


ABSTRACT

The role and signiﬁcance of agriculture in the Zimbabwean economy needs no further emphasis.
The whole economy depends on a stable agrarian growth. Agriculture accounts for 11-14
bercent of the GDP and‘contributes 33 percént of formal employment.

¢
Currently the government of Zimbabwe is forging ahead with its controversial Land Reform
programme. This is intended to achieve higher agricultﬁrél output, higher labour absorption and a

more equitable income distribution. Lanc = = ° ° 7 :d to alleviate rural poverty. -

This study attempted to assess the rela iency and allocative efficiency of small

scale communal and resettlement area 1a.u'auwe. Maize and cotton are the two crops

that were used. Maize was us%ﬁ}l&gﬁ@ llﬁf)}?&fﬁﬁgﬁ]@r cash crop and staple food for

these farmers. Cotton has recently Yecorte afr ifipoftatit ¢dsh crop for smallholder farmers of

Zimbabwe.

A Cobb-Douglas type of production function analysis revealed that resettled farmers, who are a
product of the land reform programme, are relatively more technically efficient than small-scale

communal farmers in the production of both maize and cotton Crops.

As for allocative efficiency both communal and resettled farmers are under-utilising inputs such as
land, seed and insecticides. On the other hand they are over-utilising labour and capital inputs. This

~indicates that resettling people alone cannot guarantee overall efficiency. The government should be



















































income disparity issue. Using the international standards whereby all farms less than 10
hectare are classified as small, we find that in Zimbabwe one-third of the land belongs to the

4 500 LSC farms (Table 1).

TABLE 1.1 ZIMBABWE: LAND DISTRIBUTION BY FARM SECTOR AND
NATURAL REGION, 1988 (000ha)

Large-Scale Small-Scale Communal Resettlement | State Farms Parks and

NR
-| Commercial Commercial Areas ' Areas Wildlife Areas

Farms ) Farms

Ha % Ha % la | % ‘Ha % Ha %
| 202.2 1.8 7.3 0.6 0 0.9 10 2 50.1 1.0
II 3,687.0 32.8 |222.2 17.9 90 17.9 |10 2 25.0 0.5
III | 2,405.4 21.5 |438.3 354 ,240 | 37.8 | 160 32 545.9 11.0
IV | 2,429.1 21,7 4733 38.2 7,3v 810 24.6 | 60. 12 12,514.1 | 50.3
Vv 2,489.7 222 |97.6 .,}? GH?& 5199- ) [68(1‘121}%8 260 52 1.843.0 | 37.2
Tot | 11,213.4 | 100 1,238.7 | 10q gb@ﬁéﬁ n19e A BARQ | 100 | 500 100 | 4,978.1 | 100
al

NR = Natural Region
Source : Adapted from Rukuni (1994b)

The main objective of the government under Land Reform is that the redistribution of
acquired land should go beyond the pqlitical and moral imperatives; It should include
economic management and higher agricultural productivity among not only the newly
settled, but also those | remaining in the communal areas who will be re-organised
. simultaneously with the resettlement programme. This objective envisions improved

productivity through efficiency.




Land reform, which is the redistribution of land ownership titles or other interventions in :
land use rights (von Blankenburg, 1993), should be based on the premise that the new settlers
will be more productive than their predecessors. It should-also address the nation’s growing
problems of unemployment, poverty and the general deterioration of the qﬁality of 'the

people’s lives.

This' study is to look at farm efficiency because it is an important subject in developing
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countries agriculture (Zimbabwe i ssources are limited but high population
growth is very common. A stu icy of small-scale farmers is important
because they are now producing tt m of food consumed in the Third World,
especially in sub-Saharan Africa, \vms, 1996). The same authors mentioned
that at least 73 % gf all %Wgﬁw ﬁia%allt Mbut despite the fact that such a |
high percentage of the populatiod farnls, footfdethatd cannot be met from this source. The
population growth rate is about 3.3 % but agricultural growth is lagging behind at 1.5 % per

year (La-anyami, 1986). This begins to suggest that Land reform should always be linked to

efficiency.

The study will look at both technical and allocative efficiencies. Most of ‘the empirical
literature dealing with -farm efficiency in developing countries has been concerned
exclusively with the measurement of technical efficiency (Bravo-Ureta and Evenson, 1994).
- However, by focusing only on technical efficiency, we ignore the gains in output that could

be obtained in the short run by also improving allocative efficiency.



An efficient farm is a farm using less resources than other farms to generate a given output
(Kirsten and van Zyl, 1998). The supeﬁor_ performance is shown by higher efficiency ratios,
and a lower cost per un-itvof production. The concept of efficiency is at the core of economic
- theory. The theory of production economics is concerned with optirrﬁsation and optimisation
implies efficiency (Torkamani and Hardaker, 1996).‘ The analysis of efficiency, in general,
focuses on the possibility of producing a certain level of output from given resources.

Agricultural policies like Land Reform can be analysed from efficiency measurements. As

argued by van Zyl et al. (1996) tt- -““-"-—-- "7 and Reform is that the redistribution of
agricultural land to small holde or certainly not reduce, total factor
productivity and efficiency in the 1 «dy is based on the findings that in most

of the developing world there exist. ..vuunship between farm size and efficiency.

This is to say that once a ini 1Zq°1 ily farms relying primarily on
ORISR BT FOTT H TR ing pr

| family labour are generally ot pro@active-tfan frger farms relying primarily on hired

labour.

Production efficiency is usually analysed by separately examining its two components:
technical and allocative efficiency (Wang et al, 1996). Technical efficiency may be defined
as obtaining the maximum output from a given set of physical inputs. Allocative efficiency
on the other hand is defined as the abilify to choose a technically efficient input/output
combination that optimises a decision maker’s goal(s) given relative output/inpﬁt prices

(Rukuni, 1994b).



Wang et al, (1996) observed that allocative efficiency is evaluated from the producer’s point
of view of profit maximisation. It does not necessarily reflect social costs and therefore is -

not necessarily efficient in the sense of social cost benefit assessment.

1.2 The Research Problem

Small farmers are said to crop available land more intensively, using more labour, and

fallowing leSs; whereas large farmere mov nmdar gytilize land, fallowing more, planting

less densely and using less are _(Byin'ngiro and Reardon, 1996).
According to Kirsten and van Z ; a mistaken perception that small farms
are less efficient than large farr __ ..1e illusion of modernity. People believe

v
that when a farm ustﬁ soEJhist[icaﬁg c&qitfgw 819{? 11_115 1;:gn_:ient but some studies have

corroborated Schultz’s “podt)oit ¢FBcietitE Ay satResss (Xu and Jeffrey 1997).

Due to colonialist history the Zimbabwe agricultﬁre is dominated by LSC farmers
mainly whites. Small-scale farmers are crammed on barren soils in rural areas, while
only 4 500 white LSC farmers take control of about 70 percent of the country’s
productive land. The SSC farmers have faced numerous constraints because of this

skewed land distribution pattern.

At independence the government embarked on the Land Reform programme and the first

phase took place between 1980 and 1990. But the land issue remains both emotive and



vexed. The government managed to resettle 71 000 families on about 3.3 million
hectares bought from the commercial sector. This was far below the intended target of

162 000 families on 8 million hectares of land.

The government is now trying to implement the second phase of resettlement whereby
150 000 families are to be resettled on 5 million hectares of land. By April 2000 about 2

422 households had been resettled on 66 farms.

. The government’s Land Reform nntirv ie hacad ~ the need to establish a more efficient
. and rationale structure of farmir "land ‘and nétural resources, as well as
to redress inequitable access to th of justice and social stébi]ity. The
Land Reform policy must sec.. v\,rJtimal land utilisation and increased
productivity so as to fjlﬂﬁ @We&ft @)&lt H?fféed income distribution, and
environmentally sustainable: 8¢ ¢finattralresetifees {Government of Zimbabwe policy
document, 1998). As a result this programme should be Based on the premise that small-
scale farming sho_uld exercise more technical, allocative and then economic efficiency in
productivity and also that land reform is to reinforce agricultural development and

broader economic reforms.
1.3 The Scope and Objectives of the Study

Land Reform, which is always one of the major components of the processes of

agricultural reforms together with the development of small-scale farmers is the primary












CHAPTER TWO
AN OVERVIEVW OF THE AGRICULTURE SECTOR OF ZIMBABWE

2.0 Introduction
Today Africa is the poorest part of the world's economy. From 1960 to 1990 it has moved
from the position of food self sufficiency to a hungry, malnourished, impoverished and
disillus,iéned continent (Chafeéuka, 1994). This is supported by La-Anyam (1986) who said

that since the 1960s in practically 1 tenminal A Sinnn countries, food production has failed to

" match population growth. This is characterised by high population growth -
rate and an unfavourable age distri cy rate is very low and natural resources
are either very limited or they a _ . The climate is unfavourable, soils are

- |
poor, complex land tenurﬂsﬁsterésr %n% the ?Toaﬁdlgfgi] éechnology of low productivity

is the order of the day. Belete &t 48, (1991}, &5 qustedlby¢ Seyoum et al (1998) argue that the
poor performance of the Agricultural sector is due to inadequate attention given to
agricultural research and education which are considered to be important inputs in

agricultural development.

Zimbabwe is one of the African countries and the role and significance of agriculture in the
Zimbabwean economy hardly needs any erﬁi)hasis. The economy is relatively diversified but
dependent on stable agrarian growth. Agriculture accounts for 11 % of the gross domestic
product. It also accounts for 33 % of formal employlnent. The agricultural sector, as is often

the case with less developed countries (LDCS) plays a key role in Zimbabwe's development
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Under colonialism and racial segregation white (LSC) farmers
benefited heavily from government support services. This sector developed within this
enabling environment into a seemingly efficient, superior sector és compared to the other
sector, the SSC. This sector produces over 70 % of the value of agricultural output in

most years and achieve high yields by international standards.
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Figure 2.2 : Distribution of large scale commercial farms and communal areas
by natural region.

Adapted from Weiner et al (1991)

-19-



Since Zimbabwe (Rhodesia by then) was undér sanctions from 1965-80 the government
worke.d hard to keep the farmers on the land. The thrust of agricultural policy during the
UDI (Unilateral Declaration of Independence) period was aimed at maintaining the
dominance of white agriculture and perpetuating the lopsided pattern of development that
had already evolved over preceding decades (Mumbengegwi, 1986). Purposive and
systematic measures were designed so as to serve the intérest of the minority white
settlers. The policy insti'uments chosen were intended to guarantee that the commercial

farmers played the pivotal role in the pursuit of the regime's objectives.

In 1966 the government set yj ssistance Committee to extend short term
loans to farmers to cover the ng expenses, hire-purchase commitments

and so on (Rukuni, 1994a). . ..

N4
and diesel fuel. Thw?%ﬁcaﬁbsfftﬁéggnbabwe is today rated as one of

the best in Africa. This i$ pwsbably & resul -due to the deliberate policies that included

-~ paid a subsidy on nitrogenous fertilisers

long leases or free grants of land, soft loans to purchase land at very low prices, and at

very low interest rate with very long grace periods.

During UDI (1965-80) the pricing policy played a pivotal role in maintaining the
economic viability of the commercial farm sector. Actually the priéing policy had two
objectives. One was to support prodﬁct diversification and thé second was to safeguard
- the LSC sector from bankruptcy by setting official guaranteed prices in line with the cost
of production. To keep the costs of production low and increase profitability, wagés for

agricultural workers were kept very low. It was observed that although agriculture was
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24.1

cautious about its implementatioh since 1980, but as from 1991 the government seems to
have bowed to pressure from the landless electorate and has adopted a more radical

approach to land reform. *
The National Debate on Land Reform

All sectors of the agricultural community agree that land reform is inevitable in

Zimbabwe for both socio-economic and political stability. The great problem is to

reconcile the contradiction bet ’ ~ Ticiency. As noted by Moyo (1986), the
debates from the late 1970s uj : centred, mainly, around the merits and
demerits of the distribution argue that 'some' land should not be

redistributed. Questions as tu ~ which land should be redistributed are

'always raised. Cost-PgﬁiiV@flgftspBlfe Fbcilt If{ﬁféme are made in terms of levels

of output, foreign exchangl; earnings, Gamd produetivity, agricultural employment and the

loss of agricultural expertise (white farmers).

Wekwete (1991) said that although the government has to respond to pressure for land
from the majority of the population (SSC) it must at the same time retain the confidence
of the LSC farmers (whites) who continue to be central to overall agricultural production.
The LSC farmers, despite periodic vdroAu.ghts, have been relatively successful in terms of

satisfying domestic consumption and exporting a wide variety of cash crops.
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Table 2.8: Mashonaland croppihg Intensity for LSC Farm Sector 1981-1982 Crop Season

*

Double-cropped hectares are counted as one

-~ ™ 866,061 ha minus 240,000 ha in fallow = 626,061 ha non-cropped net arable area
Source : Adapted from Moyo (1986)

31

Province 1 District A B . C D E F G H
Total Area under | % Total arable | % Net arable | % Non-cropped Net
Area Crops Total | Land Cropped | Area Cropped | Arable Land
Mashonaland West
Lomagundi D 943,911 (120,123 12,7 452,133 26,6 307,450 39,1 187,327
Chegutu D 494,286 53,479 10,8 | 263,949 20,3 179,485 29,8 | 126,006
Hurungwe D 359,779 31,787 8,8 |120,166 26,5 81,713 38,9 49,926
Kadoma D 454,991 18,768 4.1 72,344 25,9 49,194 38,2 30,426
Total 2,252,967 | 224,157 9,9 |9g8,592 24,7 617,842 36,3 393,685
Mashonaland : T .
Central 153,170 23,706 15,5% ,106 37.6 49,912 | 55,2 19,206
Bindura D 403,698 67,644 16,8 3 192,564 130,944 . (51,7 63,300
Mazowe D 63,676 5,115 8,0 § 8 12,146 42,1 7,034
M+ Darwin 121,655 | 10,589 8,7 % 24470 (43,3 13,881
Centenary 103,810 11,240 10,8 5 48, 30,806 36,5 19,556
?harlnva 846,009 118,291 14,0 E 3,8 241,278 49,0 122,987
ota S
Mashonaland East ' ' ? ]
Morondera 456,718 | 23,866 5,2 § 240,599 9,9 163,607 14,6 137,741
Goromonzi 179,771 | 25,927 14,4 | 181,710 23,2 75,963 34,1 50,036
Harare - - 386,446 | 40,492 10,5 | 290,069 16,2 170,047 23,8 129,555 -
Mrewa 114,905 | 6,147 53 | 38,114 16,1 25,918 | 23,7 19,771
Mutoko - 68,545 | 1,367 2,0 17,136 8,0 11,653 11,7 10,286
Total 1,206,385 | 9,799 8,1 |657,628 [ 14,9 477,138 21,9 349,389
MASHONALAND , : .
TOTAL 4,305,361 | 440,247 10,2 | 1,921,040 22,9 1,306,308 | 33,7 866,061**
















natural region III show that the average value of production per hectare has been higher
for resettlement schemes than for the former LSC farms. This means there is greater
utilisation of labour, reflecting some form of job creation. This is because there are more

people working in the schemes than would normally be the case on LSC farms.

Numerous theoretical papers have shown how dualistic labour markets, with family
labour cheaper and more prdductive than hired labour (Kevane, 1996). This is because of
incentive problems combined with other market imperfections. LSC farmers are believed

oA

to cultivate extensively and £77 ° - ltivate intensively and to utilise labour

more.

On average, Model A schemes vmploy six persons per hectare compared to

5.4 persons per he i ' S 3 -scale commercial éector. On
G H GG P Bl T

resettlement schemes that spétialise it fobadco; trtéé-times as many people are employed
per hectare as compared to LSC farmers. Betweeﬁ 1990 and 1994, settler families were
employing about 8 465 non-family members per annum, of which 1880 were permanent
workers and the rest casual. During the same period, an average of 810 500 family
members worked on family farms (Government Policy framework document, 1998).
Actually most of the inputs in the SSC sector are said to be in the form of labour which

means a thorough utilisation of this abundant resource in the LSC sub sector.

Just as in South Africa, the Zimbabwean commercial agricultural sector followed a

pattern of growth that is far from normal due to the distortions prevailing during a long
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2.5.3

Economic efficiency is very difficult to justify if LSC farmers enjoy the monopoly of
producing for national and international markets when the majority of blacks are landless
and starving. The SSC do not contribute anything to the GDP although it is believed that

they could possibly do so effectively if given the right opportunities.
Economies of Scale

Economies of scale are concerned with the relationship between the scale and the use of a

properly chosen combination ~ ™ " " n services and rate of output of the
enterprise. International evide t the large scale mechanised sector is.
generally inefficient especiall; all-scale family type farm models (Van

Zyl et al, 1996). This contrwvu“:n_ perception that small farms are less

efficient than large Eﬁﬁ\ jisgiifi/edolty j%‘f.tfrl{rgr%an Zyl (1998) the perception

emanates in part from the-fRwici of modEmfy. A farm endowed with tractors and
combine harvestors looks modem and appears to be efficient. People's view that largé,
capital-intensive farms are more economically efficient than small farms is based on

beliefs about economies of scale in farming.

Weiner et al (1991) presented evidence for doubting this stereotypical image of
Zimbabwe peasants as intrinsically unproductive and inefficient, when compared to
highly mechanised large-scale commercial farmers who, incidentally, receive adequate

rainfall and almost limitless governmental support. They go on to argue that the SSC
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2,71

Acquisition Bill, 1992" was democratically enacted on 13 March 1992. It was very

explicit about compensation.

Objectives of Land Reform and Resettlement (Phase II)

The second phase of the Land Reform and Resettlement programme aims to:

1.

2.

1
Acquire five million hectares of land from the LSC farming sector for redistribution.

Resettle 91 000 families and youths graduating from agricultural colleges and others

with demonstrable experienn= in ~mrirmltueain g gender sensitive manner.
Reduce the extent and inte nong rural families and farm workers by
providing them with adequ Itural use.

. Increase the contributior. .0 GDP by increaéing the number of

gy
commercial smaﬁscali/férlpﬁnf US8f fFrmezi%yngir-utilised land.

Promote the environmenA8y gostathdble ut{Bsutidn of land.

Increase conditions for sustainable peace and social stability by removing imbalances

in land ownership.

Government land policy in 1990 established that the strategic structure of the distribution

of land holdings among various land tenure categories required that Resettlement Land

Areas secure 8.3 million hectares for the benefit 6f 162 000 families.

.42.
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3.2

(1996) adds the fourth approach, mathematical programming. Technical inefficiency
arises when actual or observed output from a given input mix is less than the maximum
possible ‘and allocative inefficacy arises when the input mix is not consistent with cost
minimization. Economic or total efficiency is the product of technical and allocative

efficiency.

Review of Previous Studies

Empirical studiés of productive ~5~~~~--1~--- --ged a variety of approaches in modeling
frontier production functions, j -parametric, deterministic vs. stochastic,
and programming methods vs. (Xu and Jeffrey, 1997). Byiringiro and

Reardon (1996) carried out a fmv, otudy in Rwanda. They found that there

was a strong 1nverstjﬁ%%1ﬁ§ebxf? ﬁx:tn ;T%ﬁ.émd land productivity and the

opposite for- labour prodactivity. For stdifer fatms they found some evidence of
allocative inefficiency in the use of land and labour, probably due to the factor market
access constraints. They also found that farms with greater investment in soil
conservation had much better land productivity than farms with .average iﬁvestment in

soil conservation.

Parikh et al (1995) measured economic efficiency in Pakistani agriculture and they used:
the cost function approach and combined fhe concepts of technical and allocative
efficiency in the cost relationship. They argue-that any errors in the production decision

translate into higher costs for the producer. The derived measure of inefficiency was then

-49.
























-3.4.1

since this province experienced ‘the war more intensely than most of the other provinces.

Thirdly, it is the only province that has all the five natural (agro-ecological) farming

.regions.

Two crops are chosen and they are maize and cotton. Maize is chosen because in

Zimbabwe as a whole, maize is the major crop, occupying more than 50 % of all land

. cropped and providing more than 65 % of grdss farm income (Dalton et al, 1997). As for

cotton the small-scale farmers now produce more than 50 % of the entire marketed crop.

Information Sources

Secondary data was obtainea lelt:nt institutions like the Central Statistics

Office (CSO), Minisfryypf @@f@i@eeﬁd}l@ﬁtlﬁqﬁ@epmment of Extension, banks

and farmer organisations [ike-the Commercial’Farmers Union.

Primary data was collected in two parts. The first one was from verbal discussions with
extension officers, bank officials, resettlement officers and personnel from maize and

cotton companies.

In the second part farm level data is obtained from a cross-sectional survey of small-scale
farmers from both the communal areas and the resettlement areas. Data on household
composition, farm production, inputs and other socio-economic characteristics are

collected via a questionnaire (See Appendix 1) which was administered to 45 SSC ..

©-57-
























4.3

4.3.1

‘Land Tenure

Forms of land ownership affects agricultural productivity. Land tenure is thought to
influence agricultural productivity through security (or investment demand) effect
(Gavian and Fafchamps, 1996). Land tenure constitutes the rules and procedures
governing the rights, duties, liberties and exposures of individuals and groups in the use

and control over the basic resources of land and water. .

Gavian and Fafchamps (1996) ~'~~ =~*~ *=~* "5r]d Bank studies from Ghana, Rwanda
and Kenya found little relatior | rights'. and credit, in part because both
formal and informal capital me . In these three countries there was no

link between title, or land righ.., vwJement. Existing empirical studies have

failed to establish t‘jﬂ’ﬁ aTlgsl &%TJFM %ise investment and agricultural

productivity on African cropdfds.

In this survey three types of land ownership systems were found. These were freehold,

communal ownership and leasehold.
Freehold System

Of the 140 respondents only 3,6 percent had title deeds to their land. This is a very small -
fraction of the smallholder sectof of Zimbabwe. When after independence when some

white farmers were leaving the country they pooled resources and bought these farms as a

.65- R



4.3.2

group. They then subdivided it into smaller portions of 12 acres. The new owners farm in

the same way as do the communal farmers.
Communal Ownership System

This is the most common system of land ownership among the smallholder farmers of
Zimbabwe. Our survey indicates that 50 percent of the whole population falls under the
communal ownership system. The land belongs to the state but the administration of the

land is bestowed in the hands ~¥ *he #r-ditian~l chiefs. Land is held permanently by

- individual families. Land cant ming members in the event of a death.
Owners have usufruct rights anc and but are strongly discouraged to sell
the land. If a farmer wants to -.. ...ership of land reverts to the traditional

433

. _d
chief, who settles disptﬁsﬁvl filgﬁ? a;felFls'idﬁ tHﬁYcé)mers. The chief does not get

any payments from farmers4BttGe felds they fanis.

Leasehold

The resettled farmers are not given title deeds to the land. Although they do not pay any
money to the government they are said to be leasing the land. The original plan was to
give title deeds to good performers and then take away land from non performers. Due

to the political nature of such a policy this has not materialized. This survey shows 25

- percent of the respondents to fall in this category.

- 66 -
























5.3. Age of Respondents

An individual’s age is one of the most important factors pertaining to his personality make-
up, since his/her needs and the way in which he/she thinké and behaves are ali closely
related to the number of years he has lived (Bembridge, 1987). Bembndge also observes
that although age may have an impairing effect on physical abllltles which is 1mportant on
family holdings, several research studies in recent years have indicated little or no mental

deterioration at least up to 60 years of age.

Since farm management has been ily to be a mental process, it is assumed
that increased age does not serio erial ability. But, Seyoum et al (1998)

came up with an opposing hypotucvu that older farmers are expected to have

greater inefficiencies bﬁw %}}eﬁ aF@f;ﬂe D ey technological developments.

From their research on maize protucérs freasteérir Etffiopia they found out that younger

farmers were more efficient in maize production than the older farmers.

This is in line with results of research studies conducted in some parts of Southern Africa

which revealed a negétive relationship between age and farming efficiency (Sebotja, 1985).
As shown in Figure 5.2 the age distribution is normal for both farming sectors. For both

Agroups of farmers the majority from the sample population is found in the 41-50 and 51-60

- age groups. Those above 70 years of age are in the minority. Farmers who are in the
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For the purposes of this study household income was calculated on. the basis of a
summation of all sources of income. Jackson and Collier’s (1991) rural income model was

adopted. The reduced and summary form of the model is shown in appendix II.

6.4.1 Crop income

‘From Table 6.4 we find crop income to be the single most important source of income for both

the communal and _the'resettlement farmr === ==~ ~=~--~~ sjther maize or cotton. For the farmers
‘who produce maize we find maize and wo crops that account for over 50% of
total income. These results are not all : because the maize crop is a dominant

cereal crop in Zimbabwe. Also the incoA-.v.. -s calculated including the produce that

was retained for home consue;ﬂ'ﬁl/, ,f\‘i f? veferlcig aﬁost every farmer (communal and

resettled) has a small garden. Vegetables ofHifferenidypes ¢ grown and sold both locally and
to the nearest towns and townships. Because of their short gestation periods they are very

popular as a source of income for daily household use.

For cotton producers (both commercial and resettlement), cotton has taken precedence over all
the other crops. Income from.this crop accounts for over 96% of total household income. This
crop has become very popular among both types kof farmers. In the area of study, Chipinge, the
soils are quite heavy and rich that the communal farmers don’t use fertilizers but they still get
yields above the national average of about 2,0 t/ha. Since fertilizer is one of the most expensive

inputs in crop production these farmers are rational enough to take advantage of this endowment.
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~ which are used to measure the relative technical efficiencies of the different farming

sectors are presented below.

Table 7.2 Relative Technical Efficiencies of different farming sectors

Category of farmers Maize production Cotton

: : | : production
Communal 0.110 1.09
Resettlement ' 0.193 ' 2.250

Source : Field survey (2000) .

From the above results we find ories the resettlement farmers are more
technically efficient than their wunter-parts. The margin is even wider
between the cotton producers. S“v,v: at all surprising although the extent of

inefficiency would be[?i‘ff%‘idsﬂi t&thBﬁ:lIH é(},éleasure such variables as the

skills of thé farmers. If we dssttie tBat -t’ﬁe‘meafsﬂfémént_enors of both sectors of fming
~ are not. significantly different the relative efficiency results should be éccurate._ The
results could hav¢ been more interesting if the'LSC' farming sector had begn included in
the study. It would then have been possible to conclude with certainty the effect of size of

land to technical efficiency.

Since most of the communal area farmers operate very small tracts of land that are non-
viable it is not poSsible for them to operate at technical efficiency. This may mean that

the land size is below the threshold level that would enable them to 6perate efficiently.

All unexplained variations in the samples, systematic or random, contribute to measured

- 111 -

































X4 (age)=the age of the household head

X5 (education)=The number of years of schooling completed by the household head.

The OLS estimates for the parameters of the Cobb-Douglas production functions for the

four groups of producers are given in Table 7.4

Table 7.4 The Elasticities of the production for maize and cotton producers by farming sector.

Producer | Consta [ Income |Land | Familv | Age Educati | Sum | Adjusted
group nt - | area on ofbs |R?
and no of | (1) 2) 3) (6) (7 (3)
observati : .

on

CA- -0.5243 | 0.1282 | -0.189: 1 10.2626 |1.486 |0.23
maize(45 : "

RA- -2.6843 [0.1748 | 0.1955 | EPP4612 | 0.07407 | 0.558 | 0.53
maize(31 b . L |
CA- | -2.9376 | 0.1326 Y B VRLDIo Y401 1o(Ake1 11406697 | 0.80 - | 0.12
cotton(34 J 1 X (4

RA- -1.4027 | 0.0576 | N/A -0.0316 | 0.2381 | 0.36207 | 0.63 |0.12
cotton(30

Source : Field survey (2000)
7.8 Elasticities of production for the socio-economic variables
7.8.1 Income
AAlthough all the estimated coefficients are pgsitive, their values are rather low. The

positive signs mean that for percentage increase in income there is a positive resultant

increase in output. For example, increasing income for both groups of communal area

-122-




































823

practice double or triple cropping in a year. This has made their household income to be

quite high as compared to the other three sub-categories. The provision of irrigation will

promote a ‘water fertilizer—labour.intensive’ technology. This might be expensive to
establish especially on newly resettlement schemes, but if the government adopts a- -
phased implementation programme and seeks' some donor assistance, this might not

be a pipe dream that will nevér come true. Technological change to increase labour

productivity should accompany any effort to change land use patterns.
The creation of additional em * : " 1ities in agriculture - -

This can be achieved throug it of rural employment projects. Policy. -

makers can promote the estabuths like that of cattle fattening. Most of the

areas occupied by miﬁfé]f‘ fiwelﬁfrfyaﬁzgiﬁﬁ%not good for the production of

* crops like maize. Hencé fathidts throtrgh futerérdpping, can grow crops like cowpeas,

groundnuts, sorghum, _millet, sunflowers, etc.

The products are going to be fed to livestock, which are sold to institutionalized markets

-like Cold Storage Company. Very high returns can be achieved and the ‘surplus’ labour

is utilized. Poverty, which is quite acute amongst these farmers, can be alleviated.

Small companies can be established in rural areas to buy-all surplus produce and process

it into both human and animal feeds. These could be sold to farmers at a cheaper price,
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from the season’s harvest as this will result in a poor crop. Extension services can also.

help farmers to choose good seed, that germinates well.
The extension service can also help farmers adopt better methods for preserving their -
- grain. A lot of grain is lost due to poor storage methods: Farmers should be educated -

about the best way to use insecticides to avoid grain loss during storage.

- This can also reduce transport costs if ‘surplus’ grain. is not sold to the GMB. Rural

farmers are not homogenous ' some are surplus producers while some
cannot produce enough to las . Resources are wasted selling grain to a
depot, far away, in the sa :re are deficit producers. If the surplus

producers adopt effective me‘..,'us the grain they can store it and sell it later

when demand andlglhﬁfgf‘ Qﬁly SFFWT_PﬁtFé returns than by selling to the

GMB which uses a pan-seeigtialiricktio-sysiem.
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A. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Al Household characteristics
Relation | Age | Gender | Marital | Highest Employment | Occupation | Time
to head of | . (M/F) Status | education status on
HH | qualification farm
Al.l
Al.2
A.13
Al.4
Al.S
Al.6
Al.7
Al.8 . -
Al.9
Al.10
Relationships: (W) wife, (H): D) daughter, (M) mother, (F) father,
(BR) brother, ( (ST) sister, ( C) cousin, (ML) mother in
Law, (GD) grandt_ '
‘Occupation: (WE) y,m@s)m}er@ (A fadercbarslf erriployrhent (SS) séﬂior
student, () Jypisripian (60 ieawloyed
B. LAND AND AGRICULTURE
B1.0 Arable Land ‘
B1.1 Do you have access to one or more arable fields? l:]
Yes=1 No=2
B12 If yes
How many fields do you have access to? (indicate number)

-143-

T



























































