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1. Introduction

This research programme is contextualised withia framework of persistent
poverty, food shortages, rising food prices andgeunn Africa, and the importance
that is attached to addressing issues such as tfdbe Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) and the Brundtland Report. Two maid®4 for the overall research
programme are:

* MDG 1, which refers to the eradication of hunged aoverty. The specific
objectives related to this MDG are to reduce thegage of the population
living on one USD (or less) per day by half, andsimilarly reduce the
proportion of people who suffer from hunger.

 MDG 8, which focuses on ensuring a sustainablerenment. This requires
the integration of the principles of sustainableved@oment into country-
specific policies and programmes, a reduction @f pinoportion of people
without safe drinking water, and an improvementhef quality of life of slum

dwellers.

This study focuses particularly on the potentialidfan agriculture (UA) to serve as a
response mechanism in the context of the MDGs.omhern Africa, persistent
poverty is exacerbated by de-industrialisation & amore specifically (in the context
of Zambia and South Africa), by the closure of agtive industries, and particularly
of mining. In Zambia, both the loss of mining jolos the Copper Belt and
urbanisation to Lusaka have brought significansguee to bear on urban resources,
as well as on local governments that are alreadg-peessed. In South Africa, the
growing wealth gap has been aggravated by thetaeledosure of gold-mines, for
example in the Welkom area, and by the rapid udadioin of the unemployed to key
cities.

Within the above context of job loss, persistenvgity, food shortages and rising
food prices — further exacerbated by rising fuetes in 2008 and the production of
bio-fuel — the poor are increasingly seeking remedior food insecurity and
unemployment through an individual and communitgdshresponse known as UA.
Up to now, the potential role that could be playpydUA in addressing the needs of
the poor and in helping to meet the MDG targets Adnica has been poorly

1



understood. Although UA research has increasece gime 1990s, very few African
countries have implemented policy support, or gbtexh to formalise UA as a food-
supply alternative in the modern African city. eaf the problems experienced in
developing appropriate responses is the lack atba®rmation, as well as the lack
of adequate institutional responses.

The foregoing also needs to be considered in timegb of decentralisation, in that
countries such as Zambia and South Africa are nctivedy pursuing this agenda,
which has empowered local authorities to play afgterole in local socio-economic
affairs. However, local governments in both co@wstrdo not yet formally support
UA. Therefore, research is necessary to clarifyresu approaches and/or to

determine whether UA warrants greater attention.

2. Aims and objectives

A distinction needs to be drawn between the aint alpjectives of the overall
research programme on the one hand, and those sficific report, on the other.

2.1 Overall research programme

The objectives of this proposed study in selectdzhm areas in Zambia and South
Africa are:

» To profile UA practitioners in Zambia and Southiaé.

* To determine the role of UA in poverty reductionasra coping mechanism.

* To establish current government / local governnpenteptions regarding the
nature, scale and potential of UA in their citias,well as actual and potential
barriers within the context of new decentralisatiand local economic
development mandates.

* To review what is known about UA in both countries.

* To undertake base-line research amongst communiggsrding food
production, especially from the perspectives off-sefficiency, income
diversification and the localised production ofigetise range of foodstuffs.

* To synthesise the findings of the study, with awte arriving at policy-based

conclusions.



These objectives will comprise the focus of théofwing four papers:

In addition to this paper, which is based on thetBAfrican General Household
Survey, the research project includes two survdygrloan agriculturalists in South
Africa and Zambia, as well as an assessment oft eigbe studies on how local
governments plan and strategise urban agriculaotalities.

2.2 This report

Against the above background, the overall aim & thport is to profile UA and to
find out what role is played by UA in addressingvedy in South Africa.
Methodologically, the paper is based on the anhoakehold survey. It should be
noted that another paper comprising part of thipore will profile the UA
practitioners on the basis of an empirical surveyndticted amongst such
practitioners. The following relevant objectives/b been set for this report:

* To profile UA practitioners and their households.

* To assess the role of UA in poverty reduction asid aoping mechanism.

 To identify key policy issues which could assisbam policy-makers in

designing appropriate responses.

This report conceptualises poverty in terms of lbausehold expenditure. The
sample only includes households whose expenditaseb&low R10 000 per month in
2007. At the same time, however, it is acknowsetighat poverty can be

conceptualised from a range of other frameworks.

3. Outline of this report

The report starts off with a brief review of theadable literature on UA. Such a
contextualisation of the literature is importamt,drder to enable the researchers to
assess the results of the database to be used ex#rcise within the context of other
research in this regard. Next, an overview ofébenomic environment is provided,
followed by an overview of the methods used dutimg compilation of this report.
Finally, a profile of UA practitioners is presenteahd the role of UA in poverty

alleviation and as a coping mechanism is discussed.



4, The economic environment

This section provides an outline of the overallremoic environment in South Africa.
Two main aspects will be addressed:
* Real economic growth

* |nflation.

4.1 Real economic growth

The South African economy is currently in its losgeecorded economic upswing,
although economic activity has recently petered (éut the third quarter of 2008,
GDP growth was a mere 0.2% (SARB, 2008)), in therafath of the global credit
crunch. High oil and other commodity prices (ndtafmod prices) and rampant
consumer spending have fuelled inflation — the BoAfrican Reserve Bank’s
envisaged rate of inflation, the CPIX (consumecgsiexcluding mortgage interest
costs), has been above its target rate of 3-6% #\pcil of 2007; and in response, the
Bank increased its policy rate (the repo rate)andonsecutive occasions (from 7.00
to 12.00%) between June 2006 and June 2008. Hglineflects the growth rates of
real GDP, real GDP per capita, real household dmsple income per capita, real
household consumption per capita, and the realevafuoutput by the agriculture,
forestry and fishing sector (which is dominated thg agricultural sector) for the
period 2002-2007.
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Figure 4.1: Growth rates of selected variables, 22-2007(Source: SARB, 2008)



During this period of economic expansion, the agerannual growth rates of real
GDP, real GDP per capita, real disposable housahottme per capita, consumption
expenditure and the value of output of the agniselt forestry and fishing sector were
3.88%, 2.70%, 3.86%, 5.28% and -0.01%, respectivédyowth in the agriculture,
forestry and fishing sector is highly volatile (whiis unsurprising, given the shocks
to which these activities are exposed — from natdisasters to currency crises).
During the period 2002-2007, the contribution a$ tbector to the GDP declined from
3.16% to 2.45%. Despite the impressive economawtr, unemployment and
poverty remained high in South Africa — between2@@d 2007, the unemployment
rate fluctuated between 29.4% (in 2002) and 23.1092007) (StatsSA, 2007).

4.2 Inflation

As pointed out above, the current South Africae tinflation exceeds the target set
by the South African Reserve Bank (the CPIX inflatrate for October 2008 was
12.4%), which has necessitated several interesthikdes by the Bank since June
2006. The main contributors to the high levelsndiation include high commodity

prices (food, oil and electricity), as well as higarsonal consumption expenditure
growth (Mboweni, 2008). Figure 4.2 shows the raiésncrease in the consumer
price index (CPI), the consumer price index exelgdimortgage interest costs
(CPIX), as well as the increase in the food pricgek for metropolitan and other

urban areas between 2002 and 2007.
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Over the mentioned period, average food price tiofleamounted to 7.61%, while the
average CPI and CPIX inflation rates were slightyer at 5.64% and 5.9%
respectively (the overall food price index increh®g more than 10% during 2007).
In total, food prices rose by just over 32% betw2602 and 2007, while (overall)
consumer prices rose by 25%. Rising global foackgrled to mass protests in many
developing countries during 2008, South Africa gemo exception. In response to
growing calls for action, the South African Finandeister, Trevor Manuel, urged
South Africans (especially the poor, as they spandreater proportion of their
incomes on food) to start planting/producing maoed, adding that while those
living in urban centres did not always have enolggid at their disposal to plant
sufficient quantities of crops, many did have vebét gardens that could be used to
supplement household food provisions (National Gaolgc News, 2008).

Figure 4.3 shows increases in the price of granmsat, milk, cheese and eggs, fats
and oils; fruits and nuts; and also of vegetables, the period 2002-2007, as

measured by the CPI for metropolitan and othermugbaas. The price increases for
the individual food products closely mirror the reovent in the aggregate CPI food
price index (refer to Figure 4.2). Also eviderdrfr Figure 4.3 is the extent to which

the prices of the different food products tend tovenin tandem — increases in the
prices of all of the food products were high in 20@pered off between 2003 and
2005, and again began to gain momentum from 200&u@s. In 2007, the prices of

all six food products increased by more than 10%ver the entire period under

consideration, the average annual increases imtices of the six food products

depicted in Figure 4.3 ranged between 7% and 9%.
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5. Literature review

51 Introduction

This section will provide an overview of the thetral and empirical literature on

urban and peri-urban agriculture (UPA/UA) whichoimhed this research, in terms of
definitional issues, significance and importancdJ&A/UA for food security among

urban dwellers and its implications for policy-mekeconcerned with sustainable
urban development planning. A review of the conterapy debates will focus on the
relevancy of UPA/UA to the MDGs, as well as claiargd criticisms in respect of
UPAJ/UA as a development tool. An aspect of paléicunterest to this research,
namely the largely informal nature of UPA/UA in tlieveloping world, and

specifically in sub-Saharan Africa, will be expldra the literature. Thereatfter, the
impacts of UPA/UA on food security, poverty, agender, rural-urban migration and

production systems will be analysed.

52 What is UA or UPA/UA?

There are several useful definitions of urban adguce (UA) or urban and peri-urban
agriculture (UPA/UA) (Mbiba, 1995, 2000; Lee-Smigh Memon, 1994; Binns &
Lynch, 1998; Mougeot, 2000; Hovorka, 2005). In lbheadest of terms, UPA/UA can
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be understood as referring to any agriculturallgtesl activities, which include

production, processing and marketing, occurringuitt-up “intra-urban” areas and in

the “peri-urban” fringes (often “green belts”) ofies and towns (Thornton, 2008).
However, UPA/UA is not restricted to food crops,dacan also include animal

husbandry, aquaculture, agro-forestry and horticaltThe concept of “peri-urban’ is
generally understood to refer to the physical fate¥ where complex rural-urban
interactions take place (Lynch, 2005; McGregbal., 2006). Typically, a peri-urban
area is not spatially zoned; it may be near a cdptre; and it may be occupied by
poor households and the socially excluded, padrtulin the case of developing
countries, or the “global South” (Mbiba Bluchzermeyer, 2002; Lynch, 2005). Peri-
urban agriculture is described as the conductionrbéin farming activities on the

periphery of populated urban zones (Obosu-Mens889:111). Adding another

dimension to the definition, Foeken and Mwangi @00laim that farming by urban

dwellers is not synonymous with urban agriculturélhey also point out the

difficulties involved in making a spatial distinoti between “urban” and “peri-urban”
areas, and argue that urban dwellers may alsoiggdaetming in the rural areas in the
region where they grew up.

Identifying the role of UPA/UA in modern cities andbanised areas as a livelihood
and food security strategy has been difficult (Arieemesu & Maxwell, 2000;
Frayne, 2005: 34-35). The problems experiencedhis tegard may possibly be
ascribed to a number of factors, such as the diversture of practitioners,
geographical locations and climatic conditionsyadl as varying levels of acceptance
by government officials. Tinker (1994) and Nuge80@0) argue that a common
working definition of UPA/UA does not exist, and rndo similar methods for
measuring productivity. As a result, comparisondiffierent UPA/UA studies are
difficult; and the standardisation of definitionsdadesign can thus be regarded as the

next logical stage for urban studies of food praiduc(Tinker, 1994).

Despite the relatively recent interest in urban pad-urban agriculture (UPA/UA) as
a potential development tool, most of the datahm UPA/UA literature since the
early 1990s have been more qualitative than queangt with a tendency to focus
more on crop production systems than on livestogstesns (Thornton, 2008).
Additionally, the existing case study literaturesha large-city bias, with limited
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attention having been given, thus far, to UPA/UAtlie small-town context, where
poverty rates are often higher, owing to the faett temployment opportunities are
more limited than in the case of large cities (Mleizal., 1992; Nel, 1997; Smit, 1998;
Foeken et al., 2002; Thornton, 2008).

UPAJ/UA is commonly described as an activity praadisby all income groups

worldwide, and is an essential household survivehtegy for the urban poor

(Drakakis-Smith, 1992; Rogerson, 1992, 1996, 2(®3it et al., 1996; Mougeot,

1994, 1999; Deelstra & Girardet, 2000; De Zeeuvalet2000; Jacobi et al., 2000;
Hovorka, 2005). Particularly in the global SoutlPAJUA is widely acknowledged as

beneficial for households and individuals affecbgdrelative or absolute poverty. In

terms of relative poverty, the production obtaifiream urban food plots supplements
incomes through direct savings in terms of the Bbakl budget. Income not spent on
food is directed into other needs of the househé@d. unemployed and vulnerable
households living in absolute poverty (e.g. eldeplgrsons or single mothers),
UPAJ/UA is viewed as an absolutely crucial sourcdoafd and, in some cases, also
the only source of income (Rogerson, 2003; Thor@&tdel, 2007; Thornton, 2008).

Some academics refer to many claims regarding URA/&L encountered in the
literature, as deterministic “universalisms”, me®ni that general, sweeping
statements about UPA/UA’s importance and potentidenefit the environment and
household food security have been based on “fratanemesearch”, as opposed to
the actual impact of UPA/UA “on the ground” (Weld998a, 1998b, 2000; Hovorka,
2005; Lynch, 2005). Many academics and researdmgnse that UPA/UA research
should focus on expanding the localised and infdeptderstandings of UPA/UA
research “on the ground”, which may refute or sausate claims regarding the
potential of UPA/UA as a survival or livelihood ategy (Lynch, 1995, 2001; Webb,
1996, 1998a, 1998b; Ellis & Sumberg, 1998; Thorn&008). Moreover, many argue
that the growing literature on UPA/UA suffers frarack of scientific inquiry, with
the result that the claims made regarding how URA/benefits urban poor
households and the urban eco-system cannot bemnads{éaquinta & Drescher, 2000;
Lynch et al., 2001; Rogerson, 2003; Thornton, 2008)ch of the UPA/UA literature
reflects a “metro-bias”, meaning that previous aeske, economic development
strategies and policy focus have typically centvadmetropolitan urban areas, rather
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than on small towns (Nel, 1997; Smit, 1998; Wel#98b, 2000; Rogerson, 2003;
Thornton, 2008).

53 Historical overview

5.3.1 Ancient origins

UPA/UA is not a new phenomenon; it existed in pradistrial societies, and its roots
can be traced back to ancient civilisations worttev{Lee-Smith & Memon, 1994,
Mougeot, 1994; Nugent 2000; Van Veenhuizen et28lQ1). Furthermore, Mougeot
(1994) claims that several ancient civilisationsl ldeveloped complex UPA/UA
systems and technologies; for example, the PergsiadsRomans created advanced
hydraulic facilities and agricultural drainage sties respectively, while the “Islamic
empire” used its “postal service” to gather infotima on food prices and food
supplies in order to prevent shortages. Howeveteeasology ushered urban human
settlements into the industrial era, urban farnpractices were deemed inappropriate

and were subsequently assigned to rural regiorg )ib

Some observers have pointed out that farming neavitbin the confines of urban

areas historically tended to be a point of contenfor urban planners, prior to the
industrial revolution (Mougeot, 1999). Moreover,ek8mith and Memon (1994: 3)
claim that negative cultural connotations assodiat#h the notions of the “city” and

“countryside” date back to the Greco-Roman period.

5.3.2 Modernity

For many western countries, the more recent histbrybanism, associated with the
industrial revolution, has resulted in the separatf “urban” from “agriculture” —
except with regard to recreational gardening, ottimes of crisis (Lee-Smith &
Memon, 1994). During both world wars in the lasintoey, urban agriculture
comprised an important part of food production tlyloout Europe, where backyard
“victory” gardens often meant survival (Thieban Agricultural Network —TUAN, in
City Farmer 2001). In general, the status of the agricultgesdtor has shifted from
that of a source of food security, to that of adustrial-style sector based on
technological development and commercialisationgSan & Braunschweig, 2003).
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Mougeot (1999) notes that pioneering surveys oamifbod production date back to
the work of French geographers in West Africa atyess the late 1950s. Literature
focusing on UPA/UA as a coping strategy for theamrippoor in developing countries
has been accumulating since the 1970s (Rogerso®6).19 Perhaps it is no
coincidence that this accumulation occurred in wWake of global oil shocks and
economic crises, in respect of which “none havetfed impact more acutely than the
billion or more impoverished people across the dWorld” (Simon in Nel, 1999:
19). In developing countries, the attitudes ofrfer colonial governments towards
UPAJ/UA are being repeated in modern times — UPA/&Aivities are often viewed
as “unsightly”; are often officially banned (Tinked994: 5); and tend to be
“undervalued and resisted by generations of pudfficials” (Binns & Lynch, 1998:
778).

5.4  Contemporary debates on urban sustainability: Aole for UPA/UA?

In many developing countries, the development oAIUFA as a survival strategy
often met with the disapproval of colonial regimksAfrica, during the colonial era,
UPA/UA was deemed illegal — an attitude that haenh@erpetuated in some countries
to the present day (Lee-Smith & Memon, 1994; Mougé894; Binns & Lynch,
1998). The illegal status of UPA/UA in modernisicigjes, over an extended period,
may have led to a general decline in the abilinésndigenous peoples to feed
themselves (Mayer, 1971; Sahn, 1989). Factorssihatficantly challenge the ability
of the urban poor to cope include: rapid urbanisatthe dearth of arable land; and
policies that furnish relatively cheap imported dofor urban populations, thus
providing little incentive for local food productiofor urban markets (Rogerson,
1992: 229). In this regard, urban food securityiéssin the developing world have
underscored the significance of UPA/UA in the depebent community as a

component of sustainable urban development (Rogelg92: 229).

The World Commission on Environment and Developmgifd87: 43), or the
“Brundtland Report”, defines sustainable develophas’development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the tgbaf future generations to meet
their own needs.” Furthermore, the “Brundtland R€pbas focused the world’s
attention on sustainable urban development and pbkential role of “urban
agriculture”, or UPA/UA:
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Officially sanctioned and promoted urban agricutucould become an
important component of urban development and make food available to
the urban poor. The primary purpose of such proamtshould be to
improve nutritional and health standards of the pobelp their family

budgets (50-70% of which is usually spent on foedgble them to earn
some additional income, and provide employment.aldrhgriculture can

also provide fresher and cheaper produce, moremgsgace, the clearing of
garbage dumps and the recycling of household w@gteld Commission on
Environment and Development, 1987: 254).

As a development tool, the UPA/UA “phenomenon” dat capture the attention of
observers until approximately the 1970s (Orgarorafor Economic Co-operation
and Development, 1972 in Nugent, 2000; Ponter, 19Maman, 1975; Mougeot,
1999, 2000). Since then, according to Smith andefi@y1997: 25), “[tlhe growing
interest in U[P]A in developing countries [has],many ways, [been] expanding at a
rate which rapidly exceeds available information tbis important phenomenon”.
Consequently, UPA/UA terminology, issues and reflahips are too often
oversimplified and may even prohibit a realisticdarstanding of UPA/UA in a cross-
cultural context (Ellis & Sumberg, 1998; laquinta@escher, 2000; Lynch et al.,
2001; Rogerson, 2003). Moreover, much of what ofleserclaim UPA/UA to be
capable of achieving actually requires validatibrough empirical research (Webb,
1996; de Zeeuw, 2002; Rogerson, 2003; Thornton3200

5.5 UPA/UA and the MDGs

At the 2000 United Nations Millennium Summit, eiglgvelopment goals were set by
world leaders, with a view to ending poverty by 801 Each Millennium
Development Goal (MDG) entails several targets,cwhnclude eradicating hunger
(MDG 1) and improving the plight of the urban pdMDG 7). In this research, we
argue that, with support at the institutional leVdPA/UA could make a positive
impact in terms of the first and seventh MDGs.

Recently, local governments have reconsidered gasition regarding UPA/UA, in
response to urbanisation and its associated clgakersuch as urban poverty, food
insecurity, and the growth in informal (squattesjtlements and unemployment. The
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projected increases in the global urban populasianchallenging the capacities of
cities worldwide, with the “largest and fastest wing cities [being] primarily
[situated] in developing countries” (Rakodi, 20Qd). Therefore, whereas urban poor
households spend 50-90% of their income on foodhynedservers point out the need
for these households to become more pro-activeaetimg their food needs, as well
as to contribute to the overall urban food supply ahains of production (Tinker,
1994; Mougeot, 1994; Lynch, 1995; Rogerson, 199632 Foeken & Mwangi, 2000;
Foeken & et al., 2002).

5.6 Claims and criticisms in respect of UPA/UA

Claims and criticisms regarding the potential ofAJPA are prevalent themes in the
localised case-study and thematic literature. Thieemes include the following: the
global practice of UPA/UA; the importance of UPA/Ufsr food security and
nutrition; and the economic, social and ecologicadacts of UPA/UA.

5.6.1 UPA/UA as a global practice

Numerous claims have been made regarding the glelaah of UPA/UA and its
significance in the developed and developing woflthe Technical Centre for
Agricultural and Rural Cooperation, CTA (1999: 1-Ppints out that UPA/UA is
practised worldwide, with global estimates rangiingm 700-800 million urban
farmers' The reasons for practising UPA/UA are varied, andlude social,
economic and cultural factors (Mlozi, 1996: 48).AJBA in developing countries is
often mentioned as an important part of the urlgend fsupply continuum. Mougeot
(2002: 1) states: “200 million [of 800 million] uab farmers are considered market
producers, employing 150 million people full-timéde adds: “Urban agriculture is
thus an important supply source in developing-cguatban food systems, a critical
food-security valve for poor urban households.” Maobservers note the
inclusiveness of UPA/UA, as it appears to cut aersgcio-economic boundaries,
thriving both in developing countries and in westeountries (Davis et al., 1999;
Dahlberg, 1999; Mlozi, 1996).

Sachs and Silk (1987: websource) introduce thesisduthe retention of traditional
knowledge and related rural-to-urban migration essinto the debate, by arguing
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that, although many people in western countrieseHast their links with the land
over the last several generations,
such is not the case for most of those who aremagkating into cities of the
developing nations. While some of these migrantg nad like the idea of
continuing to work the land, the fact remains ttiaty do have the survival
skills necessary to produce their own food if thegve access to the

resources.

The findings in this treatise include certain imptions regarding “access to
resources” and “traditional knowledge”. Moreovéerte might be instances where the
destitute dependants of urbanised migrants wouldreléo engage in agricultural

activities.

5.6.2 UPA/UA ensures food security and nutrition

The benefits of UPA/UA in terms of nutrition andofb security are often cited
without empirical research to support these claiv&bb, 1996, 1998a, 1998b;
Rogerson, 2003). Observers often point out theratl of UPA/UA to improve food
security and nutrition for urban poor householdsradakis-Smith, 1992;
Frankenberger et al.,, 2000; Garrett, 2000; Webl®02@ogwana, 2001; United
Nations Human Settlements, 2001). As Sahn (1980) 8lims, “home gardening
may be an effective intervention for food insegurdnd low-income households
beyond that of normal field agriculture, in partemuduring seasonal food shortages.”
Many observers argue that UPA/UA improves nutriteord provides an income for
low-income households, particularly female-headedskholds (Webb, 1996, 1998a,
1998b; de Haan, 2000; Stephens, 2000; RogersoR).208e value of UPA/UA to
practising households will be thoroughly investeghin this study.

5.6.3 Economic, social and ecological impacts

Observers have called for documentation that isemempirical, in order to

corroborate the combination of various economigiadcand ecological benefits of
UPAJ/UA, as put forward in the thematic literatui/gbb, 1996, 1998a, 1998b; de
Zeeuw, 2002; Rogerson, 2003). In any case, UPA/Y/a @roader system, which

combines agricultural production with the recyclimg re-use, of the by-products of
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cultivation and urban wastes, is a common thentkariterature (Smit & Nasr, 1992;
Thorgren, 1998; Deelstra & Girardet, 2000; Roger&2®3). Again, it is the potential
of UPA/UA that is most frequently cited by obsesieDe Haan (2000: websource)
makes the following comprehensive statement reggrtlhe economic, social and
ecological benefits of UPA/UA:
UPA/UA affords a cheap, simple, and flexible tami productively using
open urban spaces, treating and recovering urbdid ssnd liquid wastes,
generating employment and income, adding valuertalyzts, managing
freshwater resources more sparingly, and resohotigerwise incompatible
urban land use issues. Urban agriculture is alstegnal to city life, a
vibrant part of urban economic and ecological sggte Urban farmers use
urban land, public services, inputs, and even urlastes in production.
They then sell to local markets and often reinpestits into goods produced
or sold at city outlets (de Haan, 2000: websource).

Contributing to the thematic literature regardinBAJUA’s economic benefits, Smit
et al. (1996: Foreword) claim: “As an industry, ambagriculture is closely linked to
several urban, ecological, social and economicesyst It provides economic benefits
for urban farmers and their communities and citidslditionally, observers state that
UPA/UA produces a significant amount of food fobamm markets (World Resources
Institute, 2000; City Farmer, 2001). From an ecnitoperspective, further claims
include the assertion that UPA/UA allows middlesslaand wealthier households to
stretch their income (World Resources Institute0@0Maxwell et al., 2000;
Mougeot, 2000). UPA/UA stimulates the developmeinsmall businesses focusing
on the production of inputs, such as the collecaod composting of urban wastes
and the production of organic pesticides (Rogersd@)3). An indication of
UPA/UA’s economic viability is noted by the Geordiznter for Urban Agriculture
in the United States (University of Georgia, 20@04&bsource), as follows: “Urban
agriculture is one of the newer and fastest grovitystries in agriculture and is
composed of 6,888 small businesses with 78,988ifu# employees. The economic
impact of the turf grass and environmental horticel industry alone in 2003 was
$8.1 billion.”
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With regard to the social benefits of UPA/UA, sooieservers (Smit et al., 1996; de
Zeeuw, 2002) claim that UPA/UA enhances the liveryironment, and that it can
improve efficiency in urban management, contribtgebetter public health, and
further social participation in the community. Soenen claim that the impacts of
UPA/UA on social networks for women may outweigh economic impacts (Slater,
2001: 635; Rogerson, 2003).

57 Criticisms

Some observers argue that there is a lack of sfwemtquiry to justify the claims
made in the thematic literature (Webb, 1996, 1998a;Zeeuw, 2002; Rogerson,
2003). Amongst these claims is that of Waser (198h source), who states that “no
matter what the official policy,” UPA/UA is pracéd for a myriad of reasons “across
the globe.” In addition, Cleveland (1997: websolrstates that “a multitude of
gardens” can be seen “in cities all over the wbrl&ome observers point out that
there is a lack of evidence to support claims reéiggr UPA/UA’s ability to improve
the livelihoods of the urban poor (Rogerson, 198&bb, 1998a, 1998b; Obosu-
Mensah, 1999; Nunan, 2000). Moreover, there ie léidence linking food gardens
with improved nutrition and urban environments (\Web998a, 1998b, 2000; Lynch
et al.,, 2001: 161; Nunan, 2000; Rogerson, 20B3)thermore, much of the literature
does not take account of the unresolved issuesedel competition for urban
resources, such as land tenure/access and wdtts (iRpgerson, 1996; Webb, 1998a,
1998b; Binns & Lynch, 1998; Lima et al., 2000; Nan2000).

Overall, the above claims are generally made iaticel to a global context. Thus,
they dramatically misrepresent UPA/UA in developioguntries, with particular
reference to localised case studies on the Afrazaminent. Again, it is the paucity of
empirical research and baseline socio-economic datgrding the impact of
UPA/UA on household livelihoods and incomes thag thsearch seeks to address in
South Africa and Zambia.

5.8  ‘“Informalising” UPA/UA

Increasing interest in UPA/UA has arisen in conjiarcwith studies on the informal
economy conducted from the 1980s onwards, mainlyeims of UPA/UA as an

alternative income source for households unablsetture the means of obtaining a
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formal income (Rogerson, 2003: 137). In the faceecdnomic hardship, informal
sectors in local economies have emerged to offeet riegative impacts of
urbanisation and economic crises on the livelihetréitegies of the urban poor.
However, some observers argue that the increastegest in this regard is elevating
UPA/UA to an unrealistic position in the overalloeomy. The crucial point is that
the “formalisation” of informal activities might pduce unintended outcomes, while
the commercialisation of subsistence activities #&chlly-grown produce could
create agricultural products that the poor wouldammer be able to afford (Gordon,
2002; Webb, 1998b). On the other hand, observaisnachat UPA/UA existed in
many formal and informal economies before the omd$etconomic decline in the
1970s (Potts, 1997). The difference today is thatrempeople are involved in
UPAJ/UA; hence, more land is being used and morel fisobeing produced (Potts,
1997; Rogerson, 1996).

The heterogeneity and evolving nature of the infdreconomy, as in the case of
UPA/UA, is problematic for observers who seek tsaliwe and conceptualise it in
any “meaningful way” (Chen et al., 2002: 4). Thisyrbe ascribed, in part, to the
persistent view of modernisation and dependencyoeates that informal-sector
activities embody the antithesis of “modern” urltlevelopment processes, and that
such activities are indicative of official failu(®lozi, 1996; Rogerson, 2003). On the
basis of these comments, it appears that broadigkses of the informal economy
may not be conducive to effective policy-making the regulation of informal
economic activities, and also that they may notabperopriate for classification

purposes.

UPAJ/UA appears to work in tandem with the infornsakttor, as it offers a flexible
and accessible “easy-in, easy-out entrepreneuwtality for people [with] different
levels of income,” and particularly for the poorbsuseholds (Rogerson, 2003: 133).
Additionally, UPA/UA also mirrors the dependencgadhists’ criticisms of informal-
sector growth, as undermining, suppressing andadagy, or “informalising”, the
formal sector as an employment entity (Mlozi, 1995:48). The “informalisation” of
the urban economy, food production and marketingtesys is often linked to
economies undergoing structural adjustment (Lourdnadell, 1997: 39). Numerous
documents cite the importance of the informal ecando urban poor households,
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and suggest ways in which to “formalise” its redaship with the formal economy
(de Haan, 2000; Mougeot, 2000; Nugent, 2000; Chah,e2002; Rogerson, 2003). In
the light of these comments, it may be feasiblelassify UPA/UA in a manner that
equates it, to some degree, with work carried maheé informal economy. According
to Chen et al. (2002: 4), the informal economy barclassified according to one of
two criteria: either in terms of those who worktithe workforce), or in terms of the
activities that take place in it (economic unit€hen et al. (2002: 4) argue that, as
individual countries have discretion over the cosipon of the informal workforce,
the size of unregistered units to be included, whédther or not activities such as
agriculture are to be included in the informal sectomparisons are difficult to

make.

Determining the role of UPA/UA in the formal andamrmal economy in the research
zones is one of the key aims of this research. fderstand the role of UPA/UA in
the developing world, it might be useful to reviéw role in the developed world,
along with the frameworks that facilitate it. Thiere, distinct UPA/UA variations in
the developed world and on the African continent & outlined in the following
sections, in terms of UPA/UA'’s role, structure anstitutional support. With regard
to the variations discussed below, it would seean tiews regarding UPA/UA in the
developed world are more reflective of socially ®maus concepts, such as “urban
greening” and “eco-city” (Newman, 1997; Roseland92, 2005; Thornton, 2008;
Thorns, 2002). Case studies in respect of theddriingdom and the United States
are outlined below to emphasise this point.

5.9  UPA/UA practice in Africa

With regard to UPA/UA on the African continent, th@lowing paragraphs will

summarise the significance and limitations of UPA/fdr practising households, as
well as the characteristics of UPA/UA practitionarsd production systems, in the
following countries in which case studies were iearrout by key observers of
UPA/UA: Egypt (Gertel & Samir, 2000); Ethiopia (Eghkher, 1994; Sorenson,
2003); Ghana (Obosu-Mensah, 1999; Armar-Klemesu a&\ell, 2000; Maxwell et

al., 2000; International Food Policy Research tastj 2003); Kenya (Freeman, 1991;
Lee-Smith & Memon, 1994; Foeken & Mwangi, 2000; ke et al., 2002); Senegal
(Mbaye & Moustier, 2000); South Africa (Rogerso®96, 2003; Thornton, 2008,
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2009); Tanzania (Sawio, 1994; Mlozi, 1996; Mtan§9I; Jacobi et al., 2000;
Mwalukasa, 2000); Uganda (Maxwell, 1994); Zambiar(&l, 1987; Drinkwater,
1994; Mbiba, 2001) and Zimbabwe (Drakakis-Smith92,91994; Mbiba, 1995;
Bowyer-Bower, 1997; Smith & Tevera, 1997; Mbibap@DGogwana, 2001).

5.9.1 Food security

In the African context, it is clear that UPA/UA ha&snerged as a response to
economic crises which, in many cases, resulted ftbenimplementation of the
International Monetary Fund’s austerity measures @&ructural adjustment
programmes) (Drakakis-Smith, 1994; Maxwell, 1994piil 1996; Bowyer-Bower,
1997; Gertel & Samir, 2000). For the most part, UPAis practised by all income
groups and is of crucial importance to the pootlesiseholds for the purposes of
subsistence (Egziabher, 1994; Lee-Smith & Memo®@4iMaxwell, 1994; Sawio,
1994; Mlozi, 1996; Mtani, 1997; Mbaye & MoustieQ@D; Foeken & Mwangi, 2000,
Foeken et al., 2002; Jacobi et al., 2000; Gogw20@1; Sorenson, 2003). This role is
recognised, for example, in Dar es Salaam, wher&/UR has been integrated into
urban planning (Mwalukasa, 2000), and where, gitle& region’s harsh urban
economic conditions, UPA/UA is seen as an “econongcessity” for the poorest
households, while the average middle-income earesvs UPA/UA as the “logical
thing to do” (Sawio, 1994: websource).

Food production for household food security is tii@st common type of UPA/UA in
Kampala, Uganda (Maxwell, 1994: websource). Howe'ttie food produced does
not constitute the majority of what a householdstones ... the market is their major
source of food” (ibid.). A similar finding was resfed in a study of small urban
centres in South Africa, where the majority of urkegriculturalists were found to
depend on incomes obtained through social welfeaetg for household food security
(Thornton, 2006, 2007, 2008). For urban residemt€airo, Egypt (Gertel & Samir,
2000: 214), rural areas provide urban markets vatimparatively low prices
throughout the year. Clover — a typical crop calted in urban areas — yields high
prices as fodder for urban livestock. The prefeeefur livestock raising in urban

areas is linked to the high demand for cheap meat.
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In a prior study of UPA/UA that he had conductedHarare, Zimbabwe, Mbiba
(2000: 291) had determined that UPA/UA featured &y component” of a diverse
range of informal survival activities practised thye urban poor (Mbiba, 2000: 291).
However, in his subsequent study, Mbiba (2001: wele) noted that, as a result of
“poor planning institutions”, Harare, Zimbabwe héken over” from Lusaka,
Zambia as “the capital city of urban agricultureAfrica” (a title assigned earlier to
Lusaka in a study by Sanyal, 1987). Gogwana (2@8): also points out that

UPA/UA is an “important socio-economic activity,rpeularly for the poor.”

The recent economic collapse and the stagnatioaraf agricultural production have
had a limited impact on the government’s positinamely that UPA/UA is not a
viable solution to bring about food security, jolea&tion or environmental
improvement (Bowyer-Bower, 1997; Mbiba, 1995, 2080a position which partly
accounts for the recent targeting of UPA/UA by goeernment:
[The] Zimbabwe police have extended a demolitiomgaign targeting the
homes and livelihoods of the urban poor to the tedgle gardens they rely
on for food, saying the crops planted on vacans late damaging the
environment ... The crackdown on urban farming --aatime of food
shortages in Zimbabwe -- is the latest escalatiothe government's month-
long Operation Murambatsvina (or Drive Out Trasthich has seen police
torch the shacks of poor city dwellers, arrest streendors and demolish
their kiosks (Mail and Guardian Online, 2005).

Furthermore, the action taken by the present govent in Zimbabwe is reminiscent
of actions perpetrated by the previous “white gawegnt”, which destroyed city plots
and “slash[ed] crops on roadsides and railroad ekthants” (Mail and Guardian

Online, 2005). Since Zimbabwe’s attainment of peledence (in 1980), and prior to
“Operation Murambatsvina”, many officials had gexlsrtolerated the presence of
UPA/UA, but offered no extension services, loands#dies or credit services, since
UPA/UA is officially deemed to be aad hoc activity shrouded in illegality and

uncertainty (Bowyer-Bower, 1997; Mbiba, 1995, 2000)

According to the World Resources Institute (20004)1L UPA/UA in Accra, Ghana
accounts for 90% of the capital city’s fresh vegita. Some researchers report that
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UPAJ/UA is more common amongst the middle-class amdlthier residents, who
benefit from the local urban production of vegetallObosu-Mensah, 1999; Maxwell
et al., 2000; International Food Policy Researddtitute, 2003). Most of the local
production occurs in the peri-urban areas surroundhccra (Armar-Klemesu &
Maxwell, 2000: 200). In spite of this, availabladbfor peri-urban production is under
threat as a result of the urban sprawl, quarrigssamd mines that have developed on
the urban fringes of Accra (Armar-Klemesu & Maxwe&lD0O; International Food
Policy Research Institute, 2003). Apparently, gowegntal authorities have
acknowledged these threats to peri-urban farmetisaa@ planning intervention to
protect and promote UPA/UA (Armar-Klemesu & Maxw@000: 200-201).

5.9.2 Rural-urban migration

Some observers claim that UPA/UA practitionersracent migrants from rural areas
who depend on their agricultural or traditionalllskto survive in the urban areas
(Mayer, 1971; Bundy, 1979; Potter & Unwin, 1989,cdk 1998; Gogwana, 2001).
Conversely, other observers argue that African mrbErmers are rarely recent
migrants (Freeman, 1991; Egziabher, 1994; Sawi641®baye & Moustier, 2000;
Jacobi et al., 2000). In Dar es Salaam, the mgjofiurban farmers have been living
in town for at least 10 to 15 years (Sawio, 19%tobi et al., 2000). Nevertheless,
many UPA/UA practitioners in Ghana are recent nmlgrants from the north of
Ghana (Armar-Klemesu & Maxwell, 2000: 197), while Nairobi, Kenya, urban
agriculturalists remain close to their rural roatsltivating both in the urban areas

where they live, and in the rural areas (Lee-S&ittlemon, 1994).

5.9.3 Age of practitioners

Several observers claim that the practice of UPAK#S been increasing among all
age groups (although retirees rarely cultivateyesponse to decreasing employment
opportunities and purchasing power (Egziabher, 188&kwell, 1994; Sawio, 1994;
Mlozi, 1996; Mtani, 1997; Gertel & Samir, 2000; Mieaet al., 2000; Jacobi et al.,
2000; Foeken & Mwangi, 2000).
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5.9.4 The role of women

Overall, women are more likely to engage in UPA/UBgth at home and in
community gardens, to supplement the household fguply and prevent child
malnutrition (Sawio, 1994; Mlozi, 1996; Mtani, 199%Gertel & Samir, 2000;
Maxwell et al., 2000; Mbiba, 1995, 2000). In Kangalganda, it was found that
there was an even distribution of male and femd@&\WA practitioners (Maxwell,
1994). Ethiopian women, owing to the traditionasteyn of household membership
and headship, are largely responsible for the neddhie household (Egziabher,
1994). In a study of households involved in culiig communal or cooperative
gardens, it was found that women (mothers and detg)htended to the private
household garden, while men worked in the commana&boperative garden. Single
mothers were found to have a double burden, workotl in the private plot and in
the cooperatives (ibid.). In contrast, low-incomagg&e women with children in
Nairobi, Kenya only practise cultivation as a lastsort, when in search of
employment. With limited opportunities for employme 56% of urban
agriculturalists in Kenya are women; while in ttagital city of Nairobi, the figure is
62% (Lee-Smith & Memon, 1994). This fact can beilaited to the relatively low

level of education of women in comparison with nféaeken & Mwangi, 2000).

5.9.5 Production systems

Inner-city home vegetable production for home comstion is the most common
type of production system in Ghana (Armar-KlemesuMaxwell, 2000: 187),
Tanzania (Mlozi, 1996; Mtani, 1997; Jacobi et 2000), Ethiopia (Egziabher, 1994),
Kenya (Lee-Smith & Memon, 1994; Foeken & Mwangi, 02D and Uganda
(Maxwell, 1994). Land-tenure-security problems esenmon, but do not represent an
insurmountable obstacle to UPA/UA (Bowyer-Bower, 919 Mbaye & Moustier,
2000; Jacobi et al.,, 2000). Intra-urban open spacebs peri-urban (former rural
farmland) areas are commonly leased to cultivabgriandowners, with the produce
being geared towards the local market in places sgscDakar, Senegal (Mbaye &
Moustier, 2000) and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania (Jastohl., 2000). The raising of
poultry is “by far the most important” UPA/UA actiy in Cairo, and is almost
exclusively undertaken by low-income groups and woniGertel & Samir, 2000:
217-218). Owing to space constraints, most Caisieats raising poultry prefer to
live on the top floors of buildings (70.8%), in erdo have access to rooftops (ibid.).
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UPA/UA appears to be a small-scale subsistenceitgctrequiring limited inputs
(mainly manure for fertiliser) and labour. Ther&fpthe role of commodity exchanges
is largely confined to “a simple self-sufficientgsant economy” in small towns, and
petty informal exchanges of commodities in largevris and cities (Maxwell, 1994).
In Ethiopian households, traditional extended fgnslystems create a form of
household self-insurance for labour and assistamiecen needs arise (Egziabher,
1994).

Overall, UPA/UA throughout the African continentpaars to be significant for a
wide socio-economic range of households, usingrigtyaof production systems. The
types of production systems used seem to depetioeqguiot location and size and are
oriented towards the needs of the practitionereratiian the market. On the basis of
the examples above, UPA/UA appears to offer a mspdo poverty and to the
inability of governments, the economy and sociedyaddress widespread urban

poverty.

5.9.6 Problems experienced in UA

UA faces several constraints as a result of theraadf its activities. The main issues

include land, costs and social problems such ds the

The major problem for urban farmers has always libah of finding and keeping
land (Binns & Lynch, 1998). Generally, land value<ities are significantly higher
than in small towns or in rural areas, becausénefcompetition for land within the
city. As most urban farmers engage in agriculage result of their marginal status,
they cannot afford to buy land in the city, andeaftdo not even own the land on
which their house is located. This leaves urbaméas dependent on backyard plots
or any available open spaces within the city. €hegen spaces are usually either
private property that will at some point be develdjoy the owner, or the property of
the local authorities, who are often not support¥veirban farmers. Urban farmers
also have to compete with other urban farmers Fa& limited space available

(Asomani-Boateng, 2002).
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In fact, the negative views harboured by urban adtmators in respect of urban
farming have historically been problematical. Gaflgr UA is viewed as a remnant
of a previous lifestyle, which is practised by naigts to the city who have not yet
completely urbanised, and who, in the course oétimill take jobs in the city and
abandon their agricultural activities, while thadathey have used will be taken over
by urban functions. UA was also viewed negativeyythe authorities as creating
breeding grounds for crop pests and diseases, bhasvhiding places for criminals
(Gbadegesin, 1991; Maxwell, 1998iegmund-Schultze & Rischkowsky, 2001;
Tinsley, 2003). However, the notion that UA widase as the practitioners urbanise
has proved to be fallacious: research has showmthaay of the urban farmers have
been in the city for years, and that, moreovelr thag term of residence has assisted
them, both to compete successfully for the limigaatl available in the city, and also
to navigate the various obstacles associated aithihg within city limits. Indeed, it
was the poor, rather than merely the migrants, wée found to be engaging in UA.

Given that most of the water in cities has eithegrbtreated for human consumption
(and is therefore expensive for agricultural use)is heavily polluted, urban farmers
generally experience problems in finding adequas¢ewsupplies for their farming
activities, as they cannot afford to pay the prae urban water supplies for
agricultural purposes (Asomani-Boateng, 2002). ddes of inputs are also an issue,
with few farmers being able to afford chemicalstilisers and implements — while
even fewer are willing to invest in the farming dagiven that their tenure is likely to
be short and insecure (Gbadegesin, 1991; Simat&ads, 2008).

Another problem confronting urban farmers is thafthough in this regard, UA is
probably not very different from normal agricultbpaactice). Urban farmers often
cultivate in full view of many passing people, atheir crops are thus frequently
susceptible to theft. Some of the solutions emgdonclude harvesting as soon as the
crops can be consumed; choosing less conspicuops;@nd hiding the crops among
other plants so as not to attract attention to tli&badegesin, 1991; Egal et al,,
2001).
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5.9.7 Opportunities of urban agriculture
UA provides opportunities in respect of variousaaref urban policy, such as LED

(production, income, enterprise development); heéibod security and nutrition,
food safety); urban environmental management (urbaeening, climate and
biodiversity; waste recycling; reducing the ecotagifootprint of the city); and social
development (poverty alleviation, social inclusioof disadvantaged groups,
recreational functions) (Van Veenhuizen & Danso0720 Of the above, food
security and nutrition, along with poverty allevoat, tend to be most often cited as

benefits that UA holds for farmers.

Some research has also suggested that UA can prbgitkfits even on a small scale,
in that the amount of land available to the farnawes not appear to be of major
importance. The size of land parcels for farmimdampala ranged from as little as
nine square metres, to as much as several hecyateie size of the parcel of land
being farmed correlated only very weakly and indigantly with nutritional status,
and not at all with food sufficiency measures. slduggests that even small parcels of

land can be used beneficially by those who engageban farming (Maxwell, 1995).

5.9.8 Urban agriculture in South Africa
At present, the scale of urban cultivation beinghdiected in South Africa is

considered by researchers to be relatively smalomparison to the scale of UA
encountered in other developing countries, esggcial Africa (Rogerson, 1993).
This can largely be ascribed to the opportunittso$ UA and the presence of other
means of social support. The effects of colonma apartheid policies on agriculture,
as well as the effects of urbanisation on the eulrreews of prospective urban
farmers, should also not be ignored.

Urban farming competes directly for scarce citycgp@aith the pressing demands for
shelter for the poor, which comprise part of tharégeid legacy. Eberhard (1989 b,
1989 c) found that in the townships of South Afsc#argest cities, building a
backyard shack to accommodate lodgers can bring larger and more certain
income than using the land for agricultural purpo$e addition, the labour expended
on farming can be employed in pursuits that brimg ibetter income in the informal
economy (Rogerson, 1992 c). Eberhard (1989) atsotgpout that — assuming that
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the circumstances for production were favourabléhe quantity that could be

produced would meet only half of the minimum vegétarequirements of a

household of five. This represents less than 1%h@®Mmonthly budget of a household
living at a minimum subsistence level. It would shequire a dramatic deterioration
in the economic circumstances — and hyper-inflatbfood prices — for small-scale

production to make any real impact on the housebatthets of the poor (Eberhard,
1989 c).

May and Rogerson (1995) suggest that agricultucaivides are not the most
significant means of survival for urban farmersither the urban or peri-urban areas,
though such activities certainly represent one irtgt survival strategy adopted by
the marginalised. In fact, research by Thorntd08 in Rhini and in Peddie in the
Eastern Cape suggests that grants remain one aohdfg survival strategies of the
urban poor. Moreover, his research also corrobertlte finding that the savings of a
household, as derived from UA, are indeed low. qiestion (to which we shall give
attention later in this report) is whether thera ielationship between access to grant
funding and UA.

Among the welfare dependants, a much higher ppaticin rate in respect of
agricultural activities is recorded for these pmadwantly (two-thirds) female-headed
households. Not surprisingly, the average age et#ad of the household tended to
be high, at around 65 years of age. Remittancertmt households were the
second poorest, and constituted a significant ptagoof those engaging in UA, with
47% of the remittance-dependent households in yyben areas participating in
agricultural activities (May & Rogerson, 1995).

An investigation of the views of black urban youttegarding UA, conducted by
Thornton (2008), revealed that many youths viewca@iure as something that their
parents and grandparents were forced to carrynatimei homelands, as a consequence
of the interrelated effects of apartheid policies &ghe lack of work. They thus have
no desire to engage in UA. This circumstance rihé&r complicated by the continued

mistrust of, and lack of support for UA, as repdro@ by Thornton (2008).

26



5.10 Conclusion

This section has outlined the past and current yjiedebates and prior research in
respect of UPA/UA as discussed in the literature,weell as the theoretical and
conceptual approach adopted in order to condustrgsearch. UPA/UA has been
described as an ancient global phenomenon, whichriently practised by various
income groups for subsistence, income and for atior@al purposes. An overall lack
of empirical UPA/UA research has been identifiedaakey reason for its lack of
conceptual clarity. This is partly owing to itsa#le infancy as a subject of serious
academic interest. In a manner reminiscent of ftexraath of the economic and oil
shocks of the 1970s, current global economic andr@mmental events are leading
policy-makers to re-conceptualise the use of urfigaces as something more than
industrial growth nodes. Economic uncertainty ahattbiating food and oil prices
place enormous pressure on urban dwellers, patlguhe poorest, and restrict the
ability of planners and policy-makers to satisfgreasing demands for services. The
recognition of the contemporary significance andeptial of UPA/UA in the
literature underscores the relevance of UPA/UAragféective tool for practitioners
and policy-makers in sustainable urban developnm@wuerall, this research seeks to
make a general contribution to a better understandi UPA/UA in the global South.
Specifically, in localised case studies in urbanti@s in South Africa and Zambia,
analyses of qualitative and quantitative data widirify the impact of UPA/UA in
helping poor households to achieve self-sufficiemcyespect of food, as well as in
terms of its contribution to the urban food supggd will also identify opportunities
to improve institutional support and understandingfiow UPA/UA can contribute
to poverty alleviation and sustainable urban dguelent.

Although some of the other papers will deal in mdegail with the process of UA, a
number of crucial policy-related questions neebdd@sked at this point:

* To what degree have historical urban policies, Wwhaenphasised separation
and one-household-one-plot solutions, promotedibited UA, in view of the
fact that South African cities have some of thedstwdensities in the world?

* Conversely, South Africa is one of the most urbashisountries in Africa (+-
70%), depending on the relevant definition. Hawe thigh levels of
urbanisation hampered UA?
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* What could be described as an appropriate responggds UA at the city
level?
* What role is played by water access and paymemnwdaber in respect of UA?

* Will UA phase itself out as the elderly pass away?

Though the discussion and analysis which follow may address all of the above
guestions, an attempt will nevertheless be maasdtémd to these questions, either in

this report or in one of the other reports.

6. Methodology

This paper makes use of the General Household $uwerducted and published

annually by Statistics South Africa. The GHS wasigned to measure the living

conditions of South African households, and cowass fields: education, health,

labour-market activities, non-remunerated travehbysehold members, housing, and
access to (and satisfaction with) services anditfasi (StatsSA, 2007). Despite the
wealth of information contained in the GHS, thisvey has not, as yet, been utilised
to its full potential in the analysis ofiter alia, household welfare levels in South
Africa (Meth, 2007).

The most recent available survey, conducted in 20@% used, along with the earliest
(2002) survey available online. The general hoakkBurvey draws a sample of
households across South Africa; and the resultsvaighted per household in order
to represent the entire population of South Afrithe paper presents the data in

terms of the total number of South African housdbol

Three main approaches to the data were followed:
» The 2007 profile was used to provide as accuratevanview as possible of
the current situation.
* Next, an attempt was made to compare the 2002 @did @ata-sets.
» A control group of urban non-agriculturalists withe same attributes as the
UA practitioners (expenditure below R10 000 per thparban location, and
similarities in respect of basic infrastructure -here applicable) was

developed.
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In order to compare those who were probably urmmérs with a comparable
control group of urban non-farmers, two samplesewdnawn, the major distinction
being that the urban farmers had indicated that h@&l access to land, and that this
access had been acquired through some means lagimetribal authority (in order to

exclude rural locations).

The following approach was followed in identifyitubA practitioners:

» First, urban residents were identified. For twosoes, this was no easy task:
firstly, urban classification was only availabler fdhe 2002 data — and even
with such urban classification, it was not clearatvdefinition ofurban and
rural had been used. Secondly, no such classificatio available for the
2007 data. This meant that a range of other ctexistics had to be used in
order to identify UA practitioners. For the purposf identifying UA
practitioners in the 2007 data, the following aidgenere used:

- The size of the plot had to be smaller than on¢anec

- no household residing in a traditional housing wms included;

- any household with land access acquired througiba authority was
excluded;

- in the Northern Cape, Eastern Cape and North \Mestinces, water
access had to be within 200m of the place of resiele This criterion
was applied in order to minimise the potential nemlof rural
households.

» Second, only households that had indicated that liael access to land for
agricultural activities were selected.

» The monthly expenditure of all selected househdblas to be less than R10
000 per month. This criterion was used for bothrge Inflation obviously
played a role in this respect. However, owing be hature of the data
(categories and weighted households), it was nssipte to include inflation

adjustment in this figure.
As a result of the ambiguity in the definition aban and rural areas, it was virtually
impossible to apply the above principles in respddhree of the nine provinces in

South Africa, namely Kwazulu-Natal, Mpumalanga dnchpopo. In most of the
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analyses, these provinces were thus excluded. eTpesvinces have extensive
communal land areas, which makes it difficult tetilhiguish between urban and rural
agriculture. In addition, many people cultivating using communal land in these

areas view this land as belonging to them.
7. Basic profiling of urban agricultural practition ers

7.1 Geographic distribution

As mentioned in Section 6, three provinces werduebed from the detailed analysis.
However, it was possible, despite the shortcomimgagting to these provinces, to
provide some indication of the spatial distributminUA in South Africa (see Figure
7.1). An assessment of such spatial distributioold nevertheless be incomplete if
an assessment of rainfall patterns (see Figure ahd) soil quality were not also
available (Figure 7.3). Annexure 6A provides aeroiew of the specific number of

people involved in UA per district municipal areeSouth Africa.

A number of comments should be made in respechede three maps, and of the
spatial distribution of UA, soil quality and raitifa
* It is significant that the province that has theghast number of UA
practitioners also has the third lowest HDI ofth# provinces in South Africa.
* There also seems to be a correlation between lelslmmer rainfall and the
practice of UA. The areas of the Eastern Capekafd are therefore the
most prominent areas in this regard.
* The availability of good soils in the Eastern Cagped KZN is a further

contributing factor.
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Figure 7.1:

Geographical distribution of UA practitioners in South Africa, 2007
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Distribution of average rainfall in Sath Africa (30-year average)
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Figure 7.3: The distribution of soil quality in Saith Africa
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Moving away from the overall distribution in Souffirica to the selected sample,
Tables 7.1 and 7.2 below provide an overview ofdis¢ribution of urban farmers in

comparison to a control group (in socio-economiong and South Africans in

general.
Table 7.1: Profile of urban farming per province, 202
Province Urban farmer Control groui Total
n % n % N %
Western Cay. 72% 1.2% 87262¢ 19.6% 87335: 19.3%
Easern Cap 4803¢ 76.6% 51650° 11.6% 56454 12.5%
Northern Cap 155¢ 2.5% 13885: 3.1% 14041: 3.1%
Free Stat 8621 13.7% 47582: 10.7% 48444; 10.7%
North Wes 60z 1.0% 32168¢ 7.2% 32229 7.1%
Gauten 318( 5.1% 212867 47.8% 213185: 47.2%
Total 6272: 100.0% 445416 100.0% 451689 100.0%
Table 7.2: Profile of urban farming per province,2007
Province Urban farmer Control groui Total
n % n % N %

Western Cay. 176: 2.2% 123955! 17.0% 124132! 16.8%
Eastern Cag 5234 63.8% | 117272 16.1% 122506 16.6%
Northern Cap 177¢ 2.2% 26939¢ 3.7% 27117¢ 3.7%
Free Stat 851: 10.4% 80668t 11.1% 81519¢ 11.0%
North Wes 519( 6.3% 80637 11.0% 81156¢ 11.0%
Gauten 1244: 15.2% | 300475~ 41.2% 301719! 40.9%
Total 8203: 100.0% 729949 100.0% 738153: 100.0%

The Eastern Cape has by far the largest sharebahuiarmers, despite the fact that
this province only has the third largest sharehef population in the control group
and in South Africa in general. Gauteng, Southcafs richest and most urbanised
province, on the other hand, has significantly fewdan farmers, in view of the fact
that it has between 40% and 47.8% of the contmliigis population. The Northern

! The relatively low number of households in thetooirgroup for the Eastern Cape can probably be
ascribed to the concentration of poverty in thalrareas, which did not comprise the focus of this
study.

2 The over-representation of Gauteng in the comgirolip is owing to the relative size of the urban
population of Gauteng, in comparison to the otlevipces.
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Cape and Free State each have a larger shareanf tabmers in comparison to their

control group counterparts.

There thus seem to be early indications that UBeisg used as a coping mechanism,
since the poorer provinces have higher percentaigd# practitioners.

7.2  Gendef

The literature review strongly suggested that UAsuvlargely practised by poorer
households — and by the females of any househblds is corroborated by the data
of the General Household Surveys, as reflectecalries 7.3 and 7.4 below.

Table 7.3: Gender distribution of heads of househds, 2002

Urban farmers Control group Total

n % n % n %
Male 3491« 55.7% 306820 68.9% 310312 68.7%
Femals 2780¢ 44.3% 138143! 31.0% 140924 31.2%

Table 7.4: Gender distribution of heads of househds, 2007

Urban farmers Control group Total

n % n % n %
Male 4284¢ 52.2% 492872¢ 67.5% 497157. 67.4%
Femals 3918¢ 47.8% 236990. 32.5% 240908! 32.6%

From the above, it can be seen that the houseldids practised UA were more
likely to have female heads than were the controugs for both 2002 and 2007. It
also seems as if there was a slight increase imghlenumber and percentages of
females heading households involved in UA betwe@d2and 2007. Since poorer
households are more likely to have female headsatho gives an indication of the
use of UA as a survival strategy by the poor. Hmwea closer look at this data-set
suggests that the Eastern Cape had the highesénpege of female heads of
households practising UA in 2007 (see Annexure 6Bhe percentage of people in
the UA group in the Eastern Cape is much highen that of the other provinces.

There are, In fact, provinces where the percentdgmale heads of households is

% The figures in this section purely reflect the foemof heads of households involved in UA, and not
the number of persons in the respective househdidsare involved in UA.
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high, in proportion to their share of the total ptgtion. Examples in this regard are
the Western Cape, the Northern Cape, North WesGandeng.

7.3 Population group

Apartheid policies were instrumental in shaping $beio-economic landscape on the
basis of race in South Africa. In the process,clblé&South Africans were
disadvantaged the most. The population groupshefheads of households are

summarised in Tables 7.5 and 7.6 below.

Table 7.5: Population groups of the heads of houselds, 2002
Population group Urban farmers Control group Total
n % n % n %
Black 5695¢ 90.8% 288737 64.8% 294433l 65.2%
Colourec 3952 6.3% 64319 14.4% 64714¢ 14.3%
Indian/Asiar 0 0% 6337¢ 1.4% 6337¢ 1.4%
White 181¢ 2.9% 84972« 19.1% 85154 18.9%
Other/Unspecifie 0 0% 1049¢ 2% 5331 A%
Total 6272¢ 100.0% 445416 100.0% 451689: 100.0%
Table 7.6: Population groups of the heads of houselds, 2007
Population group Urban farmers Control group Total
n % n % n %
Black 7396¢ 90.2% 532796. 73.0% 540192 73.2%
Colourec 287¢ 3.5% 90012 12.3% 90300 12.2%
Indian/Asiar 0 0.0% 7181+ 1.0% 7181+ 1.0%
White 519:¢ 6.3% 98902: 13.5% 99421¢ 13.5%
Other/unspecifie 0 0.0% 1057¢ 0.1% 1057¢ 0.1%
Total 8203¢ 100.0% 729949 100.0% 738153 100.0%

From the above two tables, it is clear that theaggg majority of the heads of
households engaging in urban farming are black,thatithese heads of households
are over-represented in comparison to the cont@mly Coloured and white heads
are generally under-represented among urban faywite Indian/Asian heads are
notably absent from the group engaging in UA. @haps between the urban farmers
and the control group in respect of the populagooups of the heads of households

diminished between 2002 and 2007. The black pdpalagroup has higher
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percentages of UA practitioners than one would exp®s the basis of the control
group. The opposite is true for coloured, Indiad ahite households. These results
correlate with the general concentration of povamyng black households, but do

not account for the levels of poverty among coldureuseholds.

A few interesting provincial differences are appa@ee Annexure 6C):
* As one would expect on the basis of the demogragthibutes of the Western
Cape and the Northern Cape, coloured and whitedhmlds dominate UA.
* In the other provinces, black households are bynféne majority.
* Interestingly enough, white households in Gautesgpant for nearly 20% of
the UA practitioners.

7.4 Household size

As could be expected, the households of UA pracigtis were larger than those in
the control group. The average number of membkt$fohouseholds amounted to
4.4, as against 3.27 in the case of the controbgroThe presence of extended
families is usually an indication of higher levelspoverty — an aspect that will be
examined later in this report.

75  Age

The literature review indicated that UA practitionare likely to be older than other
urban residents. The age distribution of the UAcptioners and the control group is
reflected in Figure 7.4 below.
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Figure 7.4: The age distribution of UA practitiones, 2007

The age distribution clearly indicates that higpercentages of UA practitioners fall

within the older age groups. For example, 8.1%hose aged between 74 and 79
years are UA practitioners, compared with 1.8%hend¢ase of the control group. The
average age of these UA practitioners was 52 yednde the average age of the

control group was 44 years. In the applicationthef t-test, the age difference was
found to be statistically significant.

7.6 Level of education

This section provides a brief outline of the ediseatl profile of both the UA

practitioners and the control group (see Figurg. 7.5
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Figure 7.5: The educational profile of UA practitoners and non-farmers, 2007

Urban agriculturalists comprise the less well-etedagroup of the two — 11% of
these persons have no schooling (compared with ©##élee control group), while
33.7% have some primary education, as against 28f8¥%e control group. What is
striking here is that UA seems to be a sector ef ébonomy that is occupied by
significant percentages of poorly-skilled peoplalthough at a level that does not
necessarily provide them with an adequate livelthoo Interestingly enough,
compared with the control group, there was virjualb difference in respect of the
assimilation of children into the school systenraspect of UA practitioners. What
was evident, was that a slightly higher proporodthe UA respondents reported that
they did not have money to send their childrenctwosl (1.4%), in comparison to the
0, 8% of the control group who reported being faséti this problem.

8. A profile of agricultural activity

Having provided an overview of the geographicalrdistion of UA practitioners, we
now turn to an overview of the nature of agricidluactivity. Obviously, the
assessment was hampered by the fact that onlytasgdélected in the data-set could
be used. Specific aspects considered in this seetie the size of land parcels, the

basis of accessibility, the type of activity andess to water.
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8.1 Size of land

In Table 8.1 below, it can be seen that, generdily,land to which the urban farmers
have access is quite small in extent. This isdcekpected, as these holdings are
inevitably located in urban or peri-urban areas r&hland is at a premium, where
competition is high, and where the farmers are gbbbthe only persons working the

soil, with limited implements at their disposal.

Table 8.1: Size of land holdings, 2002 and 2007

Size 200z 2007

n % n %

Less than 5.000 m2 (5.000 ris

Egltcji?l to approximately one socce 60446 96.4% 69520 84.7%

=

5.000m2- 9.999m. 227¢ 3.6% 1251« 15.3%

The above data suggest that the size of plots@7 2¢as larger than in 2002. This is
surprising, as one would have expected that, witheasing urbanisation, the plots
would have diminished in size. One possible redsomhe increase in size could be
an increased need to access land. In terms oinwes; the largest stands for UA are
found in the Northern Cape province, with over 68f4he stands being between 5
000nt and 9 999rin size(see Annexure 7A). There is also evidence thatases
where males are the heads of households, the dadA purposes is larger in extent
(see Annexure 7B).

8.2 Land tenure

Table 8.2 below indicates that in both 2002 and72@0e majority of urban farmers
indicated that they owned the land that they worke@lhere was, however, a
significant increase in the proportion of individsiavho indicated that they owned the
land. This may reflect a misconception on the pathe respondents (for instance, it
has been shown in tribal areas that responderdddendicate that they own the land,
whereas they only have the right to farm it); osgibly the rise in ownership is
associated with an increased use of home garddmshwmay be related to increased

home-ownership.
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Table 8.2:

Basis of accessibility of land, 2002xd 2007

2007 200z
Basis of land access % n %
Own the lan 7414¢ 90.4% 4769¢ 76.0%
Rent the lan 522¢ 6.4% 643( 10.3%
Sherecropping 1431 1.7% 2511 4.0%
Othel 59¢ 0.7% 253¢ 4.0%
Do not knov 304 0.4% 0 0.0%
Unspecifie( 32¢ 0.4% 3547 5.7%
Total 8203« 100.0% 6272 100.0%

Overall, more than 90% of the UA practitioners e¢aded that they owned the land in
2007. Nearly 6.5% reported that they were rentlmg land, while sharecropping
accounted for 1.7% of the cases. Although theeenar significant differences, the
data indicate that females are more likely to (6r&8% were renting the land in 2007).
Only 3.7% of the males were renting the land (seaekure 7D). At the provincial

level, the Western Cape province has the highesteptage of UA practitioners

renting land (17.4%), followed by the Northern C¢p@.7%) (see Annexure 7C).

8.3  Type of urban agricultural activity

In Table 8.3 below, the focus falls on the prodatée urban farmers. Respondents

were given a list of different types of UA actieii, and were asked to indicate those
in which they were engaged. A single householddcthws be involved in more than

one form of UA activity.

Table 8.3: Broad categories of UA involvement, 22 and 2007
Type of UA 200z 2007
involvement N % %
Field crop: 4068¢ 65.4% 5980¢ 74.8%
Horticulture 289¢ 4.7% 397¢ 5.1%
Livestock 7141 11.5% 820¢ 10.4%
Poultry 1024: 16.5% 644~ 8.2%
Orchard 618¢ 10.0% 224¢ 2.9%
Othel 159¢ 2.6% 11347 14.6%
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From the above, field crops appear to be the narshwon form of produce. As these
crops probably comprise staple food products,ishie be expected. Field crops also
displayed a proportional increase in importancemfi65% in 2002 to 74% in 2007.
There appears to have been a reduction in the si&@iseholds indicating that they
bred poultry, while an increase occurred in respéthose who cultivated orchards.
Some households produced multiple crops. For instanf those who produced field
crops in 2007, 4 051 — or 6.9% — also owned livestavhile 3 742 — or 6.3% — also

owned poultry.

A few further points should be made in respecthefrtature of the activities in which
UA practitioners were involved:

» Proportionally, the Northern Cape (a semi-arid phee the highest number of
UA practitioners involved in livestock. Provincesthvmore rain have more
people involved in field crops, proportionally skeg (see Annexure 7E —
Annexure 7G).

* Females are proportionally better represented spee of field cropping,
while males dominate the other types of activitisee Annexure 7J —

Annexure 7N).

8.4 Access to water

In the literature review, some comments have alrdsken made in respect of the
availability or non-availability of water, and thguestion of whether payment is
required for water. The geographical overview ®sf)gd that rainfall does, in fact,

play a role in the UA activities.

The General Household Survey indicates the waterces used by the households.
Although the household water may not always beinbthfrom the same source as
the water used for agricultural activities, theveyrdoes provide some indication as
to the general water sources that are availablee sburces of the water used by the

urban farmers are summarised in Table 8.4 and Bablbelow.
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Table 8.4: Source of water for UA, 2002
Type of water Urban farmers Control group Total
supply

n % n n % n
Piped tap) water in
dwelling 28506 45.4% 2560133 57.5% 2588639 57.3%
Piped tap) watel
on site or in yard 20019 31.9% 1497174 33.6% 15371P 33.6%
Public ta) 837t 13.4% 30329¢ 6.8% 31167: 6.9%
Othel 582: 9.3% 9356¢ 2.1% 9938 2.2%
Total 6272 100.0% 445416 10C.0% 451689 100.0%

Table 8.5: Source of water for UA, 2007
Type of water Urban farmers Control group Total
supply

n % n n % n
Piped tap) water ir
dwelling 20556 25.1% 3424019 46.9% 3444575 46.7%
Piped tap) watel
on site or in yard 28782 35.1% 2649146 36.3% 268792 36.3%
Public ta) 1743¢ 21.3% 73721 10.1% 75465: 10.2%
Othel 1525¢ 18.6% 48911¢ 6.7% 50437! 6.8%
Total 8203 100.0% 729949 100.0% 738153l 100.0%

The following important comments need to be made:
e For both 2002 and 2007, the percentage of UA piawcérs who accessed

water through a public tap was approximately dotitie of the control group.

» UA practitioners are also less likely to have watetheir house than non-UA

practitioners.

This is probably an indication that many cases, UA

practitioners are people who have been neglectedespect of general

infrastructure provision — for instance, informatt®ement dwellers.

Generally, there was not much difference betweeninklications given by urban
farmers and those given by the control group wépard to the quality of the water
(in terms of certain quality indicators, includiglour, taste, colour, etc.), although

the urban farmers reported a slight decrease peoe®f quality.
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However, as is apparent from the data in Tableb®l6w, large differences were

encountered in respect of the question as to whibfpathe water received.

Table 8.6: A profile of payment for water, 2007
Urban farmers Control group Total
n % n n % n
Yes 2365, 28.8% 451023: 61.9% 455388¢ 61.5%
No 3904: 47.6% 189337i 26.0% 193242: 26.2%
Not applicabl 1933« 23.6% 88210t 12.1% 90144( 12.2%
Total 8203« 100.0% 728571! 100.0% 736774 100.0%

While 61.9% of the control group indicated thatytiaere paying for their water, only

28.8% of the urban farmers were paying for theitema Only a small number

indicated that payment was not applicable to theemidney used. This indicates that
most urban farmers were simply not paying for watd@he most frequently cited

reasons for non-payment were the absence of a ing®rstem (in 30.3% of cases),
and the fact that respondents believed that govenhshould be providing free water
(in 30.4% of cases).

All of the above issues raise a fundamental questiorespect of policy relating to
payment for water and the levels of subsidisation the poor. Essentially, the
guestion arises as to how many of these UA prangtis would have been involved in

UA if they had been obliged to pay for water.

8.5 Other attributes

The urban farmers are slightly less likely than tomtrol group to take part in a
recycling programme (5.8% versus 8.6%); howevay #ire significantly more likely

to engage in the composting of kitchen waste (1%¥sus 2.4%) or garden waste
(13.5% versus 1.9%).

placed in the literature on these components asgbenique to UA is taken into

However, these figures areergdly low, if the emphasis
account. While pesticide use in the garden iseqodmmon among urban farmers

(23.1% versus 6.1%), herbicide use is less comri@m¢o versus 4.2%). This can

possibly be related to the high cost of measunesiving herbicides.
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9. Poverty, socio-economic status and expenditure

In the following section, the socioeconomic statfishe households engaged in UA

will be compared with that of those not engaged A (for the years 2002 and 2007).

Households will be compared in terms of their msaurce of household income,

level of household expenditure, asset ownershipaaodss to public services, as well

as their level of food security.

9.1 Main source of income

Unfortunately, the data-set does not provide annoe® of income in monetary

terms. Therefore, for this exercise, it was nemgst consider and compare the main

sources of income (see Table 9.1).

Table 9.1: Main sources of household income, 20@2d 2007 (% of households)
Main source of income Urban non-agriculturalists Urban agriculturalists
200z 2007 200z 2007

Salaries/wage 68.7 68.3¢ 50.1¢ 43.7¢
Remittance 7.3C 6.7¢ 12.3( 10.4¢
Pensions and grai 13.7C 17.61 25.5¢ 35.2¢
Farm product sal 0.3¢ 0.9¢ 1.01 7.5¢
Other nor-farming income 6.4z 2.9C 8.9z 1.52
No income sour¢ 3.0C 3.0¢ 1.3¢ 1.4

*All estimates are weighted.

Sources: GHS 2002; GHS 2007 (StatsSA, 2002; 2007).

In both 2002 and 2007 (according to Table 9.1)anrégriculturalist households were

more dependent on non-salary/non-wage-related iacitvain were their urban non-

agriculturalist counterparts. The importance ad#sth sources of income increased

between 2002 and 2007. The urban agriculturaiistgarticular, were dependent on

public (pensions and grants) and private (remigahdransfers. The percentage of

households citing pensions or grants as their nsamrce of household income

increased significantly between 2002 and 2007 {tkisd was also evident in the case

of the non-agriculturalist households). A probablglanation for this is the sharp

increase in the number of grants that were takeovep the period: during 2005, the

maximum age at which a child could qualify for aladttsupport grant was increased

from seven to fourteen years, with a further inseeaf the maximum eligibility age to
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fifteen years in 2006 (National Treasury, 2005; @00This meant that many more
households qualified to receive grants (and thas¢hhouseholds that received these
grants would also receive them for a longer periodh)other noteworthy aspect is the
substantial increase in the percentage of agri@alis households whose main source
of income was the sale of farm products — a selenficrease over the sample
period. Furthermore, the households not involvedJA were more than twice as
likely (in both years) to report no source of inem@ms those households practising

agriculture.

As pensions and grants contribute significantlyht® income of UA practitioners, a
profile of the types of grants is important (se®[€®.2).

Table 9.2: Types of grants received, 2007

Urban farmers Control group Total
n % n % n %
Old age pensic 1488: 23.7% 61909¢ 13.9% 63397¢ 14.1%
Child support grai 780¢ 12.4% 31386t 7.1% 32167: 7.1%
Disability gran 423: 6.7% 19830: 4.5% 20253 4.5%
Care dependency gri 20¢ 0.3% 1844: 0.4% 1865 0.4%
Foster care gra 99¢ 1.6% 1254¢ 0.3% 1354: 0.3%

In Table 9.2 above, it can be seen that pensiatiowied by child support grants,

were the form of social support most frequentlyessed by both the urban farmers
and the control group. Some households receivedipleulgrants; for instance, of

those who received an old age pension, 2 847 -9d%d — also received a child

support grant. It is also clear that more of theaar farmers were likely to receive
certain types of grants, in comparison to the angroup. This gives some

indication of the vulnerability of the UA practitiers

9.2 Household expenditure

The focus will now shift to an assessment of hoakebxpenditure. Once again, the
2002 and 2007 data regarding the UA practitionerd aon-practitioners will be
compared (see Table 9.3).
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Table 9.3: Monthly household expenditure categorie 2002 and 2007 (% of

households)

Spending Urban non-agriculturalists Urban agriculturalists

category 200z 2007 200z 2007
RC-R39¢ 24.4¢ 13.0¢ 34.5¢ 13.5]
R40(-R79¢ 23.5¢ 24.0¢ 21.9¢ 29.4:
R 80(-R119¢ 13.3¢ 28.5¢ 12.5: 17.2i
R120(-R179¢ 9.49 13.52 12.9: 10.7¢
R180(-R249¢ 8.4: 8.2¢ 4.1% 7.45
R250(-R499¢ 11.5¢ 13.6¢ 8.32 5.42
R500(-R999¢ 9.17 4.8¢ 5.5¢ 10.2(

*All estimates are weighted.
Sources: GHS 2002; GHS, 2007 (StatsSA, 2002; 2007).

Table 9.3 shows that the percentage of househoideiding both UA practitioners
and non-UA practitioners) in the bottom two expémdd categories decreased quite
markedly between 2002 and 2007. However, this reasien is no cause for
optimism: the expenditure categories are givenemms of prevailing (nominal)
prices. Thus, those households resorting undebtitidm two categories in 2007
were much worse off than those that fell into thisge categories in 2002. (In 2007,
the upper limits of the spending categories, imgeof 2002 prices (using the CPIl as a
deflator), were R319, R639, R960, R1 440, R2 008,0R1 and R8 002.) No
inferences will thus be made regarding change®uséhold welfare levels over time
(using monthly household expenditure as a proxyJhe following conclusion
regarding total monthly household expenditure igdvar both 2002 and 2007: urban
agriculturalist households are more likely to falto the bottom two spending
categories, and less likely to fall into the toptapending categories, than are their
non-agriculturalist counterparts. A more nuancpdraach to measuring household
welfare levels has been proposed by Meth and [28€4), who used monthly
household spending, as indicated by the GHS, tetoo® maximum adult equivalent
household spending. They then estimated povedgdmints by postulating that all
individuals belonging to households with (maximuwadult equivalent spending levels
below a “household subsistence level” could be negrh as poor. Admittedly, this
would result in an underestimation of the true lexed household poverty prevailing
in 2002 and 2007.

a7



9.3 Household assets

To obtain direct comparisons between the welfavel¢eof households involved in
UA and those not involved in UA, an asset index wasstructed, using factor
analysis according to the method followed by Boay2©02 and Bhorat et al., 2006.
(Booysen et al., 2008 also construct an asset jrogxuse multiple correspondence
analyses as a primary method for constructing mdex, while also using principal
components and factor analyses to perform robusBessitivity checks.) Suppose
that a household’s ownership of a specific asgats@ccess to a particular service, is
given as (cf. Sahn & Stifel, 2000):

& =B U
1)

— whereay = ownership/access of householof asset/to servick ¢ = welfare level
of householdi; uik is an error term; ang is a parameter linking welfare to
ownership/access. A household’s welfare level, alsd the coefficient associated
with it, are unobserved — however, factor analgdisws for the estimation of the
relation given in (1), and also allows for the estiion of appropriate weights for the
asset index (Bhorat et al., 2006). Factor loadings the first common factor are
retained, and the welfare level of household then given by utilising information
from the first common-factor loading (Sahn & Stif2000):

¢ =fa,+..+fia
)

— wherefy denotes the weights (scoring coefficients) progaeto the assets/services
that the household owns/accesses (Bhorat et #6)20The asset index value of a
household (which serves as a measure of the holdsheelfare level) is then

construed as follows for assets/services one(Bpoysen, 2002; Bhorat et al., 2006):

=1, —aﬁ_mij fk[_aki—ij
A [ s +...+ s

3)
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— whereA is the asset index value for household is the mean asset/serviceand
s is the standard deviation of asset/serkice

The ownership of/access to a particular assettseigidenoted by a binary variable
that takes the value of one if a household ownsat#iset or has access to the relevant
service, and otherwise, a value of zero; a higladuesobtained for the asset index
implies a higher level of household welfare. Trssets/services included in this
analysis are restricted to those assets/serviaespect of which questions relating to
ownership/access appear in both surveys, and wiasle commonly been used in
studies analysing (non-income) determinants of avelfin South Africa (and other
developing countries) (cf. Klasen, 2000; Booysdi)2Z Bhorat et al., 2006; Booysen
et al,. 2008). They are: ownership of a televiset) radio, car/motor vehicle, cellular
telephone and/or landline telephone; type of tddetlity to which the household has
access; energy source that the household utileesdoking, lighting and heating;
and the source of drinking water. Table 9.4 offareomparison between urban
agriculturalists and urban non-agriculturalistsréspect of household ownership of
private assets and access to public/municipal seswver the sample period.
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Table 9.4:

Household ownership of / access to atssand access to public services,
2002 and 2007

Asset /servic

Urban non-agriculturalists

Urban agriculturalists

200z 2007 200z 2007

Private Televisior 70.9¢ 70.4: 67.0¢ 65.21
assets Landline 34.3¢ 18.62 27.2¢ 14.5]

telephone

Cellular 42.9] 74.3: 39.8¢ 77.1¢

telephone

Radic 82.9¢ 79.4: 85.1: 82.7:

Cat 32.6( 25.3¢ 21.1: 22.5i
Toilet Flush toile 85.2¢ 75.2¢ 65.4¢ 42.2:
facility Chemical 0.4¢ 0.41 0.0C 0.0z

toilet

Pit latrine 7.4¢ 17.0¢ 11.21 51.21

Bucke 4.9 3.41 15.6¢ 2.75

None 1.91 3.2¢ 7.65 3.81
Water Piped wate 91.0¢ 83.2( 77.3% 60.1¢
source Public tap 8.3¢ 13.2( 16.2¢ 30.9(

tanker

Borehole 0.32 1.4¢ 2.9¢ 5.42

Surfact 0.1: 1.4¢ 3.41 2.3¢4
Energy for| Electricity / 87.5¢ 85.2( 75.1¢ 78.6¢
lighting gas

Parafin 4,94 3.5¢ 17.4¢ 15.41

Candle 7.4z 11.0¢ 7.37 5.9¢
Energy for| Electricity / 77.4( 76.9¢ 51.9¢ 57.1(
cooking gas

Paraffir 18.0¢ 17.0¢ 41.67 31.51

Wood / coe 4.0¢ 5.4: 6.3¢4 11.1¢(

Dunc 0.01 0.11 0.0c 0.3C
Energy for| Electricity / 674E 56.4 30.3: 27.3:
heating gas

Paraffir 14.5] 18.5¢ 48.3: 33.0¢

Wood / coe 10.6¢ 13.0¢ 11.2¢ 29.7¢

Dunc 0.0z 0.1f 0.0c 1.4z

*All estimates are weighted.
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Source: GHS, 2002; GHS, 2007 (StatsSA, 2002; 20(Ngte that the totals for the type of toilet
facility, source of water, and source of energyrdd necessarily add up to 100, as unspecified

categories were excluded.

From Table 9.4, it would seem that those househwtiinvolved in UA are better off
than those involved in UA. Regarding the ownersifiprivate (consumer durable)
assets, it seems that, in both years, ownershgtefevision, landline telephone and
motor-vehicle was more widespread among those holds that were not involved
in UA, in both years, while the ownership of a cadias more widespread among the
households engaged in UA. Differences betweenwoecohorts regarding cellular
telephone ownership were slightly less pronounegth non-agriculturalists being
more likely to own a cellular phone in 2002, andiagturalists more likely to own
one in 2007. Regarding access to public/municgeavices, those households that
were not involved in UA were much more likely th#reir counterparts to have
access to piped water (in the dwelling or on the aif the dwelling) and a flush toilet.
They were also more likely to use electricity os @@ an energy source for lighting,
cooking and heating.

The analysis of the trends in asset ownership dkier sample period yielded

somewhat surprising results: the ownership of adémd televisions remained
relatively even over the period, while there wasulstantial increase in the number
of households who reported owning a cellular tedey@h Vehicle ownership by

households not involved in UA declined quite sharplt was expected that private-
asset ownership would have increased over a pefio@latively rapid economic

expansion; but these results correspond with foeliby Bhorat et al. (2006) —
namely, relatively flat growth between 1999 and £2@9the ownership of radios and
televisions, rapid growth in the ownership of claliutelephones and landline
telephones, and a decline in the ownership of meghicles.

The trends in household access to services ovesaimple period were even more
surprising (or puzzling) than the trends describbdve regarding asset ownership,
especially given the increases in service deliamgéss to public/municipal services
recorded for the period 1993-2004 (Bhorat et &0&). Substantial declines were
recorded (for both cohorts) in access to piped miatéhe dwelling or on the site of
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the dwelling, as well as access to a flush toileit. latrines as the type of toilet facility
utilised by the household increased sharply (esfigcin the case of households
engaged in UA), while the use of the bucket systlgureased markedly (again,
especially in the case of households engaged in UAhile the use of electricity or
gas for lighting and cooking by households not la&d in UA remained more or less
the same (a slight decrease was recorded), theholds involved in UA were found
to have made increased use of electricity for sugiposes. Both cohorts displayed a
decline in the use of electricity or gas for hegtpurposes (while the proportion of
households in both cohorts that used wood or cea &uel source for both heating
and cooking increased accordingly).

Although the above findings are surprising, Bhatal. (2006) noted that, despite
improved service delivery between 1993 and 2008stsutial non-linearities were
present in the growth rates of service deliverythwhe most substantial gains in
service delivery being made in the period 1993-198%0ssible explanation for the
observed trend in service-delivery growth betwe@@22and 2007 (also put forward
by Bhorat et al. (2006)) may be related to efficiemnd capacity problems at the
local (municipal) government level, which is thdepe of government responsible for
the delivery of water, electricity and sanitatioffhis may also explain the (often
violent) protests during this period by communit@issatisfied with the pace of
service delivery by (local) government.

Table 9.5 presents the scoring coefficients (whilh serve as weights in the
construction of the asset index) from the firsti(pipal) factor for each period
separately, as well as for both periods togethelo(fing Bhorat et al., 2006;
Booysen et al., 2008) (based on equation (2) aboVéyee sets of weights (one for
each year, and one set for the pooled data-set wssd, to allow for the possibility
that the weights on the assets/services, whichaexphost of the variation among
households in 2002, might differ from the weights the assets/services, which
explain most of the variation among householdsG@72 Performing factor analysis
on the pooled data-set allows the weights to retlee variation across both years
(Bhorat et al., 2006).
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Table 9.5: Scoring coefficients (asset weights) rf@ssets/services included in the

asset index
Asset/Servici Weight (2002 Weight (2007 Weight (Pooled

Televisior 0.0361t 0.0344t 0.0349!
Landline telephor 0.0324: 0.0352( 0.0348:
Cellular telephon 0.0324( 0.0217! 0.0220!
Radic 0.0254. 0.0285- 0.0274t
Cat 0.0572! 0.0462( 0.0498t
Flush toile 0.4190¢ 0.3058! 0.3426!
Chemidal toile 0.0378 0.0188! 0.0249!
Pit latrine 0.1501 0.0555! 0.0908:
Bucke' 0.1263! 0.0430t 0.0630:«
None 0.0546! 0.0152¢ 0.0290
Piped wate 0.2628: 0.2191¢ 0.2250:
Public tap/tanke 0.0333I -0.0232: -0.0145¢
Borehole 0.0183t 0.0172 0.0175!
Surfae wate 0.0101 0.0030:. 0.0064:
Energy: Lighting

Electricity/ga: 0.2116: 0.1996! 0.2002
Paraffir -0.0377! -0.0397: -0.0422¢
Candle -0.0440: -0.0721¢ -0.0656t
Energy: Cookin

Electricity/ga: 0.2015! 0.2470 0.2338!
Paraffir -0.1020¢ -0.0552: -0.0694¢
Wood/coa -0.0343: -0.0329( -0.0333°
Dunc 0.0001- -0.0022: -0.0021-
Energy: Heatin

Electricity/ga: 0.1177: 0.1003! 0.1072.
Paraffir -0.0210¢ -0.0221: -0.0230:
Wood/coa -0.0112! -0.0225¢ -0.0193¢
Dunc 0.0018t 0.0002: 0.0007¢

*All estimates are weighted.
Sources: GHS 2002; GHS 2007 (StatsSA, 2002; 2007).

Ideally, categories that imply higher living standka should have positive weights,
while categories that imply lower living standarsisould have negative weights
(Booysen et al., 2008). However, for the waterrsewand type of toilet facility, all

categories (except “public tap”, “tanker” or “tanki 2007 and for the pooled sample)
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have positive weights. The weights on the souoéegater other than piped water in
the dwelling or on the site of the dwelling, ane tiype of toilet facility other than a
flush toilet, are much lower than the weights or fhped water and flush toilet
categories, respectively. This would still enthigher asset index scores for
households with piped water and/or a flush toilead( thus, with higher welfare
levels), than for those without such services (amildr be expected om priori

grounds) (see Table 9.6).

Table 9.6: Mean asset index values for urban agmdturalists and urban non-
agriculturalists, 2002 and 2007 (using a pooled sate with common

asset weights)

Type of householc 200z 2007 Pooled (2002 anc
2007)
Urban nor-agriculturalist 0.12¢ -0.06¢ 0.01:
Urban agriculturalis -0.36¢ -0.53¢ -0.45:

*All estimates are weighted.
Sources: GHS 2002; GHS 2007 (StatsSA, 2002; 2007).

Table 9.6 shows that households practising UA bact welfare levels in 2002 and
2007 (as well as in the pooled sample) than theimterparts who did not practise
UA (differences were statistically significant a%) Both cohorts experienced a
decline in their welfare levels (as evidenced leydlcreases in the values of the asset
index, which were statistically significant at 1%r foboth groups). This result —
although it confirms the result reflected in Tabld relating to ownership of / access
to specific assets/services — is difficult to remnwith the relatively high rates of
economic growth experienced over the sample pemasdyell as with the results
obtained by Bhorat et al. (2006), which indicatbédttasset-index scores for (all)

households increased over the period 1993-2004.

10. Food security

The crucial question in this regard is: What roteesl UA actually play in respect of
food security? Table 10.1 reflects some of thateel aspects in this regard.

54



Table 10.1: Insufficient food for household membs

Food insufficiency Urban non-agriculturalists Urban agriculturalists

200z 2007 200z 2007
Insufficient food| Always 1.71 0.6¢ 2.64 0.5C
for children Sometime 24.5] 14.3¢ 48.7¢ 2233
Nevel 73.7: 84.9: 48.6: 77.1¢
Insufficient food| Always 1.7¢ 0.73 3.71 2.8t
for adults Sometime 24.0¢ 12.8¢ 47.0¢ 21.9]
Nevel 73.9( 84.6: 49.2( 74.4:

*All estimates are weighted.
Sources: GHS 2002; GHS 2007 (StatsSA, 2002; 2007).

Table 10.1 reveals that, between 2002 and 2007d fosufficiency decreased
markedly, both for the urban agriculturalist housldh, and for the urban non-
agriculturalist households. Whether this trendl wibntinue — given the rapid

increases recorded in food prices (discussed apasgeyvell as the downturn in the
global economy — remains to be seen. Furtherntbose households identified as
being involved in UA were more likely, in both ysarto report that there was
insufficient food in the household for adults andébildren. Such households are
thus more susceptible to food insecurity. Unfoately, the GHS does not allow for
an investigation into the extent to which the rne&tfood insecurity of urban

agriculturalist households translates into malbotri (as no anthropometric
information is contained in the GHS).

11. Quality of life

In this section, we will consider a range of measufor assessing the subjective
evaluation of the quality of life of the responderas reflected in the 2002 General
Household Survey. Unfortunately, the same measuees not available in respect of

2007. This was nevertheless regarded as an inmpoaispect to consider, for a

number of reasons. First, the implications of povextend much further than only

the income and expenditure aspects. Second, arsiadding of basic experiences
in respect of the quality of life is important inder to understand the characteristics
of people involved in UA.
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Table 11.1 below indicates responses in respefiv@fmeasures of quality of life,

while Table 11.2 reflects overall levels of sati$fan.

Table 11.1: Quality of life, 2002

Control Group
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o |5 c |2 © o S O © |2 ©
S & |8 o |9 v |8 & | o |9 9
statement that: O a S 5 O a S S

You can’'t do much to chang

most of the difficulties we fac§ 40.5| 24.4 13.0f 22.1| 31.6| 32.3| 19.6 16.5
today?
You often feel lonely 38.€| 22.7| 12.&| 25.¢| 25.z| 262| 16.C| 32.¢

You don't really enjoy you
28.3| 19.7 79| 44.1| 255| 21.9| 16.5 36.1

work?

Life has become s
complicated today that you 48.5| 23.2| 115 16.8| 31.5| 28.8| 20.2| 195

almost can't find your way?

You are very optimistic abol
43.8| 20.4| 16.7] 19.1| 41.2| 32.3| 16.0] 10.5

the future?

UA practitioners were more likely to agree thatytbeuldn’t do much to change most
of their difficulties, often felt lonely, did notngoy their work and that life was so
complicated that they almost couldn’t find theirywaYet at the same time, they were

also slightly more optimistic about the future thegre the control group.

Table 11.2: Satisfaction with life, 2002

Urban farmers Control group Total
N % N % n %
10 (altogether satisfie 9897 15.8% 73568 16.5% 74558( 16.5%
9 470¢ 7.5% 42816 9.6% 43287 9.6%
8 402¢ 6.4% 55503: 12.5% 55905¢ 12.4%
7 537( 8.6% 47247 10.6% 47784 10.6%
6 1011¢ 16.1% 58413( 13.1% 59424 13.2%
5 742¢ 11.8% 54107 12.2% 54849¢ 12.2%
4 174¢ 2.8% 24686 5.6% 24860¢ 5.5%
3 561¢ 9.C% 24047¢ 5.4% 24609 5.5%
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2 2054 3.3% 20785 4.7% 20990° 4.7%
1 235: 3.7% 13929¢ 3.1% 14165( 3.1%
0 (altogether dissatisfie 940¢ 15.0% | 29681: 6.7% | 30622 6.8%
Total 6272 100.0% | 444786. 100.0% | 451058! 100.0%

Although both the urban farmers and the controlugrdisplayed high numbers of
respondents in the medium (3-7) to high (8-9) Iewdlsatisfaction, the urban farmers
also included a significant group who indicated tiey were altogether dissatisfied
(0) with their lives. This group (comprising 15%hevwere altogether dissatisfied)
significantly outhnumbered their counterparts in tlen-farming group (6.7%). This
indicates that satisfaction with life among urbamfers is more polarised than among

the control group.

12. Urban agriculture and health

Regarding the relationship between food and healtimumber of variables were
tested specifically in respect of health. The oesgs of UA practitioners and non-
farmers to a range of relevant questions wereddsee Table 12.1).

Table 12.1: The health status of UA practitioners2007

Did you suffer from any of these illnesses during th Non-farmer
last month? Farmer (%) (%)
"Flu or acute respiratory disea 47.2 50.4
Diarrhoei 7.8 2.2
Severe traun 0.2 1.€
TB or severe cough with blo 5.2 4.z
Abuse of alcohol or drui 0.C 0.2
Depression / mental iline 7.€ 2.7
Diabete: 6.C 5.C
High blood pressure 10.1 12.4
HIV/AIDS 14 2.1
Sexually transmitted disea: 0.4 0.1
Consulted a doct 44.¢ 56.4
% indicating that it was too expens to consult ¢
doctor 39.6 13.8

The following pertinent comments need to be madanding the data in Table 12.1.
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13.

Although there is no specific trend, it seems agA practitioners are less
healthy than non-farmers. However, it should benban mind that they are
also considerably older, which suggests that theyldvrequire medical care
more frequently.

However, what does seem to be significant is thmtappreciably smaller
percentage of UA practitioners consulted a doctdt9% versus 56.4%). At
the same time, nearly 40% of the UA households @dhdd not visit a doctor
related this to the fact that they did not haveugitomoney, while only 13.8%
of the control group returned this response.

Conclusion

In this report, an attempt has been made to profflepractitioners and to determine

their socio-economic status in South Africa. Thd#ofving main findings should

once more be highlighted:

UA is more prominent in the higher summer rainfa#as with good soils. In
this regard, the Eastern Cape and KZN seem to thevéighest percentages
of UA practitioners.

Proportionally more female-headed households thale-meaded households
are involved in UA.

More black households are involved in UA (in pramor to their share of the
SA population).

The average household size of UA households isebjgand the household
heads have lower levels of education, than in #se ©f the control group.

The heads of households who practise UA are, oragee eight years older
than their counterparts in the control group, dreytalso have lower levels of
education.

The majority of UA practitioners are involved irethultivation of field crops.
In comparison with the control group, a large petage of UA practitioners
do not pay for water.

Despite being involved in UA, only about 7.5% of WAactitioners indicated
UA as their main source of income.

It seems that there is a direct correlation betvasmess to some kind of grant,
and UA.
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» A comparison of household assets suggests thatholgs not involved in
UA are better off than those involved in UA.

« The food security of urban agriculturalists is lowihan that of non-
agriculturalists.

* UA practitioners are more likely to agree that tlo@yinot do much to solve
most of their difficulties, often feel lonely, dathenjoy their work and that
life is “so complicated that one almost can’t fiowke’s way”. Yet, at the same
time, they are also slightly more optimistic abadbé future than are the
control group.

» The health profile of UA practitioners is lower thathat of non-
agriculturalists; and UA practitioners are not ablexccess doctors as often as

the control group, owing to a lack of funds.

Whether UA has the potential, as suggested by tB&Mo lift people out of poverty
is probably doubtful. But two questions shouldl dsie asked: Why, despite its
limitations as a development vehicle, do peopleagegin UA? Or, put differently:
Do they engage in UA because it is a means of gomn because it is linked to
culture? Secondly, considering these main findingse of the most important
remaining questions is: What appropriate respoogashe made by means of urban
policies and practice, in order to help peopledpecin desperate circumstances?
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Annexure 6A:

Annexures

Number of UA practitioners per district municipality and

metropolitan area, 2007

CBDC1 301
CBDCz 723
CBDC: 32798
CBDC4 1621
CBDC¢ 689
Cape Tow 0
Durbar 24366
DC1 374
DC1C 1616
DC1z 19267
DC1: 8594
DC14 3222
DC1E 18682
DC1¢€ 430
DC 17 1358
DC1¢& 329
DC1¢ 5719
DC2 661
DC2C 676
DC21 18264
DC2z 11742
DC2:¢ 9709
DC24 6174
DC2t 7538
DC2¢ 9157
DC27 20908
DC2¢ 20254
DC2¢ 13553
DC3 272
DC3C 2755
DC31 10365
DC3z 1991
DC3:¢ 13760
DC34 5429
DC3E 43598
DC3¢€ 8857
DC37 1838
DC3¢ 1807
DC3¢ 2061
DC4 421
DC4C 0
DC4z 4386
DCA4: 2457
DC44 963
DC5 38
DCé6 386
DC7 419
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DCS8 606
DCS 367
East Ran 426:
Johannesbu 2381
Port Elizabet 0
Pretoric 1245
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Annexure 6B: Gender profile per province, 2007

Province
Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Urban farmer/control group n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Urban farme | Male 1689| 95.5%| 21438 41.0%| 1251| 70.4%| 4854| 57.0%| 3660| 70.5% 9956| 80.0%| 42848| 52.2%
Femals 79 4.5% 30906| 59.0% 527| 29.6%| 3658| 43.0%| 1530| 29.5% 2485| 20.0%| 39185| 47.8%
Tota 1768| 100.0%| 52344| 100.0%| 1778| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0%| 5190| 100.0% 12441| 100.0%| 82033| 100.0%
Control Male 827003| 66.7%| 709435| 60.5%| 181606 67.4%| 502788 62.3%| 508708| 63.1%| 2199186| 73.2%| 4928726| 67.5%
group Femal 412554 33.3%| 463287 39.5%| 87741| 32.6%| 303899 37.7%]| 297671 36.9%| 804750| 26.8%| 2369902| 32.5%
Unspecifie 0 .0% 0 0% 52 .0% 0 0% 0 0% 817 0% 869 0%
Tota 1239557| 100.0%| 1172722 100.0%| 269399| 100.0%| 806687| 100.0%| 806379| 100.0%| 3004753| 100.0%| 7299497| 100.0%
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Annexure 6C:

Population groups of heads of houselds per province, 2007

Province
Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total

Population group n % N % n % n % n % n % n %
Urban | African/Black 146 8.3%| 50680 96.8% 90 5.1%| 8153| 95.8%| 5190| 100.0% 9707| 78.0%| 73966 90.2%
farmer "Colourex 1096| 62.0% 501| 1.1%| 763| 42.9% 91| 1.1% 0 .0% 335| 2.7%| 2876| 3.5%

White 526| 29.8% 1074 2.1% 925| 52.0% 268 3.1% 0 .0% 2400 19.3% 5193 6.3%

Tota 1768| 100.0%| 52345| 100.0%| 1778| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0%| 5190| 100.0% 12442| 100.0%| 82035| 100.0%
Control | African/Black 457982| 36.9%| 898989 76.7%| 118789 44.1%| 680268 84.3%| 716228| 88.8%| 2455707 81.7%| 5327963| 73.0%
group | Colourec 546216| 44.1%| 107220 9.1% | 122401| 45.4%| 35893 4.4%| 10589 1.3% 77804 2.6%| 900123| 12.3%

Indian/Asiar 1904 2% 2649 2% 795 .3% 2066 .3% 3645 .5% 60755 2.0% 71814 1.0%

White 232665| 18.8%| 161373| 13.8%| 25606 9.5%| 87087| 10.8%| 75634 9.4% | 406656 13.5%| 989021| 13.5%

Other/unspecifie 790 1% 2491 2% 1808 7% 1371 2% 284 .0% 3831 1% 10575 1%

Tota 1239557 100.0%| 1172722| 100.0%| 269399| 100.0%| 806685| 100.0%| 806380 100.0%| 3004753| 100.0%| 7299496 100.0%
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Annexure 7A:

Size of land per province, 2007

Province

Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Size of land n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Less than 5.000 ir
g%gf)o?(mét';%%ae' 0 1231| 69.7%| 47733| 91.2%| 662| 37.2%| 7057| 82.9%| 3029| 62.0%| 9658| 77.6%| 69370| 84.9%
soccer field)
5.000m2- 9.999m: 536| 30.3%| 4611 8.8% | 1117| 62.8%| 1455| 17.1%| 1860| 38.0%| 2784| 22.4%| 12363| 15.1%
Tota 1767| 100.0%| 52344| 100.0%| 1779| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0%| 4889| 100.0%| 12442| 100.0%| 81733| 100.0%
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Annexure 7B: Gender and size of land, 2007

Gender of head of household

Male Female Unspecified Total
Urban farmer? n % n % n % n %
Yes | Less than 5.000
(5.000m2is equal | 550151 79 205| 35556  91.19% 69371|  84.9%

to approximately
one soccer field)
5.000m2- 9.999m: 8882 20.8%| 3481 8.9% 12363 15.1%

Tota 42697 100.0%| 39037 100.0% 81734 100.0%




Annexure 7C:

Land tenure per province, 2007

Province
Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Urban farmer n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes Owns the lan 1447 81.9% 47074 89.9% 1266| 71.2% 7387| 86.8%| 4756| 91.6% 12215| 98.2%| 74145| 90.4%
Rents the lar 307 17.4% 4184 8.0% 190 10.7% 0 .0% 434 8.4% 111 .9% 5226 6.4%
Sharecroppin 13 1% 783 1.5% 142 8.0% 493 5.8% 0 .0% 0 .0% 1431 1.7%
Othel 0 .0% 0 .0% 180 10.1% 303 3.6% 0 .0% 115 .9% 598 1%
Do not knov 0 .0% 304 .6% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0% 304 4%
Unspecifie 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 329 3.9% 0 0% 0 .0% 329 A%
Total 1767| 100.0%| 52345| 100.0% 1778| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0%| 5190| 100.0% 12441| 100.0%| 82033| 100.0%
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Annexure 7D:

Gender and land tenure, 2007

Gender of head of household

Male Female Unspecified Total

Urban farmer? n % n % n % n %

Yes Owns the lan 39491| 92.2%| 34655 88.4% 74146 90.4%
Rents the lar 1569 3.7% 3658 9.3% 5227 6.4%
Sharecroppin 853 2.0% 578 1.5% 1431 1.7%
Othel 303 7% 295 8% 598 7%
Do not knov 304 7% 0 .0% 304 4%
Unspecifie 329 .8% 0 .0% 329 4%
Total 42849| 100.0%| 39186| 100.0% 82035| 100.0%
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Annexure 7E: Involvement in field crops per provirce, 2007

Province
Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Involved in field crops? n % n % n % n % N % n % n %
Yes 898 | 50.8%| 40607| 77.6% 556 | 31.3%| 6434 75.6% 3349 68.5%| 7778| 62.5%| 59622 72.9%
No 870 | 49.2%| 10976| 21.0% 1222| 68.7%| 1749| 20.5% 1540| 31.5%| 3703| 29.8%| 20060| 24.5%
Unspecifie 0 .0% 761 1.5% 0 0% 329 3.9% 0 0% | 960| 7.7%]| 2050 2.5%
Total 1768| 100.0%| 52344| 100.0% 1778| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0%| 4889| 100.0%| 12441| 100.0%| 81732| 100.0%
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Annexure 7F: Involvement in horticulture per province, 2007

Province

Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Involved in horticulture? n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 0 .0% 2001 3.8% 0 .0% 90 1.1% 1194 | 24.4% 689 5.5%| 3974 4.9%
No 1767 | 100.0%| 49583 94.7% 1779| 100.0%| 8093| 95.1% 3695| 75.6%| 9466| 76.1%| 74383 91.0%
Unspecifie 0 0% 761 1.5% 0 0% 329 3.9% 0 0% | 2287| 18.4%| 3377| 4.1%
Tota 1767 | 100.0%| 52345| 100.0% 1779| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0% 4889| 100.0%| 12442| 100.0%| 81734| 100.0%
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Annexure 7G:

Involvement in livestock per provine, 2007

Province
Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Involved in livestock? n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 433 24.5% 4340 8.3% 1239| 69.6%| 1091| 12.8% 390 8.0% 668 5.4%| 8161| 10.0%
No 1335| 75.5%| 47244 90.3% 540| 30.4%| 7092| 83.3% 4499| 92.0%| 9487| 76.2%| 70197| 85.9%
Unspecifie 0 0% 761 1.5% 0 0% 329 3.9% 0 0% | 2287| 18.4%| 3377| 4.1%
Total 1768 | 100.0%| 52345| 100.0% 1779| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0% 4889| 100.0%| 12442| 100.0%| 81735| 100.0%
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Annexure 7H:

Involvement in poultry per province, 2007

Province
Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Involved in poultry? n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 156 8.8% 3912 7.5% 64 3.6% 52 .6% 0 .0% | 2261| 18.2%| 6445 7.9%
No 1611| 91.2%| 47672 91.1% 1715| 96.4%| 8131 95.5% 4889| 100.0%| 7893| 63.4%| 71911| 88.0%
Unspecifie 0 0% 761 1.5% 0 0% 329 3.9% 0 0% | 2287| 18.4%| 3377 4.1%
Total 1767 | 100.0%| 52345| 100.0% 1779| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0% 4889| 100.0%| 12441| 100.0%| 81733| 100.0%
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Annexure 7I: Involvement in orchards per province,2007

Western Cape Eastern Cape Northern Cape Free State North West Gauteng Total
Involved in orchards? n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 296 16.8% 1953 3.7% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0% 2249 2.8%
No 1471| 83.2%| 49630| 94.8% 1779| 100.0%| 8183| 96.1% 4889| 100.0%| 10154| 81.6%| 76106| 93.1%
Unspecifie 0 0% 761 1.5% 0 0% 329 3.9% 0 0% | 2287| 18.4%| 3377| 4.1%
Tota 1767 | 100.0%| 52344| 100.0% 1779| 100.0%| 8512| 100.0% 4889| 100.0%| 12441| 100.0%| 81732| 100.0%
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Annexure 7J:

Gender distribution of UA practitioners’ involvement in field crops, 2007

Male Female Total
Involved in field crops? n % n % n %
Yes 28993| 67.9%| 30630 78.5%| 59623 72.9%
No 11654 27.3% 8407 21.5%| 20061 24.5%
Unspecifie 2049 4.8% 0 0% | 2049 2.5%
Tota 42696| 100.0%| 39037 100.0%| 81733 100.0%
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Annexure 7K:

Gender distribution of UA practitioners’ involvement in horticulture, 2007

Gencer of head of househc

Male Female Total
Involved in horticulture? n % n % n %
Yes 3285 7.7% 689 1.8% 3974 4.9%
No 36035 84.4%| 38348 98.2%| 74383 91.0%
Unspecifie 3376 7.9% 0 .0%| 3376 4.1%
Total 42696 100.0%| 39037 100.0%| 81733 100.0%
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Annexure 7L: Gender distribution of UA practitioners’ involvement in livestock, 2007

Male Female Total
Involved in livestock? n % n % n %
Yes 6300 14.8% 1861 4.8% 8161 10.0%
No 33019 77.3%| 37176 95.2%| 70195 85.9%
Unspecifie( 3376 7.9% 0 .0% 3376 4.1%
Tota 42695 100.0%| 39037 100.0%| 81732 100.0%

89



Annexure 7M:

Gender distribution of UA practitioners’ involvement in poultry, 2007

Male Female Total
Involved in poultry? n % n % n %
Yes 5316 12.5% 1129 2.9% 6445 7.9%
No 34004 79.6%| 37908 97.1%| 71912 88.0%
Unspecifie( 3376 7.9% 0 .0% 3376 4.1%
Total 42696 100.0%| 39037 100.0%| 81733 100.0%
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Annexure 7N:

Gender distribution of UA practitioners’ involvement in orchards, 2007

Gender of head of household

Male Female Total
Involved in orchards? n % n % n %
Yes 1923 4.5% 327 .8% 2250 2.8%
No 37397 87.6%| 38710 99.2%| 76107 93.1%
Unspecifie( 3376 7.9% 0 .0% 3376 4.1%
Total 42696 100.0%| 39037 100.0%| 81733 100.0%

" http://www.endpoverty2015.org/goals

"The publicatiorSPORETechnical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Coggton, 1999) estimates that there are 700 millidsan farmers, while the estimate of the Food
and Agriculture Organization (in World Resourcestitate, 2000: 144) indicates that approximatel§ &tllion urban residents were involved in UPA/UA1999.
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