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ABSTRACT 

This article considers the question: what has been the impact of the Fast Track 

Land Reform Programme (FTLRP) at the individual or household levels among the 

small-scale (A1) land reform beneficiaries? Based on an ethnographic study of the 

FTLRPA1 beneficiaries in Shurugwi district, this paper positively evaluates the 

benefits of the Third Chimurenga inspired land redistribution based on economic 

rewards that have accrued at the personal and household levels to some beneficiaries. 

To this extent, this paper considers the acquisition of agricultural implements and 

other assets including scotch carts, wheel barrows, ploughs, cultivators, and crucially, 

cattle to constitute “success”. This stems from the perceptions of the beneficiaries, the 

value these items have on their agricultural activities as well as the worthiness that 

accrues to such farmers in the eyes of their peers. This is also premised on the ‘false 

start’ of the FTLRP that was undergirded by a lack of capital resources, infrastructure, 

or back-up by the state to immediately make the acquired lands productive. This paper 

is specifically situated in a specific spatio-temporal setting of Shurugwi district during 

the immediate aftermath of the FTLRP.  

INTRODUCTION 

In the West and in certain local political circles it has been fashionable to 

evaluate the land reform under the Third Chimurenga as a man-made disaster. This 

analysis is based on the chaotic if not coercive nature of the Fast Track Land Reform 

Programme (FTLRP), the inadequate planning that characterised its implementation 

as well as the inadequate infrastructure in the resettled areas. As well, the process was 

presented as marking the “re-peasantisation” of agriculture through the “displacement 

of large-scale capitalist agriculture”, a process that stalled the development of 

capitalist agriculture (Scoones, et al, 2012: 504-5). Furthermore, the process of farm 

takeovers was presented as directly responsible for the subsequent economic collapse 

and the turning of the country from a “bread basket” into a “basket case” (Scoones, et 

al, 2010: 1). While the disaster-in-the making analogy was true especially for the 

early years of the FTLRP, due to the impact that the land reform had in the 
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destabilisation of the economy and in contributing to a political paralysis in the 

country (Hammar, et al: 2003),the picture does not capture the story about the 

dynamic growth in this sector especially in the later years due to beneficiaries’ 

maturation on the land and the accompanying material accumulation and growth.  

Based on an in-depth ethnographic study of the FTLRP small-scale (A1) 

beneficiaries in Shurugwi district, this paper positively evaluates the benefits of the 

Third Chimurenga (third war of liberation) of the 2000s based on economic rewards 

that have accrued at the personal and household levels to some of the beneficiaries. 

Admittedly, the evaluation of the success revealed by these accumulations is relative 

(Scoones, et al, 2010:10). However, it is aimed at highlighting another lens with 

which to consider the FTLRP. This evaluation is premised on the fact that at the start 

of the FTLRP most farmers who acquired land under the A1 schemes, drawn mostly 

from communal peasants and former commercial agricultural workers, lacked in 

capital and other resources necessary to initiate and to sustain their agricultural 

operations. This position was worsened by the failings in the national economy that 

suffered a near collapse under the debilitating crisis (Raftopoulos, 2009), hence could 

not provide support to many sections, including agriculture. 

Thus, this success specifically refers to the accumulation of material possessions, 

however limited, those which enhance agricultural production or help boost their 

social standing among their peers. Also because of this relativity, this paper is situated 

in a specific spatio-temporal setting of Shurugwi district during the immediate 

aftermath of the FTLRP. Admittedly too, there have been cases of utter failure within 

the district. These include, for example, those resettled families who in part continue 

to survive through hiring, permanently or on part-time basis, their labour to 

neighbours, the share-croppers or those who still struggle to master enough draught 

power, agricultural chemicals and farming equipment. This group also includes those 

who have leased parts of their plots as a survival strategy. However, these fall outside 

the aims of this research.  

This paper avoids the evaluation of the FTLRP per se. This has been done 

satisfactorily by other scholars (Hammar, et al, 2003; Scoones, et al, 2010). Rather it 

focuses on the positive developments in terms of the acquisition of household 

property, economic and social growth within the resettled A1 farmers in Shurugwi 

district as a result of farm commodity production from these A1 farmers. In order to 

do this, I intend to ask along the same lines as Scoones, et al, (2012:504), what 
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processes of accumulation have occurred among the resettled farmers? Going forward 

I also ask, with what impact? Was it all driven by ‘small-scale petty commodity 

production’ or ‘accumulation from below’? Taking the latter thread further, and 

indirectly, I ask, too, what has been the influence of accumulation from above in 

helping to generate a surplus for exchange? 

 

ACCUMULATION AND DIFFERENTIATION 

Scoones, et al, (2012) discuss two key issues related to the impact of the 

FTLRP. These are accumulation and differentiation. Regarding accumulation, this has 

occurred in two main ways in- and between- households: accumulation from below 

and accumulation from above (Scoones, et al, 2012:503). To them, accumulation from 

below was the function of “petty commodity production, existing alongside other 

worker-peasants and the semi-peasantry, whose livelihoods remain vulnerable, with 

prospects for accumulation currently limited” (Ibid). Further, citing Cousins, et al, 

Scoones, et al (Ibid),they say that accumulation from below entails that the inherited 

agrarian structure is radically reconfigured so that much larger numbers of people 

begin to participate in the agricultural sector and benefit substantially from such 

participation. However, it also suggests that these new producers must be able to 

produce at least as much (if not more) than large-scale commercial farmers, replacing 

them in supplying local, national and international markets. 

On the other hand, accumulation from above occurred through “patronage and 

corruption” (Ibid). Mavedzenge, et al (2008:614) point out further that “patronage 

networks [are] based on kinship, religion or political affiliation.”  

Once the process of uneven accumulation sets in, differentiation emerges “as new 

households are established, investments initiated and production, business, trade and 

marketing commence, processes of differentiation begin- within households, between 

households in a particular place and between sites” (Scoones, et al: 2012: 504). 

Because of differential accumulation, four types of rural households are noticeable. 

These are the petty commodity producers, worker peasants, semi-peasantry and the 

rural petit bourgeoisie (Cousins, et al in Scoones, et al: 2012: 505; Cousins et al, 

1992: 12-13). 

Using this framework enabled by these two processes, I intend to focus on the 

accumulations that have emerged in Shurugwi in order to explain the positives that 

have accrued from the FTLRP. This is not to minimise the contribution to this process 
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of the beneficiaries’ potential engagement in multiple other tasks (hybrid livelihoods), 

including wage labour and small trading, in both rural and urban settings, and/ or 

processes leading to accumulation from above, to augment their farm productions 

(Scoones, et al, 2012:505).  

BACKGROUND: THE FTLRP AS A FALSE START  

The FTLRP which started with the controversial “spontaneous” land grabs 

spearheaded by war veterans and “land hungry peasants” in March following the 

February 2000 constitutional referendum (Marongwe, 2003:175), but officially 

launched on 15 July 2000, witnessed the start of sustained violence on many 

commercial farms in Shurugwi district as in other districts of the country. Coercive 

technologies became the modus operandi for the redistribution of land during the first 

decade of the new millennium in Zimbabwe. 

Because the FTLRP was “characterised by limited planning, compulsory acquisition, 

partisan selection, immediate occupation, and uncertain compensation” (Rukuni and 

Jensen, 2003: 251), it generated a lot of violence. In addition, due to the fast pace of 

resettlement, there were cases of the underutilisation of land by the new farmers 

negatively affecting the availability of some agro-based products (Matondi, 

2011:136). Notwithstanding the above, the FTLRP produced profound alterations to 

land ownership and tenure, as well as in decongesting the rural areas (Utete Report, 

2003: 25-26). To this extent, the FTLRP saw the redistribution of up to seven million 

hectares to 160 000 new farmers displacing the majority of the 4500 large-scale 

commercial farmers (Matondi, 2011: 136). 

According to the Utete Report (2003: 24&69), there were 1347 farms out of which 

791 were gazetted for resettlement under the FTLRP in the Midlands Province 

between 2000 and end July 2003. Shurugwi district itself saw a lot of reordering in 

terms of land ownership in this period as 118 of its 151 farms underwent resettlement 

between 2000 and 2003 (Ibid: 69). In addition to these 118 farms, 5 more farms were 

“illegally” occupied in the district (Ibid: 70). The latter represented people who 

occupied farms that were not supposed to be settled such as those on headwaters of 

major dams, dairy farms or conservancies. This also represented farms which were 

parcelled out by private individuals, war veterans, councillors and government 

officials outside the government regulations. In the Midlands province, Shurugwi 

district ranked second after Gweru which had 438 farms, in the number of farms that 

were gazetted for the FTLRP (Ibid). Of more importance is the fact that Shurugwi 



JIARM VOLUME 1           ISSUE 6             (JULY 2013)       ISSN : 2320 – 5083 
 

290 
www.jiarm.com 

together with Gweru and Mvuma were the three districts with “illegal” occupations in 

the province (Ibid). Furthermore, Shurugwi also ranked second with five illegal farm 

occupations after Mberengwa district with seven farms (Ibid).   

The number of farms gazetted for resettlement in the early years of the 2000s also 

represented sites where violence was encountered, as more often than not the process 

was fraught with violence, firstly to displace the white farmers and to sustain the 

settlers. For the white farmers, violence was employed to try to retain control of their 

farms. This was despite the provision of legal protection for the new settlers under the 

Rural Land Occupiers (Protection) Act (Utete Report, 2003: 19). We should also 

consider the two background factors to the launch of the FTLRP, which were the 

harbingers of the violence. These are the disorderly land invasions, commonly called 

jambanja, by the war veterans before the official launch of the FTLRP, and the defeat 

of ZANU-PF in the 2000 constitutional referendum which pushed it to deploy 

violence against opponents.  

That Shurugwi district underwent such ominous land tenure transfiguration and 

sequential violence is not too surprising. It was one of the districts that had a well-

defined skewed landownership in the country. As a result of this, it was chosen in the 

1930s to pilot the centralisation scheme, whose theme was double pronged. These 

were to introduce technical scientific farming methods and to deny Africans access to 

more land (Marongwe, 2012). This situation remained into the new millennium with 

white farms occupying dominant stretches in the district. In this regard, the 151 farms 

averaging 4000 acres (The Zimbabwean Situation, 2003) occupied up to 604 000 

acres or some 244 534 hectares. Thus, up to sixty two percent of the district belonged 

to the large-scale commercial agriculture sectors by 2000 compared to the 152 000 

hectares (NAZ, S235/505-508, 1929) reserved for the communal areas. Thus, this left 

therefore a paltry thirty-eight percent of the district for use by close to 70 000 people 

(ZIMSTATS, 2002). What made the situation worse was that this thirty-eight percent 

was made up of poor sandy soils which emanate from the parent granite rock (NAZ, 

S1007/7, 1931&Madebwe and Madebwe, 2005: 229). It is important, however, to 

note that there were a few post-independence resettlements done in the Chitora and 

Gwanza in the East, and Dorset and Zhaugwe in the West under the A1 villagisation 

model. In the latter half of the 1990s had been established the A1 self-contained 

resettlement scheme in the Mavhumashava area and also under the villagisation 

model at Ruchanyuto the south-west of the district.  
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Thus, by the time of the official launch of the programme violence was already 

central to occupations and land transfers and it also defined who would and who 

would not have access to land. The conflicting stance by senior government officials, 

exemplified by statements by Ministers Dabengwa and Zvobgo dismissing the early 

land occupiers which were contrasted by President Mugabe show this (Daily News, 

3/3/2000, 24/3/2000 & 29/3/2000). Broadly, this dissonance shows that the 

programme was chaotic, experimental and rather too decentralised as it left much 

room tothe war veterans and other localised authorities to decide the course of action 

on the ground, which left it open to abuse, especially with only a theoretical code of 

ethics for the invaders. This violence was used as a ZANU-PF mobilising tool, as a 

displacement tool against the white farmers and their workers, as well as a means by 

the white farmers to hold on to their farms (Rutherford, 2003: Marongwe, 2003). The 

other important point to note is that the farm invasions were led by the war veterans 

with a history of violent demonstrations including “besieging” President Mugabe on 

several occasions (Muzondidya, 2009: 198) and threatening to go to war if ZANU-PF 

lost the 2000 elections (Daily News, 16 March 2000).  Again, the FTLRP was an 

integral part of the Third Chimurenga in ZANU-PF discourse in which the state 

sponsored farm/land invasions were a part of a package of responses to ensure its 

victory in the impending June 2000 general elections (Alexander, 2003: 84-114). 

Although somewhat exaggerated, Chitiyo and Rupiya’s (2005: 359) analysis that the 

Third Chimurenga “was essentially ZANU-PF’s version of the ‘Total Strategy’ which 

the South African apartheid state had used as a socio-political grand strategy” in the 

face of a “total onslaught” from both internal and external opponents who threatened 

the “sovereignty” of the country”, in which the basket of responses included legal, 

political, cultural, economic and military ways, deserves some merit. In a similar 

forward looking aggressive if not military-style strategy, Operation Tsuro was 

launched from March 2000 (Ibid, 2005: 359) to coordinate ZANU-PF’s responses 

against its political opponents in Zimbabwe. 

Over the decade of political turmoil, this version of Zimbabwe’s total strategy was 

epitomised by the pre-emptive violence on the opposition especially before elections 

to intimidate them and also to clear the ground for ZANU-PF “victory” at the ballot 

that it needed for legitimacy purposes. Among other things, under Operation Tsuro, 

war veterans and landless peasants were encouraged to occupy white owned-farms, 

and to vigorously campaign for ZANU-PF (Ibid: 360).Importantly, too is the fact that 
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victims had little recourse through the police who refused to prosecute the 

perpetrators. At another level, supporting legislation, as already discussed, was passed 

to legalise the process, depicting a multi-pronged scheme. 

In other words, the preceding process to the FTLRP was not peaceful and was 

organised along military lines under Operation Tsuro. Going forward the official 

launch of the FTLRP did not bring an end to the violence on the farms. In fact it 

continued to utilise violence. Words of senior government and ZANU-PF officials 

gave impetus to this violence. President Mugabe, for instance, on one occasion said 

“Strike fear into the heart of the white man, our real enemy (Zimbabwe Independent, 

2002).” Although fear was targeted at the “heart of the white man” it was also meant 

for the other “white race”, in the Foucauldian formulation, that is, generally MDC 

supporters (Foucault, 1997: 254). In this Foucaldian formulation, race transcends 

biological groups that ordinarily make races. Rather it is a social construct that 

denotes groups of people who belong and those who do not belong. It is basically 

used to separate those who have to live from those who have to die.  

In addition to such speeches that encouraged impunity, there were other actions that 

were done to entrench this impunity. Most notable of these were: ZANU-PF’s 

ignoring several court rulings in favour of white farmers, police refusal to act farm 

occupiers, the involvement of security personnel in farm occupations and general 

violence, as well as the 8 October 2000 Presidential amnesty for all crimes pertaining 

to the June 2000 elections (UNHCR, 2002). For Shurugwi, the UNHCR cites a former 

District Administrator who said that he had seen “a lot of violence in Shurugwi where 

farmers have been beaten. Dockets have not been opened. The law enforcement 

agencies have been helpless. You get cases where they loot the homestead dry” (Ibid). 

The government-sponsored Utete Committee also alluded to problem of violence and 

chaos: [t]he launching of the Fast Track Programme in July 2000, in rapid order in the 

same year, the voters’ rejection of the draft new constitution; Parliament’s amendment 

of the Lancaster House Constitution in respect of the land issue in April; the general 

elections in June; the appointment of a new government in June/July and the 

mounting widespread land demonstrations by veterans of the liberation struggle and 

other land hungry communities throughout this period, gave hardly much of an 

opportunity to the authorities to plan in the necessary detail the requisite strategic 

perspective on Programme Implementation [my emphasis] (Utete Report, 2003:30).  
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As a result structures to control the process of redistributing land were set up 

retrospectively, in most cases in an expedient manner that reacted rather than led the 

process in an administrative fire brigade fashion. Again, the Utete report is valuable 

here when it stated that “new institutions at central Government, provincial and 

district levels were hurriedly set up to spearhead implementation of the programme in 

collaboration with relevant ministries…” (Ibid). 

To further underscore the absence of proper planning, the Zimbabwe Farmers Union 

pointed out that there were no structures to support the newly resettled farmers, which 

resulted in some beneficiaries of land returning to their communal home areas (IRIN 

Africa:2001). Another illustration of this inadequate planning is highlighted by the 

fact that no prior survey of the farms had been done, which resulted in people moving 

onto unfertile farms. This caused them to move to other farms, which not only created 

further confusion but caused more violence especially on unoccupied farms where 

they met resistance by the commercial farmers. Where there were other farmers 

already settled questions began to be asked about one’s political affiliation, which 

more often than not resulted in the beating and expulsion of those that could not prove 

their membership of ZANU-PF beyond doubt. This also resulted in multiple farm/plot 

holders, which heightened competition for land amongst the villagers from Shurugwi.  

The resettlement of about 136 548 (Utete Report: 24) in the Midlands province was a 

massive undertaking, which no doubt produced a lot of emotions between the 

invading farmers and the white farmers and/ or their workers. It also resulted in a lot 

of forced movements on to and off the farms, which all added to the possible increase 

in incidences of clashes. Of note is that in most cases the occupations occurred in 

secluded locations, which meant that at times violence went on unrecognised and 

unrecorded. This then contests the assertion by the Utete Report which described the 

FTLRP in the Midlands as peaceful, as it was allegedly carried out with the 

consultation with previous owners (Utete Report, 2003: 70). Of more significance, 

however, is that the Utete Report goes on to describe situations of un procedural 

allocations of farms by war veterans in Shurugwi, Gweru and Mvuma (Ibid). In 

addition to the lack of planning alluded earlier, there were also some fortuitous 

occupations of some farms in Shurugwi where some were reportedly occupied very 

close to the time of harvest, which made struggles between the invaders and the 

farmers inevitable (Interviews, January-July 2010). The occupation of Edwards’s 

farm in 2000 by a key war veteran (X) in Shurugwi is a classic example. Informants 
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told me that the farm was “invaded” by the team under (X a war veteran) at the 

beginning of March 2002. This was at a time when the maize crop was nearing full 

maturity. As such (X) stood to gain from having to simply harvest and sell a maize 

crop. The above partly explains the numerous run-ins between the team of war 

veteran X and the farm owner and his farm workers (Daily News, 1 April 2002). 

Again it may be pointed out that while the FTLRP might not have produced much 

violence after its adoption in July 2000, the process before it that of “spontaneous” 

farm invasions was characterised by violence (Zimbabwe Human Rights NGO 

Forum, January 2001). People in Shurugwi also relayed information about teams that 

were put together and led by war veterans that carried knives, axes and hunting rifles 

for “protection” against the farmers. Moreover, a key war veteran Gunpowder, who 

was associated with most farm occupation violence in Shurugwi, was a leading figure 

in the District Land Distribution Committee (DLC) in Shurugwi (The Daily News, 16 

June 2000).  

Other human rights reports state that Gunpowder operated alongside another war 

veteran, “General Nduku”, in terrorising the commercial farming community of the 

district (Zimbabwe Human Rights NGO Forum, July 2001). My own fieldwork has 

revealed, however, that there were other wars veterans, other than these two who were 

also key in perpetrating violence on the farms. It is also reported that the white 

farmers in Shurugwi suffered various forms of violence at the hands of ZANU-PF 

supporters led by Gunpowder (Daily News, 16 June 2000).  Among other things, it is 

alleged that farmers were ordered to use their tractors and cars to ferry ZANU-PF 

supporters to rallies and were ordered to repair and provide fuel for Gunpowder’s car 

(Ibid). In addition to the white farmers, farm workers also bore the brunt of the 

violence. The Daily News reported further that thirty-three land occupiers led by 

Gunpowder had appeared before the Magistrates Court in Gweru on charges of 

assaulting farm workers at the Edwards farm close to Boterekwa in Shurugwi,  

destroying property worth Zimbabwe $274 000,00 in the process (The Daily News, 1 

April, 2002).  

Nationally, there were also serious allegations of violence on the farms. The Human 

Rights Watch cited in the UNHCR report for March 2002, for example stated that 

several cases of intimidation, assault, and murder on farms had been recorded 

nationwide. Citing the National Employment Council for the Agricultural Industry, it 

reported that some 3000 farm workers had been displaced, some twenty-six killed, 
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1600 assaulted, and eleven raped, by March 2002 (Zimbabwe Human Rights Watch, 

2002). The same report also stated that farms were also turned into bases for 

launching attacks on MDC supporters in the communal areas and adjacent farms. 

Teams that went into occupy the farms were also organised along “military 

structures”, with war veterans situated as base commanders, and their home on the 

farms referred to as “command bases”. Besides, the commonest method to take farms 

was around “tactics of terror, force and intimidation” (Ibid). 

Violence also occurred on these resettled farms as local Shurugwi residents fought 

people from other districts. They regarded these people as “foreigners”, because they 

originated from outside the district. Mostly these people came from the neighbouring 

Zvishavane, a district which did not have many farms to begin with, but one that also 

had a congested population. In addition, some parts of Zvishavane are indeed very 

close to some of the farms that were occupied in Shurugwi (Interviews, January-July 

2010).  

As a result of the violence that accompanied the farm takeovers, there were few 

females who accessed farms. The Utete commission (2003:25) reported that at the 

Midlands province and national levels only 18 percent of the beneficiaries were 

women under the A1 model. It further asserts that under the A2 scheme, a paltry five 

(5) percent of the beneficiaries were women (Ibid). While the statistics do not per se 

refer to Shurugwi, it is reasonable to estimate that the statistics for Shurugwi could 

not have been much different. This was because those that were allocated farms in 

most cases had taken part in the invasion of those farms. This process favoured 

mostly males, who could withstand the oft-violent confrontations with the farm 

owners and their workers. However, this has to be taken together with the traditional 

patriarchal tendencies common in the patterns of ownership of land in the district, 

where the land belongs to the men: present, working in towns or deceased. Thus, 

women simply work the land for the good of the family headed by the males, who 

(males) also own the land by customary rights.  

INDICATORS OF “SUCCESS” 

This section considers some indicators of the successful accumulation of 

wealth by the newly resettled farmers under the A1 small-holder scheme. For the 

purposes of this paper, in addition to obtaining high crop yields, the acquisition of 

agricultural implements and assets including scotch carts, wheel barrows, ploughs, 

cultivators, and crucially, cattle constitute success. More than enabling households to 
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make better use of their farms/land, the acquisition of these accentuates 

differentiations among the resettled farmers. As highlighted earlier, this “success” will 

be contested in terms of the attendant processes of accumulation, whether it is 

accumulated from below or from above.  

Accumulation of cattle 

In the district, the ownership of cattle is taken as the preeminent indicator of 

success. Most of the cattle that I saw during the field visits for the research were the 

Mashona type, although there were a few farmers with pure breed Brahman and 

mixed Mashona –Brahman breeds.  Cattle which are useful for draft power, especially 

ploughing and transportation, for the majority, a traditional source of pride and 

prestige, a traditional store of family wealth, a measure of wealth, a form of security, 

a primary bride price component, and a source of exchange in various socio-economic 

transactions for many Shona-speaking people (Steele, 1981: 30& 32) will be taken to 

signify progress and/ or success. Moreover, cattle produce manure for the fertilisation 

of the farmers’ fields (Ibid). More cattle also mean more milk, which improves the 

family nutrition (Cousins, et al: 1992: 14; Maphosa, 2010: 350). I was also informed 

that there were some farmers who sold milk, both fresh and sour, from their cows to 

their neighbours in the process generating extra revenue for their families.  

Through the process of kuronzera (herding out cattle), the ownership of cattle is also 

important as a basis of social differentiation and stratification in which those with the 

cattle acquire more prestige and those to whom the cattle are loaned out become their 

patrons (Steele, 1981: 30).Crucially, ownership brings further advantages in that they 

are “not constrained by the need to borrow or hire draught power and are in a position 

to plough on time” (Ibid: 14). Furthermore from Shurugwi, I learnt also that those 

who own cattle use them to pay for labour supplied, either through share cropping or 

through selling them off and using the cash generated to pay for the labour services. 

Regarding the latter way, I also heard of cases where herd boys were given a cow 

each after herding cattle for a year. 

Acquisition of farming equipment 

Besides cattle, I also learnt that the ownership of key farming equipment such 

as ploughs, ox-drawn harrows, planting machines and cultivators was highly valued in 

Shurugwi. Those who owned them were highly regarded. The utmost important tool 

was the plough. To many resettled farmers, the plough is indispensable equipment. It 

is central in post-hoe agricultural production among the Zimbabwean peasant farmers 
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(Steele, 1981: 38) because of its multi-purpose uses. Besides tilling the ground, it can 

also be used to make ridges where sweet potatoes are grown, to make furrows where 

seeds are sown, and, it can also be used as a cultivating instrument. Scoones, et 

al(1992: 14) further point out that the possession of ploughs also liberates the farmers 

from the need to borrow, and if they have cattle they can also plough on time.  

Scotch carts are also highly valued and are considered crucial by the farmers. Besides 

being used for the transportation of manure, inputs on the farm, harvest from the field 

to the market, and the local transportation of family members, they are also used to 

generate extra income for the family when they are hired out (Scoones, et al: 1992:14; 

Steele, 1981: 39).Scotch carts are also used as a “versatile form” of local 

transportation in many rural areas, used frequently to fetch water, firewood, and at 

times as “ambulances and hearses” (Maphosa, 2010: 350) 

Acquisition of luxurious items 

There is a noticeable improvement in the lifestyles of many land beneficiaries. This is 

viewed in terms of the acquisition of prestigious items. These are mostly non-

agricultural implements such as motor vehicles, bicycles, radios, televisions and cell 

phones. These constitute non-agricultural implements. Their value lies mostly as 

status symbols. Among the most commonly visible gadgets are cell phones, which 

many people use and move around with. Some of the cell phones are quite advanced 

and have radio, internet and television services. For many, especially the young ones 

the ownership of a cell phone with these features is desirable as they tend to compete 

with their urban peers. They also use them not only to make calls, but for other 

services such as “Whatsapp” and “Face book”, which are internet-based instant 

messaging facilities and platforms for social connection that operate only on phones 

with advanced features. However for the majority of the youths the desire for a cell 

phone that can take a memory card and can be loaded with music superseded all 

needs. In the homes, it was common to see family members listening to different radio 

stations. For many homes that I visited in Shurugwi the most popular station was 

Radio Zimbabwe, which broadcast most of its programmes in vernacular. 

For many, the ownership of colour televisions was a key mark of success because its 

ownership necessitated the purchase of other gadgets such as petrol/diesel-powered 

generators. By March 2013, almost one out of ten households in the A1 areas owned 

generators and satellite dishes. Furthermore, about ten percent of the households had 

satellite dishes on their homes (The Sunday Mail, 04-10 March 2012). In interviews, 
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the ownership of satellite dishes was highly considered. Most of the satellite dishes 

broadcast foreign television channels, especially from South Africa and Botswana. 

However, I discovered that many of the households that had these satellite dishes 

belonged to rural-based civil servants who were also A1 farmers. For some, I was 

informed that they had family members who were engaged in other activities such as 
gold panning, cross border trading, had tuck shops or larger bottle stores and grocery shops. 

Further regarding affluent commodities, there were a few A1 farmers who had 

purchased private cars which they were mostly using as commuter taxis and used 

them to carry their fellow farmers, their families and government workers mostly to 

and from the neighbouring towns of Gweru and Shurugwi. Out of these, I was alerted 

to an even more success story. This related to a man who grew this illegal taxi 

business and was able to buy a larger 30-seater commuter bus that he used to ply the 

Gweru-Zhaugwe road.  

Erection of better homes 

The other indicator of success that I will consider is the erection of modern physical 

infrastructure on homesteads, where houses are built using asbestos or zinc sheets. 

Having lived among the resettled communities of Mavhumashava self-contained A1 

scheme I am almost always astounded by the mushrooming up of modern houses 

among this community and in the Valdal A1 communal villagers. In many cases, 

these are accompanied with the purchase of televisions, radios and satellite dishes, 

already discussed above. The acquisition of these gadgets seems to have spurred the 

need to own generators to power them. For some, accompanying the modern housing 

units were improved water supplies. Almost all the households with better water 

supplies had sunk in protected wells on their premises. This service is crucial as most 

of the post-2000 A1 resettlement areas lack in infrastructural development such as 

road connection, schools and water supplies. As such, the sinking of wells not only 

serves the concerned household but most village households or several households if 

it is in the self-contained farming community. 

Petty-businesses 

In some instances there is the establishment of small-scale businesses. Besides 

marking a huge step in the successes by these individuals, these small business 

ventures also aid in the accumulation of wealth from below. Most of the businesses 

that have been established by the A1 farmers from Shurugwiincludebeer-selling bottle 

stores, grocery shops, tuck shops, small stalls, and fishing cooperatives. Fishing 
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cooperative ventures were primarily located at the two major dams of Gwenoro and 

Mapongobwe. More than simply enhancing the social standing and economic growth 

of the owners, such small businesses also generated some employment as well as 

enhanced the capacity of the owners to produce from the land as some of the profits 

are ploughed into the land. They too add to the cash generating capacities of the new 

farmers. They may also aid in the farm diversification (Scoones, et al, 1992: 15), 

which we will discuss later below.  

For the petty-bourgeoisie of Shurugwi, I learnt that they engaged in the transference 

of resources between their businesses and farming activities, and vice versa. During 

the interviews for this research the symbiosis between the farming and off-farm 

activities easily came out. I discovered that most of these small business owners easily 

rotated their finances, concentrating them where they were most needed. In the 

ploughing season, they would, for example, utilise proceeds of shop sales for the 

purchase of farming inputs. In the agricultural off-season, which was also the 

agricultural marketing season, they used proceeds of the maize sales to boost their 

retail businesses. This is the period when most other farmers also have more 

disposable cash from the sale of their crops with which they buy the groceries and 

from those with the small businesses. At other times still, they could sale their cattle 

to aid in the purchase of farming inputs or to boost their businesses. Crucially, the 

failure of one translated to the failure of the other as they were too intertwined, and 

the risks were not separable.  

Small-scale irrigation schemes 

I also witnessed the erection of small-scale irrigation schemes by some farmers. I 

came across three farmers, two who were drawing water from the Runde River and 

one from a well that he had dug on his plot. All three had two-horse power 

submersible water pumps that could draw water enough to water up to two hectares of 

land adequately. Upon visiting Mr Moyo of village 8 of Zhaugwein April 2013 I 

witnessed him selling to his peers a healthy potato crop. Some of his clients came 

from as far as Mavhumashava plots to the north-east. 

Farm diversification 

Going round the A1 schemes I also came across attempts at the diversification 

of activities on these new farms. It is pertinent to note that this was both a result and a 

cause of increased agricultural production among some of the A1 farm beneficiaries. 

The most common way was the establishment of chicken projects on most 
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households. Many of such involved the keeping of chickens for meat, the broilers. 

However, of late there was a wave to establish piggeries. I witnessed this trend in the 

self-contained A1 Mavhumashava area. In this small area, there were three emerging 

piggery projects in 2013. In a discussion with one of the farmers who had introduced 

piggery on his plot, he alerted me of the supposed profitability of the project. 

Although he had only six pigs, five sows and a boar, he expected to have over a 

hundred by the end of 2014.To him, piggery represented a medium-term high value 

scheme that could transform his economic status. Having been impressed by a local 

large-scale farmer, Rego, from whom he bought some of his pigs, he hoped to harvest 

a lot of financial rewards in a few years. 

PETTY-COMMODITY ACCUMULATION VERSUS OTHER SOURCES OF 

WEALTH 

In this section I address the question to what degree were the successes driven by 

petty accumulation based on petty commodity production from the small farms given 

under the FTLRP. Petty production happens due to the use of household, often unpaid 

and exploitative, labour (Cousins, et al, 1992: 10). 

According to Scoones, et al (2010:9), one of the key influences in the differentiation 

which ensued among the resettled farmers was the influence of whether one had off 

farm back-up/fall-back sources of capital, either a business or a job in town or not, as 

well as other recognisable and influential sources of money or capital goods with 

which to use on the land. To Cousins et al (1992: 7), these off farm earnings affect the 

distribution of the means of farm commodity production, including the acquisition of 

cattle, and other implements on the farms. Consequently, it also impacts on the total 

production, that is, determines whether the size of land under cultivation or the 

number of domestic cattle increase or not. To this extent, they discuss the fact that 

skilled wage earners and those that received remittances tended to be the wealthier in 

the communal areas (Ibid: 7). For Shurugwi A1 success, this is particularly important 

because in an era of crunch liquidity, formal employment also affords such members 

the opportunity to access loans to finance the development of their farming 

enterprises. The larger impact is that besides the acquisition of farm production 

technologies, they could also afford to employ extra paid labour often from amongst 

their localities, which creates inequalities as the households from which the labour is 

drawn suffer from reduced productivity due to scattering their labour as some 

members sell their labour to other farmers (Ibid: 7-8). 
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So what does this mean for Shurugwi and for this discussion? The ability to earn extra 

sources of capital has meant that some have been able to acquire resources for use in 

the farm production. Consequently, they have also produced more grain and have 

more cattle, can employ more hands permanently or intermittently for agricultural 

purposes. As Cousins, et al, (Ibid: 10) posit, the ability to produce a surplus also 

impacts the ability to generate exchange value, which will set the tone for the 

household goods, either for farming or luxury. This ability also affects the ability for 

the growth of the production levels and for further reproduction (Ibid: 10). On the 

whole, differential inputs and technologies generate differential efficacies on land 

access and utilisation, helping to engender socio-economic variations among these 

communities. 

WAR VETERANS VERSUS “COMMON” NEW FARMERS  

Most war veterans in the A1 resettlement schemes of Shurugwi have tractors, which 

they obtained through ZEXCOM an investment company of the ZNWVA in which 

the war veteran shareholders contributed Z$ 10 000-00 to buy either tractors or 

grinding mills at concessionary rates from a Chinese Company (Saruchera, 2001:45). 

Besides helping to prepare their land, some war veterans used these tractors to till the 

land of other neighbouring farmers. Symbolically, these tractors separate those who 

owned them from those who did not possess them or those who used cattle for 

draught power. At other times I was informed the tractors were used as a form of 

transport used to ferry community members between villages or to Shurugwi town. 

Tractors were also used to ferry grain products to the Grain Marketing Board at 

Tongogara Growth Point or Shurugwi town. It is easy in Shurugwi district to identify 

these people as the locals linked such possessions with their owners. For example, I 

was at Mapongogwe town ship in April 2013 and I asked who owned the tractor that 

had driven past. A small boy of about twelve who was nearby answered 

“ItractoryavaDube/Its Mr Dube’s tractor” .What I gathered was that the boy stayed 

some five kilometres from the war veteran Dube who owned the tractor, but he still 

knew who owned it. 

Importantly, tractors make land preparation faster hence theoretically they set those 

war veterans who possess them at a distinct advantage over the other farmers who rely 

on cattle for draught power and especially those who do not own cattle. In such cases, 

they are theoretically expected to have early crops and better yields. However, the 

evidence from the research reveals that these war veterans did not have irrigation 
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equipment. This means that they start ploughing and planting at the instance of 

rainfall, which is the same time as their resettled colleagues. Moreover, most of the 

tractors had broken down which means that most war veterans do not derive 

advantages in using them. Interviewees also did not make reference to the fact that 

these war veterans produced more crops than non-war veterans. It was also apparent 

that in terms of the ownership of cattle and other animals there were also not much 

differences in the numbers under the farmers’ possession.  

In addition to the tractors, many war veterans also benefitted from privileged access to 

political patronage goods such as scotch carts and ploughs they received around 2008 

as part of the Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe (RBZ) scheme to roll out agricultural 

equipment to communal and resettled farmers. Because the war veterans were 

simultaneously the political leaders of these resettled areas, they managed to get most 

of these implements. These further pushed them above in terms of accumulated 

property. If they have tractors, scotch carts and ploughs, it therefore means that they 

stand head and shoulders above the other resettled farmers, hence help to sharpen the 

differentiation among them and the other new farmers. 

Since war veterans were at the fore front of the land invasions and led in the 

parcelling out of the land into plots and/or allocated individuals to the land, they were 

able in most cases to access the best lands on the farms. To this extent, they got plots 

of land which had been cleared and which were ready for ploughing. This contrasted 

with many who had to first clear the land before cultivation. Some war veterans also 

got farm houses, which meant that they used less start-up capital to establish 

themselves than their neighbours who had to expend large sums of money on land 

clearing and on setting up new homes. Thus, war veterans had an advantaged start. 

However, these advantages seem to have been only temporary and were wiped away 

by the rampant inflation, poor marketing prices and shortages of both crops and other 

inputs during the infamous crisis between 2000 and 2008. 
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CONCLUSION 

Broadly, the paper has attempted to argue that the story of the land invasions 

does not end with the violence and chaos that characterised the early years of the 

jambanja. Rather, it has argued that a more holistic picture should incorporate the 

advances that have befallen the resettled farmers. These include, among others, 

accumulations that are evident regarding the acquisition of cattle, household property 

and agricultural commodities, as well as the construction of modern houses under 

either asbestos or zinc sheets. The paper has also attempted to dispel the significance 

of the disaster-in-the making analogy in characterising the farm takeovers during the 

Third Chimurenga. In this regard, it has argued that resettled farmers have 

experienced somewhat phenomenal growth and dynamism as they have matured on 

the land. This has enabled most of the A1 farm beneficiaries in Shurugwi to transform 

the false start under the FTLRP into relative success epitomised by visible, productive 

and non-productive accumulations mostly through accumulations form below.  
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