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This paper reponts on a study of househalds in rurs] Vends to determine their perceptions of different land tenure systems

and to determine thewr preference for an alternate land tenire
households' land tenure preference were alse determned.
tenure system, and s implicd effects, were determined through lig linear regression analysis
mostly preferred mdividualized land tenire svstems (he

svstem. Key houschold charasctenstics influencing rural

The understanding rural househalds have of » preferred land

Although respondents

implied effects of such land tenure svstems were pat fully

upelerstongd.
1. Introduction
Land  tenure 15 an amportan grarmn  mshtution

determining the power and economic relationships in
the rural economy. As such the land tenure system is
part ol the msttubonsl structure of societv (Vink,
TET) The evalution of land fenore systems was ot
tecessanly o natwral process, because some changes
were the resulls of pevernment inlervention {Moronha,
19881 Three tvpes of mlervention in the tentre over
sgricubtural bad hove been followed in sub-Sabarun
Alniea in thes century, Le. socializalion of \enure, the

individualhisation of tenure and the maintenance of

traditivaal communal tenire through legislation [ Vink.
HE6) The latter policy was fullowed by suceessive
authantics m Sonth Africa. Traditional tenire was fxed
il and specifically through such vets as the Natives
Land Act, Mo 27 of 1903 und the Native Trust and Land
Act, Ne I8 of 1936 (cof Vink, 1987 Thompson and
Fane, 19937 Tnoaddition section 25( 1) of the Mative
Administrotion Avt No 38 of 1927 und sections 20
and AR(1) of the Native Trust and Land  Act |03,
empowered the State Presudent 1o proclaim regylations
concenng bind tenare in the selt-poverning nitional
stdes One of the anportant regulations  inclides
proclamation RINS of 1969 that specifics tenure on both
tribvisl aond Trost bandd (Vink, 1987}

These Jegislution prohilted iy evolution of e
traditiomal communal Aenure system in the  former
bomelonds Hecause  Lind tenire s part ol 1he
mstiintional structure of socicly o has o adapt 1o the
necds o sociely, Socrebies are dviionic and  tenire
svsivms il also chiange 17 they are o continue o flfil
their proper function: This did ot happen i the
“hivmelands" and a5 @ result one can conchide that
current leonee over agneultucal Japd i these areas is
meguitable and meleent

Given this background  and o the light of ihe
abadishment of the Jeasslation reterred to earher. this
arbicle povs narticular attention to household perceplions
reganhing trditional {or commuml) tenure. The article
reports on the resulls ol o stily of households in four
Ve Iribal wards i the Northern Transvaal province
Ulneobyechive of tis imvestigntion was to determinge e
perceplions ol rural hotseholds and rsdiionad Tenders
towards the communal land lemire svstem and 1o
determine their preference for different lind  tenre

il

systems. Charactenstics of rural households who prefir
different land tenure svstems were also identified and
are discussed ul Tength i this prper

2, Research Methadalopy

A totul of 107 respondents was randomly selected from
four tribal wards in the former Republic of Venda, ie
Mulenzhe, Musekbwa, Manenzhe, and  Masakona
Respandents  were  interviewed  using  structured
guestionnares  Colv 100 of the questionnaires were
tsable of which 25 were from the Manenshe ward, 23
from Musckhwa, 30 from Masakona, and 22 from e
Mulenehe ward,  Also, included in the sample were
twenty traditional leaders OF the 20 traditional leaders
imlerveewel, 8 came from Manenzhe, § from Masakona,
6 froe Museklwn and 4 from Milenshe

hata obtamed from this survey were cross-sectional Ty
nature an were nol nemmally distributed (Shaporo-Wilk
lest)  This demanded the use ol [reguency tubles,
Wilcoxen-rank sum fests, log linear regression and cross
Luhulation analysis methads,

Log lwmear modelling con be wsed 1o estupute the
interdependency between varables  Similarlv, o cun be
et estimate and test interaction ellects and to find
an explanation for the diference belween ohserved cel]
requencies i o cannot he attbtable 10 mindom
Nuctwations  The inderstanding smallbolders have of
their preferred Jund tenure svstem, and s nnplicd
effects can he deduced from 1his tvpe of walvais

3. Yenda houscholds' preference for different
land tenure systems

Acreview of the commmumnal land tenire systemn m Vends
showed that traditionally one residentiol site, an arable
plol and grzmg nghts of some sort. based an o svstem
of open decess are allocated to all houscholds

Houscholds thus have exclusive rights to arahle lagnd
and communal usufruet on grasng land, o5 also
ientified  earhier by Vink  (1987)  Community
membership, and  the view  thal  tradioonally all
commnily members are etifled e land, are the fiost
mmportant aspects on which tradienal leaders hase the
allocation of lnd  Previons famming experience was
consistently  given o low prority. Only o 40t o
tespondents smd that they were dissatistied with the
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way land is being distributed under the traditional
tenure system: Tlus percentage is lower than expected.

However, nearly 88% of respondents surveyed believed
another land tenure system would improve productivity,
Interestingly, all traditional leaders surveyed were of the
opinion that another land tenure system would improve
productivity.  From Table | it 1s clear that private
ownership of agriculiural land (39%) 15 the allernative
favoured by most respondents

The grewps of houscholds displayed in Table 1 were
regrouped info three groups of houscholds preferming a
particular land tenure system as shown in Tuble 2
below.  This was done to be able to identify any
distinguishing factors that might exist between groups
of farmers surveved  Households in Group 1 were
classified as  those houscholds  preferring  private
ownership with a title deed (=39}, Group 2 honseholds
prefer the present “stalus quo” (n=3%).  Group 3
smallhoiders  were  classified  sccording 1o their
preference for centrally controlled land lenure svstems
(m=200

The groups shown above are expected Lo have different
characteristics that would influence their preferred land
tenure system. This hypothesis 13 now more clearly
expluined and subjected to  statistical testing  to
determane (s validity

Firsl, houscholds m group 1 are expecied (o be
relatively small households, headed by young, educated
wmdividuwals (with entreprencurial skills), who would
benefit mast fram the free markel svstem. These house-
holds are expected to derive less from the present land
tenure system and are therefore willing to undertake the
risks mvalved with radical land tenure reform. Respon-
dents in this group are expected to have jobs relatively
close to the community to visit the area regular]y

Secomd, respendents in group 2 sre expected to be older
and more conservalive wdividuals who benefit most
[rom the present bend tenure svstem,  These househalds
are therefore expected to have large arable and residen-
tial land holdmgs, combined with o large cattle herd
Subsequently they are not willing to suppart chunge in
the present land tepure system,  This group might be
largely dependemt wspon agriculture as a source of
1nenme.

Third, pronp 3 compnises of households 1o whom the
benefits (secunity) of @ rural homebase are the most
important considerations  (of, Low, 1984) Cha-
ractenstics of this group would include high non-farm
mcome from migrating lubourers, o relatively high level
of education or  skill which would  provide  the
appariwty for gh retums [rem wage employment, and
supposedly cattle are kept for consumption purposes
This group s furiher expected Lo be most susceptible o
futiere rural-urban migration

The kev chioracteristics ol the housebalds in the various
groups are summarised in Toble 3 When the median
and mode values in Table 3 are studied closcly, a clear
difference between the groups, for certam ol the
virrighles studied ean be observed. The Wilcoxon rink-
stm lest (Ho accepied) however sugpests no significant
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difference between  the  proups The houschold
composition and the economic active population in each
group are compared in Table 4. The most sigmifican
conclusion 1o be drawn from Table 4, i that the levels
of unemployment in group 3 households are lower than
in the other groups. Generally it can be expected thal
group 3 houscholds will have a larger percentoge of
migrating labourers, while group | houscholds have the
largest perceniage of teachers with a smaller percentage
of migrating labourers.

It was further evident that nearly 32% of the economic
active population amongst the group | respondents are
full-time employed in the PWV-area while another 25%
work in the nearest town. The fotal percentage of full-
time migrant workers 5 cstimated at 37%. In the case of
group 2 nearly 51% of work in the PWV area while
another 22% work in the nearest town. The total
percentage of fall-time workers working away  [rom
home is estimated at 73%. In group 3 a large number
{87%) of the economic active population is migrant
workers with nearly 57% working in the PWV ares,
while another 30% of these people work in nearhy
lowns

The absence of significant Wilcoxon rank scores to
show significant differences between groups, arc nol
enough o reject the hypothesis as stated earlier. In this
regard it is expected that data are insufficient to provide
the required results. Cerfain of the survey results do
hiowever, correspond with the expected results as stated
in the hypothesis.  This, however, is nol enough (o
necept the hypothesis os valid

4. Houscholds' perceptions of different Iand
tenure systems

In reply e another set of questions, 453% of respondents
mdicated that iF land was sold to members of the
community, the purchaser should have sole ownership of
that land A log linear reégression was done to determine
whether group 1 smallbaolders are more likely 1o allow
sole ownership of tnbal land bought.  Given their
preference for an individualized land tenure system, this
would be o logical expectnison.  However, evidently
respondents who prefermed [ormal private tenure did not
necessanly prefer sole ownership of the land

For the analvsis done in Table § below, respondents
were grouped according e their opimion on whether o
purchaser of tobal land should have sole ownership of
thal land, Respondents in group A believed a purchaser
of tribal land should have private ownership of that
land.  Respandents in group B thought that sole owner-
ship af trihal land should not be awarded to any member
of the community, even if thet person bought that fand.

Fram the table of freguencies given in Table 5§ the
{ollowing conclusions can be drown, The possibality of
classifiing a group 1 smallholder (prefers private
ownership with a title deed) that is willing to-allow sole
ownersliip of tribal land is 1932%.  The row pet-
centnges indicated in Table 5 show that only 43.59%, of
group 1 respondents would allow sole ownership of
trihal land. Furthermare, the prebability of a respondent
being classified as group 2 and not be willing 1o allow
sole  ownerstop  of  tribal  Jand, s 23.88%
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Table 1: Household preference for alternutive land tenure systems

Tenure Preference Percenlage of ﬁespund::nts
{N=100)
= —

Private ownership with title deed J004

Private ownership of arable land and communal ownership of grazing land 19%

State ownership ol all agncultural land 1%

Life time renting T
Development of tribal land e g imgation or other agricultural projects 5%

se of land exclusively by Tribal Authonty 494

Any other alternative lenure system 1%

Table 2; Preference for alternative land tenure systems grouped in three proups

Group | Private ownership with a title deed (=39}

Ciroup 2 Private ownership of arable land and communal ownership of grazing land (n=1 ¢
Life time renting (n=7)
Respondents satisfied with the present land fenure system (=12

Giroup 3 State ownershuip ol all agricultural land (n=11)

Drevelopment of Tribal land e.g. imgation or other agricultural projects (n=5)
Use ol land exclusively by the Tribal Authority fn=4}

Tuble 3: Comparison of key characteristics of the groups of rural households in Venda

VARIABLE GROLIE | GROUFR 2 GROUP 3
MEIDIAN BACID: METIIAM MODE MEDIAN MODE

Houschold head ape 58 05 (3 [ 52 36
Household size 7 fi 7 7 # B
Househald head 0 { ) 0 4 i
Fduntion level
[years)
Size ol residential .48 (ha) (25 (ha) (1,255 tha) T {ha) 125 (ha (1.5 (hay
aren
Itesidential arca 006 (ha) i 0025 (ha) { (11 (ha) {
under cullivation
Avatlable arahle | {ha) I (T} 11925 {ha) 0.85 {ha} 1.25 (ha) L85 (ha)
land
Arable land cropped 0.6 (ha) M 0265 (ha) [ (.85 (ha) il
Cattle number & fy 3 5 iy il
Total family income R 00 K2 400 Ko 258 K2 400 RI10 230 124 B
! yenr

Mote: Total tumily meome per vear docs not inchude nercultural meome

Table 4+ Household composition of graups of households
1T GROUP | GROUIP 2 GROLUP 3

| Scholars/pumls (%) 4013 IR8 41.7
Pre-schiool (%) 1146 0.7 K
Ermploved Adl-ime (%) 156 153 16y
Unemploved not seeking wark (%) 1z 132 2.2
Unemployed seeking work [%4) 95 12:5 (i
Fetired (%) 02 §.4 7.7

Approximately 63 63% of proup 2 respendents would
nol allow sole ownership of agricultural fand,  OF the
group 3 respondents, 52.%4% would not allow sole
ownership of agnicultural land o trital areas,

Further analyses (sec Pretorius, 1994) bave shown that
there 15 a significant difference in perception among the
groups on the question of sole ownership of agrcultural
land, i the individua) bought that land.  OF all the
respondents who would allow sole ownership of tribal
land, group 3 respendents represent only 22.22%.

Groups 1 and 2 tepresent 47.22% and  30.56%
respectively.  Onlv 34.38% of group 2 respondents
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would allow sole ownership of agriculural land, while
43.59% of group | respondents and 47.06% of group 3
winild be willing o allow sole ownership of agricultural
lund The resulls from  the maximum-likelthood
analysis also show that the opiniens of smallholders on
whether an individual who buys tribal land should have
sole ownership af that land, is chosen tandomly and
therefore independent of his land tenure preferenice.
Respondents with a preference for a land tenure system
that provides private ownership with a title deed, were
expected lo be willing to allow sole ownership of tribal
land,
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Tuble § Tahle of frequencies found for proups 1,2 and 3 by proups A&

[TEM Giroup A* Group B*®
Allow Not Allow
FREQUENCY 17 22
Group 1  PERCENT 1932 25
ROW PERCENTAGE 43.59 3641
COLUMN PERCENTAGE 4721 41.31
FREQENCY 11 21
Group2  PERCENT 2.5 23.86
ROW PERCENTAGE 3438 H3.63
COLUMN PERCENTAGE 3036 40,38
FREQUENCY g 9
Group 3 PERCENT 9.09 10.23
ROW PERCENTAGE 47.06 52.94
COLUMN PERCENTAGE 3222 17.31

Mote:  Freguency missing = 2

Group A = Respondents that would allow sole ownership of tobal land
Group B = Respondents that would not allow sole ownership of tribal bamd

Tuble ; Table of frequencies found for proups 1,2 and 3 (Table 6.2) by groups C & D

M Grroup C* Cirop [
Allow Renting No Renling
Freguency 13 24
Ciroup 1 Percent 14,29 26,37
Fow Percentage 354 G486
Colimn Percentipe IR.24 4211
Freguency 15 21
Ciroup 2 Pereent 16,45 23.08
Row Percentage 41.67 58.33
Column Percentape 44.12 i B4
Freguency f 12
Giroup 3 Percent h.59 13.19
Row Percentoge 1333 f6.67
Column Percentage I 765 21.05

Mole Freguency missing = 9
.

This ia clearly not 50, &5 cun be seen lrom the results
above (56.41% ol group | respondents would net allow
sale ownership of tnibal land). This analysis beads to the
unavaidable conclusion that certain of the implications
af households® preferred lmud tenure system are unclear
to the respondents, {group 1) and that this would
influence therr land tenure preference

For purposes of another analysis a respondent was
grovped into group C iF be was walling to allow renting
Ciroup 13 respondents would not allow renting on trikal
land. It is expected that respondents who chose formal
privade lenure, would alse be more willing 1o allow
renting i these areas. Surpnisingly, s was not so

The results oblaned [rom the analyvsis are summarsed
m Table 6 and can be interpreted as tollows: OF all the
respondents  surveved,  14.3%  would be group 1
smallhelders (prefers private land tenure svsiem) who
would he willing to allow renting or share cropping,
similarly enly 6.6% would be group 3 respondents and
would also be willing te allow renting ‘and shure
CTOppIng

Furthermare, the probubility that a respondent classified
i group | would allow renling: or share cropping is
15 1%, simalarly 41 7% of group 2 would aflow renting
or share cropping. From this it s elear thi respondents
classified w group | would not necessarily be willing to
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Gronp C = Respondents thal would support renting and share cropping
Group 3 = Respendents that would not support renting or share cropping

allow rentmg or share cropping, although this is an
integral part of their preferred land tenure system.
Clearly this aspect was not considered when their choice
wus made, and given more information this is likely to
influence their fand tenure preference,  Approximately
42% of group 2 respondents are expected to be willing
1o gllow renting in traditicnol areas, opposed to only 38
and 33% of group 1 and 3 respondents.

Maximum-likelithood analysis showed that there exists a
significant dilterénce between the frequency levels of
proup C & 13 This observed dilference in frequency
tevels of groups C & 115 not influenced by the answers
received in groups 1,2 or 3. Vanables used in this log
lineor regression wre  therefore  accepled o he
midependent from each other and as such, randomly
chosen.  There b4 therefore ne conpection between
mswers received [rom respondents who prefer formal
privale tenure and their willingness to support a rental
market [or land  These answers were apparently chosen
mdependent of each other.  Conlrary o expeclation,
many af group | respondents (64.86%) indicated that
they would not be willing to allow renting or share
CIOppINg.

Hespondents  supplied  the following  reasons  for
resistance agmust renting of laend:

*  cyvervbody has his own land and  there 15 no need

for renting ¢41%)
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s the land is too small to be viable (14%)

= traditionally not allowed [ 10%%)

lack of knowledge of how such a system would
work (9%}

fear of conflict between hath parties (7%)

no available land (7%

socinl pressure (5%

feear of Tosing Land {4%)

other { 3%4)

In n market where labour s scarce, land is free, and
returns from agriculture are at best doubtful, it would be
mconceivahle fo mmvest scarce capital into a high risk
operation from wlach conflict mught arise.  The slow
development of o rental markel is therefore not
surprisig.  As long s land is not seen as a' scarce
production factor, the benefits of o rental market will
nol rench these communities.

5, Conclusions

Although 39% of respondents chose  maividualised
tenure wrrangements 1L 15 clear that these land tenure
systemns  are  not  fully  understood by them.
Consequently, their land tenure preference is expected
to be altered by the implied effects of such a system.
Therefore it is sugpested that individualisation of Jand
tenure systems, within conununal arcas, should be a
lang term objective and should not be implemented
directly

Cemmunal land lenure systems will adapt o changing
circumstances, and reform measures shoold not imhibial
tis natural process.  Land tenure Jegislation cannol
reflect the changing needs of the diverse culiural
backgrounds found within South Afmca. It is therefore
suggested thel decentralization of land tenure palicy
decisions be undertaken, and that the chosce of land
lenure system, and the methed of reform, he determined
by the community members themselves,  This will
cnable local communities to adapt faster to changes in
their econamic circumstugces

Flexibality within every land tenure system would in the
end ensure i land tenure system that 15 1o the advantage
af every member of the community involved,
Giovernment should act as facilitator of the evalitionary
process, rather than regulator,  The move [rom
cammunal to private ewnership of property takes time.

It may take fram 50 o 100 vears before the benefits of

private awnership are realised (Mieuwoud|, 1992

The establishment of o rental market for Tund should e
one of the main objectives. This however, cannot be
achieved easily und an extensive process of promaotion

265

Pretorius and Kirsten

ol the benefits to be derived from it, should be launched.
Without secure land tenure rights and as long ns access
to tand is free, ther progress will be slow

The trend towards a freer markel within the agricultural
industry might lead to more environmentally sound

production patterns.  Policies that reduce population
pressure, Ancrense  income, promote more  efficient
allocation of land and provide appropriate nstitutions in
instances of market failure, should be promated, This
will have the sdded sdvantage of & reduction in land
degradation within Southern Alnes,

Group action and dependency upon  community
membership for nghts to land is a powerful tool in the
hinds of developers.  Cooperntion with  traditional
leadership structures could lead the way to practical
proposals, which are acceptable to the communities
invalved.
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