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. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

M/ objective today is to explore one.vision for, the Zanbezi Vall ey,
that energing from the M d-Zanbezi Project and to present sone '
alternative possibilities for the area. This should lead actors to
rethink the alternative and often conpeting visions for the future.
In particular it is inportant how the Centre for Applied Socia
Sciences (CASS.), Wrld Wde Fund For Nature (WW) and Zi nbabwe
Trust (Zimlrust) wll position thenselves relative to the nost
massi ve undertaking of top-down planning to reshape the valley
since the construction of Kariba. The M d-Zanbezi Project also has
clear inplications for the w der national debate about the |and
question and how and in what ways snall-scale agriculturalists”
know edge can and will be utilized in the restructuring of

Zi nbabwean agricul ture.

In this paper | wll outline the nmajor features of the M d-Zanbez
Rural Devel opnent Project, summarize sone reactions by both
mgrants and long-termresidents to the project, analyze some

| onger-term issues within the Valley that the Project does not
appear to address, and offer sone suggestions for an alternative
way to proceed. | begin by comenting on what | regard as a
desirabl e approach to rural devel opnent: that based not on an
opposition to planning but planning with the full-invol verent and
participation of those who are being planned for - those nost often
termed beneficiaries.

Despite experiences and |essons |learned fromthe failure of
Tanzani an, and Ethiopian villagization prograns, the M d-Zanbezi
Project is currently attenpting to carry out a simlar program
The project also represents what used to be called Integrated Rura
Devel opnent Prograns. As such, it requires high |evels of

coordi nati on and cooperation between nunerous Mnistries and
agenci es under the lead direction of the Departnment of Rural and
Urban Devel opnment in the Mnistry of Local Governnent, Rural and
Ur ban Devel opnment. In total the project involves nine mnistries,
the Province of Central Mashonal and, & two District Councils. In
addition the M d-Zanbezi Project has been defined as an Accel erated
Resettl enent Program Type A. It is, to ny know edge, one of the
only times the government has applied resettlenent to an already
settled area. Resettlenent has its own literature. Certainly
other work from-the valley by Thayer Scudder and Elizabeth Col son
denonstrates the short and |ong-term negative consequences of
resettl enment.

The M d- Zanbezi Project represents a top-down, highly centralized
effort at 'planning. This manner of proceedi ngs provides a
chal l enge to those who seek to construct participatory or bottomup
met hods for planning and inplenmenting rural devel opnent. = Md—
Zanbezi project personnel are applying a single, general |and use
pl an, designed by central planners on behal f of designated




beneficiaries rather than devel opi ng pians generated in full
consultation with conmunities, or different local organizations as
advocated in CAMPFI RE prograns.

The slogan used by the M d-Zanbezi Project, "Putting the |ast
first" 1s taken from Robert Chanbers book Rural_Devel opnent;
Putting the last first.* | find this of particular 1Interest
because Chanbers has been in the forefront of trying to reverse
rural devel opnent priorities by beginning analysis from the poor,
the periphery, and the non-professional rather than the wealthy,
the center and the professional. He enphasizes participation
denocracy, devel opnent and learning from the poor and farners. In
two recent publications Chanbers has exam ned the rel ationship
bet ween environnment and the poor, and the state and rura

devel opnent. Since the project has adopted his slogan it is
appropriate to exanine the project in light of his ideas. Let ne
guote him briefly and then return to how the project has been
appl yi'ng his thinking:

SLT [Sustainable Livelihood Thinking] centres on
enabl i ng poor people to overcone conditions which
force them to take the short view and live 'from
hand to mouth', or 'fromday to day'. It seeks to
enable them to get above, not a poverty line defined
in terms of consunption, but a sustainable
livelihood line which includes the ability to save
and accunul ate, to adapt to changes, to neet
contingencies, and to enhance |ong-term
productivity. SLT reverses thinking which flows
fromcore to periphery or fromthe top down, and
substitutes thinking frow1per|phery to core, or from
the bottom up. (1988: 16)?2 '

One of the central concerns of ny research to date is the nature of
the planning process in the Md-Zanbezi Project area of the Valley
and how this contrasts to the nodel currently emerging through
CAMPFIRE. Certainly, | amnot arguing against the need for

1. M first know edge of this cane about because | saw proj ect
staff wearing tee shirts with the Md-Zanbezi Rural Developnent
P(oﬂect 1987-1992 witten in the mddle surrounded by Chanbers'
title. . _

2, "Sustainable Livelihoods, Environnment and Devel opnent:
putting poor rural people first" by Robert Chanbers. Di scussi on
Paper #240. Institute of Devel opnent Studies, Decenber 1987. °



pl anning or planners.® -However, there are a series of theoretica
and practical issues that emerge when planning is carried out
wi t hout consultation and interaction with those being planned for.

Much enphasis has been placed upon what is called "the fragile

ecol ogy" of the Zanbezi Valley. M focus is not on the area's
fragility but on the nore genera] issue of how environnental issues
and concerns are incorporated into devel opnent. Robert Chanbers

al so has focused upon the relationship between devel opnment and the
environnent. He wites:

It seens inherent in the contenporary human _
condition for nost rural people to seek a secure and
I ndependent | and-based I|ivelihood where resources
are controlled and commanded by the famly and where
returns are directly linked to efforts. Wth secure
tenure and rights to land, livestock and trees, farm
famlies tend to take the long view and invest in
sustainable agriculture. Wthout it, they take the
short view and environnmental degradation often
follows. Not only are collectivisation of
agriculture and forced villagisation undesirable as
forns of core-based, top-down ideological and
political paternalism which puts rural people's
priorities last: they are also environnentally
unsound. (Chanbers: 1989) '

Wiile there has already been much di scussion of the Zanbezi Valley
as a "fragile environnent" without fragile being clearly defined,
ny perspective will be somewhat different. The valley between the
Musengezi and Manyame Rivers is clearly drought prone. The
majority of residents are now mgrants. W need to ask the
question how will people be best able to secure their livelihood in
this harsh environnment: through centralized state planning, or
through nore flexible, variable and differentiated |ocal
strategies? Current directions are clear and they are the opposite
of those supported by Chanbers. ‘ : )

It is not ny intent to romanticize or idealize valley residents and
argue if only left to thenselves the Valley would be an ideal place
to live. Many migrants have cone in order to grow cotton which has
been profitable in the short termbut may, in the long term have
great environnental and social inpacts; ones in Chanbers terns,
that do not lead to sustainable |ivelihoods.

5. Athough it is inportant to note that planning is a
relatively recent human activity, nost humans for' nost of hunan
history lived and died without the direction of planners. In
addi tion, planning needs to be understood as a cultural
construction and representation in addition to the specific
material interests that planning activities mnust .include'.




M/ remarks today are prelimnary, based upon work in progress. |
need to point out that nuch of the analysis has not been conpl eted.
The project is perhaps at its nost chaotic phase and | m ght
rightly be criticized for reaching premature conclusions. | indeed
hope that 1 amincorrect in sone of ny conclusions. Nonetheless |
have concluded that it's inportant to raise sone serious questions
about the project.

1. MD ZAMBEZI PROJECT: A DESCRI PTI ON
A. Project Location

The MZP is located 10 kil ometers west of the Manyane River to 10
kil ometers east of the Misengezi. River* and from the Mbzanbican
border to the base of the escarpnent. The entire project area
falls within the Iow ands north of the escarpnent. It is often

m stakenly thought this area has a uniform ecology and rainfall
pattern. This appears not to be the case with rainfall apparently
decreasing as one goes north from the escarpnent's base. The
project is located within two Districts of Mshonal and Central
Provi nce, Mizarabni and Guruve. The larger part of the project is
|l ocated within Quruve District. :

Runni ng through the project zone (as well as beyond) is a gane
fence. ‘The game fence originally constructed to separate water
buffalo fromcattle continues to serve as a key marker in
delimting where cattle can and cannot be kept. The area has
typically been one of dispersed settlenent. Recently the nost
frequent pattern has been that of fields surrounding the honestead
with separate riverain fields. It appears that prior to the spread
of cotton cultivation nmany households just had riverain fields.

The valley was honme to the Korekore Shona, linked to the Korekore
in the uplands but nonethel ess having separate traditions
consistent with living in a different ecological zone. The other
long-term valley residents are the nineteenth century formed ethnic
group, the Chikunda. They tend to be concentrated in areas close
to the Mozanbi can border and have close links to their kinsfolk in
Kanyenmba (Chapoto Ward) and Mozanbi que.

B. Project Oigins
The origins of this project are difficult to piece together. In

part they result from the EEC tsetse eradication program which had
been inplemented without any |and-use planning for the valley after

“ This is a change from the original project documents which
had the rivers thensel ves as the boundary. This has nmeant that the
proj ect zone has been significantly expanded with inplications for
the highly settled area east of the Misengezi as well as for the
wildlife west of the Manyane. .



the tsetse flies were elimnated. FAO canme in as consultants to
the CGovernnent of Zinbabwe to develop a land use plan. This was
then submtted to the African Devel opnment Bank as a project. The
African Devel opnent Bank accepted the conclusions of the FAO | and-
use exercise and the analysis of the Governnent of Zi nbabwe to fund
a mgjor part of the proposed project.

It is not coincidental that this are of the M d-Zanbezi valley was
chosen for a project. Dande, as the region is also known, was a .
strategic area during the war and inportant for the victory of the
l'i beration forces. Both ZANU and ZAPU were very active here.
Underlying the project then were political concerns. On the .one
hand the valley had been central in the war and on the other, the
Zanbezi Valley was and is viewed as underdevel oped and backward and
in serious need of developnent. A large project was viewed as a
positive step. In addition, the Government decided to use this
frontier area as proof of their seriousness about resettlenent.

Recall that this was in the 1986 tinme period, prior to the new |and
pol i ci es. -

The Zanbezi Valley was and is viewed as .underdevel oped and

backward. Therefore it seens to have been assunmed by both
Governnent and Donors that virtually any devel opnment activity would
be welconme. As it is stated in the Appraisal Docunent

...the Md-Zanbezi Valley is recognised to have been
a neglected area requiring devel opnent. The need
has al so been appreciated to extend the rura

devel opnent progranme to the conmunal areas. [This
is a reference to the resettlenment program] Thus
the risks frequently associated with the start up
and inplenentation of this type of project are
~thought to be mninmal. (p.43)

As nmentioned earlier, the mgrants were ahead of both the EEC
tsetse eradication program and the governnent's project. This has
meant the Project Manager, the Agritex Planning Oficers-and the
Rural Settlenent O ficers found a population in place, active, and
quite diverse. The people were nore:- nunerous and the unused |ands
less than they anticipated. Furthernore there was no room tag bring
in new settlers. The planners therefore had a difficult terrain to
negotiate, and virtually no flexibility to change the basic
framework of the project. Neither they nor the local population
“have the authority to alter the project no matter what their:
techni cal know edge or objections m ght be.

C. Project Design and Rationale
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The project original proposed® to settle 3,000 new -fanilies in
the project area. These households were to cone from over—rowded
comunal areas between the Misengezi and Manyane Rivers south of
the game fence. These famlies were to be settled in some 130
vill ages of between 20 and 25 househol ds each dependi ng upon the
availability of water supplices. In addition, the project was to
provi de support to the estimated 3600 famlies already resident
south of the ganme fence. Only to a limted extent would it support
the 1,000 famlies living north of the fence. The project was
designed to accommobdate not only the planners' and consultants'
views of the best way to devel op the Zanbezi Valley but also
Governnment's resettlement and | and-use policies. Thus the MZP
project included a resettlenment conponent and an equity conponent:
all households were to receive 12 acres of land for cultivation and
one acre for a residential plot.

The project i's also designed to provide a range of services to the
valley residents. These include: inproved agricultural credit,

i ncreased agricultural extension services, formation of
cooperatives, natural resource managenent, infrastructure

devel opnent including roads, and water supplies; educationa

devel opnent including new cl assroons and housing for teachers;
rural service centres, and clinics.®

The original project docunents nade a clear separation between the
northern and southern zones: the northern ones were to be primarily
reserved for |ess devel opnment activities, |ower human popul ation
densities, and a focus on wldlife. The boundary between the two
zones was to be the game fence. Precisely howa wildlife
managenment system was to be encouraged was not specified. However,
there was to be a limt of 1,000 househol ds north of the gane fence
and were not to be provided with the same range of devel opnment
services as those in the southern zone.

The Project Appraisal Paper however clearly indicates the
centrality of resettlenent at the sanme tinme that it denonstrates
the top-down nature of the planning. process:

°. This is based upon the Appraisal Report : Md Zanbezi,
Valley Rural Developnent Project. Zinbabwe « for the African
Devel opnment Fund, Agriculture and Rural Devel opment Departnent.
July 1986. The report was witten by an agronom st, 2 agricultural
econom sts, and a civil engineer

6. The financing of the project whose total for the five year
period 1987-92 is 14.67 mllion F.UA (1 FUA=1.72 Zimdollars) is
56% for the ADF, 13% for GX¥ and 21% for the AFC. However, the AFC
contribution will be net primarily froma line of credit at the
Africa Devel opment Bank. The foreign exchange conponent is $5.9
F.UA million. The project is based upon a |loan from the ADB.




To facilitate the resettlenment of famlies, and the
reorgani zation of resident farners within the
project area, extensive farm devel opment will be
undert aken. The project will fund the survey and
demarcation of farmers' plots, village and RSC
[Rural Service Centre] sites; the clearance of
settlers' land and the ploughing of an initial 0.5
ha of land for all famlies; the provision of a 0.5
ha. crop pack, consisting of seed, fertilizer, and
pesticide; and all famlies will be provided with a
privy base. (p. 26)

The Project Appraisal then specifies that:

Each famly wll be allocated a residential pl ot
(0.5 ha) and 4 ha. of arable land. Resident
famlies will also be reorganised in a simlar
fashion to facilitate the provision of agricultura
services but above all to be in line with government
policy with regard to land reform and the equitable

di stribution of land in comrunal areas. (36)°

I n other wordé, the existing residents are to be resettled just
like the newconers. In practice, alnost everyone nust nmove. The
only exceptions are those few fam|lies whose hol dings correspond to
the newy delineated residential stands and arable plots® narked

out by the project.

the project is that the original
project docunents do not specify what have beconme its centra
thrusts: 1) arable plots (fields) nust be located away from rivers
and river banks; 2) riverain areas are to be designated as grazing
zones, and 3) villages are to be located where boreholes are found.

Anot her significant feature of

In the project documents there is no discussion of how nuch

rel ocati on would be required because no census or socioeconomc -
data collection was carried out prior to the project's

i mpl ement ation. ® :

. This has been changed to 5 hectares or 12 acres.
residential stand

means field.

8 project's termnol ogy

resi dence and arabl e plot

t he
pl ace  of

In
homest ead or

° There are no accurate population figures.

or Secretaries have the nost accurate figures for their
constituenci es. However, it is difficult to obtain figures
Muzar abani District for VIDCOs prior to project inplenmentation.
No household enuneration was carried out prior to the project's.
i nception and households have continued to arrive in the valley
even though in principle no new households are allowed to

means

VI DCO Chai rnmen



As noted earlier, what the planners did not know as they prepared
the project proposal was that there were already nore househol ds
living in the area than the 7,600 they planned for. Nonet hel ess,
the objective remains the same - the demarcation of precisely 7,600
arable plots of now five hectares each, based on surveys of the
ampunt of arable land available in the area. Wat has devel oped
then is not sinply a resettlement process but rather a process of
resettling the settled, or a villagization project .

In principle, only citizens of Zinbabwe and Guruve and Mizar abani
Districts are eligible to receive land i'n the schene. Clearly,
citizenship has becone a' heated issue for many recent migrants to
the valley. It is also an issue for those who worked for many
years in the Comrercial Farm areas of Upper Guruve but who never
got their citizenship. Additionally there are many recent

Mozanmbi can mi grants who have settled in the valley many of whom
have kinsfolk in Zi nbabwe.

I11. RESEARCH STRATEGY

My research strategy evolved from what | was observing and heari ng.
1 have, for the nost part, opted to follow issues that have been
rai sed by people in the area: mgrants, long-term residents and

project staff rather than systematically purse ny own defined
research agenda. However 1 have tried to collect systematic data
on cropping patterns, livestock ownership, sources of incone,
m'grant histories, wonmen and new villages.

Wthin the broiect area, to date | have focused nmost heavily on the
area between the escarpment and the Mozambi que border along the
Manyame and Dande Rivers. My choice of location was influenced by

two factors: First, finding two excellent research assistants who
lived in this region and having failed to find one in the

Muzar abani area was inportant. Second, since the project involves
shifting people's water supply from river utilization to boreholes
nore boreholes (59) are being dug in the Manyanme/ Dande area with
only 20 in the Utete and Musengezi area.'® Thus within the project
zone, the nmost densely settled area is along the Manyanme and Dande
rivers and along the escarpnent which nmeans that this is the area
of nost resettlement. Along the rivers some resistance to the
resettl enment process has occurred, with some famlies insisting on
a greater role for thenselves in the selection of arable plots or

i nsi stence they would not give up their |and. In short, resistance

settl ed.

' The total number of productive new boreholes is estimated
to be 119 (Annex 6 of Appraisal Report).
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to the project has becone part of ny research.

V. PRQIECT | MPLEMENTATI ON

To inplenent their plans, project personnel have asked the Agritex
Planning Officer and other technical personnel to exam ne the
aerial photos taken in 1982-83 to determne the nobst .suitable areas
-for agriculture, residence and grazing. The Agritex planning
officer has then laid out areas which, by technical criteria of

soil quality, are to be pegged in 12 acre plots for each househol d.
For every arable plot, a residential stand must also be found.
Residential stands of .5 ha are to be arranged in |ines near
borehol es. Borehol es thenselves are not necessarily found near
sités where arable plots are |located. Boreholes are also used to
site both schools, clinics and rural service centers. New schools
are to be constructed at designated points reflecting the |ocation
of new settlenents. The Project provides the frame for the school.
Resi dents nust nmould the bricks, and then the project wll
transport them to the new school and conplete the structure.

Land allocated can be adjusted for polyganous household -- for each
additional wfe 2.5 acres will be provided to a limt of four.

Thus one househol d can have a maxi numof 19.5 acres. Wdows are
eligible to becone 12 acre plot holders if they have dependents.

El derly wi dows who are determ ned not to have dependents |iving
with themare to be allocated 2.5 acres (1 ha) of arable land and a
residential stand. -

Agritex .has al so demarcated grazing areas for |ivestock. These in
principle are along the watercourses. Plans for their devel opnent
and use have nuch lower priority given the snall nunber of

livestock currently held by valley residents. Even though cattle
are not now permtted north of the game fence the grazing areas are
still being established along the rivers. Gven the limts on
cattle, the project also proposes to introduce fifty tractors.
Efforts are now underway to form tractor cooperatives which require
cooperators to raise at |east $10.000 per cooperative.!!

Y There isn't space here to probe deeply into the econonic
argunments put forward in the project proposals. = Little .
differentiation was made between types of households wth regard
to issues such as gender of household head, wealth differences,
variations in age and |abour power. Wiile it nakes sense to
general i ze about nonethel ess such a nodel risks hiding who can and
who cannot actually utilize the land to be made avail abl e through
the project, and special kinds of assistance that m ght be needed
to render the project successful to poor households. Once again
It appears that planners believed that because the valley is poor
everyone is poor and therefore they didn't pay sufficient attention .
to the already existing differentiation. This includes elderly



11

The wildlife component is currently being discussed between Parks,

District Council and the Project. The project has agreed to |eave
access points along the Manyame River for gane. These are to. be
1.5 km wi de. Provi sion of watering points for ganme is on hold
pending the final demarcation of arables. Over-all, the wildlife

conponent does not hold the prom nent place it took in the original
proj ect documents. ?

A. The process of resettlenent:

The project began in a storny fashion. Peggi ng teans — people sent
out by the project to survey and mark arable plots and residential
stands - appeared near both Mizarabani and Chitsungo. According to
reports these first peggings were thwarted by valley residents who
pul led up the stakes and placed them at District Council offices.*®
Meetings were then held with residents to inform them of the
Project, its different dimensions and the benefits that valley
residents would derive from the project. Many di fferent accounts
circul ate about what was prom sed during these early neetings and
there appears to be nuch m sunderstanding by valley residents of
what they were to receive from the project.

Agritex undertook the mapping of arable plots, residential stands
and grazing area in a VIDCO. The mapping conplete, a team

i ncluding an extension officer and workers pegs the area. The pegs
(what we in Anerican English call stakes) are metal and driven into
the ground at the decided places for the arable plots and
residential stands. They are nunbered to keep track of them
There appears to be nmore flexibility in determning residential

st ands. The Resettlement Officers have told ne that when they have

former commercial farm workers who cultivate entirely by hand
farm ng one hectare, and |arger scale cotton farmers who cultivate
up to thirty acres.

2 Alternatively it could be argued that the wildlife portion
of the project was not fully supported by the key Mnistry and
Provincial planning officers. Its place in the project documents
was to pacify Parks and donors but did not fit with the project's
priorities.

3. There appears to be a link between Karanga mgrants and

the earliest opposition to the project. They are reported to have
pulled up stakes and placed them at Mizarabani District Council
of fices. Cthers pulled up the stakes -in the Chitsungo area of
Guruve District. G ven their opposition to the project, efforts
were made, it has been stated by some informants, to encourage
Korekore Ward Councillors and VIDCO Chairs. It is now difficult
to find anyone who.will take responsibility for the pulling up of

the stakes so this account is certainly subject to .question.
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to plan a "new village" they align the stands trying to preserve
the better brick or cement homes. Such a procedure clearly -favours
the better-off househol ds. '

The com ng of the pegging team is usually not announced to the

resi dents. Typically the peggers show up one—day and begin _
demarcating areas, although frequently they are acconpanied by the
VI DCO Chair. Dependi ng upon the relations of the VIDCO Chair with

his. constituents he may or may not inform village chairnen. In any
event, word spreads quickly and many people conme out to watch the
peggers. Often villagers try to influence where the pegging is

taking place but the peggers are under instructions to say that
they are not authorized to make any changes, their job is to peg
and they will brook no opposition or discussion. Many residents
have reported that when they have tried to express their opposition
to the pégging sites they have been told that if they continue to
objcect the police will be called and/or they will not be allocated
any | and.

As noted earlier, nost people live in dispersed homesteads with
their honmes surrounded by their fields, although some also have -
fields  located el sewhere, for example, along the rivers. The
Project is insisting that fields and residential sites be

separ at ed. Thus when peggers come they may peg residential stands
in the mddle of people's fields, or they may peg arables in )
peopl e's homest eads. From the popul ation's perspective this is an

arbitrary process and while they understand the project's thrusts,
they do not understand how decisions were arrived at for their
particular village or home. !

Once the pegging has, of either residentials or arables, been
conpl eted, people have to register for their plots.* Initially,

'4. There may be vast ‘differences between the nunbers of

arabl es found and the numbers of people living in the VI DCO. In
two VIDCOs |'ve been following the differences are enornous:
Batsirai VIDCO has approximately 300 househol ds of whom 27 will be
all ocated arables and residential in the current VIDCO, everyone
else will have to move. in three villages there are approxi mately
250 households with only 71 arables. Those households' that do not
obtain fields will have to move. In this instance they may npve
across the Manyane River to Kanongo where there 300 arables. It
is a an inportant and |egitimate question to know how deci sions are
made as to who stays and who goes, and who makes those deci sions.

'S, Allocation is done by individual, not by household. To
be eligible one has to be-married and a citizen of Zi nmbabwe and
Guruve or Muzarabani. Married wonmen are not eligible. It is
assuned they will be given land by their husbands, and when they
di vorce, customary law is expected to be followed. As indicated
earlier, female household heads (assumed to be wi dows) are eligible

»
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the assignment of residential and arables was done by the Rura
Resettlement Oficers. However, the Project rapidly discovered
this was a highly charged arena and it shifted responsibility for
this function to the VIDCO Chairs and Councillors. Thus, once an
area is pegged, the household heads nake their appeals to their
VIDCO Chair and Councillor for the arable and/or residential they
would like. Under this system the MIDOO Chairs and Councillors
have had first choice for their owmn fields and hones. The VI DCO
Chairs nmake up the lists of those eligible within their VIDCO and
then the Resettlenment O ficer cones to make up the official

regi stration. However a process, which as described earlier, is
not straightforward as Guruve citizenship even for longer term
residents may be difficult to establish. Final allocation awaits
verification of national and district citizenshinp. It has not been
determ ned how long an individual has to establish citizenship
before their land may be allocated to soneone el se who has

. Citizenship.

Following the allocation of arables and residential people are then
told they have to nove.'® O course, it is not that sinple. In
many instances arables are pegged but not residential ones. These
arables may be too far away from current honesteads to be farned.
The reverse nay al so occur. NMoreover, soneone may be given an
arable and a residential of soneone who has not yet been assigned
their arable plot and/or their residential stand and thus cannot
effectively ‘take possession of the assigned area. Assigning |and
that has been cleared by one person, thereby establishing rights of
ownership to soneone else, can create very hard feelings and is a
violation of long-standing |and-tenure systens in the valley.
Informal arrangenents may be negotiated which involve asking the
former owner's permssion to begin cultivating and often giving a
gift. If this is not done, one risks witchcraft.

What the process |looks like can be seen nost clearly in new
villages where the project has assigned new arabl es and

residential s. In new villages the land had been vested 'in

. particular famlies and spirit mediuns but is currently not being
used. People nove, either voluntarily because they choose better
land than they currently possess, or involuntarily because they did
not receive land where they were currently living and thus risk

| andl essness if they refuse to nove. |In any case, they begin-to
construct new homes and to clear fields. The project provides no
conpensation for  homes and property given up nor financial

for tHe full 12 acres if they have dependents, but only 2.5 if they
do not.

6, In the case of some new villages, the Rural Resettlenent
O ficer has been determ ning who has not taken up their new arable
and residentials. If he finds the person absent and with little
or no evidence of activity, he has been reassigning themto others.
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assistance in noving - whether the noving if voluntary or

i nvoluntary. The project provides no help in the construction of a
new homestead. However, the project is responsible for stunping
and plow ng. one acre and the provision of inputs for one year for
growing one acre of cotton.

No one is supposed to have to nove until there is a functioning and
adequat e borehole at their new location. This has provided a ngjor
stunbling block in the project's neeting its tinetable. Sites for
borehol es were selected principally on the basis of water
availability. GQwher criteria for settlenment and village |ocation
may not have been taken into account. In addition few efforts were
made to coordi nate borehole site selection with the project

resettl enent.

No arables are allocated close to rivers, and in principle these
are designated as grazing areas. Mizarabani District Council has
establ i shed a $50.00 fine for those cultivating within 30 nmeters of
a river bank. Quruve District Council has not as yet taken that
step although the two Ward Councillors in the Project area have
made it clear in neetings that people nust stop cultivating al ong
the rivers. The project expects that people will give up their
riverain cultivation and construct cooperative vegetable gardens at
borehol e sites or further away fromrivers than is currently
practiced.'” These fields while not-held by all residents are a
critical part of the agricultural system They enable famlies to
live in this environment in both drought and flood years. They
provide a second crop of maize (critically inportant when naize
fails due to drought) along with a variety of beans, cowpeas,
vegetabl es (an inportant source of incone for women along with the
normal dietary benefits), and tobacco as a cash crop. Riverain
cultivation is thought by project officials to cause or intensify
er osi on. : :

Wth regard to livestock, project policy is that households are
allowed to keep all animals they had prior to the project's «

i npl enentation. There are two or three herds of 40 and nmany nore
of around ten cattle. These herds tend to be close to the
escarpnment. Households which did not have cattle are restricted to
two oxen in the southern zone and to none in the northern zone.

B. Participation as Defined by the Project:

The M d-Zanbezi Project clearly  -desires popular support and

7  Residents notes that the boreholes do break down.

Currently nost people can go to rivers and dig open wells. But ,
when they are mved aways from rivers residents worry what wil
happen when the borehol e breaks down. '~ In addition, they point out
that their vegetables wll be ruined if they depend solely upon
borehol e water when and if it breaks down.
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participatidn. In the introduction | suggested that the form of

pl anni ng adopted to date prevents participation by the intended
beneficiaries. The Project would answer in response that they have
consulted the appropriate local authorities, nanely Vard
Councillors and IDCO Chairnmen. And, to a certain neasure they are
correct. Certainly District Councils - both Guruve and Mizar abani
have been involved, and to varying degrees VIDCO Chairs have been
kept abreast of project devel opnents. In ny view, there has not
been adequate give and take however between proj-ect officials and
project participants/beneficiaries. Wat is not a matter of
opinion is that the basic soci oeconom c research or needs
assessnent necessary for proper planning was not carried out during
the project planning or inplenentation stages. -

The design- of the M d-Zanbezi project has not been altered by the

i nvol venent of Ward Councillors and VIDCO Chairs. One question that
enmerges is whether they represent the people to the governnent or
the government to the people? |In the case of the M d-Zanbez
Project they have not been free to oppose the project whatever
private concerns they have. M views are shared by nany project
partici pants. In interviews with both long-term residents and
mgrants they believe rightly or wongly that it would be
impossible for a VIDCO Chair or a Ward Councillor to publicly

di sagree with the government concerning the project.?

V. VALLEY RESI DENTS' RESPONSES TO THE PRQJECT:

Vall ey residents do not have a single view or perspective on the

Project. | have found quite diverse opinions regarding the inpact
of the project, reflecting the fact that some famlies stand to
gain while others will lose as a result of the resettlenent

process, depending in part on their personal circunstances.

However, despite differences, there are unusual dinmensions to the
M d- Zanbezi Project around which near unanimty of opinion exists.
Unli ke nost resettlenent schenmes where participation is voluntary,
this is not the case in the Valley. Residents, whether mgrant or
| ong-term nust accept what can only be called forced resettlenent.
| say forced because the residents do not have the right to re-fuse.
To nore fully explore differences in response to the project it is
necessary to divide valley residents into three categories; |ong-
termresidents, whose famlies have been in the valley pre-1965 and
who are predom nantly Korekore with sone Chi kunda; mgrants from

ot her communal |ands who canme either in the 60s or 80s for |and;
and mgrants fromthe commercial 'farns usually in Upper QGuruve.
Many of these workers were born outside of Zinbabwe in Mzanbi que,
Mal awi and Zambia. Sone of these commercial farm workers are ol der
and see the valley as their last opportunity to obtain sone |and

8 |'n another paper | will explore nore fully the thorny issue

of participation and its structure and neaning in the M d-Zanbez
Project. _ _ - .
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and autonony from work on the farns.®

Long-term residents had extensive plots of land along the rivers
which, until the late 1980s, was nore than adequate. The 80s saw a ’
tide of mgrants entering the valley, asking and receiving from
headman first, and then VIDCO chairs and Councilors rights to |and
The popul ation has increased rapidly so that along the Manyane

River from the escarpnent to Mbzanbi que, on both the east and west
banks, there is one honestead after another. Descriptions both
from the archives and older residents indicate there used to be

| ong di stances between honesteads, and a profound change |n
popul ati on density has occurred since independence.

The nost inportant reason that mgrants cone to the valley appears
straightforward: to gain access to land. - For nultiple reasons, the
vall ey was one of the few places in Zi nbabwe where there was open
land and m grants were wel conmed by long-termresidents. « They were
wel comed to help guard fields from the depredations of elephants,
buffal o, and other game; to share in the difficult life in the
val l ey, and as synbols that nore people would bring nore conmtnment
by the newy independent state to increase resources and services.
The valley had become nore accessible because of road construction
during the war, and two efforts by the Tribal Trust Devel opnent
Corporation (TILCOR) to establish large irrigation schenes in the

valley —currently the ADA estates at Mishunbi Pools and
Muzar abani . _ :

The viability of agriculture in the valley was increased because of
favorable conditions for cotton - one of the few crops that does
well in the valley. The Lutheran Wrld Federation, sonme private
commercial farnmers and a few comunal land farmers brought tractors
into the valley permtted some farmers to greatly increase their
acreage and yields of cotton. The Cotton Marketing Board (CMVB)
supported extending cotton cultivation in the valley and in 1985-86
established a CvB depot at Mahuwe, which is in the center of the
current project area. .

In addition, the Zanbezi Valley is the site of the current EEC
effort to eradicate tsetse flies. | had initially hypothesized
that mgrants had heard of the program and had begun to enter the
valley with their cattle in anticipation of its success. ' However,
in the surveys that have been done by CASS, Spierenburg and nyself

| have not found a single nlgrant stating that they came to the
val l ey for such reasons.

It is clear that the plans and design for Type A resettl|enent
schenes, |ike the MZP, have a series of social, economc and
envi ronnental consequences which have generated a series of

' It is possible that further refinements may be made to
these categories follow ng analysis of the information collected.
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concerns anong residents. In the Md-Zanbezi Valley these concerns
have been articulated to the Rural Resettlenent Officers, the

Proj ect Manager, the Provincial Governor and District Councils.
However, because addressing these concerns would entail redesigning
the project, or a different conception of valley agriculture, they
have been rejected. Sone adjustnents have been nmade but they are
m nor and concern shifting an arable plot or residential stand
because it is waterlogged during the rainy season, or noving an
arable plot because it is part of a cenetery and the I|ike

It is ny sense that valley residents do not understand (and
probably rightly so.) that they are part of a resettlenent schene.
Initially they were told that the M d-Zanbezi Rural Devel opnent
Project would conbine new governnent resources wWth comunity
efforts leading to a higher standard of living for all. Valley
residents. appear initially to have wel comed increased state
intervention after the difficulties of the war years, and after the
experience of the keeps into which residents were put to prevent
the popul ation from supporting ZIPRA and ZANLA forces active in the
Valley. |In addition, elenents of the project appeal strongly to
nost residents in the valley: clinics, boreholes, nore schools and
roads. There is w despread agreenent that these are needed-in the
valley.?® On the other hand, there is w despread disagreenment wth
the key elenents of resettlenent. The areas of disagreenent .
i nclude: project determ nation of where people are to live, where
their fields are to be, the prohibition of riverain cultivation,
and the establishnment of grazing areas along the rivers.. Let ne
quot e fron1an interview with one mgrant:

In 1956 CGCota was communal land but now it belongs to
commercial farners. They cane in the sanme ways as
your are doing.” [He identified us as representing
the MZP.3 These white people are clever. In CGota
they- sent people from Agritex to do the sane as you
are doing. W were surprised in 195B to find a
convoy of trucks comng to nove people from their
homes to take them to other places such as Bakasa,
Kazunga and Hurungwe. Those who tried to refuse had
. their huts burned down w thout being able to take
out their goods. This was during Mnority rule.
Wien we got independence in 1980 we people who were
wor king on conmercial farms we began to |ose our
jobs.. Wen we conplained to the Mnistry of Labour,
t hey just said you better .go and seek a place to
settle on the communal |ands. So we cane here and
now are in _another tine of pegging. W are to be
forced to cultivate fields which we don't want and

-
_u—"’/

There are exceptlons of course: Vhpostoris refuse to have
their children imunized or go to clinics but on .the other hand,
they tend to support land allocation.’ '

20
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also to nove fromour residential stands to
anot her pegged area. I's this what independence
means? The government actually knows that we don't
have butcheries and markets. \Were can we get neat

cart Lefdd and green vegetabl es? That is why we have to
trappensdcul tivate on the river banks so that we can get
"relish" but the Governnent is stopping us from
cultivating there. Thus cultivation has been
carried out for a longer period of time and what has
happennedt ot heManyameriver?TheGovernment must
|l eave us living in the way we are used to.
(I'nterview July 5, 1990)
One nust ask how representative is such a statenent? To what
extent are views like this held, and by what proportion of valley
residents? Are such views held only by mgrants or by long-term
residents as well? It is here that |. nust plead insufficiency of
tinme to analyze ny data. At this point | can only outline the
arguments for and against the project that valley residents nmake,
their areas of concern, and ny sense of who supports the project
and who does not. :
Let nme take an exanple that illustrates how the -project operates in
a set manner without taking into account historical and ecol ogica
variability. In the northern center of the project area is Chiriwo"
Ward, usually referred to as Gonono. There are several villages
surrounding the centre "town" of Gonono. Gonono centre relies
al rost entirely on boreholes, dug in the early sixties. There is
an excellent functioning clinic and a well—mintained and supported
school . Nonet hel ess the villagers have been told that their fields
are in the wong places, that they will have to nove their
homest eads, and give up their riverain cultivation. Unl i ke ot her
areas in the valley they rely heavily on sorghum but .their
- knowl edge of agricultural conditions has been ignored.
Most people in this area do not want to nove. Even though many
have moved before they do not want to destroy their old hones,
build new ones, clear new fields, and have new and often unchosen
nei ghbors. Project officials treat these feelings as indications
of the population's inertia and resistance to change — people
viewed as obstacles to their own devel opnment. Their historica
experiences, their experience with droughts and flood and the
difficult environment of the valley is discounted.. No nmechanism
exists within the project, nor have the field officers the means to
i ncorporate these feelings.?

L. W sense of Project views toward residents reflects the

same set of biases toward what are viewed as non-nodern farmers.
There appears to be little concern about the constraints under
whi ch people carry out their agriculture and about how difficult
it is under such an uncertain rainfall regine to actually succeed
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VI . SUMMARY AND CONCLUSI ONS :

One set of conclusions has to do with the broad processes of social
and economic transformation unleashed in the valley follow ng

i ndependence and the reasons why mgrants sought this harsh
environment. This is to say that there are clearly processes of
soci al change independent of the project. In nmy opinion, the

vall ey was one of the only places where people could find adequate
| and. These processes of mgrations and settlenent were in place
prior to the tsetse eradication program or the M d-Zanbezi Project.

Any enquiry must ask the question what will be the |onger-term
consequences of the project and will the project be able to achieve
its stated goals given the social and ecological conditions in
which they are being undertaken. Once again | nmust |eave a ful

di scussion of these issues to another paper. However, the
constraints and opportunities in the valley will persist without
the project and form the context in which the Project will achieve
or fail in its objectives.

I have in the body of the paper indicated which parts of the
project ‘are viewed as controversial or negative by valley residents
and which ones are seen as pronmoting their well-being. Quanti fying
these can only come after | have analyzed the data but let ne
summari ze the major issues:

(1) Riverain Cultivation. The greatest amount of opposition to the
project comes from the anticipated loss of riverain fields. These
fields maké-up for the highly variable productivity of upland
fields. They are historically what has pernitted the successful
occupation of the valley.?® The residents are fam liar with the
argunents presented by Project Staff and local governnment as to why

the should cease riverain cultivation. However, virtually all
residents agree that they do not detect increased erosion due to
their riverai'n cultivation. In short, they disagree with the
expl anations that have been presented to them It seens to ne

several different mcro-systenms are included under the one category

in feeding their famlies.

221 find it quite probable that the Project will increase
the vulnerability to drought of a l|arge nunber of valley residents

for reasons | have = detailed earlier concerning riverain
cul tivation. _
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of cultivation within 30 neters of a river.?® In addition, because
of designating riverain areas for grazing nuch nore land wll be
taken out of agriculture than would be the case if it were just the
thirty nmeter rule. '

(2) Relocation. Mst people do not want to nove. They cite a
nunber of reasons including a strong preference to live further
away from nei ghbors than the project plans them to, staying close
to fields, staying close to ceneteries where kin are buried,
difficulty in building new hones, |oss of hones, etc. There are
certainly those who do want -to relocate and typically are those who
have had the opportunity to choose new sites in new villages

If current trends continue, those people who won't benefit or
resist the project will be forced to |eave. For exanple, school
popul ati ons in Huzarabani District where the project was

I npl emented were reduced by one-third reflecting a real decline in
popul ation. Since no base-line data exists for these popul ations
.we do not know why they l|eft, what has happened to them how nany
have left the project area, or how many have been resettled in
other parts of the project area.

(3) Relocation has another dinension. Everyone is to live near
each other, in lines, and arguably with cement or brick houses.
The project lays out the villages, decides on the nunber of
residential stands,. and suggests strongly where on each stand
famlies are to build their homes. There is nuch resentment?
against this process by residents.

(4) Many people have raised a series of questions about the twelve
acre allocation. Sonme say they don't need the twelve acres and are .
concerned that they will be forced to cultivate themor else |ose
the land. A smaller subset oppose the limt because they can use
“tractors or oxen to cultivate |larger areas than the twelve. There
is a large nunber of former mgrants who are delighted to receive a
full twelve acres with secure tenure. In short, there are very
mxed views of this particular project dinmension. The governnent
appears intent on instituting this equity provision in the project
but residents think that they will alter the system by offering
their land to others if they can't fully use it. Larger land

hol ders also think they will be able to obtain nore land in a
variety of ways and thus not be restricted to the Project's |and-

3

. For exanple, sone agriculturalists grow sweet potatoes in

the river bed itself as the river shrinks during the dry season
Ot hers may have their major nmaize fields in what used to be the
former river beds of the Manyane, Dande or (Misengezi rivers. Stil

others cultivate in those areas flooded during the rainy season but
where there is significant residual nmoisture. The farnmers appear
to have an excellent know edge of soil deposition along the river.
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holding linits. It is difficult to adopt sel f - managenent or
regul ation of project rules when nany residents do not agree or
accept them

(5 One issue which | expected to find was concern over how the
descendants of current residents were going to obtain |and
Surprisingly, this issue was not seen as very inportant. M/ sense
is that this is due to residents not having lived in a |and-scarce
environnent before. In the recent past, sons were able to find
land through asking the appropriate village headnmen or sabuku, and
now they will not be able to obtain land in this fashion and |and
allocation will be left up to the individual households. | have
asked project personnel if and how they have taken popul ation
growth and inheritance into account in their plans and they have
all said they have not taken the issue into consideration in their
pl ans. (One thoughtful AGRITEX officer responded that even if they
wanted to, they couldn't because of the large and rapidly grow ng
popul ation. He thought that agricultural intensification conbined
with labor mgration would be what actually happens.

(6) The rest of the project: nore schools, nore clinics, nore or
upgraded roads, boreholes are non-controversial. Resistance to
these is slight, support great. :

(7) It will be the case that sone people will benefit fromthe
project. The question becones which part of the popul ation w l
benefit and which ones won't. Mgrants who had received only an
acre or two from Village Headmen or VIDCO chairs now have 12 acres.
If they had or have other sources of incone then they can
successfully grow cotton. Long-termresidents who, relied on
riverain cultivation will have to give up their agricultural system
cand very often have to nove as well. : . . E

Thesoci al forceswhichledtothefillingof thevalleyafterindependencew || affectt
this point in time a |arge and overwhel mng influence in the

Valley's future, but it will be of only five years duration. = The
question is what will the staying power -of the project be? Wat

"l evel s of supervision and enforcement will actually be foll owed

since the Project clearly views local governnent (Ward Councillors

and VIDCO chairs) as the responsible parties? L

Let ne in-conclusion return to Chanbers and whether or not the [ast
have been placed first: Does the M d-Zanbezi Project reflect a
reorientation of devel opnent practice? Specifically, does the
project seemto be leading to |esser or greater sustainable
livelihood for valley residents, and do they (valley residents)
seem vested in the project leading themto take responsibility for
the project's success?

Is it then possible to have, as many people have suggested to ne, a
M d- Zanbezi Project which included roads, schools, clinics, -
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i nproved transport, and boreholes w thout resettl enent,

villagization, and the banning of riverain cultivation? | think it
hi ghly unlikely under current circunstances for there to be a
reconsi derati on. In ny view, the donm nance of a devel opnentali st

perspective conbined with the perception of valley residents as
backward prohibit such a course. ?

What are the prospect -for the valley? Wwo will have to take the
ri sks and who bears the costs of m stakes or -failures? No one,
despite the project's rhetoric is betting on the valley's poor.
Despite the view that the entire valley is poor there is an
extensive differentiation anong the agriculturalists. The pr.oj ect
bets on the nmore successful in point of fact. The degree of"
differentiation which can be neasured indirectly by cotton
production is greater than | anticipated. In addition, while
boreholes and clinics will greatly benefit wonen, less attention
was paid to their concerns as farnmers and producers.?®

The incorporation of wildlife into the project remains highly
probl enati c. Project staff are oriented toward resettl ement and
agriculture. Bor ehol es, schools, clinics, roads, arables and
residentials have all been planned not including wildlife issues.
The northern zone, where wildlife was to be given a higher priority
has been subject to the same planning exercise. The situation from

the perspective of wldlife wll be worsened because of the project:
zone' s expansion west of the Manyane. '

- The protection of wildlife does not “figure high in the residents’

~priorities. .Indeed, many are demanding that wildlife be renoved
from new village areas before they clear arables and residentials.
Despite the formation of a wildlife comnmttee, increasing cotton -

production and keeping ‘animals out of the fields are dom nant®
concerns. S

What then of the future? There is a Shona proverb which says Chisi
chako masi mba mashona. This nmeans that "Wuat is not yours you have
no responsibilities for." It certainly seens that the project is

24 The two recent cases of comunities rejecting an irrigation

project on the one hand, and a dam on the other (see articles in-.
The Herald) and both government's and the newspaper''s apparent
horror as to how it was possible for sone people to reject progress
indicate a climte in which a reconsideration of the nore-
controversial aspects of the project is highly unlikely.

2> The exclusion of wonmen's concerns fromthe project will be
the subject of another paper. In an environment in which al
proj ect personnel are male, all Ward Councillors and VIDCO chairs
are male, nost of those having jobs outside of agriculture are
mal e, insufficient attention has been paid to the position of wonen .
in the valley. -
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not for the valley residents because the responsibilities of where
and how to live are being nade by the project, not by the
“population. This will lead to greater passivity and resistance to
government demands and requests, and in the |onger—term an
under m ni ng of support. This was underlined for nme at a neeting at
which a VIDCO chair was taken to task for allowing pegging in his
VIDCO without informng the village chairnmen. One speaker finally
said in frustration that "the only thing the Project will bring us
IS poverty". | spoke to himafterwards to see what if anything he
felt he could do to express his concerns beyond the neeting. He
said there was nothing since the government had taken

responsibility for their lives it would be for governnent to .care
for them when the project failed.

Different parts of the valley are in different stages of being
resettled. In sonme places pegging hasn't been started, in others
all pegging has been conpleted and nmany people have taken up their
new-fields and honesteads. Mst villages are sonewhere in between.
In short, the region is being unsettled, the people feel unsettled, -
and project staff, overworked and understaffed, do not have the,
time or resources to exam ne what's actually occurring fromvillage
to village. Mst people say, even when they support the project, -
that it is not properly theirs. |If sustainable |ivelihoods and.
~denocracy are central to valley planning and project operation
‘they are difficult to detect. o B e




