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ABSTRACT

The livelihood of a large number of people in cities in developing countries depends on urban agriculture. However, municipal governments to a large extent have looked upon agriculture as incompatible with urban development and as a relict from rural-urban migration that dwindles as cities and urban economies grow. Today economic hardships have necessitated the growth of Urban Agriculture (UA) in Zimbabwe and competition for land among the farmers themselves. Historically, no support has been given to poor urban farmers to enable them to have access to land to practice agriculture. Access to land for AU has largely been through informal ways such as invasion, self-allocation, inheritance, squatting and a few pay rent to access land from those who might not want to cultivate crops that season hence intensified urban land conflicts. Zimbabwean cities have however began to include urban agriculture in their master development plans.
INTRODUCTION

The livelihood of a large number of people in cities in developing countries, especially the poor and women, depends completely or partly on Urban Agriculture (UA) (Van Veenhuzen, 2006:ix). The agricultural activities take place in various parts of cities, both in the built-up area in backyards, long streams and railway reservations, on vacant public or private land as well as in the rapidly changing sub-and peri-urban areas. Attention to UA is steadily increasing. It has multiple roles and functions and plays an important role in: enhancing urban food security; creating urban job opportunities and generating income especially for urban poverty groups and provision of a social safety net for these groups; facilitating social inclusion of disadvantaged groups and community development; and, urban greening and maintenance of green open spaces (Van Veenhuzen,2006).

However, historically, municipal governments planning processes have looked upon agriculture as incompatible with urban development and as a relict from rural-urban migration that dwindles as cities and urban economies grow. UA has not been given any policy attention, other than restricting it as much as possible or permitting it only as a temporal use of the sites concerned until urban functions took over its use. 

 

Consequently and coupled by serious shortage of land, urban farmers are found cultivating in public areas and underdeveloped spaces within urban zones and that has led to conflict between the farmers and local authorities.  

 

Accessibility of land to the urban farmers is curtailed by intense competition from other urban land uses such as housing and industrial developments hence creating urban land conflict. Planners in most Zimbabwean urban centres view urban open space cultivation as standing in the way of urban development (Isaac Chaipa, 2001:17-18). Furthermore, the promotion of free markets operations in the distribution of urban land entails the poor and powerless being completely pushed out of the urban economic operations. 

 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF URBAN AGRICULTURE 

 Mougeot (2006:103) defines UA as the production of food and non-food plant and tree crops and animal husbandry both within (intra) and fringing (peri) built urban areas for households’ consumption as well as for sale to the rapidly growing urban population. It is a dynamic concept that comprises a variety of livelihood systems ranging from subsistence production and processing at household level to fully commercialized agriculture. It takes place in different locations and occurs under varying socio-political conditions and policy regimes. This diversity of UA is one of its main attributes, as it can be adapted to a wide range of urban situations and to the needs of a diverse range of stakeholders.

 

Mougeot is of the opinion that, farming has probably been carried out in cities ever since they came into being. Noting archaeological evidence, he suggests that food production was not at all uncommon in more advanced ancient cities, which had to secure a good share of their food supply from areas in their immediate control. Throughout most of human history and in quite different cultures, city people produced at least some of their own food near their homes. 

As such the cultivation of crops within the overall boundaries of town and cities is not new, but has been forgotten or ignore, while urbanization has, it is thought, absorbed and disproportionate share of national resources (C. Rakod, 1998:495-515). UA is not a new phenomenon in Africa since it played a pivotal role in pre-colonial cities of non-Islamic origin, especially those which were seats of rulers and religious centres. However, it is seldom recognized as a significant urban economic activity or land use despite the evidence. 

UA has been expanding since the late 1970s in many parts of the developing world ( MDP-ESA, 2005:11). Multiple factors come into play as justification of engagement of urban farmers in UA: rapid urbanization, ineffective agricultural policies, crippled food distribution systems, withdrawal of subsidies, and reduction of wages, inflation, unemployment, lax urban regulations, civil strife and droughts.

However, most Urban Agriculture has remained largely unrecognized and unassisted if not outlawed or harassed, even in years of food shortage (B. H Kensey, 2002:74). Of late though, more governments are creating agencies to manage this activity and actively encourage it.

  

While the 1970s had viewed Urban Agriculture (UA) as a survival strategy for the poor, the 1980s and 1990s experienced drastic changed in the character of UA. It increasingly gained credence not only among the urban poor but also among a significant proportion of the medium income earners and other professionals.

With increasing poverty in the urban areas, city planners and national policy makers are also recognizing the central role of UA and Peri-urban agriculture (PAU) in the wider urban economy and also its potential to contribute to urban greening cities. In the past, cities tended to define UA as a problem (it was perceived as a nuisance and a source of wealth and environmental risks), often leading to restrictive policies (Urban Agriculture Magazine, 2006:4).

 

In Zimbabwe, efforts have been made towards recognizing and supporting UA. The Urban Councils Association of Zimbabwe (UCAZ), together with other stakeholders and government heads signed a declaration on PUA in Nyanga in June 2002. A year later, in Harare, the ministers for local governments from Zimbabwe, Kenya, Malawi, Swaziland and Tanzania in August 2003 also signed a similar declaration. 

In some cities like Harare the practice of UA has advanced to the production of maize the main staple. UA widely practiced by the poor and the lower income groups in the Zimbabwean capital, Harare, is becoming common in affluent areas as well. In affluent suburbs like Avondale and Mabelreign, maize and vegetables plots are sprouting up to counter expected food shortages brought about by an economic meltdown  that has seen the inflation rate shooting above 8000% (December 2007 figures), the highest in the world.

 

URBAN AGRICULTURE IN ZIMBABWE

 

It is believed that urban cultivation in Zimbabwe dates back to the formation of the first colonial cities. It is practiced by the people in various socio- economic groups and for a variety of reasons including subsistence, economic development and hobby. Within the last 15 years, the practice has gained attention importance in urban centres due to increasing urban food insecurity, concerns over environmental degradation of land and water, competition from other land uses and its popularity as a long standing practice of open space cultivation. 

There are various reasons why people engage in UA in Zimbabwe and these have historically been influenced by one’s economic status. The rise of UA in Zimbabwe is attributed largely to economic hardships. UA is viewed as a copping strategy by urban households to sustain their livelihoods. In Harare, this trend has been exacerbated by increasing rates of rural to urban migration and periodic droughts. The rate of urbanization in Harare is currently estimated at 4.5% per annum.

 

With unemployment estimated to be above 80% and basic foodstuffs becoming unaffordable even to those who have jobs, vacant lots are fast turned into agricultural plots. Therefore, people engage in UA to ensure the family at least is assured of consistent food supplies.

 

In general, economic hardships have necessitated the growth of UA in Zimbabwe and competition for land among the farmers themselves. 

The subject of UA raises various emotions in different people. This is mainly because of the ‘contentious’ nature of the subject, with those advocating for its demise viewing it as a total nuisance and an impediment to the ‘clean’ urban environment. On the other hand, its advocates totally welcome it as a solution to some of the urban problems namely urban food security, wastewater and domestic waste management, to mention but a few.
Indeed, in the past UA faced a lot of resistance from local authorities, in Zimbabwe. However, a study by B. Mbiba (1995:99) reveals that the local authorities’ response has not always been repressive. He argues that prior to the country’s independence in 1980; the urban administrators tolerated UA because they used it as an excuse to pay the urban African low wages, but then initiated conservation programmes in light of pending negative environmental consequences (B. Mbiba, 1995:99). After independence, the Harare local authority embarked on an information campaign to help the public to understand the laws governing UA and natural resources management. This was followed by periodic slashing of maize, vegetables and other crops on private properties and even on land not ‘susceptible to erosion’.

 

IMPORTANCE OF URBAN AGRICULTURE TO GLEN NORAH (HARARE)

Harare has a population of 1 896 134 (CSO;2004) residents, located in 14 wards of suburban areas. Close to 70% of the population is estimated to be below the poverty datum line and UA is identified as one of the major coping strategies for poverty alleviation.

While UA has been an important feature of the urban poor in Harare, it is only now that its reality and importance is being recognized and attempts being made to incorporate it into urban planning and economy. UA is one of the major coping mechaism for poverty alleviation to most residencies of Glen Norah. This has been recognized by the city of Harare, which has included UA as a strategic area of intervention in its city planning.

 

The growth and increase of UA in Glen Norah and other locations in Harare has, prompted a change in the attitude of city planners who have started planning for and including UA in their master plans. Initially the Harare City Council (HCC) did not admire UA; it had been associated with the negative environmental effects. One research that partly addresses the above scenario was that carried out by the Environment and Development Activities (ENDA-Zimbabwe), The research by ENDA mainly focused on the environmental effects of UA and use of chemicals by households in the cities of Harare and Gweru.

 

In general, the current situation in Zimbabwe is that UA is not classified as an urban activity and hence, by and large, city planners do not plan for urban and peri-urban agriculture. Agriculture is mainly permitted in the peri-urban areas, a zone that is normally dominated by the titled properties that are way beyond the reach of the poor that constitute highest the number in UA. The major challenges in the development of UA and Peri-Urban Agriculture (UPA) are the issues relating to access to land and the management of the activity. As such households involved in the activity in Harare often have accessed land through making a first claim on an open piece of land. This has been particularly so for the majority of people in the high-density areas like Glen Norah and other low income earners in the low density residential areas. This process of self-allocation of plots intensified urban land conflict among farmers themselves in the location and the local authorities. Self-allocation of plots was also intensified under the FTLRP where settlers went beyond the ‘open spaces in urban areas. For instance, Glen Norah farmers took advantage of being nearer to the farms in the peri-urban areas of major cities.

 

However, the policy framework for the development of UA is slowly starting to be supportive of the activity. For example, major cities like Harare, Bulawayo and Gweru have developed Master Plans that make provision for UA in designated zones. What still remains out standing is the practical implementation of such policy proposals in the face of minimal technical capacity and meagre financial resources. Empirical evidence can be drawn from Glen Norah where farmers are still cultivating along roadsides and the Mukuvisi riverbank as well as other prohibited public spaces. Both central and local governments are however generally acknowledging the role of UA in their decision-making structures. At it 21st Annual conferences the Urban Councils Association of Zimbabwe, a resolved to encourage all local authorities to recognize the role of UA in poverty alleviation and enhancement of urban food-security, employment creation and economic development. Such a stance is ideally supposed to provide the framework for the planning and development of UA.

 

UA has several positive roles and benefits in the city. Newspaper reports have indicated that in some instance families that practice agriculture in the suburbs of Mabvuku, Glen Norah, and Warren Park harvested enough maize to last them the whole year. 

Some farmers in the location testified that through UA they had managed to raise the school fees of their children through selling roasted maize cobs at Chitubu, OK shopping centre and Specimen shopping centre.
 

Hence, UA can be hailed for creating jobs for the jobless especially women and affording them a chance to generate their own cash. It not only helps for supplementing households’ income but also ensures variety where, for example, sweet potatoes have substituted bread while the growing of maize has meant an avoidance of the expensive mealie-meal from shops.  

UA also provides fresh and cheaper vegetables to Glen Norah. Most residents who are even not engaged in UA give credit to the activity. For produces there are also less transport costs when producing within the location. There is also potential of the customer accessing fresh produce directly from the urban farmers. 

 UA as a survival alternative has created demand and competition for land in Glen Norah and the whole city in general. It is an important social and economic activity providing nutritious food, employment and income to a large number of people in urban areas.

 

CAUSES OF LAND CONFLICTS AND THEIR RESOLUTION IN GLEN NORAH

Land conflicts are historical in Zimbabwe and are common in areas in which land scarcity prevails. No support has been given to poor urban farmers to enable them to have access to land to practice agriculture, hence intensified urban land conflicts. Glen Norah farmers access land for farming through informal ways such as invasion, self-allocation, inheritance, squatting and few pay rent to access land from those who might not want to cultivate crops that season (see Fig 1). 

Conflicts have largely related to boundary disputes, loss of access as a result of new developments taking place like the establishment of housing developments. Such developments in Glen View 7 affected some AU farmers in Glen Norah. The FTLRP also intensified urban land conflicts where self-allocation of plots took momentum as settlers
 Fig 1. Showing percentage of how Glen Norah farmers access land
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went beyond the ‘open spaces in urban areas’ to include farms in the peri-urban areas of major cities. The FTLRP was meant to release land from a minority, mainly white farmers to the generality of black Zimbabweans who had no access to good land in the past. Due to lack of land, the urban farmers have been crowded on small pieces of land hence creating conflict among themselves or between them and municipal government officials. 

Further, the land conflict was later intensified by the demolition of illegal structures through Operation Restore Order (Murambasvina). Glen Norah farmers who had acquired plots at Hopely farm were evicted by the Harare City Council through the government spearheaded Programme, Garikai/Hlalani Kuhle (P. Toriro, 2005:1). 
UA, in Glen Norah and elsewhere, which has gathered pace over the years in terms of its prevalence has generated anxiety for city managers, urban environmentalist, nutritionists, public health officials, researchers and other stakeholders further fuelling urban land conflict MDP-ESA, 2006). 

 

Conflicts also manifest among farmers themselves over the cases such as continuous shifting of the boundaries of the small plots, caused by the farmers themselves or farmers and the Harare City Council authorities. There is no formal conflict resolution, as all the cultivators will be considered ‘illegal’. 

 

Conflicts are also aggravated by methods employed by urban farmers in accessing land. There are both formal and informal methods. 

Access on these informal pieces of land is on a first claim basis, being the first to claim an unused piece of land. Most of the farmers in Glen Norah claim ownership of the land based on the period they have spent cultivating the land. Some have spent up to 20 years on the same piece of land and in some instances this has been passed on between generations. 

Due to increased demand and competition over UA, land shortage is now a big problem. New entrants are only able to access land through inheritance and allocations from relatives, friends and associates as well as fellow church members.

 

Some residents’ claim plots that they judge to have been idle for two to three seasons. That means of accessing land is normally done to that piece of land, whose ‘owner’ has changed the residential area, but it is rare, as most farmers give their friends the land when they leave. Some residents, seeking new or additional land, invade other cultivators’ plots by force. 

Evidence from this research in all the cases indicates that UA is practiced on council land without the   consent of the city council and hence no payment. People simply make use of any open spaces that they can find. This partly explains the cultivation on steep slopes and other areas susceptible to erosion.   

 

However, there are a few areas council is now designating for agriculture upon payment of some fees to those who have registered or applied for it on unserviced and non-urgent lands. These pieces of land are temporary and can be repossessed when there are housing projects to be carried out. The land can belong to different people in different seasons. The pieces of land are usually 70 x 70 metres measured by strides of the municipal police officers that peg the land. The rent paid per year is usually nominal. 

Despite being affordable, the farmers are reluctant to be allocated land by the municipality since they are most likely to be shifted between pieces of land every season. In this research, most farmers expressed their resentment that despite being affordable they did not want the city council to allocate the land for them unless there was recognition of the farmers who had been in urban agriculture earlier. 
After independence, Harare embarked on an information campaign to help the public to understand the laws governing UA and natural resources To this extent, they also attempted to curb urban agriculture. This was further characterized by slashing of maize, vegetables and other crops on private properties and even on land not ‘susceptible to erosion’ (see Fig.2).

Fig.2 A cartoon of a woman, City farmer 

 [image: image1.emf]
Picture from The Herald, May 26, 2000 

 

This often led to clashes between the farmers and local authorities over the management of urban environments. Authorities destroyed crops as a deterrent measure. Despite such drastic measures, farmers never took heed of council’s calls to stop cultivating.

 

In explaining the spread of UA in Zimbabwe and how it is difficult to control, a Harare City Town Planner argued that, whilst in the past it was enough to just put a ‘NO CULTIVATION SIGN’ (see fig 3) in ecological sensitive areas to stop cultivation, they sometimes had to destroy crops to drive the message home. Even with the threat of destroying crops, some are prepared to take the risk and almost everybody is looking for a piece of land.

 Fig. 3 Picture of no cultivation sign 
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(Picture by Irony Mazuruse, 2007)

 

During the research, farmers found cultivation where the ‘NO CULTIVATION’ signs were displayed indicated that they had approached council for land, but they were advised that all arable land had been taken up.

In general, an urban area is made up of complementing and conflicting uses and demands that have to be properly managed. A survey conducted by MDP-ESA (2002), shows that only a few farmers had taken heed of the Harare city council’s directive to stop any form of farming near restricted areas, while the bulk of them continued to plough near stream banks. 

The demand for land increased due to the economic hardships experienced in the country which led to creation of competition for land. There was a high increase in the number of people cultivating in ecologically sensitive areas such as wetlands, hill slopes near Glen Norah B shopping centre and Chembira primary school and along stream banks. 

The post 2000 economy characterized by skyrocketing inflation pushed food prices beyond the reach of many plus an acute shortage of the main staple maize drove many Harare residents out to the open space, vleis and road verges to grow their own food.

Generally most farmers are aware of the restriction on cultivating some types of land, sighting the restriction governing cultivating within 30 metres of streams or slopes or within 12 metres from the road side but due to shortage of land and poverty, these are ignored.  

The other situation that has created urban land conflict between urban farmers and local authorities is when land that had been used by urban farmers is taken up for other uses. One of the strategies of the city of Harare has been densification as a land optimization strategy. In Glen Norah the densification policy led to conflicts between new residential stands holders and old residents who had always used those for agriculture. 

 

Farmers have also clashed among themselves over the scarce land resource. Disputes pertaining boundary encroachment proved to constitute highest percentage of 33% in this study.  The interviewees revealed the extreme cases of accessing land, with some resorting to accessing land by taking it from practicing “owners” by force. The majority of those who had been involved in disputes reported resolving these through mutual understanding (42%). While 9% reported seeking arbitration from responsible authorities and 35% took no action. In some extreme cases conflicts over boundaries have been resolved through direct violence. Some conflicting parties have engaged in physical fights resulting in police arrests. 

In resolving conflicts, some farmers have used political party structures, specifically, the ruling party. The ruling Party generally assisted in resolving disputes among the urban farmers and this seems to have worked well. The council gets involved where cooperatives, or where it has allocated land to individuals. However, it is clear from above that due to dominance of informal means used to access land for UA; conflict resolution methods have also largely remained informal. 

 

All farmers interviewed recognized theft of produce by non-cultivators as a growing source of conflict. All respondents in this study complained that they faced problems of theft of produce in their fields. They could not report the matter to the police since they are told that the police do not guard illegally cultivated fields. Because AU has remained largely informal, the law does not protect the urban farmers. Farmers are left to deal with theft using their own methods, which in some instances have been fatal as these involve assaulting the suspected thief. In this study, it was observed that 70.5% of the respondents did not do anything about theft while, 4.1% of the farmers argued that they used other methods of dealing with theft. Such methods include juju (traditional charms). Stories have been told of thieves found with swollen stomachs or still carrying their loot after dawn and this is said to be juju used by owners of the fields. Taking advantage of superstition some farmers have resorted to tying greasy white, red or black fearsome cloths around maize stalks so as to frighten thieves. 

IMPACT OF THE  FTLRP 

The government of Zimbabwe (GoZ) started implementing the Fast Track Land Resettlement Programme (FTLRP) in July 2 000. The ultimate objective of the programme was to accelerate both land acquisition and land redistribution, both for agriculture and resettlement purposes.

 

Self-allocation of plots was also intensified under the FTLRP where settlers went beyond the ‘open spaces in urban areas’ to include farms in the peri-urban areas of major cities. That intensified urban land conflict among farmers themselves and other stakeholders like the housing cooperatives since there was an increase in the competition for land.

Farmers and other people clashed over the acquiring of land nearer to their residential areas or to town, as the FTLRP was not sufficiently supervised. 

 

FTLRP intensified urban land conflicts as urban farmers were acquiring land for urban agriculture at the same time some people were acquiring land for urban housing.

 The land occupations beginning the year 2 000 witnessed steady movement into and occupation of various farms in urban and Peri-urban areas as the ‘landless’ urban people also took the opportunity and exploited the chaotic situation created by farm occupations countrywide. 

 

The GoZ introduced the A1 and A2 models variant for the redistribution of land in the peri-urban areas. Under the peri-urban model, farm sizes were expected to range between 2-50 hectares. Peri-urban farmers were expected to intensify production with bias towards horticulture, market gardening or crop farming (G. Mudimu, 2003:26). The demand for land under the A2 model peri-urban variant was quite significant and successful applications were based on a sufficient asset base by the applicant  A1 beneficiaries were mainly rural dwellers. In this regard urban farmers from high-density suburbs like Glen Norah, with little income were already disadvantaged on the applications for both A1 and A2 models. The A1 model was situated too distant from their settings while it was assumed that they lacked capital to buy farm inputs as well as farming equipments for the A2 model.

 

This research revealed that, in most cases, it is the residents from high-density areas, out of their need to survive, who practice UA in the various kinds of open spaces such as vlei or mash areas that are not suitable for urban built development, stream banks, service reserves and land for future development. Therefore, in order to avoid the environmental degradation on the ‘idle’ land, the FTLRP should have specifically allocated land for poor UA farmers who are not in a position to purchase or secure land in peri-urban zones where farming is done in big areas.  

 

It can be deduced that, most individual traditional urban farmers did not benefit from FTLRP because the programme never considered UA as plots near urban centres were allocated for housing purposes. It was a misconception that the urban people needed land for housing instead of space for farming.

 

 CONCLUSSION  

In Zimbabwe, there has not been a sufficient coordinated and commonly shared view on UA and PUA among the different departments and sections in local authorities and the Ministry of Local Government and Urban Development. There has been political will to accommodate UA but there is not much common ground between the planners and policymakers. 

 

As a result, city planners have not accommodated UA.Urban farmers’ access for land has largely been through informal means. The methods used to access land are mainly; self allocation, invasion, claiming plots that have been idle for two-three seasons, inherited and being given by a friend. The methods used to access farmland by urban farmers caused urban land conflict due to lack of formality or clear policies and regulations. In order to improve access Harare city council and other local authorities in the country should identify land that is not required for immediate use and make it available for UA.

Urban land conflicts in Glen Norah are also attributed to the shortage of land since most people are engaged in UA due to harsh economic hardships being experienced in Zimbabwe. With the coming of the FTLRP, there were high expectations for farmland from the urban dwellers, but that was not the case as the FTLRP failed to recognize UA. The majority of urban farmers did not benefit from the land redistribution (FTLRP) .

 

Due to land shortages, urban land conflicts are a common future in urban areas and because AU is not formally recognized, informal methods are used to resolve them.
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