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SUMMARY 
 

The government released for public comment in December 2019 the controversial draft bill on the 

amendment of section 25 of the constitution. The amendment proposes to make expropriation without 

compensation part of the constitution. The main reason given is that the willing buyer/willing seller model 

has stalled progress in redistribution. It has done this in two main ways: Land available for distribution 

relies on the willingness of current landowners to sell their land; and secondly the affordability of the land 

makes it expensive even if it were possible to expropriate – compensation would still be necessary 

according to the constitution as it is. Therefore, EWC will ensure that these critical constraints are removed. 

Land reform has three pillars:  (1) land restitution (2) land redistribution (3) security of tenure. Land 

restitution aims to redress historic wrongs directly and in a narrow sense by compensating victims who lost 

their land because of unjust laws and evictions. Land redistribution aims to change the current unequal 

ownership pattern and make access to land more accessible to black people. Security of tenure aims to 

provide security of long term tenure to individuals who are farm workers, dwellers as well as people living 

in the former homeland on land that is under some form of communal trust. All three elements are aiming 

at quite different things under the broad umbrella of land reform. Our concern currently is with land 

restitution and redistribution, which are concerned with the ownership and acquisition of land.  

 I find the reasons given for amending the constitution to be unjustified; a point shared as well by the 

government’s own High Level Panel Report chaired by Kgalema Motlanthe says, “…the need to pay 

compensation has not been the most serious constraint on land reform in South Africa to date”. There are 

a number of assumptions underlying the rationale for EWC and none of them are able to survive close 

scrutiny. 

1. The first assumption is that if EWC is implemented it would be apply to the majority of land or to a 

significant proportion of the land owned – however this cannot be the case. The law would firstly have to 

spell out the conditions for expropriation with just and equitable compensation (EWJEC). Those conditions, 

the High Level Panel Report suggests would be conditions such as whether the land is underutilized or 

unutilized, abandoned or held for speculative reasons. The law would then have to spell out specific 

conditions which would make EWC applicable. The presidential advisory panel suggested that EWC should 

apply to land that is abandoned, or held for speculative reasons amongst other reasons. The main point 

here is that these conditions would apply to a small amount of land available. EWC would not be the 

dominant and general mode of land acquisition and therefore the impact of EWC on land reform would be 

minimal. The presidential advisory panel sums it up well, "even if we were to adopt the view that zero 

compensation is permitted in certain circumstance, it is highly unlikely and improbable that there could be a 

plethora of circumstances that would lead to zero compensation".  
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2. The major constraint assumed in Land Restitution is that the majority of current landowners are not 

willing to sell their land even when there are valid claims against the land. It is true that in principle, if the 

current landowners are not willing to sell their land then restitution would effectively be halted. However, 

what is true in principle, might not be true in practice and therefore evidence showing that current 

landowners are unwilling to sell their land for restitution is required if we intend on changing policy. Public 

policy with its far reaching consequences must be based on evidence. As things stand, there is no evidence 

from the numerous government reports commissioned to evaluate land restitution, which have found that 

unwillingness to sell land is a major constraint to land restitution progress. 

Most of the rural claims have been settled with land and cash pay-outs which is the dominant settlement 

option in urban restitution claims. What proportion of the rural claims settled with land, is alternative land 

rather than the claimed land is not measured currently. However, if one looks at case studies and high 

profile settlement cases such as the Zebediela citrus farm in Limpopo; Bakwena ba Mare Phogolo in Klipat 

North West;  eMpangisweni in Kwazulu –Natal; Groenfontein-Ramohlakane claim in Middleburg to name 

a few – they were all settled with land claimed. 

Another reason to be sceptical of claims that the unwillingness of landowners to sell is a constraint is 

because the High level Panel report found that at the current rate at which land restitution claims are 

finalised; a claim is finalised after agreement has been reached and it is implemented; it will take 42 years 

to finalise all restitution cases. Finalisation occurs after agreements with landowners and claimants has 

been reached, so even if all land restitution cases today were settled; it would still take 42 years to 

implement the settled claims. Clearly then, land acquisition is not the bottleneck in land restitution. 

3.  When it comes to Land redistribution the two major reasons for EWC must be that (1) The requirement 

for compensation makes it expensive and the state cannot afford it. (2) Even if the state could afford it – 

there is a general unwillingness by current landowners to sell their land for redistribution. Both these 

reasons are false.   

The budget for land reform over the passed 25 years has been between 0.15% and 0.45% of National 

Treasury’s budget.  The budget for land reform in 2019 was R7.8 billion (0.42% of the total budget which is 

R1.83 trillion). The land reform budget is a small amount compared to the budget for social grants (R207 

billion) and education (R262 billion). How much would it cost to redistribute 30% of agricultural land? There 

are different cost estimates depending on your source of data. Data from the Department of Agriculture, 

Fishery and Foresty (DAFF) would give a cost of R66 billion to acquire 30% of the total value of land and 

fixed improvements. Government commissioned reports on land reform give cost estimates of 

R4902/hectare under the PLAS policy and R1500/hectare under the SLAG/LRAD policy which translate to 

between R88 billion and R27 billion. If the budget for land reform was just even a third of the budget for 

education – it would take a single year to acquire the remaining 30% of land. The government can afford 
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land reform at market prices – it just has higher priorities which it allocates its money towards. Land reform 

over the past 25 years has not been a priority.  

Land distributed under restitution 3,200,000 

Land distributed under redistribution 4,701,542 

Total (hectares) 7,901,542 

Total Commercial agricultural land (hectares) 86,186,026 

Land redistributed as a percentage of agricultural land (%) 9.2% 

30% Target in hectares 25,855,808 

Cost of land under PLAS policy (cost/hectare) R 4,902 

Cost to acquire remaining target land at PLAS average costs R88,011,810,952 

Cost of land under SLAG/LRAD (cost/hectare) R1,500 

Cost to meet target land at SLAG/LRAD cost/hectare R26,931,398,700 

Former homelands (hectares) 18,434,122 

Former homelands + reform 26,335,664 

Black owned land (Former homelands + reform) 30.6% 

  

The other assumption is that there is an unwillingness to sell land by the current landowners. The problem 

we are told is that even if compensation at market prices is not a problem, there must be land made 

available for sale. It is true in principle that if there are no sellers of land, then progress will halt if you rely 

on the willing seller model. However, in practice that is not the case. The commissioned report on land 

redistribution found that up until 2009 the amount of land in hectares per year that has been acquired for 

both restitution and redistribution is 10 times smaller than the amount of land bought and sold on the land 

market each year. There is far more land available for purchase then what the government has been willing 

to purchase. 

4.  A forth major reason given for EWC is that it is already implicitly allowed for in the constitution and the 

aim is to simply make it explicit. Two arguments are given in support of this view.  

The first one is that Section 25 contains provisons, the most important being that of expropriation with just 

and equitable compensation. There is a clause, section 25(8) that allows departure from these provisions  

provided the rationale for the departure is consistent with section 36(1). Therefore the Constitution 

permits departing from compensation and allows expropriation without compensation provided the 

reasons and principles used are consistent with section 36(1).  This is  an erroneous interpretation . Firstly, 

because section 36(1) states general principles which should be applied to the whole constitution, including 

the provisions already stated in section 25. They are in fact, the same principles but under section 25 they 

are applied specifically to the right to property. Secondly, section 36(2) clearly states that any law must be 

consistent with section 36(1) and  any other provision in the whole constitution. Therefore, the provisions 

for expropriation with compensation cannot be set aside or departed from.  

The second argument  given is that because the constitution allows expropriation with just and equitable 

compensation , it is possible for there to be circumstances when that just and equitable compensation is 
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actually zero compensation. The problem here is that what those circumstances are that would make 

compensation to be zero are never spelled out. They are simply assumed to exist, but what exactly they 

are and how they would justify zero compensation is  never revealed.  

5. The fifth reason for EWC is the purported benefits which will be realized when land reform is speeded 

up. A major motivation for land reform  besides addressing historical injustices is that it will improve the 

livelihoods of the poor majority ofbeneficiaries by lifting them out of poverty and improving food security.  

The general  verdict of the  impact of land reform on beneficiaries’ lives is one of failure; there has been no 

significant impact on people’s lives.  

Land reform has failed to make land access equitable in two ways. Firstly, the policy design for 

redistribution has over the last 25 years changed from targeting the poor majority earning below a certain 

threshold to one favoring commercial emerging black farmers with business plans and strategic partners. 

Secondly, research by the PLAAS institute into who has benefited in land redistribution projects found that 

elites; politically connected and  business people with interests and capital outside of agriculture; were 

benefitting disproportionately from land reform. 

Land reform has failed to reduce poverty, improve food security for households and increase  employment. 

Failure can be attributed to poor post settlement support; poor planning prior to settlement, beneficiaries 

often lack skills and training, group tensions amongst beneficiaries which lead to a lack of agreement on 

what to do with the land.  The reasons for failure are many and will in no way be addressed by EWC. 

It is obvious to see, once you move past the political rhetoric and dig into the real issues affecting land 

reform, that EWC will do very little to  speed up progress and bring any meaningful change in land reform. 

It is a political trick being used by the ANC to scapegoat current landowners for the failures in land reform 

over the past 25 years. The reality is  that land reform despite the political rhetoric has not been a major 

government priority judging by the amount of money that has been allocated towards it. The real problems 

in land reform have been well documented by the government’s own commissioned reports  and  if they 

are honestly concerned with making progress then they should start there.
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The controversial amendment to Section 25 of the constitution was released for public comment in 

December by parliament. My comments, for what it's worth, are as follows. 

 
I have titled my comments, which take the form of an essay rather provocatively as “The Land Question 

Answered” although I claim to provide no final word on the issue. The aim of the essay will be to evaluate 

the more narrow question of whether Section 25 of the constitution should be amended to allow 

expropriation without compensation. 

  
There are four reasons given in the amendment preamble and summed up in a quote from the 

Constitutional Review Committee, on why it is absolutely necessary that the constitution be amended to 

make expropriation without compensation of property constitutional 

  

"Section 25 of the Constitution must be amended to make explicit that which is implicit 

in the Constitution, with regards to expropriation of land without compensation, as a 

legitimate option for land reform, so as to address the historic wrongs caused by the 

arbitrary dispossession of land, and in so doing ensure equitable access to land and 

further empower the majority of South Africans to be productive participants in 

ownership, food security and agricultural reform programs." 

  
However, there is much left unsaid that is assumed in offering these reasons for EWC. Those underlying 

assumptions I will ultimately show to be unjustified. The essay will firstly give a brief rationale for land 

reform, particularly land restitution and redistribution, the key pillars of land reform tasked with 

distributing land and thereby addressing historical injustices. The first argument will be that EWC if applied 

properly, would only apply to a limited small amount of land and therefore its effect on land reform would 

be insignificant. Secondly, I will evaluate how it is proposed that EWC will improve progress in land 

restitution. In this section I will show that there is very little evidence that the unwillingness of current 

landowners has been a constraint. In the third section, I will show that EWC can do little to improve land 

redistribution. I will evaluate in turn the question of affordability and whether current landowners are 

unwilling to sell. The fourth section looks at the compatibility of the constitution with EWC and finds the 

claims that the constitution implicitly allows EWC to be erroneous. Lastly, I evaluate whether land reform 

https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/CommitteeNotices/2019/december/06-12-2019/Draft_advertised.pdf
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has been able to do what it set out to achieve in actually improving the livelihoods of people, reducing 

poverty and improving food security. 

  

Land reform as a means to address historic injustices 
It is not obvious what is meant by addressing and fixing historic wrongs or addressing past injustices. Given 

the fact that past injustices are precisely that, in the past and nothing could possibly be done to change the 

fact they happened; something else must be meant by this term "addressing historic wrongs". What I think 

is meant then is that: the present effects and legacy of the historical wrongs must be fixed. This is generally 

understood in two ways: a narrow and broad sense with regards to land. 

  
In the narrow sense it refers to direct victims (and their direct descendants) of land dispossession being 

compensated. In the broad sense it refers to the racialised unequal patterns of ownership of land being 

changed to a more equal pattern. 

  
In the preamble to the amendment of constitution they also refer to how “hunger for land amongst the 

dispossessed is palpable” and a growing feeling among the dispossessed that little has been done to 

“redress the skewed land ownership pattern”. Again the dispossessed can be defined in a narrow and in a 

broad sense: in the narrow sense as victims and direct descendants who were directly dispossessed of their 

land and relocated elsewhere; and in the broad sense referring to black people in general who were not 

direct victims of evictions and dispossession but because of historical laws were prevented from purchasing 

land outside designated "native" areas resulting in skewed ownership patterns of land. 

  
Land reform has three elements which deal differently with the narrow and broad meanings of 

"dispossessed" and "addressing historic wrings": (1) land restitution (2) land redistribution (3) security of 

tenure. 

  
Land restitution aims to redress historic wrongs directly and in a narrow sense by compensating victims 

who lost their land because of unjust laws and evictions. Land redistribution aims to change the current 

unequal ownership pattern and make access to land more accessible to black people. Security of tenure 

aims to provide security of long term tenure to individuals who are farm workers, dwellers as well as people 

living in the former homeland on land that is under some form of communal trust.  

  
All three elements are aiming at quite different things under the broad umbrella of land reform. It is only 

restitution that can come close to addressing historical injustices in a direct way by compensating actual 

victims or direct descendants of victims who lost their land and therefore it deals with dispossession and 
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addressing historic wrongs in a narrow sense. Land redistribution seeks to deal with historic injustices in a 

broad sense with its focus on changing unequal ownership patterns, I will discuss this broad element 

further under the second main point - To ensure equitable access to land. 

  



THE LAND QUESTION ANSWERED                                                     4 | P a g e  
 

 

1. IF IMPLEMENTED PROPERLY EWC WOULD NOT APPLY TO 
ALL LAND 

  
If implemented it is far from obvious how big of an effect EWC will have on speeding up land reform in 

general. As it has been pointed out by a number of commentators, the WBWS policy is not specified by the 

Constitution. The ANC under the influence of the World Bank chose that policy direction. The Constitution 

does allow for expropriation however it requires there be just and equitable compensation with that 

expropriation. According to Ruth Hall's 2003 review of the restitution process up to then - only two cases 

of expropriation had occurred. However, what is often ignored by people who point out the fact the 

Constitution permits expropriation with just and equitable compensation (EWJEC) is that it is unclear and 

vague under what conditions would EWJEC be constitutional and hence it is not generally used. Simply 

saying that the constitution allows for expropriation for land reform purposes does not answer what are 

the particular conditions necessary to make it constitutional. 

  
The High Level Panel report found that: 
  

"The Panel is of the view that government has not used the powers it already has to 

expropriate land for land reform purposes effectively, nor used the provisions in the 

Constitution that allow compensation to be below market value in particular 

circumstances. Rather than recommend that the Constitution be changed, the Panel 

recommends that government should use its expropriation powers more boldly, in 

ways that test the meaning of the compensation provisions in Section 25 (3), 

particularly in relation to land that is unutilised or underutilised." 

  
The government would have to define the conditions for expropriation; and then state how to determine 

a just and equitable compensation; and then the specific conditions for no compensation. The conditions 

where expropriation would be constitutional,  even with just and equitable compensation, will be a narrow 

set of conditions. The Panel offers suggestions of the situations it has in mind where EWJEC would apply - 

unutilised or underutilised land. Judge Albie Sachs also list conditions such as "whether the property was 

given free of charge by government or acquired at a knock-down price, whether the state has invested in 

or subsidised the land or improvements, and/or whether the property is in use or simply being held as a 

speculative investment" for EWJEC. It is clear that what judges and the High level panel have in mind for 

EWJEC is a specific set of conditions rather than a general condition that applies to all land.  
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So then, it follows that the conditions for EWC would be even narrower and are likely to apply to a very 

small portion of the total land available for restitution. The FINAL REPORT OF THE PRESIDENTIAL ADVISORY 

PANEL ON LAND REFORM AND AGRICULTURE also agrees that "even if we were to adopt the view that zero 

compensation is permitted in certain circumstance, it is highly unlikely and improbable that there could be a 

plethora of circumstances that would lead to zero compensation". They go on to list the specific 

circumstances where EWC would be applicable. 

  

"It may be just and equitable for nil compensation to be paid where land is expropriated 

in the public interest, having regard to all relevant circumstances, including but not 

limited to: (f) Where the land is occupied or used by a labour tenant, as defined in the 

Land Reform (Labour Tenants) Act, 1996 (Act No. 3 of 1996); (g) where the land is held 

for purely speculative purposes; (h) where the land is owned by a state-owned 

corporation or other state-owned entity; (i) where the owner of the land has 

abandoned the land; (j) where the market value of the land is equivalent to, or less 

than, the present value of direct state investment or subsidy in the acquisition and 

beneficial capital improvement of the land." 

  
One of the key assumptions underlying EWC is that it will speed up land reform and will be applicable to 

all or a significant proportion of land acquired for land reform - if there was EWC all land would have been 

acquired without compensation. But as I argued previously, this cannot be, EWJEC would not apply to all 

cases for land restitution and EWC would apply to an even smaller set of cases. This is the heart of the matter. 

If the government is committed to EWC within the constitutional framework then EWC cannot be a general 

policy that applies to all land; it will apply to a very limited set of circumstances and its effect on the pace 

of land reform would be minimal to insignificant. 

  
However, if the government sees EWC as the general and dominant mode of restitution and redistribution, 

then it will obviously apply it beyond the narrow set of limits where it can be justified and in doing so then 

it would effectively cancel property rights. This is a point that the advisory panel report stresses, 

 "If, however, the purpose of the expropriation is to implement expropriation without 

compensation wholescale and without conditions, then such a motion would offend 

against section 1 of the Constitution and would in effect, collapse the core underlying 

values of our Constitution".  

https://www.gov.za/sites/default/files/gcis_document/201907/panelreportlandreform_0.pdf
https://www.gov.za/sites/default/files/gcis_document/201907/panelreportlandreform_0.pdf
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2. HOW WILL EXPROPRIATION WITHOUT COMPENSATION 
IMPROVE PROGRESS ON LAND RESTITUTION? 

  
The argument for expropriation without compensation (EWC) must be something along the lines that the 

progress of restitution is greatly hampered by acquiring land from current landowners. Given the drastic 

action intended by the government to change the constitution, you obviously expect that there will be 

ample evidence to support this move. Fortunately, the government over the years has commissioned 

various reports and High level Panels tasked in evaluating their key legislations, and so the evidence (if 

there is any) should be found there. 

2.1. Is Land Restitution constrained by a lack of 
landowners willing to sell 

  
The restitution process consists of a number of key steps each of which take very long and are cumbersome:  

 

Figure 1 - Restitution Process. Source: Final evaluation report by Genesis 

https://www.drdlr.gov.za/sites/Internet/ResourceCenter/DRDLR%20Document%20Centre/Genesis_Analytics_Restitution_Evaluation_Final_Report_03March2014.pdf
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The argument for EWC must then be that phase 4 and 5 (negotiating and agreement on land acquisition) 

has been the key bottleneck in making progress in land restitution. The current policy used in cases where 

claims are valid is the willing buyer/willing seller (WBWS) model. This means that if the current landowners 

do not agree to sell at all or to the price offered by the government then restitution of the land to the 

claimants does not occur. Claimants then have to accept alternative land or a cash payout. 

  
I can agree that in principle this would be a bottleneck if you are committed to willing seller model. If no 

landowner decides to sell then restitution in the form of land restored would in principle simply not 

happen. However, in practice what has happened is not clear. Claims are divided into urban and rural 

claims. The majority of claims (roughly 87%) are actually urban area claims and most of them are settled 

with cash payouts. Rural claims constitute a small proportion but make up the majority of claims settled 

with land. 

  

 
Figure 2 - Number of claims settled divided into urban and rural. (Source : Diagnostic Report on Land Reform in South 
Africa :Land Restitution) 

The diagnostic report on land restitution gives the total amount of land transferred in claims settled with 

land. The report states that by 2016 about 3.2 million hectares of land have been settled through restitution 

claims. However, it does not indicate what proportion of rural claims are settled with land and how much 

land is transferred.  A 2003 report by the PLAAS institute which evaluated land and agrarian reform in South 

Africa, found that about 80% of land restitution claims were settled with land. If you exclude Western cape, 

https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/Pages/2017/october/High_Level_Panel/Commissioned_Report_land/Commissioned_Report_on_Land_Restitution_Ramutsindela_et_al.pdf
https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/Pages/2017/october/High_Level_Panel/Commissioned_Report_land/Commissioned_Report_on_Land_Restitution_Ramutsindela_et_al.pdf
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which had 40% of rural claims settled with land then the amount settled with land increases substantially. 

As the Table below shows – the study found that most provinces (6 out of 9) had all rural claims settled 

with land. 

  

 
Figure 3 - Rural claim settled by 2003 

   
If we assume that all claims settled with land are rural claims, it gets us a bit closer to the answer - but not 

quite there. But there is crucial data still missing, none of the reports indicate how much of the rural claims 

settled with land involve the land that was claimed and how much of alternative land was instead given. 

Remember land restitution can either restore the land claimed or it can provide alternative land to the 

claimants – both would count as claims settled with land. This seems to be a crucial part of information 

necessary in order to conclude that the willing seller model is a constraint in practice.  

Government commissioned reports in general have found no evidence that willingness to sell land by current 

landowners has hampered land restitution. The fact that the willingness of the sellers of land has not been 

a constraint in land restitution is also noted by its absence as a significant problem in various government 

reports evaluating land restitution. An evaluation report conducted for the Department of Performance 

and Monitoring on the land restitution process looked at what were the key inefficiencies and bottlenecks 

in the restitution process. When evaluating the negotiation phase, which is the part of the process where 

current landowners and claimants must reach an agreement on the land, they mention the valuations of 

property taking a long time as problem. The report says, "In many cases, the time taken between the initial 

valuation and the signing of the sales agreement is so long that landowners request a new valuation. This 

delays the process further and results in perpetual rounds of negotiations".  

https://www.drdlr.gov.za/sites/Internet/ResourceCenter/DRDLR%20Document%20Centre/Genesis_Analytics_Restitution_Evaluation_Final_Report_03March2014.pdf
https://www.drdlr.gov.za/sites/Internet/ResourceCenter/DRDLR%20Document%20Centre/Genesis_Analytics_Restitution_Evaluation_Final_Report_03March2014.pdf
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 The government commissioned Diagnostic report on Land reform singles out the MalaMala land claim as 

one where negotiations between landowners and claimants broke down with landowners requiring a 

higher price than what the government was willing to pay. However, it is unclear why the report says this 

because the MalaMala land claim (which involved land on an exclusive game reserve) was eventually 

settled out of court for R1.1 billion a price much higher than the asking price and is to date the most 

expensive land claim settled. Other than that - the government's diagnostic report fails to mention a 

general problem with landowners unwilling to sell their land.  

2017/18 Annual reports for the department of land reform mention 3 reasons for failing to reach their 

targets for land claims settled; one of them being that both claimants and landowners do not accept offers. 

However, it fails to mention how widespread this is; does it affect 80% or 10% of land claims. It also does 

not say what the reasons are for the non-acceptance of offers particularly from the landowners. The High 

Level Panel Report chaired by Kgalema Motlanthe found that "the need to pay compensation has not been 

the most serious constraint on land reform in South Africa to date".  

So the evidence to support the claim that willingness by current landowners to sell is a serious constraint is 

thin at best and non-existent at worst. It is definitely not enough to justify changing the constitution. 

   
   

2.2. Key reasons for slow progress in Land Restitution 
that EWC will not solve 

  
A major bottleneck has been phase 3 - simply investigating the claims lodged to determine their validity 

has been extremely time consuming. According to the Commission on Restitution Land Rights (CRLR) 

2015/16 report there were 2541 claims investigated during that year. 15 years later claims lodged in 1998 

are still being investigated. Only after being investigated will they then be settled. It is not as if claims 

lodged have all been investigated and now all that is left is settling the valid claims. The High level Panel 

report notes that a lack of skill in investigating historical documents, legal cases, and researching historical 

government reports written in Afrikaans has been a serious challenge in investigating claims lodged. 

  
Phase 6 which is finalising and implementing the claim has also been extremely slow. A settlement of a 

claim means that there is agreement between stakeholders who have all signed off on the claim or the 

Land Claims Court issues a judgment. There are many claims which have been settled but not finalised. 

Finalisation entails the actual implementation of the claim when the claimants receive their land, 

alternative land or cash payout. It consists of budgeting, purchasing and  transferring land to claimants, 

creating and implementing business or development plans. As the table below from the High Level Panel 

report shows as of 2013/14 there were 20592 claims to be finalised and that based on the performance of 

https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/Pages/2017/october/High_Level_Panel/Commissioned_Report_land/Commissioned_Report_on_Land_Restitution_Ramutsindela_et_al.pdf
https://mg.co.za/article/2020-01-21-r1-1-billion-land-claim-captured/
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2016/17 it would take 42.7 years to finalise claims already settled. It is clear then that the acquisition of 

land is not the major stumbling block to land restitution and that EWC will not speed up its progress. 

  

 
Figure 4 - Projected rate of finalisation and settlement of claims  

  
  
  

3. HOW WILL EXPROPRIATION WITHOUT COMPENSATION 
IMPROVE PROGRESS IN LAND REDISTRIBUTION? 

  
  
The key objective of land redistribution is to address past injustices in a broad sense; which has come to 

mean changing the unequal land ownership patterns and making land access equitable. The reason for 

EWC particularly for land redistribution would be that without it (1) land acquisition for redistribution, 

would be expensive and therefore greatly limited as it has been. (2) Even if it was affordable, there must 

still be landowners that are willing to sell - all the money in the world will not help if people are not willing 

to sell their land. 

  

3.1. Is land reform unaffordable? 
  
The underlying claim behind EWC, and expropriation in general is that acquiring land at market prices is 

unaffordable. But what counts as unaffordable is relative to your budget.  The budget for land 

redistribution as a percentage of the total National budget over the past 25 years has ranged from a high 

of 0.45% to a low of 0.15%.  So, the land reform budget has been an extremely minor part of the 
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government's budget. Not only that within the land reform budget itself, land acquisition, purchases and 

grants have decreased significantly as a percentage of the land reform budget as the figures below shows. 

Land reform is a small portion of the total budget. So the government has not seen land reform and 

particularly acquiring land as a major priority worth allocating substantial funds to.  

 
Figure 5 - Land reform and land reform grants in 2015/16 budget  

  

 
Figure 6 - Land reform, restitution and land holdings in 2019/20 budget  
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The total cost of land restitution and redistribution from 1994 to 2015 was R85.5 billion. This cost includes 

other programmes, staffing and operational costs so it is not just land acquisition. However, as small as it 

has been relative to the National budget; it is a significant amount relative to the total value of land and 

fixed improvements. According to the Department of agriculture, foresty and fisheries (DAFF), at the end 

of June 2016 the value of land and fixed improvements for the whole of the agricultural sector was R220 

billion. By 2016 the state had spent 38.6% of the value of commercial agricultural land and fixed 

improvements on land redistribution and restitution. If all or most of the budget within land reform had 

went towards land acquisition then the 30% target would have already been reached even if purchasing 

land at market prices. 

  
As the CRLD shows the average prices for land redistribution have been below average farmland prices, 

while land restitution prices between 1999 and 2004 where close to average farmland prices. However, a 

large increase in restitution prices occurred from 2006 to 2008 period and the reasons given could be the 

restitution of high value land. However, in general land reform prices have been similar to average farmland 

prices. 

  
  

 
Figure 7 - Average farmland and land reform prices  

  
 
 

https://www.daff.gov.za/Daffweb3/Portals/0/Statistics%20and%20Economic%20Analysis/Statistical%20Information/Economic%20Review%202015_2016.pdf
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3.2. How much will it cost to reach the 30% target of 
commercial agricultural land? 

  
Based on the commissioned reports 7901542 hectares of land have been transferred through land 

restitution and redistribution. The cost/hectare has changed over time due to policy changes. Cost/hectare 

of land under the PLAS policy which aimed at benefiting emergent black commercial farmers targeted high 

value land. The cost/hectare of SLAG and LRAD policies which targeted the poor and provided land for 

multiple uses rather than commercial farming as seen in the figure roughly average R1500/hectare.  

  
In order to reach the target of 30%, 17954266 hectares would still need to be purchased. If the cost/hectare 

is similar to PLAS policy costs then R88 billion is still required. If the cost/hectare is similar to SLAG/LRAD 

policy then R26.9 billion is required. To put this value into perspective, compare it to the 2019/20 

government budget expenditure which was R1.83 trillion. The cost left to acquire the remaining land would 

be between 4.8% to 1.5% of the 2019 budget. Clearly the government can afford to pay market prices for 

the land however is it a priority and is it willing to change the budget allocation to achieve it? The answer 

over the past 25 years has been and continues to be a no. 

  
Table 1 - Cost required to achieve 30% land reform target 

Land distributed under restitution 3,200,000 

Land distributed under redistribution 4,701,542 

Total (hectares) 7,901,542 

Total Commercial agricultural land (hectares) 86,186,026 

Land redistributed as a percentage of agricultural land (%) 9.2% 

30% Target in hectares 25,855,808 

Cost of land under PLAS policy (cost/hectare) R 4,902 

Cost to acquire remaining target land at PLAS average costs R88,011,810,952 

Cost of land under SLAG/LRAD (cost/hectare) R1,500 

Cost to meet target land at SLAG/LRAD cost/hectare R26,931,398,700 

Former homelands (hectares) 18,434,122 

Former homelands + reform 26,335,664 

Black owned land (Former homelands + reform) 30.6% 

  
The table also shows another interesting fact. Once you take into account the land that was part of the 

former homelands (the 13% reserved for black people) then it means black owned land is 30.6% of 

agricultural land and the target (which was arbitrary in any case) has been reached.  

 
So then compensation cannot be a major reason for the slow pace of land restitution. A point that is also 

acknowledged by the government's own High Level Panel Report:  
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"Experts advise that the need to pay compensation has not been the most serious 

constraint on land reform in South Africa to date – other constraints, including 

increasing evidence of corruption by officials, the diversion of the land reform budget 

to elites, lack of political will, and lack of training and capacity, have proved more 

serious stumbling blocks to land reform" 

  

3.3. Are current landowners unwilling to sell land for land 
redistribution? 

  
Now that we have dealt with the issue of affordability, the next reason for EWC would be that current 

landowners are not willing to sell their land. Even if the government can afford market prices - if there are 

no landowners who want to sell then land reform will stall as it has now. This argument can be quickly set 

aside and dismissed by looking at the how much land is bought and sold in the land market compared to 

how much land is acquired by the state. Relying on willing seller to acquire land simply means that the state 

becomes another buyer in the land market.  

  
The commissioned report for land redistribution cites a study that found that the amount of land available 

on the market for purchase is significantly higher than the land acquired for land reform. A rough 

estimation (based on the figure below) of the average hectares of land bought and sold in the market is 

about 4 million hectares whereas the average land acquired by the state is well below 0.5 million hectares 

per year. So the land available for purchase in the market (which the state can purchase) is 10 times what 

it has acquired for land reform. Therefore, there is no shortage of landowners willing to sell. 

  



THE LAND QUESTION ANSWERED                                                     15 | P a g e  
 

 
Figure 8 - Land amount (hectares) bought for land reform in comparison to the land market  

  

  

4.  IS EXPROPRIATION WITHOUT COMPENSATION 
IMPLICITLY ALLOWED FOR IN THE CONSTITUTION 

  
The third major reason given for EWC is that it is already implicitly allowed in the constitution and therefore 

the aim now is to make it explicit. There are two arguments offered to support this claim: one is that section 

25(8) and 36(1) implicitly allow for EWC. The second is that the constitution allows expropriation with just 

compensation and that this implicitly means there could be situations where just compensation is zero. 

4.1. Is EWC implicitly allowed for? 
  
Political scientist Stephen Friedman, The South African Human Rights Commission (SAHRC) take Section 

25(8) and 36(1) as the basis for this implicit concession for expropriation without compensation. The SAHRC 

puts it this way, 

  

"The conditions set by section 25(8) read with section 36 (1) thus reflect the scope of 

government’s proposed strategy of expropriation without compensation, in that it 

permits a departure from the compensation provisions in section 25 to the land reform 

context" 

https://theconversation.com/changes-to-the-constitution-may-boost-not-weaken-south-african-property-rights-100979
https://www.sahrc.org.za/home/21/files/Commissions%20Position%20on%20Expropriation%20Without%20Compensation.pdf
https://www.justice.gov.za/legislation/constitution/SAConstitution-web-eng-02.pdf
https://www.justice.gov.za/legislation/constitution/SAConstitution-web-eng-02.pdf
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Section 25(8) 

"No provision of this section may impede the state from taking legislative and other measures to achieve 

land, water and related reform, in order to redress the results of past racial discrimination, provided that 

any departure from the provisions of this section is in accordance with the provisions of section 36(1).  

  
Section 36(1) 
  
(1) The rights in the Bill of Rights may be limited only in terms of law of general application to the extent 

that the limitation is reasonable and justifiable in an open and democratic society based on human dignity, 

equality and freedom, taking into account all relevant factors…" 

  
The steps in the argument would be something along the following lines. 

a. Everyone has the right to property, however that right can be limited under certain conditions. 
b. Everyone has the right to be compensated when their property is expropriated. Put differently 

everyone has the right to compensation when their right to property is violated by expropriation. 
c. Under certain conditions, these rights can be limited; both the right to property and the right to 

compensation when your right to property is violated. 
d. Those conditions that limit your right to property are themselves subject to limits specified in section 

36(1) 
e. The limits specified in section 36(1) are not violated when those conditions are applied to 

expropriate property without compensation 
f. Therefore the constitution permits EWC 

  
It is disappointing that the SAHRC can interpret the constitution in such an inconsistent and erroneous 

manner. The argument mistakenly treats a limitation on a right as an additional right (step b) ; and assumes 

that section 36(1) is specifying additional limitations not already specified in section 25.  

To be compensated for your expropriated property is the limitation on your right to property - it cannot be 

an additional right. Look at section 25(1) and (2) 

  
25. (1) No one may be deprived of property except in terms of law of general application, and no law may 

permit arbitrary deprivation of property.  

(2) Property may be expropriated only in terms of a law of general application— (a) for a public purpose or 

in the public interest; and (b) subject to compensation, the amount of which and the time and manner of 

payment of which have either been agreed to by those affected or decided or approved by a court. 

  
The two subsections must be read together and not as separate points. We have the right to property, 

however we can be deprived of that right only under a law of general application. Subsection 2 goes on to 

give further details about how we may be deprived of our right to property (by expropriation) and also 

adds that the law of general application must be in the public interest. It also specifies that when property 
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is expropriated (when we are deprived of our right) it must be compensated. If you read the other 

subsections they expand and give further details about how the compensation should be determined 25(3) 

and what is defined as being in the public interest 25(4). So then 25(2) is not an additional right but more 

specific details about the limitations of our property rights. 

This distinction is important because it means that the constitution already specifies how far the right to 

property can be limited while still being constitutional – further than that then you exceed what is 

constitutional and just. The absolute limitation is expropriation with just and equitable compensation. 

  
Clause 25(8) says, 

“No provision of this section may impede the state from taking legislative and other measures to achieve 

land, water and related reform, in order to redress the results of past racial discrimination, provided that 

any departure from the provisions of this section is in accordance with the provisions of section 36(1).” 

It is not an additional limitation but simply re-stating generally what already has been said; mainly that the 

right to property cannot impede land reform. Section 25(5) already states that the government must issue 

legislation to make land equally accessible and pursue land reform. 

The referral to section 36(1) is to refer to general principles of when rights are limited. Section 36 is not 

specifying additional provisions which have not been already specified. 36(1) says "…the Bill of Rights may 

be limited only in terms of law of general application", 25(1) says "No one may be deprived of property 

except in terms of law of general application".  

They are saying the exact same thing; 25(1) specifically looks at the particular right to property and its 

particular limitations. Section 36 specifies the general principles used to limit the general rights we have. 

Therefore the provisions in 36(1) are the same provisions in Section 25, except in 25 they are applied to 

the specific right to property. 

To put it in other way, if section 25(8) is saying that the whole of section 25 can be departed from and 

violated provided that the departure is consistent with Section 36(1) then that would mean that section 36 

(1) does not apply to the existing limitations already specified in section 25. This would be an odd thing 

given the fact that all limitations in the entire constitution must be consistent with Section 36. 

Also, it is simply false that the provision in section 25  can be departed from because Section 36(2) explicitly 

says, 

“(2) Except as provided in subsection (1) or in any other provision of the Constitution, 

no law may limit any right entrenched in the Bill of Rights.” 
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Any law must be consistent with both section 36(1) and other provision in the entire Constitution (including 

those in Section 25). Therefore, expropriation without compensation is not implicitly allowed for. 

 There is another problem with the argument  - it simply assumes (e ) that EWC is not a violation of the 

limits in 36(1); it assumes that EWC is reasonable and justifiable in a democratic and open society taking 

into account all factors. There are no reasons given to show that it is indeed true. 

 Therefore the first argument that the constitution permits EWC because it is implicitly allowed for, is based 

on an erroneous and inconsistent reading of the constitution. 

4.2. Can expropriation with just and equitable 
compensation be nil compensation? 

 

 The second argument is that it is possible under certain conditions for just and equitable compensation to 

actually be no compensation.  What those conditions are exactly, no one ever spells out. But we are told by 

political scientists and SAHRC they are there, they exist,  and that they justify expropriation without 

compensation. The advisory panel listed conditions where it thought EWC would be justifiable. They say 

EWC must apply where land is held for speculative reasons; how  to determine whether land is held for 

speculative reasons is a challenge in itself but the more serious point is why owning land for speculative 

reasons is cause for EWC. Again it is simply assumed that owning land for speculative reasons as opposed 

to non-speculative reasons justifies EWC; the reasoning behind it is left unclear. So we must speculate that 

the reasoning will be something along the following lines.  

 Due to the urgent need for land, land owned for speculative reasons (where the owner does not intend to 

occupy or live on it permanently) cannot be more important than land required for land reform (where 

people will live and improve their livelihoods). Therefore the public interest outweighs the private interest 

and justifies EWC. The problem with this reasoning  is that currently nothing stops the government from 

purchasing the land from me by making an offer at market prices (I have already dealt with the issue of 

affordability and showed that it is a matter of what takes fiscal priority). So the government can afford to 

make an offer for my land. Secondly, even if we concede that the public interest is high and outweighs my 

private interests they can expropriate it and offer a just and equitable compensation or market prices. So 

then what justifies EWC? Absolutely nothing. 

The claim that the constitution currently permits EWC albeit implicitly is a false one. It is based on an 

erroneous interpretation of 25(8) and section 36. In addition to that it simply assumes without offering 

reasons that EWC would be consistent with section 36 and not violate it. Lastly, the claim that just and 

equitable compensation could under certain conditions actually be no compensation falters by assuming 
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what it needs to offer reasons for. There are simply no good reasons offered for why EWC is consistent 

with the constitution. 
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5. HOW HAS LAND REFORM CHANGED THE LIVELIHOODS 
OF BENEFICIARIES? 

  
The fourth important reason for EWC is that it will have huge economic benefits for the majority of people. 

People will contribute and produce in the agricultural economy; which will lead to job creation 

opportunities and reduction in poverty. Others will be able to provide food for their households thereby 

improving their food security. It is taken as a given that by our policies such as the NDP and organizations 

like the World Bank that access to land for the rural poor will enable them to lift themselves out of poverty. 

  

Exactly how EWC leads to these outcomes is not spelled out and so we must fill in the blanks again. The 

reasoning offered would be that without EWC, land reform will be stalled and therefore all those benefits 

which it brings will not happen. Therefore EWC will ensure land reform continues and accelerates thereby 

producing those benefits caused by an increase in land access. In order for land reform to benefit the 

majority of people we must ask (1) Who is benefitting from land reform and (2) What impact has it made 

on the livelihoods of beneficiaries. 

  

5.1. Elites capture of land reform 
  
What counts as equitable access is arbitrary. There is no policy or law currently that defines what is 

equitable access. 80% of the land could be owned by black people and yet only a small fraction of black 

people would own all of that land. There could be a situation where 10% of black people own that 80% of 

the land. In that case you would  have an equitable distribution of land at a racial group level (in comparison 

to white people) while having an unequal distribution within the black population. 

 The target beneficiaries of land redistribution has also changed over time. Initially under Settlement and 

Land Acquisition Grant (SLAG), beneficiaries were people earning below a certain threshold and the land 

given would be used for whatever purposes the beneficiary intended. This was changed in 2000 with the 

Land Reform for Agricultural development (LRAD) where land was no longer distributed to the poor but 

included emerging black commercial farmers as well. LRAD prioritized emerging black farmers by offering 

grants that match their contribution on a sliding scale - the larger your contribution the larger your grant.  

 That was phased out and the current program is the Proactive land Acquisition Strategy (PLAS) which 

priorities emerging black commercial farmers because beneficiaries must have business plans and strategic 

partners and mentors to qualify for distribution. As the table from a commissioned report on agrarian 

reform shows the hectares and cost per individual or household have increased substantially - meaning 

https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/Pages/2017/october/High_Level_Panel/Commissioned_Report_land/Commissioned_Report_on_Land_Restitution_Ramutsindela_et_al.pdf
https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/Pages/2017/october/High_Level_Panel/Commissioned_Report_land/Commissioned_Report_on_Land_Restitution_Ramutsindela_et_al.pdf
https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/Pages/2017/october/High_Level_Panel/Commissioned_Report_land/Commissioned_Report_on_Agrarian_Reform_UFH.pdf
https://www.parliament.gov.za/storage/app/media/Pages/2017/october/High_Level_Panel/Commissioned_Report_land/Commissioned_Report_on_Agrarian_Reform_UFH.pdf
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fewer and fewer people over the years are benefiting from redistribution. Another policy change is that 

PLAS also no longer transfers title deeds but gives leases to beneficiaries. It is clear then: what counts as 

equitable access, and who policy aims to benefit from land redistribution has shifted over the past 25 years, 

and EWC will in no way address that critical issue.  

  

 
  
  
  

 
  
  
Most of the evidence available on who has benefitted from land redistribution indicates that it is elites 

rather than the majority who are poor who have benefitted and had access to land for distribution. A state 

commissioned report on land redistribution warns that "While discursively framed as part of a 

radicalisation of the reform process, the redistribution process appears to be narrowing and is ripe for elite 

capture". In the High level panel report on land redistribution they note that the Recapitalisation and 

Development programme of 2010 (Recap) which was supposed to inject funds and offer post settlement 

support into struggling land reform projects, benefited the wealthy disproportionately.  

 A research report by the PLAAS institute, Elite Capture in Land Redistribution in South Africa, investigated 

62 land redistribution projects across five provinces. They found that most of the redistributed land (82%) 

was allocated to "economically powerful and politically-connected individuals". 18% of the farms had been 

allocated to farmworkers. Half of the farms were leased to individuals with large investments outside 

farming and were increasing or diversifying their business portfolio by farming. The majority of the poor 

and the marginalised had not benefitted and it is obvious EWC will do nothing to change this fact. Therefore 

EWC will not change the structure of beneficiaries and benefit the poor majority looking for small 

amount of land. 

  

http://repository.uwc.ac.za/xmlui/bitstream/handle/10566/5089/PLAAS-RR-55-Elite-Capture-Web.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
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5.2. How has land reform impacted its beneficiaries so 
far? 

  
The key question here then is how has land reform benefitted people over the last 25 years seeing how a 

major reason in addition to addressing historical injustices for land reform is that it will alleviate poverty. 

President Cyril Ramaphosa says that 

“Without giving the poor the means to productively farm the land, we will not defeat 

poverty. When you return land to those who were forcibly dispossessed of their land, 

you unlock its economic value. This will give practical effect to what the African National 

Congress has committed itself to – radical socio-economic transformation” 

 

If we look at success in terms of three indicators : (1) More income and poverty reduction from selling 

produce or wages from employment; (2) Increased well-being in terms of improved access to basic services; 

(3) Improved food security - the results are not good. It is no secret that the general assessment of land 

restitution and redistribution is one of failure. Various research projects and government audits have all 

come to the same conclusion - land restitution has done very little in benefiting claimants who had land 

restored. 

  

5.2.1. IMPACT OF LAND RESTITUTION 
  
The bulk majority of land restitution claims were urban claims (88% of all claims) which were mostly settled 

with cash. The impact of the cash on claimants has been insignificant because the cash transfer was often 

divided between large families; and was too small to bring lasting change; was mostly used to pay off debt 

and immediate expenses.  

  

When it comes to rural claims that were settled by the transfer of land the results are no better. Again the 

CRLR says “Instances of “successfully operating” settled rural land claims have been mentioned but, these 

are the exception rather than the rule…”. 

  

One of the challenges with assessing the impact of land reform in general is that the lives of the claimants 

before they receive their land is unknown; therefore the impact of land restitution on their lives also 

remains unknown. A PLAAS review conducted in 2003 found that most of the beneficiaries did not make 

productive use of the land. An audit conducted by Community Agency of Social Enquiry (CASE) between 
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2005 and 2006 found that “most Restitution projects have not met members’ expectations” and also that 

they “have done little to secure or improve people’s livelihoods.” Quality of Life (QAL) surveys conducted 

by the department have failed to demonstrate whether land reform has improved beneficiaries' livelihoods 

because of the absence of baseline data. Various studies all reach the same conclusion of failure. 

  

The reasons for failure are many but in general they are: lack of post-settlement support from the 

department, lack of coordination between the various departments in terms of providing the support 

needed, poor planning prior to settlement, beneficiaries often lack skills and training, group tensions 

amongst beneficiaries which lead to a lack of agreement on what to do with the land. 

  

5.2.2. IMPACT OF LAND REDISTRIBUTION 
  
The commissioned report on land redistribution drew similar conclusions on land redistribution in that it 

has failed to benefit and improve the lives of beneficiaries, they say,  

"It is clear that land redistribution does have make a difference, albeit small, to 

beneficiaries. Even though there are no clear, and direct, socio-economic 

transformations that can be linked to land redistribution, and indeed measured, there 

is no denying that the symbolic aspects of land redistribution likely yield positive impact 

on poor people’s livelihoods."  

The benefits have not been the benefits that policy makers intended: lifting people out of poverty, 

increasing employment, and reducing inequality. The reasons for failure are similar to failures found in land 

restitution. 

 It is obvious then, that EWC will do absolutely nothing to change the reasons for failure and hence cannot 

in any way guarantee that land reform will achieve its objectives.  
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6. CONCLUSION 
  
In conclusion then, the weight of evidence does not support the claim that land acquisition through the 

willing buyer willing seller model is a significant and insurmountable barrier to land reform in general. Given 

the gravity of changing the constitution, one would think such a decision would be heavily supported by 

substantial evidence to support it – but there is none. 

Section one showed that EWC would not apply to all land available, it will apply to an extremely narrow 

and limited set of conditions which would only be applicable to a small portion of land. If it is to be applied 

within the confines of the constitution, it will not be the general and dominant mode of land acquisition 

for land reform which completely undermines the claim that it will speed up progress.  

The second section demonstrated that there is very little to no evidence, from government commissioned 

reports, that the unwillingness of current landowners to sell their land for land restitution has slowed down 

its progress. The largest delays were found to be in the finalisation phase which occurs after negotiations 

and agreement on land, the High level Panel report estimated that finalisation will take 42 years. 

Thirdly, I argued that affordability of land reform is a matter of what counts as a priority in the 

government’s national budget. Land reform has ranged between 0.15% and 0.45% of the total budget. The 

total cost to acquire land to meet the arbitrary 30% target ranges between R26 billion and R88 billion. The 

2019/20 budget allocated roughly R7.8 billion to land reform. Compare that to R262 billion allocated for 

basic education. Clearly, the government can afford the land it needs – it just has prioritised other things 

more. I also looked at whether availability of land, unwillingness of current landowners to sell land has 

been a constraint. And what I found is that the amount of land bought for land redistribution is roughly 10 

times smaller than the land available on the land market.  

The fourth section found that the argument that expropriation without compensation is implicitly allowed 

for in the constitution is deeply flawed. The argument misinterprets the constitution by claiming that 

Section 25(8) permits a departure from the provisions in section 25 provided they comply with section 

36(1). However, a correct reading shows that the provisions and limitations in section 25 are the limitations 

found in section 36(1) applied to the specific right to property. The claim also ignores section 36(2) which 

explicitly states that any law must comply with section 36(1) and any other provision stated elsewhere in 

the constitution – which includes the provisions in section25 for compensation when property is 

expropriated. Therefore, the constitution does not permit a departure from that provision and therefore 

EWC is not implicit. The other argument simply assumes that there are conditions when just and equitable 

compensation would actually be nil compensation without specifying what those conditions are. 
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The last section showed that land reform has performed poorly and failed to meet its objectives of changing 

the livelihoods of people. It has not lifted people out of poverty, has not increased employment or 

improved food security of people. It has shifted overtime to target elites and commercial farmers, leaving 

out the majority of the poor. Therefore, EWC will in no way change this outcome. 

IT IS CLEAR THEN THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR EWC HAS 

LITTLE TO DO WITH ACTUALLY IMPROVING LAND REFORM 

AND ITS PROGRESS. IF IMPLEMENTED IT WILL DO 

ABSOLUTELY NOTHING TO CHANGE THAT. MY 

RECOMMENDATION AND PLEA IS FOR THE COMMITTEE TO 

PUT A HALT TO THE AMENDMENT OF THE CONSTITUTION, 

AND TO FOCUS ON THE KEY ISSUES WHICH HAVE 

PREVENTED LAND REFORM FROM BEING EFFECTIVE. 
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