
assist the local municipalities in implementing policy with adequate resources to

address areas of obvious need.

Existing policies and programmes as well as institutions that support emerging
farmers have been documented from within and outside the district. The literature
reviewed for this study provides some highlights on success stories from other areas
and countries from whom the emerging farmers can learn. This can contribute
towards their competency and productivity. The literature also showed some of the
consequences in resource provision and inequitable policy implementation that
have contributed to the uneven spatial distribution of farms in the agricultural

landscape.

The study is important to other researchers who plan to conduct further research
concerning constraining factors in individual municipalities in the district. Such
research will shed further light on factors behind the uneven distribution of farms.
One of the challenges identified in the study was a lack of coordination in policy
implementation among various stakeholders and institution. This has led to a was