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Who decides…Who decides…

• What kind of redistribution should take place?• What kind of redistribution should take place?

• Which land to target – where?

• What tenure arrangements?

• What types of production to be promoted?

• As part of what spatial development / settlement • As part of what spatial development / settlement 
plan?

• Who should benefit?



3 eras3 eras

1. Centralised redistribution: 1995-19991. Centralised redistribution: 1995-1999

– A highly centralised approach to land redistribution; – A highly centralised approach to land redistribution; 
wholly controlled by central govt, from the centre

2. Deconcentration & delegation: 2000-2006

– Decentralisation of delivery to provincial & local 
offices of national government

3. Decentralised planning: 2007 onwards

– A degree of decentralisation: ‘area-based planning’ at 
district level – but still by central state! district level – but still by central state! 



Centralised redistribution: 
1995-19991995-1999

• Department of Land Affairs
– national department– national department
– inheriting apartheid bureaucracy 
– mistrust.– mistrust.

• Land reform pilot programme (LRPP) 
– run from national 
– consultants and NGO partnerships.

• Project = the only unit of planning.

• Agriculture a ‘concurrent competency’• Agriculture a ‘concurrent competency’
– national and provincial departments– national and provincial departments
– provincial ministers and budget votes.



Centralised land reform: 
outcomesoutcomes

• A ‘patchwork picture’ of resettlement
– Slow delivery; ministerial approval 

required for each project.required for each project.
– Misalignment with agricultural support 

– ‘mission creep’ for Land Affairs.– ‘mission creep’ for Land Affairs.
– Large group projects; demand for 

settlement and social infrastructure.settlement and social infrastructure.
– Critique that Land Affairs is 

determining local economic 
– Critique that Land Affairs is 

determining local economic 
development – the proper function of 
local government.local government.



Deconcentration & delegation
2000-20062000-2006

• Decentralisation thrust: Project Mutingati
– Creation of provincial & district land reform – Creation of provincial & district land reform 

offices (PLROs and DLROs)
– Still agents of national government dept

• Approval of grants delegated to PLROs• Approval of grants delegated to PLROs

• Coordination at local level through • Coordination at local level through 
– district assessment committees: DACs 
– district screening committees: DSCs– district screening committees: DSCs
– sometimes involving district councils and 

dept of agriculture; and civil society.dept of agriculture; and civil society.



Deconcentration & delegation: 
outcomesoutcomes

• Improved ability to spend budgets
• Still operating in parallel to local govt• Still operating in parallel to local govt

– Land reform did not feature in local plans 
or budgets  or budgets  

– ‘Project’ remained only level of planning– ‘Project’ remained only level of planning

• ‘Proactive’ land acquisition:
– State can buy land directly rather than – State can buy land directly rather than 

disburse grants to applicants
– Carte blanche to PLROs and DLROs to – Carte blanche to PLROs and DLROs to 

spend budgets on buying land, to be held 
by state.by state.



Decentralisation: 
area-based planning 2007-area-based planning 2007-
• A response to the chaos of PLAS

• Land sector plan in local ‘integrated • Land sector plan in local ‘integrated 
development plans’ of 47 districts.
– What land, where, for whom, for what 

kinds of production?kinds of production?
– Ideally should be able to map a future 

plan for land allocation, tenure and use.plan for land allocation, tenure and use.

• There must be some local plan to 
guide what land should be acquired.guide what land should be acquired.
– But no method for needs identification
– How to engage with latent need?



Decentralisation: outcomes 
of area-based planningof area-based planning

• Participation? 
– Consultant driven and an inaccessible process…– Consultant driven and an inaccessible process…
– No downward accountability

• No national policy guidance: arbitrary.• No national policy guidance: arbitrary.
– ie. national outcomes to be the accumulation of 

district plans.
– Presumption of 30% transfer per district, and that – Presumption of 30% transfer per district, and that 

land needs will always be met locally.

• But at least a possibility of a coherent vision.• But at least a possibility of a coherent vision.
– And a focus for local activism – especially by 

those not accommodated in the plansthose not accommodated in the plans

• “Decentralisation can make redistributive 
reforms more difficult if landed elites 
dominate locally” – Dohrn.dominate locally” – Dohrn.



ConclusionsConclusions

• World Bank argued that its market-assisted model of land • World Bank argued that its market-assisted model of land 
reform would reduce administrative burden on the state
– but in many ways a highly unproductive hybrid of market-dependent – but in many ways a highly unproductive hybrid of market-dependent 

and highly state-controlled and bureaucratically mediated process.

• Tentative moves towards decentralisation over some years.• Tentative moves towards decentralisation over some years.

• State remains agnostic about what redistribution is meant 
to achieve, and who it is for.to achieve, and who it is for.

• But no sign of devolution to user groups or local institutions
– Decentralisation has proceeded without increased participation.

• Instead, moves toward privatisation of implementation• Instead, moves toward privatisation of implementation
– to accredited agents who will be accountable to national 

government (but also to their shareholders or other donors). 
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