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Abstract

Most resettlement programmes have the stated objectives of poverty reduction mainly targeting the poor communities especially the landless and regional development targeting those with own resources to invest in agricultural activities. The Voluntary Resettlement Programme in Zambia has differentiation embedded in its process as people are not only allocated different plot sizes but accommodates different category of settlers with diverse access to resources and assets. In order to have a better understanding of the precariousness of livelihood construction in the resettlement process in Zambia, this research explores the impact of differentiated land allocation on different category of settler farmers in terms of survival, consolidation and accumulation at farm household level. To achieve this, both the Sustainable Livelihood and Agrarian Structure frameworks were utilized to provide a deeper analysis of the specific research questions on access to resources, diversification, organization of labour, emergence of relationships of labour, tenancy and the role of different actors in the resettlement process.
The findings show that a new agrarian structure has emerged characterised by differentiated relations between settlers within the scheme and other actors outside the scheme. The resource rich farmers are not only dominating the resource poor in terms of providing labour opportunities but also concentrating land to themselves thereby altering the initial land control structure. But despite most poor settlers being disadvantaged, they depend on labour as their valuable asset and some supportive social networks which act as caution against vulnerability and livelihood constraints.
Relevance to Development Studies

Resettlement programmes regardless of their objectives, poverty reduction or promotion of regional economic development, endeavour to empower people, especially the poor and landless with access to land to engage in economic activities such as agriculture in order to improve their livelihoods. However, people access resources differently and use diverse ways to construct pathways out of poverty, thus posing a development concern which requires developmental experts to have deeper understanding of the precariousness of rural survival and well being.
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1.1 Introduction

This study focuses on the impact of differentiated land allocation under voluntary land resettlement in Zambia. This chapter begins with the main objective, driving question and supporting specific questions used to extract information while the methodology detailing the step by step process is also provided and lastly circumstances that provided limitations to the study are highlighted. 

Land resettlement is a programme that many governments in developing countries have been implementing though with mixed results. Land resettlement as a policy action or intervention strategy differs from one case to another depending on the objectives of the programme. Most resettlement programmes have the stated objectives of poverty reduction mainly targeting the poor communities especially the landless and regional development targeting those with own resources to invest in agricultural activities. It is quite difficult to define resettlement without referring to the other related terms that describe population movement such as migration and transmigration. In most literature, these terms are used interchangeably while settlement is used to emphasise the movement of people to new land areas. Different countries emphasise different terms for instance, transmigration implying government sponsored programmes in Indonesia, colonisation referring to occupation of uncultivated land in Latin America, but the bottom line is that all these terms describe the settlement of people on land (Oberai 1988: 19).
Resettlement, regardless of the nature, whether planned, involuntary or voluntary, involves the displacement of people from their place of origin to a new unoccupied place or colony (Cernea and Guggenheim 1993: 1). Much has been written about the consequences of involuntary resettlement which involves forceful displacement or dispossession of people for the purpose of developmental projects. The focus of this research however, is on planned voluntary resettlement, where an agency or institution (mostly governments) secures land and recruits people to settle on this land and engage in farming activities. Most planned voluntary resettlement programmes aim to achieve either both or one of the two fundamental objectives: poverty reduction and promotion of regional economic growth through agricultural activities (Zhibin 2003: 2).

1.2 Problem Statement

As a livelihood strategy, resettlement has undergone metamorphosis under three successive Zambian governments, albeit with discouraging results (Roth 1995: 193). The first and second governments tried to create a homogenous community of settlers by providing them with same size of land, agricultural inputs, infrastructure and social services and many other incentives all in the effort of retaining settlers in these settlements. The programme mainly targeted the retrenched workers and the unemployed youths who were expected to be engage in agriculture as a livelihood activity. However, the programme failed to achieve these goals as most of the incentives were not availed to the beneficiaries thus most of them failed to sustain themselves and ended up either selling the farms and or deserted the settlements and went back to the streets. 
The third republic government modified the programme to not only do away with incentives but also created differentiated new settler communities, accommodating different categories of settlers owning between 5 to 50 hectares of land in the same settlement. This type of settlement is unique as it differs from most settlement schemes in other countries (four hectares per colonist family in Malaysia, 3.5 hectares per transmigrant family in Indonesia and 4.2 hectares per family in Philippines) which aim to create a homogenous group of settlers (Oberai 1988: 19). The new resettlement programme targets the following categories of settlers:-
· Unemployed adults and youths

· Retired and retrenched

· Public workers within four years of retirement and workers on contract

This type of agrarian structure encourages the co-existence of large and small farmers, rich and poor farmers that brings in issues of social and economic differentiation and power relations. One assumption of resource rich and resource poor people co-existing in the same scheme is that the relations will be skewed towards one group with the former dominating over the latter. The resource poor facing limited livelihood opportunities tend to offer labour, to the resource rich but the latter exploit it to their own advantage. Another assumption is that in such class structured societies, there is high possibility of land concentration as the resource poor who fail to develop their land are likely to sell to large farmers (Ellis 1993: 47).

1.3 Relevance and Justification

Thus by its new form, the land resettlement process in Zambia has differentiation embedded in it as it allows different people with different capabilities and opportunities to live together and share limited assets/resources. Since some people are still in employment and thus cannot relocate to resettlement schemes, this research tried to establish who is managing their farms, do they engage tenants or employ managers to oversee their farms? These and many more questions made the basis for a research to analyze the new agrarian structures and classes of settlers such as tenants, managers and sharecroppers that have developed due to social and economic differentiation, ‘preys and predators’ and other new dynamics of resettlement (Ellis, 1991:7). It also focused on how different farms have developed since the beginning of the programme (from 1992 to date) in terms of survival, consolidation and accumulation and also other livelihood issues such as non-farm activities, diversification as alternative mechanisms to livelihood construction for individual households were analyzed.

The research hopefully adds value to the already existing information in terms of providing different trajectories of settlers under the resettlement programme. The literature available only looks at outputs such as how many people have been settled, goods and services provided and productivity of the schemes. This research however had gone further to explore the livelihoods of settlers from access to resources to how they achieve outcomes in a differentiated process. The voices of the settler farmers have been used to show their expectations and experiences about the programme which have some policy implications. 

1.4 Research Objective

General Objective

To explore the impact of differentiated land allocation on different categories of settler farmers in terms of survival, consolidation and accumulation at the farm household level.

Main Research Question

How are different settlers accessing different types of livelihood resources and what are the trends in terms of depletion and accumulation, and by whom? What type of relationships has emerged from this process of differentiation between different settlers and other actors (both within and outside the scheme)? 
Sub-Questions

· What kinds of agriculture activities are the different households in this structure practicing and how has this changed over time?

· What kinds of other livelihood activities have emerged in relation to success or failure of the farm activity?

· Based on the process of differentiation, what patterns of land structure/control has emerged in terms of gain/loss, farm expansion and contraction and consolidation?
· Do settlers have equal access to services and other livelihood assets/capitals provided by different organisations and institutions?
· What kind of agrarian structure has emerged and what relationships exist between settlers within and other actors outside the resettlement environment?

1.5 Research Methodology

The study identified one rural resettlement scheme, Miengwe, as the main research area. The scheme was selected because apart from being one of the oldest resettlement schemes, most of the settlers have permanent residence in the scheme. Since the aim of the research was to explore the impact of resettlement on different beneficiaries based on their perceptions and experiences, it demanded their availability. The other reason for choosing a rural scheme was to explore how the different categories of settlers including locals who have been recruited in the programme were managing to construct their livelihoods in a rural set-up. Despite not being representative of the differentiated land allocation in terms of having all the three categories of farm sizes, the scheme has the different category of settlers that were crucial for this study. 
Other schemes though having big plots could not be selected because most of them are still vacant as farmers have not permanently moved to the scheme and some are absent landlords not willing to settle due to distance, remoteness and lack of infrastructure and services. According to the Provincial Land Resettlement Officer (PLRO)
, ‘most settlers only visit their farms once and they get discouraged due to remoteness of the places, lack of services and infrastructure and some are not just ready to settle at the time of acquiring the farms’. Further, a snap shot comparison with one peri-urban scheme (Kakolo) was undertaken in order to put the first one into perspective by exploring whether the urban based schemes by virtue of them being near cities have an advantage of attracting certain services and infrastructure compared to those in rural areas. The second scheme however is not given a detailed analysis as the first one, but major factors such as types of settlers, livelihood outcomes (income and food production), alternative livelihoods, infrastructure and services are highlighted.  
The research was based on qualitative case study using both field (primary) and desk study (secondary) as sources of information. Data was collected from the Office of the Provincial Land Resettlement in Ndola and the techniques used in collecting data included in-depth interviews, observations and analysis of documentation as main source of evidence.  The research used in-depth interviews with 39
 respondents broken down as 34 settlers from the selected resettlement scheme and five key informants from the Provincial office and field staff. Key informants included the Provincial Land Resettlement Officer, Provincial Agricultural Coordinator (PACO), Community Development Assistant (Ministry of Community Development and Social services) and Assistant Extension Officer (Ministry of Agriculture). Further, out of the 34 settlers, 24 were owners of the farms; eight were managing the farms on behalf of their relatives while two were caretakers/managers respectively. 
The respondents from among settlers were not randomly selected but based on their availability at the time of conducting research. Throughout the data collection period, observation technique was utilized in order to capture valuable information that could not be captured by interviews and to also physically see the assets owned by farmers and other infrastructure provided in the scheme. In addition, the paper presents five case studies (trajectories) on experiences, constraints and aspirations of different farmers in terms of how their lives have evolved from the time they settled to date. 

Secondary sources of information included books, journals, draft Land Resettlement Policy, reports from the department, newspaper articles from online sources, desktop review of literature and other research projects on the same topic. 

1.6 Limitations of Study

The major limitations were lack of proper records and statistical data on a number of issues such as actual number and category of settlers at Miengwe Scheme, records on current land ownership and control, number of plots reposed by the department on yearly basis and figures on crop production and sales which could have provided empirical evidence. However, since the study was using qualitative methods of data collection, the depth of the information collected from respondents despite the number being small was very rich and reliable as it represented their perceptions on the subject matter.  Lastly, access to certain information from government offices was not possible due to non availability of officers, lack of such information and or sensitive nature of the information.

1.7 Organisation of paper

Chapter two provides two frameworks; Sustainable Livelihoods and Agrarian Structure to be used in the analysis of the study and also highlights some issues in literature that have contributed to the failure of most resettlement programmes in the past. Chapter three gives a background to the resettlement programme in Zambia in terms of the different forms and political ideologies framing the programme. The main focus of the study is in Chapters four and five, with the former providing an analytical profile of the study area (Miengwe) while the latter, apart from giving contrasting trajectories of five settlers, explores some outcome factors in this differentiated process and how they impact on different settlers as they utilise diverse means to earn their livelihoods. Lastly, some conclusions are drawn based on the emerging agrarian structure and some policy implications are also highlighted. 
1.8 Conceptual and Theoretical Framework 
This chapter discusses two theoretical approaches, Sustainable Livelihood Approach and Agrarian Structure and attempts to use the two to explore and provide deeper understanding into how settlers construct their livelihoods in a differentiated environment. Further, issues in the literature regarding factors that contribute to success and failure of voluntary land resettlement intervention and how they influence livelihood outcomes are highlighted as part of the background and will be used as reference.

1.9 Sustainable Livelihood Framework

This research attempts to use the Sustainable Livelihood (SLF) Framework in trying to explore the impact of the voluntary resettlement programme. This approach is helpful in mapping and comparing the situation of variety of units ranging from individual households to groups and communities and further asks pertinent questions regarding livelihood resources, institutional processes and livelihood strategies which are necessary in enabling or constraining the achievement of sustainable livelihoods for different groups of people (Scoones 1998: 7). Literature offers a variety of definitions for livelihood such as ‘the means of gaining a living’ (Chambers and Conway 1992: 5), others see it as a ‘recognition of complexity, diversity and historical specificity, particularly in rural life’ (O'laughlin 2004: 385), but the one commonly accepted refers to livelihood as ‘comprising the capabilities, assets (including both material and social resources) and activities for a means of living’ (Scoones 2009: 179). This definition has a number of elements that are basic to the framework and these also have different meanings and interpretation to different authors. These include assets or resources, capabilities, strategies and outcomes. The framework maps out how livelihoods are achieved through access to a range of livelihood resources ‘capitals’ (Natural, physical, financial, human and social) whose combination translates in pursuit of different livelihood strategies (agricultural intensification/extensification, livelihood diversification and migration) to result in livelihood outcomes. 

Though the number of capitals is contested and not exhaustive, five have been accepted and are said to compose the following: Natural capital (land, water, mineral resources), Physical capital (shelter, water supply, energy, transport, production equipment, communication), Financial capital (household income, savings, access to credit), Human capital ( health, education, skills and knowledge) and Social capital (household composition, networks, organised groups, access to institutions, information and markets). The framework further acknowledges the complexity and diversity in livelihood construction especially of the poor and thus emphasises flexibility in combination and tradeoffs between different capitals depending on how people are endowed and this result in different livelihood pathways and or strategies (Zoomers 1999: 34). It also enriches the understanding of the multiplicity and diversity character of most people’s livelihoods, as they strive to survive in the ever changing social, political and economical environments (Ellis 2003: 1)
1.10 Agrarian Structure Framework

Others scholars however contend that mere documenting of the complexity and diversity in the livelihood of the poor does not assist in identifying the relations of inequality and differentiation that underlie access to resources, goods and services in local communities (O'laughlin 2004: 389). This brings in the issue of access which does not only affect the use and acquisition of capitals but is also associated with the beneficial exploitation of livelihood opportunities. These livelihood opportunities are not equally available to people due to social relations which controls access to certain resources (Zoomers 1999: 46). Thus, critics of this approach such as O’laughlin and Zoomers have identified power relations (class), as a missing link in the discourse of livelihoods. Livelihood activities according them are not neutral as contended by those for the approach but a process engendered with inclusion and exclusion. Thus, despite having full knowledge of the weaknesses of this approach, this research endeavours to utilise the framework in the resettlement process because it subscribes to a multidimensional approach of looking into many important elements involved in poverty reduction and livelihood improvement (Ellis, 2000:40). In order to overcome these weaknesses, the Livelihood approach will be linked to the broader analytical framework of Agrarian Structure which will address structural issues of access and power relations involved in livelihood process. 

Agrarian structure framework is a complex set of relations and arrangements that governs the relationships among people, resources and power in rural societies and it is comprised of various classes roughly classified as privileged and non-privileged (Paudyal 2008: 8). When analyzed from a differentiation point of view, it denotes a ‘dynamic pattern or process involving the emergence or sharpening of differences within the rural populations’ (White 1989: 19). These differences take many forms ranging from the control over means of production to extraction and or use of agrarian surplus. Further, the Agrarian Structure analysis points us to the emerging differences and relationships among actors and groups both within and outside the scheme. For example, the emerging relationships of labour arrangements, land rentals or tenancy, debt etc and the role of different  actors either individual households, group or institutions in claiming part of the surplus provided by direct producers through wages, rent and or food exchange. 
Linkages to Study

Both the Livelihoods Approach and Agrarian Structure framework ably provide the better understanding of the livelihood process as they tend to give explanations on how livelihood resources including land and other capitals are differently accessed by people in a contested power relations context.  In this study, Sustainable Livelihoods Approach helps point to the research questions relating to different livelihood activities undertaken by settlers, access to resources bearing in mind that different people, especially the poor, draw diverse forms of assets or resources in the process of earning their livelihoods (Zoomers 1999: 34) and diversification as one of the livelihood strategies to achieve outcomes. Agrarian Structure on the other hand, provides an analysis on how labour as a human capital/asset is organised, emerging relationships involving labour, tenancy, land concentration, debt and the role played by different actors both within and outside the scheme in claiming part of the surplus in an environment characterised by power relations. Suffice however to mention that there will be an interplay between the two frameworks in addressing the research questions
1.11 Issues on Voluntary Land Resettlement 

Many governments in developing countries have continued to implement voluntary resettlement despite not meeting the intended objectives (Zhibin 2003: 11). Resettlement is used as an effective poverty reduction strategy expected to bring about improvement in the economic well being of settlers such as increased income. Many studies have recognised the strong relationship between productivity and income with high productivity leading to high income and the opposite is also true (Oberai 1988: 18), (Magande 1975: 15). Further, literature also shows that there is improvement in the lives of most settlers through increase in income and food productivity, but the issue still remains as to who actually benefits from such intervention, the poor or the better off (Zhibin 2003: 2). For instance, over half of the population of the country lives in rural areas where incomes are consistently lower than those in urban areas and this is due to the fact that productivity by farmers is very low (Zambia Government 2004).  In most resettlement cases however, the major beneficiaries are the better-off instead of the poor and vulnerable households. The reasons being that since voluntary resettlement involves moving from place of origin to a new place, the better-off are in a better position financially to undertake such ventures as such movements are self financed. Apart from financing their movement, the better-off are able to afford buying agricultural inputs and engage in farming much earlier than poor households who mostly depend on government for credit facilities and grants to get established. 

Lack of clarity in policy objectives in resettlement process has potential to render the programme ineffective in terms of poverty reduction. In East and Central Africa, settlement schemes have been started for different and sometimes unclear reasons. Robert Chambers gives a long catalogue of settlement schemes, ranging from soil conservation types to the political and ideological ones (Chambers 1969: 137). Most resettlement programmes aim to reduce poverty and stimulate regional economic development. The first approach tends to target the poor households as the major beneficiaries (social justice) while the latter focuses on economic development and prefers the better-off to be part of the settlers. The argument for including the well-to-do is that they are capable of supplementing efforts in financing the resettlement activities since most of the time government funds are not sufficient (Cernea 1991: 170) and others state that it is important that settlers must have their own capital and should include a sizeable family to provide labour (Lewis 1954: 7). Thus, there should be proper consideration on how to make the two extremes co-exist because in most instances the economic development motive tends to overshadow social justice and on the other hand where settlers have had access to government organized services, they tend to become less self-sufficient and always look upon government for any services. 

Another problem inherent in the nature of resettlement as a poverty reduction strategy is the reductionist tendencies when looking at factors or indicators used for measuring the impact of the programme. Just as poverty line approach is taken as a standard measure of poverty, the economic factors are also emphasised as representing success of the programme. Economic indicators such as: increase in settler’s income; increase in grain production; increase in irrigated and arable land; and increase in input and output ratio for the production are all taken in simplicity as the major indicators of success. However, this is no different from the single dimensional approach of looking at poverty criticised by some scholars, who emphasise the multidimensional capability deprivation approach (Sen 1999: 87). Economic factors alone do not give a complete picture about the well being of the settlers as other issues such as access to crucial assets, the accessibility of education and health services, social and cultural networks and relations among the settlers and between the settlers and the new environments all have an effect on the well being of the people being resettled. For instance, Munshifwa in his study of the Kambilombilo scheme on the Copperbelt argues that though there was recorded increase in food production in terms of number of bags of maize sold, it was difficult to attribute the increase to the programme as even communities near the scheme sold their surplus produce to FRA (Munshifwa 2007: 15).
Land resettlement by its own nature is a time bound process involving long period of investing and waiting before the results can start showing. Usually the results become apparent at least after five years after being resettled and this time becomes too long for poor people who are in a hurry to come out of poverty (Oberai 1988: 5). This long wait has consequences such as settlers abandoning the schemes while some decide to venture into off-farm activities as a way of supplementing farm earnings. Off-farm activities include Income Generating Activities (IGA) and other incomes earned by household members through working as hired labour on other people’s farms (Saith 1992: 13). For the off-farm opportunities to be available to the settlers lagging behind, it means there should be some better –offs among them who can provide such jobs. 
In cases where off-farm activities are not easily accessed, the affected farmers are forced to get credit from merchants who charge high interest rates, which when not honoured in time may result in borrowers losing their farms to the debtors. This confirms the fact that land resettlement by nature is not homogenous in terms of having one social class, but heterogeneous characterised by social and economic differentiations among farmers. This type of differentiation is not an exception for resettlement communities but common in most villages and communities and sometimes referred to as ‘predators and prey relation’ (Ellis 1993: 7). This usually happens when households of different social and economic status exploit each other in their day to day activities. However, this type of relation is not inherently negative especially in the early years because it enables most poor households to settle down through engaging in IGA and off-farm activities to generate some income for sustenance before the investment in resettlement starts bearing fruits.

Another problem of land resettlement is the different ways in which different beneficiaries respond to the push-and-pull stimuli. This is very common with programmes that target both the poor and the better-off in one scheme. For instance, when a resettlement programme targets the unemployed youths and the retired or about to retire adults, there is high possibility that the two groups have different motivations for enlisting for resettlement (Zhibin 2003: 218). The factors pushing the unemployed youths are to use the endowment (land) to realise entitlement (income) in order to improve well being while retirees or those in employment mostly look for better opportunities to invest their entitlements (retirement package) in land as security which they can use as collateral to acquire loans from banks. Thus, having different categories of beneficiaries promotes social and economic differentiation. This problem is very common with programmes characterised by top-down planning where no assessment is undertaken to identify different needs faced by different groups of people and what solutions or services to provide.

Most resettlement just like many pro-poor programmes usually fail to achieve their objectives of reducing poverty among the poor mainly due to ‘inadequate funds’ to meet the huge cost involved in running the programme (Nelson 2003: 83). The immediate question to ask is why engage in a programme when the funds are not enough in the first place? Kalapula for instance in his study on the Youth based resettlement programme under the Rural Reconstruction centres asserts that with the absence of adequate finances, proper re-education process and strong ideological bent, the programme designed for school leavers cannot succeed without immediate tangible personal economic gains(Kalapula 1984: 45). However it should be borne in mind that most resettlement programmes are designed to meet certain political benchmarks and not poverty reduction. In order to answer the question posed, there is need to question the ideology and policy frameworks of most of the resettlement programmes if they have any.  

Chapter 2 Background of Resettlement programme in Zambia

This chapter provides a brief profile of resettlement programme in Zambia from First and Second republics (with socialist orientation) to the Third republic (espousing Neoliberalism) by highlighting how it has been transformed over time and ideology. The study however recognizes that the resettlement programme started way before independence, however, for the sake of this paper, that period will fall under the first republic as the latter inherited most of the practices from the former. 

2.1 Resettlement in the First and Second Republic

Land administration in Zambia is vested in the President though its distribution takes many forms such customary land allocation by traditional leaders, state land allocation through either market-led land allocation (under the ministry of Lands) and or Land resettlement schemes being administered by the Department of Resettlement under the Office of the Vice-President (Sichone 2008: 5). The Zambian land resettlement programme has undergone different forms under successive governments mainly due to the different ideologies espoused by each government. The Second republic under UNIP
 (between 1975 and 1990) devised resettlement as a mechanism to lure people from the urban areas to the rural areas under a slogan commonly known as ‘go back to the land’, which encouraged people to develop the countryside. The government then devised land resettlement schemes as a social safety net to cushion the effects of economic hardships due to fall in copper prices at world market in 1975 that resulted in job cuts and redundancies. Thus, the programme was implemented as Rural Reconstruction Youth resettlement centres through the Zambia National Service, a compulsory military training for all youths which included skills training in agriculture and other life skills. These centres were based in rural areas and youths were encouraged to move to rural areas to be self-reliant and contribute to the production of food for national consumption. In some instances, government used force to clear the streets of youths by rounding them up and taking them to these centres (Munshifwa 2007: 15). 

Under this government, incentives were used to incite the youths and the unemployed to move to the rural areas to be self employed through engaging in productive agriculture. These included:-
· 10 hectares of “free” land for each settler

· Issuance of free corn-meal and relish allowance

· Grants for land clearing, purchase of  agricultural inputs and implements

· Construction of access roads to individual plots within the resettlement schemes

· Assisting persons settling outside the scheme, e.g. in their village of origin

· Transporting new settlers to their places or resettlement in the schemes.
In October, 1988, the government established the Department of Resettlement under the Office of the Vice-President for the specific task of resettling the unemployed and retired persons on state land to engage in agriculture. The department was among other things expected to provide the above mentioned services to the beneficiaries. Despite the publicity and the many incentives government promised to the settlers, the programme failed to pull and retain the urban dwellers (youths) into agricultural production because the government did not fulfil its promises of providing inputs and other services. Nkhata attributes this shortcoming to poor policies, administrative and marketing deficiencies, bad screening of applicants and inadequacies or delays in the provision of services including credit facilities (Nkhata 1987: 35). Majority of youths either sold their farms or abandoned them and went back to the urban areas in search of employment.
2.2 Resettlement in the Third Republic

In 1992, the third Republican regime with its market oriented economy modified the programme by removing almost all the incentives except plots of 10 hectares across the board irrespective of one’s resources and capacity. However, provision of water, access roads, health, education and other basic infrastructure continued to be a responsibility of the government through the department. The regime further introduced a number of changes to the resettlement programme which included establishing committees in all the nine provinces to be responsible for the selection of settlers and allocation of plots. The mode of allocating plots changed from the standard 10 hectares across the board to range between 5 to 50 hectares taking into account different endowment among people. Thus, under the new system, 50% of the resettlement land was set aside for plots between 5 to 10 hectares (mostly for persons with little resources to develop the land), 35% for plots between 11 and 20 hectares (for people who have some resources to provide their own wells and construct own roads from main access roads to individual farms) and lastly, 15% is reserved for plots ranging from 21 to 50 hectares (people who have resources to provide own bore-holes, construct own roads to individual farms and fence their property). Further, the eligibility criteria was widened by extending it to workers on contract, classified daily employees, public servants and persons with disabilities (Zambia Government 1995: 9).

There are sixty-five Land Resettlement schemes in Zambia which have been created since the Department of Lands was established in 1988. The research focuses on Copperbelt Province which currently is accommodating eleven resettlement schemes representing 16% of the total number of resettlements in the country, and making it one of the provinces with the highest number of schemes. 

Table 3.1 Resettlement Scheme on the Copperbelt: Indicating Location and Land Allocation Status

	Name of Scheme
	Province
	District
	location
	Status

	
	
	
	
	Plots
	Filled
	Vacant

	Milyashi
	Copperbelt
	Chililabombwe
	Urban
	35
	35
	0

	Mutenda
	Copperbelt
	Chingola
	 Urban
	198
	188
	 10

	Musakashi
	Copperbelt
	Kalulushi
	Urban 
	50
	50
	0

	Kakolo
	Copperbelt
	Kitwe
	Urban 
	110
	110
	0

	Chifulube
	Copperbelt
	Luanshya
	Urban 
	128
	118
	10

	Luswishi
	Copperbelt
	Lufwanyama
	Urban 
	75
	72
	3

	Miengwe
	Copperbelt
	Masaiti
	Rural
	400
	400
	0

	Mutundu
	Copperbelt
	Mufulira
	Urban 
	31
	31
	0

	Lukanga 
	Copperbelt
	Mpongwe
	Rural
	805
	600
	205

	Kambilombilo
	Copperbelt
	Lufwanyama
	Rural
	1100
	-
	-

	Kafubu
	Copperbelt
	Ndola
	Urban
	66
	66
	0


Source: Department of Land Resettlement Report (2007)

*NOTE: The terms urban and rural are used to make a distinction between those near urban areas (peri-urban) and those based in more remote or rural areas.

2.3 Current Resettlement Policy and objectives

The current Land Resettlement programme despite undergoing some modifications has maintained all the objectives espoused by the first government whose goal is to improve the living standards of the retrenched workers and the unemployed people in Zambia through engaging in agriculture activities. Settlers therefore are expected to be self-sufficient in food and generate some income from sale of surplus. The objectives include:-

· Creating opportunities for self-employment on land for the unemployed Zambians by making it easy for them to acquire land;

· Create new focal points for rural investment and development by providing Social and Economic infrastructure thereby stimulating economic activity in the rural areas of Zambia;

· To bring more than 500 000 hectares of the idle arable land under cultivation throughout the country by the year 2005, in order to increase household and national food security; and 

· Improve the utilisation of social/economic infrastructure and access to social services by creating viable settlements as opposed to unplanned scattered settlements(Zambia Government 2001: 3).
2.4 Organisation and structure of the current programme

The current land resettlement is seen as an inter-sectoral and inter-ministerial activity requiring the services of all institutions both government and non-governmental that have a stake in it. However, for administration and coordination purposes, the programme falls under the Office of the Vice-President and is headed by a Director at national level. The subsequent levels in the structure including that of Provincial land Resettlement Officer who chairs the committee at provincial level are shown in table 3.2 below. Suffice to mention that the essence of creating committees from provincial level downwards was to maintain transparency in the land allocation process since land is a very sensitive matter and especially that under resettlement it is given free(Zambia Government 1995: 1). 
The Provincial Land Resettlement Committee is composed of the following members in addition to the PLRO
: - Provincial Agricultural Coordinator, Provincial Lands Officer, Provincial Water Engineer, Provincial Community Development Officer, Town Clerk/Council secretary (of  the district where scheme is situated). A Scheme Manager is an employee of the department of Lands Resettlement stationed at every main scheme and is charged with the responsibility of planning and coordinating the activities taking place there. Thus he conveys information from the provincial office to the Farmers Coordinating Committee
 (FCC) and also submits reports to provincial offices on issues raised by the FCC. The FCC is formed by settlers themselves to promote interests of the people living in the scheme and to act as a communication link between the department and the settlers. The Farmers Sub-committees are structures that further divide the FCC into zones to help meet the interests of settlers in particular area.

Table 3.2

Institutional Organization Hierarchy of the Resettlement Scheme Programme


















Source: Author’s illustration based on interview with PLRO

The two arrows on the left indicate chain of command from Director to the scheme manger and reporting system from the latter to the former. The committees on the right side of the diagram are mainly for consultation and coordination and do not fall under the administrative structure of the department.

Chapter 3 : General Analysis of Miengwe Resettlement Scheme

The chapter provides a descriptive analysis of the research site, Miengwe Resettlement scheme, by highlighting some of the factors that are cardinal in the implementation of resettlement programme. These include farm size, selection of settlers, farming patterns infrastructure and service provision. In addition, the chapter makes a snap shot comparison with another scheme (Kakolo) which is located near an urban area with a view to establish whether there could be marked differences in provision of goods and services to schemes based on location and whether this has an effect on livelihood construction. 

3.1 Location 

Miengwe Resettlement scheme which was established in 1972 under the Ministry of Agriculture is one of the oldest settlements in Zambia. It was later handed over to the Department of Resettlement in 1990 for administrative purposes though the ministry continues to have a presence in terms of provision of extension services. The scheme is located in Masaiti district, though in terms of distance, it’s closer to Ndola, the provincial capital which is about sixty kilometres. The ten kilometre stretch of dust road between the scheme and the tarred road is motorable and accessible throughout the year but settlers experience transport problems due to limited number of vehicles using the road. The scheme is surrounded by traditional land under the charge of the chief and most households in these communities own land under customary law and are obliged to make contributions in form of food to the chief, something which does not apply to settlers within the scheme. Also in the neighbourhood to the scheme is a large commercial farm, which provides employment opportunities to most of people in the resettlement scheme and nearby communities. 

The scheme falls under Region 3
 which has very good agronomical conditions, receiving between 1000mm to 1500mm and has good fertile soils though they are susceptible to high leaching and become acidic when there is excess rain (Zambia Government 2004: 1). There are no natural streams servicing the scheme hence most settlers mainly engage in rain fed farming while a few of those with resources dig own wells and boreholes to engage in vegetable gardening.

3.2 Farm Size 

There are two principles that should be used in determining the farm size; farms must be large enough to provide settlers with a standard of living higher than what they had in their areas of origin and farms must not be larger than the settler can cultivate (Oberai 1988: 28). For Miengwe scheme, the farm sizes range from 3 to 22 hectares (according to FCC records). The size when compared to the current policy varies mainly due to different policies by different institutions that used to run resettlement schemes. For instance, the initial allocation of plots was 5 to 10 hectares between 1973 and 1988
. After 1992 with the change of government ushering in new policies on liberalisation of the economy, even the allocation of farm plots was expected to be flexible and vary from 5 to 50 hectares. However, the 2003
 records indicate that the majority of settlers still owned 6 hectares of land, representing 77% of the total number of farm plots. This however does not fit into the breakdown provided in the policy of 50%, 35% and 15% for farm plots of 5, 20 and 50 hectares respectively. 

Table 4.1 showing total number and size of plots in 2003

	 Size of plot
	Number of settlers
	percentage

	3
	3
	1

	4
	2
	0.5

	5
	47
	11.75

	6
	307
	76.75

	7
	10
	2.5

	8
	6
	1.5

	9
	4
	1

	10
	6
	1.5

	11
	4
	1

	12
	2
	0.5

	13
	1
	0.25

	14
	1
	0.25

	15
	4
	1

	16
	2
	0.5

	22
	1
	0.25

	Total
	400
	100


Source: Miengwe FCC records (2003)

This lack of current statistics creates an impression that pattern of land distribution is very static and has not changed since initial allocation. The findings of this research however show that the control over land distribution has changed mainly because of the ‘illegal’
 transactions among settlers such as informal selling of land which is not documented officially. For instance, the 2003 records indicate that there are two plots for 12 hectares but the study identified four settlers with 12 hectares each from the small sample of 34. When asked how they acquired the land, they revealed that it was sold to them by fellow settlers who failed to settle for various reasons and opted to leave and settle elsewhere. This practice has resulted in land being concentrated in hands of the resource rich farmers who easily buy the land at amounts as low as K1, 500,000 (equivalent to US$ 150). Hence, most of the new settlers have increased their hectarage to 10 after buying from some initial settlers. 
This structural problem however, has resulted in the department not having effective control on distribution of land as illegal/informal transactions of selling plots, renting out and encroachment are quite obvious with full knowledge and sometimes facilitation from the FCC. One major reason for this is that, the department has no personnel based on the scheme to monitor land allocation process. For instance, the scheme has had no Scheme Manager under the third round of resettlement process despite the provision being there in the structure. The department has however been solely dependent on advice from FCC on issues affecting settlers including abandoned plots. But, according to a number of settlers who preferred anonymity (for fear of being victimised); the FCC is involved in illegal selling and demarcation of land even in sizes that are not approved by government. This situation has made it even difficult for the Provincial office to have updated records on the current land distribution. It was however difficult even for this research to access latest statistical information from both PLRO and FCC, though only records for 2003 were sourced from the latter.
Apart from the individual plots, the scheme used to have some land reserved for communal grazing area for those rearing cattle but these were later demarcated to people since they were idle for some time without being used for the intended purpose. Some new settlers now have livestock and are having problems on where to graze their animals. In addition, the scheme also has two dams near the grazing area meant to provide water for animals to drink but since the plots were demarcated, they are now being used for vegetable gardening by a few settlers with access to the water front.

3.3 Category of beneficiaries

Settlement is a difficult process in which the settlers must adapt to new environments and at the same time create productive enterprises. Failure is common and dropout rates can be high if people that do not meet the objectives of the programme are recruited. Many studies show that better settler selection can reduce later dropout, even though it cannot eliminate it (Kinsey and Binswanger 1993: 18). Other scholars however stress the importance of having clear objectives on the purpose of the programme which will guide on who should be eligible to be recruited. According to the 2003 records at the provincial office and the information gathered from the chairman (FCC) at Miengwe resettlement scheme, the initial pattern of land ownership had five categories of settlers in the scheme namely retirees, those still working, unemployed youths and adults, disabled and the local residents as illustrated in Table 4.2. 
Table 4.2 showing number and category of settler farmers

	Category
	Number of settlers
	Percentage

	Retirees
	250
	62.5

	About to retire
	70
	17.5

	Unemployed
	35
	8.75

	Disabled
	15
	3.75

	Local residents
	30
	7.5


Source: estimation by chairman for FCC (2003)

Due to the fact that majority of settlers including retirees were not issued with titles to their land, the records show that they still own the land despite the fact that quite a number of them handed over farms to their children or relatives, who are now second generation owners but still under the category of retirees. For instance, out of the 24 settlers interviewed who are owners of farms, 11 of them have years below the retirement age of 55 but owning land under the tag of retirees (see Appendix i).  The explanation is that the parents are too old to do farming or have died and their children have taken over the property while maintain the initial status of retiree as the property is not yet titled
. This example and the information gathered from the FCC point to the fact that the retirees are no longer the majority in control of settler farms, but their children and those still in employment.  

3.4 Farming patterns

Maize is the most important crop grown both as a staple food and cash crop. Other crops grown in the scheme include cassava, millet, sorghum, groundnuts, soya beans and sweet potatoes. For those settlers near the water front, vegetable growing is also practiced. Initially, government used to provide a lot of incentives to settlers as a way of attracting them to farming and boosting production to feed the growing urban populations. The incentive package for the initial settlers included:  sufficient cleared land for the first year of the farming system proposed, tractor services for ploughing, credit, supply of inputs for the first year of settlement, and marketing services (Roth 1995: 195). With the change of government and policy in the early 1990s, most farmers have been left in an awkward and vulnerable position as they had become so dependent on government that they have now resorted to using hand tools for cultivating their fields and cannot afford to buy inputs. This has resulted in many farmers failing to cultivate all their land and some have even gone to an extent of renting-out part of their land to fellow settlers. 
However, there is a group of farmers that has emerged with time most of whom are those still in employment and are yet to retire. According to the Provincial Agricultural Coordinator (PACO), these are ‘weekend farmers’
, who only go to their farms over the weekend and do all what is required to be done within the two days. Upon further investigation however, it was discovered that most of them have engaged caretakers to manage their farms, either relatives or just employed people from within the settlement or nearby communities. These farmers are strictly practicing monoculture and the major crop grown is maize which is treated as a cash crop. Initially, most of these farmers obtained five hectares of land but with time, they have extended their farms through buying-off neighbouring or nearby farms and or renting land from fellow settlers. In terms of farm implements used, these farmers hire farm machinery and equipment such as tractors to plough their fields and since they have the capital, are able to hire labour to cultivate their fields. Most of the caretakers interviewed confirmed that the owners of the farms frequently visit the farms especially over the weekends, provide all the necessary inputs which they buy at market price and not the subsidized. This fits into the vision of government, making resettlements viable commercial entities that can supply food to the growing demand on the Copperbelt and the border town of Democratic Republic of Congo which also depends on food supplies from Zambia (interview with PACO). 
On the other hand, the programme does not have a farming system component designed to guide farmers on what type of crops ought to be grown by settlers and this also implies that government does not interfere with what agricultural activities farmers choose to undertake and is also not mandated to purchase produce from them (Sendoi 2000: 16). Both the Provincial Agricultural Coordinator (PACO) and the Provincial Land Resettlement Officer (PLRO) maintained that their influence as government ends when they award the plot to a farmer, what the farmer does with the land, what farming technique to be utilized, what crop to be grown, all depends on the farmers themselves. At this stage, the government only comes in to offer technical advice in terms of appropriate farming methods, recommended crop and variety of seeds, application methods for fertilizer, but they cannot coerce the farmer to adopt these methods and there is no penalty for those who disregard advice. 

Another distinct feature worth noting about the farming patterns in Miengwe Resettlement scheme is the seasonality of farming activities. Majority of farmers’ practice rain-fed farming between the months of October and March and this is the busiest period in the scheme.  Farming activities include land (field) clearing before the on-set of the rains, planting, weeding and harvesting. During this period, there is high demand for labour and the wages also go up in order to attract people since they have an alternative of working on their own farms unlike in lean period when most farmers have nothing much to do. According to the information gathered, the majority of men resort to wage labour as it generates quick money (income) while the women and children are the ones who do all the work on individual household farms. This division of labour affects most production capacity for most households as men concentrate so much on wage labour at the expense of their own food production and this degenerates into perpetual hunger and poverty in such households. Further information revealed that most men who engage in such labour arrangements tend not to use the income for household requirements but indulge in beer drinking at the time when they need to cultivate their fields. 

3.5 Infrastructure and Support Services

Infrastructure

Most resettlement schemes are located far away from the urban areas and therefore do not benefit from the public services offered in these towns. In order for resettlement schemes to attract and be able to retain settlers, there is need to provide basic infrastructure and support services. Some scholars have developed a shopping list of economic, social and cultural amenities that are crucial for the success of any resettlement programme (Takes 1975: 15). These include water supply, access roads, transport means, agricultural materials and equipment, inputs such as seeds and fertilizer, pesticides, credit facilities, marketing systems, schools, health facilities, electricity, public halls for meetings, churches, burial grounds and sports facilities. The Zambia Land Resettlement Policy also recognizes the fact that mere allocation of farm land to people without provision of infrastructure and services makes the schemes less attractive and unproductive, therefore, it is imperative to make provision of certain basic infrastructure in rural areas in general and resettlement schemes (Zambia Government 2001: 7). 
Infrastructure planned for every scheme in Zambia includes the following: feeder roads, water supply, health facilities, education facilities, marketing sheds, shops, police post, post office, community hall, transport, staff houses and administrative offices. In order to instil a sense of ownership and to encourage settler participation in the affairs of the scheme, the provision of these infrastructures was designed to be done in collaboration and with full participation of settlers through provision of labour and other local skills. Table 4.3 summarises the current state of infrastructure and social services at Miengwe scheme.

Table 4.3 Showing Infrastructure and Social Services at Miengwe Resettlement Scheme

	Type of Infrastructure
	Qty planned
	Qty provided
	Comments

	Access roads
	10
	6
	4 Km being worked on

	Water wells
	
	15
	10 functional

	Bore-holes
	
	10
	2 functional

	Dams
	2
	2
	

	Schools
	1
	1
	Basic school

	Health centres
	1
	1
	

	Offices
	1
	1
	

	Staff houses
	Not stated
	12
	Provided by other institutions

	Market/storage sheds
	1
	1
	Storage shed

	Post office
	1
	0
	

	Police post 
	1
	1
	

	Shops
	Not stated
	0
	

	Community hall
	1
	0
	

	Transport
	
	0
	No public transport


Source: Miengwe FCC records (2009)

In terms of water supply, the statistics captured in table 4.3 indicate only wells and boreholes that were provided by government and other organisations but not those privately owned. Research findings however show that there are quite a number of wells and boreholes that have been dug up by individual settlers using their own resources. According to the livelihood approach, access to basic assets (natural resources) such as land and water are crucial to the livelihood process as lack or inadequate supply of these result in farmers adopting other livelihood strategies such as migration. According to the chairman for Miengwe FCC, some of the settlers who leave the scheme site lack of water as the major reason thus leaving behind only those with resources to sink own boreholes. 

Agricultural Extension services

The role of government or any agent entrusted with implementing voluntary resettlement programmes is not expected to end with allocation of farms but facilitate provision of extension and other social services. Agricultural extension services are crucial for the success of resettlements whose objective is promoting agricultural activities among the settlers. Other services such as health centres, schools, provision of infrastructure such as access roads and water supply help in making the scheme more attractive and viable community (Oberai 1988: 2). In order to equip the farmers with the right knowledge and skills, the two field officers stationed at the scheme do conduct meetings where they demonstrate proper farming techniques. Despite these training programmes, the officers complained of slow pace in adopting improved farming techniques by settlers mainly due to traditional influence and lack of capital to access improved inputs and implements.

Suffice to mention that apart from the extension services provided by the Ministry of Agriculture and the Fertilizer Support Programme (FSP)
 under the same ministry; there are no other external agencies outside government line ministries that provide services in the resettlement scheme. A snap shot look at the scheme located near urban area makes this distinction clear as it reveals that differentiation applies even at the level of provision of services as some places may be favoured than others.

3.6 Comparative Analysis – Kakolo Resettlement Scheme

The scheme is located on the outskirts of Kitwe about 15km using the main road while the route through the pontoon is less than 10km. It used to be administered under the Zambia National Service (ZNS)
 as a Rural Reconstruction Centre before being handed over to the department of Resettlement in 1992. At the time of the visit, the public pontoon was not operational forcing settlers to hire private boats to ferry them across the river.

The scheme has a total number of 112 farms and two more plots earmarked for service centres such as school, clinic, police post, market, churches and show ground. In terms of size, the plots range from 3.5 to 12 hectares and it is also serviced by three streams which provide enough water for consumption and agriculture. The scheme still has one initial settler from the Rural Reconstruction era while the rest either left the farms to second generation settlers or sold them off in preference of settling in the nearby forest to continue with charcoal burning activities. The composition of settlers therefore is a mixture of second generation farmers who have inherited farms from their parents, retirees who have settled permanently and those still in employment with no physical residency in the scheme but engaged caretakers or managers to manage their farms. Five plots at the time of research were still undeveloped by the so called ‘absent landlords’, who have failed to develop the farms despite acquiring them more than four years ago.

Agriculture and Extension Services

The farming methods being practiced are not different from other resettlement schemes in the province though other organizations apart from Ministry of Agriculture have a presence in the scheme. These include: OXFAM, Sustainable Agriculture Programme (SAP) and Heifer International. The services provided by these institutions include provision of materials for constructing some of the classroom blocks with the settlers providing labour at the only school within the scheme (OXFAM), provision of seeds for maize, soya beans, cowpeas, sunflower and vegetable seeds and trainings in new agricultural skills (SAP and OXFAM). Heifer international on the other hand is involved in empowering the settlers with a pass on project in which they give two heifers per household (households are encouraged to form clubs made up of 30 people) and once they start producing, the first calves (2 heifers) are passed on to other members of the club. At the time of the visit, 46 cows had been given out to first beneficiaries and the cows are meant to provide milk and drought power to the settlers. Further, Heifer international trains the farmers in how to cultivate using ploughs and for demonstration purposes, one plough was donated to the scheme while each club and later each household is expected to purchase their own.

The major farming activities are growing crops such as maize, ground nuts, sunflower, soya beans, sweet potatoes and rice while bee keeping, poultry keeping and livestock rearing (cattle and goats) are also practiced within the farms. Production and yield depend mostly on availability of inputs and labour and with the introduction of draught power; the yield for most farmers has improved, according to the Chairman for Farmers Coordinating Committee. However, figures for the seasons before the introduction of draught power were not available to substantiate the claim of improvement in yield. Table 4.4 shows production figures for the 2008/2009 farming season:

Table 4.4

Food production for 2008/2009 season

	No.
	CROP
	YIELD

	1
	Maize
	8856 x 50kg

	2
	Soya beans
	1245 x 50kg

	3
	Ground nuts
	701 x 50kg

	4
	Sunflower
	594 x 50kg


Source: Kakolo FCC (2009)

Infrastructure and Social Services

In terms of infrastructure, the scheme has a main access road about 15km which feeds into the tarmac road leading to the city. The road is not well maintained and is major factor contributing to poor marketing of produce by settlers. Since the scheme is not serviced by public transport, the farmers are forced to sell their output at very low prices to businessmen from town who claim that the transport costs are too high. In a study conducted by DFID on the effects of transport on rural development (Davis 2000: 1), they found out that transport constraints such as poor road condition, poor public transport provision and exorbitant tariffs are factors forcing farmers to sell or barter produce at a much reduced price to traders. Other studies also show that poor roads translates to higher costs and lower farm gate prices (Kinsey and Binswanger 1993: 22). Most settlers confirmed that they engage in barter system with items like second hand clothes, salt, plates and other household necessities, things that can be obtained cheaply at the market. ‘We know that these items are cheap at the markets in town, but we are forced to engage in this type of transaction because of high transport cost to go into town. So I think it’s much economical to trade in this manner’, according to one interviewee, Kakolo.
Though only five wells were sunk to service 112 farms, water is still not a major problem as almost every household has access to water either through sinking of own well or drawing from stream. The scheme has one basic school which was constructed in two phases: phase one comprising three classrooms was constructed by the settlers themselves with OXFAM providing the necessary materials. The second phase with five classroom blocks and installation of solar power was done by government. The scheme is not yet connected to the national grid, thus lack of electricity is one of the problems facing the settlers. The scheme has no health post and settlers have to bear the long distances to access health services from clinics in the city or at Mwekera Forestry College, about 10 km from the scheme. 
Despite having no official statistics to substantiate this claim, the findings based on interviews from Miengwe scheme  indicate that a new pattern of land ownership and control has emerged which is quite different from the initial pattern. In the pattern that has emerged, second generation settlers have taken over control of land ownership from their parents though they still maintain the status of retiree. Further, there are indications of land concentration by the resource rich settlers who buy-off land from resource poor as the latter fail to establish themselves. 
The sustainable livelihood approach recognizes the role institutions and organizations whether formal or informal play in transforming livelihood strategies into outcomes (Scoones 1998: 12). Institutions have the power to enhance the realization of outcomes as observed in the second scheme in which the intervention by a number of organizations in the provision of livelihood resources has had effect in terms of increase in production. On the other hand, institutions can block people from emerging out of poverty (Ellis F et al. 2003: 1496), for instance, the eligibility requirements imposed by institutions like FSP potentially bars some people especially the poor from accessing resources. This also confirms the fact that there is differentiation in terms of provision of services and support to schemes by institutions as they tend to favour those situated near urban to those in rural areas. 

Chapter 4 Livelihoods, Emerging Agrarian Structure and Settler Trajectories

Livelihoods are structured by relations of class, caste, gender, ethnicity, religion and cultural identity and understanding of these relations requires asking the basic questions: who owns what, who does what, who gets what and what do they do with it? Social relations inevitably govern the distribution of property (including land), patterns of work and divisions of labour, the distribution of income and the dynamics of consumption and accumulation (Bernstein and Johnson 1991: 12). This chapter therefore attempts to answer these crucial questions, analyses some of the livelihood outcomes in order to explain the social relations that have emerged in this differentiated land allocation programme. Further, trajectories of five different settlers who do not only have different backgrounds and resource endowments but seem to have taken different pathways in constructing their livelihoods are highlighted. The essence of illustrating these cases is to show the diverse nature of the settlers in the schemes who are expected to live together as one community. 

4.1 Income

According to the initial settlers interviewed, they have experienced a drop in income compared to the time they first settled. This is because in the early years, they were provided with the necessary incentives which allowed them to increase their productivity. Incentives such as provision of inputs and training, and the guarantee of favourable prices for produce all contribute to improved productivity (Oberai 1988: 18). With the removal of subsidies and the liberalisation of the agro-industry, farmers were left in a dilemma of not affording to buy inputs at market price and coupled with low farm gate prices. However, due to the heterogeneity of the settlers, the situation is not the same for everyone as some of the retirees who used to have a salary have also seen their income go down since they depended totally on wages. With farming as their major source of livelihood, the income has gone down mainly due to uncertainty in marketing and seasonality of the activity. 
For those in employment, they have seen an increase in their income as much of what they produce is meant for consumption and they are able to save from their salaries and invest in other ventures. Most caretakers and managers when asked on the usage of money realised from sale of farm products revealed that it is re-invested in agriculture in terms of buying inputs for the following season and for paying off hired workers.

Income in this context is not being narrowed to proceeds from sales of farm products but includes any source of income generated on or off the farm. With this wider definition of incomes, most families revealed that they have experienced some positive difference in their income as they no longer beg from their neighbours like they used to in their place of origin. Other sources of income common in the scheme include sale of livestock rearing (chickens, guinea fowls, goats, pigs and cattle), gardening and trading.
4.2 Food Production

In most schemes in Zambia, it is difficult to capture production figures for maize as most of the information is not made available to the Food Reserve Agency (FRA), an institution established to purchase food from farmers and store for future use. This is because of the liberalised economy which allows farmers to sell their produce to any willing buyer and also because FRA does not have the capacity to buy all the produce from farmers. 

It was difficult to obtain information on production from official sources such as Ministry of Agriculture and Department of Cooperatives for the above mentioned reasons. But in order to get a clear picture of the expected production per given hectares of land, technical information was provided through an interview with the Provincial Agricultural Coordinator (PACO). 
One hectare of land when properly applied with (1 pack) eight bags of fertilizer, consisting of 4 x 50 kg of 'D' compound for basal dressing and 4 x 50 kg of Urea for top dressing and 1 x 20 kg of maize seed, the minimum yield is expected to be 100 bags (50kg). However, in most cases, the yield per hectare is dependent on a number of factors such as: time of planting; time of fertilizer application with the ideal situation being ‘D’ compound applied at time of sowing the seed for effective utilisation of the nutrients; management practises like weeding; variety of maize seed (PACO, Ndola)
According to information released from the latest Crop Forecast Survey (2008/2009 season), there has been an increase in yield per hectare from previous seasons, from 1.3 tonnes per hectare to 1.8 tonnes per hectare. Despite this increase, experts however say that, this is still below the required tonnage which is supposed to be five to six tonnes per hectare (Zambia 2009).
Information obtained from settlers during interviews however gave a very different picture though it confirms with some of the reasons given for variation in yields. Most settlers revealed that they harvest an average of 10 to 30 bags though the PACO mentioned 25 to 60 bags per hectare which is still very low. ‘I do not have the figures for Miengwe in particular but on average, most farmers get between 25 - 60 bags per hectare which is really low. 100 bags per hectare should actually be the minimum yield everything considered’, (PACO, Ndola). 
The difference in figures is not the issue though it was also felt that settlers were somehow exaggerating as they did not want to give the exact figures with a view of attracting some interventions. According to statistics obtained from the Miengwe cooperative under FRA, production is still very low despite farmers obtaining the right amount of inputs (fertilizer and seeds). For instance, during the 2006/07 farming season, 55 packs (a pack consists of 4 x 50kg D compound, 4x50kg Urea and 1x20kg maize seed) under the Fertilizer Support Programme were given out to 75 beneficiaries (though ideally only 55 beneficiaries are supposed to benefit). Out of the 75 beneficiaries who bought the inputs at a subsidized rate of 75 per cent, only 24 farmers managed to sell back to FRA and only 662 x 50kg were realized (Interview with Vice Chairman for Cooperative). Though this might not be the best method to measure the actual yield as FRA is not the only buyer and some farmers may decide to hold their produce and sell it later or just consume it all. 
However, it gives some indications on low productivity which according to the Agricultural Extension Officer is due to a number of reasons such as farmers sharing a pack, late delivery of inputs resulting in late planting, fertilizer application – most farmers apply fertilizer thinly on a large area with a view of harvesting more (for instance 1 pack of inputs meant for I hectare is applied on three hectares), and too much rainfall causing flooding in fields and soil leaching. The settlers also revealed that in most cases, top dressing fertilizer is distributed earlier than either seeds or basal dressing. One respondent for instance lamented that: 

In the first place, inputs are not enough for all the farmers in the scheme and as if that was not enough, they are distributed very late when the rains have already started. For instance this farming season, they first delivered top dressing fertilizer instead of seeds and basal dressing.
Table 5.1 Maize productions under FSP

	Year
	Total No. of Settlers
	Total No. benefited
	No. of Packs
	No. of Farmers who sold
	No. of bags purchased

	2006/07
	400
	75
	55
	24
	662 x 50kg

	2007/08
	400
	75
	60
	-
	No purchases by FRA

	2008/09
	400
	75
	75
	-
	570x50kg still purchasing


Source: Miengwe Farmers cooperative (2009)

Table 5.1 above indicates that out of the 400 settlers only 75 are selected to benefit from the farm inputs under the FSP
. These subsidised inputs are targeted for the vulnerable but viable small-scale farmers who are supposed to be affiliated to a cooperative. The process however is marred by cases of exclusion of the poor as in the first place they fail to join cooperatives because they have no money to pay for affiliation and second they cannot afford to pay upfront the 25% (K540, 000 equivalents to US$115) contribution.  Apart from the money issue, membership to these cooperatives is characterised by some social relations that tend to bar new entrants. Similarly, not all cooperatives have the same footing as some are more favoured than others because of their influence and relations with the committee members involved in selection process. Thus, this programme provides one particular example of differentiation and the resulting power relations characterising the emerging agrarian structure in which one group made up of those with more resources is advantaged in terms of accessing goods and services. 

4.3 Alternative livelihood/Non-farm activities 

Alternative livelihood or non-farm activities in this case refer to such auxiliary activities as fishing, livestock rearing, poultry and bee-keeping (Saith 1992: 12) but emphasis will be on livestock rearing since fishing industry has not been explored in the scheme despite there being two dams and also due to lack of streams and or other sources of running water which can be dammed. At Miengwe resettlement scheme, where majority of farmers depend on rainwater to do their farming as the only source of livelihood, alternative livelihood or livestock rearing cannot be overemphasised. The National Agricultural Policy for instance, highlights the significant contribution of livestock to the agricultural industry. Livestock sector provides outputs such as meat, milk, eggs, hides, skins, manure and draught power. Livestock generates employment opportunities and income among the rural people and small-scale farmers. Further, through animal draught power and manure, it contributes directly to increased and sustainable crop production, thus contributing to increased agricultural production (Zambia Government 2004: 25).  Others emphasise the financial interactions between crop production and livestock rearing with surpluses in the former leading to investment in latter in good years and subsequent disinvestment in bad years in order to purchase inputs for crop production (Scoones and Wolmer 2001: 16). Livestock sales can then be used to purchase inputs for crop production.
The most common alternative livelihood strategy at Miengwe is rearing livestock mostly goats and chickens. The main reason for keeping goats is because they reproduce fast and are resistant to certain diseases compared to cattle and also they are easy to transport to the market. Most of the farmers interviewed maintained that livestock rearing has not only improved their incomes, but has also made them to be esteemed by fellow settlers who do not have animals. For instance, one old farmer when asked about the importance of keeping animals proudly said; 

I don’t regret keeping goats though they are difficult to manage. The benefits are huge compared to the hassle they cause especially when they stray in other people’s farms. Apart from using sales from goats to purchase inputs for my field, I also depend on goats’ sales to attend to pressing issues such as school requisites for my grandchildren and other household needs. 

Livestock is usually used as coping strategy by most poor farmers to survive when confronted with unanticipated livelihood failure or emergencies such as illnesses, death, hunger and other situations such as school fees for children especially during lean period when most families have exhausted the money and food from the previous harvest (Cameron 2005: 2,Ellis 2000). Thus most farmers sell livestock to generate small funds that meet the daily needs of the household while reserving sales from maize to buy inputs for the following season.
On the other hand, rich farmers who venture into rearing cattle though constrained by limited size of plot and lack of grazing land (as most of the land meant for grazing animals was turned into farming plots), have persevered and seem to enjoy more benefits. One middle-aged farmer for instance revealed that, 

I started with two cows when I was still staying at my parents ‘farm but now am on my own farm and have increased the number to eight. Cultivation has been made easier through the use of draught power and also generates some income from hiring out the same to other settlers within the scheme. My production has gone up as am able to cultivate more land and even managed to buy a hammer mill from maize sales. 
Benefits of rearing cattle include draught power for own cultivation and hiring out to other settlers thus income generation, milk production and use the manure to replenish their fields thereby improving soil fertility and consequently increase crop yield. For cattle keepers, they usually sell their animals to invest in other tangible things such as inputs, farm implements and also as a measure to limit the number of animals on their farm according to the rules stipulated by the department of Resettlement. The rules however do not state the actual number of cattle to be kept but leave it open to the farmer to decide taking into account other farm activities on the farm and the issue of animals straying into neighbours’ fields.

4.4 Off-farm activities

Off-farm activities include income earned by household head or other members of the household as workers and hired labour on farms owned by others and also other income generating activities undertaken by settlers (Saith 1992: 12). Many scholars stress the importance of off-farm activities in the success of a resettlement programme: they are crucial for settlers to sustain their livelihoods and improve their well-being (Zhibin 2003: 10); off-farm work supplements farm earnings and lack of it results in low incomes which forces settlers to abandon the settlements (Oberai 1988: 18); multiple-income source development is usually left out in most settlement planning models but reliance on off-farm income sources should be an asset to planners (Cernea 1991: 146). 

Miengwe resettlement scheme is no exception to this rule and majority of the people interviewed revealed that they do participate in off-farm activities mostly through hiring out their labour to other farmers within and or outside the scheme. Most of the settlers who engage in this activity are those who despite having large number of active household members capable of providing sufficient labour force, fail to cultivate their farms due to lack of other livelihood resources such as financial capital to access inputs. On the other hand, ‘the better-offs’, those with enough resources but usually with very few household members are the ones offering off-farm work. This therefore confirms what many writers on resettlement have stressed concerning the success of the programme that there is need to recruit people with different resource endowments as the ‘better-off’ will supplement government efforts in providing the much needed extra income to those in the poverty brackets (Scudder 1991: 170).
Other income generating activities depend mostly on skills that settlers have like carpentry, blacksmiths, plumbers, bricklayers, tailors, weaving and many other small businesses such as trading in different stuffs that tend to increase income at household level. Some business minded settlers are engaged into full-time trading, buying farm products from the commercial farmer such as bananas, potatoes, tomatoes and citrus fruits and re-selling them at the markets in town.  Another farmer, a former policeman who happens to have skills in carpentry and bricklaying observed that, during his free time he engages in carpentry and bricklaying and happens to generate more money than in farming. Most of the settlers who engage in off-farm activities not only do so to meet their household daily needs but use such income to buy inputs for the next farming season. 

The differentiated land resettlement programme by nature accommodates different category of settlers who include people still in active employment and retirees. For those still in employment, they depend on salaries and wages as their main source of income while some of the retirees to some extent depend on rentals from the houses they own in town. Remittances from relatives, landlords and masters are another source of income that most settlers depend on especially those managing the farms on behalf of their relatives(W.F.P 2005).

4.5 Organisation of Labour 

Many studies on resettlement programmes have identified a strong link between agricultural and economic performance on one hand and the number of family memebers able to work on the other (Kinsey and Binswanger 1993: 19),(Magande 1975: 18). For instance, Magande in his study of Ngwezi Resettlement scheme in Southern province of Zambia found that acreage and labour have a significant relationship with farm incomes as farmers feel they can increase production by increasing acreage planted using abundant family labour. It should be noted however that the family labour does not only apply to own farm but includes labour offered by family memebers outside the farm in form of wage labour and other social labour exchange. Some scholars contend that households develop ways of linking employment in high productivity units of production (such as working at a commercial farm), while continuing production on their land. They further argue that based on this reasoning, some household members migrate for regular wage income at the same time as keeping a base on the farm (Allen and Thomas 2000: 121). 

The average household size at Miengwe resettlement scheme just like any household in Zambia is six composed of at least four adults capable of offering active labour (W.F.P 2005: 12)). Thus, most of the labour is provided by family members and at the same time, households with surplus labour hire out labour to other farms thereby increasing the income for the household. From the agrarian structure point of view and Miengwe scheme to be specific, most of the existing labour relations are between the resource-rich and resource-poor (privileged and non-privileged) with the latter enjoying more control over production resources and the product of labour (surplus) while the former engage in this relationship to generate income for survival. According to the Livelihood Approach, this type of labour relations amount to flexible combination and trade-offs between different capitals and this type of relation does not occur in a neutral environment but arenas of conflicting and cooperating actors (Zoomers 1999: 33). 
Labour relations at Miengwe are organised by actors at two levels; at community/scheme level involving relations within and outside the scheme and at household level. Within the scheme, the resource rich farmers who command financial capital hire in labour from resource poor settlers. Payment is usually upon completion of work and it’s in form of food as most people who hire out labour do so in order to acquire some food for the household. Most respondents talked to who hire in labour, revealed that they do not sell all their maize produce on the market but reserve some for exchanging with labour during farming season. This exchange of food and labour tend to the wealthy who dictate the conditions while the poor succumb due to lack of alternatives. The majority of people involved in this type of labour arrangement are women and children. 

On the other hand, most of the men from poor households are involved in wage labour at the large commercial farm near the scheme. Recruitment is done locally within the catchment area and the nature of work is usually seasonal (temporal), during dry season when there is no much farming activity but suffice to mention that some settler farmers are employed on a full time basis. The mode of payment is mostly money (cash) and paid monthly though sometimes, some people due to hunger at home would be forced to get food from the farm in advance which is deducted from the actual wage at the end of the month. The wage levels range from K250, 000 to K300, 000 (equivalent to US$50 – 60) which though within the contested minimum wage labour for the country is not enough to meet household basic needs. Thus, the resulting agrarian structure is one group composed of resource rich settlers and the commercial farmer wielding power and another made of resource poor yielding to the power. Power relations abound as those with resources dictate the labour contract while the latter facing limited livelihood opportunities, become submissive and use labour as their only important asset to help earn a living. 
Apart from wage labour and the one in exchange for food, some resource poor settlers are involved in communal/festive/reciprocity work. In this social labour exchange, people organise themselves in groups of 5 to 10 households or even more depending on social networks, where members of the households involved, mostly women and children take turns to work from one household to another on a rotational basis. Further, each hosting household is expected to prepare food (mostly simple food such as locally brewed drink) to be consumed by people as they work in the fields. Thus, labour whether wage, casual or reciprocity is one of the major sources of livelihoods especially for resource poor households at Miengwe Scheme. This affirm the observation in the World Development Report 2008 that labour-orinted farming is one of the pathways out of poverty in rural areas and that this type of farming is complimentary and mutually reinforcing with other pathways such as commercially-orinted farming (Akram-Lodhi 2008: 1152).

4.6 Contrasting Trajectories of Settlers: Five Illustrative Cases

The case studies listed below do not represent all the categories of settlers in the scheme but provide an insight of how different settlers undertake different paths of survival, consolidation and accumulation in livelihood construction. Since land is the only common resource that all settlers have, the cases and the outcome variables reveal that differention goes beyond the size of farms but includes other factors such as access to resources/assets, capitals (labour), land concentration and social networks. All the five cases are from Miengwe with each trajectory focussing on different livelihood factors and processes. These are real life experiences but their names have been disguised for ethical reasons.
Case One
This is a case of an unemployed young man in his mid-thirties married with four children and keeping two dependents. Foloko
 hails from the local community in Masaiti District and before acquiring the farm in 2005, he used to stay at his parent’s farm, a six hectares land which was not adequate for the big family. The size of his farm is 4.5 hectares which was given to him under local arrangement, meaning he has not been formally offered the farm by the department of Resettlement but the recommendation has been forwarded through the Farmers Coordinating Committee (FCC) to award him an offer letter. The major farming activities undertaken at the farm include crop production, ranching and gardening. The major crops cultivated include maize, millet and pop corn. In terms of maize production, the highest yield so far has been 216 x 50kg from 4 hectares during the 2007/2008 farming season. 
Assets acquired or lost during settlement period

Before acquiring this farm, he used to own only one cow but after settling on his own farm he has managed to acquire a number of assets which include seven heads of cattle, 16 pigs, five goats and two sheep while the chickens are too numerous to count. In addition to livestock, he managed to buy a hammer mill worth K19 Million (equivalent to 4,103 U$D) from sales of agricultural produce.  The hammer mill has further increased the income for the household and is the main source of funds for purchasing inputs like maize seed and fertilizer. Thus, the diversification to non-farm activity is aimed at re-investing in agricultural production. 

In terms of labour, he has one full time employee, a young man responsible for herding cattle who happens to be a dependant to one of the settlers within the scheme. He uses draught power for cultivation and hires in labour from within the resettlement especially during weeding and harvesting periods. Further extra income is generated through hiring out draught power to fellow settlers to cultivate their fields and transporting goods within the scheme. His farm is situated near the dam for the resettlement scheme, thus he accesses water from the dam for household use, gardening and animals. Vegetable gardening also provides another source of income as he sells them not only within the scheme but at the markets in the city. 
Constraints/Aspiration

The major problem he faces at the moment is the size of the farm which is too small for him to combine the two activities of farming and ranching. But due to inflexibility in the land allocation, his requests for extension of the farm have not been granted. In the interim, he is able to take advantage of part of the idle land on his father’s farm where he does a one year rotation of grazing animals and cultivating maize. His aspiration is to acquire a bigger plot and increase number of livestock as it fetches good prices during lean periods and thus contributes significantly to household income when crop production is off season.
Case Two
This case involves a farmer whose livelihood in the resettlement life has undergone different phases from being very successful to barely struggling to survive. Mr. Jekesi
 is a 74 year-old farmer who owns the biggest farm in the scheme – 22 hectares which he acquired in 1973 while he was still working for the company that was engaged to clear farm plots and construct roads in the resettlement, but finally settled in 1975 after retirement.  He is married with nine children but at the moment he stays with only three and four dependants. 

During the first republic regime, the government endeavoured to attract more people to rural areas and engage in farming and one way of retaining them was to make the resettlement schemes very attractive. Among others, the government subsidized agro-inputs and farm implements and established banks (Lima Bank)
, to provide credit and loans to farmers at very low and sometimes interest free. Many farmers under this arrangement owned a lot of property and that’s how he came to own two tractors, two hammer mills and five vehicles. It therefore goes without questioning as to how he was given such a big land, as he had the capability and resources to develop it. 

The Third republic regime however, following the Neoliberal ideology, liberalized all state institutions including farmers’ banks and removed all subsidies thereby making it difficult for farmers to manage farming business on their own. Most farmers experienced low yields which resulted in low incomes and eventually failure to maintain the machinery which remained as some of it was repossessed by the state upon failure to pay back the loans. He lost almost all his property apart from one tractor which he uses to plough his fields though it also needs mechanical attention. Initially he used to cultivate all the 22 hectares and the harvest was more than a thousand bags of maize but currently, he only manages five hectares with the yield ranging between 40 to 50 bags of maize and 10 to 50 bags of ground nuts. 

In terms of labour, they currently depend on communal or festive labour, where members of the group take turns to work on each other’s farm upon the host providing locally brewed drink. In addition, when funds allow, they engage hired in labour to do the weeding and harvesting of produce. Apart from farming, the other source of income is trading as they run a grocery shop at the roadside which generates some funds for purchasing inputs and hiring labour. Under alternative livelihood, they possess eight pigs, four goats, rabbits and chickens and also rear broilers once in a while.
Access to water

During the good years, they managed to sink their own well which is still in good condition and is the source of water for most of the surrounding households. They also have sole access to water front as their farm is near the dam for the scheme. Despite this advantage, they do not engage in ranching and gardening activities mainly due to lack of resources. 

Constraints

Lack of support from the current government in terms of inputs and farming implements and other farming arrangements such as contract farming where the government used to engage them in growing certain crops and then share some percentage with them is identified as the major factor constraining him from improving on his production. 
For instance, I have the biggest plot in this scheme and expected to be most productive as before, but cannot due to lack of capital and support from government. I also have sole access to the water front but cannot do gardening due to lack of engine to use for irrigation and now I am afraid people have started encroaching on my land and may be the department might decide to reposes some land from me since its been idle for some time.
Case Three
This is a typical case of people using available capitals or livelihood resources to generate incomes. Poverty induces people to intensify way of generating income using available capitals as fully as possible (Zoomers 1999), of all the people, the poor tend to be engaged in complex, multi-activity income generation for survival (Ellis 2000). This is a case of a 63 year-old retiree who obtained the farm in 1989 but finally settled in 1993. He is married with 10 children and seven grandchildren though at the moment there are five active household members. The size of the farm is six hectares but in terms of land utilization, he only manages two to three hectares due to lack of inputs. The major crops grown are maize and sorghum and the production is quite poor and he further lamented that:
Of late, the yield for maize has been very bad, for instance, this season (2008/09) I only managed to harvest nine bags of maize from the two hectares I cultivated. Previously when we just settled, we used to harvest a lot of bags sometimes about 70 bags because then I still had money from my pension. Now that the money is finished, I can no longer afford to buy fertilizer and seeds, thus the poor harvest.
The produce is barely enough for consumption and is supplemented by gardening activities since they have access to the communal dam. Water is drawn from shallow wells which they dig using hoes near the dam. He is involved in much of the on-farm activities while the wife engages in off-farm activities such as trading in Charcoal and selling dry fish. 

Piggery Project - Club membership
Social networks such as clubs and associations are strategies that poor people develop in order to combine efforts and tackle common problems collectively while enjoying the benefits of belonging to group. In collaboration with other farmers, they decided to form a Club with the sole purpose of undertaking development activities. The group which is registered and has an account with a bank received assistance under (Constituency Development Fund (CDF) in form of building materials (cement and iron sheets), eight piglets and feed. The group has so far cleared the first batch and used the money to buy 8 more which they intend to breed and share the piglets once they start to reproduce. At the time of study, he had already constructed a separate shelter in which to rear his own pigs. 
Case Four
Peter Banda
 is a 66 year-old retiree who acquired the farm in 1994 but finally settled in 1996 upon retirement. In terms of family size, Mr. Banda stays with his wife as all their 8 children are in gainful employment in town. Despite having no reliable household labour, they cultivate all their five hectares using hired-in labour from mostly neighbours within the settlement scheme. The major crop grown is maize which is mostly for sale to the FRA and the proceeds are further re-invested in farming through purchase of inputs and for hiring labour. 

Due to having enough resources and the desire to expand their production, they have ventured into renting idle land from neighbours within the scheme. For instance, during the 2008/09 farming season, they rented four hectares from different farmers and the mode of payment for the rent is mostly in form of food (5 x 50kg bags of maize per hectare). According to Mr. Banda, the arrangement is worthwhile as he is able to harvest more than 50 bags of maize per hectare.  However, most of the farmers who enter into such arrangements with him end up breaching the deal mostly due to envy on the quality of crops and hence decide to reposes their land with a hope of getting the same crop performance. 

Most people I rent land from are not happy with the performance of my crop; some have even gone to an extent of suspecting me of stealing fertilizer from FRA cooperative since am the treasurer. Once my produce is better than theirs, they do not hesitate to get back their land despite the efforts and resources I invest in when clearing their fields.
Apart from the size of the farm not being adequate to his capacity, Mr. Banda also faces the problem of water which is poorly supplied by the scheme. Despite him having the intentions to engage in gardening, he is unable to do so as the nearest water point (communal pump) is situated about 1 km away from his farm. However, despite this problem, he appreciates the programme not only for awarding him free land but benefits from the social relations with fellow settlers especially in terms of cheap labour which is readily available.

Case Five
Mr. Aka
 is a 76 year-old farmer, married with three children and seven grandchildren who settled in the scheme in 1997. He bought the first 6 hectares farm at K45, 000 (equivalent to US$ 9) in the same year from a settler who was relocating back to town. In 2000, he acquired the second farm (six hectares) from a neighbour who decided to relocated back to town after failing to develop the farm. Thus, he increased the size of his farm from six to 12 hectares and in the meantime, he has given half to his elder son who is also married though both farms are still in his name.  

In terms of farming which is the major livelihood activity, he grows maize on three to four hectares of the land and the production (harvest) in ‘a good year’
 is 150 to 200 bags (50kg).  He is one of the few farmers in the scheme that supply maize to the FRA and he uses the sales to buy inputs for the next season and the surplus is invested in purchasing livestock such as goats and pigs. He ventures into livestock rearing not as a way of cautioning vulnerability, but as an investment mechanism with a view to reinvest the profits into maize production. He further said that:
I think its more profitable to rear goats and pigs than cattle because they do not just multiply fast but they also grow fast thus providing me with the income I need to buy farm inputs and hire labour. For instance, I now have 25 goats and three pigs and am likely to sell a number of them this summer in readiness for the onset of the rains.
Mr. Aka utilizes the available household labour to do some of the work such as tending the goats and pigs while depending on hired labour for difficult task such as cultivating in fields. Though he does not hire out labour, some of the members of his household do, for instance his eldest son engages in ‘piece works’ within the scheme and during summer he works at the nearby commercial farm. 

Constraints

Water both for consumption and farming is the major problem he faces as much time is spent drawing water instead of doing constructive work. This lack of water also limits his opportunities to engage into vegetable farming. Another issue according to Mr. Aka affecting his progress is limited number of packs (inputs under FSP) given to farmers irrespective of the capacity of one to pay for more. ‘It is quite restrictive on my part to be subjected to only pack every year despite having enough money to acquire four or five packs. I don’t know why there should be only one programme providing inputs when the demand is so high’, he said. This in fact shows lack of actors or institutions that can provide agricultural inputs and other services to farmers that have graduated from the small-scale bracket or those with enough resources with the capacity to buy inputs even at market price but are unable to do so due to high farm gate prices. The absence of such institutions has resulted in farmers who are supposed to graduate from FSP overstaying on the programme at the expense of the real poor who are supposed to benefit from this intervention.  

The above trajectories have shown how different settlers use diverse forms of assets or resources in the process of earning their livelihood. A number of factors and processes that determine settlers trajectories have been identified including access to productive assets such as inputs (financial capital), alternative livelihood/coping strategies (physical capital), participation in off-farm activities such as labour relations (human capital) and non-farm activities and supportive social networks (social capital). Evidence from these trajectories show that access to these assets and or resources is characterized by inequality as some group of people seem to be more advantaged than others but suffice to mention that despite most settlers being disadvantaged, they have some supportive social networks which act as caution against vulnerability and livelihood constraints. Affiliation to social organizations (groups), reciprocal labour relations, group lending (chilimba) 
are some of the mechanisms being employed by some settlers to earn a livelihood. 

Chapter 5 Conclusion

This study explored the impact of differentiated land allocation on different categories of settler farmers in terms of survival, consolidation and accumulation at the farm household level. To achieve this, both the Sustainable Livelihood Approach and Agrarian Structure framework were use to provide a deeper analysis of the specific research questions on access to resources, diversification, organisation of labour, emergence of relationships of labour, tenancy and the role of different actors in the resettlement process. 
Agriculture is the mainstay economic and livelihood activity for most settlers in the resettlement scheme though it is characterised by differentiation in terms of accessing resources leading to different livelihood outcomes. A number of factors leading to this differentiation have been identified by the study such as seasonality of farming activity which leaves most poor farmers vulnerable during dry periods while the resource rich are able to use their own resources to access water and engage in agriculture all year round. Further, there are some institutional obstacles that tend to restrict certain group of people especially the poor from joining cooperative groups thereby denying them access to resources such as inputs. The FSP is one such example where the poor who cannot afford to pay membership fee to cooperatives are excluded or denied access to crucial resources. Due to this precarious environment, the poor settlers tend to rely on labour, as their only means of earning a livelihood.  

Further, a new agrarian structure has emerged characterised by differentiated relations between settlers within the scheme and other actors outside the scheme. The resource rich farmers are not only dominating the resource poor in terms of providing labour opportunities but also concentrating land to themselves thereby altering the initial land control structure. The fifth case is one such example providing evidence on how land concentration is taking place as farmers who fail to develop their farms sell to fellow settlers within the scheme. Further, case four brings out issues of tenancy with the resource rich renting-in unutilised land from the resource poor settlers. This entails the tenant having control over the rented land and eventually might end up buying the same land, thus leading to land concentration. Outside the scheme, the major actor is the commercial farmer who despite providing labour opportunities to mostly poor farmers, is also claiming part of the surplus through accessing cheap labour. 
Labour is at the centre of this agrarian structure with the poor using it as an asset to earn a livelihood while the resource rich on the other hand, use their financial capital to exploit labour. The availability of employment opportunities within and outside the schemes does not only provide alternative sources of income for resource poor settlers but also shows how different actors claim part of the labour surplus. For instance, a number of male settlers from poor households are engaged in wage labour within the scheme and at the nearest commercial farm while women are involved in communal and or festive labour within the scheme as part of social networks.

On the question of emerging livelihood activities in relation to success or failure of farm activity, the study discovered that a number of settlers have diversified into other livelihood activities such as non-crop farming and off-farm from two noticeable angles,  necessity and or choice (Adugna 2006: 40). Necessity, to those with little resource endowment diversify into livestock rearing (mainly goats, pigs and chickens) not with a view of investing but to spread their risks and have something to fall on in case of natural disaster – drought or crop failure; and choice by those endowed with more financial capital who diversify mainly for investment and the surplus is further ploughed back into farming, thus increasing their productivity and eventually income. The second group tend to invest into rearing cattle which apart from fetching more money on the market is used as draught power further contributing to improved crop production and eventually income. 

The role played by institutions as actors in the livelihood process cannot be overemphasised as they provide farmers with goods and services and also influence the attainment of livelihood outcomes (Scoones 1998: 12).  The presence of organisations at the peri-urban scheme for example brings out issues of urban-rural divide, another form of differentiation, concentrating resources in one area at the expense of the other. On the other hand, Institutions also provide an environment that can block poor people from building pathways out of poverty (Hussein 2002: 11). The beneficiary eligibility criteria requirements for most poverty reduction programmes that aim at empowerment poor people tend to disempower and exclude them as most of them fail to meet the entry requirements (for instance being a paid up member of a cooperative in order to qualify for subsidised inputs support under FSP). However, the issues of credit facilities and contract farming arrangements raised by the farmer in case three provides an account of how poor farmers were supported by institutions to not only access livelihood resources but also improve their well-being. This is one way in which responsible agencies can engage the resource poor settlers in effective farming with increased production to not only improve their livelihoods but meet the increasing demand of food in urban areas. 
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Appendices

Appendix i

Key Informants
Name 

Position


Organisation

Leonard Jembo

PLRO


Dept of Land Resettlement


Lydia Ndulu

PACO



MACO
Luke Lungu

Com Dev. Assistant

MCDSS

Banda


Extension Ass.Officer

MACO
Alfred Zimba

Com Dev. Assistant

MCDSS

Settler interviewees

Name


Age

Sex
Scheme/Status
Plot Size 

Violet Chikululu

72

F
Miengwe/Owner
6 

Ngosa Chibwe

32

M
Miengwe/Owner
6

Adam Nombwana
68

M
Miengwe/Owner
7

Morgan Kafunga
35

M
Miengwe/owner

4.5

Kennedy Musonda K
57

M
Miengwe/Relative
10

Evans Kasonde

28

M
Miengwe/Caretaker
 10

Geoffrey Kapamba  
39

M
Kakolo/Owner

5

Mary N. Phiri

54

F
Kakolo/Relative

10

Samson C. Zimba
58

M
Kakolo/Owner

8

Papius Mako Zulu
66

M
Miengwe/Owner
5

Moyo M

70

F
Miengwe/Relative
6

Justina Kalunga

38

F
Miengwe/Relative
12

Whiteson Sinkala
54

M
Miengwe/Owner
6

Ketsia Zemba

75

F
Miengwe/Owner
14

Kabaso Changachanga
70

M
Miengwe/Owner
5

James Mukupa

80

M
Miengwe/Relative
6

Godfrey Chanda

65

M
Miengwe/Owner
6

Samutu Mwanamenda
54

M
Miengwe/Relative
6

James Maipeki

70

M
Miengwe/Owner
7

Muti Musole

27

F
Miengwe/Owner
5

Kabinda M. Mukombe
69

F
Miengwe/Relative
6

Mashana

74

M
Miengwe/Owner
22

Elvis Shamulanga
43

M
Miengwe/Owner
6

Gabriel Kafi

36

M
Miengwe/Owner
5

Amon Kafi

76

M
Miengwe/Owner
7

Benson Shanshima
64

M
Miengwe/Owner
9

Catherine Mulenga
40
F
Miengwe/Owner

12

Eneya Sichivula

77
F
Miengwe/Owner

12

Mukutukutu Sikwe
69
M
Miengwe/Relative

5

Justina Chilufya

40
F
Miengwe/Owner

12

Mutinta C

56
M
Miengwe/Owner

6

January Ndikele

75
M
Miengwe/Owner

7

Loina Mwenda

82
F
Miengwe/Owner

5

Joseph Kaombo

77
M
Miengwe/Owner

6

Appendix ii

Functions of the Provincial Land Resettlement (Allocation) Committee. 

The Allocation Committee will be responsible for the following: 
(a) 
Allocation of plots

(b) 
Monitoring of the development of the individual settlers. The Committee will instruct and warn settlers who are not complying with rules and regulations

(c)
Recommend to the Director issuing of the title deeds to deserving settlers

(d)
Recommend to the Provincial Permanent Secretary evictions of erring or unsuitable settlers

Guidelines to the allocation committee

(i) Only Zambian nationals will qualify for the allocation of land;

(ii) No one will be given more than one plot regardless of size;

(iii) Application for a plot in a settlement scheme must be made on a standard application form;

(iv) The application form must be filled in the name of the person who intends to settle in person on the land when the plot is offered to the applicant. The Post Office Box Address given on the application form will be used for further correspondences;

(v) The Allocation Committee is free to decide who among the applicants should be offered a plot in the scheme. The objectives of the scheme, the qualification of the applicant like professional background and available resources, and the position on the waiting list will be taken into consideration. If the Allocation Committee finds or has some other overall objectives to cater for, they are free to do so within certain limitations;

(vi) The applicant will be informed in writing when his application is found successful. A letter of ‘tenure agreement’ has to be signed by the applicant in duplicate before he/she will be allowed to settle on the plot.

Appendix iii

Functions of the Farmers Coordinating Committee

(i)      Undertake and propagate the objectives of the schemes to the settlers;

(ii)       Assist the Department to administer the scheme by working closely with the Scheme Manager;

(iii)       Act as the mouth piece of the settlers;

(iv)       Plan and execute Self-Help activities;

(v)       Take responsibility for the coordination of the purchase of agricultural inputs and marketing of produce;

(vi)       Ensure that statistics of population and produce in the schemes are kept;

(vii)       Enforce regulations made by the Department and the settlers themselves;

(viii) Offer leadership in the scheme;

(ix)       Protect the interest of the settlers;

(x)       Ensure that only officially selected settlers live in the scheme;

(xi)       Recommend eviction of unsuitable settlers

Appendix iv: 

Regulation Governing the Resettlement Schemes

1. Settlers must start developing their plots within six (6) months of allocation and must settle there in person within 12 months of being allocated the plots;

2. Settlers should ensure that their animals graze at the communal plots or on their farms. Animals should not stray into other people’s plots;

3. Settlers will keep their animals within the approved number;

4. Settlers will be required to practice approved agricultural and conservation methods;

5. Settlers must participate in self-help projects and shall be allowed to form their own associations;

6. The dead shall be buried within the approved grave yards;

7. No villages shall be established in the schemes;

8. Growing of dagga and other drugs or weeds will not be allowed;

9. Fencing off of property shall be encouraged;

10. Settlers shall erect permanent houses within five (5) years of settlement;

11. Settlers should be allowed to draw up wills naming successors to their property;

12. Plots shall primarily be used for agricultural purposes;

13. No transfer of ownership of plots before issuance of title deeds;

14. Separate plots for commercial undertakings shall be provided to those who apply;

15. On one is allowed to own more than one plot in the resettlement scheme;
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� Heads the Department of Land Resettlement at the Province.


� For the full list of interviewees, see Appendix i 











� United National Independence Party – first ruling party after independence


� For the full functions of the Committee, see Appendix ii


� See Appendix iii for the responsibilities of the FCC


� Zambia is divided into 3 regions depending on rainfall and quality of soil


� According to the PLRO during interview, but no records to show the pattern of land distribution and control. 


�  Distribution of land at the beginning of third round of resettlement when the current government took over office


�  ‘Illegal’ because the policy does not allow selling of plots before issuance of Title deeds.


� See Appendix iv


� Referring to people who do their farming activities over the weekend


� A government input subsidy programme targeting the vulnerable but viable small-scale farmers. 





� A Military wing that that used to provide training in agriculture and basic military to youths who had just completed secondary level education mainly as life skills for self-sustenance


�  A government input subsidy programme targeting the vulnerable but viable small-scale farmers. 


� pseudonym


� Pseudonym


� A Local bank established in the Second Republic to provide small-scale farmers with loans to buy inputs, farm implements etc


� Not his real name


� pseudonym


�  A good year refers to bumper harvest and takes into account a number of factors such as sufficient inputs, timely delivery of inputs, good rainfall pattern.


�  Group lending scheme in which people (mostly women) form groups of 5 to 15 members and give a specific amount of money to one member of the group on a rotational basis. The contributions enable the recipient to either save or invest into small business with a view of using surplus to buy inputs and other necessities.
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