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1 ABSTRACT

Urbanization in sub-Saharan Africa has led to thaiferation of peri-urban settlements close taesit
Residents who have local tribal as well as miglatkgrounds in these spaces often take land matters
their own hands leading to diverse land transastidhis paper is based on field research on Donawasla
peri-urban communal area located 20km northealdiaodre, the capital city of Zimbabwe. In this perdan
communal area, land transactions are shifting fcostomary inheritance in the tribal line to indivadized
land transactions such as direct land sales artthgen prompting the local authority (Goromonzi Riur
District Council) to propose rezoning as a solutionincreased land transactions in in this peraarb
communal area. This strategy has however beconteopdhe problem as land transactions proliferated
ahead of the implementation of the rezoning stsatégrty-one local residents, as well as a numibdwey
informants such as Traditional Leaders and localegament officials were sampled for the study.
Qualitative and quantitative data were collectedough structured interviews, review of pertinent
documents, as well as observation. | used Hirsch{hfn0)'s voice, exit, and loyalty model to revéiad
reactions of community residents to the local afityie rezoning strategy (as a solution to proldigon of
land transactions), as well as to demonstrate thranwnity residents’ criticism or disregard of, or
compliance with this strategy. My findings revebhtt when community residents find themselves stuck
within planning strategies they perceive as dydional, they react differently to their situatiddften, this
compounds the problems. Appropriate planning sifasethat address the challenges in Domboshava are
sorely needed.

Acknowledgement: Since this paper is based on niy thisis, | would like to acknowledge the Graduate
School at Stellenbosch University in South Africar funding the research, and the Council for the
Development of Social Science Research in Afric@@ESRIA) for funding my fieldwork.

2 INTRODUCTION

Urbanization in sub-Saharan Africa has led to tlediferation of peri-urban settlements close taesit Land
transactions in these spaces are on the increa@@nbabwe, a number of communal areas are loaated
the periphery of cities - the peri-urban. Over ylears, the influence of urban development hasezhiftto
these zones. These peri-urban communal areas glymalutward movement of the edges of cities (see
Mabin, 2012; Watson, 2012). As cities spread arqhed further into the countryside, they always dso
farmland and villages (Tacoli, 2002; Berry, 2011ativh, 2012). Local administrative authorities oftaok

the capacity to deal with challenges in peri-urlaaeas (Tacoli, 2008). Peri-urban areas also expmzie
various kinds of land transactions because of anghysical and institutional boundaries that ratpl
conditions of access to common property resourcek land use in these areas (Tacoli, 2002). Land
transactions entail the different kinds of landhtggexchanges within and outside the procedurdanof
tenure systems (Benjaminsen & Lund, 2003; Chimh&wYoodhouse, 2010; Colin & Woodhouse, 2010).
This entails individualization and privatization aécess to land by locals and even strangers (Q206:3;
Maxwell et al., 1998; Peters; 2007). Chauveau &rC(010) refer to land transactions as customany |
transfers framed outside the legal procedures. &myinstances, these land exchanges include selling
renting, inheriting, and in some instances landgyra

The notion of communal land rights and accessnd lander the communal system of land tenure in sub-
Saharan Africa is however variable, contingent, eeldvant to social and political contexts in whitlis
applied (Sjaastad & Cousins 2008). For example @sMAfrica, several systems of land tenure co-exitst
none completely dominating the other, and therenarkegal land holding rights that exist among camity
residents (Delville, 2000). In South Africa commbulsad tenure is defined in Chapter 1 of the Comatun
Lands Rights Act (CLRA) 11 of 2004 of South Afriees, “land occupied or used by members of a
community subject to the rules or custom of the womity” (Cousins, 2008b:109). In Zimbabwe,
communal land is administered through a plethoraAdfs including the Communal Lands Act (CLA)
Chapter 20:04 of 2002, TLs Act (TLA) Chapter 29172001, the Regional Town and Country Planning
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Act (RTCPA) Chapter 29:12 of 2001, and the Ruratiit Council Act (RDCA) Chapter 29:13 of 2002.
The Constitution of Zimbabwe Amendment Number 2@ éfc2013 section 332 (b) (iii) defines communal
land as “land set aside under an Act of Parliaraadtheld in accordance with customary law by membér

a community under the leadership of a Chief’. TheAChapter 20:04 of 2002 defines communal land as,
“land which immediately before the 1st of FebruaB83 was Tribal Trust land ... vested in the Pedid
who shall permit it to be occupied and be used.t Hdministration of communal land is thus enabled
through the Constitution of Zimbabwe and the AdtsParliament (statutes). The Rural District Couscil
(RDCs) as the local authorities administer thesés Am behalf of the state on one hand, togethdr wit
traditional authorities (Chiefs, Headmen, and \gaHeads (VHs)) on the other hand. Both the state a
traditional authorities hold important roles in adistration of communal land in Zimbabwe.

Communal land tenure in Zimbabwe provides for as@sl use of land parcels to residents in communal
areas as individuals and as collectives. Commuauadl in Zimbabwe like in most sub-Saharan Africa
belongs to the state, and individuals lack rigbtslispose of land at will since ‘communal’ implissme
form of collectivity (Cousins, 1990; Nyambara, 20@ousins, 2000; Bennett, 2008). This system ofl lan
tenure therefore represents sets of elusive ratften overlapping and nested with regards thietgito
access land and other resources (Cousins, 200@jrSo2007; Cousins, 2008b; Sjaastad & Cousins3)200
This context in Zimbabwe like in most African coues does not only demonstrate pluralism of the
communal land tenure system in terms of its contauttthe legal pluralism in terms of statutory\psmns

that also regulate communal rights to land (Dedyi2000; Nyambara, 2001; Berry, 2002; Wehrmann8200
Cousins, 2009). However, in the minds of many lasers in Zimbabwe and generally in most sub-Sahara
Africa, “communal land belongs not to single indiwals, but to a vast family of which many are ddad,

are living and countless numbers are still unbdBerry, 1992:342; Chimhowu & Woodhouse 2006:349).
This also shows polarization and overlapping dfitsgand institutions that regulate land with theests the
sole owner of the land on one hand, and commursiéy groups on the other (Nyambara, 2001; Wehrmann,
2008; Cousins, 2009).

3 THE STUDY AREA

This paper is based on case study of Domboshapariaurban communal area. The peri-urban communal
area of Domboshava is situated twenty kilometregheast of Harare. In terms of local governance,
Domboshava is considered a rural area, and fatlerutnaditional authority, and Goromonzi Rural Digt
Council (GRDC) as the local authority. Land in Darsbava falls under communal land tenure system, and
is administered under the system of customary fandre. A combination of statutes on land andesattht,

and local customs and tradition legally constithie structure that regulates access to land irp#risurban
communal area. The legal instruments include thA& Chapter 20:04 of 2002, the TLA Chapter 29:17 of
2001, the RTCPA Chapter 29:12 of 2001, and the ROZD&pter 29:13 of 2002. The prevalence of land
transactions in Domboshava presents complex itistitai challenges on this structure prompting theal
authority to propose rezoning as a solution togased land exchanges.

Two important kinds of households were identifiad Domboshava. These are tribal and migrant
households. Tribal households are those with héstily sanctioned rights to communal land under the
system of customary land tenure. Tribal memberspe@ individuals born and bred in Domboshava often
with a lengthy lineage history to this area. Tribalseholds and their members are presumed to ‘land’

(in communal areas) that supposedly belongs to dmeiestors (Holleman, 1952; Bullock, 1972; Bolodi
1976). The tribal status is therefore associatetl imdividuals’ long-term autochthonous relatiomshiith
particular land parcels, belonging, as well as ‘exship’ of land in this rural area (cf. Berry, 201By
virtue of their tribal identity and land claims ¢lugh descent from the original inhabitants and ‘enshof
land in Domboshava, tribal households and their beespractice peasant farming if they so wish, amed
able to bequeath land. On the other hand, migramtoutsiders without legitimate lineage land Sgint
Domboshava. Migrants constitute a diverse grouptm@ngers in terms of aspects such as place ahprig
language, culture, and ethnicities. Migrant housgEhanigrated from elsewhere to live in this communa
area. Migrants nevertheless acquired land sometivites the system of customary land tenure.
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4 THE PROBLEM

The unprecedented level of land transactions eapeeid in the peri-urban communal area of Domboshava
has prompted Goromonzi Rural District Council dsaal authority to propose rezoning as solutiorhie
peri-urban challenge. This approach was meant o leund transactions such as direct land saledaartti
grabs through upgrading rural land to urban lanith wile. However, the rezoning strategy became pfr
the problem as land transactions proliferated aloé#te implementation of the rezoning strategy.

4.1 The aim of the study

This paper seeks to highlight the reactions ofpiis@-urban community residents of Domboshava whegy t
found out that the local authority, Goromonzi Rup#trict Council (GRDC) sought to implement rezapi
strategies as a way of curbing land transactiorss &im was guided by the following sub-problem
questions:

(1) What constitutes the rezoning strategy in Doshlaea?
(2) How did the community residents react to treonéng strategy?
(3) Why did the community residents of Domboshascted to the rezoning strategies?

5 THE CONCEPT CUSTOMARY LAND TENURE IN ZIMBABWE

In most sub-Saharan African countries, land rigtiteocal community residents are often overshadotaed
provisions of codified statutory laws as theseagglied concurrently with customary land tenurevigions
(Delville, 2000). According to Adams et al. (199%)js situation is also apparent in Zimbabwe where
communal tenure is not only providing a conflatmintenure regimes, but also interchangeably reti@rs
customary land tenure. However, communal and cuastpiand tenure systems do not necessarily mean the
same (Cousins, 2009). They represent a dualism @daim2000). The provisions and conditions for land
use under communal and customary land tenure systgarlap. Customary land tenure like the communal
tenure system defines the conditions on which leamd be accessed, held, and used in most rural aefeas
sub-Saharan Africa. Peters (2004) views custonang tenure as a pre-colonial oral system on lagtitgi
merely put into writing through the land law. Cusgry land tenure is governed by land relations ajrba
community members, and is viewed as tribal lawiomply custom, and “its claim was not to guarantee
rights but to enforce tradition” (Mamdani, 2000:)0Relville (2000:98) describes customary land teras
“procedural’ and not codified”. Written procedurem the practice of customary land tenure unlike
communal land tenure are absent. Customary langdeaesystems are largely shaped by local interests a
institutions (O’Flaherty, 1998). Customary landusnfeatures cultural and religious symbolisms eéddn
local customs and tradition of community resideass land ‘ownership’ is vested in local traditional
authorities (Christodoulou, 1990; Delville, 2000aidani, 2000; Mathieu et al., 2003; Wehrmann, 2008)
These local traditions and customs define the sbmevhich people “live their lives” (Giddens, 20@43).

Individuals and collectives under customary lanoute assume rights to hold and use land witholet tit
(Moyo, 1995; Cousins, 2009). Customary land teraystems do not define each person’s rights by which
they access and obtain resources (Chauveau, 19B&lnlle, 2000:98). Customary land tenure implies
collective rights to land, as well as other natuedources in communal areas (Cousins, 2009). Under
customary land tenure, communal residents holdhiinsghts to land, and they can always claim such
rights even after their long absence from their womities (Christodoulou, 1990). The tenets of cunsiy
land tenure lie within the norms, beliefs, and ealwf communities often connected to ancestraltspir
(Ibid). These principles of customary land tenuoatmue to apply in most rural sub-Saharan Africare
though the circumstances in terms of traditionahatity, socio-economic conditions, and rights tkefaes

are not universal, homogenous, and evolve over (Dadville, 2000). Customary land tenure in Zimbabw
is defined through the custom of communities whiérss applied, and in turn, these communities are
definable and identifiable through such customdifianal Leaders remain the custodians of custortarg
tenure.

5.1 Administration of customary land tenure in Zimbabwe

Administration of land and property rights undestamary land tenure in communal areas in most sub-
Saharan Africa is through both statutes (laws) dratiitional system of authority. Under these
circumstances, TLs have limited authority to adsteni land rights under customary land tenure. For
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example, in South Africa and the post-independesreein Zimbabwe pursued changes on the colonial
version of the role of TLs on land, as well as lned tenure in most rural areas commonly refercedst
native reserves (Cliffe et al., 2011). Howeverthia post-apartheid era in South Africa many TL& déirive
their powers not only from tradition and customt also “from colonial and apartheid constructs edibd

in previous laws” (Claassens, 2008:361). In Zimbapte post-independence era also withessed changes
the administrative role of traditional authorities land as these roles were transferred to lodhloaties
referred to as RDCs by the government (Cliffe gt2011). Although these changes were institutiaad|

the presence and the current roles of TLs as patteostate remain. For example, the Chiefs retiair
legislative, judicial, executive, and administrativoles which they enmesh with tradition (cf. Mamiga
2000). Chapter 15 of the Constitution of Zimbabwstitutionalizes these roles of TLs. However, the
Constitution of Zimbabwe neither elaborates nowjates clear guidelines on how the traditional atitles
and local authorities such as RDCs complement tbhé&s particularly on land administration in comral
areas.

In Zimbabwe, traditional authorities comprise Chjdfleadmen, and VHs. Institutionalization of triaafial
authority and traditional leadership varies fronumioy to country in sub-Saharan Africa, and is donkne
with local tradition and custom. These traditioaathorities do not necessarily derive their powemf laws
(statutes) per se, but from local tradition and@us and are expected to observe the laws in $ehdrge of
their duties (O’Flaherty, 1998). For example, inuo Africa, TLs administer land rights under the
Traditional Leadership and Governance Framework @&GFA) 41 of 2003 (Claassens, 2008; Love,
2008). In Ghana, the ‘non-interference in chieftgiaffairs’ policy is one of the important legastruments
used in the administration of communal land (Ub@@0)8 in Peters, 2010). The policy on ‘non-intexfere

in chieftaincy affairs’ empowers TLs to act as tl@gase, discharge political power, act as govenmime
‘voter-brokers’, and thus the “fallacy of a stridivision between ‘traditional’ leaders and modern
government and party politics is clear” (Ubink, 80 Peters, 2010:606). In Ghana, Chiefs have more
power to adjudicate on land issues (Crook, 2008eters, 2010). In Zimbabwe, TLs perform their roles
under the guidance of the TLA Chapter 29:17 of 2dG1most African countries, it is the role of lbca
authorities to administer the statutes on land emali of the state. In Zimbabwe, it is the roleRIDCs to
administer communal land under customary land tonr behalf of the state. In this regard, it ig¢fare
unlawful to allocate land without the collectivensent of both the RDCs and TLs as the custodiatendf

on behalf of the state.

The relationships between the state and TLs on éaministration under customary land tenure in sub-
Saharan Africa vary from country to country. Theslationships are localized, and are never homanene
Different countries vest different degrees of powed authority on TLs since African traditions, toués,
norms, values, and rituals are themselves divergdm influence of statutory regulation on traditb
authorities in most sub-Saharan Africa is nevertnaé(Claassens, 2008). Although the role of tiadéil
authority is obscured by the role of the state ugtolaws, their influence in land administratiomiat be
underestimated (Okoth-Ogendo; 2008). Strugglesaod ldministration in communal areas clearly exist.
Under these circumstances, the critical questi@t treeds clarity is on ‘who’ has authority overdan
(Cousins, 2008a). Love (2008) views these struggleerms of whose voices are heard, and whose are
silenced. Berry (2002) relates the struggles to whould have access to land rights and the terms of
reference on which the rights are exercised. lefioee conceptualize traditional authority as arditingon

that regulates access and allocation of land rigimder customary land tenure comprising the VHs,
Headmen, and the Chief.

5.2 Strategies for rezoning communal land in Zimbabwe

Rezoning strategies in urban and regional planmiisgourses take a variety of forms. In Zimbabwe,
rezoning strategies involve government programrhas seek to correct colonial imbalances. For exampl
the villagization programmes that dominated devalept initiatives soon after independence (see Rotts
Mutambirwa, 1990; Nyambara, 2001; Spierenburg, 20Ddebe, 2010). This entails integration and
application of regulations to support effectivedamse and land use planning. Rezoning originates fr
Zimbabwe’s post-independence decentralization pragres when local authorities sought to create small
rural towns called growth-points in an endeavorntodernize the rural areas. Small rural towns were
expected to develop in a linear hierarchy to becéumlg urbanized (Helmsing et al., 1991; Munzwa, &
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Jonga, 2010). The settlement hierarchy proceeds fuhat are known as business centres, rural service
centres, growth points, towns, and ultimately teesi(Helmsing et al., 1991; Munzwa & Jonga, 20T
purpose of the settlement hierarchy was to curblHunban migration by bringing similar urban seegc
closer to the people living in the rural areas (iad998; Helmsing et al., 1991). The approach wasint

to harmonize urban spread into rural areas (Mun&Zwanga, 2010). In this regard, rezoning simply lieg
conversion of rural spaces to urban. Thus, rezoisngansit oriented as it seeks to apply strategfat
create easthetic city peripheries that will eveliyanerge with the greater urban zone.

6 METHODS

In this study, forty-one local residents as welhasumber of key informants such as Traditionaldeza and
local government officials were sampled Qualita@vel quantitative data were collected through sired
interviews, review of pertinent documents, as wadl observation. The mixed methods approach that
combines qualitative and quantitative approachestivas employed in this case study. In order tbllgpt

the reactions of community residents to rezoningdofnboshava, Hirschman (1970)'s voice, exit, and
loyalty model was used in data analysis. This madelresses the different responses consumerslartoab
make when faced with poor and declining marketst Eeans quitting (Bekker & Leilde, 2003), or siypl
leaving (Hirschman, 1970; Barry, 1974; Laver, 19%&)ice means speaking out (Hirschman, 1970; Barry,
1974) or “staying put and shouting” (Laver, 197@}6Loyalty means ‘stay and be silent’ (Hirschman,
1970; Barry, 1974). Loyalty also entails to ‘simghyck it out’ or ‘grin and bear it' (Hirschman, 719; Barry,
1974; Bekker & Leilde, 2003). Through Hirschman'sdal, | was able not only to reveal the reaction of
community residents to the local authority’s rengnstrategy, but to demonstrate their criticisndisregard

of, or compliance with this strategy.

7 DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS: THE REACTION OF COMMUNITY R ESIDENTS TO
REZONING STRATEGIES IN DOMBOSHAVA

In Domboshava, land transactions are shifting foorstomary inheritance in the tribal line to indivadized
land transactions such as direct land sales arithgenleading to changes in land use, settlemattems,
and increased population densities — promptingGRDC to implement rezoning as a solution to land
transactions. In this section, | explain the natir¢he rezoning strategies proposed for Domboshtnea
reaction of community residents to these strategied the reasons why they community residentdadac
the way they did.

7.1 Rezoning strategies in Domboshava

From the perspective of Local Government OfficearsSGRDC, rezoning constitutes settlement upgrading
from rural to urban. This strategy is guided bytdes on land and settlement, as well as a makterfor
Domboshava. These statutes include the CLA Chdfi€4 of 2002, TLA Chapter 29:17 of 2001, the
RTCPA Chapter 29:12 of 2001, and the RDCA Chap®t? of 2002. The master plan for Domboshava
was prepared in line with the GRDC'’s proposal tgrape the communal area from rural to urban. The
master plan provides for the orderly and planngebug of physical structures in this communal area
concomitant with urban spaces. The practice of agigg settlements from rural to urban is howevdrano
new phenomenon in Zimbabwe. The strategy aimshkatnizing communal areas in line with the provisions
of section three of the RDCA Chapter 29:13 of 20BRthis case rezoning translates to spatial issues
reflected on master plans.

From the perspective of Local Government Officéng, mixed and unplanned settlement pattern emerging
from villages of Domboshava as a result of migragettling in this communal area conflicted with the
principles of planning on conviviality, city imagjn and the beauty concomitant with international
destinations such as Harare. As such, beautifitatidomboshava was inescapable because of thiédinca
of this communal area in the periphery of the @dptity. The Local Government Officers regarded
Domboshava as one of Harare’s frontiers becauseappeoach cities from their rear” (Mabin, 2012) ush
settlement upgrading as a rezoning strategy wasfighde as a response to settlement growth of
Domboshava, and the urban expansion of Harareitsijoeriphery because of increased land transaction
This justification however ordinarily seeks to me® the image of Harare, and not necessarily ahat
Domboshava. On the other hand, by trying to bealimboshava and to avoid ‘another Epworth in the
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making’ as highlighted by some of the Local GoveeninOfficers at GRDC, these land use planners gough
to restructure the traditional system of customiamyd tenure through the proposed master plan since
Domboshava was ‘degenerating’ into an ‘informatleatent’ like Epworth located in the eastern side o
Harare.

The GRDC as an agent of the state has the powmopmse and impose the settlement upgrading sjrateg
for purposes of the beautification of rural setéens. In the event of resistance by community sgi]
section thirty seven of the RTCPA Chapter 29:12@02 authorizes the GRDC to use necessary force in
order to achieve the planning ideals.

Since the situation in Domboshava presents uncoateti and overcrowded residential structures fitoen t
perspective of GRDC, this meant application of ilap measures akin to Operation
Murambatsvina/Operation Restore Order (OM/ORO) ggpeed in Zimbabwe in 2005. This strategy
involves the demolition of structures perceiveddiscordant, illegal, and substandard in physical an
planning terms. Ironically, the situation in Domhasa emanates from previous displacements of
households through the Fast Track Land Reform Brogre (FTLRP of 2002) and OM/ORO of 2005 (see
Tibaijuka, 2005; Kamete & Lindell, 2010; Kamete 120 Kamete, 2012). Forced eviction of households an
the destruction of dwellings has been the genesganse to substandard and informal structuresdat |
authorities in Zimbabwe (Kamete & Lindell, 2010)le@n-up measures were also applied in Gutu in
Masvingo on households that settled themselvesngiaaetted land (see Mujere, 2011). Police destroyed
houses and burnt down crops to force people tarratutheir original places (Ibid). Thus, the prepd
rezoning strategy by the Local Government OffidersDomboshava could possibly resuscitate a vicious
cycle of displacement in this peri-urban communadaa Quan & Payne (2008:4) also point out that,
evictions “lead to the creation of new unauthorizettlements elsewhere, only moving the problermfro
one location to another at great social, econoamd, occasionally political cost”. In this regardRBC’s
understanding of rezoning does not take cognisaficine causes behind the status quo, and is rather
divorced from the lived experiences, as well asappéd expectations of community residents from
rezoning.

7.2 Tribal members’ reactions to rezoning strategies, @d the reasons for their actions

The reactions of tribal and migrant members of Doshiava to rezoning strategies were different. Triba
members in Domboshava perceived the rezoning gjrdteough settlement upgrading as a hidden agenda
by the GRDC to dispossess them of their tribal laigthits. In their minds, the proposal was meant to
generate revenue to the benefit of the GRDC. Yemfthe perspective of Local Government Officeasd

in rural areas or reserves is simply ‘reservedffibure development. As a result, tribal membetd gheir’

land to migrants ahead of the implementation ofrémoning strategy - to frustrate the local autiyofBy
selling land directly to migrants, tribal membelsoasought to benefit somehow (perhaps in mondéarys)
from their customary land rights. As these trib@miers sold their land to migrants, in essence shagly
transferred their land rights, and not necesséaitgl because communal land in Zimbabwe belongheo t
state. According to Toulmin & Quan (2000), suctteinstances are very tricky because the state castin
to ‘own' land despite local changes. Yet, tribalnmbers perceived their customary land rights as
unchallengeable in Domboshava. The problem liehiwithe levels of decision-making between the
traditional authorities and the GRDC who both clainihave power to allocate land to migrants, ydegal
terms the GRDC on behalf of the state overridespthwers of localized structures (see Cousins, 2008a
However, rules under the tradition and customgib&t members of Domboshava remain authoritativié an
provide a sense of legitimacy in regulating indiatibehaviour in land transactions although thetesrare
largely unwritten and unspoken (cf. Cousins, 2008M)e reactions of tribal members to proposed
implementation of rezoning strategies in Domboshaeaie largely shaped by familiar experiences that
happened elsewhere, for example, the case of Sehkmgnal area in Zimbabwe. From Hirschman (1970)’'s
perspective, other consumers’ behaviour as wethasmarket experiences from elsewhere influence the
decision and choices made on the market.

Tribal members collectively voiced their concermsl alisapproval of the settlement upgrading strategy
through organizing themselves and sending villapeasentatives to negotiate with the GRDC. By vgjci
to the GRDC, tribal members sought redress on anmeg proposal they regarded as disruptive and
undesirable. Although, settlement upgrading pavag t@ planned activities on the master plan, tyeda
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for residential, commercial, industrial, and ingiibnal spaces on the master plan are inadequatvér the
ever-increasing population of Domboshava. For examjne master plan covers only two hundred and
eleven residential units. According to Local Goveemt Officers, residential structures deemed suobstal
are likely to be excluded from the new layout. Thisans possible exclusion of residential structafes
some tribal members whose residences are old daypidiited. Yet, residential structures in ruralasref
Zimbabwe are never built according to plans. Thexists no layouts for rural settlements in Zimbabime
the minds of tribal members, creating order andutiéegation in Domboshava through rezoning is adal
justification for imaging Domboshava. Thus, Walk2009:474) notes that,

“Laws and policy prescriptions that underestimaedistinction between the economic and the swelales
of land run the risk of being implementable. Whatmportant here is that the social meanings o lare
constructed differently at different levels - indival, household, community, nation - and the piter
among these different levels is significant foredetining how rights-based claims to land get frarbgd
ordinary women and men”.

Reactions of tribal members also reveal the matipkeanings, and the symbolic relationship theyvderi
from land. As in Ghana and Cote d’'lvoire, tribalmi®ers of Domboshava base their rights to land stotyi
and indigeneity (cf. Peters, 2010). In Domboshauafomary land rights and attachment to the comiyuni
characterizes the belonging of tribal members. Bgig is embedded not only in the structure orsifstem
of customary land tenure, but also in the sociatesy. Thus, the meaning of land goes beyond ityvaise,
to a linkage between generations, and as “a petentent for social identity” (Walker, 2003:116).UR) the
symbolic relevance of land is associated with thed experiences of tribal members. For tribal meralof
Domboshava, land is a critical source of communithesion that carries both communal and individual
interests of the users (cf. Mathieu et al., 2008$h, 2008b). Land is an important productive uese, as
well as a potent symbol of their past (Cousins,8)0Clearly, land in Domboshava is not only a igppat
entity that defines the territorial boundaries leé tommunal area, but a physical asset and erngitieased
by community residents and passed to the next geaes. Land is rather a determinant of “socio-jptals
realities that are significant to human well-beirigf. Walker, 2009: 467).

The major concern of tribal households of Domboalavout the rezoning strategy was the risk of ptessi
relocation to an unspecified place elsewhere -iplysto Gokwe - a dry and tsetsefly infested comaiun
area located almost 350kilometres northwest of téarahe recurrent question asked by tribal members
particularly those advanced in age and those vilithgehealth was - where do we go from here? Howeve
possible relocation of households to new placesvshihat the individual and collective land rights o
community residents of Domboshava were rather urged\ccording to Cousins (2008b), displacement of
communities affects individuals’ land rights in ngamways. In Domboshava, forced eviction and relarati

of tribal households implies displacement of thpeeple from their homeland. Through rezoning, triba
members risk being ‘pushed out’ of their commutiiyough clean-up measures akin to ORO/OM of 2005 -
a complete departure from the rational comprehensiedels in planning to politics of muddling thrbug
(Lindblom, 1959; McLaughlin, 1987). Direct land asilby tribal members of Domboshava are therefore a
voice to the GRDC and an expression of discontedtreon-approval of what they viewed as unwarranted
clean-ups and possible relocation. It is an attémpblicit attention from the GRDC as well as $iate.

From the GRDC'’s perspective, policy processes a@oni@g aim at improving access to services such as
water, electricity, and sanitation - largely exgectby residents in most communal areas of Zimbabwe.
However, tribal members from Domboshava perceiwdices initiated by the GRDC as inferior, and were
thus not excited about services accompanied bynalpameasures. Effectiveness of the tribal members’
voice to bring the desired change also depends thmriRDC’s willingness to listen and to respond to
community concerns. This impasse emanates frormgzaoying rezoning with laws on land and settlement.
These laws grant the GRDC more power to controlptiagtice of rezoning particularly through settlemne
upgrading.

Voice and exit strategies by tribal household meamtie Domboshava did not bring the desired change
therefore loyalty naturally took precedence. Acaugdio Hirschman (1970), the loyalty strategy dstai
keeping exit at bay, while activating voice andtamring to campaign for change from within. Loyadtkso
entails to ‘simply stick it out’ or ‘grin and beét while advocating for redress (Hirschman, 19B&rry,
1974, Bekker & Leilde, 2003). Tribal members adwthan age with little ability to build new homestisa
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from scratch elsewhere demonstrated loyalty. THerbl argued that their roots and tribal identigfdmng to
Domboshava, and that they invested social capitdl reetworks in this communal area (cf. Chambers &
Conway, 1991; Ellis & Biggs, 2001; Cahn, 2002; Goss2007; Scoones, 2009). Leaving Domboshava for
other places elsewhere was inconceivable since déimeiestors were buried in this communal areahi t
regard, loyalty entails vigilance while waiting aadapting to the deteriorating conditions in apttion of
uncertainties, and not necessarily change for ¢tteh

Tribal members of Domboshava also reacted to regothrough resisting projects from GRDC they
perceived as suspicious. According to Hirschmarr@).9when people are suspicious of new productsy; th
are likely to resist or boycott the products by giymot buying them. The GRDC intended to instdgieol
water in Zimbiru Village. As much as tribal membénsDomboshava looked forward to sources of clean
water closer to their homesteads, the piped watgjleq was perceived as a deceptive precursor for a
rezoning strategy that needed to be resisted,teeieand boycotted. Tribal members from Domboshava
were not excited about the water project. They e@uhe project as a form of interference with tmanal

life. They believed in rezoning strategies thatueal their communal status even though they welg ful
aware that the communal area was situated in augeain zone that is likely to turn urban. Thesbatri
members therefore campaigned against the piped watect from within through collective resistaraed
direct confrontation with Local Government Officérem the GRDC.

Chasing away Local Government Officers and remouingd surveyors’ pegs not only demonstrates
defiance and confrontation, but loyalty to the ctuve that defines the system of customary landreen
Similarly, community residents of Gokwe demonstlatesistance and anger by attacking officials ftbm
local authority when the government introduced #Hagization programme in this communal area
(Nyambara 2001). Villagization programmes involadocation and reorganization of land use of rural
households in terms of arable, grazing, and resalgfPotts & Mutambirwa, 1990). Elsewhere in neurti
Zimbabwe, residents of Dande communal area resistedevelopment project that aimed at land
redistribution (Spierenburg, 2004). In another c#se community residents of Binga sabotaged aeptdjy
the RDC through selling communal land to migramgifgirai, 2003). These reactions are similar tosth

of Kgatleng residents of Botswana against the intijoos of legal rights on boreholes when the land
administration authority failed to convince peoplbout the project, and the residents were generally
skeptical about the project (Peters, 1994). In lertlge Luo tribe clashed with government over tial|
titing programme because the Luo perceived thgnarame as a threat to their belonging and ancdatrdl
rights (Shipton, 2004 in Mujere, 2011). AccordimgRobins (1995) in Nyambara (2001:278), peasants ha
always resisted relocation of homesteads and adasioh of villages, and this took form of “attacks
state officials who come to peg new homes, the vaiof pegs from home fields and yards, making the
officials object of witchcraft, boycotting meetingand so on”. In these cases, projects from thalloc
authorities “caused a great deal of anger” sinesedhwere literally after land dispossession anglatisment

of people from their ancestral ‘soil’ (Peters, 1294.

The perceptions of tribal members of Domboshaveawus shaped by possible dispossession, losaaf la
rights, and many freedoms (cf. Cousins, 2008a).‘freedoms’ of tribal members entail autochthontzausi
rights, choices to bequeath land and other propéghts through inheritance, choices to exchangel,la
choices to access the commons, and above all ¢t 1 belong to this communal area. Loyalty to
customary land tenure by tribal members of Dombesha rather a forced alternative and not necdgsari
rational initiative in order to preserve their fdeens as well as belonging (cf. Hirschman, 1970).

7.3 Migrant members’ reactions to rezoning strategiesand the reasons for their actions

On the other hand, the reactions of migrants wédferent. Migrants perceived rezoning and provisafn
services through the water project from GRDC asthwvanile. In their minds, rezoning could lead to
improved living conditions concomitant with urbapases. Migrants thus looked forward to upgrading of
Domboshava from rural to urban. Many migrants wether uncomfortable with and uncertain of their
migrant status associated with squatters by the GRDce they were unregistered through the formal
procedures. Migrants that bought land through iiddialized land transactions such as direct lanessahd
land grabs were legally categorized as squattdra (Chapter 20:04 of 2002; TLA Chapter 29:17 of 2p01
In the minds of migrants, rezoning would securerttand rights since in most cases these migrariew
victims of displacement through the FTLRP and OMIDR Domboshava turns urban, the context allows
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for formal registration of individual land parcelsth the GRDC, and land would be considered asrurba
with title. Land titles are “preemptive”, that ihey prevent the state from allocating the samegagi®f land

to others (Migot-Adholla, 1994:25). As such, lariles confer absolute and legal private propertydla
ownership rights to migrants. Migrants of Domboshdkerefore expected to obtain land titles through
rezoning.

Migrants regard Domboshava as urban due to itsimpigxwith Harare. However, Domboshava is rural
since the peri-urban area is categorized under ecorahareas in policy terms (CLA Chapter 20:04 dd20
Some migrants however support settlement upgraorg rural to urban because they retain their triba
status in their homelands. Such land rights leggg@rtheir land claims even after migrants’ long eatise.
Migrants had nothing to lose in terms of autochthen land rights in Domboshava through land
dispossession by the GRDC, but probably could d#lied and private land rights through rezoning.
According to Hirschman (1970), migrants’ percepsidgpify neither voice nor exit, but rather loyaly
rezoning. Loyalty in this regard, translates totiagi in anticipation for an improvement. Being lbydso
entails patience (Hirschman, 1970; Ayes, 1971;\Bda®74; Dowding et al., 2000). For migrants, wagti
patiently for transformation from rural to urbaraisignificant and a calculated alternative rathan to use
overt strategies such as voice or to exit. Engagioige was somewhat tricky and difficult for some
unregistered migrants because of their ‘illegal’grant status in Domboshava. Migrants were simply
sticking with the status quo while waiting for clggncome. Loyalty also provides an explanation #® th
standard and state of the art houses constructedidnants in Domboshava. Such modern and ofterdgate
structures are unlikely to be demolished duringuastap exercises. These residential structures stéadter
chance of being integrated into the GRDC’s madtar for Domboshava. Demolition of physical struesir
involves compensation to the owners (RTCPA Chapet2 of 2001). This is often an insurmountablé tas
for local authorities in Zimbabwe as they strugihancially to meet most of their budgetary regoiests.
Construction of permanent and modern structuresiigyants is however a way of securing land rigatsj

to remain safe from the GRDC’s non-planning intaetigns akin to ORO/OM associated with the rezoning
strategy on settlement upgrading.

8 CONCLUSION

Findings from the case of Domboshava clearly sh@t the rezoning strategy does not necessarilysfoou
what community residents expect, but on what laxyget in terms of land and settlement in this piebian
communal area. The behaviour of tribal members dEmonstrates resistance not only to the rezoning
strategy they regarded as undesirable, but algbetstructure on customary land tenure they regaege
confusing. As a result, tribal members were singiging the structure or rules that regulate custgntand
tenure as described in statutes on land and settiethrough unsanctioned land transactions. Statute
capacitate and constrain (at the same time) indalitteedom of tribal members to exercise theidleghts.

In the minds of tribal members of Domboshava, egitthese institutions is a worthy cause because the
structure failed to protect their customary larghts against possible dispossession by the GRDiGalTr
members are content with their rural and tribatustahat allows them to practice inheritance fagirth
descendants.

Clearly, a conflict of values exists between trimembers and migrants in terms of gains and |csseshed

to rezoning. Among tribal members, settlement upigigr is associated with loss of land rights, wherea
migrants equate the programme with access as wekeure land rights through land titles. Futuemnados
however predict a complex combination of resistanaezoning by tribal members that preserved tlagid
parcels for their future generations against thhaeresigned and totally exit the system of custgntand
tenure through land sales to migrants. The latteum of tribal members is likely to support rezanin
through settlement upgrading. On the other handrants are likely to team up with tribal memberat th
hold small residential land parcels in support efaning through settlement upgrading. Appropriate
planning strategies that address the challengbsinboshava are sorely needed.
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