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Within the field of eco-tourism, the Makuleke claim in 

Limpopo is generally held up as a success story, and 

rightfully so. The community has entered into partnerships 

with South African National Parks (SANParks) for the lease 

of a portion of land that falls within the Kruger National 

Park, and with two private companies for the construction 

and operation of the Outpost and Wilderness game lodges, 

with up to five more lodges in the planning stage. What 

distinguishes the Makuleke claim from many others is the 

agreement that community members may make sustainable 

use of natural resources in their area, even within the nature 

reserve, through hunting and gathering. Furthermore, the 

joint ventures entered into with both state and private 

agencies are not exclusive, as they allow the community the 

freedom to initiate other ventures, either alone or with the 

partners of their choice. Such measure allow for a greater 

diversity of benefits to community members, in both the 

shorter and longer terms, than the exclusive (‘one size fits 

all’) model typically being applied in joint ventures. Material 

benefits that have accrued to the Makuleke community 

have included preferential employment of community 

members, during both the construction phase and 

subsequent operation of the game lodges, employment 

as game rangers, funding for community development, 

including electrification of two villages and construction 

of four classrooms in village schools, educational bursaries, 

funding for small business development in fields such as 

craft, textile and cultural performance, as well as training in 

a wide range of professional and business skills. 

A number of factors can be identified which appear to 

have contributed to the relative success of this series of the 

Makuleke ventures:

• location on a valuable resource, part of a world-famous 

eco-tourism site

• involvement by SANParks, a dynamic national agency

• close involvement of the Minister of Agriculture and 

Land Affairs

• close involvement by a wide range of NGOs and 

other support agencies, possibly unprecedented in 

restitution to date

• settlement of the claim via the Land Claims Court, 

which may have resulted in a more detailed and 

enforceable agreement than is typically associated 

with administratively negotiated settlements (i.e. 

Section 42D)

• generous support from a range of state agencies

• a well-organised and dynamic CPA.

By contrast, at Dwesa-Cwebe in the Eastern Cape, plans 

to lease the nature reserves to Eastern Cape Nature 

Conservation have led to little concrete development five 

years after the formal settlement of the claim, due to delays 

in transfer of land title and lack of clarity around the use of 

dues to be transferred to the community trust. In this case, 

once again, a community which is entitled to restitution is 

being hampered by a relatively complicated deal, mainly 

involving state agencies, which cannot be resolved by 

the community alone but requires active support and 

co-operation from a range of bodies, which has not been 

forthcoming to date. In the meantime, the other pressing 

developmental and land needs of households in the 

community remain largely unaddressed. Clearly, multi-party 

deals in the context of restitution require a competent and 

committed authority to oversee contractual negotiations, 

ensure that they are completed and implemented within a 

reasonable time frame and monitor the compliance of all 

parties over the longer term. 

Overall, this range of experiences in joint ventures highlights 

the difficulties faced by communities in obtaining benefits 

from complex commercial deals and the intensive support 

required to make them work. Nonetheless, examples 

such as Zebediela and Makuleke show that much can 

be achieved if conditions are favourable.

Photo: Marc Wegerif



17

Business Models in Land Reform

3. Conclusions and policy 
recommendations
This paper has shown how a wide range of business models 

are being applied in land reform The choice of model will 

clearly depend on a range of factors, and is open to influence 

by a range of actors, not all of whom necessarily share the 

consequences.

One set of choices is between individual or group use. Closely 

related to this is the choice of whether to ‘go it alone’ (either 

as a group or as individuals) or to enter into some form 

of partnership with an external party. Another axis along 

which a community may position itself runs from ‘low-input, 

low-output’ to ‘high-input, high-output’. This in turn will be 

influenced by the type of land asset involved, and the scale 

of skills and resources available to members to bring their 

land in to production. It is also important to consider the 

element of risk, as different options carry different degrees 

of risk, and poor communities may be better advised to err 

of the side of caution rather than choose options that might 

promise higher returns but involve a greater degree of risk. 

For new landholders, making the ‘right’ (or best, or most 

appropriate or most sustainable) choice can never be a simple 

process, and will depend on a range of internal and external 

factors – the differing interests and opinions of members 

of the group, its internal organisation and coherence, the 

assets at its disposal, the availability of potential partners, 

any conditions imposed as part of a Settlement Agreement 

and so on. What may be appropriate for one community or 

group may well be highly inappropriate for another. What 

we can draw from the available evidence, however, is that 

the processes surrounding the choice and implementation 

of specific models appear to be often inadequate, so that 

even where seemingly rational choices are made the results 

are rarely as expected. Moreover, it would appear that 

many choices are unduly influenced by external agencies 

(including the CRLR), whether in promoting ‘commercial’ 

models of agriculture or imposing strategic partners 

in a manner that leaves little room for negotiation and 

marginalises many of the intended beneficiaries. 

At the outset of this paper, it was argued that the concept 

of business model has two main dimensions: the type of 

land-use and the socio-economic arrangements associated 

with it. In order to improve the effectiveness of business 

models in restitution, both of these dimensions will have to 

be addressed. 

On the one hand, this will require a more effective use of 

formal business planning. It is clear from the available 

evidence that the aspirations expressed in settlement 

agreements, CPI constitutions and business plans are rarely 

given sufficient attention and follow-up in order to turn 

them into sustainable enterprises, even where professional 

planners are employed. This relates, in part, to the complex 

nature of planning the use of an extensive resource (land) 

for multiple purposes, and the expected involvement of 

multiple agencies in provision of support over an extended 

period. This in turn points to the need for effective project 

management of the entire settlement planning and 

implementation process, which clearly is not being played 

by the CRLR in most restitution cases. The settlement 

process has proven to be a lengthy one, often exceeding five 

years, and it is imperative that a single, competent agency 

be involved to support communities and co-ordinate the 

contribution of other parties over this period.

While formal business planning processes are important, 

they must also be in tune with the social and economic 

realities of claimant communities or landless people. Many 

communities are made up of predominantly poor people, 

lacking in business experience, and vary enormously in the 

level of internal organisation, coherence and leadership. A 

holistic planning process should work with the community 

as it actually exists, rather than how it might be imagined 

as a single, entrepreneurial entity. In addition, adequate 

attention must be paid during the planning proccess to 

building the capacity of community structures over time. 

A number of critical areas can be identified that will require 

attention if more realistic and effective business models are 

to be developed, as follows:

• Realistic assessment of the needs of community 

members, including socio-economic status, skills, 

current livelihood activities and aspirations for the 

short and longer term.

• Capacity building within communities to develop 

leadership skills, promote effective and accountable 

leadership and encourage the widest possible 

participation in decision-making processes.

• Development of a variety of land-use options, ranging 

from ‘low-risk, low-investment, low-return’ to ‘high-

risk, high-investment, high-return’, and including both 

collective and individual options. Where possible, 

a number of options should be allowed to co-exist, 
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allowing for different individuals or sub-groups within 

communities to proceed in different directions and 

at different paces, depending on their particular 

circumstances. This may require a greater separation 

between landholding entities (for example, CPAs), 

which represent the interests of all members, and the 

business entities engaged in various activities that 

occur on the land.

• Greater attention to the distribution of benefits – 

including land access, cash income and employment 

opportunities – particularly within collective models 

such as strategic partnerships, support for CPIs 

and external monitoring of distributions within 

communities over time.

At this point in the history of South Africa’s land reform 

programme, there is clearly a need for a thorough 

reflection on what has worked and what has not in the 

post-settlement phase, and what more can be done to 

ensure that the anticipated benefits flow to the intended 

beneficiaries. Getting the land-use model right will never 

be a straightforward process. It needs to be approached 

in a flexible and creative manner from the earliest stages 

of the planning process, be proceeded with cautiously and 

be adapted to changing circumstances and experiential 

learning. While obtaining the maximum possible benefits 

for intended beneficiaries should be an ideal, this should 

not involve exposing people to unacceptable levels of risk 

or downplaying their stated preferences. 

It may also be necessary to seek a greater separation between 

landholding entities and the activities that occur on the 

land. Up to now, there has been a widespread assumption 

that CPIs will control all activities on the land they hold, and 

that all members will be equally involved. There is a need to 

explore ways in which landholding entities can focus more 

on functions of landownership and distribution of benefits 

among members, while decentralising operational matters 

to its members, possibly in various combinations and in 

partnerships with external parties. 

It is not just the gross value of enterprises that is important, 

but the net value that flows to community members and the 

manner in which this is distributed among them. Experience 

from restitution, in particular, demonstrates clearly that 

single (unitary) solutions may not meet the needs of all 

members, particularly where large and heterogeneous 

groups are concerned, and a strong argument can be 

made for encouraging multiple activities that maximise 

the involvement of, and benefits to, the greatest possible 

number of people. Such pluri-activity may be more effective 

in delivering benefits in the short term – of particular 

importance to the very poor – so that people are not 

required to wait excessively for benefits to materialise. 

It is not appropriate here to prescribe how specific land reform 

projects – whether arising from restitution or redistribution 

– should be structured. The four recommendations set out 

above, however, offer a starting point, and much further 

debate and elaboration of proposals will be required both 

for individual projects and for the policies and institutions 

that guide the process. More elaborate, risky and capital-

intensive ventures – of the kind that are now being 

attempted within restitution – should not be discounted, 

but will clearly require a level of external support that has 

not been evident within the land reform programme to 

date if they are to deliver the expected benefits.
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