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ABSTRACT

Land reform in South Africa, like in other developing countries with a history of land grab and
people’s displacement, is an issue of serious contestation. The study therefore assessed the
accrual of benefits to claimant communities from the two forest-based public-private
partnership (PPP) land reform models (Sales and Leaseback, and Community Managed
Enterprise). A random sampling technique was used to select 140 and 175 households in
Amabomvini and Cata communities in Kwazulu Natal and Eastern Cape Provinces,
respectively. Ordinal logistic regression, descriptive analysis, including frequencies and Chi-
square were computed to process the data using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
software (Version 20). From the results, the socioeconomic status of Cata household
beneficiaries improved compared to that of Amabomvini after the implementation of forest-
based PPP land reform models. Both communities were concerned about non-implementation
of post-settlement support by the government upon settlement of their land claims. Tailor-made
leadership and business management training should be designed for the CPA committee

members and trustees in order to achieve mutual distribution of benefits to all beneficiaries

Keywords: Benefit accrual, Benefit-sharing mechanisms, Community beneficiaries,
Community Managed Enterprise, Sales and Leaseback, Socioeconomic status

1. INTRODUCTION

Land reform in South Africa, like in other developing countries with a history of land grabs
and people’s displacement, is an issue of serious contention (Sikor and Muller 2009). In South
Africa during the era of the apartheid government, the black population which consitiuted the
majority of race in the country were disposed of their land. This dispossession was chiefly
targeted at productive arable arable land owned by the black population in order to steer
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economic development that was designed to soley benefit the white minority race (DLA, 1997;
Britton 2006). Consequently, the majority of the black population became landless in their
country of birth, leading to great imbalance in land ownership in the country with the white
population accessing control of more than 80% of quality arable land, while the majority of the
black people were left disgruntled and owning less than 15% of poor land (Rumney 2005).

The 1994 inauguration of the post-apartheid government in South Africa necessitated an
immediate and much needed shift in policy direction in order to address socioeconomic
imbalances in the country through a Reconstruction Development Programme (RDP) (Clarke
2008, Hall 2004, Lahiff et al. 2012). This programme was aimed at improving the
socioeconomic status of previously disadvantaged race (black) under the apartheid government
(ANC 1994, RSA 1994). In the same vein, the Land Reform Programme was introduced, and
aimed at recognizing the land access and ownership rights of previously disadvantaged people
(Clarke 2008, Clarke and lIsaacs 2005, DWAF 2005, Hall 2009, Ham and Chirwa 2007,
McMenamin 2009, Van Loggerenberg and Mandondo 2008). In particular the land reform
programme targeted the segment of South African society that was removed from their land
under the Native Land Act No. 27 of 1913 of the previous oppressive regime (De Wet 1997,
Lahiff 2007a, Makhanye 2013, Pepeteka 2013).

In line with the national government’s programme, all sectors of the national economy,
including the forest sector, have an obligation to develop transformation programmes under
Broad-Based Black Economic Empowerment (BBBEE) to redress the injustice of the past, by
providing facilitated assistance and opportunity for the previously disadvantaged people. Based
on this directive, the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF) strategically
developed the Forestry Sector Transformation Charter (FSTC) (DWAF 2007). This Charter
was aimed at improving the livelihoods of previously disadvantaged communities through the
provisioning of several forest business opportunities (Clarke 2008, Clarke and lIsaacs 2005,
DWAF 2005, Hall 2009, Ham and Chirwa 2007, McMenamin 2009, Van Loggerenberg and
Mandondo 2008). In conforming to the directives of the Charter, the South African forest
industry initiated different land restitution programmes. These restitution programmes
eventually led to the implementation of several post-settlement forest-based public-private
partnership models with a focus on improving the livelihoods of claimant communities (Aliber
and Maluleke 2010).



However, the issue of the sustainability of forestlands transferred to claimants’ communities
remains a prioritized concern (Dlomo and Pitcher 2003). This concern is drawing forestry
stakeholders’ attention to the concept of public-private partnership as a way of opening up
opportunities to the claimant communities, while also committing to the sustainability of forest
production on the land returned to the community beneficiaries (Godsmark 2008). According
to Shaheen and Khan (2008), PPP is defined generally “as a government service or private
business venture, which is funded and operated through a partnership between government
and one or more private companies”. In the same vein, it is noteworthy highlighting that both
forestry industry and government embraced this approach to resolve the rampant land claim
disputes as well as ensuring the empowerment of claimant beneficiaries (Ojwang, 2000).
Additionally, the integration of local communities in this partnership arrangement provided
valuable opportunities towards ensuring equitable distribution of benefits amongst the
beneficiaries. Furthermore, the significance of pursuing PPP in order to resolve current and
future societal challenges in a more coordinated approach have been emphasized (Hedman et
al. 2008).

Several studies in South Africa have investigated the sustainability and impacts of land reform
models in the agriculture and forestry sectors (Chirwa et al. 2015, Mayers and Vermeulen 2002,
Van Loggerenberg and Mandondo 2008). These studies have focused solely on identifying the
type of models that are preferred by the land beneficiaries (the claimant communities). For
instance, it has been found that the majority of the implemented public-private partnership
initiatives have not delivered the anticipated benefits to the land claimants, such as employment
opportunities and technical skills through mentorship and decision-making. In forestry, quite a
number of the claimant communities preferred the joint venture model to other models, due to
its ability to transfer land ownership and management skills to the beneficiaries (Chirwa et al.
2015). However, these studies failed to explicitly assess whether other benefits from land
settlement models were delivered to claimant communities. In particular, the socioeconomic
analysis of the claimant communities, in relation to promised benefits stated in partnership

agreements, have remained largely uninvestigated.

This study investigated two forest-based post-settlement support partnership models, namely
the Sales and Leaseback model (SLB) and the Community Managing own land model, which
is referred to in this study as the Community Managed Enterprise model (CME). As described
in Makhathini (2010), the SLB model was the first to be used in the South African forestry



industry as an approach to expedite the land claim settlement process, and to ensure timber
production sustainability (i.c. under land restitution) on claimed forest plantations. The model’s
lease agreement ascribed various benefits to the land claimants, ranging from employment,
bursary funding, lease agreement rental, stumpage fee, mentorship (extension services) and
entrepreneurial development opportunities. On the other hand, the CME model is characterized
by exclusive responsibility put on community beneficiaries to manage their land and empower
themselves socioeconomically, with the assistance of non-governmental or civil society
organizations as well as local municipality. However, as highlighted by Godsmark (2008), the
CME model requires high levels of post-settlement support in order for the beneficiaries to
achieve its intended objectives. This view is in line with that of Greijmans et al. (2014), who
suggested that there are many factors that often limit the viability of this model, which include
a lack of government support through non-implementation of policies. Thus, this study was
aimed at assessing the accrual of the benefits from forest-based public-private partnership
(PPP) land reform models to claimant communities. The study investigated the two land reform
models as used in Amabomvini and Cata communities located in the Kwa-Zulu Natal and
Eastern Cape Provinces of South Africa, respectively. The study specifically tested the
hypothesis that the accrual of socioeconomic benefits to land claimant communities do not

differ between the two forest-based land reform models.

2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

2.1. Description of the study areas

The study was conducted at the Amabomvini community, situated in the Kranskop area in the
Kwa-Zulu Natal (KZN) Province and the Cata community, situated in the Keiskemmahoek
area (along the Amathole mountain range) in the Eastern Cape Province of South Africa
(Figure 1). These two communities were selected because they are beneficiaries of land
transferred through restitution. Furthermore, the two communities have been engaged in
forestry operations under forest-based land reform models, which include the Sales and Lease
Back (SLB) model, managed by a Trust in Amabomvini, and the Community Managed
Enterprise (CME) model, managed by a non-governmental organisation (NGO) at Cata for a
period of more than five years. Additionally, the Amabomvini community received their land
back in the year 2008 and subsequently reached an agreement to lease back the land to the

forestry company for two rotations (20 years) under a Community Trust (Table 1).



“Consequently, the Amabomvini land claimant beneficiaries through Community Trust (CT)
were assisted to register a forestry contracting company named Ingudle. In line with the SLB
agreement, Ingudle was therefore contracted to manage all silvicultural operations in the
plantation, with the mentorship provided by the forest private company’s professional forester.
In addition to the SLB partnership agreement, the private company leasing back the land from
the land claimant beneficiaries had an obligation to provide a series of benefits to the
beneficiaries. These included provisioning of bursary funding, employment creation,
entrepreneurship development, income generation through payment of annual rental consisting
of 7% of the value of planted area to the community trust and 2% of the stumpage fee of
harvested timber (Makhathini, 2010; Muller, 2011; Sustainable Development Report, 2011).
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FIGURE 1: The South African map depicting the study areas in selected provinces

On the other hand, the Cata community received their land back in 2002 and subsequently
opted to pursue the management of the land by themselves under the leadership of the Trust,
which later was changed into the Communal Property Association (CPA). Most importantly,
the CPA is the legal entity that represent all the land claimant beneficiaries as per the
beneficiaries register upon land claim settlement. However, the Cata community works closely
with the Border Rural Committee (BRC), which is an NGO that provides mentorship, sourcing

of funding and other support. Most importantly, the CME forest-based land reform partnership
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model adopted in Cata community involved an agreement where the land claimant
beneficiaries’ opted to manage the land transferred to them with professional assistance from
the non-governmental organisation (BRC) and government in the form of local municipality
(Amabhlati). In this case, the role of the NGO was to provide the project with technical and
financial management as well as fundraising expertise, with the local municipality’s
responsibility being to provide assistance with regard to project funding in order to ensure

sustainable management of forestry, agriculture and recreation and tourism projects initiatives.

TABLE 1: Information defining both selected community beneficiaries in this study

Information Amabomvini Cata

Land claim settlement 2008 2002

Commencement of partnership 2008 2002

Partner type Private company NGO

Duration of the agreement 20 years Not specified

Forest-based land reform model adopted SLB CME

Registered Entity Community Trust CPA

Province Kwa-Zulu Natal Eastern Cape

Municipality Umvoti Amabhlathi

Language Zulu Xhosa

Locality Rural Rural

Geographic location 29°5°26.38”S 32°35°20.90”S
30°56°48.22”E 27°7°19.46”E

Number of Household beneficiaries 220 320

Size of the claimed land 2038 ha 650

Size of the land leased back 1515 ha 0 ha

Registered company Ingudle None

2.2. Sampling and data collection

In this study, a mixed-mode research design approach was used (Bhattacherjee 2012). This
approach was chosen to ensure the representativeness of the responses from the respondents
(Kelley et al. 2003). Additionally, probability sampling was chosen to avoid sampling bias.
Specifically, simple random sampling was used in both selected areas, while the sampling size
was determined using the approach of Krejcie and Morgan (1970). In this approach, the total
population or number of household beneficiaries in the study communities was considered for
sample size determination. Consequently, the following formula was used:

X2NP(1 —P)

SE BN D +X2P(1=P)




where S = Required Sample size, X =Z value (e.g. 1.96 for 95% confidence level), N
= Population Size, P = Population proportion (expressed as decimal) (assumed to be 0.5 (50%)
and d = Degree of accuracy (5%), expressed as a proportion (0.05), which is the margin of
error. In the Amabomvini community, 140 households were randomly sampled while 175 were
sampled in the Cata community. The randomization to identify households to be interviewed
was conducted using the beneficiaries register list provided by the Trust (Amabomvini
community) and CPA (Cata community). This was intended to ensure that the households that
were to participate in the survey actually represented the land beneficiaries.

2.3. Household questionnaire

The heads of the households that benefited from land transfer in each community were
interviewed using a generic structured questionnaire. The questionnaire contained questions
regarding the type of socioeconomic benefits that the household beneficiaries in both
communities received due to the forest-based land reform partnership model adopted
respectively. In order to maintain the originality and clear understanding of the questions to all
the respondents in the two study areas, and for ease of administration of the questionnaire, it
was translated into the local languages spoken in the two communities. Thus for the
Amabomvini community the questionnaire was translated into Zulu and into Xhosa for the Cata
community. A five-point likert scale approach was used in designing the questionnaire (Allen
and Seaman 2007). To ensure that the questionnaire was developed appropriately and that it
captured the whole scope intended for the study, pre-testing with the Amahlongwa community
beneficiaries was conducted in Kwa-Zulu Natal, prior to the actual administration in the
selected communities. For harnessing in-depth information about the socioeconomic benefits
accrued from the forest-based PPP land reform models implemented by both communities,
focus group discussions were conducted with the trustees in Amabomvini, and CPA committee

members in Cata, respectively.

2.4. Statistical data analysis

An ordinal logistic regression (PLUM Procedure) model was computed to estimate the odds of
accrued benefits (employment, financial, bursary, nominated as trustee and technicial skills)
from the forest-based PPP land reform partnership arrangement on the socioeconomic status
(SES) level of household beneficiaries. The depedent variable responses were ordered with
value 2 = “high SES level”, 1 = “middle SES level” and 0 = “low SES level”. However, the



dichotomous independent variables were dummy coded into value 0 = “Yes” if household
beneficiaries accrued benefits and 1 = “No” if household beneficiaries did not accrue benefits

(Table 2). The logit model equation used in the analysis is as follows:

In =a+ B1X1 + ﬁzXz + ﬁ3X3 + ...+ ﬁka (l)

P
(1-P)

From the equation, B denotes the intercept of explonatory variable on the perceived
socioeconomic status level of the household beneficiaries, X denotes the explanatory variables
(accrued benefits) used in the model to predict the effect on dependent variable. P is the
probability of household experiencing change on socioeconomic status level and (P/1-P)
denotes the odds ratio of household experiencing change on socioeconomic status level. In
addition to ordinal logistic regression analysis, descriptive analysis, including frequencies and
Chi-square to test the relationship between the responses on benefits accrued by the household
respondents in two communities from the forest-based land reform models at p<0.05, were

computed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software (Version 20).

TABLE 2: Explanatory variables used in ordinal logistic regression analysis

Explanatory Variables? Frequency (n = 315)
Employment benefit

Yes=0 127

No=1 188
Financial benefit

Yes=0 194

No=1 121
Bursary benefit

Yes=0 27

No=1 288
Nominated as a trustee benefit

Yes=0 35

No=1 280
Technical skills benefit

Yes=0 52

No=1 263

@ Household accrued benefits from the forest-based partnership arrangement

3. RESULTS
3.1. Characteristics of the households

Table 3 portrays characteristics of the households within the Amabomvini and Cata
communities, respectively. From both communities, there were more female respondents,
accounting for 58.6% in Amabomvini and 64.6% in Cata. The percentage of the household
respondents in each age group also differed between the two communities. In particular, the

youth (18-35) respondents in both communities were low, accounting for 11.4% in



Amabomvini and 7.4% in Cata. Moreover, 68.6% of the respondents were over 55 years in
Cata, compared to 54.3% in Amabomvini. There were significant differences in marital status
(p < 0.001), with more respondents married in Cata (52.6%) than in Amabomvini (42.9%).
Regarding the education level, the majority of the respondents attended primary school as the
highest education in both communities but more respondents had low literacy levels in
Amabomvini (33.6%) compared to Cata (14.9%). Only 30.3% of the respondents in Cata were
unemployed compared to 42.9% in Amabomvini. Furthermore, the individual ownership of
land, outside the land transferred to both communities under land restitution, accounted for

1.4% in Amabomvini and 9.7% in Cata, respectively.

TABLE 3: Demographic description of study communities

Characteristics Proportion of respondents (%) in two communities
Amabomvini Cata
(n =140) (n=175)
Gender
Male 414 36.6
Female 58.6 63.4
Age Category (Year)
18-35 114 7.4
36-55 343 24
Over 55 54.3 68.6
Marital Status
Single 44.3 194
Married 429 52.6
Divorce 0.7 8.6
Widow/widower 121 194
Highest Level of Education
Not educated 33.6 14.9
Primary 457 46.3
Secondary 20.0 36.0
Tertiary 0.7 2.9
Employment Status of Household Member
Not Employed 429 30.3
Employed 571 69.7
Private Land Ownership
Yes 14 9.7
No 98.6 90.3

3.2. Types of accrued benefits to beneficiaries

Table 4 presents the accrued benefits to household beneficiaries in both Amabomvini and Cata
communities, as a result of the adoption of the forest-based land reform model. Generally, the
results showed that households in Cata acquired more of the tested benefits than those from
Amabomvini. The results showed a statistical significant relationship (p<0.001) in all the
benefits accrued to households from both communities. About 32.0% of the respondents in
Cata strongly agreed to employment accrual compared to only 4.3% in Amabomvini.

Regarding employment opportunities created through the partnership models, the Amabomvini



trustees emphasized during the FGD, the fact that majority of the beneficiaries showed no
interest in working in the forest, more especially the youth. On the other hand, the Cata CPA
committee members indicated that the multipronged project approach including forestry,
agriculture and tourism projects significantly improved employment opportunities. Yet,
contrary to the trustees’ view, the Amabomvini beneficiaries claimed that the trust’s forestry
contracting company considered majority of people who are not beneficiaries for employment
opportunities. Furthermore, about 25% of the respondents in Cata indicated that they have
received technical skills training as compared to 5.0% of respondents in Amabomvini.
Regarding marginal technical skills accrual by Amabomvini beneficiaries, FGD findings
confirmed that those managing the CT’s forestry contracting company (Ingudle) are the ones

prioritized as they work closely with the private company that leased the land.

Additionally, respondents in Cata revealed that they had more opportunities to participate in
the Community Property Association (15.4%) than those in Amabomvini (5.7%). On financial
benefits received from the partnership model, responses from the communities follow a similar
pattern; about 66.4% and 57.7% of the respondents in Amabomvini and Cata respectively
indicated that they have benefited financially in a substantive manner. However, FGD results
in Amabomvini revealed contrary views between the trustees and the beneficiaries with the
trustees indicating that all the beneficiaries accrued a once-off financial benefit of R2000 since
inception of the SLB partnership model. On the same note, other beneficiaries not serving as
trustees emphasized that due to the elite factor within the household structures as well as lack
of transparency from the trustees’ side regarding financial benefit-sharing mechanisms, not all

beneficiaries accrued financial benefits.

Similarly, 32.0% and 31.4% of the respondents disagreed to receipt of financial benefits in
Cata and Amabomvini respectively. Substantive dissimilarity, with respect to financial
benefits, lay with those that neither agreed nor disagreed, which was 10.3% for Cata and 2.1%
for Amabomvini. On bursary awards, the majority of respondents (92.8% for Amabomvini and
73.2% for Cata) in both communities indicated that they did not receive any bursary. For
example, the Amabomvini trustees indicated that only four youth beneficiaries were awarded
bursaries to study towards professional qualifications, but all of them eventually dropped out.
On the other hand, the Cata CPA members indicated that funding for skills training in their
community has been sourced with the assistance of BRC. Furthermore, they emphasized that

this funding was prioritized for financial and technical skills training of those members in the
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managerial positions of the community projects. Findings from the FGD pointed out that

majority of the beneficiaries from Amabomvini community did not accrue all the benefits set

out in the SLB partnership agreement to their household.

TABLE 4: Types of benefits accruing to the community from the forest-based land reform

models
Benefits Responses Proportion of respondents (%) in  Inferential statistics
two communities
Amabomvini Cata 2 df  p-value
(n = 140) (n=175)
Employment in the Strongly Agree 4.3 320
plantation Agree 11.4 28.0
Neither agree nor disagree 29 8.6 113.927 4 0.000
Disagree 17.1 21.7
Strongly Disagree 64.3 9.7
Financial benefits Strongly Agree 114 331
Agree 55.0 24.6
Neither agree nor disagree 21 10.3 71.533 4 0.000
Disagree 6.4 24.0
Strongly Disagree 25.0 8.0
Bursary Strongly Agree 1.4 4.0
Agree 2.9 8.0
Neither agree nor disagree 29 14.9 75.736 4 0.000
Disagree 214 50.3
Strongly Disagree 714 229
Nominated as a trustee  Strongly Agree 3.6 10.3
Agree 21 51
Neither agree nor disagree 2.9 10.3 86.130 4 0.000
Disagree 20.7 55.4
Strongly Disagree 70.7 18.9
Technical skills Strongly Agree 14 12.6
Agree 3.6 131
Neither agree nor disagree 5.7 18.3 90.632 4 0.000
Disagree 22.1 40.0
Strongly Disagree 67.1 16.0

3.3. Effect of forest-based land reform initiatives on household socioeconomic status

Forest-based land reform models were found to have contrasting effects on the socioeconomic

status of households in both communities. Results in Table 5 present the effect of the forest-

based land reform model initiatives on the socioeconomic status of households prior and post

project implementation. There was a significant relationship in the satisfaction responses of the

respondents on their household socioeconomic status in the two communities prior (y*> =
35.384, p<0.001) and post (x> =118.654, p<0.001) implementation of each forest-based land

reform initiative. The satisfaction level of the Amabomvini community respondents’ (not at all

satisfied) with their household socioeconomic status post-implementation was 65.7%

compared to 51.4% prior implementation.
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However, the opposite was the case in the Cata community, having acquired their land earlier
and deciding to manage it under the CME forest-based land reform model. Majority of the
respondents (32.6%) from Cata community were not at all satisfied with their household
socioeconomic status prior implementation of reform, while in the contrary, fewer respondents
(14.3%) revealed they were not at all satisfied post implementation. Additionally, the Cata
respondents’ satisfaction level with their household socioeconomic status, slightly increased
from 12.6% prior to 17.7% post implementation compared to a slight decrease from 7.9% prior
to 2.1% post implementation of the FBLR model. Findings from the FGD in both communities,
highlighted common sentimental trends emphasizing that government has completely failed to
provide post-settlement support promised to them upon settlement of the claim. Furthermore,
the Amabomvini trustees felt that the failure of government to attend scheduled executive

committee partnership meetings substantially compromised their negotiating power.

TABLE 5: Household responses on socioeconomic status prior and post implementation of
forest-based land reform models in the two communities

Responses Prior implementation Post implementation
(2 = 35.384; df=4; p = 0.000%) (x? = 118,654; df=4; p = 0.000%)
Amabomvini Cata Amabomvini Cata
(n = 140) (n=175) (n = 140) (n=175)

Not at all satisfied 51.4 326 65.7 14.3
Slightly satisfied 21.4 18.3 229 16.0
Neutral 3.6 26.3 7.9 33.7
Satisfied 15.7 10.3 14 18.3
Very satisfied 7.9 12.6 2.1 17.7

*The relationship between the responses is statistically significant at p < 0.001

3.4. Respondents’ perception of benefits requiring extra attention

Figure 2 shows various accrued benefits that household beneficiaries of the two communities
perceive requires more attention in order to improve distribution to all beneficiairies. The
majority of household beneficiaries in both Amabomvini (87.1%) and Cata (85.1%) felt that
more attention should be focused on the delivery of employment benefit from the plantation.
A similar pattern was observed regarding the business exposure benefit (an opportunity
provided to the beneficiaries to participate in forest business under mentorship as a result of
forest-based land reform partnership model), where 89.2% of household beneficiaries from
Amabomvini and 88.6% from Cata felt more attention should be focused on the business
exposure benefit. Additionally, about 92.9% of household beneficiaries in Amabomvini valued
education support compared to 81.1% in Cata. Similarly, 89.9% of the household beneficiaries
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from Amabomvini required the timber growing exposure benefit to be given attention in
comparision to 79.4% from Cata. Majority household beneficiaries indicated that land
management knowledge should be prioritized, with 95.5% from Amabomvini and 82.9% from
Cata.

B Ama-Bomvini (Yes) HBCata (Yes)

100 1+

PERCENTAGE(S)

FIGURE 2: Household respondent’s perceptions on the socioeconomic benefits that require
more attention

3.5. Rating of benefits received from partnership models

Table 6 shows the rating of benefits obtained through the forest-based land reform partnership
models. All the results on the rating of the socioeconomic benefits received were significant,
including technical skills (x>=119.548; p < 0.001); employment in the plantation (y?>=115.625;
p < 0.001); financial management skills (x*=117.866; p < 0.001); entrepreneur development
(x*=107.052; p < 0.001); access to credit resources (y?=42.404; p < 0.001), and rental
(x>=57.356; p < 0.001). The majority of the household respondents in Amabomvini
simultaneously rated the benefit of employment in the plantation as bad (30.0%) and very bad
(56.4%), compared to 19.4% (bad) and 10.3% (very bad) in Cata. Similarly, the financial
management skill was rated poor, accounting for 27.9% (bad) and 67.1% (very bad) in

Amabomvini compared to 37.1% (bad) and 12.6% (very bad) in Cata. These findings concurs
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with those from the focus group discussion wherein Cata CPA committee members emphasised
that their objective has been to equitably distribute benefit to all the beneficiaries either
financially and/or through creation of employment opportunities. On the other hand, the access
to credit resources, as a result of the adopted partnership model, was rated very bad by both
household respondents from Cata (40.2%) and Amabomvini (72.1%). Regarding the
entrepreneurship development, fewer (16.2%) household beneficiaries in Cata, compared to

the majority (64.3%) of those from Amabomvini, rated it very bad.

TABLE 6: Rating of socioeconomic benefits received due to forest-based land reform models

Benefits received by households Rating Proportion of respondents (%) in two Inferential statistics
communities
Amabomvini Cata e df p-
(n = 140) (n=175) value
Technical skills Excellent 5.0 30.3
Good 2.1 24.0
Average 71 16.6 119.548 4 0.000
Bad 23.6 18.3
Very bad 62.1 10.9
Employment in the plantation Excellent 3.6 37.1
Good 5.0 211
Average 5.0 12.0 115.625 4 0.000
Bad 30.0 194
Very bad 56.4 10.3
Financial management skills Excellent 14 13.1
Good 14 18.3
Average 21 18.9 117.866 4 0.000
Bad 27.9 37.1
Very bad 67.1 12.6
Entrepreneur development Excellent 2.9 12.1
Good 14 20.2
Average 14 23.7 107.052 4 0.000
Bad 30 27.7
Very bad 64.3 16.2
Access to credit resources Excellent 14 4.6
Good 14 8.6
Average 0.7 13.2 42.404 4 0.000
Bad 24.3 333
Very bad 72.1 40.2
Rental Excellent 14 4.0
Good 43 18.4
Average 0.7 10.3 57.356 4 0.000
Bad 229 36.8
Very bad 70.7 30.5

3.6. Effect of accrued benefits on the household socioeconomic status level

A cumulative odds ordinal logistic regression with proportional odds was computed to predict
accrued benefits that had a significant effect on the socioeconomic status of the household
beneficiaries. The comparison of fitted model to a model with varying location parameters was
assessed using a full likelihood ratio test and the results showed that there were proportional
odds, y?(5) = 5.474, p = 0.361. Furthermore, the pearson goodness-of-fit test revealed that the
model fitted the observed data well, ¥?(37) = 46.059, p = 0.146. Consequently, the results show
that the prediction of dependent variable in the model was statistically significantly in addition
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to intercept only model, ¥*(5) = 33.499, p <0.001. The odds ratios of a household who observed
change in socioeconomic status were highest for employment benefit accrual followed by
bursary, nominated as trustee, finance and technical skills (Table 8). The change in
socioeconomic status occurrences were highest in households that accrued employment benefit
(odds ratio of 2.683, 95% CI, 0.501 to 1.473) compared to those who did not. In addition, the
odds ratio of 1.768 shows that the change in socioeconomic status of the household was more
likely observed from those who accrued financial benefits than those who did not. According
to the OLR results, it is clear that accrual of bursary (odds ratio 1.941, p > 0.05) as well as
being nominated as trustee (odds ratio 1.834, p > 0.05) benefits in the forest-based land reform
PPP model do not significantly predict change in household beneficiaries’ socioeconomic
status. In addition to this finding, the FGD with the Amabomvini revealed that only four
beneficiaries accrued bursaries and nomination as trustees. Similarly, the technical skills
benefit accrual was statistically not significant to predict a change in socioeconomic status of
the household beneficiaries, with odds ratio of 0.883, p > 0.05.

TABLE 7: Model fitting and adequacy testing statistics

Statistical Test Model -2 Log likelihood Chi-square df Sig
a Intercept Only 150.393
Final 116.894 33.499 5 .000
b Pearson’s
46.059 37 .146
Deviance
51.877 37 .053
¢ Null Hypothesis 116.894
General 111.420 5.474 5 .361

2 Model fitting information results
b Goodness-of-Fit results
€ Test of parallel lines results

TABLE 8: The odds ratio estimates of forest-based land reform public-private partnership
accrued benefits on household socioeconomic status change

Explanatory variables Odds ratio P-value 95% confidence interval for Odds ratio
Lower Bound Upper Bound
Employment benefit (yes) 2.683 0.000 .501 1.473
Financial benefit (yes) 1.768 0.811 -.410 .524
Bursary benefit (yes) 1.941 0.124 -.182 1.508
Nominated as a trustee (yes) 1.834 0.132 -.184 1.398
Training skills benefit (yes) 0.883 0.711 -.783 .534
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4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Contribution of forest-based land reform PPP arrangements to household
socioeconomic status

The socioeconomic status of the beneficiaries in both communities, before and after
implementation of the forest-based land reform PPP arrangement, reflected poor improvement.
However, there is disparity in the level of improvement between the two communities owing
to the forest-based land reform PPP arrangements that each community espoused for
management of their land. For instance, contrary to the Amabomvini community, the
household respondents in the Cata community indicated that their socioeconomic status
continued to improve during the period after the land was transferred back to them. This trend
could be linked to the desire and commitment expressed by the Cata CPA committee members
during the focus group, which is to uplift every household beneficiary through various
established land reform projects. Unlike Amabomvini community beneficiaries, who depended
on rental and income generated through forestry contracting activity, the Cata CME model
established three economic projects aimed towards substantially expanding on employment
opportunities to the beneficiaries. In line with this finding, Peredo and Chrisman (2006)
suggested that successes and frailties of the CME establishment depend upon its multipronged
project approach, which exceed beyond land-based activities. Notwithstanding, other studies
have reported that equitable distribution of the benefits across all the beneficiaries in various

land reform projects remains a common challenge (Davis and Lahiff 2010).

The benefits accrued to each community provides a better picture of how the partnership
arrangements have contributed to their livelihoods. In the case of Cata, the status of the
households’ beneficiaries changed because employment opportunities in the plantation accrued
to a sizeable number of the beneficiaries. The reason for such an opportunity has been due to
the commitment of the CPA committee members to create employment for all the beneficiaries.
In addition, to achieve this high rate of job creation for the beneficiaries, the CPA committee
members considered other initiatives being promoted by various government departments. In
particular, the contribution of tourism and agricultural garden projects to supplement
employment created through the forestry project also played a major role for the Cata
community beneficiaries. As reported by Phillips (2013), it is important that both government
and industry continue to work together to provide necessary and much needed support to the

land reform beneficiaries.
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Additionally, the Amabomvini-Eyethu trustees highlighted the lack of post-settlement support
from the government as their frustration. In the absence of government support, the challenge
that the Amabomvini community beneficiaries usually encountered included poor
administration guidance to the trustees, monitoring and evaluation of the partnership
agreement, and limited financial resources to procure necessary inputs required to implement
the partnership agreement with the private company. As such, these had negative impacts on
improving the socioeconomic status of the beneficiaries. This is in line with the assertion of
Moabelo (2007), that close monitoring and evaluation of projects emanating from land reform
community projects by various government departments, is critical and recommended. Despite
positive results achieved in the Cata community, their CPA committee members also
emphasized unsatisfactory support from government at national, provincial and municipality
level for not participating in the agreement of the claim settlement. In a bid to strengthen land
reform in community institutions, FAO (2003) suggests that governments should remain
committed to this endeavour by equipping beneficiaries with the relevant skills and support to

manage commercial forestland.

4.2. Benefits accrued to household beneficiaries from forest-based land reform PPP
arrangements

4.2.1. Employment in the plantation and financial benefits

The Land Reform Programme (LRP) brought about optimism amongst previously
disadvantaged communities and government alike. For the government, the LRP provided an
opportunity to reverse the atrocities experienced by the black majority under the apartheid
regime (Puttergill et al. 2011). Through the LRP, the expectation was for the beneficiaries to
harness the benefits from employment opportunities created by the implementation of various
forest-based land reform partnership arrangements. However, contrasting realities of
employment benefits in the plantation were recorded in the Amabomvini and Cata
communities. According to the results, Cata household beneficiaries substantially accrued
more employment in the plantation benefit in comparison to Amabomvini household

beneficiaries.

Several studies strongly indicate that land claimants or community beneficiaries would require
relevant government support in order to achieve socioeconomic benefits such as employment
generation from their projects (Anseeuw and Mathebula 2008, Cousins and Aliber 2013, Lahiff
et al. 2012). Similarly, Dlomo and Pitcher (2003) stated that people are more interested in
employment benefits than forestland rental, sharing profit, land access and use rights benefits.
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Therefore, the differences between the two communities under study may be linked to the
commitment of the community beneficiaries’ legal entities (CPA/CT) and/or external
stakeholders involved in the partnership arrangement to implement the programme that seeks
to improve household beneficiaries’ socioeconomic status. As highlighted by Lahiff (2007b),
the improvement of the socioeconomic status of the beneficiaries of land reform may directly
be from employment opportunities provided through profit sharing initiatives facilitated by
Community Property Association (CPA) members or trustees. Nawir and Gumartini (2003)
similarly emphasized that through partnership arrangements community beneficaires always
stand an opportunity to benefit both employment and income. Although findings of this study
revealed that beneficiaries from both the Amabomvini and Cata communities received financial
benefits, this happened as a once-off direct payment of R2000 per household beneficiary in the
year 2011 for the Amabomvini community and about R4400 in the year 2004 for the Cata
community. In addition, the Ama-Bomnvini community trust accrued financial benefits from
annual rentals and income generated from contracting opportunities. As revealed by
Makhathini (2010), the decision on how to spend the income generated through rentals, was
left completely to the trustees or community representatives on SLB partnership.

4.2.2. Bursary and Technical Skills benefits

The findings revealed that the investment towards capacity building through the provision of
bursaries for formal education was low in the two communities under study. However, the
beneficiaries in Cata, to a certain extent, indicated that they had benefited from funding for
technical and financial management skills training. This support by the Cata CPA, through
support from the Border Rural Committee (BRC), could be associated with their commitment
to improve capacity in the management of their forestry project. As Baker (2014) suggests, the
role of education as one of the measures of socioeconomic status, is important. While Mearns
(2011) emphasized the significance of education in achieving success of any community
project, Peter and Godsmark (2008) stressed the significance of the promotion of skills
development opportunities for the youth and new forestry industry entrants. Through training
interventions, the capacity of community beneficiaries to manage their land during project
implementation stage could improve, and that may well contribute positively to their
socioeconomic status. As highlighted by Adato et al. (2005), a long-term perspective on
community skills development is vital, as this would enable communities to organize and
manage their own resources. Without the necessary skills, it would not be easy to successfully

manage the land transferred to the beneficiaries, neither would the partnership with private
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organizations be effective with regards to managing their land. According to Mearns (2011)
most community projects would only become successful when beneficiaries are competent and

have the necessary capacity to work and manage their project activities.

Consequently, the Cata community presented the household beneficiaries with substantive
opportunities to harness technical skills from the forest plantation operations. As anticipated
from the partnership agreement, attainment of the technical skills would enable land claimant
beneficiaries to be more competent in the management of the forestry operations on their own
(Nawir 2012, Ojwang 2000). As argued by Jacobson et al. (2008), it is important to make sure
that technical and entrepreneurial skills as well as an understanding of economics principles
are addressed, to prevent the the downfall of the project. Similarly, Johansson et al. (2012)
emphasized the significance of technical skills for the successful management of community-
based projects. In addition, several authors, such as and Aliber and Cousins (2013), Bradstock
(2005), DAFF (2010), Godsmark (2008) and Pogue (2008), postulate that the failure of
community projects is often caused by factors such as a lack of business management, and
technical and financial skills.

4.2.3. Trust/CPA member nomination

From this study, the majority of the respondents in Amabomvini indicated that they had not
served in the Trust. Thus, in line with Stott (2012), it takes nomination of the few beneficiaries
by the majority to play the role of managing the land on their behalf. As reported by Tilley and
Lahiff (2007), trustees/fCPA committee members are often the ones appointed as managers
and/or decision makers, thereby receiving most of the financial benefits (income) while the
majority of the interests of ordinary household beneficiaries are compromised. In support of
this, and as outlined by Chamberlain and Anseeuw (2017), the trustees/CPA members often
focus on accruing benefits to themselves at the expense of the majority. On the other hand, the
Cata community respondents generally indicated that the opportunity of serving as a member
of the CPA was equally presented to them all. Moreover, the element of elite capture in the
leadership of the trust’s management was more prominent in Amabomvini than in Cata,
regrettably resulting even in the loss of life. In line with this finding, several studies reported
that the failure to equally distribute the benefits and responsibilities to manage the claimed land
amongst the beneficiaries has been attributed to the tendency of elite capture (Hall 2007,
Godsmark 2008, Mearns 2011, White 2009). Accordingly, it is essential that the government

engage with trustee/CPA members continuously, after the implementation of forest-based land
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reform partnership arrangements, in order to ensure that trustees and CPA committee members

are adhering to their constitution.

4.3. Influence of forest-based land reform models on benefit delivery

Considering the benefits accrued to each of the two sampled community beneficiaries, it is
evident that the beneficiaries from the Cata community substantially benefited when compared
to those from the Amabomvini community. Faced with the responsibility of managing the land
on behalf of the beneficiaries, the Cata CPA opened up more economic activities to ensure the
active participation and involvement of the beneficiaries. Furthermore, the Cata CPA has also
shown a commitment and willingness to create opportunities to deliver benefits to the
beneficiaries. As reported by Coulibaly-Lingani et al. (2011), establishment of equitable
benefit sharing approaches requires urgent attention in order to contribute to the participation
and performance of the community beneficiaries in the management of land projects. On the
contrary, Irimie and Essmann (2009) concluded that benefits to the people might not
necessarily be influenced by efficiency or equity objectives of land reform, but rather by the
implementation of proper processes and procedures that ensure delivery of benefits to the
household beneficiaries. It may thus be deduced from the present study that the positive
contribution of benefits delivery to the majority of household beneficiaries in Cata could be
attributed to the CPA’s willingness to create more opportunities for the members
(Parliamentary Monitoring Group 2010). In fact, it has been reported by the Parliamentary
Monitoring Group (2010) and the Centre for Law and Society in South Africa (2013), that land
reform community projects operated under the management of CPAs, allow the government to
intervene and resolve problems that may be encountered in the process.

On the other hand, the trustees of the Amabomvini Eyethu Trust managed the land that is leased
back to the private company under the sales and leaseback forest-based partnership
arrangement, and as a result, they received income on behalf of the beneficiaries from rental
and stumpage fee payments. In addition, the Amabomvini Community Trust was assisted to
register the Ingudle forestry contracting company as part of the agreement. Consequently, the
private company prioritized all the contracting opportunities, including silvicultural operations,
to the community beneficiaries’ contracting company (Makhathini 2010, Chamberlain and
Answeeuw 2017). However, the majority of respondents indicated their dissatisfaction with the
lack of the benefits-sharing mechanisms within the current arrangement. Tilley and Lahiff
(2007) and White (2009) have emphasized that the lack of benefits-sharing mechanisms in the

community projects creates challenges and mistrust between community leadership and
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general beneficiaries. Subsequently, it would be important to ensure that benefits-sharing
mechanisms are developed and made available to all the beneficiaries prior to the
implementation of the partnership, to avoid any misunderstanding (Ashley and Ntshona 2003).
Furthermore, an intervention from the government could be significant in assisting the
negotiation and development of the benefits-sharing mechanisms in Public-Private Partnership
(PPP) arrangements. For instance, the Amabomvini trustees highlighted their sentiments
regarding the unfairness of the partnership, regardless of them having approved it. Both the
trustees and general household beneficiaries agreed that the lease agreement should have
included the component of the timber beneficiation amongst the benefits agreed upon.
Manenzhe and Lahiff (2007) argue that the failure of land reform projects was often caused by
irrelevant and poor planning during the initiation stage. Therefore, it is essential that
community beneficiaries exhaust all the benefits expected from the lease back arrangement,

prior to the finalization of the agreement.

Both the Amabomvini trustees and Cata CPA committee members highlighted that government
had categorically failed to provide them with post-settlement support as promised in the land
claim settlement agreement. The lack of such support from government could be attributed to
its indecisive position with regard to whether land transferred to the claimant community
should be managed under the CPA Act or the Trust Act. In addition, the lack of capacity within
the land commission branch also resulted in the government failing to monitor and evaluate
land reform community projects as planned (Gwanya 2010). Subsequently, the Border Rural
Committee (2013) report proposed that government should prioritize the development of
legislation that will strengthen the position of CPAs as the legally elected land-holding entity.
Likewise, literature suggests that government intervention in the management of Public-Private
Partnerships is critical as this could contribute to making sure that the interests of the
community beneficiaries are protected (Manezhe and Lahiff 2007, Tilley et al. 2007,
Underwood et al. 2007, White 2009).

4.4. Accrued benefits predicting signficant household socioeconomic status

As evidenced in the results, the effect of accrued employment benefits to the respondent’s
household socioeconomic status level was noticeable. The main argument that could be
advanced in this study is that those respondents with members who have received employment
benefits would generally be in a position to notice and indicate highest effect in their
socioeconomic status. In agreement with these findings, some studies argued that employment
benefit accruals (Bleyer et al. 2016, Rose 2000, Ofoegbu 2014), together with income and
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education are the driving factors of the household or individual member’s socioeconomic status
(Mabuza 2016). In this regard, it could be argued that CME forest-based land reform PPP
model has more potential to improve community beneficiaries’ socioeconomic status, as it was
found to afford household beneficiaries with more employment opportunities than SLB.
Interestingly, it was also observed that households that had members nominated as trustees and
those with members that received technical skills did not automatically result in significant
improvement of their socioeconomic status. Similarly, it was observed during the focus group
discussion that not all the trustees accrued an equivalent amount of benefits, as they
demonstrated contrasting knowledge and understanding of what was happening in the
partnership. According to the literature, a handful of beneficiaries often accrue benefits while
the majortity are compromised (Aliber and Cousins 2013, Chirwa et al. 2015, Mansuri and Rao
2004, Vega and Keenan 2016).

5. CONCLUSION

The findings of this study clearly reveal that the forest-based land reform PPP arrangements
have not done enough to deliver the much-anticipated benefits to household beneficiaries.
However, the accrual of benefits to households in both communities were markedly in contrast.
On this note, the household beneficiaries from the Cata community highlighted they were
enormously satisfied with their household socioeconomic status post-settlement of their land
claim. As also evident in the Amabomvini community, a review of the Sales and Leaseback
forest-based PPP land reform model agreement, in order to capture the component of
beneficiation amongst the list of benefits that should accrue to the household beneficiaries, is
paramount. In contrast, a sizeable number of household beneficiaries in Cata accrued benefits
from their land to a certain extent under the CME forest-based PPP land reform arrangment.
Notwithstanding, both communities emphasized the lack of post-settlement support promised
to them by the government upon settlement of their land claims. Thus, the lack of such support
had huge implications on the ability of both communities’ legal entities to operate swiftly in
their respective forest-based PPP land reform arrangments. The silence of the government
regarding the long outstanding promised discretionary grants has left the communities

dissatisfied and feeling setup into engaging with these Public-Private Partnerships.

Consequently, it would be of great significance for the government to consider strengthening
the necessary support required to represent the interests of the community beneficiaries in the

forged Public-Private Partnership. Put simply, this means that the government would have to
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play a central role in dictating equitable shares of the benefits expected to accrue to the
household beneficiaries from the adopted forest-based PPP land reform models by
implementing relevant policies, including specifically benefit-sharing and beneficiation.
Furthermore, it would be essential for the government to also provide post-settlement support
timeously as indicated in the settlement agreement. This support should include monitoring
and evaluation of the initiated forest-based PPP, early disbursement of settlement grants, and
provision of capacity building programmes, specifically tailor-made training for the forestry
land reform beneficiaries, since this could improve benefits to the household. Additionally, the
private company should carry similar responsibilities to expedite transformation of the
socioeconomic status of the household beneficiaries. Most importantly, the development of
mutual benefit-sharing mechanisms should be transparent and transformative enough to
consider the ideas of household beneficiaries. As such, this study recommends a research study
to determine the desired benefit-sharing modalities of land claimant beneficiaries.
Additionally, the study to assess the long-term impact of forest-based land reform PPP
partnership models in both communities on household’s socioeconomic status will be

significant.
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