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This ambitious study of the food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in 
South Africa was managed by Ebony Consulting International (ECI) for the National Agricultural 
Marketing Council (NAMC). The study comprised two main elements: a field survey and analysis 
of the data, and a desk review of the literature and economic trends in South Africa, leading up to 
the final conclusions.  The study involved nearly 40 individuals from survey design to fieldwork to 
final assembly. 
 
The questionnaire was assembled by William Grant, ECI’s Director in Charge, in conjunction with 
Catherine Cross, the survey manager, and Anniza de Villiers, ECI’s food nutritionist.  Respectful 
acknowledgement goes to the National Food Consumption Survey (NFCS), whose questionnaire 
served us well as a model and for which many of the questions were imitated to allow for further 
comparative analysis in the future. 
 
The survey work was managed by Catherine Cross who trained the teams of graduate students from 
the five universities that assisted in the field research.  The team from University of the North was 
led by Professor Nyakallo Moletsane, the team from the University of Zululand was led by Dr. 
George Wilsenach, the University of Pretoria team was managed by Happy Mohane, the University 
of Fort Hare team was managed by Dr. Gavin Fraser, and the students from Stellenbosch led by 
Gerald Muller.  Debbie Colhoun from ECI was responsible for their continuous coordination, 
providing excellent service in getting them funded, and collecting all of the data.   
 
The survey field work for was carried out between April and July 2001.  Therefore, the findings 
and analysis of this survey on the effects on food security are representative of information 
available up to that point in time.  This data can serve as a valuable baseline for future analysis. 
 
The data analysis from the survey work was carried out by Ravin Poonyth, of the University of 
Pretoria, with tremendous assistance from Happy Mohane and Vinothan Naidoo. Happy, in 
particular, is due special recognition on this assignment for his long hours spent leading teams, 
cleaning the data, and preparing most of the data for final analysis and the presentation of the 
tables.  The bulk of the writing and economic analysis was carried out by Professor Nick Vink of 
the University of Stellenbosch, with some assistance from William Grant. Thanks are also due to 
Gerhard Coetzee for his strategic inputs along the way. 
 
Finally, special thanks are also due to the staff and Board at the NAMC, for their patience and 
support.  Chris Gladwin was ever helpful in data collection and interfacing with other institutions 
while Godfrey Rathogwa, the NAMC’s chairperson, and Johann Kirsten have always been attentive 
and understanding.  Most special mention goes to Lilibeth Moolman, council member who has 
followed this assignment the most closely, driving the process and even participating in the field 
research. 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
William Grant 
Director in Charge 
Ebony Consulting International 
March 12, 2002 
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This study on the food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 
was commissioned by the National Agricultural Marketing Council (NAMC) in line with its 
national responsibilities.  The study was led by Ebony Consulting International (ECI).  ECI 
assembled a very diverse and highly qualified team comprised of teams from four universities to 
carry out the field survey in five provinces and several leading South African economists and 
survey managers.   
 
The field work was carried out in five provinces by the University of the North (Northern 
Province), University of Fort Hare (Eastern Cape), University of Pretoria (Gauteng), and University 
of Zululand (KZN). Students from Stellenbosch carried out the research in the Western Cape.  The 
teams from the different universities were trained by the overall survey manager, but their field 
work was supervised by their own faculty and graduate students.  The analysis was carried out with 
assistance from leading agricultural researchers from Pretoria, Stellenbosch and ECI. 
 
The survey was developed to meet the needs of this exercise, but many of the questions were drawn 
from the National Food Consumption Survey (NFCS) from 1999, to allow for comparability across 
many of the questions. The survey was not intended to be statistically relevant as the overall size of 
the sample was expected to be between 600 - 700 drawn from the five provinces.  But the 
populations to be surveyed were carefully targeted to allow for a range of experiences comparing 
peri-urban to rural, with a good mix of commercial farm employees included.  The target 
population for the survey was also at the lower end of the spectrum, closer to the line of food 
insecurity. The field work was completed in July 2002, which should be considered as the effective 
date for a baseline. 
 
There are three dimensions of the impact of food security that need to be accounted for. First, 
people cannot be food secure if they do not have the income to buy a product, nor can they be food 
secure if they do not have access to food. People also cannot be food secure if they do not have 
nutritional security, an aspect that was, however, not addressed in this research. Second, food 
security can be defined at a household level, at the national level and at the supranational or 
regional level, and policy shifts could potentially affect food security at any of these levels. Third, 
food security should be defined for different groups of people who share certain characteristics. 
 
The main findings and conclusions from the study emanate from two sources: the findings from the 
field work with all of the extensive analysis, and the findings from the review of the literature and 
economic trends and policies in South Africa.   
 
The macroeconomic perspective 
At a more macro economic level, the deregulation of South African agriculture that is described in 
this report has been merely one part of the larger political, social and economic restructuring of the 
country that has taken place as a result of the democratisation process here, and the pressures of 
globalisation. As a result, the task of assessing the food security effects of deregulation is almost 
impossible to accomplish. Every change that takes place in the circumstances of South Africa’s 
citizens can be ascribed to more than one policy shift, and every policy shift can be ascribed to our 
new democracy and to domestic and global policy realities that hardly existed a decade ago. 
Despite these caveats, the analyses reported here lead to a number of defendable conclusions on the 
food security impact of the deregulation of agricultural marketing. 
 

Executive Summary 
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Most of the evidence in favour of deregulation can be found in the direct measurement of the food 
security status of the rural poor of South Africa. Here the evidence is clear: everyone in South 
Africa has, on average, better access to better quality basic services now than 10 years ago. Thus, 
while it is possible to argue about shifts in relative food security, that debate will take place against 
the background of an increase in absolute food security.   
 
However, such direct measurement of the food security status of the population cannot solve the 
main problem in this research, namely the conceptual impossibility of separating the impact of 
deregulation from the influence of other environmental factors. To address this problem, the 
procedure followed was to state the a priori expected impact of deregulation on key variables in 
agriculture, and then to measure changes in those variables in the period around deregulation. 
While these expectations differ between subsectors, the effects of changes in the prices received 
and paid, incomes, and opportunities available to different groups of people had to be measured. 
 
 
The sectoral perspectives 
The most relevant a priori expectations that were tested were that the net price of all agricultural 
commodities that were controlled would decline at the level of the farm gate and would thereafter 
rise or fall in real terms according to movements in the world price and the exchange rate. As a 
result, the total value of output would decline, and per capita consumption of these commodities 
would shift with changes in the retail price. Further, it was expected that the total wage bill in 
agriculture would decrease unless farm workers and workers in related industries could induce 
farmers to substitute capital for labour, or to pay higher wage, and that the incomes of workers and 
consumers would depend on the retail price trends identified. In this regard, the investigation has 
shown that: 

 
?? The deregulation of the two major grain industries, used to illustrate conditions in field crop 

production generally, has resulted in sustained lower real farm gate prices for farmers. These 
prices have declined in a manner that suggests a link with the process of deregulation. While 
there has been much talk of the deleterious effects of these lower prices on farmers, the latter 
have, on average, adapted by using fewer inputs, and in the process increasing the return on the 
capital they have invested in the sector. Although this has benefited farmers on average, there 
have also been losers among farmers, and often among the farm workers on these farms. 

 
?? The real retail price of bread has increased, while that of maize meal decreased. Any evidence 

of higher consumer prices for grain products has to be ascribed to the lack of competitive 
conditions elsewhere along the supply chain, and not to factors under the control of the NAMC. 
However, the potentially negative impact on food security of the higher bread price was 
mitigated by a shift in per capita consumption from bread to maize, which is more readily 
available to the poorest people in South Africa. Thus, the existence of alternative means of 
providing food security is an important factor in the maintenance of food security. In this 
regard, South Africa is more fortunate than many other developing countries. 

 
?? In the horticulture sector the trading conditions in the market for apples were investigated in 

some detail. The current difficulties in the industry have been ascribed to deregulation, and 
particularly to the competition amongst South African suppliers in export markets. 
Nevertheless, the analysis showed that this competition has not resulted in a lower net export 
realisation for any of the other deciduous or citrus fruit types that are exported from South 
Africa. Thus, the problems in the apple industry are rather the result of competition with other 
countries, which has resulted in a global over-supply of apples and hence lower world prices. A 
strong case can, therefore, be made that deregulation in the horticulture sector has had a 
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positive effect on food security, although these benefits have been skewed towards the 
wealthy and the more skilled workers. 

 
?? The measurement of the food security effects of deregulation on prices in the livestock industry 

is made more difficult by the problem of accurately measuring the extent of meat consumption 
in the country. While the available evidence shows a link between control and the declining 
level of per capita red meat consumption, the case for a link between deregulation and 
declining consumption would have to wait for estimates of the size of the informal trade in 
meat. 

 
?? The effect of these changes on consumers is difficult to estimate. There is little evidence that 

the link between farm gate prices and the retail prices of processed foods is any stronger than at 
the beginning of the 1990s. Thus, for example, the wheat price has declined in real terms while 
the bread price has increased.  It is because of the latter that the per capita consumption of bread 
has declined. In time, as markets begin to function more efficiently in the processing segments 
of the supply chain, a stronger case could be built for a link between deregulation and more 
efficient retail prices. 

 
?? There is also some anecdotal evidence of increased small business activities along the 

agricultural and food supply chain in the field crop, horticulture and livestock subsectors. It is, 
however, common cause that most of these small business initiatives have been exploited as an 
extension of existing farming and rural business operations, i.e. few entrepreneurs from 
previously disadvantaged groups have been able to gain access to these opportunities.  

 
?? The effect of these changes on farm workers is also difficult to estimate. There can be little 

doubt that the relatively rapid increase in farm worker wages is partly due to the proven ability 
of farmers to improve their productivity during the process of deregulation. Nevertheless, there 
can also be little doubt that skilled workers have benefited more than unskilled workers. Some 
less skilled workers may actually be worse off as employment in those categories declines, and 
seasonal workers are substituted for permanent workers. 

 
The household perspective – results from the survey 
It is extremely clear from this survey that income is the single most important factor affecting food 
consumption among the poor, increases in income lead to more consumption, and decreases in 
income lead to less consumption.  Wage earners were the most numerous among those surveyed, 
had the highest income and spent the most on food.  As income dropped in a group of individuals 
so does the amount they spend on buying food.  
 
Pensions play a very important role in food security in the rural areas.   They were the second most 
numerous source of head of household income. Though pensions are relatively low, they still 
represent a significant and stable source of income for many families in the rural areas.  The danger 
is that the average age among the pensioners is nearing 70, implying that they will soon cease to be 
a source of income for their families. 
 
Stability of income is an important element to household food security.  Wage earners, farm 
workers and pensioners have the highest levels of stability, while the unemployed and self 
employed showed the greatest variation in income levels.  This reinforces the findings above on the 
importance of income for food security. 
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Food expenditure for most of the households was lower than the value of a nutritionally balanced 
diet at the household level should have been, but this does not take into consideration own 
household production.  
 
Own production was most important in the rural areas.  However it was primarily for home 
consumption, with relatively little for sale.  In the Eastern Cape, the surveyed area that 
commercialises the largest percentage of its production, cultivation accounts for an important part 
of income.  But among those crops serving as major sources of income, most were horticultural 
crops, which had never been regulated, so the deregulation had no effect on their production 
patterns or on the revenue to the household. 
 
In terms of food consumption, patterns vary by province, with maize playing a lower role in the 
peri-urban consumer’s diet, but a more important part of the rural consumer’s diet.  Meat is 
consumed in larger quantities in the peri-urban areas.  The higher income families tend to consume 
more bread, dairy and meat products than the other households. 
 
When looking at accessibility, the majority of the individuals have access to a nearby store, usually 
a spaza shop, but for most of their shopping they take a taxi and a few walk.  Individuals source 
their food quite differently between the provinces based on the level of development of the local 
shops.  In the peri-urban areas, much more is purchased from the local shops (spazas) for staples, 
while rarer items and perishables are purchased at larger stores. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The final conclusion is, therefore, that deregulation has helped to make agriculture more efficient, 
but that it may have worsened the conditions of poor farm workers.  It appears that it has not had 
any major effects on the small holding producers, whose commercially oriented crops tend to be 
horticultural.  Income remains as the single most important determinant of a household’s ability to 
meet its food security needs, and the effects of the deregulation on household income appear to be 
virtually non-existent.  On the consumption side, the real price of basic food products have 
decreased over the last four years so there is, as expected, no real evidence that it has affected 
consumers adversely.  
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South Africa has been following a steady programme of deregulation in the agricultural sector over 
the past decade. This has eliminated the old marketing regime and set objectives to promote 
efficiency in the agricultural sector, increase market access, optimise export earnings, and promote 
the viability of the sector. At the same time, the government has also addressed trade policy reform, 
reversing decades of policies designed to protect local industry. This has led to a rapid drop in the 
tariff rates on agricultural goods coming into South Africa. The government has also promulgated 
labour market reform, land reform, and technology policy that will all have an impact on 
agricultural production. 
 
The NAMC is charged with monitoring the process of deregulating prices in the agricultural sector 
and to ensure that deregulation does not cause market distortions that could adversely affect the 
welfare of the country at large. One area of concern to the NAMC is the maintenance of food 
security in and around the country, especially for those individuals who are on the margin of 
receiving sufficient food to meet their basic nutritional intake requirements. Over the past decade 
there has been increased awareness that household food security is less an issue of national food 
supplies and more a problem of inadequate access to food supplies for vulnerable groups, caused by 
many factors, including lack of purchasing power. 
 
The purpose of this study is to review the impact of regulatory reform in the agricultural production 
and marketing sectors in South Africa on food security. Therefore, the issues that must be 
addressed in this impact evaluation are the changes that the regulatory environment has had on 
physical access/availability of food and economic access to the food. 
 
In theory, deregulation of prices will allow prices to rise or fall until they are at parity with world 
market prices. This can have many different effects on the local population, depending on a variety 
of factors: 
 

?? If prices rise in response to deregulation, this should lead to an increase in the rural income 
due to increased production and sale prices. This should have a positive impact on the rural 
agricultural population. 

 
?? If prices drop in response to deregulation, then the urban population should benefit. However 

in the rural areas, overall income might decrease due to drop in prices, affecting purchasing 
power. 

 
However given the spatial inequality in South Africa, as well as the effects of decades of apartheid, 
these various reactions may be drastically modified by the structure of local economies. 
 
The issue at hand is to determine what has actually happened in the different provinces of South 
Africa. What has been the interaction between increased or decreased prices for commodities and 
how has it affected different members of the community in terms of relative purchasing power for 
basic food commodities? 
 
To this end, the report is divided into nine sections. In the next section, the policy environment is 
described in order to place the deregulation of agricultural marketing, as effected by the NAMC, in 
the context of other policy changes that have had an impact on the sector in recent years. This is 

1. Introduction and purpose 
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followed in Section Three with a brief discussion of the definition of food security, and the 
implications of the definition for the task. In Section Four some lessons from international 
experience are provided, with a focus on lessons from Southern Africa. This is followed in Section 
Five by an assessment of the food security status of South Africa’s rural population using the latest 
available data, while in Section Six the non-marketing policies that affect food security are 
described in more detail. These include labour market conditions, land reform, rural development 
programmes and agricultural trade policy reforms. The section ends with a synthesis of the 
implications of these conditions for the investigation. In Section Seven the research design for the 
empirical work of this investigation is described, while the analysis of the food security impacts of 
deregulation follows in Section Eight. Here the price, income and access effects of deregulation on 
the field crop. Horticulture and animal production sectors respectively are analysed. The report 
ends with the main conclusions regarding the food security effects of the deregulation of 
agricultural marketing. 
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The South African agricultural sector has operated under a policy environment of deregulation and 
liberalisation for the past 20 years. The main policy shifts experienced during the period up to 1994 
included: 
 

?? Deregulation of the marketing of agricultural products in terms of the Marketing Act, 1968 
and other legislation. A major part of this exercise was the liberalisation of price controls 
over agricultural products. A detailed mapping of this process is presented in Annexure 1. 

 
?? Changes in the fiscal treatment of agriculture, including the abolition of many of the tax 

breaks that favoured the sector, and a reduction in direct budgetary expenditure on the sector. 
 
?? A start to the processes of land reform, reform of labour legislation, and trade policy reform, 

which included the tariffication of farm commodities as a precursor to compliance with the 
country’s obligations under the Marrakech Agreement. 

 
This first phase until 1994 occurred within the existing public sector institutional structure. The 
main role players involved in the sector, namely the Department of Agriculture, the Control Boards 
charged with responsibility for marketing of farm products, etc. remained in place despite the 
general relaxation of State intervention in the sector.  
 
The government of national unity, elected in 1994, ushered in a new era of policy changes across 
the entire range of government functions. In agriculture, however, at least some direct policy 
changes had to wait until 1996, i.e. until after the withdrawal of the National Party from the GNU. 
The most important policy initiatives taken subsequent to this time include: 
 

?? Land reform, consisting of the land restitution, land redistribution and tenure reform 
programmes. This initiative, launched in 1994, was aimed at settling small farmers on viable 
farming operations in the commercial farming areas. Recent reviews of the programme show 
that the pace of reform has been slow, and have resulted in a reorientation of the programme 
away from a strict focus on poverty alleviation. 

 
?? Institutional restructuring in the public sector. This included the ‘provincialisation’ of the 

Department of Agriculture, a change in the relationship between the Department and farmer 
lobby groups1, the reorientation of the mission of the Agricultural Research Council, 
(established in 1993), the restructuring of important statutory bodies with a development 
mandate in the rural areas generally such as the Development Bank of Southern Africa and 
the Land Bank, and changes in the institutions governed by the Marketing Act as discussed 
below. 

 
?? The promulgation of the Marketing of Agricultural Products Act, No 47 of 1996. This 

new Act represented a radical departure from the marketing regime to which farmers had 
become accustomed in the period since the 1930s. While far reaching, the deregulation that 
had taken place since the 1980s was piecemeal, uncoordinated, and accomplished within the 
framework of the old Marketing Act, with the result that any policy changes could easily be 
reversed. The new Act changed the way in which agricultural marketing policy would 

                                                
1 Until the 1990s the policy of the Department of Agriculture was to negotiate with one representative body of farmers, 

namely the South African Agricultural Union (SAAU, now known as Agriculture South Africa or Agri-SA). 

2. Policy shifts 
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henceforth be managed in South Africa. 
 
?? Trade policy reform. The new South African government embarked on a process of trade 

policy reform that aimed to reverse decades of ‘inward industrialisation’ strategies. The 
distinguishing characteristic of the reform policy was a willingness to expose businesses in 
the country to tariffs that were often below the bound rates negotiated in the Uruguay Round 
of the GATT. Whereas agricultural trade had been managed through quantitative controls, 
the Marrakech Agreement called for the tariffication of all agricultural goods, and a phased 
reduction in the tariffs. South Africa also participated in the renegotiation of the Southern 
African Customs Union treaty, agreed to the new SADC trade protocol, and negotiated a free 
trade agreement with the EU. In all these cases, the country agreed in principle to liberalise 
agricultural trade further. Finally, the country gained membership of the Cairns Group, thus 
signalling its intention to unilaterally liberalise its trade regardless of the progress made by 
the developed countries in withdrawing farm support programmes. 

 
?? Labour market reform. While labour legislation governing working conditions, wage rates, 

etc. has progressively become applicable to the agricultural sector over a period of more than 
a decade, certain aspects of the land reform programme have also impacted on the manner in 
which labour is managed in the agricultural sector. Here specific mention should be made of 
the introduction of legislation that governs the occupational rights of workers who live on 
farms. 

 
?? Infrastructure programmes in the rural areas that are aimed at the provision of social 

services (welfare benefits, and health and education services) and physical infrastructure, 
including water, energy and transport and telecommunications services. These have been 
accompanied by a transformation of the system of local government in the country, and steps 
to focus the attentions of local authorities more on development issues. 

 
The purpose of these policy reforms, as far as agriculture was concerned, was to correct the 
injustices of past policy, principally through land reform, to get the agricultural sector on a less 
capital-intensive growth path, and to enhance the international competitiveness of the sector. More 
generally, these policies all formed important cornerstones of the government’s rural development 
strategy. 



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 

 5 

 
 
 

The concept of food security has been used for more than two decades as an indicator of the status 
of development. There are three (interrelated) dimensions to the concept that are important in a 
study such as this. These dimensions include the components of the definition, the level at which 
food security is defined, and the people whose food security status is being affected. 
 
First, food security is conventionally defined to consist of an income, an access and a utilisation 
component2. People cannot, for example, be food secure if they do not have the income to buy a 
product. Similarly, people cannot be food secure if they do not have access to food (i.e. if the food 
is not physically available, or if there is some physical, social or legal barrier to their access to 
food). The notion of access includes the important component of an entitlement to food, for 
example an entitlement to the financial means to purchase food (by receiving a government 
pension, or simply by having one’s income protected from being stolen). Finally, people cannot be 
food secure if they do not use the food to which they have access correctly, i.e. if they do not follow 
a diet that ensures that they enjoy nutritional security. Effective food utilisation depends on 
knowledge within the household of food storage and processing techniques, basic principles of 
nutrition, and proper childcare and illness management. 
 
The role of the agricultural sector differs with respect to these three components of food security. 
Whereas agriculture logically constitutes the most important factor in food availability, and is a 
primary factor in access in areas where livelihoods are agriculture-based, it is little more than a 
complementary factor in regard to food quality and processing for utilisation. Thus, in investigating 
the potential impact of the activities of the NAMC on food security, the first two of these 
components are most important. The following examples illustrate this point: 
 
It is possible that deregulation could affect the incomes of a group of people directly. For example, 
deregulation could make small farmers generally better or worse off, which will affect the income 
they have available to buy food; hence it will affect their food security status directly. 
 
It is also possible that deregulation could affect the real purchasing power of a group of people 
indirectly, for example by its effect on the price of food that people buy. It is important to note here 
that deregulation is most likely to affect producer prices rather than consumer prices. If the price of 
maize, for example, decreases with deregulation, the retail price of maize meal may not be affected; 
in this case the food security status of consumers of maize meal is unchanged, while that of maize 
producers had deteriorated. 
 
In the regulated market for a commodity such as export apples, the monopoly exporter was obliged 
to accept all apples that complied with quality standards into the export pools that it managed, i.e. 
sellers had an entitlement in the export market. With deregulation this onus fell away, and it is 
therefore possible that a potential exporter cannot find anybody who is prepared to market his or 
her fruit. 
 
One of the consequences of pan-territorial and pan-seasonal pricing in the maize and wheat markets 
was the sub-optimal location of transport routes and storage facilities. While deregulation was 
expected to bring about a more rational spatial pattern of production, it could also leave some 
farmers without physical access to transport and storage infrastructure. 
 
                                                
2 McCalla  AF (1999). Prospects for food security in the 21st century with special emphasis on Africa. Agricultural 

Economics, Vol. 20 No.2 pp 95-103 
 

3. Food security 
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Second, food security can be defined at a household level, at the national level and at the 
supranational or regional level. The process of deregulation of the marketing of agricultural 
products could potentially affect food security at any of these levels. Examples of how deregulation 
affects the food security status at the household level have been provided above. Policy 
interventions can affect the food security status at the national and supranational level directly, or 
indirectly via its effect at the household level.  
 
Direct effects at the national and regional level generally encompass the effects of deregulation on 
the domestic production and consumption of a commodity, the potential need for imports in the 
case that domestic demand outpaces domestic supply, and the potential for generating exportable 
surpluses. These potential surpluses or shortages could also manifest in different parts of a region in 
a way that improves regional food security (i.e. where a deficit in one country can be met by a 
surplus in a regional neighbour) or in a way that threatens food security. The food security status of 
a region would, for example, be improved if the new supplier were a more stable country with a 
reputation for meeting its obligations. Nevertheless, the focus in this study will be on food security 
at the household level, so less attention will be paid to these direct effects at the national and 
regional levels. 
 
Third, food security should be defined for different groups of people who share certain 
characteristics. In the deep rural areas of South Africa, for example, the effect of the deregulation of 
the marketing of agricultural products on the food security status of food deficit households is very 
different from that of food surplus households. The effects on urban dwellers have also been very 
different from the effect on people who live in the peri-urban and the rural areas. Similarly, the 
effect differs amongst people with a regular wage or salary income as compared to people whose 
income is irregular and uncertain, as is the case with most poor people. 
 
The food security effects of deregulation on different groups of people are also felt through the 
impact on incomes (directly or via prices), on entitlements and on access. The examples above 
mostly relate to the price effects. However, in South Africa the entitlement of different groups of 
producers to access the market was severely constrained. While constitutional change has brought 
about an equal distribution of such entitlements, the reality is that many of these same farmers do 
still not have access to these markets, and in some cases this may have changed as a result of 
deregulation. These same kinds of restrictions were also placed on other actors in the supply chain 
(for example the severe constraints placed on hawking before the early 1980s), thus deregulation 
could also have affected their circumstances.  
 
In conclusion, it is clear that the food security effects of deregulation can be measured in terms of 
its impact on incomes, prices and accessibility for different groups of people at different times of 
the year in different geographical areas and at different points along the supply chain. 
 
Annex G provides the basic elements in a food security index, that would allow South Africa carry 
out better and more regular monitoring on this overall topic.  
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Madeley (2000)3 has compiled a bibliography on the food security effects of agricultural trade 
liberalisation on behalf of a range of Swedish donors. His is an interesting innovation, as it is a 
‘live’ document, with additional case studies canvassed from interested collaborators, and added to 
the website (http://www.forumsyd.se/globala.htm). These are also synthesised into the set of 
‘lessons learned’. In his view, the common and overriding message from liberalisation of 
agricutultural markets can be summed up in a sentence from a case study of Kenya: “liberalised 
trade, including WTO trade agreements, benefits only the rich while the majority of the poor do not 
benefit but are instead made more vulnerable to food insecurity.”  
 
Is this true for South Africa? In this section of the report, the evidence from this global study is 
presented, and then contrasted with evidence from the literature on Southern Africa. Finally, there 
is a discussion of the ways in which the South African experience differs from other developing 
countries. 
 
The main conclusions from the Madeley study to date are as follows:  
 
?? Cheap imports. The majority of people in developing countries belong to farming families who 

farm on a small scale4. Cheap imports through commercial channels and through dumping from 
developed as well as developing countries pose new challenges to these farmers. The studies 
also show that liberalisation has led to an increase in the prices of farm inputs. In economic 
terms, trade liberalisation thus appears to have worsened the terms of trade between outputs and 
inputs. Harvested food prices have not always fallen, but higher food prices as a result of trade 
liberalisation appear to be the exception. Consumers may appear to gain from cheap food 
imports, but only if they have the money to buy foods, while cheap food imports damage the 
livelihoods of small-scale farmers. Also, if trade liberalisation gives more power to monopolies, 
then consumers eventually stand to pay higher prices. 

 
?? More priority for export crops. Trade liberalisation often results in governments affording a 

higher priority to export crops over the food crop sector, and consequently undermining the 
food security of poor households.  

 
?? Transnational corporations (TNCs). Trade liberalisation is proving beneficial for TNCs, and 

also appears to be helping them at the expense of the poor. The process is leading to the 
concentration of farms and to the marginalisation of small producers, adding to unemployment 
and poverty. The winners from trade liberalisation are often concentrated in the areas where 
production is predominantly on large-scale, irrigated farms. The corollary is evidence of 
increased landlessness among the poor and hence of rural to urban migration. 

 
?? Women. There is empirical evidence that trade liberalisation is impacting heavily on women 

and accentuating gender inequality, often through its affect on the cost of and access to input 
supplies and their access to produce markets. Women often have little time to go to the local 
market to sell their produce, while if they sell their produce in the village they get lower prices. 
Women, who produce 60 to 75 per cent of food in most African countries, have been affected 

                                                
3 Madeley, J (2000). Trade and hunger: an overview of case studies on the impact of trade liberalisation on food 
security. A report from Church of Sweden Aid, Diakonia, Forum Syd, the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation 
and the Programme of Global Studies. Globala Studier no 4, Stockholm, Forum Syd 
4 This is an important distinction between South Africa and the typical developing country case. In South Africa 
relatively few rural poor have access to land, and less than a third of those who do are surplus producers (see below). 

4. Some lessons from experience  
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disproportionately by the elimination of subsidies, the drying up of credit and the surge of food 
imports as a result of trade liberalisation. Women have the responsibility for putting food on the 
family table; but prices of farm inputs have risen under liberalisation, and incomes of farming 
families have come under serious pressure. One result is a sharp increase in the frequency with 
which women are forced to migrate in search of work as day labourers. Notwithstanding, there 
is some evidence that trade liberalisation has had positive effects – in Kenya, for example, it has 
enabled rural women to engage in micro and small enterprises.  

 
?? Environment. The cultivation of cash crops for export imposes considerable environmental 

costs. Liberalisation encourages producers to abandon traditional and ecologically sound 
agricultural practices in favour of export monocropping. Also, the encouragement of agri-based 
exports in special development zones creates massive colonisation of critical watersheds and 
the depletion of water resources in irrigated areas, previously planted to food crops. Trade 
liberalisation can again lead to a more extractive and non-sustainable type of agriculture. 

 
?? Government services. Under SAPs, liberalisation goes hand in hand with a reduction in 

government support for farmers, such as investment in agricultural research and extension, 
controlled pricing and marketing, and subsidies on inputs. Governments withdraw and leave 
their people to the free play of economic forces. In many countries insufficient state support for 
services such as irrigation, post-harvest facilities and farm-to-market roads has meant that 
small-scale farmers are unable to improve productivity levels or get their products to market at 
prices that cover costs. 

 
?? Traders gain. In a number of countries, the liberalisation of markets has increased participation 

by private firms and individuals in the trade of food commodities, unlike in the past when 
public institutions dominated the trade. While these activities could generate more employment 
opportunities, this does not seem to be happening. Liberalisation has also increased the number 
and power of traders, and hence their ability to pay low prices.  

 
?? Indirect effects. A number of studies show how changes in economic sectors other than 

agriculture, have an impact on food security. The liberalisation of the textile and footwear 
industries has, for example, affected domestic markets for wool and cotton, while financial 
sector liberalisation has resulted in higher interest rates, lower investments, and higher costs for 
food inventories and stockpiling, which fosters instability in the market for staple foods and 
threatens the food entitlements of the poor. 

 
The authors conclude with the observation that liberalisation is a policy choice. Their interpretation 
of the evidence is that a fundamental review of the dominating policy paradigm is needed, and that, 
at the very least, WTO rules need changing so that developing countries can provide domestic 
support and other regulations to protect the livelihoods of small-holders and promote food security. 
 
There has also been some research on the lessons of experience with the food security effects of 
trade liberalisation.  Greenfield et al (1996)5, for example, presented the FAO's assessment of the 
impact of the Uruguay Round on world agricultural markets and the food security implications of 
such effects for developing countries.  Although at the global level market effects for most 
agricultural commodities turn out to be small, the effects are relatively more important for the low-
income food-deficit developing countries, especially with regard to their food import bills.  The 
paper concludes, however, that the food security prospects of developing countries are largely 
determined by underlying factors that the Uruguay Round would not alter to any substantial degree.  

                                                
5 Greenfield J, De Nigris, M and P Konandreas (1996). ‘The Uruguay Round Agreement on agriculture: food security 

implications for developing countries. Food Policy 21(4-5): 365-75.  
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The food security effects on developing countries are also assessed by Sarris (1991)6, who analysed 
the influence of the Common Agricultural Policy of the EU.  In his view, the EC has a significant 
impact on world agricultural markets because of its size, and protective CAP policies have tended 
to depress and destabilize world market prices.  The empirical evidence reviewed suggests that 
these effects are significant, and that developing countries are affected, albeit not as much as 
developed ones.  However, least developed food importing countries tend to be favoured. 
 
Southern African lessons 
 
There have been a number of publications that have reported on research on the food security 
effects of agricultural market deregulation in Southern Africa. Jayne et al (1995)7, for example, 
investigated the effects of grain market reform and food subsidy elimination in eastern and southern 
Africa on access to food for low-income consumers. They examine the findings from six 
household-level surveys in urban areas of Zimbabwe, Kenya, Zambia, and Mozambique between 
1991 and 1994, focusing on shifts in maize consumption by urban households of different income 
groups in response to the introduction of new commodities that have been made more accessible to 
consumers through market reform.  In a subsequent assessment of the lessons from this research, 
they8 summarise the benefits of food market reform as follows: 
 

?? “First, food market liberalisation has generated more successes than generally recognised. 
Examples include the changes in grain retailing and milling, where consumers now have 
expanded options and have benefited from the lower margins of small-scale hammer mills; 
greater availability of maize grain in rural grain deficit areas due to strengthened inter-rural 
private grain trade; and the rise of regional trade patterns, which is playing a critical role in 
promoting cost effective food systems in cases where this is allowed. 

 
?? “Second, it is increasingly clear that the private sector’s response to liberalization is sensitive 

to a broader range of government actions than commonly understood. For example, 
statements of key politicians in local newspapers critical of a market-oriented system are 
likely to be incorporated into the private sector’s expectations of the payoffs and risks to 
future investment in the system. There is a need for a better understanding of the kinds of 
incentives that the private sector responds to in order to avoid actions that make ‘lack of 
private sector response’ a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

 
?? “Third, consumer vulnerability to price instability under liberalization has not been as severe 

as often portrayed. Private investment in grain distribution, processing, and cross-border 
trade as a result of the reforms have expanded consumers’ options and ability to stabilize 
expenditures on maize meal. These market-oriented means of stabilizing consumer food 
expenditures weakens the rationale for expensive government price stabilization schemes. 

 
?? “Fourth, positive government actions to reduce market instability are needed and are 

beginning to work in selected cases. These actions include (a) improving the transport 
infrastructure; (b) promotion of regional trade; (c) market information systems that are 

                                                
6 Sarris, AH (1991). European agriculture, international markets and LDC growth and food security.’ European Review 

of Agricultural Economics 18(3-4): 289-310.  
7 Jayne, T, L Rubey, D Tschirley, M Mukumbu, M Chisvo, AP Santos, MT Weber and P Diskin (1995). Effects of 

market reform on access to food by low-income households:  Evidence from four countries in eastern and southern 
Africa. International Development Paper, no. 19, East Lansing: Michigan State University, Department of 
Agricultural Economics and Department of Economics. 

8 Jayne, TT, M Mukumbu, M Chisvo, D Tschirley, MT Weber, B Zulu, R Johansson, P Santos and D Soroko, 1999. 
Successes and challenges of food market reform: experiences from Kenya, Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. 
MSU International Development Working Paper No 72, Michigan State University 
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expanded to include information on prices across borders, exchange rates, and trade flows; 
(d) improved communication infrastructure; (e) nurturing the development of market-
oriented mechanisms (e.g., commodity exchanges) for handling price risk; and (f) alleviating 
the constraints on private access to foreign exchange. The potential benefits that these 
investments can bring underscore that there is no need to accept prevailing levels of food 
price instability as ‘given’” Importantly, these types of investments may also reduce political 
risks associated with liberalized food markets, and thereby promote policy stability and 
consistency – key factors in promoting desirable private investment in the system. 

 
More recently, Kherallah and Govindan (1999)9 analysed the welfare impacts of alternative 
sequencing scenarios of agricultural input and output market reforms in Malawi.  Their results 
show that, contrary to the sequencing path adopted in the 1980s, Malawi's government should have 
liberalised the maize sector first, followed by the groundnut export sector, and once a supply 
response was generated, input subsidies could have been phased out.  This sequence would have 
minimised the adjustment costs of smallholder farmers and would have reduced the negative 
impact on maize productivity and food security.  Seshami (1998)10 carried out a similar 
investigation (using different techniques) in Zambia. 
 
In another study based in Malawi, Chilowa (1998)11 argued that the donor-supported structural 
adjustment programmes have not impacted favourably on livelihoods, food security and the general 
welfare of the poor in Malawi.  In his view, this resulted from the prescription of wrong policy 
packages and limited attention to poverty alleviation policies.  Policies tended to concentrate on 
promoting market and price mechanisms, less on addressing production constraints and non-
economic barriers to broad-based economic growth.  The losers are mainly smallholder farmers 
who are net food buyers, low-income or wage earners in urban and semi-urban areas and 
smallholder farmers in remote areas.  The winners are smallholder farmers who are net food sellers, 
private traders, institutional traders and the state marketing agency.  
 
South African circumstances 
 
Which of these views best reflect the South African situation? The purpose of the analysis in the 
rest of this report is to illustrate what has happened with food security in South Africa as a result of 
the process of liberalisation. Nevertheless, the circumstances in this country are sufficiently unique 
to provide a preliminary answer to the question as posed. A number of arguments can be made in 
this regard.  
 
First, the negative view of the effects of food security seems to be based on a rather static analysis. 
In the case of South Africa, for example, there were fears that cheap imports would be bad for 
farmers generally, and for small farmers in particular, as was argued in the Madeley study above. 
Madeley further argued that developing countries did not have the capacity to take counter-
measures, and where they did have the capacity, were not allowed to do so under the rules of first 
the GATT, and now the WTO. However, in the case of South Africa, most protection has come in 
the form of the decline in the exchange rate, some judicious tariff protection and the efforts of 
farmers to make themselves more efficient, as will be argued in Section 8 below.  
 
A second argument put forward by Madeley is that, after deregulation, governments neglect small 
farmers in favour of large-scale export-oriented production, and in the process favour transnational 

                                                
9 Kherallah, M and K Govindan (1999). ‘The sequencing of agricultural market reforms in Malawi’. Journal of African 

Economies 8(2): 125-151. 
10 Seshamani, V (1998). ‘The impact of market liberalisation on food security in Zambia.’ Food Policy 23(6): 539-551  
11 Chilowa, W (1998). ‘The impact of agricultural liberalisation on food security in Malawi.’ Food Policy 23(6): 553-

569  
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corporations.  The South African experience in this arena is complicated by the lack of progress 
with land reform, and by the slow pace of foreign direct investment in the economy as a whole, and 
in the agricultural sector.  It is clear, however, that there is no simple linear relationship between 
the process of liberalisation and the problems faced by small farmers in this country.  
 
Madeley also argues that trade liberalisation has had an especially deleterious impact on women 
and on the environment.  Unfortunately, there has not been much research on either of these aspects 
in the South African circumstances. Nevertheless, while women may have been adversely affected 
by the withdrawal of agri-support services in the former homeland areas, there is no reason to link 
this to the liberalisation of agricultural marketing.  The other arguments put forward by Madeley 
(on government services, and on indirect effects) are not relevant to the South African 
circumstances, while the argument on the gains for traders are addressed below. 
 
Second, there is some evidence that deregulation has resulted in more competitive conditions in the 
different agricultural supply chains in South Africa. Esterhuizen and van Rooyen12 provide an 
empirical analysis of the efficiency of the value-adding process in the food chain in South Africa. 
The results are provided in Table 1. These industries are analysed using the concept of a ‘revealed 
comparative advantage in trade’ or RTA. Values below zero point to the existence of a comparative 
disadvantage in trade. While the measure has disadvantages (the cost of production is ignored, as 
are market distortions) it has the benefit of including both export and import activities in a single 
measure. 
 
The most striking observation from this analysis is the number of industries in which primary 
production (farming) is relatively more competitive than the value-adding parts of the supply chain. 
The data show this to be the case for potatoes, soybeans, groundnuts, sunflowers, tomatoes, 
oranges, apples, grapes, and pineapple, milk and pork.  
 
Nevertheless, more recent research by these authors13 shows that the overall index of 
competitiveness in the agribusiness sector increased from 0.33 in 1998 to 0.41 in 1999. These 
results confirm the upward trend that has been measured since 1992, when the overall index was 
still negative at –0.16, and the strong upward trend at the time of deregulation (see Figure 1 below). 
While the weakening of the exchange rate has contributed to this positive trend, other factors 
include better management, deregulation and the process of shaking out of weaker businesses, and 
an increase in labour productivity in the sector.   
 
Thus, the evidence seems to show that South Africa’s experience with deregulation has been more 
positive that suggested from the Madeley analysis of global experience, and that the country has 
much to learn from the more positive experiences in Southern Africa.  In the discussion in Sections 
7 and 8 below, further evidence will be provided of the dynamism of all facets of the South African 
agricultural sector, from efficiency in the use of production factors to the ability to produce more 
field crops, and horticultural and animal products. 
 
 
 
 

                                                
12 D Esterhuizen and CJ van Rooyen, How competitive is the South African food commodity chain? Agrekon, 38(4), 

December 1999, pp 744-745 
13 CJ van Rooyen, D Esterhuizen and OT Doyer, 2001. Creating a chain reaction – a key to increased competitiveness 

in South African agribusiness. South African Journal of Economics, 69(3): 529-549 
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Table 1: Comparative advantage in the South African food chain 

Chain Product RTA 
1997 

Chain Product RTA 
1997 

Wheat Wheat 
Flour of wheat 
Macaroni 
Pastry 
Bread 
Breakfast cereals 

-0.77 
1.60 
-0.39 
0.06 
-0.11 
-0.20 

Oranges Oranges 
Orange juice 

13.67 
0.39 

Maize Maize 
Flour of maize 

3.72 
10.10 

Apples Apples 
Apple juice 

6.62 
11.35 

Potatoes Potatoes 
Potatoes, frozen 

0.86 
0.05 

Grapes Grapes 
Grape Juice 
Wine 

10.29 
-1.29 
2.49 

Sugar Sugar, centrifugal, raw 
Sugar, refined 
Sugar confectionary 
Maple sugar and syrups 

3.00 
1.86 
0.39 
-0.03 

Pineapple Pineapples 
Pineapples, canned 
Pineapple juice 

0.90 
7.18 
7.25 

Soybean Soybeans 
Oil of soybeans 
Cake of soybeans 
Soya sauce 

-0.11 
-0.43 
-1.53 
-0.27 

Beef Cattle 
Beef and Veal 
Biltong 

-3.76 
-0.13 
0.34 

Groundnuts Groundnuts in shell 
Groundnuts shelled 
Oil of groundnuts 
Prepared groundnuts 

8.69 
5.12 
4.17 
0.05 

Milk Cow milk, whole 
fresh 
Butter of cow milk 
Cheese 

0.27 
-0.70 
-0.24 

Sunflowers Sunflower seed 
Oil of sunflower 
Cake of sunflower 

-0.36 
-6.62 
-5.97 

Mutton Sheep 
Mutton and lamb 

-5.17 
-1.73 

Tomatoes Tomatoes 
Tomato juice 
Tomato paste 
Peeled tomatoes 

0.07 
-0.08 
-0.06 
-0.78 

Pork Pigs 
Pork 
Bacon-ham 

0.02 
-0.42 
0.00 

Source: Esterhuizen and van Rooyen, 1999 
 

Source: CJ van Rooyen and  D Esterhuizen (1999) 

Figure 1: The competitiveness of agribusiness in South Africa 
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Household level food security can be measured in a number of ways. Anthropometric surveys are 
the most direct, while there are various ways in which income, entitlements and access can be 
measured to provide an indirect indication of the level of household food security for different 
groups of people.  
 
In South Africa, the information gap on the nutritional status of the population has been filled by 
the recently published National Food Consumption Survey (NFCS). The NFCS measured the 
nutritional status of children aged 1-9 using a variety of methods, and disaggregated the data by 
area of residence. Note that while the data specifically pertain to children, it is assumed that the 
information is indicative of the nutritional status of the household in general. 
 
The anthropometric status of South African children aged between 1-9 is shown in Table 2 below. 
The prevalence of moderate to severe stunting, underweight and wasting (where these categories 
represent progressively more severe symptoms of malnutrition) was measured as being greater than 
–2 standard deviations from the median measurements of the reference population. As can be seen 
from the Table, children living on commercial farms in South Africa are most likely to be stunted 
and underweight, while only children in the former homeland areas had a higher prevalence of 
wasting. Almost one in three children on commercial farms are stunted, one in five are underweight 
and one in twenty-five display the symptoms of wasting.  
 

Table 2: The anthropometric status of children aged 1-9 years by area of residence 

   
 % of sample Height/Age 

Underweight 
Weight/Age 

Wasting 
Weight/ Height 

  < -2 Standard deviations 
Formal Urban areas 39 16.0 7.8 2.6 
Informal Urban areas 11 19.3 7.6 2.1 
Commercial Farms 11 30.6 18.1 4.2 
Former homeland areas 39 25.3 11.3 5.1 
South Africa 100 21.6 10.3 3.7 

Source: NFCS survey 
 
 
An alternative way of gauging nutrition status is to adopt a qualitative approach by administering, 
for example, a Hunger Scale Questionnaire. The caregivers of the children who took part in the 
NFCS survey were requested to complete such a questionnaire. Briefly, respondents were asked a 
series of questions on their level of household food security, as follows: 
 
?? Does your household ever run out of money to buy food?  
 
?? Do you ever rely on a limited number of foods to feed your children because you are running 

out of money to buy food for a meal?  
 
?? Do you ever cut the size of meals or skip them because there is not enough money for food? 
 
?? Do you ever eat less than you should because there is not enough money for food?  
 
?? Do your children ever eat less than you feel they should because there is not enough money for 

5. The state of household food security in South Africa 
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food?  
 
?? Do your children ever say they are hungry because there is not enough food in the house?  
 
?? Do you ever cut the size of your children’s meals or do they ever skip meals because there is 

not enough money to buy food?  
 
?? Do any of your children ever go to bed hungry because there is not enough money to buy food? 
 
When more than five of the eight questions were answered in the affirmative, this indicated a food 
shortage problem. A ‘yes’ score of between 1 and 4 indicated that the household was at ‘risk of 
hunger’, while a negative response for each of the 8 questions denoted a food secure household.  
 
By these results some 75% of children in South Africa are to some extent food insecure. Urban 
households (with a member employed in the formal economy) experience the most food security, 
although only 41% can be classified as food secure. Less than one in four children on commercial 
farms are food secure, and almost a third are at risk of hunger. Nevertheless, by these measures 
children on commercial farms are better off than children from other rural and informal sector 
households. While fewer farm children experience hunger than the national average, the difference 
is small: more than half (52%) of South Africa’s children experience hunger, and 48% of those on 
farms share this tragedy.  
 
 
Table 3: Hunger risk classification in children aged 1-9 by area of residence 
 Food Secure At risk of hunger Experience hunger 
Formal urban 41 23 37 
Informal urban 21 18 61 
Commercial farms 23 29 48 
Former homeland areas  11 23 66 
South Africa 25 23 52 

Source: NFCS survey 
 
 
Table 4: The shift in income distribution in South Africa 
Income share Poorest 40% Next 30% Next 20% Richest 10% 
1991 (%) 
1996 (%) 
% change 

3.8 
3.4 
-10.0 

14.5 
14.2 
-2 

29.5 
29.4 
0 

52.3 
53.0 
1 

Source: Tregurtha and Vink: Sector determination for farm labour, University of Stellenbosch, 
unpublished 
 
Such direct indications of the food security status of households can be supplemented by more 
indirect measures of the incomes, entitlements and access of households to sufficient quantities of 
food. The data in Table 4 show the shift in income distribution in South Africa between 1991 and 
1996, a period during which the per capita income increased by a mere 0.8%. These data in Table 3 
show indirectly how people in the rural areas of South Africa became increasingly impoverished in 
the period 1991-1996. During this time the share of income of the poorest 40% of the population 
(i.e. largely rural dwellers dependent on remittances and the informal sector) declined from a mere 
3.8% of total household income in the economy to 3.4%, or by 10%. By contrast, the share of the 
wealthiest 10% of the population increased over this period. 
 
Finally, the data in Table 5 show that urban employed individuals are considerably better off with 
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respect to access to housing and housing services than their non-urban and unemployed 
counterparts. Furthermore, a strong urban bias exists with respect to service provision, as the 
unemployed in urban areas are better off than individuals working in non-urban areas. While non-
urban individuals have similar access levels, farm workers are marginally better off than other 
employed non-urban households and significantly better off than the non-urban unemployed. 
 
Nevertheless, all households have better access to such basic services now than 10 years ago. In 
this sense, one can argue that the food security status of even poor rural households has improved 
because entitlements to basic services that are contained in the Constitution have been provided. 
Yet those who live in the deep rural areas (the ‘unemployed non-urban’) still do not have the same 
access, or ability and opportunity to use these entitlements as their more fortunate employed 
counterparts in the urban and rural areas. 
 
 
Table 5: Access to housing and services (%) 

 Farm 
Workers 

Other 
Workers 
(urban) 

Other 
Workers 
(non-urban) 

Unemployed 
(urban) 

Unemployed 
(non-urban) 

Formal housing 
Electricity for lights 
Tap water inside 
Flush or chemical toilet 
Phone or cellphone 

69.72 
44.60 
27.05 
26.73 
9.06 

79.06 
81.76 
82.41 
71.96 
51.06 

64.80 
47.05 
20.02 
23.41 
10.17 

62.63 
66.56 
67.05 
49.58 
23.99 

44.56 
25.18 
67.06 
6.12 
1.63 

Source: October household survey, 2000 
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The data presented in Section 5 show that the groups most vulnerable to food insecurity in South 
Africa include rural workers (largely farm workers) and the rural unemployed (largely people living 
in the former homeland areas). There are a number of factors that have a potentially strong 
influence on the food security status of these groups. These include changes in the labour market 
generally (and by extension in the agricultural labour market), changes brought about by other 
government policies such as in service and infrastructure provision and land reform, and changes in 
marketing policy. The purpose in this section is to analyse those factors most closely associated 
with agricultural marketing, namely the agricultural labour market, government policy on land 
reform and rural development, and trade policy reform in relation to their potential impact on 
incomes, prices and market access for these most vulnerable groups. 
 
6.1 Labour market conditions 
 
A number of recent articles on the labour market in South Africa provide new perspectives on those 
aspects that affect rural workers the most. The most relevant implications from this research can be 
summarised as follows: 
 
There has been a considerable redistribution of income to African, ‘coloured’ and Asian households 
in South Africa over the past decade, with economic growth identified as the greatest source of 
income for redistribution14. Therefore, the gap between rich and poor households has not narrowed 
(i.e. the greater portion of the redistributed income accrued to wealthier African, coloured and 
Asian households), and is not expected to narrow in the near future. As a result the rural poor, 
including farm and other rural workers and the rural unemployed, have not benefited from the 
process of redistribution that has taken place, nor are they expected to benefit in the absence of 
State intervention. 
 
Despite this redistribution, inequality between different population groups remains among the 
highest in the world, and the largest contributor to this inequality is wage income and the lack 
thereof15. Thus, although rural workers earn low wages, they are on average better off than the rural 
unemployed. 
 
It is inappropriate to regard South Africa as a ‘society of peasants’16, as the ability of the former 
homeland areas to provide subsistence to the resident population had disappeared by the middle of 
the 20th Century. The most important implication is that successful land reform will in all 
probability result in land use patterns similar to those already found in commercial agriculture. This 
includes the use of hired rather than family labour on farms. 
 
The wages of less skilled workers rose relatively faster than average wages throughout the country 
from the mid-1980s. However, rural workers were generally excluded from this increased in 
unskilled wage levels, as they were not unionised to any great degree. Finally, research has shown17 
that any given level of a minimum wage in agriculture will lead to greater unemployment the more 
                                                
14 Whiteford, A and DE van Seventer, 2000. ‘South Africa’s changing income distribution in the 1990s’. Studies in 

Economics and Econometrics Vol. 24(3): 7 - 30 
15 Leibbrandt, M I Woolard and H Bhorat, 2000. ‘Understanding contemporary household inequality in South Africa. 

Studies in Economics and Econometrics Vol. 24(3): 31-52 
16 Seekings, J, 2000. Visions of society: peasants, workers and the unemployed in a changing South Africa. Studies in 

Economics and Econometrics Vol. 24(3): 53 - 72 
17 Gibson, B 2000. ‘Will lower wages cause faster growth in South Africa?’ Studies in Economics and Econometrics 

Vol. 24(3): 143 - 163 
 

6. Policies affecting food security in South Africa  
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restrictive the macroeconomic policy of the country. The implication for agriculture is clear: as 
long as there is a commitment to the restrictive macroeconomic policy implied in GEAR, planners 
should be especially aware of the negative employment effects of a minimum wage, especially for 
marginal groups.   
 
6.1.1 Agricultural employment 
 
Agriculture, as a primary sector, has traditionally played an important role in the development of 
the South African economy despite the presence of a large mining sector. Even today, it plays a 
central role in growth and in foreign exchange earnings, and it contributes more than 10% of formal 
employment opportunities in the country. The sector has, by all measures, relatively large linkage 
effects with the rest of the economy. In recent years agriculture has performed relatively well in 
reaction to the radical political, economic and social changes experienced in the country. The 
labour market implications of these changes are analysed below. 
 
Table 6 below shows the most recent macro level data on farm employment in South Africa. These 
data show that the sector shed about 180 000 regular employees between 1985 and 1996, and about 
210 000 casual and seasonal workers between 1985 and 1996.  

 

Table 6: Farm employment in South Africa  
 1985 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Regular  807341 728414 702323 656772 647839 625244 628925 625451 
Casual, seasonal 516411 456262 413239 394425 491588 302185 289810 304690 
Total  1323694 1184676 1115562 1051197 1139427 927429 918735 930141 

 Source: Statssa: Agricultural censuses and surveys 
 
While the long term trend in farm employment is unambiguously downwards, Figures 2 and 3 
below show that agricultural employment has declined at a slower pace than employment in the 
economy in general. Thus, the decline in farm employment is only partly the result of a secular 
decline in the contribution of the sector to the economy. A higher economic growth rate over the 
past 2 decades may have resulted in a less pronounced downward trend in employment. 
 
Figures 4 and 5 show the relative performance of regular vs. casual and seasonal employees in 
agriculture. With respect to regular employees, the data show the long-term downward trend. The 
data also show the successive structural shifts in the employment trends over this period. 
Employment (both permanent and seasonal) increased with the introduction of tractors in the period 
after the Second World War, then declined with the introduction of mechanised harvesting from the 
late 1960s. This latter trend can be seen in the sharper drop in seasonal employment during this 
period. Thereafter, both categories show a decline.  
 
Regular employment seems to have shifted to a different trend line in the period after deregulation 
started having an effect on the sector, namely the mid-1980s. Table 6 shows an increase to 1986, 
after which it dropped sharply to 1991, and then less sharply thereafter. In all likelihood these 
trends are the result of the severe drought of the early 1990s, and the beginning of the current 
period of more sustained economic growth. 
 
Seasonal employment increased to 1987, then dropped sharply to 1992, and then showed an 
increase in 1993 that was sufficiently large to cause an increase in overall employment in the 
sector. The category of casual and seasonal employees is notoriously difficult to estimate, so that 
this increase may be no more than a measurement error. On the other hand, the large increase in 
exports of fruit (the sector that is the largest user of casual and seasonal labour) that was 
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experienced during this period may have resulted in an increase in jobs.  
 

Figure 2: Formal sector employment in South Africa, 1946-1996 

Source: Vink, N; Kirsten, J.F and Tregurtha, N. (1999) 

Figure 3: The ratio of agricultural employment to formal sector employment, 1946-2010 

Source: Vink, N; Kirsten, J.F and Tregurtha, N. (1999) 
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Figure 4: The trend in regular employment in agriculture, 1918-2010 

Source: Vink, N; Kirsten, J.F and Tregurtha, N. (1999) 

Figure 5: The trend in casual employment in agriculture, 1958-2010 

Source: Vink, N; Kirsten, J.F and Tregurtha, N. (1999) 
 
The skills base in agriculture 
 
Research also shows that this decline in total employment has been accompanied by a shift in the 
skills composition of the labour force18. Table 7 shows the shift in the skills base of employees in 
the sector between 1970 and 1995, and between 1995 and 1999.  
 

                                                
18 Bhorat, Haroon 2000. ‘The impact of trade and structural changes on sectoral employment in South Africa. 

Development Southern Africa Vol. 17(3): 437 – 466; Bhorat, Haroon 2001. Labour market challenges in the Post-
Apartheid South Africa: a country profile. Development Policy Research Unit, University of Cape Town, 
Unpublished mimeo 
 

 
R e g u l a r  e m p l o y m e n t  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  

1 9 1 8 - 2 0 1 0

0

2 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0

6 0 0 0 0 0

8 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 2 0 0 0 0 0

19
18

19
34

19
30

19
36

19
42

19
48

19
54

19
60

19
66

19
72

19
78

19
84

19
90

19
96

20
02

20
08

Y e a r s

N
o.

 o
f w

or
ke

rs

R e g u la r  e m p l o y m e n t L in e a r  ( R e g .  e m p l o y m e n t )

C a s u a l employment  in  agr icu l ture  
1 9 5 8 - 2 0 1 0

0

200000

400000

600000

800000

1000000

19
58

19
61

19
64

19
67

19
70

19
73

19
76

19
79

19
82

19
85

19
88

19
91

19
94

19
97

20
00

20
03

20
06

Years

N
o.

 o
f w

or
ke

rs

Casual  workers F T E Linear  (FTE)



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 

 20 

Table 7: The skills base of agricultural workers 

 Agriculture Total 
 1970 – 95 

(% change) 
1995 – 99 

(% change) 
No. added  
(1995 – 99) 

1970 – 1995 
(% change) 

1995 – 99 
(% change) 

No. added 
(1995 – 99) 

Managers 633.2 369.65 24301 272.0 37.81 190789 
Professional 257.61 1744 72.55 234735 
Technicians 

150.4 
28.93 899 

311.9 
0.28 2969 

Clerks -8.63 -1045 -4.49 -50648 
Sales 

281.7 
109.01 9414 

45.1 
16.97 180634 

Skilled 
agriculture1 

 218.88 216531  343.51 395500 

Crafts 97.64 14259 25.15 275313 
Operators 

64.5 
2.69 3469 

-4.4 
1.05 11434 

Elementary1 -58.3 -34.27 -311897 -54.2 -33.60 -974438 
Unspecified 92.9 377.81 2928 466.2 68.41 75381 
Total -50.1 -3.33 -39397 17.6 12.04 1131647 

Note: It is possible that there was a reclassification of ‘elementary’ workers as ‘skilled agricultural workers’ between 
1995 and 1999. If this were the case, farm employment would still have dropped by 95366 workers.   
Source: Adapted from Bhorat, 2000; Bhorat 2001 
 
 
The following is evident from these data: 
 

?? Despite popular misconceptions about ‘jobless growth’ etc., the total level of employment 
has increased in South Africa. The increase has been of the order of 1 million jobs, or 
12.04%, since 1995, although the total increase has been smaller than the growth in the 
economically active population. Agriculture lost 50% of its employment from 1970 - 1995; 

 
?? During the process of declining total employment in agriculture, there has been a substantial 

shift in the nature of jobs in favour of more skilled workers. The employment of managers, 
for example, increased by more than six fold since 1970, and by almost 25 000 people, or 
370%, since 1995, while the employment of professionals and technicians increased by 
150.4% from 1970 – 1995; 

 
?? This shift in the skills profile of farm workers has favoured male workers over female 

workers, and coloured workers over African workers. The number of male farm workers, for 
example, decreased by 37.9% from 1970 – 1995, and of women by 71.9%. Simultaneously, 
the number of African workers declined by 58.8%, while the number of coloured workers 
increased by 88.4% over the 25 year period. 

 
6.1.2 Agricultural wages 
 
A study on the agricultural labour market by the National Institute for Economic Policy shows that the 
total increase in real wages in the primary sectors of the economy has been higher than the average for 
all other sectors of the economy. However, the growth in agricultural wage rates has lagged 
considerably behind those of the mining sector, the other large component of primary production. The 
data in Table 8 show that the real hourly agricultural wage grew by 46.14% between 1970 and 1998, at 
an average rate of 1.6% per annum, while the average wage in the economy as a whole increased by 
40.6% over the same period.   
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Table 8: Growth rate of real wages in South Africa, 1970-1998 (%) 

Sector Total Increase Average annual growth rate 
Agriculture 46.14 1.65 
Mining 105.2 3.76 
Manufacturing 5.17 0.18 
Services 27.22 0.97 
Economy 40.55 1.45 
Source: Based on wage data from Statistics South Africa 
 
However, these growth rates are off a very low base, and they have not kept pace with growth 
trends in wages in the rest of the economy during the past decade. Figure 6 illustrates the average 
real agricultural wage relative to average real wages of other sectors of the economy since 1970. 
These average wage rates should, however, be interpreted with care, as they hide considerable 
regional variation. 
 

 
Source: Statistics South Africa 

Figure 6: The growth in real wages in South Africa, 1970-1999 

 
 
 
 
 
 

0

5

10

15

20

25

19701971197219731974197519761977197819791980198119821983198419851986198719881989199019911992199319941995199619971998

Year

H
ourly W

age (R
and)

Agriculture

Mining

Manufacturing

Service



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 

 22 

6.2 Land reform 
 
The South African land reform policy was launched in 1994, and formalised in a White Paper on 
Land Policy in 1997. The land reform policy is implemented through three main programmes, 
namely on land redistribution, land restitution and land tenure reform 
 
These programmes have been underpinned by a system of financial grants whose aim was to ensure 
that participants were able to gain access to land. There has, however, been considerable 
dissatisfaction with the implementation of the land reform policy generally and specifically with the 
grant system19. Too few people have gained access to land under the programme, and those who 
did gain access did not receive the support they required to start a farming business. Worse still, 
prospective commercial farmers did not gain access to land, as the grants were too small.  As a 
result, the system of grants has been redesigned to accommodate the needs of these farmers, while 
staying true to the original goals of the programme and its contribution to development in South 
Africa. 
 
The slow pace of implementation of the programme to date means that the South African 
agricultural sector is still characterised by a high degree of dualism. Thus, after 7 years of land 
reform commercial farmers are still largely white and Africans still largely farm on a small scale, 
and in the former homeland areas. Estimates of the extent of land reform put the total at no more 
than 684 912 ha of the available agricultural land in South Africa after six years. This represents 
less than 0.7% of the total commercial farmland in the country. These achievements pale in 
comparison with the goals of the redesigned land reform programme, namely to ‘facilitate transfer 
of ownership of 15 million ha in five years and approximately 30% of the country’s agricultural 
land over the duration of the programme.’20 Nevertheless, a further 669 000 ha of State land is 
expected to be transferred in the current financial year21. 
 
Given that the amount of farmland in South Africa, including forestry land and state-owned land, is 
approximately 100 million ha, the implication is that the programme will be deemed a success 
when some 15 million to 30 million ha have been transferred. At the same time, empirical research 
in KwaZulu Natal and parts of the Northern Province22 has shown that the ratio of private 
purchases of land by individuals and groups in the form of syndicates, partnerships, registered 
companies, etc. is about twice the rate of transfer under the land reform programme. If this ratio 
were assumed for the whole country, the total transfer of land from the erstwhile (white) 
commercial farmers represents about 4% of the total agricultural land. At the current rate of 
implementation, it will take some time before the land reform programme has any material effect 
on the agricultural sector as a whole. 
 
For this reason the objectives of the land reform policy have been adapted to provide for this new 
focus. To this end, the new programme has been designed to be more flexible, demand driven and 
decentralised. Implementation, including the approval of grants, is to take place at the local rather 

                                                
19 Information about the new programme comes from a presentation by the NDA to a joint planning meeting of the 

Western Cape Chief Directorate of Agriculture and the Provincial branch of the Department of Land Affairs held at 
Elsenburg on 29 August 2000.  

20 National Department of Agriculture, Land redistribution for agricultural development: a sub-programme of the Land 
Redistribution Programme, Pretoria, Ministry of Agriculture and Land Affairs, 2001 

21 Agricultural News, No 12, 18 June, p1 
22 For KwaZulu-Natal see Andrew Graham and Mike Lyne, Land redistribution in KwaZulu-Natal: an analysis and 

comparison of farmland transactions in 1997 and 1998, Agrekon, 38(4), December 1999, pp 516-525 and for the 
Northern Province Johan van Zyl and Johann Kirsten, Approaches and progress with land reform in South Africa, 
Agrekon, 38(Special Issue), May 1999, pp 326-342 
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than the national level, and the Provincial Departments of Agriculture will give participants 
support. Another important innovation in the programme is the redesigned land access grant.  
 
Instead of the former R15000 grant per beneficiary, participants will be able to qualify for a 
minimum grant of R20 000, given an own contribution in cash or in kind to the value of R5000. 
Beyond this, a larger own contribution of up to R400 000 in cash qualifies the participant for a 
grant of up to R100 000.  Groups qualify for proportionately larger amounts. In addition, business 
plans can be used to access other sources of funding. While the programme makes provision for 
loan funding from the commercial banks, the opportunity has been created for grant funding from 
other sources. 
 
Thus, it is clear that the programme can accommodate flexible objectives amongst the participants, 
including food safety net projects, farm worker equity schemes and individuals or groups who want 
to farm for themselves and/or for markets as well as other proposals. Nevertheless, it remains true 
that few people in total have thus far benefited from the programme. 
 
6.3 Rural development programmes 
 
It is not easy to find accurate contemporary data on the impact of government sponsored rural 
development programmes on the livelihoods of rural people. A recent publication shows, for 
example, that three of the largest rural development programmes in the country can hardly be said 
to have affected the lives of many people23: 
 

?? The community based public works programme (CBPWP) has delivered a total of 2 830 
items of infrastructure, mostly to rural communities, since 1994, i.e. a rate of only 470 per 
year, or less than two projects per magisterial district per year. 

 
?? A total of only R1,3bn was spent in rural areas under the Consolidated Municipal 

Infrastructure Programme (CMIP) to September 2000. 
 
?? The most recent data available show that, of the mere R253m available to the Poverty Relief 

and Infrastructure Investment Fund (PRIIF) of the then Department of Welfare in 1998/99, 
some 72% was spent in rural areas, while some 32% was spent on agricultural projects. 

 
Nevertheless, when added to the financing of municipal infrastructure by DBSA, on the provision 
of potable water by institutions such as Mvula Trust, the increase in the real value of pensions and 
other welfare payments, these amount to potentially substantial transfers to rural people. 
 
6.4 Trade policy24  
 
By 1994 the South African economy had emerged from three and a half years of recession, part of 
an economy that had been in decline for nearly two decades. Trade liberalisation became one of the 
central and more visible elements of the drive to achieve accelerated economic growth and 
symbolic of its break with past economic policies. In the process, South Africa has substantially 
liberalised the economy through reform of the import regime and deregulation of the agricultural 
sector.  
 

                                                
23 Everatt, D and S Zulu, 2001. Analysing rural development programmes in South Africa, 1994-2000. Development 

Update (Quarterly Journal of the SA National NGO Coalition and INTERFUND) 3(4): 1-38 
24 This section draws heavily on Jeffrey D. Lewis, 2001. Reform and opportunity: the changing role and patterns of 

trade in South Africa and SADC: a synthesis of World Bank research. Africa Region Working Paper Series No.14, 
March 
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South Africa’s trade regime before liberalisation was characterized by numerous quantitative 
restrictions, a multitude of tariff lines, a wide dispersion of tariffs, and various forms of protection 
such as formula, specific and ad valorem duties and surcharges. Numerous exemptions resulted in a 
tariff collection ratio that was only one third of the statutory rate. In agriculture, quantitative 
restrictions and specific duties and a maze of price controls, import and export permits and other 
regulations in many cases eliminated any foreign competition.  
 
The pace of trade liberalisation quickened after South Africa became a signatory to the Marrakech 
Agreement. Initial progress in rationalizing the very complex tariff regime and with lowering the 
overall level of nominal and effective protection was relatively fast (see Table 9). These data show 
that between 1990 and 1999, the number of tariff lines was reduced from 12500 in 200 tariff bands 
to 7743 in only 47 tariff bands. In fact, if the considerable number of zero tariffs is ignored, the 
number of tariff lines had been reduced to fewer than 2500 by 1999. At the same time the 
maximum existing tariff has been reduced from almost 1400% to 55% and the average economy-
wide tariff fell from 28 to 7.1%. It is also evident from the Table that most of the progress was 
accomplished before 1996, with only a small reduction in the number of tariff bands, a modest 
decline in the maximum tariff, and a small increase in the tariff code dispersion, as measured by the 
coefficient of variation, between 1996 and 1999. Moreover, the low average tariff rate is partly the 
result of the very large number of zero-rated items. Thus the average tariff for those products with 
positive rates was around 17%, while the overall average (including zeroes) was only 7%. 
 

Table 9: Deregulation of the South African tariff structure 

 All rates 
1990 

All rates 
1996 

All rates 
1999 

Positive rates 
1999 

Number of lines 
Number of bands 
Minimum rate (%) 
Maximum rate (%) 
Unweighted mean rate (%) 
Standard deviation (%) 
Coefficient of variation (%) 

12500 
200 
0 
1389 
27.5 
n.a. 
159.8 

8250 
49 
0 
61 
9.5 
n.a. 
134.0 

7743 
47 
0 
55 
7.1 
10.0 
140.3 

2463 
45 
1 
55 
16.5 
8.6 
52.2 

Source: Jeff Lewis, memorandum on the South African economy, World  Bank. 
 
Nevertheless, the structure of protection in South Africa remains problematic. The data in Table 10 
show that the average tariff cascades from a relatively high rate on consumer goods to moderate on 
intermediate goods and low on capital goods. This pattern, which is typical of protection in many 
developing countries, implies that less progress has been made in rationalizing effective protection. 
More importantly, while effective protection has fallen in the aggregate, there is still evidence of an 
anti-export bias once the role of falling export incentives (especially GEIS) is taken into account. 
Thus, although average tariffs have fallen, they have tended to fall proportionately more on inputs 
into production rather than on output, leading to increases in effective protection. 
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Table 10: The structure of tariffs in South Africa 

 Trade-weighted 
average 

Unweighted 
average 

Maximum rate 

Mining 
Agriculture 
Manufacturing 

Food, beverages & tobacco 
Textiles, apparel & leather 
Wood & wood products 
Paper & paper products 
Chemicals 
Non-metallic minerals 
Basic metals 
Metal products and equipment 
Other manufacturing 
All sectors 

0.1 
1.8 
4.4 
4.2 

10.4 
8.1 
7.0 
4.2 
6.6 
4.1 
3.8 
4.7 
3.9 

1.4 
4.6 
7.5 

11.8 
18.4 
10.3 
7.3 
5.5 
7.4 
4.5 
5.1 
8.3 
7.3 

15 
35 
55 
55 
50 
30 
22 
40 
30 
15 
54 
30 
55 

Source: Jeff Lewis. 
 
Research shows that South African exports are highly sensitive to real exchange rates, world 
demand, and trade policy. The short-run exchange rate elasticity is 0.8, which highlights the 
importance of the real exchange rate in encouraging exports, while a 1% reduction in tariffs results 
in a 0.86% long run increase in manufactured exports. In other words, the anti-export bias declines 
when the level of protection is lowered. Further, given that South Africa imports a significant 
portion of its intermediate inputs, a lowering of import tariffs enhances competitiveness by 
reducing input costs. Foreign demand is also an important determinant of the demand for exports, 
entering with a long-run elasticity slightly over one.  
 
Thus, as expected, South Africa’s exports of manufactures have risen both in absolute terms and as 
a share of gross output since the early 1990s, with growth more than doubling from an average 
annual real rate of 2.6% during 1990-94 to 6.8% during 1994-98. This escalation took place across 
most sectors of the economy, including agriculture. The data in Table 11 show the main trends in 
farm exports from South Africa. These show that the ‘commodity balance’ of agricultural trade has 
weakened, with agricultural commodity imports growing faster than the exports of unprocessed 
agricultural products. Thus, the increase in exports has largely come from processed farm products, 
which now make up 56% of total agricultural exports, up from 51% 20 years ago. Agricultural 
imports have increased from 2.6% of the total import portfolio of the country to 6.4%. 
 
Recent reports show that the strong export growth performance of the South African economy has 
strengthened further since 1999, although there are evident concerns about the effect of the slow-
down in economic growth that is expected among the G-8 countries from 2001 on. Schüssler25, for 
example, shows that South Africa’s exports grew by 7% per annum in US$ terms (and 25% in 
Rand terms) during the 12-month period October 2000 to September 200126. Only the Czech 
Republic and Ireland succeeded in recording higher rates of growth during this period, while global 
trade as a whole declined by 8.4% in US$. This achievement has also resulted in a restructuring of 
the country’s export portfolio. Exports of motor vehicles, for example, increased by 36% in Rand 
terms during this period, while exports of processed food and beverages grew by 47%. Overall, 
exports of manufactured goods grew by 11% in US$ terms. During this period imports have grown 
                                                
25 Schüssler, Mike, 2001. SA se uitvoer groei die 3de meeste (SAs exports grow 3rd fastest). Rapport, 4 November 

2001.  
26 This growth achievement had been in process for 27 months by November 2001. 
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by only 17% in Rand terms, which suggests that the growth rate in US$ has been negative. As a 
result, the surplus on the trade balance has doubled from last year, while the country recorded a 
surplus on the services balance for the first time in 39 years. 
 
 

Table 11: Trends in South Africa’s agricultural exports, 1980 - 1999 

 1980 1990 1999 
Exports 
Total SA exports 
Total agricultural exports 

 
19 915.4 
2 052.5 

 
60 770.0 
5 289.8 

 
163 180.8 
14 373.4 

Unprocessed farm exports (Rm) 
Processed farm exports (Rm) 
Processed exports/total agricultural exports 
Agricultural exports as % of total exports 

1 008.9 
1 043.6 
51 
10.3 

2 378.7 
2 911.1 
55 
8.7 

6 346.9 
8 026.5 
56 
8.8 

Imports 
Total SA imports (Rm) 
Agricultural imports (Rm) 
Agricultural imports/total imports (%) 

 
14 381.3 
369.2 
2.6 

 
44 141.5 
2 203.3 
5.0 

 
147 091.8 
8 929.7 
6.1 

Source: Abstract, 2001 
 
The longer-term pattern of export growth suggests that there has been a shift in comparative 
advantage, as exports of unskilled labour-intensive manufactures have fallen in relative importance, 
while mineral resource-intensive exports have declined in importance and agricultural exports have 
only succeeded in maintaining their relative position (see Table 11). Trade policy has likely played 
an important role in these outcomes. Agricultural trade policy, for instance, was long aimed at 
protecting and regulating the domestic market. With agricultural trade and market liberalisation, 
these goods face increased competitive pressures. But at another level, the results are counter-
intuitive. In an economy with abundant unskilled labour, the share of unskilled labour intensive 
exports should be higher. The empirical evidence shows that export growth raised employment by a 
significant 5.3 percent between 1993-97, although net trade (export generated employment less 
employment lost due to rising import penetration) raised employment by only a modest 1.0 percent 
between 1993- 97. Nevertheless, while increased import penetration has weakened the employment 
effects of the export boom, the empirical evidence does not support the notion that trade 
liberalisation or ‘globalisation’ has resulted in a loss in employment in South Africa.  
 
Despite this rather positive conclusion, it is worrying that the capacity of trade to generate 
employment seems to have been reduced by a structural shift in net trade away from ultra-labour 
intensive sectors towards relatively more capital-intensive sectors. This skill bias suggests that 
South African firms are gearing up their skills ratios in order to effectively compete in international 
markets. This implies at the least that un- and semi-skilled labour, especially in the rural areas, have 
yet to benefit from the changes in trade policy.  
 
6.5 Conclusion: The rural condition 
 
These changes in the broader labour market and in government policies and programmes define the 
living conditions of poor rural people in South Africa today. These conditions can be summarised 
as follows: 
 

?? The generally high level of unemployment in South Africa, especially among unskilled 
workers, has progressively worsened, and there is little evidence that suggests that this 
situation will change in the short to medium term. This has had two effects on the incomes of 
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rural people, namely a decline in the remittances sent from urban areas and commercial 
farms to the areas of origin, and an increase in the cost of job searching. This increased cost 
is often met out of cash remittances, with the result that net remittances are declining even 
faster than gross remittances. 

 
?? One of the only strategies available to poor households to cope with this decline in net 

remittances is to try and cut down the cost of job searching. Relocating closer to available 
transport and communications infrastructure, i.e. migrating out of the deep rural areas, is one 
of the few ways in which poor households can cut down these costs.  

 
?? The wider reach of social security payments, especially pensions, and the increase in the real 

value of these payments have helped to counter the loss in remittances, but have not been 
able to make up entirely for the loss. 

 
?? The most important consequence in terms of the food security effect is that many people, 

among them the poorest of the poor in rural areas, have lost, or are in danger of losing their 
ties with agriculture, even amongst the households that still have access to land. Given the 
slow pace of implementation, it is clear that the land reform programme has not provided an 
alternative source of income.  

 
?? Generally, therefore, the former homeland areas do not provide in the subsistence needs of 

most rural households, and when they migrate it is to urban areas, given the failure of the 
land reform programme to deliver an alternative. Many people who in the past were able to 
produce at least some portion of their subsistence needs and to gather some sustenance from 
the commons now live in food deficit households, and are thus affected more by the retail 
prices of food than by farm gate prices. 

 
?? The uncoordinated provision of infrastructure (i.e. not co-ordinated with especially 

agricultural support services) often militates against the coping strategies of the very poor 
who have the greatest need to migrate towards infrastructure that serves to cut down the cost 
of job search. 

 
?? The dominant trends in the agricultural labour market include increased employment 

opportunities for highly skilled workers, increased wages but less job opportunities for semi-
skilled permanent workers and a decrease in permanent employment opportunities for 
unskilled workers.  
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7.1 Research methodology 
 
The purpose of the survey was to provide primary data that could be used in assessing the impact of 
the deregulation of agricultural marketing on food security in households living outside the major 
metropolitan areas of South Africa. The field research was designed to focus specifically on the 
impact on poor and vulnerable households, i.e. food security at household level. The idea was to 
measure whether a family was able to buy or produce enough food to cover the basic food needs of 
all the household members. Thus, the household had to have physical access to enough food of 
acceptable kinds and enough income to ensure they could buy as much of this food as they needed. 
Therefore, the survey investigated both physical and economic access to food. 
 
The survey covered the kinds of foods that are normally obtained by rural and peri-urban 
households, in relation to what they can afford. Certain key food products that were potentially 
affected by food deregulation were identified. Using the survey results together with baseline data 
from the national study of child nutrition referred to in Section 5, this research aimed to investigate 
whether or not rural households are eating more of these deregulated food products. The survey 
also considered food produced by the household itself, as well as other demands on the household’s 
total income that would affect the amount that could be spent on food. Information on food prices 
and on problems with food supply was also collected from shop owners in the communities where 
the survey was carried out. 
 
Fieldworkers, team leaders and co-ordinators involved in the data collection were trained in the 
basic procedures required of this type of research, including procedures to follow in the case of 
difficulties, as well as in the details of the questionnaire itself. The study population included the 
non-metropolitan population of Gauteng, Eastern Cape, Western Cape, KwaZulu Natal and 
Northern Province. Both children and adults were part of the target population, which was stratified 
spatially in terms of households in rural and peri-urban areas in these provinces. The areas that 
were covered in this study included, in the Eastern Cape (Victoria East, Matyantya, Hertzog), in 
Gauteng (Bosplaas, Itereleng, Refilwe/Cullinan and Diepsloot), in KwaZulu-Natal (Bhukhanana, 
Ongoye Mission, Ntandabantu and Isihuzu), in Northern Province (Acornhoek, Mahwereleng, 
Nebo and Sekgosese) and in Western Cape (Kraaifontein, Mbekweni, Paarl, Tafelsig, Vloettenberg 
and Wallaceden). 
 
Limitations on time and resources permitted only a modest sample size of around 600 for the five 
provinces, with between 60 and 160 households sampled per province between May and July 2001. 
All household members were included in the sample and in the data collection through the 
questionnaire. Sample size in terms of individuals was, therefore, in the vicinity of 4125. Districts 
within the target provinces that were selected for the survey sample were chosen purposefully to 
give a stratified coverage of areas that would be most susceptible to food insecurity. Within these 
selected districts, a stratified randomisation was carried out in the choice of households, based on a 
cluster sampling process. A pilot of the questionnaire was carried out in each participating province. A 
re-interview of 5% of the households whose interviews had been completed was conducted in every 
settlement in every province. Therefore the data and analysis are relevant up to July, 2001 and the 
information serves as an effective baseline from that date. 

7. Measuring the impact of deregulation – Results of the Field Survey 
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7.2  The Study Areas: Village/Settlement Profiles 
 
7.2.1  Gauteng Province: 
Itereleng is an informal settlement west of Pretoria. It is situated 3 kilometers from Laudium, where 
the community buys its monthly groceries. Unemployment as in most areas in South Africa is very 
high. Many people are unemployed and the few who are employed are women. Other people in the 
community do casual work on Saturdays. The community has one formal store with several tuck-
shops/spaza shops on every corner. Individuals selling vegetables and fruit are also visible on every 
corner of the settlement. This particular settlement has none of the basic infrastructures like schools 
and/or a health care center. There is neither proper housing nor running water, nearly all the 
inhabitants of this area lives in shack.  
 
Refilwe is a peri-urban area in Cullinan, about 60 kilometers east of Pretoria. This area has three 
groups of inhabitants, the upper income living in the original township, the middle income living in 
newly built RDP houses and the lower income who have erected shacks. Unemployment is high 
amongst people staying in the shacks. The majority of the household heads work at the nearby 
mine, where most of the shopping is done. Others do their shopping in Cullinan town, which is 10 
kilometers from the area. A small percentage of the working class is employed in Pretoria. The 
community has several formal shops with one large supermarket and many tuck-shop/spaza shops 
on almost every street. 
 
Diepsloot is a peri-urban area north of Johannesburg. The area has a mixture of Pedi and Zulu 
speaking people. Some of the people were relocated to this community from Alexandra. The area 
has a mixture of RDP houses and shacks, many of were erected by people from Alexandra. 
Unemployment as in other areas is very high and in this case especially so amongst women. The 
majority of men are employed permanently in areas around Johannesburg. The few women who 
have employment are domestic workers working in suburbs around Johannesburg. Shopping is 
done in Randburg, but the community has lot of tuck-shops/spazashops where most basic 
commodities are purchased. Hawkers selling vegetables and fruit are found on every corner of the 
community.  
 
Bosplaas is an informal settlement north of Pretoria, which was part of former Bophuthatswana. 
The area has a mixture of Tswana and Pedi speaking people. The majority of household heads are 
employed mainly in the formal sector. The average household size is approximately five and most 
of the female partners are housewives. Not many formal shops were observed, and the tuck-shops 
as compared to other areas visited in the same province, are relatively low in numbers. The 
majority of the people purchase their groceries at Hammanskraal, which is approximately 15 
kilometers away. Their nearest city is Pretoria, which is about 60 km away.  
 
7.2.2 Eastern Cape Province: 
Surveyed areas in the Victoria East include Guquka, Khayalethu, Auckland, Melani and Roxeni. 
People live a modernised lifestyle, served by various academic institutions such as primary and 
secondary schools found in most locations and a university close by. Education had an influence on 
their lifestyle. Electricity Supply Commission (Escom) power lines bisect the districts. 
Telecommunication system is very good with access to Telkom public telephones, private and 
mobile phones. There are various developmental projects e.g. agricultural projects, sewing and 
baking projects practised in the areas. There are also some communal structures such as community 
halls, churches and health care centres available for community services. The community is lead by 
the local committee in each village.      
 
The surveyed areas are well served by a tarred road from Alice to Hogsback, which makes 
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travelling more convenient. Their proximity to town (Alice) works to their advantage for easy 
accessibility to several operations. The locations in the study have gravel roads, which are in a fair 
condition. All locations are accessible expect in rainy weather when some roads become slippery 
and low bridges are often flooded.        
 
Hertzog is situated in the Seymour district and is 35km away from Fort Beaufort and 85 km from 
Queenstown. Infrastructure presents problems, with gravel roads linking the settlement to a 
provincial highway. Limited availability of road transport is an important constraint. The 
communication infrastructure is poor, telephones are non-existent and there is no postal service. 
There is no electricity. Educational facilities are non-existent, as a result students have to travel 
long distances to nearby villages to attend schools. Their main source of income is pension and 
agriculture, which is one of the developmental projects taking place in the area. Residents spend 
most of their time in the gardens and their farms and they use family labour as most of the middle-
aged people are members of the community gardens and are full time farmers.  
 
Matyantya is a very remote area just 25km North of Queenstown. The life style is very traditional 
and husbands are still regarded as decision-makers. There is still a great role that local chiefs 
(headsman) play in the area. Local chiefs are still praised, though they are not easily convinced to 
change. Bartering is still practised and livestock keeping is regarded as a sign of wealth. The 
telecommunication system is non-existent and postal services are rendered in Queenstown. Natural 
fuel material is scarce, as the place is very rocky and dry. There is no electricity and people use dry 
aloe and cow dung as major sources of fuel. The area is very dry and rivers are a distance from the 
villages. Young women and girls fetch water for daily household use from the river. Educational 
facilities are poorly constructed and children walk long distances to attend secondary school.   
 
Road access is poor and underdeveloped. There are no developmental projects active in the area 
and their main source of income is pension and self-employment. There is a very poor agricultural 
potential in the areas as water is a major constraint.       
 
7.2.3  Western Cape: 
Overall, the areas selected for interviewing in the Western Cape were focused on poorer 
communities.   
 
Tafelsig is a former coloured residential area in the City of Cape Town regions inside the Unicity. 
Housing is formal government low-cost housing, very densely populated and most of the residents 
still renting their houses from the local government. Tafelsig is also one of the notorious 
“ganglands” of the Cape.   
 
Scottsdene is also a former coloured area, more towards the northern parts of the Unicity and closer 
physically to the Winelands of Stellenbosch/Paarl.  It represents the periphery of the Unicity and 
are also very poor, low-cost housing (including flats).  
 
Wallacedene is an informal settlement close to Scottsdene (inside the same old municipal area) and 
is in terms of race composition one of the most mixed areas of the Cape.  Housing is generally very 
poor and living conditions difficult. (Wallacedene was in the news last year because of the 
Grootboom case where a group of residents took government to court to supply housing to them.) 
Although it is recognised as having a mixed population, the majority of residents are black and is 
classified as a black informal settlement. Wallacedene might qualify as a peri-urban area as it is 
bordered by smallholdings on one side and the urban area of Kraaifontein on the other side. 
 
Mbekweni is part of the second largest city in the Western Cape (Paarl) and is classified as a former 
black township. It contains mixed housing and you might find anything from middle class 
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residential areas to informal houses, all within the same demarcated area and all referred to as 
Mbekweni. Physically it lies closer to Wellington than Paarl and is bordered on that side by the 
former coloured township of Newtown (the two are separated by one road). 
 
The rural interviews were done on farms in the After-Paarl and Stellenbosch region, mostly on 
wine farms. 
 
7.2.4 KwaZulu Natal: 
All three of the areas surveyed are situated in the former tribal land of KwaZulu.  
 
Ntandabantu is situated due west to the town of Mtubatuba and is bordering the Umfolozi Game 
Park. The annual rainfall is 600mm and all food crops are produced under dryland conditions. This 
area is characteristic of a poor, rural community and a poorly developed infrastructure i.e. no 
electricity or running water and the road is in an extremely poor condition. The majority of the 
people in this community purchase their household food requirements from Mtubatuba, which is 
the nearest town. Ntandabantu can therefore be considered a “deep rural” area.  
 
Bucchanana is situated northwest of the town of Empangeni. The annual rainfall is 600mm and all 
food crops are produced under dryland conditions.   In comparison to Ntandabantu poverty is not as 
prevalent. Fifty percent of households have running water due to a water project which has just 
been completed. The majority of households have access to electricity although they might not use 
it.  Food requirements for most of the households are purchased in Empangeni. Bucchanana is 
considered a “rural” area.  
 
Ongoye Mission is situated southwest to the town of Empangeni. The annual rainfall is 1000mm 
and crops are grown under dryland conditions. Although most households have small sugar cane 
plots, most are not involved in producing food crops. The infrastructure is poor and most 
households have no access to running water but have limited access to electricity. Food 
requirements for households are purchased from Empangeni, which is approximately 20 km away. 
This area is considered to be “peri –urban”.   
 
 7.2.5 Northern Province: 
Mahwelereng is a peri-urban area situated in the Potgietersrus district in the western region of the 
Northern province. The area is situated 5 km from Potgietersrus, which is their nearest town. Their 
proximity to town (Potgietersrus) works to their advantage for easy accessibility to several 
operations. The majority the people buy their monthly groceries in town and they use taxis as a 
mode of transport, which cost R3 for a single trip. The community has a proper housing system 
with electricity and running water. A number of shops and tuck-shops are visible in the community. 
The majority of the people in this community are employed as civil servants, working in 
government departments either in Potgietersrus or Polokwane (Pietersburg).  
 
Nebo is a small town situated in the far Southern region of the Limpopo (Northern) province. The 
area has a combination of peri-urban and rural settlements. Unemployment is high, the majority of 
the people are hawkers, operating small businesses in and around the town and few households are 
also involved in farming activities. The majority of the people do their shopping within the town 
and their form of transport is mainly buses. The infrastructure is relatively poor, the majority of the 
people do not have access to electricity nor running water. The community has several shops with 
few tuckshops.   
 
Acornshoek  is a growing community in the Bushbuck Ridge region in southeastern Limpopo 
province.  The area has RDP housing and regular housing.  This population has grown around the 
town’s services and is becoming largely peri-urban in nature, though still very rural with basic 
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services.  This area has only been extensively settled in the last thirty years with individuals moved 
out of the Kruger Park, so the community is quite young.  Unemployment is high. 
 
7.3  Survey findings. 
 
7.3.1  Analysis parameters 
As noted earlier in this chapter, we selected different types of areas in each of the provinces to 
provide us with a better spread of types of environments across the country (rural poor, peri-urban, 
commercial farm, etc) from which to draw our conclusions.  Given the relatively small size of the 
sample, the resulting inability to provide a stratified sample, and the large differences in types of 
environments, it is clear that the data is not comparable between provinces or necessarily by type of 
region.  Taking these issues into consideration, the analysts decided to compare the results by 
source of income of the head of household.  After analysing the variety of responses and numbers 
of respondents in each category, five categories of sources of income were selected: 
 
??Wage earners, which includes those individuals with a full or part time off farm employment; 
??Self employed, which includes individuals with either formal or informal business activities; 
??Unemployed, including those seeking work, those not seeking work, housewives by choice, and 

those who are retired with no pension; 
??Pensioners, including disability grant; and  
??Farm workers working on commercial farms, usually living on the farm. 
 
The tables presented below will rely primarily on these categorisations for the analysis, which 
provide us with much more homogeneous breakdowns, as well as more comparable categories that 
we can relate to across the country. 
 
7.3.2  Household Demographic Characteristics 

The key demographic characteristics of the households included in the sample are provided in 
Table 12 below. Average household size is quite similar across the household types. Households 
headed by self-employed, unemployed and pensioners, respectively, had six members, while 
households headed by wage earners and farm workers, respectively, had five members. The 
majority of the households interviewed were headed by males.  Males were most highly represented 
among wage earners (74%) and self employed (64.4%). However, among pensioner category, it 
was more likely to see a female (61.5%) as head of the household with a higher than average age 
(67 years) for the head of the household.  This may probably be due to the high level of 
unemployment in the rural areas, which may push young adults away in search of jobs in more 
urbanised areas since the majority of the pension earners households are in rural areas.  
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Table 12: Demographic Status of Households 

(N= number of observations) 
 Wage 

earners 
Self 

employed 
Unem
ployed 

Farm 
workers 

Pension 
earners 

Sample size 254 61 104 18 169 
Gender of household head N=247 N=59 N=85 N=18 N=161 
Male  74.1% 64.4% 55.3% 55.6% 38.5% 
Female  25.9% 35.6% 44.7% 44.4% 61.5% 
Average age of household 
head 

42 45 46 45 67 

Educational level of 
household head 

N=251 N=60 N=101 N=18 N=167 

None  22.7% 35% 27.7% 38.9% 38.3% 
Primary school 29.5% 25% 35.6% 33.3% 38.9% 
Standard 6-8 21.9% 18.3% 19.8% 22.2% 16.2% 
Standard 9-10 15.5% 16.7% 15.8% 5.6% 3.6% 
Training certificate or diploma 4.4% 3.3% 1%  2.4% 
Tertiary  2.8% 1.7% - - - 
Don’t know 3.2% - - - 0.6% 
Composition of household      
Average household size 5 6 6 5 6 
Average number of adults 
(>15 yrs) 

3 4 4 3 4 

Average number of children 
(<15yrs) 

2 2 2 2 2 

Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
 
The majority of household heads acquired some form of education, i.e. primary and /or secondary 
education, with fewer having completed tertiary education.  The literacy rate among household 
heads is relatively high with 37.4 percent of the wage earners having at least passed standard six to 
ten (between 8 and 10 years of schooling) and the lowest being pension earners with 22 percent. 
 
7.3.3  Household Income Sources  
 
Table 13 below presents the findings on average household income from those surveyed, as well as 
the income from the head of household. As expected, the average income of households headed by 
wage earners is highest, followed by the self-employed. The household income in this regard 
includes the incomes contributed by all members of the household. It does not only refer to the 
income contributed by the household head. The households headed by self-employed have high 
expenditure on non-food items, followed by wage earners’ households.  
 
A subsequent analysis of the types of employment, presented below in table 14, shows that among 
those surveyed, wage earners have the highest monthly income, followed by the self-employed in 
the formal and informal sector.  Farm workers are next (those who are able to cultivate fields), 
while the pensioners have the lowest average level of income, though, as will be seen further 
below, it is one of the most stable. 
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Table 13: Average household and head of household monthly income (Rands) 

 
 Household Income (R) Head of Household income (R) 
Wage earners 
(std. deviation) 

2017.90 
(1715.53) 

1398.02 
(1143.51) 

Self employed 
(std. deviation) 

1451.23 
(1892.05) 

828.62 
(1046.83) 

Unemployed 
(std. deviation) 

986.58 
(891.08) 

- 

Farm workers 
(std. deviation) 

1023.61 
(741.96) 

789.39 
(607.81) 

Pension earners 
(std. deviation) 

1347.01 
(1502.43) 

583.87 
(321.47) 

Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data (Standard deviation in parenthesis) 
 

Table 14: Total household income by employment category (Monthly) 

 
 Wage 

earners 
(N=254) 

Self 
employed 

(N=61) 

Unemployed 
(N=103) 

Farm 
workers 
(N=18) 

Pension 
workers 
(N=167) 

R0-R500 14.6% 36.1% 27.2% 38.9% 9.5% 
R501-R1000 19.3% 21.3% 39.8% 22.2% 50% 
R1001-R1500 15.4% 18% 14.6% 11.1% 17.3% 
R1501-R2000 17.3% 11.5% 7.8% 16.7% 7.7% 
R2001-R2500 7.9% 1.6% 6.8% 5.6% 3% 
R2501-R3000 7.9% - 2.9% 5.6% 3% 
>  R3000 17.7% 11.5% 1% - 9.5% 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
 
The distribution of incomes is also greatest among the wage earners, though there were several self 
employed falling into the higher income levels. 
 
Overall, when comparing to the income levels in South Africa as a whole, we find that these 
average household incomes fall within the lower levels (below average), with the wage earners 
most closely following the national patterns (see Annex F).   However, when looking at Annex F, 
we also note that there has been a fairly strong upwards shift in terms of nominal household 
incomes over the period 1996-2000. 
 
7.3.4  Stability of income  
Since food security is closely linked to income, the stability of the household income is a critical 
component to the ability of the household to procure the necessary food. Table 15 below provides 
us with a good view of the stability of household income by source of income.  It demonstrates that 
the majority of households headed by wage earners (77%), pension earners (79.2%) and farm 
workers (77.8%) have the most stable monthly incomes. The household, which are headed by the 
self-employed appear to be the most vulnerable with the majority (70.5%) not having a stable 
monthly income.  They are followed by the unemployed (34.3%). The instability of monthly 
income among the self-employed household might be due to the variability of income because of 
the nature of the business. 
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Table 15: Stability of household's monthly income 

Yes (stable) No Employment/Activity of 
 Household Head Number % Number % 
Wage earners 191 77 57 23 
Self-employed 18 29.5 43 70.5 
Unemployed 65 65.7 34 34.3 
Farm Workers 14 77.8 4 22.2 
Pension Workers 133 79.2 35 20.8 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
 
Table 4.1 in Annexure C covers the main reasons for variability by source of income.  Among the 
wage earners, the dominant variable was the access to casual work, which accounted for 25 percent 
of those wage earners with unstable incomes.  For the pension earners, income variations stemmed 
from their outside activities, primarily fluctuating business income for outside businesses, as well 
as fluctuating wage contributions to the household. 
 
For the self employed, the dominant factor behind variability was fluctuating business income 
(77%), while for the unemployed, who are dependent on outside sources the reasons fluctuating 
remittances (16.7 percent) to lost job (13.9 percent) and fluctuating outside support. 
 
In the peri-urban areas of the Western Cape and Gauteng, access to casual labour were the most 
important reasons, but then in Gauteng, fluctuating business income was a more important second 
factor while in the Western Cape it was fluctuating wages on the job.  In the more rural areas, 
fluctuating business income was most important in the Northern Province and Eastern Cape, while 
fluctuating remittances were also important.  Only KZN listed fluctuating income from cultivation 
as an important cause of decreased income 
 
7.3.5  Food Expenditure 
Two sets of questions were asked that provide us with indications about food expenditure at the 
household level.  First was a direct question on how much they spent per month.  The results to this 
question are found below.  The second was a series of questions on how much they consumed of 
different types of food, which is found in the following section. The great majority of households 
claim to spend between 200 and 600 rand per month on food. 
 

Table 16: Household food expenditure (monthly) 

 Wage 
earners 
(N=247) 

Self 
employed 
(N=59)  

Unemployed  
(N=100) 

Farm 
workers 
(N=18) 

Pension 
workers 
(N=167) 

R0-R200 15% 22% 29% 16.7% 14.4% 
R201-R400 22.3% 42.4% 24% 27.8% 26.9% 
R401-R600 21.1% 23.7% 25% 22.2% 29.3% 
R601-R800 12.6% 3.4% 7% 33.3% 10.8% 
R801-R1000 8.9% - 4% - 5.4% 
R1001-R1200 7.7% - 4% - 1.8% 
R1201-R1400 4.9% 1.7% 3% - 4.8% 
R1401-R1600 3.6% 1.7% - - 1.8% 
> R1600 2.8% 1.7% 2% - 2.4% 
Don’t know 1.2% 3.4% 2% - 2.4% 

Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
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We see that the households headed by wage earners tend to have higher food expenditures per 
month than do the other groups.  While the self employed tend to spend the least on food, 
farmworkers spend more than the other groups (besides wage earners).  Pension workers spend 
fairly constant amounts.  
 
7.3.6  Food basket composition and relationship to cost 
In comparision to the question on how much households spent on food were the questions about 
how much they consumed of different products per month.  Calculation of their food consumption 
basket also allows us to quantify the cost of their household food basket, which we can compare 
back to the statement on how much they spend per month. 
 
The survey found that there was a big difference in the consumption of food by source of income.   
Table 17 below provides the results from the survey of the different types of foods consumed by the 
households per month. It is important to remember that there are only five members per household 
for the wage earners and the farm workers, while the other three categories each have six family 
members.  We see that wage earners consume more bread, milk and meat than the other categories. 
 

Table 17: Average monthly consumption of selected food items per household 

Food Items Wage 
earners 

Self 
employed 

Unemployed Farm 
workers 

Pension 
earners 

Maize meal(kg) 19 27 30 26 28 
White bread (loaves) 29 25 21 15 22 
Brown bread (loaves) 22 17 18 12 15 
Milk(lt) 5 2 3 1 4 
Chicken(kg) 2.3 2 2 2 2 
Beef(kg) 1 1 1  1 
Mutton(kg) 2 1 0.7 1 1 
Margarine(kg) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 
Samp (kg) 4 8 8 5 8 
Sugar (kg) 5 9 8 4.5 10 
Cooking oil(lt)  2 2.4 2 2 2 
Cheese (kg)      
Rice (kg) 5 7 6 5 7 
White flour(kg) 7 10 10 7 11 
Potatoes(kg) 8 7 7 9 9 
Sorghum(kg) 6 8 13 3 6 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
NB: This is the quantity per household (wage earners and farm workers) and (self-employed, unemployed 
and pension earners) with 5 and 6 members respectively. 
 
In addition, from this household food basket information, we are able to determine the cost of food 
consumption per household and then compare to the costs of consuming those same quantities of 
food over the preceeding years.  Table 18 below, takes the costs of food consumed, in constant 
prices since 1997.  From this we see that there has been a gradual, but steady decrease in the real 
cost of food consumed, as shown below.  This implies that, due to decreasing costs in the cost of 
food, in real terms, the cost of purchasing the same quantities of food in 1997 were nearly 10 
percent higher than they were in 2001 (figure 7). 
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Table 18: Real expenditure on food by employment (Rands) 

Type of 
employment 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Wage earners 253.20 253.99 266.01 356.63 339.12 339.26 341.64 335.14 

Self-employed 238.40 240.40 251.70 311.25 293.50 296.56 296.94 289.82 
Unemployed  240.78 243.17 254.38 305.27 287.09 291.10 290.85 283.74 
Farm workers 189.76 192.06 200.38 236.28 220.44 223.71 222.97 217.99 
Pension earners 231.93 233.92 244.60 304.29 286.30 289.54 289.50 282.88 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data, and NDA price information.  Note, pre 1997 does not 
include meat or chicken. 
 
 

Figure 7 change in real expenditure on food over time. 

Source: Statistics South Africa 
 
7.3.7  Stability of food expenditure 
While we have received a picture of the overall food expenditure by household, we must also 
analyse the stability of the expenditure, as stability of expenditure equals stability of consumption, 
which is an important issue in food security. The stability of expenditure on food follows the same 
trends as the stability of incomes within the households.  Table 19 below confirms that those 
households with most variable incomes also have the most variable food expenditures.  
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Table 19: Stability of household's monthly food expenditure 

Yes (stable) No (unstable) Employment/Activity of 
 Household Head Number % Number % 
Wage earners 172 69.1 77 30.9 
Self-employed 19 32.2 40 67.8 
Unemployed 65 65 35 35 
Farm Workers 13 72.2 5 27.8 
Pension Workers 119 72.1 46 27.9 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
 
Therefore it is quite clear that income is the single biggest determinant of the household spend on 
food. 
 
7.3.8  Proximity and access to food  
Another critical aspect of food security is access to the food.  Table below, demonstrates that most 
of the individuals interviewed, with the exception of the Eastern Cape survey site, are relatively 
close to a spaza shop and/or a trading store.  The average distance is between 0.5 and 1.7 km.  
Individuals tend to walk to these sites.  Supermarkets are more difficult to find, reaching as far as 
36 km away, and costing up to 17 rand to reach by taxi.   
 
Table 20 below also demonstrates that while everyone has easy access to a spaza shop, farm 
workers and pensioners tended to be the farthest from either a trading store or a supermarket.  This 
adds extra cost to their food purchases in larger quantities.  It is also a factor that reflects the fact 
that the pension earners and farm workers are in more isolated locations, which affects their access. 
 

Table 20: Average distance and cost to shops 

Supermarket Trading store Spaza shop 
 Distance 

(KM) 
Cost (R) Distance 

(KM) 
Cost (R) Distance 

(KM) 
Cost (R) 

Wage earners 10.2 9.06 2.7 - 0.2 - 
Self employed 21.2 16.50 1.3 - 0.2 - 
Unemployed  22.5 10.79 2.2 - 0.2 - 
Farm workers 30 13.23 3 2.00 0.3 - 
Pension earners 26.5 12.62 7.22 5.32 0.3 - 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
 

Table 21: Transport used to buy food 

 Wage 
earners 

Self 
employed 

Unemploye
d 

Farm 
workers 

Pension 
earners 

Foot  14.2% 23% 11.7% 33.3% 12.5% 
Bicycle  0.8% - - - - 
Taxi  70.5% 63.9% 68% 55.6% 75.6% 
Public transport 3.9% 6.6% 15.5% 11.1% 8.3% 
Car of a friend 1.2% 1.6% 1% - 1.2% 
Own car 6.3% 4.9% 3.9% - 2.4% 
Other  2.4% - - - - 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
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Overall, the main transport used by those surveyed when going to purchase food is taxi (70%), or 
on foot (15%) as evident in table 7.7 above. 
 
In terms of where individuals purchase or source items we note strong differences between the 
areas that were surveyed as per table 6.1 in Annexure C.   
 
?? In Gauteng, which is primarily peri-urban with good spaza shops and trading stores, the 

majority of the maize and bread is sourced from within the community.  Meats are more often 
sourced at a store from town, especially mutton.  Meanwhile potatoes, sorghum and sugar are 
also sourced from within their community. 

?? In the Eastern Cape, the area surveyed is far from shops, as noted above.  Therefore, nearly all 
of the food is sourced from towns.  The exception is potatoes which they grow themselves. 

?? In the Western Cape, all food is predominantly sourced from the stores in town, except for 
bread which is bought in the community.  The Western Cape did show the most individuals 
receiving food as part of their pay. 

?? In the Northern province, we see the reverse, with many products being bought in the local 
community, except for beef and mutton which are predominantly store bought.  Some sorghum 
is home produced. 

?? In KZN, the products were predominantly store purchased.  Given their longer distance to town, 
these items are probably purchased at larger trading stores. 

 
7.3.9  Production and use of selected crops 
As noted above under the income discussion, the survey covered very different areas, looking at 
peri-urban (Gauteng), rural (KZN, NP, and EC), and farm workers and peri-urban (Western Cape).  
 
The survey also asked about crop production and consumption.  Overall many individuals are 
growing some sort of food crops, but this varies tremendously by region in the survey.  Table 22 
below provides this breakdown, along with the primary and secondary crops that are grown.  In all 
cases, maize was grown by the largest number of people, but the levels of crops that were 
commercialised varied heavily, with the area surveyed in the Eastern Cape representing fairly 
strong commercialisation of their produce. 
 

Table 22: Households producing crops 

 
 Wage earners 

 
Self 

employed 
 

Unemployed 
 

Farm 
workers 

Pension 
earners 

People growing 
something 

23% 62% 49% 27% 56% 

Primary Crop Maize  Maize  Maize  Maize  Maize  
Secondary Crop Beans  Beans  Beans  Beans  Pumpkin  
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
 
Interestingly, the wage earners and farm workers produced the least amount of crops, while nearly a 
majority of the households in the other three groups produced additional crops.  This production of 
their own crops plays an important role in their ability to reduce their costs of food and supplement 
their consumption as shown in table 23 below.  A majority of the pension earners and almost half of 
the self-employed are able to save on their food purchases with own production.  In contrast, wage 
earners do not, by and large. 
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Table 23: Ability to save on food expenses during cropping season 

 
Employment/Activity of Yes No 
 Household Head Number % Number % 
Wage earners 39 15.4 214 84.6 
Self-employed 29 48.3 31 51.7 
Unemployed 37 36.6 64 63.4 
Farm Workers 5 27.8 13 72.2 
Pension Earners 87 52.7 78 47.3 
Source: NAMC Primary Survey Data 
 
One of the factors which affected the ability of most wage earners to produce crops was their access 
to land, considering that they were largely in more urbanised areas.  So we see that access to land in 
the peri-urban areas is a key blockage point to supplementing own, while in the rural areas, not 
enough land or good land for cultivation is the main blockage point. 
 
7.3.10  Livestock 
Table 24 in appendix E summarises the livestock ownership among those surveyed.  As can be 
imagined, animal ownership was heaviest in the rural areas.  Chickens were the most frequently 
owned animals, overall, followed by cattle. When taking a geographic perspective, the households 
interviewed in the Eastern Cape had the broadest variety of animals under ownership with cattle, 
goats, sheep, pigs, and chickens.  Interestingly, while meat or breeding was the main purpose for 
ownership in most provinces, in the area surveyed in the Eastern Cape a large number of the cattle, 
goats and sheep were kept for ceremonies and for accumulation.  In the Northern Province, the two 
individuals who were keeping cattle were doing so for traditional reasons.  Meanwhile in the KZN 
and Eastern Cape, about half of the cattle were being kept for milk. 
 
When comparing by source of income, we again find that wage earners keep fewer animals (only 
18 percent) while more than half of the self employed and pension earners keep something.   
 
7.3.11  Comparisons to a Nutritionist’s Food Basket 
Annex D presents a nutritional food basket for an individual for a week, developed by food 
nutritionists to estimate nutritional needs for an individual.  Using the prices of foods collected 
during this assignment, a nutritionally balanced basket was priced based on the major components 
in the basket.  Table 24 below provides us with the real price (adjusted for inflation) of the average 
cost for a balanced diet per member of the household.27  
 

                                                
27 this has average member of the household takes into consideration children and adults). 



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 

 41 

Table 24: Expenditure per Month of Food Basket per Person (Rands) 

 
 

Food items 
 

 
1994 

 
1995 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Maize meal 13.99 14.50 15.16 15.42 13.64 14.77 14.28 13.68 
Brown bread 15.24 15.26 16.33 16.94 16.84 16.92 17.39 16.95 
Milk 36.88 36.09 36.91 39.60 39.70 39.29 39.20 40.19 
Chicken 12.93 12.82 12.73 7.24 6.41 5.87 5.77 6.02 
Beef    10.80 10.08 9.95 10.12 9.73 
Margarine 6.47 6.83 6.71 6.96 6.53 6.64 6.65 6.42 
Total/ person 85.52 85.49 87.84 96.85 93.20 93.44 93.42 92.96 
Total/ 5 p HH 427.60 427.45 439.20 484.25 466.00 467.20 467.10 464.80 
Total/ 6 p HH 513.12 512.94 527.04 581.10 559.20 560.64 560.52 557.76 
Source: calculated by consultants from the nutritional basket from Annex D and price information 
collected from NDA. 
 
When one takes into consideration the fact that there are more members in a wage-earning 
household than in a self employed household, we see that the food budget increases even more in 
the households with a tendency for lower incomes.  We also note that the cost of providing a 
nutritionally balanced diet to household members ends up being considerably more expensive than 
the amounts that most households claim that they spend on food.  When comparing this budget to 
table 16 on food expenditure, above, about 60 percent households headed by wage earners spend 
enough to purchase a balanced diet.   Meanwhile, about 75 percent of the households headed by 
unemployed say that they spend less than the amount required to purchase a balanced diet that 
meets a nutritionist’s standards.28 
 
These calculations do not take into consideration the amounts of food that are given to households 
or earned in kind or with meals provided by the employer.  However, they still demonstrate that 
there is a serious shortfall between the purchasing power of the consumer and the requirements to 
purchase a balanced diet.  
 
7.4  Conclusions from the household survey 
 
The survey that was carried out was not a representative random sample of consumers in the 
country, nor was it intended to be.  It had been hoped that we would be able to compare against the 
baseline created by the National Household Food Consumption Survey, carried out in 1999, but this 
data was not available.  However, the survey data do present some very good and useful findings on 
food consumption patterns among the consumers in poorer areas, and on the factors affecting food 
security among those interviewed.  These can be compared to the literature and overall findings on 
changes in income in the country for further understanding the implications on food security. 
 
The sample was drawn from a targeted mix of rural and peri-urban clients to provide a wider range 
of views on the factors affecting food security in different types of living environments as well as 
between different types of sources of income.   
 
From chapter three, we know that food security is dependent on the purchasing power of the 
household to buy food (taking into consideration available income and the cost of the food), the 
accessibility to food, and the way that the food is prepared.  The first two can be functions of the 

                                                
28 Note that this assumes entire purchase of requirements, and does not include the home produced food. 
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deregulation process, while the third is strictly a household function.   
 
It is extremely clear from this survey that income is the single most important factor affecting food 
consumption among the poor.  Increases in income lead to greater expenditure on food and more 
consumption, while decreases in income lead to less consumption.  The survey results also show 
that instability of income flow among those surveyed (the relatively poorer off) leads to instability 
of household food consumption, putting the household at greater food security risk. 
 
When comparing between the different sources of income for the head of household, there is a clear 
correlation between the source of income of the head of household and the overall level of income 
within the household.  Wage earners were the most numerous among those surveyed, and their 
households had the highest average income. Pensioners were the second most numerous group 
surveyed, which indicates the very important role that pensions play in supporting rural and lower 
income South Africa.  Though pensions are relatively low, they still represent a significant and 
steady source of income for many families in the rural areas.  The danger is that the average age 
among the pensioners is 70, implying that they will soon cease to be a source of income for their 
families and this level of social support will disappear. 
 
When analysing the cost of the household food basket compared to a nutritionally balanced diet, we 
see that fewer than half of the households surveyed spend enough to purchase a nutritionally 
balanced diet.  We have no point against which to compare this to determine if this is better or 
worse than before.  However, we are able to state that the real cost (after adjusting for inflation) of 
the food basket has come down by between 6 percent (wage earners) and 7.7 percent (farm 
workers) depending on the composition of the food basket. 
 
There is little impact of deregulation, if any, on household income from sale of food products by 
the poorer households.  In the rural areas, where own production was most important, it was 
primarily for own consumption.  In the surveyed area that commercialises the largest percentage of 
its production, the Eastern Cape, cultivation accounts for an important part of income.  But among 
those crops serving as major sources of income, most were horticultural crops, which had never 
been regulated, so the deregulation had no effect on their production patterns or prices. 
 
In terms of food consumption, patterns vary by province, with maize playing a lower role in the 
peri-urban consumer’s diet, but a more important part of the rural consumer’s diet.  Meat is 
consumed in larger quantities in the peri-urban areas.  This also closely links to the source of 
income of the head of household, where wage earners tend to buy more meat, dairy, and bread. 
 
When looking at accessibility, the majority of the individuals have access to a nearby store, usually 
a spaza shop, but for most of their shopping they take a taxi and a few walk.  Individuals source 
their food quite differently between the provinces based on the level of development of the local 
shops.  In the peri-urban areas, much more is purchased from the local shops (spazas) for staples, 
while rarer items and perishables are purchased at larger stores.  The stores that were visited and 
analysed demonstrated a variety of foods in a range of packaging and sizes, so accessibility to food 
has not been hampered by deregulation of the markets.  If anything, the variety of selection by size 
of packaging and range of prices has improved. 
 
Therefore, the findings of the survey directly establish the relationship between source and level of 
income with the food security of the household.  In addition, the source of income plays an 
important role in the determining the stability of the household income and its food expenditures.  
Access to food remains very good around the country, with at least a small spaza shop selling basic 
foodstuffs within a couple of kilometers of nearly all households surveyed.  While the price of food 
has come down, in real terms, the price of a nutritionally balanced basket remains greater than the 
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actual amounts spent (which we can equate to food purchasing power) of most of those households 
surveyed.  However, some of this is probably offset by the ability of households to produce their 
own food, which the majority of those interviewed in the two poorest sets of candidates do. 
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The main problem in answering the research question posed in this project is that it is conceptually 
impossible to separate the impact of deregulation on food security from the influence of other 
environmental factors such as those described above. One solution is to state the a priori expected 
impact of deregulation on key variables in agriculture, and then to measure changes in those 
variables in the period around deregulation. This is done in the assessment of the food security 
impacts in key subsectors of agriculture below. While the a priori expectations will differ between 
subsectors, it is necessary to measure the ultimate effects of changes in the prices received and 
paid, incomes, and opportunities available to groups of people who are vulnerable to becoming or 
remaining food insecure. The discussion is divided into the price and income effects, while access 
issues are raised where relevant under these two headings.  
 
8.1 Price effects 
 
8.1.1 A priori expectations 
 
It is fairly safe to argue that there was an a priori expectation that: 
 

?? The net producer price of all agricultural commodities that were controlled would move to 
parity with the world price and would thereafter rise or fall in real terms according to 
movements in the world price and the R/$ exchange rate, both factors over which South 
African agricultural policy makers have no control. As the purpose of the respective Boards 
was to maintain the domestic price at above the world price, the a priori expectation is that 
domestic agricultural commodity prices would decline at the level of the farm gate; 

 
?? Given the a priori expectation of a decrease in price, the expectation is that per capita 

consumption of these commodities would increase, as retail prices would also decline, 
mostly with a lag period; 

 
?? The net producer price of field crops such as wheat and maize would fluctuate by geographic 

region, as farmers further away from processing facilities have to pay higher transport costs. 
Commodity output prices would also start to show a seasonal fluctuation once again; 

 
?? There would be increased activity from small business along the processing chain. One 

effect would be greater geographic variation in consumer prices, as new entrants in the 
processing sectors (milling in the case of wheat and maize, packing in the case of fruit, 
abattoirs in the case of animal production) would be open in the rural areas rather than in the 
cities, as was the case with established businesses under the control regimes. 

 
8.1.2 Field crops 
 
Maize and wheat are arguably the most important field crops that were regulated under the 
Marketing Act, both in terms of the volume of output (maize is the single largest crop grown in the 
country) and in terms of their strategic value as staple foods. While there are other important field 
crops, the focus here will be on maize and wheat, as neither space nor time permits an exhaustive 
analysis of all the individual commodities that make up field crop production in South Africa.  
 
The data in Figure 8 show the influence of the Maize and Wheat Boards respectively on producer 
prices in the pre-deregulation period, and of external market forces in the post-deregulation period. 
It seems, for example, that the Wheat Board was no longer able to influence the producer price 

8. Industry level impacts 
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significantly after the introduction of the single channel pool in 1987. However, it was able to 
maintain an increasing real producer price during the 1990s, right up to the time of the actual 
deregulation of the industry in early 1998 (this was a period when the international wheat price was 
generally increasing). Thereafter the real producer price of wheat dropped sharply with the world 
price until it was stabilised by the introduction of the tariff in 1999. The nominal price of wheat has 
increased to above R1200 per ton in recent months, largely because of the decline in the value of 
the Rand.  
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Figure 8: Real South African maize and wheat producer prices (1995 = 100) 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
 
The real price of maize seems to have been relatively more stable than that of wheat over this time. 
In real terms, the maize price almost reached the level of the wheat price in 1987/88, while it fell to 
well below R500.00 in the mid-1990s. Nevertheless, the real price had been relatively stable in the 
region of R500 – R700 per ton in the pre-deregulation period, and has fallen to a band of between 
R300 and R500 per ton in the post-deregulation period. 
 
Thus, it is clear that the deregulation of the two major grain industries has resulted in sustained 
lower real farm gate prices for farmers, despite recent evidence of increased nominal prices 
resulting from the depreciation of the South African currency.  
 
Given these lower farm gate prices, any evidence of higher consumer prices for grain products such 
as mielie meal and bread has to be ascribed to the lack of competitive conditions elsewhere along 
the supply chain, as was argued by the Board on Trade and Tariffs in 199229. This is confirmed in 
the case of bread by the upward trend in the real price of white and brown bread, presented in 
Figure 9. Despite the lower farm gate price, the real price of bread has increased by 70% in real 
terms since 1990, and seems set to continue increasing. Thus, there is an expectation that the per 
capita consumption of bread will be declining. Figure 8 confirms this, and also provides evidence 
of a lack of competitive conditions in the wheat processing industry. 
 
 

                                                
29 Board of Tariffs and Trade (1992). An investigation into the price mechanism in the food chain. Pretoria, BTT 
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The real price of maize meal, on the other hand, is about 10% lower than in the early 1990s, and 
has reflected the decline in the real farm gate price. As expected, South Africans have reacted to the 
lower real price of maize and maize meal by shifting consumption towards maize. 
 

Figure 9: The real price of grain products, 1986 - 2000 

 Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
 
The next two expectations, namely seasonal and geographic variation in net producer prices, are 
true by definition, given the fixed price regime followed under the Control Schemes, while there is 
only anecdotal evidence of increased small business activities in these industries. This consists 
largely of the entry of small-scale millers into the wheat and maize supply chains; of a greater use 
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hospitality industries. While the evidence in this case is also at best anecdotal, it is common cause 
that most of these small business initiatives have been exploited as an extension of existing farming 
and rural business operations, i.e. few entrepreneurs from previously disadvantaged groups have 
been able to gain access to these opportunities.  
 
Nevertheless, there is some evidence that this has created more competitive conditions in the rural 
areas. Because of pan-territorial pricing, processing plants were established close to urban markets 
rather than to production areas, as conventional economic theory would predict. Processors were 
more concerned with the cost of transport of the finished product, for which they were responsible, 
than with the cost of transporting the commodity from the farm gate. With the advent of these 
smaller operators, the expectation is that the more competitive conditions in the rural areas would 
lead to more competitive prices in these areas. The data in Tables 23 and 24 seemingly confirm 
this. Table 23 shows a comparison between the relative prices of different sizes of maize meal in 
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meal sold in smaller quantities are invariably lower in the rural areas than in the more urbanised 
Gauteng province. However, this could also be the result of a more competitive retail sector in the 
urban areas, as shown in Table 24, where the prices of bread and rice, neither of which is processed 
in the rural areas, are also lower there. 
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Table 25: The index of relative prices of maize meal (using gauteng as base index) 

Province Maize Meal 1kg  Maize Meal 2.5kg Maize Meal 5kg Maize Meal 12.5kg 
Eastern Cape 75 104 103 84 
KwaZulu Natal 74 91 88 - 
Northern Province 68 108 110 103 
Gauteng 100 100 100 100 
Source: NAMC shop survey 
 

Table 26: The prices of bread and rice (in rands per kg or loaf) 

 White bread (loaf) Brown bread (loaf) Rice (kg) 
Eastern Cape - 3.03 5.51 
KwaZulu Natal 3.34 3.08 5.72 
Northern Province 3.15 2.84 7.68 
Gauteng 3.35 3.10 7.45 
Source: NAMC shop survey 
 
8.1.3 Horticulture 
 
Deciduous and citrus fruit were the main horticultural products subjected to control under the 
Marketing Acts of 1937 and 1968. In the case of both industries control of exports was conducted 
in the form of single channel pool schemes.  
 
Figure 10 shows that the net real price of apples realised by South African producers on the 
international market has declined from around the time of the deregulation of the deciduous fruit 
industry. This has been ascribed to a combination of a declining world price, insufficient 
compensation in the form of exchange rate relief, and competition between the large numbers of 
marketing concerns that were initially involved in exporting apples from South Africa. Only the 
third of these causes can be traced to the effects of market liberalisation. As the real net realisation 
of all other fruit types has actually increased (see Figure 10 along with world prices, it is hard to 
argue that the advent of uncoordinated marketing was solely responsible for the current difficulties 
in the apple industry. 
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Figure 10: Net export realisation for selected deciduous fruits 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
 
The conclusion can, therefore, be drawn that the decrease in the net export realisation for apples 
had as much to do with conditions that are not under the control of the industry as with fluctuations 
in the export price. Subsequent attempts to influence the net export realisation by influencing the 
behaviour of exporting concerns, as well as the natural attrition in this business should, therefore, 
allow the industry to manage the situation better in future. While the continued depreciation of the 
Rand will help in this respect, it will also place additional pressure on producers to manage their 
production costs to combat the effect of imported inflation on the prices of farming requisites. 
 
The food security effects of these changes are difficult to quantify. It is not clear whether the 
relatively difficult trading conditions in the apple industry are large enough to counter the profit and 
employment effects of the increase in the value of exports. Yet there is considerable concern that 
the corps of permanent workers in these industries is getting smaller (and better trained and better 
paid), while more use is made of seasonal and casual labour. Therefore, it is hard to ascribe such 
changes to the process of deregulation, as was shown in Section 6 above. 
 
Finally, the pace of structural reform has been slow in all the fruit export industries. Land reform in 
this context largely consists of a number of share-equity schemes in the Western Cape, with little 
progress in other arenas. A few farm workers have benefited from these schemes, although their 
sustainability in the longer term has been questioned. 
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8.1.4 Livestock 
 
Meat prices at the farm gate level are known to follow a cyclical pattern as commercial farmers 
build and deplete their herds during times of good and poor rains respectively. This cycle is 
illustrated clearly in Figure 11 below. However, data on the livestock industry and on meat 
consumption need to be interpreted with great circumspection in South Africa, for two important 
reasons. First, the existence of the informal trade in meat is widely recognised, and has been 
researched30, but little is known about its magnitude. There is evidence that the production and the 
consumption of red meat could be under-recorded by as much as 50%, and that the informal trade 
in especially beef and mutton really only took off from the late 1980s, i.e. it coincided with the 
deregulation process. Second, little is known in South Africa about the aggregate behaviour of 
farmers who keep cattle on communal grazing lands in the former homeland areas beyond the fact 
that about a third of the total South African cattle herd is kept in these areas, and that the ownership 
of this herd is very skewly distributed in favour of the relatively wealthy31.  
 
Nevertheless, in addition to the expected cyclical movement, the real price of mutton, beef, pork 
and poultry meat has changed along different trend lines over the past few decades. The real price 
of mutton, for example, declined from a band of R10-12 up to 1980, to a level of between R8 and 
10 since then. There are no overt signs of the price being influenced through deregulation. The real 
price of beef, on the other hand, remained in a higher band until the deregulation process started 
with the abolition of the controls over the movement of meat into the controlled areas in the early 
1990s. Thereafter, the price dropped to the extent that it is now still 10-15% lower than a decade 
ago. The price of pork seems to have been declining in real terms over the whole period since 1970.  
 
The trend in the real price of poultry meat (Figure 12) has been more erratic, yet increasing fairly 
consistently from the early 1990s, increasing by 25% up to1997, when imports forced the price 
right down to the levels of the early 1990s again.  
 
Despite the decline in the real price of beef, there has been no change in the declining trend in per 
capita consumption of red meat and the increasing trend in the per capita consumption of white 
meat (see Figure 12). A case can, therefore, be made for a link between control and the declining 
level of per capita red meat consumption, but the case for a link between deregulation and declining 
consumption would have to wait for estimates of the size of the informal trade in meat. The 
magnitude of this trade can be guessed at with reference to Figure 14, which shows the total 
consumption of white and red meat in South Africa. These show that the total consumption of red 
meat has declined from more than 1 000 000 tons prior to deregulation in the early 1990s, to 800 
000 tons today, a highly unlikely occurrence in the face of declining real prices. 
 
It is difficult, therefore, to find any kind of link between deregulation, prices and food security in 
the meat industry in South Africa, while resource constraints have not allowed an analysis of the 
animal products (eggs, milk, etc.) subsectors. 
 

                                                
30 See Karaan and Myburgh, 1992. Food distribution systems in the urban informal markets: the case of red meat 
marketing in the Western Cape townships and informal settlements. Agrekon, 31(4): 289-293 and Myburgh, A.S. 
(1992). Die bepaling van die realiteite van voedselbemarking in die Kaapse plakkergemeenskappe. (The determination 
of the realities of food marketing in the Cape squatter communities). Agrekon, 31(4): 285-288. 
31 See Vink, 1986. An institutional approach to livestock development in southern Africa. Unpublished PhD 

dissertation, University of Stellenbosch 
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Figure 11: The real price of red meat and pork in South Africa (1995 = 100) 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001), Note: 3-year moving average price 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12: The real price of poultry meat in South Africa (1995 = 100) 

 
Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
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Figure 13: The per capita consumption of meat in South Africa, 1965-2000 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
 

 

Figure 14: The total consumption of red and white meat in South Africa, 1965-1999 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
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8.2.1 A priori expectations 
 
Given these price movements, there is an a priori expectation that: 
 

?? Given the a priori expectation of a decrease in the producer price of most farm commodities, 
the expectation is that the total value of production would decline as farmers reacted to the 
lower price by planting less. It is only if farmers can increase profits by increasing 
productivity that they could counter the effects of the lower output prices; 

 
?? The total wage bill in agriculture would decrease unless farm workers and workers in related 

industries could induce farmers to substitute capital for labour, or to pay higher wages; 
 

?? The effect of deregulation on the incomes of workers and consumers will depend on the 
price trends identified in Section 8.1 above. 

 
8.2.2 Field crops 
 
Figure 15 shows that the trend in area planted to maize and wheat turned down at about the time 
that the major deregulation steps were implemented: maize in the late 1980s and wheat almost a 
decade later with the advent of the Marketing of Agricultural Products Act, 1996. 
 
Table 27 shows that the yields for the major field crops have increased considerably since the 
middle of the 20th Century, and that this increasing trend continued in the period after liberalisation 
began. Thus, crop farmers adapted to the new riskier trading environment by changing their 
production methods. This resulted in an increase in the average yield because farmers plant only on 
their highest potential land (so-called ‘cropping pattern effects’). 
 

Figure 15: Area planted to maize and wheat, 1966 - 1998 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
 

 

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998

Years

10
00
ha

Maize
Wheat
Trend line



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 

 53 

Table 27: Average crop yields, 1950-1999 (per ha) 

 1950/59 1960/69 1970/79 1980/89 1990/98 
Maize 1.02 1.33 1.92 1.88 2.14 
Wheat 0.60 0.64 0.93 1.24 1.68 
Sorghum 1.02 0.84 1.72 1.68 2.08 
Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics 
 
The trend in crop yields was maintained despite a decline in the use of tractors and fertiliser in 
South African commercial agriculture. Figures 16 and 17 show the trend in the use of tractors and 
fertiliser respectively32.  
 
Farmers adapted to the changing circumstances by buying fewer new tractors. This was made 
possible by new technology (inter alia larger tractors33), by increasing the average age of the tractor 
fleet and by improved productivity of the existing fleet. It is also evident that, by keeping tractors 
for longer, the cost of maintenance would increase.  Figure 16 shows that the absolute number of 
tractors in use in agriculture declined by roughly half, from around 200 000 units in 1983 to some 
90 000 units in 1999. At the same time the number of harvesters and threshers in use in the sector 
peaked at almost 40 000 in the early 1980s34, while there are only some 12 000 in use at present. 
 
Trends in the use of intermediate goods can be illustrated with reference to the fertiliser subsector. 
Commercial farmers reacted to the cost-price squeeze on their profit margins by using less 
fertiliser. Figure 17 shows that the unit sales of fertiliser to South African farmers have decreased 
from a level of above 1m tons per annum in the early 1980s to below 800 000 tons per annum since 
1993. 
 
 

                                                
32 Most of these inputs are used for field crop production 
33 Yet data from the South African Agricultural Machinery Association (SAAMA) show that the average size of 

tractors sold in South Africa remained relatively constant until 1992, mainly as a result of the protection afforded to 
Atlantis Diesel Engines under the import substitution programme. Atlantis Diesel sold mainly four cylinder engines. 
After this protection was lifted in 1993 the average size of tractors increased from 58,5kW to 70kW in 1997. 

34 This peak coincides with the bumper maize crop of 1981, and was not harmed by the tax regime which allowed 
farmers to write off capital purchases in the year of acquisition.   
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Figure 16: The size of the tractor fleet in South Africa 

Source: Vink, N. (2000) 
 
The net result of these changes has been improved productivity and a constant real gross value of 
production, thus a constant physical volume of production of maize and wheat, shown in Figure 18. 
It is evident that there has been no discernible change in the output trend over the past three to four 
decades.  
 

  

Figure 17: The unit sales of fertiliser, 1961 - 1997 

Source: Vink, N. (2000) 
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Figure 18: The physical volume of maize and wheat production in South Africa 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
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Figure 19: The ratio of real Net Farm Income to the real value of capital assets, 1980 –2001 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
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increasing since the mid-1980s, following a sharp decline between 1980 and 1985. A large part of 
this effect can ascribed to changes in field crop production, where farmers have managed the 
weakening terms of trade by reducing their use of intermediate goods, where the real value of 
capital assets, especially land, has declined over the past decade, and where farmers have 
diversified assets out of agriculture. The levels of this measure of the real return on assets, at 
between 10-12%, is considerably higher than the 4-6% return gained in the early 1980s. 
 
This analysis shows, therefore, that the trend in total income from the production of wheat and 
maize has not changed in the period after the deregulation of these industries, contrary to the a 
priori expectation that output would decline. The reason is clear, namely that real farm gate prices 
have remained constant, while farmers have been able to maintain profitability by increasing their 
physical productivity by a sufficiently large margin to compensate for the cost price squeeze. 
Nevertheless, these changes have not affected all farmers equally. Those farmers who have been 
best able to increase productivity have fared better than the rest. 
 
8.2.3 Horticulture 
 
While the graphs are not all shown in Section 8.1.3, the net real export realisation and domestic 
price of most fruit types, with the notable exception of apples and, more recently, table grapes, has 
increased over at least the past decade. The expectation is, therefore, that output would increase to 
meet export demand, and thus that the real value of production of horticultural products would 
increase. This is confirmed in the three parts of figures 20-22, which covers most of the major fruit 
types that were subjected to control by the Deciduous Fruit Board of the Citrus Board. Therefore, 
an argument can be made that deregulation in the fruit industries had a favourable impact on food 
security, despite the difficult trading conditions facing apple producers. 
 
If this argument holds, then the food security impact would be felt through the usual linkages 
between agriculture, or a subsector within agriculture, and the rest of the economy. These include: 
 
?? The benefits derived from net positive foreign exchange earnings, including an improved ability 

to import basic foods such as wheat, rice and other staples. 
 
?? The greater level of employment that results from the expansion of the physical production 

potential of the industries, as well as from the new opportunities created in the marketing, 
distribution and trading links in the fruit supply chain. 

 
?? The increased output, which adds to the GDP of South Africa, as well as the growth rate in 

GDP. This is done directly through the value adding process, and indirectly through a range of 
income, expenditure and tax multipliers. 

 
?? The increased economic activity in the rural areas of the country.  
 
Nevertheless, despite these positive effects, it is clear that the benefits do not accrue to the poor, 
who have never owned any significant portion of the assets of these subsectors. Given the slow 
pace of land reform, this has not changed, and is not expected to change quickly. Further, most of 
the increase in output has accrued to commercial farmers in a few areas of the country (the coastal 
parts of the Western Cape, specific parts of the Northern Province and Mpumalanga, etc.), so that 
the benefits of this expansion cannot unambiguously be said to have improved the lives of the bulk 
of the poor in South Africa. However, neither can the process of deregulation be blamed for any 
skewing of access in these industries.  Figures 20-22 depict the real gross value of fruit production 
in South Africa, 1970-2000. 
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Figure 20: Lemons, grapefruit and naartjies 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 

 

Figure 21: Apricots, prunes, plums, peaches and pears 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
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Figure 22: Oranges, apples and table grapes 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
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with the result that the position of the former has worsened, given the high rates of 
unemployment prevalent among unskilled workers in South Africa. 

 
?? The net result of these two trends is that productivity has increased in South African 

agriculture at a sustained rate since 1947, that this seemed to slow down during the first part 
of the 1990s, but that it has accelerated substantially in the post-deregulation period. 

 

  

Figure 23: Input, output and TFP in South African agriculture, 1947-1999 

Source: Thirtle, C., Sartorus Von Bach, H.J and Van Zyl, J. (1993) 
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Figure 24: Real output of South African agriculture, 1970 – 2000 

Source: Abstract of Agricultural Statistics, NDA (2001) 
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The deregulation of South African agriculture that has been described in this report has been merely 
one part of the larger political, social and economic restructuring of the country that has taken place 
as a result of the democratisation process here, and the pressures of globalisation. As a result, and 
as has hopefully become clear from this analysis, the task of assessing the food security effects of 
deregulation is almost impossible to accomplish. Every change that takes place in the 
circumstances of South Africa’s citizens can be ascribed to more than one policy shift, and every 
policy shift can be ascribed to our new democracy and to domestic and global policy realities that 
hardly existed a decade ago. Despite these caveats, the analyses reported here leads to a number of 
defendable conclusions on the food security impact of the deregulation of agricultural marketing. 
 
There are three dimensions of the impact of food security that need to be accounted for. First, 
people cannot be food secure if they do not have the income to buy a product, nor can they be food 
secure if they do not have access to food. People also cannot be food secure if they do not have 
nutritional security, an aspect that was, however, not addressed in this research. Second, food 
security can be defined at a household level, at the national level and at the supranational or 
regional level, and policy shifts could potentially affect food security at any of these levels. Third, 
food security should be defined for different groups of people who share certain characteristics. 
 
The literature on food security is large, and there are proponents and opponents of the view that 
market liberalisation enhances the food security status of the poor. The analysis reported here 
shows that South Africa’s experience with deregulation has been more positive than critics of 
liberalisation would expect, and that the country has much to learn from the experiences in 
Southern Africa. 
 
Most of the evidence in favour of deregulation can be found in the direct measurement of the food 
security status of the rural poor of South Africa. Here the evidence is clear: everyone in South 
Africa has, on average, better access to better quality basic services now than 10 years ago. Thus, 
while it is possible to argue about shifts in relative food security, that debate will take place against 
the background of an increase in absolute food security.   
 
However, such direct measurement of the food security status of the population cannot solve the 
main problem in this research, namely the conceptual impossibility of separating the impact of 
deregulation from the influence of other environmental factors. To address this problem, the 
procedure followed was to state the a priori expected impact of deregulation on key variables in 
agriculture, and then to measure changes in those variables in the period around deregulation. 
While these expectations differ between subsectors, the effects of changes in the prices received 
and paid, incomes, and opportunities available to different groups of people had to be measured. 
 
The most relevant a priori expectations that were tested were that the net price of all agricultural 
commodities that were controlled would decline at the level of the farm gate and would thereafter 
rise or fall in real terms according to movements in the world price and the exchange rate. As a 
result, the total value of output would decline, and per capita consumption of these commodities 
would shift with changes in the retail price. Further, it was expected that the total wage bill in 
agriculture would decrease unless farm workers and workers in related industries could induce 
farmers to substitute capital for labour, or to pay higher wage, and that the incomes of workers and 
consumers would depend on the retail price trends identified. In this regard, the investigation has 
shown that: 

 
 

9. Conclusion 
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?? The deregulation of the two major grain industries, used to illustrate conditions in field crop 
production generally, has resulted in sustained lower real farm gate prices for farmers. 
These prices have declined in a manner that suggests a link with the process of deregulation. 
While there has been much talk of the deleterious effects of these lower prices on farmers, 
the latter have, on average, adapted by using fewer inputs, and in the process increasing the 
return on the capital they have invested in the sector. Although this has benefited farmers on 
average, there have also been losers among farmers, and often among the farm workers on 
these farms. 

 
?? The real retail price of bread has increased, while that of maize meal decreased. Any 

evidence of higher consumer prices for grain products has to be ascribed to the lack of 
competitive conditions elsewhere along the supply chain, and not to factors under the control 
of the NAMC. However, the potentially negative impact on food security of the higher bread 
price was mitigated by a shift in per capita consumption from bread to maize, which is 
more readily available to the poorest people in South Africa. Thus, the existence of 
alternative means of providing food security is an important factor in the maintenance of 
food security. In this regard, South Africa is more fortunate than many other developing 
countries. 

 
?? In the horticulture sector the trading conditions in the market for apples were investigated in 

some detail. The current difficulties in the industry have been ascribed to deregulation, and 
particularly to the competition amongst South African suppliers in export markets. 
Nevertheless, the analysis showed that this competition has not resulted in a lower net export 
realisation for any of the other deciduous or citrus fruit types that are exported from South 
Africa. Thus, the problems in the apple industry are rather the result of competition with 
other countries, which has resulted in a global over-supply of apples and hence lower world 
prices. A strong case can, therefore, be made that deregulation in the horticulture sector 
has had a positive effect on food security, although these benefits have been skewed 
towards the wealthy and the more skilled workers. 

 
?? The measurement of the food security effects of deregulation on prices in the livestock 

industry is made more difficult by the problem of accurately measuring the extent of meat 
consumption in the country. While the available evidence shows a link between control and 
the declining level of per capita red meat consumption, the case for a link between 
deregulation and declining consumption would have to wait for estimates of the size of the 
informal trade in meat. 

 
?? The effect of these changes on consumers is difficult to estimate. There is little evidence that 

the link between farm gate prices and the retail prices of processed foods is any stronger than 
at the beginning of the 1990s. Thus, for example, the wheat price has declined in real terms 
while the bread price has increased. It is because of the latter that the per capita consumption 
of bread has declined. In time, as markets begin to function more efficiently in the 
processing segments of the supply chain, a stronger case could be built for a link between 
deregulation and more efficient retail prices. 

 
?? There is also some anecdotal evidence of increased small business activities along the 

agricultural and food supply chain in the field crop, horticulture and livestock subsectors. It 
is, however, common cause that most of these small business initiatives have been exploited 
as an extension of existing farming and rural business operations, i.e. few entrepreneurs from 
previously disadvantaged groups have been able to gain access to these opportunities.  

 
?? The effect of these changes on farm workers is also difficult to estimate. There can be little 
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doubt that the relatively rapid increase in farm worker wages is partly due to the proven 
ability of farmers to improve their productivity during the process of deregulation. 
Nevertheless, there can also be little doubt that skilled workers have benefited more than 
unskilled workers. Some less skilled workers may actually be worse off as employment in 
those categories declines, and seasonal workers are substituted for permanent workers. 

 
The findings from the field survey demonstrated a number of key points that are also fundamental 
to assessing food security at the household level: 
 

?? The comparison between sources of income in the household demonstrated that the main 
source of income of the head of household is a major determinant on the food purchasing 
power of the household.  There were very strong links between increased income and 
increased food purchases. Types of food purchased at the household level varied by amount 
and source of income as well. 

 
?? Food purchases varied with the income of the household.  The more stable the source of 

income resulting in more stable food purchases has important implications for food security 
at the household level.  Those households with more irregular sources of income also had 
less regular food purchases. 

 
?? There was good access to food, both in quantity and variety, throughout the areas that were 

surveyed by the study team.  This access is a fundamental aspect of food security. 
 

?? The real price of purchasing the typical basket of food on a household level has decreased 
(after adjustment for inflation) over the past few years. 

 
?? The cost of purchasing a scientifically determined, nutritionally balanced basket of food is 

greater than most of the households can afford (or do spend).  Whether these baskets are 
actually being completed by home produced food is difficult to ascertain. 

 
?? As the majority of the food that was produced at the household level of those surveyed was 

for own consumption, changes in market prices have had little impact on their income 
stream.  In those cases where home production was commercialised, it tended to be in 
products that had not been controlled by the marketing boards, so the deregulation would 
have had no impact on their income resulting from the sales. 

 
?? Care must be taken in the coming future with respect to the households headed by pension 

earners as these are quite old and their passing will likely have a critical impact on the 
households’ ability to purchase food, and hence affect their food security.  

 
The implications from the household level survey are that deregulation of agricultural markets in 
South Africa has been beneficial for food security at the household level.  Even though it was 
impossible to compare the findings of this survey against a baseline, the implications of dropping 
real prices for food and easy access to food are that deregulation has had a positive impact.  The 
more serious issues to be addressed are the sources and levels of income for the households to be 
able to purchase the food, as these were ultimately the determining factors behind food security at 
the household level. 
 
The final conclusion is, therefore, that deregulation has helped to make agriculture more efficient, 
but that it may have worsened the conditions of poor farm workers. There is no evidence that it has 
had an adverse effect on consumers.  
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ANNEXURE A 
 

The first stage of deregulation of agricultural marketing 
 
Scheme/produc
t 

First 
intervention 

Main features Reform process 

Single channel fixed price schemes 
General 
characteristics 

 Monopoly buyer via 
appointed agents; 
monopoly seller to the 
trade; monopoly 
importer/exporter; prices 
fixed in Cabinet on the 
basis of average cost of 
production plus a margin 
for profit; pan-territorial 
and pan-seasonal prices. 

1935:Mealie Control Act, Maize 
Advisory Council appointed, 
regulation of export of maize. 
1938:First Mealie Scheme 
established under the Marketing 
Act. 
1944/45: Single channel 
marketing system for maize 
started. 
1953:Establishment of Maize 
Board Stabilisation Fund 

Maize 
(incorporating 
grain sorghum) 

Mielie Control 
Act (No.39 of 
1931) 

Minister had powers to 
specify the percentage of 
the crop, which should be 
exported every year. 

Prohibition on the building of 
grain silos repealed. A change in 
pricing policy (1987) and the 
scrapping of price control on 
maize meal. 

Winter cereals 
(wheat, barley 
and oats) 

Wheat 
Industry 
Control Act, 
1935; 
Marketing 
Act, 1937 

Price control exercised at 
miller and baker level; 
Government subsidy on 
bread. 

Single channel fixed-price system 
since 1987 (pricing no longer 
cost-plus); abolition of 
registration requirement on 
millers and confectioners (1990); 
removal of bread subsidy (1991); 
price control on flour, meal and 
bread, and fixing of millers’ 
margins scrapped (1991); 
government subsidies (high of 
R1.3bn in 1984) terminated 
(1992); quantitative import 
control replaced with tariffs 
(1995); finally, scheme 
terminated in 1998. 

Single channel pool schemes 
General 
characteristics 

 Monopoly buyer and 
seller via appointed 
agents; advance payment 
made to producers and 
final proceeds paid on 
termination of the pool; 
extensive tariff and non-
tariff protection against 
imports. 

 

Oilseeds 
(groundnuts, 
sunflower seeds, 

Groundnuts 
(1934); 
sunflower 

Board selling prices 
fixed; Oil expressers 
registered with the Board; 

Abolition of import control over 
oilcake and fishmeal; groundnuts 
under a surplus removal scheme 
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soybeans) seeds (1952); 
and soybeans 
(1968) 

South Africa a net 
importer of oilseeds, thus 
rent seeking opportunities 
arose 

(1994/5); finally, scheme 
terminated in 1998. 

Leaf tobacco Since 1932, in 
the form of 
statutory 
single-channel 
marketing 
under the 
Cooperative 
Societies Act 
(Act 38 of 
1925) 

All producers in a given 
area were compelled to 
deliver a specified 
commodity to their local 
co-operative (whether 
they were members or 
not) 

Permits for imports abolished 
(1990); finally, scheme 
terminated in 1998. 

Deciduous fruit 1939 South Africa a traditional 
exporter, mainly to 
Europe (UK and 
Germany); all functions 
and powers delegated to a 
private company 
(Unifruco); close co-
operation with PPECB; 
only premium grades 
exported. 

Domestic market controls 
abolished in 1970s; Unifruco and 
Outspan amalgamate to form 
Capespan (1995); scheme 
terminated in 1998 

Citrus fruit 1939 South Africa a traditional 
exporter; all functions 
and powers delegated to a 
co-operative (Citrus 
Exchange, whose 
operational arm, Outspan, 
also handled the exports 
of Swaziland, 
Mozambique and much 
of Zimbabwe); close co-
operation with PPECB; 
only premium grades 
exported. 

Domestic market controls 
abolished (1990); Unifruco and 
Outspan amalgamate to form 
Capespan (1995); scheme 
terminated in 1998 

Bananas 1957  Scheme terminated in 1993 
Lucerne seed 1952  Controls over imports and 

exports abolished (1992); scheme 
terminated in 1998 

Wool 1972 South Africa a traditional 
exporter. 

Monopoly right of Board to sell 
wool rescinded (1993); finally, 
scheme terminated in 1998 

Dried fruit 1938 The Board exercised 
control over a dying 
industry without any 
attempts at revival. 

Scheme terminated in 1998 

Chicory 1939  Scheme terminated in 1993 
Rooibos tea Clanwilliam 

Tea 
Cooperative in 

Regulating marketing, 
stabilising prices, 
improving and 

In 1993, the Rooibos Tea Control 
Board was privatised, which 
resulted to the establishment of 
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1948. 
Rooibos Tea 
Control Board, 
1954 

standardising quality the Rooibos Ltd. 

Mohair 1965 South Africa a traditional 
exporter. 

Scheme terminated in 1997 

Dairy 1956 
1961 Dairy 
Industry Act 
  

Dairy Scheme run as a 
surplus removal scheme 
with wide powers of 
intervention. 

Consumer price control on fresh 
milk abolished (1983); price 
control over butter and cheese 
abolished (1986 & 1988 
respectively); power to determine 
transport tariffs, prohibit fresh 
milk sales, and to manage pools 
for fresh milk, butter and cheese 
abolished (1987); Price 
stabilisation ended after Court 
ruling ended levy income (1992); 
Milk Scheme implemented in 
1994; Scheme terminated in 1998 

Surplus removal (price support) schemes 
Red meat Meat Trade 

Control Act, 
1932; 
Marketing 
Act, 1945 

Attempts to stabilise 
producer prices in 
controlled areas 

Abolition of restrictions of 
movement from uncontrolled to 
controlled areas (1992); abolition 
of restrictive registration of 
producers, abattoir agents, 
butchers, dealers, processors and 
importers (1993); Scheme 
terminated in 1998 

Eggs 1953 Industry moved out of 
surplus production in the 
1980s 

Abolition of production and 
pricing control under the Control 
of Egg Production Act (1993); 
Scheme terminated in 1994 

Potatoes 1951 Intervention reactive, and 
had to be quick as a 
perishable product 

Scheme terminated in 1993 

Dry beans 1955 Limited intervention Scheme terminated in 1993 
Grain Sorghum 1957 Part of the Summer Grain 

Scheme up to 1987 
Scheme terminated in 1998 

Supervisory and price regulation schemes 
Canning fruit 1963 Applicable to canned 

deciduous fruit only; 
Enforced negotiations 
around minimum prices 
and seasonal contracts; 
after 1992 no consensus 
reached on minimum 
prices 

Scheme terminated in 1998 

Cotton 1974 Powers of control 
initially limited to seed 
cotton; industry 
internationally 
uncompetitive 

Control powers extended to 
cotton fibre (1974); Registration 
of ginners formal (1991); Scheme 
terminated in 1998 
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Control in terms of other legislation 
Sugar cane Sugar Act, 

1936 
The Sugar Agreement 
was promulgated in terms 
of the Act in 1943.  
Control exercised outside 
of agriculture (via the 
Department of Trade and 
Industry). 

The industry has undergone a 
process of deregulation during 
the 1990s, but is still heavily 
protected by tariffs and enjoys 
more support than any other 
branch of agriculture. 

Wine 1918  KWV, which exercised statutory 
powers over the industry, began a 
process of deregulation in the late 
1980s, leading to the eventual 
termination of production quotas 
and the fixing of a minimum 
price. KWV became a registered 
company in 1998, and lost its 
statutory powers in the process. 

Ostriches 1958 Control extended to 
ostrich products in 1988. 
Single channel control 
exercised in terms of Co-
operative legislation. 

Single channel marketing 
abolished in 1993. 

Lucerne hay 1958  Single channel marketing 
abolished in 1993. 
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ANNEXURE B 
CURRENT ARRANGEMENTS 

 
Commodity Organisational 

structure 
Source of income Remaining assets Imports and 

exports 
Information 
 

Maize Technical Advisory 
Forum 
(representing  all 
directly affected 
groups) 
 
Board of Trustees 
of Maize Trust 
 
SAGIS (SA Grains 
Information 
Service) 
 
Grain SA 
 

Income from Maize 
Trust 

To date a total 
amount of R 2.64 
million was 
transferred to the 
Maize Trust. 
 
R 20 million was 
recovered in legal 
matters that have 
been finalised. 
 
Approximately 275 
individual court 
cases at an 
estimated amount of 
R38 million are in 
various stages of 
formal litigation. 
 
Funds amounting to 
R 9 million could 
be collected through 
an informal process 
subject to other 
matters and 
possibilities. 

Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to, and PPECB 
certificate for 
exports  
 
Tariff band 
applicable for 
imports, currently 
zero rate 

SAGIS, a section 21 
Company funded 
by, amongst others, 
the Maize Trust 
 
Processors and 
purchasers of gra
register with 
SAGIS, exporters, 
importers, 
processors, 
purchasers and 
storers keep records 
and furnish returns 
to SAGIS. Maize 
implemented 
28/11/97 
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An amount of R 58 
million will be 
settled in 
instalments. 
 
Maize Board 
Building:  
 
The Maize Board is 
still in a process of 
finding a suitable 
buyer for the 
building. 
 

Winter 
cereals 

Wheat Forum 
(representing all 
directly affected 
groups) 
 
Board of Trustees 
of Winter Cereal 
Trust 
 
Board of Trustees 
of Winter Cereal 
Research and 
Development Trust 
amalgamated in 
2000 
 
SAGIS 

Income from Trusts 
and levy income  
 
R4,00/mt (excl 
VAT) on wheat 
processed 
(research) and 
R0,50/mt (excl 
VAT) on wheat, 
durum, barley or 
oats processed 
(information.) 
Published 16/3/98, 
expired 30/10/98.  
Payable by 
processors. 
 

Fixed assets of the 
Wheat Board 
transferred to the 
Winter Cereal Trust 

Import (formula) 
tariff for wheat and 
wheaten flour  
 
Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to and PPECB 
certificate needed 
for exports 

Performed by 
SAGIS and funded 
by the Trust and 
levies  
 
Processors and 
purchasers of grains 
register with 
SAGIS, exporters, 
importers, 
processors, buy
and storers of grains 
keep records and 
furnish returns to 
SAGIS. Wheat 
implemented 
30/01/98  
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SA Grain 
Laboratory 

B.  R4,00/mt wheat 
processed 
(research) and 
R0,50 /mt wheat, 
durum, barley and 
oats (information), 
published on 
18/9/98, expires in 
2002.  Recovered at 
first point of sale. 

 

Oilseeds Grain SA 
Oilseeds Advisory 
Committeee 

Oil and Protein 
Seed Development 
Trust 

The transfer value 
of the Oilseeds 
Board building was 
evaluated at R10 
600 832-00 but a re-
evaluation was done 
during the 
2000/2001 financial 
year and the 
property was then 
evaluated at R7 002 
859 00. 

Import tariff  
 
Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to and PPECB 
certificate needed 
for exports 

Is performed by 
SAGIS and GSA 
funded by the Trust.
 

Deciduous 
fruit 

Deciduous Fruit 
Industry Trust 
(DFIT) 
 
Deciduous Fruit 
Producers’ Trust 
(DFPT) 
 
Fresh Produce 
Exporters Forum 

Statutory levies Approximately 
R7,9m used to 
finance the closing 
down of the Board 
and bridging 
finance for 
research; remaining 
funds to be 
transferred to the 
DFIT 

Free, subject to 
compliance with 
quality 
requirements and 
obtaining a PPECB 
certificate 
 
Import tariff 
applicable 

DFPT 
 
Statutory Levies
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(FPEF)  
Citrus fruit Citrus growers 

Association (CGA) 
 
Citrus Industry 
Trust 

Statutory levy The remaining 
funds of the Citrus 
Board, estimated at 
between  
R4 million and R8 
million, were 
transferred to the 
Citrus Industry 
Trust 
 

Free, subject to 
compliance with 
quality 
requirements and 
obtaining a PPECB 
certificate 
 
Import tariff 
applicable 

CGA 
 
Statutory levies
 

Lucerne 
seed 

Lucerne Seed 
Industry Forum 
(representing all the 
directly affected 
groups) 
 
Board of Trustees 
of Lucerne Seed 
Industry Research 
and Development 
Trust 
 
Lucerne Seed 
Industry 
Organisation  
(Section 21 
Company) 
 

Income from 
Lucerne Seed 
Industry Research 
and Development 
Trust 

Fixed assets of the 
Lucerne Seed Board 
(book value R250 
161) were 
transferred to the 
Lucerne Seed 
Industry Research 
and Development 
Trust 

Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to and PPECB 
certificate needed 
for exports 

Will be performed 
by the Lucerne 
Seed Industry 
Organisation and 
funded by the Trust

Wool Wool Forum 
(representing 
directly affected 

Income from Wool 
Trust 
 

Fixed assets of the 
Wool Board 
(market value R60 

Anybody may 
import or export 
freely 

Cape Wool SA 
funded by the Wool 
Trust. The Wool 
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groups) 
 
Board of Trustees 
of Wool Trust 
 
Cape Wool SA 
(Section 21 
Company) 

 million) were 
transferred to the 
Wool Trust 

No tariffs Forum requested for 
registration, records 
and returns to 
enable Cape Wool 
SA to perform this 
function 

Dried fruit Dried Fruit 
Technical Services 
(representing 
directly affected 
groups) 
Section 21 
Company 

Statutory levies Remaining funds 
transferred to DFTS 

Tariffs applicable 
Section 87 import 
and export control 
extended until 
31/3/1998, 
thereafter free 
marketing.  

Dried Fruit 
Technical Services 
funded by statutory 
levies 

Mohair Board of Trustees 
of Mohair Trust 
 
Mohair SA (Section 
21 Company) 
 

Income from 
Mohair Trust 

Assets of the 
Mohair Board 
(value R100 
million) were 
transferred to 
Mohair Trust 

Anybody may 
import or export 
freely 
No tariff 

Mohair SA funded 
by the Mohair Trust

Milk SAMFED (SA Milk 
Federation) 
consisting of: 
 
Milk Producers’ 
Organisation 
(MPO) 
 
SA Milk 
Organisation 
(SAMO) 

SAMFED 
Voluntary 
contributions 

Approximately 
R199 000 to be 
transferred to the 
MPO for funding of 
research etc 

Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to and PPECB 
certificate for 
export. Import 
tariffs 

By SAMFED from 
voluntary levies.
SAMO for the 
secondary sector.
MPO for primary 
sector 
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National Milk 
Distributors 
Association 
(NMDA) 

Red meat Meat Forum 
(representing all the 
directly affected 
groups) 
 
Board of Trustees 
of Meat Trust 
 
SAMIC (Section 21 
company) 

Income from Meat 
Trust 

Approximately 
R50m Meat Board’s 
funds to be 
transferred to Meat 
Trust 

Different tariff rates  
 

Will be performed 
by the South 
African Meat 
Industry Company 
(SAMIC), a Section 
21 Company funded 
by, amongst others, 
the Meat Trust

Potatoes Potatoes SA 
(representing 
directly affected 
groups) 
Board of Trustees 

An application for 
statutory levies to 
finance research 
and information is 
currently being 
investigated by the 
NAMC, and a 
recommendation 
will be made to the 
Minister in due 
course. 

Assets were 
transferred to Trust 
in 1993 (R22 
million) 

Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards. 
PPECB certificate 
needed for exports  

Potatoes SA to be 
financed by levy

Dry beans Dry Bean 
Producers’ 
Organisation 
 
Trustees of Dry 
Bean Trust 

Voluntary levies Not applicable Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to and PPECB 
certificate needed 

Dry Bean Producers 
Organisation 
and financed by 
Trust 
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for exports 
Grain 
sorghum 

Sorghum  Forum 
(representing 
directly affected 
groups) 
Sorghum Trust 

R3,10 per ton 
sorghum, excl 
VAT, payable by a 
producer who sells 
sorghum directly 
for use or processes 
sorghum, by a 
sorghum dealer, 
feed manufacturer, 
malt manufacturer, 
processor, by a 
sorghum agent or 
broker, by the 
importer of 
sorghum, by an 
exporter, and by a 
person who receives 
sorghum as 
remuneration for 
services rendered or 
for goods delivered. 
Published on 
08/05/98, lapsed on 
31/07/00, extended 
to 28/2/2002. 

The remaining 
funds of the 
Sorghum Board, ± 
R7 million, 
transferred to the 
Sorghum Trust 

Import tariff. 
Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to and PPECB 
certificate needed 
for exports 

Will be performed 
by SAGIS funded 
by the Sorghum 
Trust 
 
Processors and 
purchasers of grains 
should register with 
SAGIS, exporters, 
importers, 
processors, 
purchasers and 
storers of grains 
keep records and 
furnish returns. 
Sorghum 
implemented 09/ 
04/98 

Canning 
fruit 

Canning Fruit 
Forum 
(representing 
directly affected 
groups) 
 

Voluntary 
contributions 

Equipment and 
computers  (R46 
000) transferred to 
SAFVCA 
The Board’s share 
in SAPO and minor 

Import tariff. 
Phytosanitary 
requirements and 
quality standards 
should be adhered 
to and PPECB 

CFPO will perform 
the function, 
financed though 
voluntary 
contributions 
collected by the 
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Canning Fruit 
Producers’ 
Organisation 
(CFPO) 
 
SAFVCA (SA Fruit 
and Vegetable 
Canning 
Association) 

obligations 
transferred. 
Remaining funds of 
the Canning Fruit 
Board (± R600 000) 
transferred to 
Infruitec for 
research 

certificate needed 
for exports 

four major canners

Cotton Section 21 
Company:  Cotton  
SA (representing 
directly                   
affected groups)  
 
Cotton Trust 

12c/kg cotton lint 
produced, excl 
VAT, payable by 
ginners to Cotton 
SA. Published 
08/03/98, lapsed 
01/03/00.  
 
14c/kg cotton lint 
produced, excl 
VAT, payable by 
ginners, to Cotton 
SA. Published on 
31 /3/ 2000, to lapse 
on 31/3/2004 

The remaining 
assets of the Cotton 
Board, valued at R5 
841 754, were 
transferred to the 
Cotton Trust 
 
The Cotton Board’s 
remaining funds, ?  
R3 032 761 also 
transferred to the 
Cotton Trust 

A tariff is 
applicable on 
imported cotton, 
which may, under 
certain conditions, 
be rebated 

Cotton SA and 
financed by 
statutory levies.  
 
Registration 
implemented 08/03/ 
98, and records and 
returns on 09/04/ 
98. 
 

 
 

 



 
 
 

ANNEXURE C 
 

Tables from the Survey 
 
 
 
 



Table 1: Demographic Status of Households 
(N= number of observations)35 
 

 Wage 
earner

s 

Self 
employe

d 

Unemploye
d 

Farm 
worke

rs 

Pensio
n 

earners 
Sample size 254 61 104 18 169 
Gender of household head N=247 N=59 N=85 N=18 N=161 
Male  74.1% 64.4% 55.3% 55.6% 38.5% 
Female  25.9% 35.6% 44.7% 44.4% 61.5% 
Average age of household head 42 45 46 45 67 
Educational level of household 
head 

N=251 N=60 N=101 N=18 N=167 

None  22.7% 35% 27.7% 38.9% 38.3% 
Primary school 29.5% 25% 35.6% 33.3% 38.9% 
Standard 6-8 21.9% 18.3% 19.8% 22.2% 16.2% 
Standard 9-10 15.5% 16.7% 15.8% 5.6% 3.6% 
Training certificate or diploma 4.4% 3.3% 1%  2.4% 
Tertiary  2.8% 1.7% - - - 
Don’t know 3.2% - - - 0.6% 
Composition of household      
Average household size 5 6 6 5 6 
Average number of adults (>15 
yrs) 

3 4 4 3 4 

Average number of children 
(<15yrs) 

2 2 2 2 2 

   
 
Table 2: Average household and head of household monthly income (Rands) 
 
 Household Income (R) Head of Household income 

(R) 
Wage earners 2017.90 

(1715.53) 
1398.02 

(1143.51) 
Self employed 1451.23 

(1892.05) 
828.62 

(1046.83) 
Unemployed 986.58 

(891.08) 
- 

Farm workers 1023.61 
(741.96) 

789.39 
(607.81) 

Pension earners 1347.01 
(1502.43) 

583.87 
(321.47) 

 
 
 
 

                                                
35 Due to missing observations in some of variables of the 
total sample, some of the variables are reported separately.  
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Table 3: Total household income by employment category (monthly) 
 
 Wage 

earners 
(N=254) 

Self 
employed 
(N=61)  

Unemploye
d  
(N=103) 

Farm 
workers 
(N=18) 

Pension 
workers 
(N=167) 

R0-R500 14.6% 36.1% 27.2% 38.9% 9.5% 
R501-R1000 19.3% 21.3% 39.8% 22.2% 50% 
R1001-
R1500 

15.4% 18% 14.6% 11.1% 17.3% 

R1501-
R2000 

17.3% 11.5% 7.8% 16.7% 7.7% 

R2001-
R2500 

7.9% 1.6% 6.8% 5.6% 3% 

R2501-
R3000 

7.9% - 2.9% 5.6% 3% 

>  R3000 17.7% 11.5% 1% - 9.5% 
 
Table 4: Stability of household's monthly income 
 
Employment/Activity of Yes No 
 Household Head Number % Number % 
Wage earners 191 77 57 23 
Self-employed 18 29.5 43 70.5 
Unemployed 65 65.7 34 34.3 
Farm Workers 14 77.8 4 22.2 
Pension Workers 133 79.2 35 20.8 
 
Table 4.1: Reasons for the instability of household monthly income 
 
Reasons  Frequency Percentage 
Wage Earners 
 
Amount remit fluctuates 
Amount outside support fluctuates 
Amount of business income fluctuates 
Access to casual work fluctuates 
Income from household cultivation fluctuates 
New job, new income 
Deductions fluctuate 
Lost job 
Got raise 
Wage contribution fluctuate 
Supporter retired to pension status 
Underpaid  

 
 

5 
3 
6 

15 
1 
7 
3 
2 
2 

12 
1 
2 

 
 

8.3 
5 

10 
25 
1.7 

11.7 
5 

3.3 
3.3 
20 
1.7 
3.3 

Self-employed 
 
Amount remit fluctuates 
Amount of business income fluctuates 
Access to casual work fluctuates 
Income from household cultivation fluctuates 
New job, new income 
Pension income interrupted 

 
 

1 
33 
4 
1 
1 
1 

 
 

2.3 
76.7 
9.3 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
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Supporter died 
Wage contribution fluctuate 

1 
1 

2.3 
2.3 

Unemployed 
 
Amount remit fluctuates 
Amount outside support fluctuates 
Amount of business income fluctuates 
Access to casual work fluctuates 
New job, new income 
Pension income interrupted 
Debts come off 
Lost job 
Wage contribution fluctuate 
Grant obtained 
Underpaid 

 
 

6 
5 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
5 
3 
1 
1 

 
 

16.7 
13.9 
11.1 
11.1 
8.3 
5.6 
5.6 

13.9 
8.3 
2.8 
2.8 

Farm workers 
 
Access to casual work fluctuates 

 
 

3 

 
 

100 
Pension earners  
 
Amount remit fluctuates 
Amount outside support fluctuates 
Amount of business income fluctuates 
Access to casual work fluctuates 
Income from household cultivation fluctuates 
New job, new income 
Pension income interrupted 
Pension increased 
Lost job 
Supporter died 
Wage contribution fluctuate 
Supporter retired to pension status 

 
 

3 
4 
8 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
7 
1 

 
 

9.1 
12.1 
24.2 

3 
6.1 
6.1 
3 
3 

6.1 
3 

21.2 
3 

 
Table 5: Household monthly food expenditure 
 
 Wage 

earners 
(N=247) 

Self 
employed 
(N=59)  

Unemploye
d  
(N=100) 

Farm 
workers 
(N=18) 

Pension 
workers 
(N=167) 

R0-R200 15% 22% 29% 16.7% 14.4% 
R201-R400 22.3% 42.4% 24% 27.8% 26.9% 
R401-R600 21.1% 23.7% 25% 22.2% 29.3% 
R601-R800 12.6% 3.4% 7% 33.3% 10.8% 
R801-R1000 8.9% - 4% - 5.4% 
R1001-
R1200 

7.7% - 4% - 1.8% 

R1201-
R1400 

4.9% 1.7% 3% - 4.8% 

R1401-
R1600 

3.6% 1.7% - - 1.8% 

> R1600 2.8% 1.7% 2% - 2.4% 
Don’t know 1.2% 3.4% 2% - 2.4% 
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Table 6: Stability of household's monthly food expenditure 
 
Employment/Activity of Yes No 
 Household Head Number % Number % 
Wage earners 172 69.1 77 30.9 
Self-employed 19 32.2 40 67.8 
Unemployed 65 65 35 35 
Farm Workers 13 72.2 5 27.8 
Pension Workers 119 72.1 46 27.9 
 
Table 6.1: Reasons for the instability of household monthly food expenditure 
 
Reasons  Frequency Percentage 
Wage Earners 
 
Other household needs compete 
Holidays cause fluctuating 
School needs compete 
Income is unstable 
Bulk purchases interfere 
Household debts interfere 
Inflation raises price 
Expenditure depends on amount left from previous 
month 
Household size fluctuates 
New job, income increases 
Job loss, income falls 
New grant 
Transport cost fluctuate 
Holidays, more food 
Occasional additional food 
Inferior food substitutes 
Fluctuating food demand  

 
 

5 
3 
2 

27 
3 
2 

11 
2 
2 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 

 
 

7.1 
4.3 
2.9 

38.6 
4.3 
2.9 

15.7 
2.9 
2.9 
5.7 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
4.3 

Self-employed 
 
Other household needs compete 
Holidays cause fluctuating 
School needs compete 
Income is unstable 
Inflation raises price 
Expenditure depends on amount left from previous 
month 
Employed person died 
New job, income increases 
Holidays, more food 

 
 

2 
1 
1 

26 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 

 
 

5.3 
2.6 
2.6 

68.4 
7.9 
5.3 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 

Unemployed 
 
Other household needs compete 
Holidays cause fluctuating 
Income is unstable 
Household debts interfere 
Income stopped 

 
 

1 
2 

17 
2 
2 

 
 

2.9 
5.7 

48.6 
5.7 
5.7 



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 

 19 

Inflation raises price 
Expenditure depends on amount left from previous 
month 
New job, income increases 
Job loss 
New grant 

5 
1 
2 
2 
1 

14.3 
2.9 
5.7 
5.7 
2.9 

Farm workers 
 
Income is unstable 
Income stopped 
Inferior food substitutes 
Fluctuating food demand 

 
 

2 
1 
1 
1 

 
 

40 
20 
20 
20 

Pension earners  
 
Accounts compete 
Other household needs compete 
School needs compete 
Income is unstable 
Bulk purchases interfere 
Household debts interfere 
Inflation raises price 
Expenditure depends on amount left from previous 
month 
Stokvel payments 
Employed person died 
New job, income increases 
Job loss, income falls 
New grant 
Occasional additional food 

 
 

2 
5 
1 

13 
2 
2 

13 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

 
 

4.2 
10.4 
2.1 

27.1 
4.2 
4.2 

27.1 
6.3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

 
 
Table 7: Ability to save on food expenses during cropping season 
 
Employment/Activity of Yes No 
 Household Head Number % Number % 
Wage earners 39 15.4 214 84.6 
Self-employed 29 48.3 31 51.7 
Unemployed 37 36.6 64 63.4 
Farm Workers 5 27.8 13 72.2 
Pension Workers 87 52.7 78 47.3 
 
 
Table 8.1: Reasons for the inability to save on food expenses during cropping season 
 
Reasons  Frequency Percentage 
Wage Earners 
 
No crops 
Yields too low 
No fence to deter animals 
No irrigation water 
No field, garden only 

 
 

148 
11 
4 
5 
1 

 
 

68.8 
5.1 
1.9 
2.3 
0.5 
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No cultivation land at all 
Can't afford inputs 
Not enough land 
Too little planted 
Labour short due to other activities 
Can't afford irrigation 
No crop skills 

14 
5 

20 
1 
2 
3 
1 

6.5 
2.3 
9.3 
0.5 
0.9 
1.4 
0.5 

Self-employed 
 
No crops 
Don't sell enough 
Yields too low 
No fence to deter animals 
No irrigation water 
No cultivation land at all 
Can't afford inputs 
Not enough land 
Labour short due to other activities 
No crop skills 

 
 

11 
2 
4 
1 
2 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 

 
 

35.5 
6.5 

12.9 
3.2 
6.5 

22.6 
3.2 
3.2 
3.2 
3.2 

Unemployed 
 
No crops 
Yields too low 
No fence to deter animals 
Health too poor to cultivate 
No field, garden only 
No cultivation land at all 
Can't afford inputs 
Not enough land 

 
 

33 
6 
2 
1 
1 
5 
7 
8 

 
 

50.8 
9.2 
3.1 
1.5 
1.5 
7.7 

10.8 
12.3 

Farm workers 
 
No crops 
Not enough land 

 
 

12 
1 

 
 

92.3 
7.7 

Pension earners  
 
No crops 
Yields too low 
No fence to deter animals 
No irrigation water 
No cultivation land at all 
Can't afford inputs 
Not enough land 
New arrival, no land 
Too little planted 
Labour short due to other activities 
Can't afford irrigation 

 
 

42 
5 
3 
4 
9 
1 

12 
1 
2 
2 
1 

 
 

50.6 
6 

3.6 
4.8 

10.8 
1.2 

14.5 
1.2 
2.4 
2.4 
1.2 
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Table 9: Transport used to buy food 
 
 Wage 

earners 
Self 
employed 

Unemploye
d 

Farm 
workers 

Pension 
earners 

Foot  14.2% 23% 11.7% 33.3% 12.5% 
Bicycle  0.8% - - - - 
Taxi  70.5% 63.9% 68% 55.6% 75.6% 
Public 
transport 

3.9% 6.6% 15.5% 11.1% 8.3% 

Car of a 
friend 

1.2% 1.6% 1% - 1.2% 

Own car 6.3% 4.9% 3.9% - 2.4% 
Other  2.4% - - - - 
 
Table 10: Average distance and cost to shops 

 
Supermarket 

 
Trading store 

 
Spaza shop 
 

 Distance 
(KM) 

Cost (R) Distance 
(KM) 

Cost (R Distance 
(KM) 

Cost 
(R 

Wage earners 10.2 9.06 2.7 - 0.2 - 
Self employed 21.2 16.50 1.3 - 0.2 - 
Unemployed  22.5 10.79 2.2 - 0.2 - 
Farm workers 30 13.23 3 2.00 0.3 - 
Pension earners 26.5 12.62 7.22 5.32 0.3 - 
 
Table 11: Type of food that households prefer 
 
 Rice Bread Potatoes Other Don’t know 
Wage earners 31.9% 29.5% 7.5% 30.7% 0.4 
Self employed 29.5% 21.3% 8.2% 39.3% 1.6% 
Unemployed  50.5% 24.3% 5.8% 19.4% - 
Farm workers 44.4% 33.3% - 22.2% - 
Pension earners 32.5% 32% 11.2% 23.1% 1.2% 
 
Table 12: Type of Meat that household prefer 
 
 Mutton Chicken Pork Fish Beef Don’t 

know 
Wage earners 6.7% 73.2% 1.2% 2.4% 15.7% 0.8% 
Self employed 9.8% 73.8% 1.6% - 14.8% - 
Unemployed  14.6% 70.9% 1% - 12.6% 1% 
Farm workers 22.2% 61.1% 5.6% - 11.1% - 
Pension earners 13.5% 70.4% 2.4% 1.8% 11.8% - 
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Table 13: Food that household prefers 
 
 Home 

cooked 
food 

Food 
bought on 
the street 

Packaged 
store food 

Other food Don’t know 

Wage earners 98.8% 0.4% 0.8% - - 
Self employed 95.1% 1.6% 3.3% - - 
Unemployed  99% 1% - - - 
Farm workers 100% - - - - 
Pension earners 99.4% - 0.6% - - 
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Table 14: Source of selected food items 
 
 Wage 

earners 
Self 

employed 
Unemploye

d 
Farm 

workers 
Pension 
earners 
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Samp 
  
Store, bought town 
Grown 
Grown and milled 
Part of pay 
Barter 
Homemade 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=141 
 

68.1% 
 

0.7% 
7.1% 

 
0.7% 
1.4% 
22% 

 

N=36 
 

91.7% 
 

2.8% 
 
 
 
 

5.6% 
 

N=63 
 

85.7% 
 

3.2% 
 
 
 
 

33.7% 
 

N=13 
 

76.9% 
 
 
 
 
 
 

23.1% 
 

N=136 
 

85.3% 
0.7% 
1.5% 

 
0.7% 
1.5% 
0.7% 
6.6% 

 
White Flour 
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Barter 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=216 
 

69% 
0.9% 
0.5% 

29.6% 
 
 

N=48 
 

79.2% 
 
 
 

20.8% 
 

N=78 
 

80.8% 
 
 
 

19.2% 
 

N=15 
 

60% 
 
 
 

40% 
 

N=149 
 

85.9% 
 

0.7% 
 

11.4% 
2% 

Sorghum 
 
Store, bought town 
Grown 
Grown and milled 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 

N=37 
 

64.9% 
5.4% 

 
2.7% 
27% 

N=10 
 

40% 
20% 

 
 

40% 

N=13 
 

15.4% 
7.7% 
7.7% 

 
69.2% 

N=3 
 

33.3% 
 
 

66.7% 
 

N=25 
 

52% 
16% 
4% 

 
28% 

White sugar 
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Barter 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=235 
 

67.2% 
0.9% 

 
0.4% 

31.5% 
 

N=55 
 

70.9% 
 
 
 

29.1% 
 

N=91 
 

74.7% 
 
 
 

25.3% 
 

N=17 
 

58.8% 
 
 
 

41.2% 
 

N=156 
 

86.5% 
 

0.6% 
 

10.3% 
2.6% 

Margarine 
 
Store, bought town 
Reared  
Barter 
Bought in community 

N=75 
 

76% 
 
 

22.7% 

N=24 
 

83.3% 
 
 

16.7% 

N=26 
 

92.3% 
 
 

7.7% 

N=2 
 

50% 
 
 

50% 

N=59 
 

94.6% 
 

1.7% 
3.4% 

Maize meal 
 
Store, bought town 
Reared  
Grown and milled 
Part of pay 
Barter 
Clinic/NGO 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=232 
 

53.4% 
 
 

0.9% 
 
 

0.4% 
45.3% 

 

N=62 
 

67.8% 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2% 
 

N=101 
 

65.3% 
 

1% 
 
 
 
 

33.7% 
 

N=18 
 

55.6% 
 
 
 
 
 
 

44.4% 
 

N=162 
 

74.7% 
0.6% 

 
 

0.6% 
0.6% 

 
21% 
2.5% 
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Cooking oil 
 
Store, bought town 
Barter 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=246 
 

71.1% 
 

0.4% 
28.5% 

N=16 
 

73.8% 
 
 

26.2% 

N=99 
 

74.7% 
 
 

25.3% 

N=17 
 

52.9% 
 
 

47.1% 

N=162 
 

84.6% 
0.6% 

 
11.7% 
3.1% 

Rice  
 
Store, bought town 
Barter 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 

N=227 
 

76.2% 
 

0.4% 
23.3% 

N=35 
 

65.7% 
 
 

34.3% 

N=58 
 

70.7% 
 
 

29.3% 

N=14 
 

64.3% 
 
 

35.7% 

N=73 
 

79.5% 
0.6% 

 
19.2% 

White bread 
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 

N=126 
 

34.9% 
0.8% 

 
63.5% 

N=16 
 

43.8% 
 
 

56.3% 

N=23 
 

78.3% 
 
 

21.7% 

N=9 
 

44.4% 
 
 

55.6% 

N=41 
 

46.3% 
 

2.4% 
19.2% 

Brown bread 
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=131 
 

27.5% 
 
 

66.4% 
1.5% 

N=33 
 

42.4% 
 
 

54.5% 
3% 

N=59 
 

44.1% 
 

1.7% 
45.8% 
6.8% 

N=13 
 

30.5% 
7.7% 

 
 

61.5% 

N=73 
 

47.9% 
 
 

43.8% 
8.2% 

 
Potatoes 
 
Store, bought town 
Grown 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=250 
 

48% 
0.4% 
1.2% 

49.2% 
0.8% 

N=59 
 

49.2% 
5.1% 
1.7% 

42.4% 
1.7% 

N=99 
 

62.6% 
 
 

33.3% 
4% 

N=7 
 

61.1% 
 
 

38.9% 
 

N=159 
 

65.4% 
4.4% 
0.6% 

22.6% 
6.9% 

Milk  
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=134 
 

53.7% 
6% 

0.7% 
39.6% 

 

N=26 
 

65.4% 
 
 

30.8% 
 

N=37 
 

75.7% 
2.7% 

 
18.9% 

 

N=8 
 

62.5% 
 
 

37.5% 
 

N=59 
 

66.1% 
 

1.7% 
27.1% 
5.1% 

Cheese  
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 

N=95 
 

78.9% 
1.1% 
1.1% 

17.9% 

N=12 
 

100% 
 
 
 

N=10 
 

90% 
 
 

10% 

N=5 
 

80% 
 
 

20% 

N=33 
 

90.9% 
 
 

9.1% 
Beef  
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Barter 
Bought in community 

N=171 
 

77.8% 
1.2% 
0.6% 

20.5% 

N=39 
 

71.8% 
 
 

25.6% 

N=59 
 

72.9% 
 
 

27.1% 

N=6 
 

66.7% 
 
 

33.3% 

N=90 
 

76.7% 
 

1.1% 
17.8% 
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Don’t know  2.6%   4.4% 
Mutton  
 
Store, bought town 
Part of pay 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=93 
 

83.9% 
7.5% 

 
8.6% 

 

N=21 
 

95.2% 
 
 

4.8% 
 

N=37 
 

91.9% 
 

2.7% 
2.7% 
2.7% 

N=6 
 

83.3% 
 
 

16.7% 
 

N=57 
 

89.5% 
 
 

5.3% 
5.3% 

Chicken  
 
Store, bought town 
Reared  
Part of pay 
Gift/present 
Bought in community 
Don’t know 

N=248 
 

62.9% 
0.4% 
0.8% 
0.8% 

34.7% 
 

N=53 
 

62.3% 
5.7% 

 
 

30.2% 
 

N=92 
 

67.4% 
2.2% 

 
 

30.4% 
 

N=17 
 

70.6% 
 
 
 

29.4% 
 

N=158 
 

81.6% 
1.9% 

 
0.6% 

14.6% 
1.3% 

 
Table 15: Average monthly consumption of selected food items per household 
 
Food Items Wage 

earners 
Self 

employed 
Unemploye

d 
Farm 

workers 
Pension 
earners 

Maize meal(kg) 19 27 30 26 28 
White bread (loaves) 29 25 21 15 22 
Brown bread (loaves) 22 17 18 12 15 
Milk(lt) 5 2 3 1 4 
Chicken(kg) 2.3 2 2 2 2 
Beef(kg) 1 1 1  1 
Mutton(kg) 2 1 0.7 1 1 
Margarine(kg) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 
Samp (kg) 4 8 8 5 8 
Sugar (kg) 5 9 8 4.5 10 
Cooking oil(lt)  2 2.4 2 2 2 
Cheese (kg)      
Rice (kg) 5 7 6 5 7 
White flour(kg) 7 10 10 7 11 
Potatoes(kg) 8 7 7 9 9 
Sorghum(kg) 6 8 13 3 6 
NB: This is the cost for households (wage earners and farm workers) and (self-employed, 
unemployed and pension earners) with 5 and 6 members respectively. 
  
Table 16: Real Expenditure per Month of Selected Food Items in Rands (Wage earners) 
 

 
Food items 

 

 
1994 

 
1995 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Maize meal 55.39 57.38 60.10 61.02 53.99 58.48 56.53 53.99 
White bread 86.87 85.82 91.29 92.57 92.41 91.85 93.24 90.58 
Brown bread 55.88 55.94 59.88 61.76 61.75 62.03 63.75 62.16 
Milk 15.37 15.04 15.38 16.50 16.54 16.37 16.33 16.75 
Chicken 32.34 32.05 31.82 34.68 30.70 28.13 27.67 28.86 
Beef    22.50 21.01 20.73 21.09 20.27 
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Mutton    59.69 55.30 54.12 55.48 55.23 
Margarine 7.35 7.76 7.63 7.91 7.42 7.54 7.56 7.30 
Total 253.20 253.99 266.01 356.63 339.12 339.26 341.64 335.14 
NB: This is the cost for a household with 5 members (3 adults and 2 children) 
 
Table 17: Real Expenditure per Month of Selected Food Items in Rands (Self employed) 
 

 
Food items 

 

 
1994 

 
1995 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Maize meal 78.72 81.55 85.28 86.72 76.73 83.10 80.33 76.72 
White bread 74.89 73.98 78.69 79.80 79.66 79.18 8038 78.09 
Brown bread 43.18 43.22 46.27 47.72 47.71 47.93 49.26 48.04 
Milk 6.15 6.02 6.15 6.60 6.62 6.55 6.53 6.70 
Chicken 28.12 27.87 27.67 30.15 26.70 24.46 24.06 25.09 
Beef    22.50 21.01 20.73 21.09 20.27 
Mutton    29.85 27.65 27.06 27.74 27.62 
Margarine 7.35 7.76 7.63 7.91 7.42 7.54 7.56 7.30 
Total 238.40 240.40 251.70 311.25 293.50 296.56 296.94 289.82 
NB: This is the cost for a household with 6 members (4 adults and 2 children) 
 
 
Table 18: Real Expenditure per Month of Selected Food Items in Rands (Unemployed) 
 

 
Food items 

 

 
1994 

 
1995 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Maize meal 87.46 90.61 94.76 96.35 85.25 92.33 89.25 85.24 
White bread 62.91 62.14 66.10 67.03 66.92 66.51 67.52 65.60 
Brown bread 45.72 45.77 49.00 50.53 50.52 50.75 52.16 50.86 
Milk 9.22 9.02 9.23 9.90 9.93 9.82 9.80 10.05 
Chicken 28.12 27.87 27.67 30.15 26.70 24.46 24.06 25.09 
Beef    22.50 21.01 20.73 21.09 20.27 
Mutton    20.89 19.35 18.94 19.42 19.33 
Margarine 7.35 7.76 7.63 7.91 7.42 7.54 7.56 7.30 
Total 240.78 243.17 254.38 305.27 287.09 291.10 290.85 283.74 
NB: This is the cost for a household with 6 members (4 adults and 2 children) 
 
Table 19: Real Expenditure per Month of Selected Food Items in Rands (Farm 
workers) 
 

 
Food items 

 

 
1994 

 
1995 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Maize meal 75.80 78.53 82.12 83.50 73.89 80.02 77.35 73.88 
White bread 44.93 44.39 47.22 47.88 47.80 47.51 48.23 46.85 
Brown bread 30.48 30.51 32.66 33.68 33.68 33.84 34.77 33.91 
Milk 3.07 3.01 3.08 3.30 3.31 3.27 3.27 3.35 
Chicken 28.12 27.87 27.67 30.15 26.70 24.46 24.06 25.09 
Beef         
Mutton    29.85 27.65 27.06 27.74 27.62 
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Margarine 7.35 7.76 7.63 7.91 7.42 7.54 7.56 7.30 
Total 189.76 192.06 200.38 236.28 220.44 223.71 222.97 217.99 
NB: This is the cost for a household with 5 members (3 adults and 2 children) 
 
 
Table 20: Real Expenditure per Month of Selected Food Items in Rands (Pension 
earners) 
 

 
Food items 

 

 
1994 

 
1995 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Maize meal 81.63 84.57 88.44 89.93 79.57 86.18 83.30 79.56 
White bread 65.90 65.10 69.25 70.23 70.10 69.68 70.73 68.72 
Brown bread 38.10 38.14 40.83 42.11 42.10 42.29 43.46 42.38 
Milk 12.29 12.03 12.30 13.20 13.23 13.10 13.07 13.40 
Chicken 28.12 27.87 27.67 30.15 26.70 24.46 24.06 25.09 
Beef    22.50 21.01 20.73 21.09 20.27 
Mutton    29.85 27.65 27.06 27.74 27.62 
Margarine 5.88 6.21 6.10 6.33 5.93 6.03 6.05 5.84 
Total 231.93 233.92 244.60 304.29 286.30 289.54 289.50 282.88 
NB: This is the cost for a household with 6 members (4 adults and 2 children)  
 
 
Table 21: Expenditure per Month of Food Basket per Person (Rands) 
 

 
Food items 

 

 
1994 

 
1995 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Maize meal 13.99 14.50 15.16 15.42 13.64 14.77 14.28 13.68 
Brown bread 15.24 15.26 16.33 16.94 16.84 16.92 17.39 16.95 
Milk 36.88 36.09 36.91 39.60 39.70 39.29 39.20 40.19 
Chicken 12.93 12.82 12.73 7.24 6.41 5.87 5.77 6.02 
Beef    10.80 10.08 9.95 10.12 9.73 
Margarine 6.47 6.83 6.71 6.96 6.53 6.64 6.65 6.42 
Total 85.52 85.49 87.84 96.85 93.20 93.44 93.42 92.96 
 
 
 
Table 22: Households producing crops 
 
 Wage earners 

 
N=254 

Self 
employed 

 
N=61 

Unemploye
d 
 

N=103 

Farm 
workers 

N=18 

Pension 
earners 
N=169 

% growing 
something 

23% 62% 49% 27% 56% 

Primary Crop Maize  Maize  Maize  Maize  Maize  
Secondary Crop Beans  Beans  Beans  Beans  Pumpkin  
 



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South Africa 

 29 

 
 
Table 23: Proportion of households growing selected crops for sale and/or consumption 
Household Type N % growing crop 

for consumption 
only 

% growing crop for both 
consumption and sale 

 
 
 

Wage earners 
Maize 
Beans  
Cabbage 
Spinach 
Pumpkin 
Potatoes  

 
35 
17 
11 
23 
10 
7 

 
86 
94 
91 
91 
90 

100 

 
14 
6 
9 
9 

10 
0 

Self-employed 
Maize 
Beans  
Cabbage 
Spinach 
Pumpkin 
Potatoes 

 
21 
9 

11 
8 
5 
8 

 
90 
89 
64 

100 
100 
50 

 
10 
11 
36 
0 
0 

50 

Unemployed 
Maize 
Beans  
Cabbage 
Spinach 
Pumpkin 
Potatoes 

 
32 
18 
16 
13 
14 
14 

 
100 
89 
88 
81 

100 
76 

 
0 

11 
12 
19 
0 

24 

Farm workers 
Maize 
Beans  
Cabbage 
Spinach 
Pumpkin 
Potatoes 

 
4 
2 
1 
 

3 
 

 
75 

100 
100 

 
67 

 

 
25 
0 
0 
 

33 
 

Pension 
earners 

Maize 
Beans  
Cabbage 
Spinach 
Pumpkin 
Potatoes 

 
64 
29 
31 
15 
23 
23 

 
94 
97 
74 
93 
87 
61 

 
6 
3 

26 
7 

13 
39 
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Table 24: Households keeping livestock 
 
 Wage earners 

 
N=254 

Self 
employed 

 
N=61 

Unemploye
d 
 

N=103 

Farm 
workers 

N=18 

Pension 
earners 
N=169 

% keeping 
something 

18% 54% 47% 38% 51% 

Primary livestock Chickens Chickens Chickens Chickens Chickens 
Secondary livestock Cattle Cattle Cattle Goats Cattle 
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Findings from the Shop Questionnaires 
During this survey a total of 56 shops (Table 1) were visited covering all provinces in this 
study. Within that sample 36 (64 percent) of them are village formal shops, 19 (34 percent) 
are village informal shops (spaza shop) and 1 (2 percent) is a town formal shop. Table 1 to 4 
below gives the results of average prices of various foods. The food prices were grouped into 
categories viz. formal shops (F) and informal shops (INF). 
EC = Eastern Cape, G = Gauteng, KZN = KwaZulu-Natal, NP = Northern Province and WP 
= Western Province.   

 
 

               Province ?  EC GP KZN NP WP 
Maize meal 1kg 3.23 3.28 3.25 5.00 2.99 3.50 3.00 2.95 2.16 2.30 
Maize meal 2.5kg 7.72 8.23 7.50 - - 6.80 7.98 9.50 4.38 - 
Maize meal 5kg 11.95 17.9

5 
14.5
0 

- 14.3
2 

11.1
6 

16.00 - - - 

Maize meal 12.5kg 21.44 21.9
5 

- 25.5 - - 25.32 29.00 19.2
5 

19.20 

Maize meal 50kg - - - - - - 96.50 75.00 - - 
Maize meal 80kg - - - - - - 144.9

8 
131.6
7 

- - 

White wheat flour  
1kg 

4.39 3.10 - - 4.73 4.99 6.68 6.50 4.19 4.61 

White wheat flour  
2.5kg 

12.74 12.3
0 

- - 14.6
0 

- 13.28 14.00 8.02 6.80 

White wheat flour  
5kg 

21.36 - - - - - 24.01 31.75 - - 

White wheat flour  
12.5kg 

- - - - - - 42.98 41.50 - - 

White bread, wrapped 3.65 - 3.00 3.47 3.40 3.30 3.17 3.10 3.31 3.02 
White bread,  
Unwrapped 

- - - - - - 2.50 - 2.50 - 

Brown bread,  
Wrapped 

3.06 2.97 2.80 3.20 3.23 2.96 2.90 2.65 2.50 2.73 

Brown bread, 
Unwrapped 

3.23 - - - - - 2.75 2.60 2.15 - 

Rice 1kg 5.54 5.40 - 7.45 4.92 6.52 7.65 7.78 - 2.05 
Rice 2kg - - - 14.9

9 
- - 15.24 13.55 5.45 4.99 

Rice 5kg 19.70 - - - - - 33.37 - - - 
Rice 10kg 29.45 - - - - - 66.89 - - 25.00 
 
 

Table 1.1: Average prices of staple food 

Food items ?  F INF F INF F INF F INF F INF 
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Table 1.2: Average prices of vegetables and fruits 
 

               Province ?  EC GP KZN NP WP 
Dried beans 500g 3.63 3.98 3.50 - - - 4.56 - 2.72 2.69 
Dried beans 1kg 7.56 6.65 7.00 - 6.25 7.42 6.99 - - - 
Dried beans 5kg - - - - - - 13.99 - - - 
An onion 0.61 0.80 - 0.50 0.56 0.57 0.53 1.50 - - 
Onion 1kg 3.50 - - - - 4.84 - - - - 
Onion 2kg - - - 6.00 - - 2.50 - - - 
An range  0.40 0.33 - 0.30 0.50 0.67 0.36 0.40 - - 
Orange 1kg - - - - - - - - - - 
Orange 5kg - - - - - - 5.00 - - - 
A potato 0.34 - - - 0.56 0.53 0.50 0.50 - - 
Potatoes 2kg 4.33 2.45 - - - 6.99 - - - - 
Potatoes 10kg 12.21 - - 12.0

0 
- - 16.00 - 11.0

0 
13.25 

 
 
Table 1.3: Average prices of milk and milk products 
 

               Province ?  EC GP KZN NP WP 
Fresh milk 500ml 2.93 3.14 2.25 - 4.00 3.75 3.08 3.30 3.10 - 
Fresh milk 1lt 5.36 - - 4.50 4.20 4.72 5.58 - 3.42 3.03 
Fresh milk 2lts - - - - - - 9.22 - - 6.95 
Sour milk 500ml 2.40 - - - - - 4.08 3.90 - 3.10 
Sour milk 1lt - - - - - - 12.62 - - 4.62 
Sour milk 2lts 7.50 - - - - - - - - 6.93 
Powdered milk 500g 23.07 22.9

5 
19.9
5 

- - - 20.98 16.98 - - 

Powdered milk 1kg - - - - - - 39.64 - - 14.95 
Powdered milk 2kg - - - - - - 88.00 - - - 
Condensed milk 165g - - - - - 3.89 - - - - 
Condensed milk 210g - - - - - - 4.62 - 2.98 - 
Condensed milk 397g - - - - - - 6.72 6.95 4.90 5.00 
 
 
 

Food items ?  F INF F INF F INF F INF F INF 

Food items ?  F INF F INF F INF F INF F INF 
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Table 1.4: Average prices of other foods 
 

               Province ?  EC GP KZN NP WP 
White sugar 500g 2.78 3.10 2.20 3.00 - - 3.37 3.24 2.26 2.07 
White sugar 1kg 5.61 5.68 5.40 5.67 5.35 4.99 5.74 - 4.41 4.05 
White sugar 2.5kg - 12.4

0 
12.5
0 

11.0
0 

- - 12.80 13.00 10.3
8 

- 

White sugar 5kg 22.67 - - - - - 23.47 - - - 
Tea 50g - - - - - - 3.44 - - - 
Tea 125g - - - - - - 7.30 6.95 - - 
Tea 500g - - - - - - 27.53 - - - 
Tea 25 tagless 3.73 - - 2.10 2.00 - - 2.15 2.17 2.12 
Tea 100 tagless 12.10 - - - 12.5

3 
13.1
6 

3.50 4.00 7.55 - 

Coffee 50g - 5.00 - - - - - - 2.10 1.69 
Coffee 100g 6.46 - - - 6.25 5.71 5.94 6.50 4.08 3.75 
Coffee 500g 13.55 - - - - - 26.50 - - - 
Tinned fish 155g 2.75 2.88 2.50 3.00 - - 2.83 3.09 2.00 - 
Tinned fish 215g 3.68 3.88 3.50 3.83 - - 3.83 4.07 2.25 2.75 
Tinned fish 425g 5.94 5.20 6.50 5.17 6.24 5.50 6.08 5.51 3.62 4.34 
Tinned beef 190g 8.27 - - - - 7.20 7.29 8.50 - - 
Tinned beef 300g 11.23 - - - - 6.99 10.55 9.63 5.25 5.79 
Cooking oil 500ml 4.39 4.95 - 4.00 - - 4.49 5.10 - - 
Cooking oil 750ml 6.02 7.30 5.00 8.50 5.96 5.39 5.88 7.30 3.68 3.89 
Cooking oil 2lts 14.10 - - - - - 13.77 15.50 - - 
Jam 225g - - - - 4.05 - 3.35 - - - 
Jam 450g 6.11 6.08 - - - 5.22 5.26 5.93 4.11 5.44 
Jam 900g 11.99 - - - - - 9.31 - - - 
 

 

Food items ?  F INF F INF F INF F INF F INF 
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ANNEXURE D 
Ideal Food Basket to Meet Basic 

Nutritional Needs 
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Annexure D 
Nutritional Analysis related to Food Security 

 
The aim of nutritional input in the study to 
determine the impact of agricultural deregulation 
on food security is to: 

 
1. Assist with the development of a “food basket” that can be used to 
??evaluate the content of the food baskets of the respondents in the study 
??calculate the cost of a food basket that could be described as probably providing 

adequate food to a particular household and therefore providing a benchmark for 
assessing household food security. 

2. Assist with a nutritional component  for a  food security index 
3. Assist with the preparation of the  instruments to be used in the survey 

 
Food security can be defined as the ability of all people to have reliable 
access at all times to enough food to meet their basic dietary need. Having 

food available at the national or even local levels, although important is of no use if people 
have no access to it, furthermore access must be accompanied by an increase or stable food 
intake for nutritionally deficient households (Diskin, 1995:1). This argument is of particular 
importance in the South African context where food security on the national level is probably 
not a problem, but problems are experienced on the household level. 
 
A comprehensive study, the National Food Consumption Survey (NFCS-1) was undertaken 
in South Africa in 1999 (Labadarios(ed), 1999). According to the authors of the NFCS report 
it is estimated that despite South Africa’s relative wealth, between 30 – 40% of South 
African households do not have assured access to an adequate diet.  The data that was 
available on household food security before the NFCS was mainly obtained by using 
economic proxy indicators. The NFCS however produced nationally representative data on 
direct food security indicators such as food procurement patterns, food availability and food 
consumption patterns, people’s perceptions of food security, energy and nutrient availability 
and intake as well as nutritional status within the same household. 

 
Although the NFCS mainly concentrated on assessing the intake of children between the ages 
of 1-9 years old, it also assessed the dietary intake of groups and/or households by using  the 
food procurement and household inventory techniques. The data that was obtained through 
these questionnaires include 
??Food procurement patterns 
??The source of foods 
??The purchasing patterns and storage of foods 
??The frequency and amounts of foods purchased 
??The brand names of foods 
??The amount of food stored  
??Unit prices of foods often used. 
 

This data is available and could be utilised very effectively in the study 
presently undertaken by ECI. The report is available from the Department of 
Health. Because the focus of the report was to determine the dietary intake of 
children 1 – 9 years old and to identify suitable vehicles for the fortification of 
food. Only a quarter of the available data was therefore analysed for the report 
and this particular data is not all necessarily useful for the ECI study. The raw 
data is however available and could be further analysed to answer some of the 

Aim of nutritional input 

Background 
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research questions that are asked in the present study or to provide 
background to the research. 
 

The following discussion will attempt to give clarity on the items that should be included in a 
“food basket”. The possibility of including a nutritional adequacy indicator into a food 
security index is also discussed as well as a proposal for the type of food based data to be 
collected during the household survey. 

 
Introduction 
 

The compilation of a nutritionally adequate food basket for South African 
households has to take into account that large numbers of households live in 
poverty and that consuming and maintaining an adequate nutritional diet is 
probably not within the means of many households. Compiling a low cost food 
basket would therefore ensure that it could be used as a realistic measuring 
stick against which the intake of all categories of participating households 
could be measured and evaluated. 
 
To compile such a low cost food basket it was decided to make use of 
household ration scales that was developed by the Department of National 
Health and Population Development and revised in 1993. 
 
These ration scales were developed for very low cost meals and are age and 
sex specific. The ration scales are furthermore applicable to healthy, 
moderately active people of average height and weight. For the purpose of this 
report the ration scales for female, male and children younger than 10 years 
old were averaged out and the the following proposed food basket therefore 
make provision for a ration “per person” per week. This could be revised once 
the final profile of households that took part in the study becomes available.

Proposed food basket 
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The food basket 
The ration scale 

 Ration scale Unit Male Female <1
0 

Averag
e 

Per 
week 
per 

person 

Quantity in 
Food terms 

Milk ml 400 400 40
0 

400 2800 3 litres 

Vegetables g 300 300 18
7 

262 1836 1.8 kg 

Grain products, 
raw 

g 216 180 16
0 

185 1297 1.2 kg 

Bread, brown g 238 140 77 152 1062 1 ½ loaves 
Margarine g 20 15 13 16 112 112g 

D
ai

ly
 

Sugar/Jam g 60 40 35 45 315 315g 
Meat/fish/chicken 
(raw with bone) 

g 275 275 14
0 

230 230 230g 

Dry legumes, raw g 90 90 25 68 68 68g 
Peanut butter g 100 100 60 87 87 87g 
Eggs per 

each 
3 3 3 3 3 3 

Fruit, fresh as 
purchased 

g 250 250 21
0 

237 237 1fruit 

Oil ml 140 140 10
0 

127 127 10 TBS* 

Coffee/tea g 50 50 10 37 37 18H TSP** 
Salt g 30 30 20 27 27 5 TSP*** 
Liquid (vinegar) ml 20 20 13 18 18 1 ½ TBS 

 

W
ee

kl
y 

Dry (e.g. curry 
powder) 

g 10 10 7 9 9 3 TSP 

* TBS (tablespoon)/ **H TSP (heaped teaspoon)/ ***TSP (teaspoon) 
 
Practical application  
 
The ration scale presented in the previous section makes daily provision for the following 
food items. These items are therefore included in the food basket. 
 
??Milk (skim milk)  
?? Two small portions of protein-rich food 
?? One large portion of vegetables 
?? Bread 
?? One large portion of starch at every meal 
??Margarine and oil  
?? Jam and sugar; and 
?? One fruit per week 
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Items in a food basket for one person for one week 
 
The quantities in the following table have been rounded off to units in which food items are 
usually purchased e.g 2.8 litres of milk to 3 litres. 
 
Food category Suggested food 

items 
Quantity 
per week 

Milk Milk* 3 litres 
Mince 60g 
Fish 65g 
Chicken 120g 
Dry legumes 60g 
Eggs 3 

Protein rich foods (2 small portions per 
day): 

Peanutbutter/ 
Peanuts 

80g** 

Cabbage 530g 
Spinach 300g 
Pumpkin 300g 
Carrots 210g 
Potatoes 300g 
Tomatoes 100g 

Vegetables (1 large portion – 250ml – per 
day) 

Onions 100g 
Bread (150g per day) Brown 1 ½ loaves 
Cooked porridge or grain products (3 
large portions per day) 

Maize 
meal/Samp 

1.2kg 

Oil Oil 50ml* 
Margarine Margarine 110g 
Fruit Any fruit 1 large fruit 
Sugar/jam 315g 315g 
Coffee/Tea  37g 

Salt 27g 
Liquid 18g 

Kitchen commodities 

Dry e.g curry 
powder 

9g 

*If skim milk or skim milk powder is used add 90ml of oil or margarine to the weekly ration 
** 20 g of peanutbutter is equal to 1 egg or one of the other protein rich portions and can be 
replaced by it. 

 
 
Data already available 

The data collected during the National Food Consumption survey could be used to provide 
information on various issues that are of concern in the present study. It is therefore 
suggested that the NFCS’s data be further analysed to provide the following information: 
 
??A ranked list of all the food items procured with the following specifications 
?? for the specific area, urban or otherwise specified for the particular province, 

?? only for the 5 provinces to be included in the present survey. 
 

(Note that the survey differentiate between the following areas of residence: 
?? Commercial farms 
?? Formal urban 
?? Informal urban 

Data to be obtained in the household survey 
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?? Tribal 
?? Rural 
?? Urban) 

 

??An analysis of where these foods were purchased in the different areas of residence 
(analysis to be provided for each province) 

??A report on the amounts of the whole range of products that was purchased by 
households in the specific area. 

??A breakdown of the range of prices that was paid per unit for each the food items 
included in the original questionnaire. 

 

In effect the above means that the data from the Food Procurement and Household 
Food Inventory questionnaire with all its sections be analysed for the affected 
provinces.  

 

Data obtained in this way can be used to determine purchasing trends and household 
food security in the particular areas to be researched. It can also provide baseline data 
for new data to be collected. 

 
Food based data in present survey 
It is suggested that for the present study sections B, C, and D, of the NFCS’s Food 
Procurement Questionnaire be repeated. Additional questions on the changes in trends of 
purchasing foods affected by marketing deregulation should be added as well as more in 
depth questions on access to food (e.g. distance from shop) and own food production. 
 
A survey of shops should be undertaken to determine  
??What kind of shops are available 
??What kind of foods are stocked 
??The prices of the foods 
??If customers purchasing patterns have changed 
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Annexure E 
 

Key Considerations for a Food Security Index for South Africa 
 
A food security index can be a valuable tool for a government to be able to monitor levels of 
food security around the country. It will also allow government to be able to determine 
whether there have been changes in the food security status of its population.  The elements 
listed below are the principal elements that should be tracked on a regular basis to allow the 
government to be able to track the current levels of food security.   
 
1.  Accessability of individuals or households to a sufficient diet. 

a. must have sufficient food available 
b. must have capacity to purchase the food 

2. Food insecurity had a short term and chronic dimension.   
a. Short term reflects a temporary decline in HH access to sufficient food. Could 

come from instability in food prices, HH income, HH production.  
b. Chronic is a continued insufficient diet cause by the inability of the household to 

obtain sufficient food. 
 
 
 Indicators within the food security index can be divided between macro indicators (tracked 
at a national level) and regional indicators that will allow for more accurate monitoring of 
areas or population groups that are food insecure and might be at risk. 

 
?? Per capita food production 
?? Per capita imports of food 

?? Per capita export earnings 
?? Per capita GDP, in local currency or purchasing power parity units 
?? Budget allocation for targeted income transfers and food subsidies 
?? GINI coefficient of income distribution or, alternatively, the percentage of national 

income received by the lower 40 percent of the population. 
?? Degree of deviation of per capita agricultural production from the trend 

 
?? Subindex of spatial price differentials, with specific foodstuffs 

included depending on the region. 
?? Subindex of food price inflation relevant for low-income households, with the 

appropriate foodstuffs per region 
 
 
The interest of the South African government is in ensuring that the trends are positive, even 
if they are not related to the agricultural market liberalisation. 
 
The main challenge is capturing the data needed to be able to track changes in this index.  
While many of the pieces of information are available, they are scattered between many 
different sources and are not centralised.  However, there is some data that is simply not 
available on a regular and accurate basis.  For example, during this food security analysis, it 
has been extremely difficult to track down the per capita income figures on a regional basis, 
splitting out the rural from the urban to make the analysis more accurate. 
 
 
 
 

Macro indicators 

Regional indicators 
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Annex F: 
Contrast in monthly household income 1996 -2000 

 
 
The five tables below demonstrate the shift in household income over the period 1996 - 
2000.  In overall percentage terms there has been an important shift with only 12.2 percent of 
individuals living in households earning less than R500 per month, as compared to 23.6 
percent in 1996.  Where half the population in 1996 was living in households earning less 
than R1,000, this median figure has  increased to about R1,300 in 2000.  As is well 
recognised, the Western Cape and Gauteng are the two best off provinces with fewer poor 
(under R900 per month) and more rich (over R7,000 per month). 
 
While this analysis is not in real terms and does not take inflation into consideration, it still 
demonstrates that there has been a steady rise in the nominal incomes over this five year 
period, so South African households, in general,  should have a greater purchasing power. 
 
When comparing these figures to the survey, one sees that the average incomes of those 
surveyed place the wage earners approximately within the median income group, while the 
farm workers and unemployed fall within the poorer segments of South Africa.  Overall, few 
of the households were above the lower income segments of households in South Africa.



Monthly household income (1996) 
 

1996 < R500 R500 - 
R899 

R900 - 
R1399 

R1400 - 
R2499 

R2500 - 
R3999 

R4000 - 
R5999 

R6000 - R8999 > R9000

Population 23.6% 18.4% 17.7% 14.7% 8.6% 6.4% 5.3% 5.3%
Western Cape 4.7% 11.6% 14.6% 20.8% 16.2% 14.3% 9.3% 8.5%
Northern Cape 23.5% 17.3% 16.7% 13.9% 9.0% 11.0% 6.1% 2.5%
Orange Free State 29.5% 19.4% 20.0% 12.5% 7.5% 4.3% 4.3% 2.5%
Eastern Cape 38.2% 21.0% 15.5% 10.6% 6.4% 3.2% 2.9% 2.3%
KwaZulu-Natal 23.5% 19.8% 18.2% 15.3% 8.9% 6.4% 4.4% 3.5%
Mpumalanga 27.8% 17.9% 21.2% 16.3% 5.2% 5.4% 3.1% 3.1%
Northern Province 37.4% 29.0% 15.3% 10.0% 3.6% 2.7% 1.6% 0.5%
Gauteng 10.8% 11.9% 18.8% 17.3% 10.2% 8.3% 9.6% 13.0%
North West 29.2% 21.3% 20.1% 13.3% 8.0% 3.1% 2.7% 2.3%
Source: SAARF (1996) 
 
Monthly household income (1997) 
 

1997 < R500 R500 - 
R899 

R900 - 
R1399 

R1400 - 
R2499 

R2500 - 
R3999 

R4000 - 
R5999 

R6000 - R8999 > R9000

Population 23.5% 15.5% 16.7% 15.2% 9.5% 6.8% 6.1% 6.6%
Western Cape 4.8% 8.3% 13.7% 18.5% 17.8% 14.2% 10.5% 12.3%
Northern Cape 19.6% 17.0% 14.1% 13.1% 12.1% 13.5% 7.0% 3.7%
Orange Free State 25.2% 20.1% 19.7% 15.7% 7.6% 5.2% 3.7% 2.7%
Eastern Cape 35.3% 21.4% 16.6% 9.9% 7.3% 4.5% 2.6% 2.3%
KwaZulu-Natal 26.0% 15.6% 16.9% 14.4% 9.7% 6.5% 6.3% 4.6%
Mpumalanga 23.3% 22.0% 18.8% 16.3% 6.8% 3.9% 5.7% 3.1%
Northern Province 45.8% 14.6% 16.5% 11.9% 4.1% 2.5% 2.3% 2.3%
Gauteng 8.9% 11.7% 16.5% 17.4% 11.4% 9.5% 9.6% 15.0%
North West 28.8% 15.3% 17.8% 19.4% 8.2% 3.5% 4.2% 2.9%
Source: SAARF (1997) 
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Monthly household income (1998) 
 

1998 < R500 R500 - 
R899 

R900 - 
R1399 

R1400 - 
R2499 

R2500 - 
R3999 

R4000 - 
R5999 

R6000 - R9999 > R10000

Population 19.9% 18.4% 17.0% 15.0% 9.2% 6.7% 7.7% 6.0%
Western Cape 3.1% 7.8% 12.8% 18.4% 17.7% 14.4% 14.5% 11.2%
Northern Cape 20.2% 14.3% 11.6% 15.7% 13.6% 10.8% 11.4% 2.4%
Orange Free State 29.3% 15.3% 17.4% 14.9% 9.3% 4.9% 6.1% 2.9%
Eastern Cape 26.3% 21.5% 20.7% 13.6% 7.0% 4.7% 3.9% 2.3%
KwaZulu-Natal 22.2% 21.9% 16.5% 14.1% 8.9% 6.4% 5.8% 4.1%
Mpumalanga 17.5% 31.6% 21.0% 12.2% 3.7% 4.1% 5.3% 4.6%
Northern Province 37.6% 25.6% 17.1% 9.8% 3.8% 2.9% 2.5% 0.7%
Gauteng 8.3% 10.0% 15.1% 18.5% 12.0% 8.9% 13.3% 13.8%
North West 25.2% 22.5% 19.3% 15.7% 6.8% 3.7% 4.8% 2.0%

Source: SAARF (1998) 
 
 
Monthly household income (1999) 
 

1999 < R500 R500 – 
R899 

R900 - 
R1399 

R1400 - 
R2499 

R2500 - 
R3999 

R4000 - 
R3999 

R6000 - R8999 > R9000

Population 12.6% 23.5% 18.1% 14.3% 9.6% 6.7% 8.6% 6.6%
Western Cape 2.5% 8.3% 12.6% 17.3% 18.5% 12.4% 16.2% 12.1%
Northern Cape 12.2% 22.7% 23.5% 13.1% 8.4% 6.3% 8.0% 5.9%
Orange Free State 18.1% 24.9% 18.6% 13.0% 9.4% 6.3% 6.2% 3.6%
Eastern Cape 19.5% 32.8% 18.6% 11.2% 6.1% 4.2% 4.2% 3.2%
KwaZulu-Natal 11.1% 25.8% 21.1% 14.8% 9.7% 6.3% 7.4% 3.8%
Mpumalanga 14.4% 28.6% 21.6% 12.5% 7.8% 4.0% 6.8% 4.4%
Northern Province 22.5% 37.5% 19.1% 9.1% 4.3% 2.8% 3.4% 1.1%
Gauteng 5.6% 11.9% 14.5% 17.6% 11.6% 9.4% 14.5% 14.9%
North West 16.5% 27.1% 19.8% 15.5% 8.2% 5.6% 4.5% 2.9%
Source: SAARF (1999) 
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Monthly household income (2000) 
 

2000 < R500 R500 - 
R899 

R900 - 
R1399 

R1400 - 
R2499 

R2500 - 
R3999 

R4000 - 
R6999 

R7000 - 
R11999 

> R12000

Population 12.2% 21.1% 17.6% 15.4% 9.6% 11.1% 8.2% 4.8%
Western Cape 1.9% 7.4% 10.1% 15.5% 16.5% 22.6% 17.5% 8.5%
Northern Cape 10.0% 29.8% 19.4% 12.0% 9.0% 9.8% 7.7% 2.2%
Orange Free State 16.6% 19.3% 17.6% 18.3% 9.3% 10.8% 5.4% 2.7%
Eastern Cape 17.7% 29.8% 20.5% 12.8% 6.3% 7.2% 3.8% 1.9%
KwaZulu-Natal 11.4% 22.8% 19.6% 16.4% 9.8% 10.6% 6.6% 2.9%
Mpumalanga 14.7% 25.2% 18.9% 16.5% 7.9% 7.4% 6.7% 2.7%
Northern Province 20.7% 35.6% 20.6% 9.4% 6.0% 4.3% 2.0% 1.3%
Gauteng 7.3% 10.6% 13.5% 17.0% 11.5% 14.5% 14.5% 11.2%
North West 13.5% 22.8% 22.2% 18.4% 8.0% 8.8% 4.2% 2.1%
Source: SAARF (2000) 
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PREFACE 
 
The Training Manual has been compiled to assist in: 
 

?? The training of the coordinators, team leaders and field workers 

?? Guiding the coordinators, team leaders and field workers in making decisions during 
the fieldwork 

?? Standardizing the data collection and quality control 
?? Our striving to deliver valid and reliable research results 

 
The team working on the NAMC-ECI Food Security and Food Deregulation study wants to 
acknowledge the outstanding work done by inter-university team that carried out the 1999 
NATIONAL FOOD CONSUMPTION SURVEY IN CHILDREN IN SOUTH AFRICA, 
under Professor Labadarios and his associates. This study and this training manual could not 
have been framed without their work, and some of their material is used here with permission 
of the participants. 
 
 
Objectives of the survey 
 
The purpose of this survey is to look at the impact of food deregulation on food security in 
households living outside the major metropolitan areas in South Africa. Deregulation here 
refers to taking away the controls on food production which the last government formerly 
kept in place, so that market processes can lower food prices. The sponsor is the National 
Agricultural Marketing Council of South Africa, which monitors the impact of deregulation 
to ensure that it promotes efficient food markets, good access to food in outlying areas, and 
food security for all South African households. A special concern is households which are 
poor and vulnerable. 
 
‘Food security’ for this survey means food security at household level. This requires that the 
family must be able to buy or produce enough food to cover their basic food needs for all the 
household members. In turn, this means that the household has to have physical access to 
enough food of acceptable kinds – good food must be available to them where they live – and 
also enough income to make sure they can buy as much of this good food as they need. So 
the survey looks at both physical access to food, and also at economic access to food. 
 
Therefore the survey covers the kinds of food that are being obtained by rural households, in 
relation to what the households can afford. It identifies certain key food products that have 
been affected by food deregulation. Using the survey results together with baseline data from 
the large national study of child nutrition carried out in 1999, the study will be able to 
investigate whether or not rural households are eating more of these deregulated food 
products in relation to other foods that have not been affected by deregulation. The survey 
also considers food produced by the household itself, and considers other demands on the 
household’s total income that would affect the amount which can be spent on food. Along 
with this information on the main survey questionnaire, information on food prices and on 
problems with food supply will also be collected from shop owners in the communities 
where the survey is carried out. 
 
This means the survey does not try to look at all types of foods, or to measure nutritional 
standing of household members directly. This is because nutritional standing is very complex 
and time-consuming to measure, and limited time and resources do not allow this to be done 
in this survey of food deregulation. Instead, the work of the study concentrates on the key 
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foods, and on the needs and resources of the respondent household. 
 
Aim of training  
    
Fieldworkers 

?? To familiarise yourself with the questionnaire 
?? Ensure that you know how to fill in the questionnaire correctly 
?? Ensure that you know what to do if there are problems in filling in the questionnaire 
?? Ensure that you are aware of the checklist the team leaders will be using to check the 

questionnaire 
     
Team leaders 
?? To familiarise yourself with the questionnaire 
?? Ensure that you know how to fill in the questionnaire correctly 
?? Ensure that you know what to do if there are problems in filling in the questionnaire 
?? To know how to check the questionnaire when completed by the fieldworkers 
?? To know your role as a team leader  
 
Coordinators 

?? To familiarise yourself with the questionnaire 
?? Ensure that you know how the fieldworkers should fill in the questionnaire correctly 
?? Ensure that you know what to do if there are problems in filling in the questionnaire 
?? To know how to oversee the checking by the team leaders 
?? To know how to use detailed information from field worker to write down missing 

quantities 
?? To know how to train field workers and team leaders 

 
Responsibilities of team members for the survey 
 
Fieldworkers 
Collect data, revisit house once on the same day if the person responsible for procuring the food 
is not present in the house. If, when you visit the household you cannot complete the 
questionnaires, you return to the household once only on the same day. 
 
Team leaders 
Help solve problems in data collection, check questionnaires, fill in missing quantities and 
codes. If there are complex recipes, write them down in detail, but the coding will be done 
centrally. 
 
Coordinators 
Train field workers and team leaders in using and checking the survey questionnaires. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Study population 
The study population includes the non-metro population of five provinces, Gauteng, Eastern 
Cape, Western Cape, KwaZulu Natal and Northern Province. Both children and adults are 
part of the target population, which is stratified spatially in terms of households in rural and 
peri-urban areas in these provinces.  
 
Sample size 
Limitations on time and resources permit only a modest sample size of about 750-850 for the 
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five provinces chosen, with approximately 150-175 households to be sampled per province. 
All household members will be included in the sample and in the data collection through the 
questionnaire survey. Sample size in terms of individuals will therefore be in the vicinity of 
4125.  
 
Sampling strategy 
Districts within the target provinces that are to be selected for the survey sample are chosen 
purposively to give a representative stratified coverage. Within these selected districts, a 
stratified randomisation will be carried out in the choice of households.  
 
Selection of households 
Randomisation procedures for selection of households are being refined based on cluster 
sampling processes. Random number tables after those used in the 1999 National Food 
Consumption Survey in Children are included here for use in selecting households.  
 
Random Number Table 
 HH1 HH2 HH3 HH4 HH5 HH6 HH7 HH8 HH9 HH10 
 1 10 1 1 3 1 6 6 4 10 
 7 7 4 5 9 3 9 10 7 4 
 4 11 5 7 5 6 10 8 1 9 
 5 9 7 3 1 4 4 9 2 6 
 8 6 3 6 6 2 3 2 8 5 
 3 2 8 2 11 7 11 7 9 11 
 11 5 9 11 10 9 8 3 11 2 
 6 4 6 9 7 5 5 1 10 1 
 10 3 11 4 4 11 1 5 6 3 
 2 8 10 8 2 10 2 4 5 7 
 9 1 2 10 8 8 7 11 3 8 
           
 HH11 HH12 HH13 HH14 HH15 HH16 HH17 HH18 HH19 HH20 
 7 2 7 7 1 3 6 7 4 11 
 6 1 11 6 8 5 3 9 7 10 
 10 7 1 9 5 8 7 5 6 3 
 4 5 6 11 4 11 2 8 10 9 
 11 9 10 3 3 9 10 3 1 7 
 5 4 2 1 2 1 11 2 8 4 
 9 6 9 10 6 7 4 6 9 8 
 2 3 4 5 7 10 1 1 3 2 
 3 11 3 8 10 2 5 10 2 5 
 8 10 8 2 9 6 9 11 5 1 
 1 8 5 4 11 4 8 4 11 6 
           
 HH21 HH22 HH23 HH24 HH25 HH26 HH27 HH28 HH29 HH30 
 7 6 9 11 11 11 2 10 11 3 
 3 8 5 3 4 7 5 7 9 11 
 5 9 8 9 3 8 4 11 7 1 
 9 1 2 1 5 4 9 9 8 7 
 6 10 10 10 8 1 10 4 2 6 
 4 3 1 5 7 9 11 5 5 2 
 8 2 4 2 2 3 1 6 1 5 
 11 5 7 8 10 10 6 2 4 10 
 1 4 6 7 1 2 7 3 10 4 
 10 7 11 4 9 6 3 1 6 8 
 2 11 3 6 6 5 8 8 3 9 
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Guidelines for field worker training 
 
Before interviewing each other, do the examples together. Field workers should fill in on a 
practice questionnaire as well as discuss examples and characteristic problems.  
 
Divide into pairs for practice interviews. Swap pairs after each interview. Each interviewer 
should complete the questionnaire at least once and preferably twice. Go through each 
completed questionnaire individually with the field worker. Identify common problems. Discuss 
these with the group. 
 
Piloting the questionnaire  
 
All provinces will in the first instance carry out a pilot exercise. Consult your director on this 
matter. Once the pilot has been completed, then the director, the coordinator, the team leader 
and the fieldworkers will jointly address any points that need to be attended to before the survey 
proper begins. If no problem areas are identified during the pilot then the survey proper can start 
immediately. 
  
Filling in the questionnaire cover sheet 
 
Household numbers will be assigned after the completion and submission of the questionnaire. 
Only the interview date and the surname of the household need to be filled in as identification in 
the field before returning the questionnaire to your team leader for field checking. The province 
of the survey should be identified by ticking the appropriate box, and the name of the village or 
settlement should be written in the space provided, followed by the code assigned to the 
community.  
 
To the interviewer: Please sign your name in the space provided after completing each 
questionnaire. Your Interviewer code will be given to you by your coordinator and should be 
entered in the appropriate boxes. After checking, the team leader and coordinator should also 
sign each questionnaire. 
 
Missing answers, or missing values 
 
‘Missing values’ (or missing data) represent unanswered questions – those where no answer has 
been entered during the completion of the questionnaire. Some questions cannot be answered as 
they are asked, because some respondents’ situation is unusual and has not been provided for in 
the setting up of the questionnaire. These questions have to be filled in as missing values. 
However, in other cases questions have been skipped or left blank with the intention of coming 
back to them. Having more than a few missing answers on a single questionnaire degrades the 
quality of the data very seriously, since any cross-tabulation or other analytic procedure is 
invalidated if one of the responses involved has missing data. Every effort needs to be made to 
have as few missing values as possible on the completed questionnaires.   
 
Missing value designations for the survey questionnaire are discussed on the cover sheet of 
the questionnaire, and are repeated here for clarity. However, it should be understood that only 
‘don’t know’, D/K, is the designation for missing data. D/K is used as a general label for all 
unanswered questions, and therefore it appears everywhere there are missing values.  
 
N/A or ‘not applicable’ only means that the question is not appropriate to that household or 
to that respondent – that there cannot be an answer, so no answer is recorded. N/A is a 
perfectly legitimate code when it is used as intended, but it does not indicate a missing answer. 
It is important to use N/A as indicated below, and not as a label for missing values, refusals or 
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non-responses. All of these should be coded D/K instead. 
 
If the question fits but the respondent does not know the answer, or does not want to say, 
enter D/K for DON’T KNOW. If the question does not fit the person or category being 
asked about (for instance, ‘school standard’ for a child of three years, or ‘source of food, 
tinned fish’ for a household that does not eat tinned fish) enter N/A for NOT APPLICABLE. 
Fill in something for each question, so that nothing is left blank.  
 
Remember that every effort will be made to avoid having missing answers. Also remember that 
if you did not complete any aspects of the questionnaires on your first visit, you must return to 
this HH only once having made an appointment. If during this revisit you are still unable to 
obtain the missing information, then this missing information is a missing value for the 
survey. 
 
 
Quality control 
 
The quality control exercise will be implemented in every settlement selected and in every 
province. Quality control in this survey, as in normal survey practice, will involve back-
checking by re-interviewing five percent of the households whose interviews have been 
completed, in order to verify the quality and accuracy of the replies being recorded. In these 
randomly selected households the questionnaire will be completed again on the same day, but 
this time by the coordinator or the team leader. 
  
Claims for expenditure 
Should any private expenditure be necessary for interview team members in the course of their 
assignment, documentation will be needed to get reimbursement. That is, team members should 
not spend their own money to carry out their work unless they have discussed the need to do this 
with their team leader and their coordinator, who will have to sign for any claims. A claim form 
has been designed for this purpose and is included in the Training Manual as an appendix. No 
claims will be paid without the submission of this form duly signed by the coordinator and the 
director.  
 
Responsibilities of co-ordinators 
 
The provincial coordinator will be overall responsible for the coordination and implementation 
of the fieldwork of the survey. This includes ALL tasks required for the successful completion 
of the fieldwork of the survey. Relevant training will be provided. Within this framework of 
responsibilities, the following are some examples of the expected responsibilities/duties:  
 

?? Finalizing all arrangements for fieldwork (allocation of field workers in groups according 
to the requirements of a given study area, transport, accommodation, meals, 
remuneration, sampling of the study areas and control thereof, communication, safety 
and any other aspects related to the field work). 

 
?? Coordinating field workers at the time of doing the survey in a given study area. 
 
?? Continuous monitoring of data collection in terms of checking procedures, and cross-

checking for completeness of data collection; coding of data. Additionally, the 
coordinator will be responsible for the quality control of the data collected. This will be 
achieved by physically re-checking the data collected in 5 % of the HHs included in the 
survey in a given study area. 
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?? Coordinator must sign questionnaires after having checked them. 
 
?? Making contact with leaders of the community(ies) to be surveyed, and recruiting and 

training community members familiar with local circumstances and community 
needs/expectations, who would help with the implementation of the survey. 

 
?? Any other tasks/responsibilities which are essential for the successful completion of the 

fieldwork part of the survey, e.g. providing the field workers with an interviewer’s code. 
This can be done by simply using the province name or abbreviation followed by a 
number from 01 (to cover total number of field workers.) 

 
 
Responsibilities of field workers and team leaders 
 
Field workers 
 

?? Field work 
?? Sampling 
?? Data collection  

 
Field workers will be overall responsible for the collection of the data for the survey under the 
direct or indirect, (as appropriate), supervision of the coordinator and/or group team leader. This 
includes ALL related tasks required for the successful completion of the fieldwork of the 
survey. Relevant training will be provided by the coordinator of the specific province. At all 
times the field worker will respect and be sensitive to the needs/ constraints of the person he/she 
interviews. 
 
Conducting the field work 
You will work in small groups and you will be immediately supervised by a team leader. All 
groups of field workers and team leaders will be supervised by a coordinator. Both the team 
leaders and the coordinator will be there to guide and support you throughout the survey. 
During the time that you are working in the field on the survey you will drive or be taken to the 
area which you are to visit. It may be necessary to walk across the area on footpaths to reach 
the households to be interviewed. 
 
At each dwelling chosen for the sample, you will interview, if possible, the person who makes 
decisions for the household about obtaining food. If this person is not available, then another 
adult with direct knowledge of obtaining and distributing food in the household may be 
interviewed. In most cases the person to be interviewed will be a woman.  
 
Your coordinator will show you how to randomly select the houses in your area.  
 
At all times during the survey, it is important for interviewers to be friendly and respectful 
towards the people who are interviewed. (Please refer to Interview Skills.) 
 
Main duties 
 

?? Complete the questionnaires of the survey. 
?? Handing out the thank you token of appreciation to the mother/caregiver according to the 

protocol of the survey. 
?? Close collaboration with the team leader/coordinator. 
?? Clarification of any points of the survey that are not clear with the team 

leader/coordinator. 
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?? Delivery of all records of the survey to the team leader/coordinator. 
?? Any other relevant tasks essential to the successful completion of the data collection as 

part of the survey. 
 

Team leaders 
 
Team leaders will be overall responsible for the direct supervision of field workers and the 
collection of the data for the survey under the direct or indirect (as appropriate) supervision of 
the coordinator. This includes ALL related tasks required for the successful completion of the 
field work of the survey. Relevant training will be provided by the coordinator of the specific 
province. At all times the team leader will respect and be sensitive to the needs/constraints of 
the person of the person he/she supervises, and depending on the prevailing needs and 
circumstances of the person he/she interviews. Within this framework of responsibilities and in 
close consultation with the coordinator, the following are some examples of the 
responsibilities: 
 

?? Coordinate and allocate HHs to be surveyed to the field workers. 
?? Be immediately available for consultation and resolution of points of clarification of any 

aspects concerning the data collection. 
?? Completion of the questionnaires of the survey (if and when necessary), in order to 

maximize the efficiency of data collection. 
?? If necessary, handing out of the thank you token of appreciation to the mother/caregiver 

according to the protocol of the survey. 
?? Close collaboration with the coordinator in terms of maximizing the use of available 

resources. 
?? Quality control and monitoring of the data collected, as well as checking the completion 

of all questionnaires. The team leader has to do checking and monitoring in the field. 
?? Delivery of all records of the survey to the coordinator. 
?? Any other relevant tasks essential to the successful completion of the data collection as 

part of the survey. 
 
Conducting the interview 
 
Training Manual  
This contains detailed information regarding each section and question. If you are unsure about 
a question or any aspects of the questionnaire, you can refer to your Training Manual. 
 
Interview skills 
Please apply the following guidelines when conducting the interview (i.e. for all the 
questionnaires): 
 
Introducing yourself: 
 

?? Introduce yourself to the head of household or to the person in charge. Explain briefly 
that you are collecting important information on food security on behalf of the 
Agricultural Marketing Council; that his or her house has been randomly selected; and 
that the questionnaire will help the government in its work of lowering the prices of food 
for people in areas outside the big cities. 

?? Assure him or her of the confidentiality of the information he/she gives you and the 
importance of answering truthfully. 

?? Ask to speak to the person in charge of obtaining food for the household. If this person is 
not available, then ask if there is another adult who is involved with food decisions who 
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you can speak to. If no one is at home who can respond to the questionnaire 
knowledgeably, see if the necessary person will return later in the day, and if so then ask 
to make an appointment to return. If no one will be able to respond to the questionnaire 
on the day you are visiting, mark the household as a non-response and consult your team 
leader and coordinator about identifying a replacement homestead.  

 
Ask the questions as they are written on the questionnaire. Try even to keep your tone of 
voice the same for each interviewee so as not to lead the interviewee or to give him/her an 
idea of how you want him to answer. You may have to explain a question or use different 
wording if the interviewee cannot understand it. Sometimes the interviewee may not 
understand the question or may give an answer you do not expect. In this case you may have 
to ask additional questions.  
 
Ask the questions in the order that they appear on the questionnaire. If the interviewee refuses to 
answer the question, record the lack of response as a ‘don’t know’ D/K, and go on to the next 
question. 
 
Follow the instructions on the questionnaire, but do NOT read the instructions to the interviewee 
out loud. Not all questions are relevant to all interviewees. For example, if the family does not 
eat a certain food, then do not ask where they buy this food. 
 
Do not try to influence the way the interviewee answers. Keep your facial expression friendly 
and interested, but neutral. Never show surprise or shock or approval to the interviewee 
answers. Try to avoid unconscious reactions such as nodding the head, frowning, raising the 
eyebrows. Never give your own opinions or advise the interviewee. 
 
Do not lead her or put words in her mouth. Do not educate her about nutrition while you are 
conducting the interview, otherwise she may say what she thinks she should say, and not what 
the actual situation is in the household. 
 
Keep the tone of the interview conversational. Be friendly and courteous. Do not make the 
interviewee feel as if he or she is taking an examination or is on trial. Be familiar with the 
questionnaire so that you can ask questions conversationally rather than reading them stiffly. 
The questionnaire is designed to keep the amount of writing to a minimum. However, if a 
interviewee gives a long response to another question, say: ‘excuse me while I write that down’. 
Don’t make the interviewee feel as though you have forgotten she is there. 
 
Keep control of the interview. Do not let the interviewee go off into irrelevant conversation. If 
she does, bring her gently back to the interview. 
 
Allow the interviewee time to think, do not hurry her to answer. However, if she is silent for too 
long, repeat the question or prompt her. For example, say: you have told me how to cook 
cabbage, now please tell me how you cook pumpkin. (Prompting will be discussed in more 
detail later). 
 
Follow the instructions on the questionnaire for recording the responses. Record all responses, 
including negative responses or refusals to answer. 
Follow the instructions for filling in the quantities and amounts, as explained in the manual. 
 

?? Make sure that you fill in the correct row and column. 
?? Make sure that you write in the correct unit for all quantities. 
?? Continually ask yourself whether it is reasonable for the household to be buying and 

using the quantities mentioned by the respondent. Is it possible that there has been a 
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mistake? If so, be tactful. 
 
When unsure of how to complete a question, write down exactly what the interviewee has 
told you (use the back of the page if necessary, do not rely on your memory) and discuss with 
your team leader or coordinator and reach consensus as to how best to fill in the response. If 
you have to make a change on the questionnaire, make sure that you cross out the incorrect 
response fully and that the correct response is clear. 
 
Write clearly. Always keep the following in mind when you complete the questionnaires: 

?? In recording responses, make a tick, a cross, or a circle in the required space. If you do 
use a circle, make sure the circle actually circles ONLY one space/square If you make a 
mistake, use a black pen to cross out the mistake and re-enter the correct answer in the 
correct place with the red pen; 

?? To get quality information (real, actual intake, the TRUTH) one must NEVER make 
moral or other judgements about foods or eating pattern during the interview. Be friendly 
and interested. Do not show disapproval or surprise. Remember, while interviewing your 
subject must be invited to tell all; he/she must feel it is important to be truthful; he/she 
must TRUST you, feel that you are really interested and that you will regard all 
information as confidential, worthwhile and important. 

 
MAKE SURE THAT YOU HAVE COMPLETED ALL THE QUESTIONNAIRES IN 
THE SAME MANNER. 
 
SECTION A: SOCIO-ECONOMIC QUESTIONNAIRE  
 
Introduction  
Once the cover sheet is completed, the questionnaire has three parts.  
 
The first section deals with information about the household, including the people in the 
household, the household income as estimated by the respondent, and general information on 
food decisions and food costs.  
 
The second section collects information in table form for the key foods chosen to be 
investigated. It does not include listings for all the possible kinds of food the household might 
eat. 
 
The third section deals with more specific issues that touch on availability and affordability of 
food to the household. These are access to shops, cultivated crops and livestock rearing, food 
preferences, problems with obtaining food, and other household expenses that may take away 
money needed to buy food. 
 
Firstly you need to complete the identification section on the top part of page 1. This section is 
found at the beginning of all the questionnaires and identifies the province and the settlement, 
community or village in which the interviews are carried out. It also requires the surname of the 
household head, the date of the interview (day, month, year) – for instance, 16/05/01, for 16 
May 2001. 
 
At interviewer, fill in your name followed by your code, which will be given to you by your 
coordinator.  
 
Now fill in the rest of the questionnaire. Mark who the interviewee is, i.e. the person in charge 
of making food decisions and/or obtaining food for the household, by underlining the first name 
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of this person as the respondent in the first column of the household table.  
 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE  
 
The household table, questions A.1-11 
 
Record information about ALL the people who live in the household. You will need to establish 
a good relation with the person you are speaking to in order for them to trust you enough to tell 
you about everyone. People who are interviewed sometimes think it is not relevant to mention 
unrelated people such as lodgers who rent a room, or learners staying with the family to go to 
school in the area. Respondents also worry about coming forward with all the children, and 
may not easily mention all the small ones. Try to reassure the person you are speaking to. If not 
all the children are recorded, then it means when we analyse the results we will not see all the 
people the household has to provide food for, so we will overestimate the quality and amount of 
food the family can afford for its members. This in turn means that the results of the study will 
not help the poorer families as much as government intends that it should.  
Who should be counted as a household member? This is sometimes a tricky question. We are 
speaking of the household as everyone who is seen as living with and/or responsible to the 
person in charge, even if they spend most of their time somewhere else and only come home 
now and then. That is, the household would include all the members of the family who have not 
moved out permanently, along with any domestic employees, lodgers, boarders such as children 
staying with the household to attend school locally, or orphaned or abandoned children of 
remote relatives that live with the household. Members of the household who are working or 
schooling in other places are also included if they still count the household as their home, and 
either contribute to the household or are supported by the household. Usually a member of the 
family who has gone away and is not contributing to support the household not counted as a 
household member unless there are some special circumstances.  
 
In the first column record the first name of each household member. Start with the 
household head, and go on as closely as possible in order of seniority. Write the children of 
each woman after that woman herself. When you enter each person on the table in this column 
they receive a number, which you will use to enter some of the food information. We do not 
actually need the names of the people, for the analysis of the results we will be using the 
personal numbers. First names are only on the table to make it easier for the interviewer to be 
clear with the respondent on who is being spoken about later on. 
 
The second column requires you to record the relationship of each household member to the 
household head. Always choose one of the codes from below the household table, i.e. ‘head’, 
‘father of head’, ‘grandchild of head’, etc. Only choose ‘other relative’ or ‘not related’, if none 
of the options given are appropriate.  
 
In the third column write the age in years of each person. If a child is less than 1 year of age 
then record the age as <1 yr. If an older person gives year of birth and you are not sure of a 
quick calculation, write in the year they give, e g 1934 or 1912. If the respondent is not sure of 
the age of someone in the household, talk about the person a little and try to get an idea of how 
old they are. Then enter your best estimate as ?  12, or ?  85. Very old people sometimes 
overestimate how old they are, so be wary of people who insist they are over the age of 100 
years.  
 
The fourth column requires information on education. This means the last school standard or 
grade completed. Since most adults still know their education in standards and not in grades, 
you will need to work out what the equivalent in standards should be for children who are now 
in school and who are in grades. 
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The fifth column is for either employment or whatever other activity the person is involved 
in. Refer to the employment/ activity codes below the table. 
 
For adults, they may be wage earners if they have a job, or they may have their own formal 
and registered business, such as a shop. If they own a formal business, the household member 
should be recorded as self-employed, formal. OR, household members may be working in the 
informal economy as unregistered small business owners, or small business employees. For 
instance, they may be running a spaza shop, or doing radio repairs for people in the community, 
or doing private building work, or transporting schoolchildren to school. Or they may be 
working for someone who has such an unregistered private business. Informal work is any 
private small business which is run by the person without being registered or licensed officially. 
These are earning activities and they should be recorded, because they are part of the 
household’s income and they affect how much food the household can afford. Sometimes 
people are reluctant to tell outsiders if they are doing this kind of informal work, because 
informal businesses have been persecuted by the last government for being unregistered – even 
now are not liked in many municipalities although they are perfectly legal under this 
government. People also often think informal work is very private and personal, and dislike 
telling outsiders about their private businesses. Try to reassure the respondent that no one will 
get in trouble if it is mentioned that they are doing informal earning – we are not asking the 
type of work they do, and the government is now trying to encourage informal workers. This 
kind of work is now very important to the national economy, and if we do not know about 
informal earning we will miss out on our estimate of what food the household can afford. 
Household members who are doing informal work should be recorded as either self-employed, 
informal, or wage earners, informal. Wages paid by informal small businesses are usually 
quite low, but should not be ignored. Some households have no other income, so as the 
interviewer you should be ready to talk sympathetically with the respondent to identify all the 
household members who are doing informal earning. 
 
For adult household members who do not have a wage-paying job or an informal business, there 
are several choices listed. Such members may be unemployed and still actively looked for work, 
going around trying to find a job, answering adverts and checking with local formal businesses. 
If the person is actively looking for work, they should be recorded as unemployed and seeking 
work. However, if the person has become discouraged and has given up his or her efforts to 
find a job, they can be recorded as unemployed and not seeking. The difference is important to 
us in calculating the unemployment rate.  
If an adult person is not relating to the job market at all, they can be in one of several other 
categories. A woman may be a housewife by choice, especially if she is staying home taking 
care of the home and children and is supported by her husband. A woman who is recorded as a 
housewife is one who is not doing any earning activity at all. 
 
An older person of retirement age may be earning pension, or they may be retired without 
pension. Either a man or a woman who is strongly committed to home cultivation and plans so 
they can sell some of their crops for income can be recorded as a farmer. Otherwise a 
household member may be receiving a disability grant. Or, a child may be receiving a child 
support grant. 
 
In choosing between these options, you should record the one that enables the household 
member to get the most money. For instance, if an older woman sells only a small amount of 
her crop but earns an old age pension, she should be recorded as earning pension. But if she runs 
a successful informal business and gets more money from her business than from her pension, 
she should be recorded as self-employed, informal. 
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For children under the age of 16, they may be in school, or they may have dropped out or not 
have entered school for some reason. If the child is of the right age but not in school, they 
should be recorded as school age, not schooling. It is also possible for older children to remain 
in school past age 16, even into higher education. A young man of 22 who is still attending an 
educational institution should still be recorded as in school. Younger children, who are not yet 
old enough to start school, are recorded as not yet school age, or as child support grant 
recipients. 
 
All household members should have one of these options recorded for them. No one should be 
entered as N/A, not applicable, because everyone is doing something even if they are not 
earning. 
 
Column six asks only one question, whether or not a person who is working for wages is 
employed on a white-owned commercial farm, or whether they are doing any other sort of work 
at all. This question is answered either yes or no (Y/N) – that is, Yes the person is a farm 
worker, or No, they are not a farm worker. The reason for asking this question is to be able to 
check later, when all replies have been put together, to see if the households of farm workers are 
worse off in regard to food security than those of other kinds of workers. 
 
Column seven asks the income of each person in the household. The question should be asked 
of everyone over the age of 16, even if no one has happened to mention yet that they are 
earning. As the interviewer, you need to be tactful so that the respondent doesn’t think you can’t 
see what is obvious if they have told you that the person is not employed and not doing informal 
business. Sometimes small incomes do not come up under employment, and are only reported 
when income is asked about specifically. Generally speaking, income questions need to be dealt 
with using special care and sensitivity, as in general people do not like to talk about their 
income. 
 
For each person in the household, you should either record their income as closely as the 
respondent knows it, or record D/K, ‘don’t know’, if the respondent knows the person is 
working but doesn’t know the income, or N/A, ‘not applicable’, if the person is not working or 
earning money in any way. Before recording N/A or D/K, you should be very sure that the 
respondent is certain there is no income, or cannot estimate roughly the income that he or she 
knows is there. 
 
NB: You as the interviewer should add up a rough sum for the total amount of income 
entering the household, and write your rough figure under Column Six. You will need to 
look at this figure when you are speaking to the respondent about his or her estimate of 
the total household income in Question 11 below.   
 
The eighth column asks for a different aspect of earning – it wants the amount that the 
household member contributes toward the household expenses. Sometimes this is the 
person’s entire wage, pension or informal income, but often it is not. It usually happens that if 
the respondent does not know the income of a wage earner, they do know how much this person 
contributes to running the household. Therefore this question should nearly always be answered 
with a figure if the person is earning anything at all. There should not be many D/K replies 
recorded. 
 
If the contribution of the person is not always the same, try to work out with the respondent 
about how much it is on average per month. For instance, if some months the household 
member contributes R 500 but just as often they contribute nothing, then you can enter R 250 as 
their approximate average contribution. If they only contribute occasionally, as for school 
costs in January and maybe if the household needs money for something specific such as a new 
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stove to cook on, then try to work out with the respondent how much was contributed last year, 
and divide that by 12 months to get an averaged monthly contribution. 
 
If the household member is earning but does not contribute at all, then R0 should be recorded. 
Before entering R0, it is important to be sure that the respondent really means nothing 
whatsoever is contributed, instead of just meaning that the person contributes very little, or less 
than the household thinks would be appropriate. 
 
NB: You as the interviewer should add up a rough sum for the total amount of income 
contributed to household expenses. Write your rough figure under Column Seven. You 
will need to look at this figure when you are speaking to the respondent about his or her 
estimate of the total household income in Question 11 below. 
 
The last column of this table requires you to write a Yes or No (Y/N) as to whether each of the 
household members listed sleeps in the house for at least 4 days in a week. If the household 
member is a migrant worker or schooling somewhere else, they may be part of the household 
but come home rarely. We need to work out how many people the household needs to feed 
regularly. 
 
INCOME INFORMATION 
 
Question A.11-12 
These questions try to get an estimate from the respondent of the household’s total monthly 
income, and to find out whether household income is going up or going down or if it is 
fluctuating. Try to make sure that the respondent thinks of all the kinds of income that are 
coming to the household, even room rent and support from non-members. Then, if there has 
been change, the follow up questions ask for the reasons.  
 

?? Question A.11 asks for the respondent’s estimate of the current month’s income in 
total. This also needs to be asked politely and with sensitivity. It is not easy for a person 
to keep track of total household income, and the respondent may need some help from 
you as the interviewer. Try to determine the income by asking about ALL the adults in 
the house as you listed them in question 2. If the respondent is struggling to answer, you 
could ask the question in general manner, e.g. Is the total income less than or more than 
R1 000,00 per month? You would then record, R 1000 + or < R 1000. NB: If the 
respondent’s estimate of the household’s income is very different from your total 
estimate of contributions at the bottom of Column Seven, and also does not match 
up fairly well with your total estimate of all household income from Column Six, 
then you should discuss further with the respondent and ask if he or she does not 
want to revise their estimate. This will need to be considered tactfully so as not to make 
the respondent think they are being tricked or tested in some way. It should appear to the 
person as if you as the interviewer want to help them get the best estimate. 

 
?? Question A.12 enquires about whether the income has been more or less the same over 

the last six months. If for example the husband has recently lost his job, you could 
answer no because the income would have decreased. Tick yes or no. Then if the income 
is reported to have been changing during this period, record in the respondent’s own 
words the reasons why this has been happening. 
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FOOD INFORMATION 
 
Questions A.13-14 
Ask every question and for each question enter the personal number of one person only. If 
several people are involved, choose the one who is most responsible in each situation. Often it 
will be the same person who does all the things covered in all these questions, but this will not 
always be true, so each question needs to be filled in with a person’s number. 
 

?? Question A.13: Who decides on what food is bought? 
 

?? Question A.14: Who actually decides how much to spend on food? 
 
Question A.16-18 
These questions deal with roughly how much the respondent thinks is being spent on food, and 
whether this amount goes up and down or not. The follow up questions ask for the reasons if 
there has been a change. 
 

?? Question A.16: Ask for an estimate of the total amount spent on food on a weekly 
basis. Try to help the respondent to think around the total amount if they are not sure 
right away. Try to find out how much money this family spends on food every week. 
You can start off in general way to assist the interviewee, e.g. Do you spend more or less 
than R100,00 per week on food? 

 
?? Question A.17: Whether the amount spent on food has been going up or down or 

otherwise changing over the past six months. Changes before that are not counted. Tick 
yes or no. Then if the amount is reported to have been changing during this period, 
record in the respondent’s own words the reasons why this has been happening. 

 
?? Question A.18: Ask the respondent to think about whether the household’s food 

spending goes down during the cropping season, because the household is able to 
grow some of its own food. Tick yes or no. Then if the household is not able to save on 
food during the crop season, record in the respondent’s own words why they are not 
able to do this. 

 
SECTION B: COMMONLY USED FOODS 
 
Food procurement refers to all sources of food, for example food grown, food donated and also 
includes food purchased. The aim of this section of the questionnaire is to find out where people 
procure or get their household food. 
 
The Commonly Used Foods section is divided into columns and rows, which the interviewer 
fills in as the interviewee answers the questions. The first column gives the type of food; e.g. 
maize-meal, white or brown bread, rice. The foods are listed in groups according to the types.  
 
Use all the techniques of interviewing already discussed. Remind the interviewee that this is not 
a test and that there are no right or wrong answers. Encourage him/her to answer to the best of 
her ability. Studies that involve questions on food buying need a lot of patience from both the 
interviewer and interviewee to get good quality information. 
 
Instructions to field workers 
In carrying out the Commonly Used Foods section of the questionnaire you will simply read out 
each food in the order as it is written. In this section you are requested to fill in information in 
the appropriate columns of the questionnaire. These are: 
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?? Codes for the food and drinks used which appear on the questionnaire 
?? The sources of these foods and drinks 
?? How often they are obtained 
?? The amounts of food and drinks obtained 
?? The cost of the food and drinks obtained. 

 
Codes are given at the top of the page for you to use when you fill in the questionnaire. These 
codes are given for use in the columns labelled: 
 

?? Source of food 
?? How often food purchased 
?? Unit purchased  
?? Amount purchased 
?? Price per unit. 

In order to complete the questionnaire you need now to start with the first food item listed in 
the Source of Food column, which is column one. To help you learn how to complete this 
questionnaire we will take one food item as an example  and also make some general points. 
For the first food listed ask: Does your household use maize meal? If the answer is ‘No, this 
household does not use maize meal’, then questions about obtaining the food and paying for it 
do not apply in this household. So you will draw a horizontal line neatly across this entire row 
so as to cross it out completely. This indicates to the coder that this household does not use this 
food at all. Then move on to the next food item.  
 
If the answer is ‘Yes, we use maize meal’, then ask which type of maize meal? If commercial, 
packaged, store-bought maize meal such as comes from urban supermarkets is used, then 
answers are needed in this row for where this food comes from. Therefore you proceed to fill in 
the entire row for commercial maize meal by using the codes provided at the top of the page.  
 
You will use N/A for the purchase columns whenever a food is recorded in the first column as 
home-produced, so that the rest of the columns on purchase do not apply.  
 
If home milled maize meal is used instead of, or together with the commercial product, then that 
row or both rows should be fully filled in. That is, each row on this long table should either be 
filled in or crossed out. If the household uses the food listed, the questions that apply will have 
codes entered, and the questions that do not fit will have N/A entered. Only when the household 
does not use the food at all should the row be crossed out. 
 
Once you have found out that the household uses commercial maize meal, you will need to fill 
in column one, which deals with where this food is obtained. So you ask, where do you get 
your commercial maize meal? Use the codes for source of food shown at the top of the 
questionnaire to record the response. Note that you may record more than one source of food. 
For example, if maize meal is obtained by purchase but also provided by an employer, you 
should record the codes 1 and 7. Write this down as 1, 7 in column one. Be sure that the comma 
is written clearly, so that 1, 1 is not read by the coder as 11. 
 
If the food was purchased (code 1 or 12), you need to ask the further questions as described 
below. If the food was not purchased and was obtained in some other way (codes 2 – 11 and 
13), you do not ask any other questions about this type of food. You fill in N/A in the 
remaining columns. Then you move straight on to the next type of food on the list at the left. 
 
The second column concerns purchased food. It asks about how often a purchased food is 
being bought by the household. If the food you are asking about was purchased, you should then 
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ask: How often do you buy commercial maize meal? Record the answer using the appropriate 
code for How Often Purchased as shown at the top of column two. Choose ONE code only. 
For example, if commercial maize meal is bought every month, you should record 3 in column 
two. If the person gives you more than one answer to the question about how often the food is 
bought, then ask them what they would normally do, and record that answer by entering the 
right code. 
 
The third column asks for how the food is bought – that is, in what kind of units or packages. 
This is to help work out how much of this food is purchased by the household. This is important 
to learn, but it is not easy to find out. To discover the unit that the household is buying, you can 
ask: How do you buy your maize meal? In what kind of bag or packet? How big? Can you show 
me? i.e. if the household buys maize meal in 5 kg bags, then enter ‘5 kg bag’ in column three. 
The important thing is to have the size of the package, in kg or ml if it is commercially 
packaged. Commercial packaging is labelled with the weight, but not many people are aware 
of the exact size of the packages they are buying. If the respondent does not have such a bag or 
packet to show you, he or she may be able to show you about how big the package or container 
would be. If there is no way to be clear about the size of the container, enter D/K, don’t know. 
 
Note that the unit purchased is different from the amount purchased, which refers to 
number of units usually bought – the number of bags of maize meal, or the number of loaves of 
bread. Record the unit purchased in weight (grams) or volume (ml). Remember to write down 
both the amount and the unit of measurement, e.g. 200g (not only 200, which can be either 
weight or volume). 
 
If the food that the household is buying is not commercially packaged but is something that is 
produced in the community, then the best approach is to ask the size of the container in 
which the food is kept or exchanged. Certain kinds of standard informal container are often 
found in some parts of South Africa, like 25-liter spak-pak canisters. Maize is often kept in 
standard 90 kg sacks, and smaller quantities of foods such as dried beans can be transported in 
dishes or basins whose size can be reported. Vegetables like onions are sold informally in open 
plastic bags tied at the top. It is quite difficult to record units for foods that are not packaged in 
commercial containers, so it is important to be as clear as possible in noting the type and size 
of container. 
 
NB: The team leader or coordinator should check that each answer in the questionnaire 
includes a unit of measurement or a description. 
 
To get an understanding of how much of this specific food is being bought, the fourth column 
asks for the amount bought. This means how many of the units recorded in the previous 
column are usually bought at one time. For example, if the household purchases two 5 kg bags 
of maize meal every week, the amount purchased is 2 units. So in the "amount purchased" 
column, you will write down ‘2 units’, or just ‘2 x’. 
 
If the person gives you more than one answer to the question about amount of food purchased 
ask them what they would normally do. 
 
The last column, column five, asks for the prices of the commonly used food items listed. The 
aim is to help determine the cost of foods per unit that is bought. Taken together with the 
information about the size of the unit and the number of units being bought, knowing the price 
per unit provides the cost to the household of the particular quantity of each food they are 
buying. Then it becomes possible to see if deregulation is helping to bring down the price of 
important food products. Ask how much the unit purchased costs and insert the price in 
Rands in the correct row in column five.  
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NB: ENTER PRICE FOR ONE UNIT ONLY, not for the total purchased 
 
SECTION C: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
In Section C of the questionnaire, you are requested to obtain some additional information. Ask 
the questions listed and enter the appropriate answer for each question. You should record the 
answers to the questions as follows: 
 
Question C.1 
Asks what kind of transport is needed to reach the place where food is usually bought. More 
than one code can be circled if the household usually needs more than one kind of transport to 
get there. 
 
Question C.2 
Asks the cost in time and money of travelling to the nearest places where food is usually 
bought. For each kind of shop, you should fill in the cost in Rand of travel to the shop as a 
return trip, the time it takes in hours and minutes, and the approximate distance in 
kilometres, or meters if the shop is close by. 
 
Question C.3 
Establish whether any member of the household has his/her own crop production and ask 
which crops are grown. List and record one crop for each line. Then estimate the amount 
sold in terms of how much the respondent thinks would be the total price of all bags, bunches or 
whatever that were sold during the year. Enter this amount in Rand. For each crop listed, ask 
what proportion of it is eaten in the household each year? Circle the appropriate answer in the 
corresponding row, i.e. none, 1/4, 1/2, 3/4. Then ask what other crop is grown and repeat the 
process. 
 
Question C.4 
Establish whether any member of the household owns any livestock. If they do, then list the 
animals in the kind of animal column, one type of animal per line. For instance, cattle might go 
in the first row, goats on the second, and so on to chickens or geese. For each kind of animal 
listed, ask for the number of animals as well as the purpose for keeping them, and record 
these details in the appropriate columns. 
 
Question C.5 
Then ask whether any animals have been sold in the last six months. If there have been sales, 
record them in the same way as above, but with the total price of all animals sold in the third 
column – that is, the total price for all cattle sold in the third column of the first row, of all goats 
sold in the same column in the second row, and so on. You do not need to total up the livestock 
sold. 
    
Question C.6 
Tick the yes or no option to indicate whether enough food is grown by the household to last 
until the next harvest. 
 
Question C.7 
Asks whether there has been a change in the food the household has been eating over the past 
six months – or, whether there has been a change in the kinds of food the household has been 
buying over the last six months. This could be any kind of change. Tick the yes or no option. If 
a change has taken place it is also important to fill in the table following, which asks for the 
type of food involved and the exact kind of change that has happened. 
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Question C.8 
For this question, ask the respondent to tell in his or her own words about any problems the 
household is having in obtaining the food they need. This is an open-ended question, so there 
are no codes or boxes. Write the respondent’s own words in the space provided, and go over 
onto the back of the questionnaire if necessary. 
 
Question C. 9-11 
These questions ask for some of the food preferences of the household. Only one choice should 
be circled in each case. If everyone in the household does not agree, ask for the preference of 
most household members. 
 

?? Question C.9 asks the respondent to indicate which kind of starch the household 
prefers. Circle the code number of the option chosen. 

 
?? Question C.10 asks the respondent to indicate which kind of meat the household 

prefers. Circle the code number of the option chosen. 
 
?? Question C.11 asks the respondent to indicate where the household would prefer to 

get food as between home cooking, street food and store food. Circle the code number of 
the option chosen. 

 
Question C.12 
This table refers to different kinds of costs and expenses that the household may have to cover 
in addition to food. It gives an idea of how much of the household’s estimated income is likely 
to be committed to other demands besides obtaining food. It asks for the cost in the previous 
month of such expenses as transport to work, savings, non-food store accounts, cell phones and 
funeral costs. Each category of expense should have the estimated cost in Rand entered in the 
second column as indicated. 
 
Question C.13 
To help in estimating non-food costs carried by the household, this question asks for the total of 
all school costs outside of transport that the household has had to cover in the past year. That 
is, the total costs in terms of fees, clothing and supplies, for all the children in the household 
who are in school and whose costs are not covered by someone outside the household.  
 
THIS COMPLETES THE NAMC FOOD SECURITY QUESTIONNAIRE. Thank the 
respondent for their help, and assure them that the results will go to the government to be 
used in promoting cheaper foods and combating poverty. 
 
CHECKLIST 
  
General 
 

?? Household number, interview date, province, village name and code, interviewer 
code and signatures for interviewer, team leader and coordinator filled in 

?? All pages present and in correct order 
?? All pages completed according to the instructions 
?? Check that the writing is legible and all data is entered clearly and on the appropriate 

line. 
?? If any corrections need to be made remember that a black pen should be used for 

crossing out the incorrect information and a red pen used for entering the correct data. 
?? The name of the person responsible for procuring the food is entered as Respondent on 
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the household table, and underlined.  
 

Sections 
?? Household table in Section A fully completed 
?? If questions A.12, 17, and 18 are answered with a ‘no’ so that they require explanation, 

that reasons are recorded as indicated 
?? Question A.16, only one box ticked 
?? Section B fully completed, with responses recorded against all food items  
?? Unit of purchase filled in as correctly as possible for all bought foods, with 

measurement in grams or millilitres where necessary 
?? The rows in Section B filled in consistently – for instance, so that foods entered as 

home-produced are not then entered in later columns as bought.   
?? If the source of the food is entered as 1 or 10 (i.e. purchased), then all the rest of the 

columns should be completed for that food item 
?? If the source of the food is entered as 2 – 9 or 11, indicating food that is not bought, then 

the rest of the columns should be entered as N/A for that food item 
?? For the column labelled AMOUNT PURCHASED, the amounts should appear 

reasonable, i.e. not very little and not very large. 
?? For the column labelled PRICE PER UNIT, price should be entered for one unit 

only, not for the total amount of the usual purchase. 
?? For the column labelled PRICE PER UNIT, the prices for the commonly used foods 

should appear reasonable  
?? Question C.1, 10, 11, and 12, only one box ticked 
?? Questions C.2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 13, tables fully completed 
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ANNEXURE H 
 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 Question 
Household demographic data A1-10 
Household income A11-12 
Food purchasing A13-15 
Amount spent on food A16-18 
Quantities purchased B 
Transport used C1 
Cost of travel C2 
Whether they produce their own crops C3 
Whether they own livestock C4 
Whether they sold livestock C5 
Whether food grown will last until the next harvest C6 
Whether their diet has changed in the past six months C7 
What problems do they face in obtaining the food they need C8 
What kind of starchy foods do they prefer C9 
What kind of meat do they prefer C10 
Where do they prefer to get food C11 
Other expenditure C12 
School costs C13 
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HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY AND FOOD DEREGULATION STUDY  
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL MARKETING COUNCIL / E C I 
UNIVERSITY OF FORT HARE, UNIVERSITY OF THE NORTH, PRETORIA 
UNIVERSITY, STELLENBOSCH UNIVERSITY, UNIVERSITY OF ZULULAND  
MAY 2001 
 
 
FIRST NAME & LAST INITIAL OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD: 
___________________________ 
 
HOUSEHOLD NUMBER:      ???? 
 
INTERVIEW DATE:     ??????  
 
PROVINCE: Eastern Cape   ?                Gauteng    ?  KwaZulu Natal   
?                       
          

Northern Province   ?                   Western Cape  ? 
 

VILLAGE/ SETTLEMENT:      Name __________________          Code    ?? 
 
INTERVIEWER CODE:     ?? 
 
INTERVIEWER:        Signature  _______________________________________ 
 
TEAM LEADER:        Signature  _______________________________________ 
 
COORDINATOR:        Signature  _______________________________________ 
 
 
TO THE RESPONDENT: 
Hello, we are from University of  ________________.    We are asking people in this 
community to help us by giving us some information about what kinds of food are being 
eaten and where the household gets its food, what the food costs, and what the household can 
afford.  This information will help the government to ensure that the people who live outside 
the big cities can get the food they need.  To do this the government needs to know how well 
they have succeeded so far in ensuring that food is available and affordable.  
 
There are no right or wrong answers, as not all households are the same.  Everything you 
tell us will be kept confidential, and no names will be given to anyone under any 
circumstances, including the government.  Only the information itself is used, not the names.   
The information is needed for groups of people, not for individual families.   So we will put 
your replies together with the replies of other people in similar communities, other people of 
similar age, and so on. 
 
Is there anything you need to ask us?  Can we go ahead? 
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE FIELDWORKERS: 
Interview the person who is in charge of obtaining food  for the household. Be sure to 
indicate clearly in Section A as well as on the cover page who in the household is responsible 
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for making decisions about obtaining food. 
Fill in all the information called for on the cover sheet.  For the questionnaire, enter 
response codes where these are provided, or otherwise tick the category chosen, so that the 
coder can clearly see which response has been chosen.   
If the question fits but the respondent does not know the answer, or does not want or say, 
enter D/K for DON’T KNOW.  If the question does not fit the person or category being 
asked about (for instance, ‘school standard’ for a child of three years, or ‘source of food, 
tinned fish’  for a household that does not eat tinned fish) enter N/A for NOT APPLICABLE.  
Fill in something for each question, so that nothing is left blank.   
 
 
FOOD DEREGULATION AND HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY STUDY 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL MARKETING BOARD / E C I 
 
 
SECTION A:  HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION 
 
Person in HH 
Person 1 is HH 
head – underline 
person who is 
respondent 
 
 
 
 
                                 
M/F 

Relatio
n to 
HH 
head  
enter 
code 
below  

Age  
ente
r 
age 
in 
year
s 
OR 
year 
born  

Educ
a-tion 
enter 
code 
below  

Emplo
y-ment 
/ 
activit
ystatus 
enter 
code 
below 

Work 
on 
white
-
owne
d 
farm
? Y/N 

Inco
me 
recor
d 
incom
e in 
rands 
OR 
enter 
N/A, 
no 
incom
e 

Amt 
contr
ib to 
home 
amou
nt in 
rands 
or 
N/A 

Sleep 
in 
home 
most 
night
s? 
Y/N 

1         
2         
3         
4         
5         
6         
7         
8         
9         
10         
11         
12         
13         
                                                                                                                          _________  
_________ 
 
Under Person in HH, enter first name only of everyone staying in the household. 
 
Be sure to include any people currently staying with the household who are not household 
members or relatives, including employees, lodgers, students/learners, and orphaned 
children 
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Be sure to include all incomes and contributions, whether the person is working for wages, 
earning pension, or earning from their own small business at home 
 
Relation to HH head, 
codes: 
1 Head 
2 Wife of head 
3 Unmarried partner of 

hd 
4 Child of head 
5 Grandchild of head 
6 Father of head 
7 Mother of head 
8 Sister of head or wife 
9 Brother of head or 

wife 
10 Child of head/wife’s 

brother 
            or sister 
11 Grandchild of 

head/wife’s  
     brother or sister 

12 Great grandchild of 
any member 

13 Friend 
14 Employee 
15 Other relative 
16 Not related 
 

Education code 
categories: 
1 None 
2 Primary school 
3 Standard 6-8  
4 Standard 9-10 
5 Tertiary  
6 Training certificate or 

diploma 
7 Don’t know 
8 N/A, not school age 

yet 
 
 

Employment/ activity 
codes: 
1 Wage earning 
2 Self-employed, formal 
3 Self-employed, 

informal 
4 Unemployed and 

seeking 
5 Unemployed and not 

seeking 
6 Housewife by choice 
7 Farmer  
8 Farm worker 
9 In school 
10 School age, not 

schooling 
11 Not yet school age 
12 Pension earning 
13 Retired, no pension 
14 Disability grant 
15 Childhood support 

grant 
16 Part-time 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
INCOME INFORMATION: 
 
11.       What was the income of the household this month, counting everything?   
___________ 
 
12       Is this about the monthly income of the household over the last six months?     Yes ? 

No ? 
If no, then why not? Record answer in respondent’s own words 
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FOOD INFORMATION: 
 
 Person’s number 

from HH table 
above 

13      Who decides on what types of food are bought for the 
household? 

 

14      Who decides how much is spent on food?  
 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 17  How much 
money is spent 
on food weekly? 
(Tick one only) 

 

R0
-
R5
0 

R5
0-
R1
00 

R1
00-
R1
50 

R1
50- 
R2
00 

R20
0-
R25
0 

R2
50-
R3
00 

R3
00- 
R3
50 

R3
50-
R4
00 

Ov
er 
R4
00 

Do
n’t 
Kn
ow 

 
18  Has this amount been steady over the past six months? Yes ? No ? 
If no, then why not? Record answer in respondent’s own words 
 
 
 
 
19 Is your household usually able to save on food expenses during the cropping season? Yes 
? No? 

If no, then why not? Record answer in respondent’s own words 
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SECTION B: SOME COMMONLY USED FOOD ITEMS 
 

   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
number of  
packets or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

 
MAIZE MEAL, 
ETC: 
Maize Meal, 
commercial 

     

Maize Meal, home 
milled 

     

Mealie Rice      
Samp 
 

     

 
FLOUR: Wheat 
Flour, white 

     

Wheat Flour, brown      
Sorghum/Mabella 
 

     

 
SUGAR: Sugar, 
white 

     

Sugar,  brown/ 
yellow 
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   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
number of  
packets or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

 
MAIZE MEAL, 
ETC: 
Maize Meal, 
commercial 

     

Maize Meal, home 
milled 

     

 
FATS: 
Margarine, hard 

     

Margarine, medium 
soft 

     

Margarine, soft      
Holsum      
Oil      
Dripping/ lard      
Mayonnaise, salad 
crème 

     

 
RICE: 
Rice, white when 
cooked 

     

 
BREAD: 

     



The food security effects of the deregulation of agricultural marketing in South  Africa 

Prepared for the National Agricultural Marketing Council by 
Ebony Consulting International (ECI) 

 

8 

   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
number of  
packets or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

 
MAIZE MEAL, 
ETC: 
Maize Meal, 
commercial 

     

Maize Meal, home 
milled 

     

White, wrapped 
White, not wrapped      
Brown, wrapped      
Brown, not wrapped      
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   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
NUMBER  
of  packets 
or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

 
SWEET THINGS: 
Jam/ marmalade 

     

Syrup      
Bought sweets, 
candies 

     

 
BEANS: 
Beans, tins 

     

Beans, store bought 
dried 

     

Beans, home grown 
dried  

     

 
VEG: 
Cabbage  

     

Potatoes      
Tomatoes      
Onions      
Spinach      
Mealies, green      
Pumpkin/ squash       
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   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
NUMBER  
of  packets 
or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

(enter most used 
type) 
 
MILK ETC: 
Whole milk, bought 
in container 

     

Whole milk, fresh 
from cows 

     

Sour milk/ maas      
Tinned milk, 
condensed / 
evaporated 

     

Powdered milk, 
Nespray 

     

Flavoured milk      
 
CHEESE: 
Cheddar/ gouda/ 
other 

     

Cheese spread      
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   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
NUMBER 
of  packets 
or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

 
DRINKS: (COLD & 
HOT) 
Tea 

     

Coffee      
Cool drinks/ 
carbonated 

     

Pure fruit juice      
Fruit squash      
Mageu/ mahewu      
 
Soup, bought 

     

 
DRINKS: 
(ALCOHOL) 

     

Sorghum beer      
Beer in cans      
Bottled beer      
Wine      
Hard spirits      
      
 
FRUIT: 
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   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
NUMBER 
of  packets 
or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

Apples 
Bananas      
Oranges      
Pineapples      
 
SNACKS: 
Cheese Curls 

     

Potato crisps      
‘Cakes’ (bought 
sweet biscuits)  

     

 
RED MEAT:   
Beef  

     

Pork      
Mutton      
Goat      
Tinned meat      
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   If Purchased, store or community 
 

FOOD 
SOURCE OF 
FOOD 
(You may 
record more 
than one code) 
Store bought, 
town     1 
Reared               2 
Grown                    
3 
Grown  & milled      
4 
Part of pay,  
employer    5 
Barter                          
6 
Homemade                 
7 
Clinic/NGO/Insti
tution  8 
Gift/ present        
9 
Bought, in 
community  10 
Other                  
11 

HOW 
OFTEN 
PURCH
ASED 
Daily              
1 
2 x week         
2 
Weekly           
3 
Fortnight
ly/ 
  monthly       
4 
Special                
  
occasions     
5 
Infrequen
tly   6 

UNIT 
PURCHAS
ED 
(record  
size of 
packaged 
commercial 
unit in  ml 
or kg, 
OR 
enter type 
of container 
and 
approximat
e size, e g 
30-cm dish, 
90-kilo 
sack) or 
price per 
single 
fruit/veg 

AMOUN
T 
PURCHA
SED 
(record 
NUMBER 
of  packets 
or 
containers 
usually 
bought) 

PRICE 
PER 
UNIT 
(record 
price in 
rands 
and 
cents for 
ONE 
SINGLE  
packet 
or 
containe
r ONLY) 

 
FISH: 
Fresh or frozen, in 
crumbs or batter 

     

Tinned fish, 
pilchards, sardines etc 

     

 
CHICKEN: 
Chicken, whole or 
pieces 

     

Chicken, heads and 
feet 
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SECTION C 
Please answer the following additional questions: 
 
1. What form of transport do you use to go and buy your food? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Foo
t 

Bicycle/ 
Motorbik
e 

Taxi Public 
Transport 

Car of 
Friend 

Own  
Car 

Other (Please 
Specify) 

 
2. How much does it cost to get to (return trip - go & come back): 
 

 Cost Time  Distance 
(km/meters) 

Closest Supermarket 
 

   

Closest Trading Store/Shop 
 

   

Closest Spaza Shop 
 

   

 
3.     Can we ask which crops are grown and sold in your household?  This includes even 

very small amounts or very small cultivated plots – even just a kitchen garden patch: 
 
Which crops are grown? Amount 

sold (record 
estimate in 
rands) 

What proportion is consumed 
in your own household each 
year? (Please circle) 

  None ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 

   ¼ ½ ¾  Al
l 
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4.     How many livestock does the household own? 
 
Kind of animal No. of animals Purpose 
   
   
   
   
   

 
 
 
5.     How many animals have been sold in the last six months? 

 
Kind of animal No. of animals Total price in rands for all such 

animals sold 
   
   
   
   
   

 
 
6.     Do you usually produce enough food to last you until the next harvest? Yes ? No 
? 
 
7.  Have there been any changes in the kinds of foods the household is eating or buying over 

the last six months? Yes ? No ? 
 

If yes, please complete the following table: 
 

Food  Change 
  
  
  
  
  

 
 

8. What problems is your household having in being able to get food? (write in answer - 
record reply in respondent’s own words OR indicate no problems experienced) 
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9. Can you tell us about some of the foods that the people in this household prefer?   Which 
one of these do most people in your household like best?      circle the number of the 
respondent’s choice    

 
Rice               
1 

Bread              
2 

Potatoes            
3 

Other or none     
4  of these 

Don’t know/ not 
sure     5 

 
 

10. Which of these kinds of meat do most of your household like best? circle the number of 
the respondent’s choice 

 
Mutton     
1 

Chicken       
2  

Pork           
3 

Fish          
4 

Beef          
5 

Other or   
6 none of 
these 

Don’t 
know/ 
not sure  
7 

 
 
11. What kind of food do most of the people in the household like best to eat? circle the 

number of the respondent’s choice 
 
Home-
cooked food          
1 

Food bought 
on the street      
2 

Packaged 
store bought 
food   3 

Other food     
4 

Don’t know/ not 
sure   5 

 
 
12. Can you tell us about some of the other things your household needs to spend money on?  

For the whole household in the last month, how much have you had to spend on: 
 
 Estimated cost in 

rands  
Transport to work, for all employed household members   
Transport to school, for all schoolgoing children in 
household 

 

Store accounts not for food, including furniture  
Medical costs  
Cell phones  
Stokvel savings clubs  
Cigarettes and tobacco  
Bank savings accounts  
Money lenders   
Funeral costs  
Wedding costs  
Lottery tickets  
Church donations  
Electricity & Services  
Entertainment   
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13. For this school year, what did your household need to spend altogether on school fees, 
school supplies and clothing for schoolchildren? 

 
 Cost in rands  
Total school costs – fees, supplies, and clothing   (not 
transport) 

 

 
 
* 
 
WE’RE FINISHED NOW.    THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME – WE APPRECIATE YOUR 
HELP TO US IN TRYING TO IMPROVE ACCESS TO FOOD FOR PEOPLE LIVING 
OUTSIDE THE BIG CITIES 
 
(Thank the respondent and depart without accepting any gifts) 
 
 
 
 
 


