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Abstract

This report reflects on Urban Agriculture in founush African urban areas, and focuses on
the question as to whether there is any empirieéddemce (an aspect which has been
identified as a shortcoming in the literature) thatban Agriculture contributes towards
addressing the Millennium Development Goals. Tégort is contextualised by a review of
the existing literature, as well as of the poliayiceelines on food security in South Africa.
The conclusion reached in the report is that, withe context of multiple livelihoods urban
agriculture accounts for about 7% of the incomehef households involved. There is also
evidence that urban agriculture provides a way lisoeb poorly-skilled people into the
economy and that income generated in this way msdee contribution towards addressing
the Millennium Development Goals. The results alsoint to a number of policy
considerations which need to be investigated inemawtail. These include planning and
land-use for urban agriculture, the type of techhisupport, a stronger emphasis on
addressing productivity in back yards, and the éedo which urban agricultural activities

should be subsidised.



1 Introduction

The available literature is ambivalent in its assssnt of the role of Urban Agriculture (UA)
in addressing poverty and ensuring larger degrédeanl security in South Africa while
claims about the role of UA with regard to nutnitiand food security are often made without
being based on any empirical evidence in this etsfWgebb, 1996, 1998a, 1998b; Rogerson,
2003). In general, research suggests that UAt imjost, a mechanism used by the poor in
order to cope (May and Rogerson, 1995). Againstatbheve background, the question is:
what type of evidence is there in respect of tHe af UA in addressing poverty and food
security? In terms of the Millennium Developmerdga® (MDGS), the relevant question is:
to what degree would UA be able to reduce the nurabeeople living on less than 1USD
per day? Furthermore, if there is some indicatiotet UA does, in fact, play a role in
reducing the number of people living on less tha#SD per day, it is necessary to determine

the urban planning implications in this regard.

The aim of the paper is to determine the role mlapg UA in the income patterns of
households involved in UA activiti€sAn earlier paper in this series (see Burger e2G09)
provided a thorough overview of the profile of UAaptitioners: but no income data were
available. This paper aims to provide a furthefifg of UA practitioners and compare the
data with the information in the earlier reportdaaiso to assess the role of UA in terms of

income and food security activities.

Against the above background, the paper is stredtas follows:

» It starts off with an overview of the methods uskudling the survey. As this report
reflects on interviews conducted in four of the marban areas of South Africa a
brief description of the institutional responsesUA is provided (a more detailed
description is available from Nel et al., (2009)).

» This description of the methods used is followedlyrief reflection on the literature.
Specific emphasis is placed on the available ezieen respect of the role of UA in

addressing poverty and food security.

! It should be noted that this paper is one in sasfdour. The other papers deal with the follogvaspects: 1) a
broad overview of UA in South Africa, based on ttf8uth African Household Survey 2) a more detailed
assessment of institutional responses to UA; aradr8port similar to this one, dealing with UA iardbia.



2.

In the light of the information provided in the §ea on institutional responses, the
paper then provides a brief overview of the biobregl attributes of UA
practitioners. The paper by Burger et al. (20@@)gested that UA practitioners are
mainly comprised of poorer households. Attentigntherefore focussed on the
guestion as to whether the results obtained frasnstlirvey are different in any way.
Next, a profile of UA production is provided. Tlearlier report by Burger et al.
(2009) did not provide any significant overviewpgrbduction processes and the value
of production. This report attempts to address giaip.

The above-mentioned profile is followed by an assest of the impact of UA on
poverty aspects. Consideration is given to aspedtscome and expenditure and the
role of UA income in assisting lifting people teeiabove the 1USD per day indicator
set in the MDGs.

The emphasis then shifts to an assessment of tkeofoUA in addressing food
security.

Finally, some conclusions are reached and recomatiems are made.

Methods and study area

As already noted, the paper is based on 396 im@s/conducted across South Africa. These

interviews were more or less equally distributedoagst the following four centres (the

number of interviews per centre is indicated inckeds):

Johannesburg (Soweto) (98)

Durban (Kwamashu) (101)

Cape Town (97)

Bloemfontein (Mangaung, Botshabelo, Thaba Nchu) (99

A snowball sampling approach was used, as it wascéldy impossible to identify the

sampling population in advance. The main reasow this method was used is that UA

activities were not always very prominent in theotwland cities (Johannesburg and

Bloemfontein). This was found to be the most appade method, as the interviews had to

include UA practitioners on communal land, backdyarop growers and UA practitioners

involved in animal husbandry. An attempt was mi@deonduct each interview with the UA

practitioner in the household. Where this was padsible, the head of the household was

2



interviewed. In the process 86% of the interviewese conducted with the UA practitioner
(or one of the UA practitioners in the householddn attempt was made to follow the
guidelines of the South African Household Survey,order to ensure a relatively even
distribution between interviewees who produced sr@pd those who practised animal
husbandry; but this was not always possible. Rermhost part, it was also easier to identify
crop production than animal husbandry.

In addition to these individual interviews, moredepth assessments of the institutional
responses towards UA in the four cities mentionbdva, were conducted. The more
detailed assessment of the institutional resporsesldressed in the report by Net et al.
(2009); and therefore this section will merely pdava brief overview. Such an overview is
important in order to assess the possible rolegoldyy institutional responses in respect of
UA income and production processes.

The two areas with the most comprehensive institiali responses towards UA are Cape
Town and Durban (eThekwini metropolitan area). €&pwn is noted as a city in which UA
is well established, and also as a centre witmg-ktanding municipal awareness of the role
and importance of UA. Significant in this regareé ¢he well-established policy frameworks
that have evolved over a period of time, and aativgagement in applied projects. A range

of support programmes also seem to be available.

The institutional response in Durban (eThekwini)s halso been prominent. In this
municipality, the Parks Division is the main implemiing agency. Their main point of
departure is that the city has many open spaceshwiged to be maintained. Rather than
spending large amounts of funding on maintainingséhspaces, the Councils makes them
available to UA practitioners. In the process, sarfithe available funds are used to plough
the open spaces for UA practitioners.

In the case of Bloemfontein (Mangaung), the respasisar less prominent at an institutional
level;, but an existing partnership between the wipality and the University of the Free
State’s Faculty of Natural and Agricultural Sciemessists UA practitioners, in particular, by

providing stock to enable them to engage in finalhcviable activities and helping them to



obtain access to land in terms of the South Afrieana reform programme. The response in
respect of urban crop production is limited toa famall projects across the municipality.

In Gauteng (South Africa’s economic heartland)amge of undertakings and projects are in
process; but it seems that the majority of these leen implemented in terms of a social-
welfare perspective, and that the emphasis has lynd&aflen on a project-by-project

approach, rather than a full institutional response

What seems clear from the above overview is thgeCQawn and Durban (eThekwini) have
the most prominent institutional responses. Thestjon is whether this is also evident in the
comparative figures obtained on the basis of therwiews with practitioners.

3. Review of therelevant literature

The first academic reflections on UA activitiesAfrica resulted from the engagement of a
number of French geographers in West Africa during late 1950s (Mougeot, 1999).
However, it was only during the early 1970s thatemdy increase began to occur in terms of
the body of literature focusing on UA as a copitgategy for low-income households in
urban areas of developing countries (Rogerson,)1986non (in Nel 1999:19) argues that it
is perhaps no coincidence that this increase inrés®arch in the early 1970s took place in
the wake of global oil shocks and economic crigesespect of which “none have felt the
impact more acutely than the billion or more impasieed people across the Third World”.
The same could probably be said in respect of iiheiot world recession.

Although a number of debates have been conducteespect of UA, there are virtually no
universally true statements, as the contexts femdht environments differ significantly. Yet
four debates that are featured in the literatuearaportant for the context of this paper:

* The institutional response debate, which reflectshe initial resistance against UA,

as well as the recent, more positive responsesppast of UA.

* The debate as to whether UA does, in fact, adgr@gsrty and food security issues.

* The planning and land use debate.

* The economic planning argument that agriculture dasgnificantly higher labour

absorption rate than other economic sectors.



The road towards institutional acceptance and stippb UA has been difficult. It is
interesting to note that UA was commonly practisedre-modern cities. However, with the
rise of modernisation, the concept of separateruldad-uses became conventional wisdom.
It was as a result of these modernised planningcimies that UA was outlawed under
colonial rule in Africa. Yet not much has changethe post-colonial period. In this respect,
Tinker (1994:5) argues that UA activities are oftesgarded as “unsightly”, or even
outlawed, while Binns and Lynch (1998:778) allegsmtt UA activities tend to be
“underevaluated and resisted by public official®lthough the hard-line anti-UA sentiment
has probably diminished over the past decade oritvi@as not necessarily been replaced by
a proactive response. One of the cases in whicth&been recognised and integrated into
planning is that of Dar es Salaam (Mwalukasa, 200jowever, in many countries
agricultural support is biased in favour of rura¢as, with no support being given to UA
activities, while Zimbabwe probably remains the moy with the most hostile institutional
response towards UA. The following quotation can$ the Zimbabwean response:
[The] Zimbabwe police have extended a demolitiommaign targeting the homes
and livelihoods of the urban poor to the vegetadpedens they rely on for food,
saying the crops planted on vacant lots are danmgime environment ... The
crackdown on urban farming -- at a time of food réhges in Zimbabwe -- is the
latest escalation in the government's month-longer@jpon Murambatsvina (or
Drive Out Trash), which has seen police torch thacks of poor city dwellers,
arrest street vendors and demolish their kiosksi(siad Guardian Online, 2005).

Apart from the issue of institutional acceptante, acceptance of UA in general has serious
planning implications which are seldom consideréuthe first place, the size of stands is a
relevant factor. Larger stands would theoreticallgvide the basis for UA production. At
the same time, larger stands are in direct conflith the idea of the compact city and the
higher densities often proposed in urban developmpelicy in South Africa. Secondly, in
this regard, there are also implications for lasd-planning in urban areas — especially the
planning of open spaces.

Although a number of factors contributed to theitiga institutional response with regard to

UA, the fact that very little empirical evidence svavailable regarding the role of UA as a

livelihood and food security strategy has also @thg part in creating this situation (Webb,
5



1996, 1998a, 1998b; Rogerson, 2003). Thorton (RBOJUes that this lack of evidence can
be attributed to the fact that the majority of stgdhave been qualitative, and have tended to
emphasise crop production systems at the expendwestock systems. Despite these
limitations UA has often been described as a haldeturvival strategy for the urban poor
in developing countries (Drakakis-Smith, 1992; Rsge, 1992, 1996, 2003; Smit et al.,
1996; Mougeot, 1994, 1999; Deelstra & Girardet, e Zeeuw et al., 2000; Jacobi et al.,
2000; Hovorka, 2005), while other researchers hawphasised the role of UA in food
production (Rogerson, 2003; Thornton & Nel, 200hofnton, 2008). Sahn (1989: 310)
summarises these general views as follows: “homedeggng may be an effective
intervention for food insecurity and low-income keholds beyond that of normal field

agriculture, in particular during seasonal foodrsnges.”

The third relevant aspect to be considered ingbaion relates to the role of agriculture, in
general, in attracting individuals who are not hygdkilled. The world economy has become
far less labour-intensive on an overall basis, #md is also applicable to agriculture.
However, there are still analysts who argue thaicaljure contributes significantly to the
absorption of people with lower skills into the aomy. The White Paper on Agriculture
summarises this argument as follows: “Agricultsii@ikages with the rest of the economy
are such that, within the 1985 production structame increase in agricultural production
resulted in the creation of more jobs throughow #dtonomy than was achieved by an
increase of the same order in any other sector.aéfditional capital invested in agriculture
the effect on employment would be similar” (Depatinof Agriculture, 1995: Addendum A,
section 1.2). This tendency of the Agriculturattee to absorb more people per unit of
investment is also confirmed by other researcherd documents (Hall, 2004; Pauw,
McDonald & Punt, 2007) although the internationaimpetitiveness of labour-intensive
agriculture has also been questioned (Altman, 20@Dnsidering the fact that UA is mainly
practised for the purposes of self-production aw@ll markets it seems as if Up&r secould
assist in providing some form of access to low-meoand unskilled people, while
investment in UA — compared to other economic gectanay yield the highest level of job-
creation (despite the fact that it might admittelodyvery low).

In the light of the literature review, the rest thie paper will evaluate the interviews
conducted with 400 UA practitioners, by considerthg potential of UA to absorb unskilled



people, the role played by UA in addressing the MD&s well as the role played by the
institutional responses of the various city goveents in this respect. At the same time, an
attempt will be made to identify the planning ingaliions of the findings.

4, Poalicy in South Africa

The Reconstruction and Development Programme (AMG4), which served as the African
National Congress’s election manifesto for the 18@£tion, identified “nutrition” as one of
the basic needs to be met in a democratic SouthaAflhis was to be achieved through land
reform, job-creation, and the reorganisation oféhenomy. More specifically, ensuring low-
cost food, the regulation of prices, the exempbtdrbasic foodstuffs from value-added tax
(VAT), the development of information systems, eteere envisaged as strategies. “Access
to food” was also identified as part of the basea of “social security and social welfare”.
In this regard, efficient production of food anck tbncouragement of food security through
rural development, land reform, and a review of #uricultural sector were to be the
objectives that were pursued. Food security wasrgiurther impetus, as well as a legal
basis, through the 1996 Constitution (RepublicSotith Africa, 1996). The Bill of Rights
identified “sufficient food and water” as a basight. It was also stipulated that the state
must, “by legislation and other measures, withinavailable resources”, provide assistance
with a view to the “progressive realisation of tight to sufficient food”.

The first attempt to develop food security in terofspolicy was the White Paper on
Agriculture (Department of Agriculture, 1995). Thession statement for agricultural policy,
as set out in the White Paper on Agriculture, va%hsure equitable access to agriculture
and promote the contribution of agriculture to tlevelopment of all communities, society at
large and the national economy, in order to enhama@me, food security, employment and
quality of life in a sustainable manner”. The Véhraper on Agriculture recognised that food
security consists of both national and househodtl feecurity. National food security was
defined as™the availability of a constant suppfysafficient, safe, and nutritious food for the
population within the country, whether from prodant imports, or stocks”. Household food
security was defined as “the availability and ast®bty to households of affordable,
nutritious food, whether from their own productigrurchases, social welfare, or community
support”. According to the White Paper on Agricudtunational food security needed to be

addressed through increasing the efficiency of fpoatuction and exploiting competitive
7



advantages. Household food security needed to dresgbd by means of job-creation, social
subsidies, food distribution, land reform, urbawdeproduction, and the reduction of the
price of foodstuffs. The ideas put forward in thénit® Paper on Agriculture were further
developed in the Discussion Document on Agricultiralicy (Department of Agriculture,
1998).

The Discussion Document on Agricultural Policy hat affrmed the distinction between
national and household food security. It also eseldthe ideas of addressing food insecurity
through job-creation (specifically in the agricu#tl sector), own food production, more
efficient production, and a more equitable disttitnu of resources (especially in terms of
access to productive resources). Furthermore, \ilinl&Vhite Paper on Agriculture identified
the need for further research into smallholder fagnthe Discussion Document on
Agricultural Policy encouraged home gardens andllboider production as a means of
addressing food security. Since the release oYWh&e paper on Agriculture, the Marketing
of Agricultural Products, Act No. 47 of 1996, whidimits intervention in agricultural
markets, was signed and was discussed in the BiscuBDocument on Agricultural Policy.
According to the act, it must be clearly demond&iaim respect of any intervention taken,
that such intervention will not adversely affeabdosecurity or employment.

In 1997, the White Paper for Social Welfare (Depamt of Social welfare, 1997), in which
the concept of “nourishment” was included as p&the agenda for action entitled the “War
on poverty”, was released. The White Paper for @dblelfare envisaged the incorporation
of nutrition in all of the Department of Social Vieek’s programmes, as well as cooperation
with other departments in order to improve (spealfy) household food security and the
provisioning of food aid during national disastdrfausehold food security was defined as
“access by a household to enough food for activk lealthy lives”. The White Paper for
Social Welfare further distinguished between acfitansitory and sudden) and chronic

(long-term) food insecurity.

The South African government committed itself te gtipulations of the Rome Declaration

on World Food Security (United Nations Food andié&gtural Organisation, 1996). In broad

terms, the Declaration promoted the optimal allocaof natural resources and the efficient

use of public and private-sector resources to aehigobal food security. The government
8



further committed itself to the creation of an dmap political, social, and economic
environment and to the implementation of police®tadicate poverty. It pledged to ensure
that technology development, farm management, ti@uk growth policies, as well as
distribution systems, were conducive to food ségurAs a response to the Rome
Declaration, the government appointed the Food @gcWorking Group to investigate
options for the achievement of food security in tBo@ifrica. The resulting output, namely
the Discussion Document on Food Security PolicyoF&ecurity Working Group, 1997),
identified the following interventions:
» agriculture and land reform (improving the oppoities of disadvantaged groups for
commercial and subsistence agriculture);
+ food trade (exporting, preventing unfair trade,eistigating the possible effects of
liberalisation, etc.);
* income enhancement and diversification (income igioad, access to finance, public
works, etc.);
» social security and welfare services (welfare amdas security spending, targeted
food subsidies, reinvestigating zero VAT on cerfaoaducts, etc.);
» disaster mitigation (sustainable agriculture, pulliorks during problematic times,
and encouraging drought-resistant crops); and

» food consumption and nutrition (access to inforovaind education, etc.).

The document also recommended the coordinationoofl fsecurity programmes and

cooperation amongst various sectors.

The above-mentioned recommendations relating toctiwdination of programmes and
cooperation between the various sectors were yinadlorporated into policy in the form of
the Integrated Food Security Strategy (DepartmdniAgriculture, 2002). The strategy
amalgamated previous policies and programmes hgusgovernment departments into a
single, integrated, cross-departmental strategye Blrategy defines food security as
“physical, social, and economic access to sufficisafe, and nutritious food by all South
Africans at all times to meet their dietary anddqueferences for an active and healthy life”.
The differentiation between national and houseliotitl-security, first particularised in the
White Paper on Agriculture, was also incorporafidee South African challenges concerning

food security were identified as: inadequate safetyg, weak support networks and disaster
9



management systems, inadequate and unstable hd&usttoml production, a lack of
purchasing power, and poor nutritional status.riteoto meet these challenges, the strategic
objectives of the Integrated Food Security Strategye as follows: to improve household
food production, trade, and distribution; to impeoincome-generating and job-creating
opportunities; to improve nutrition and food safetyd to increase safety nets and food

emergency management systems.

What seems evident from the above policy assessimdghat UA is commonly associated
with food security mechanisms. Yet very little damce exists regarding the actual role

played by UA in this respect.

5. A biographical profile of UA practitioners
This section profiles the following aspects of UAagtitioners and households whose
members include UA practitioners:

* Gender

* The number of household members who are involved

* Age

* Levels of education

* Household size

* Number of years of involvement in UA

* Type of UA involvement

5.1  Gender of UA practitioners

The overall gender profile of households does mdlect any significant gender-related
differences amongst households, and more or Ipssgents the gender composition in South
Africa. Overall, 50.9% of household members wemmdle and 41.9% were male. There
were also no significant differences between tha foentres although the highest female
percentage was recorded in Mangaung (53.3%), whie highest male percentage was
recorded in Johannesburg (53%). In respect ofedsigondents, 52.2% were male and 47.8%

were female .

The overall involvement of household members displa moderate bias towards male
involvement, with 52.2% of household members inedhin UA being male and 47.8% being
10



female. There are also interesting differencewéen the four areas, as well as between the
types of involvement:
» Durban has the lowest percentage of male UA prawtts (45%). This can probably
be attributed to the fact that the communal gagproach has been institutionalised
in this area (see paper 1).
* The highest percentage of males involved in UA wesorted for Johannesburg
where 78% of the UA practitioners were male.

The role of gender will again be considered in tkgort, in respect of other aspects that are
analysed later (for example income and produciivity

5.2 I nvolvement of household membersin UA activities

On average, 27.9% of household members are invoivedA activities. The highest
percentage was recorded in Mangaung, where just 33 of household members were
involved in UA. The lowest percentage was recoridddurban (23.8%).

5.3  Ageof UA practitioners

The average age of all the household members wés Béars, while the average age of the
UA practitioners was 51.5 years. The highest ayeeage of UA practitioners was recorded
for UA practitioners in Durban — namely 55.0 yearsmpared with 52.7 in Bloemfontein,
51.6 in Cape Town and 46.6 in Johannesburg. Thesi@menon regarding the involvement
of older people in UA activities have been noteddtlger researchers (Thornton, 2008).
However, it is usually attributed to generationattbrs, as well as the fact that younger
people are not interested in UA. Although this Imiigrell be true, the fact that older people
have easier access to social grants as a soumeoofie should not be ignored (see Section
6.3.1). In other words, it is not necessarily pge sethat plays a role, but rather the access to
a social grant (usually through an old age pensingh provides cash for inputs.

54  Levelsof education

In respect of the level of education, just over 2086he household members had at least a
Grade 12 certificate. The highest percentage eesrded for Durban, where nearly 27% of
household members had a Grade 12 certificate. @Bt of UA practitioners had degrees.
In respect of UA practitioners within the houselspldnly 10% had Grade 12 certificates,
while 3.3% held degrees.
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55 Household size
Paper 4 has already pointed out that householdgondatise UA are, on average, larger than

non-UA households. Figure 5.1 provides an ovenirethis respect.

Total 4.65
Mangaung 4.26
Johanneshurg 4.14
Durban 5.46
Cape Town 73
| I |
1 1 1
1 2 3 4 5 6

Figure5.1: Average household size per location, 2008

The average household size was recorded at 4.76hweceeds the national average by
almost one person per household, thus confirmiagWA is practised by larger households —

which are usually poorer, with extended families.

5.6  Number of years of involvement in UA

The focus will now shift to an assessment of thenloer of years during which UA

practitioners have been involved in farming aciegt(see Table 5.1).

Table5.1: Number of years of involvement in UA, 2008

Number of years
involved Cape Town Durban Johannesburg Mangaung
<1 yea 15.3 6.3 15.1 9.8
1-5 year. 36.9 34.1 35.7 28.5
6-10 year 19.8 21.4 27.8 21.1
11-15 year 11.7 16.7 9.5 17.9
16-20 year 3.6 4.0 7.9 9.8
>20 year 12.6 17.5 4.0 13.0

The above table suggests that on average, UA poaetis have been involved in agricultural

activities for 8.2 years. The longest period ofoilvement was recorded for Mangaung,
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where UA practitioners had been involved in UA P years (on average). Interestingly
enough, females reported a slightly longer peribsgheolvement —10.3 years on average,
compared with the 8.1 years reported by males.s Tbnfirms the ability of UA to absorb
females as well. In view of current programmespsuping UA activities, there seem to be
two groups of UA practitioners involved. Firsttjqose who have been involved for less than
five years are probably beneficiaries of the currprogrammes of various spheres of
government that are aimed at supporting UA (jusdwel0%). The other group consists of
individuals who have been involved for longer thiae years, probably comprising a group
of people who were previously involved in UA withoany significant support — but who
may also have benefited from support in the pastyears.

5.7  Typeof UA involvement

An overview of the biographical attributes of UAaptitioners has been provided in the

above paragraphs. In this section, the focussshifivards an assessment of the different
types of UA activities that are taking place (sesbl€ 5.2). It should be noted that the
distribution between these different types of UA, raflected in the table below, is not

necessarily an indication of how the activities digributed in reality, as a convenience

sampling method was followed. As a result of thethnd used, it was probably easier to
trace crop growers, as opposed to those involvashimal husbandry.

Table 5.2: The distribution of types of UA activities per urban area in South Africa,
2008

Cape Town Durban Johannesburg | Mangaung Total
Type of UA activity N % n % n % n % n %
Growing crops in thi
backyard 48 49.5| 61| 60.4 71| 72.4| 55| 55.6| 235| 59.5
Growing crops o
communal/other land 2D 29.9| 40| 39.6 20| 20.4| 19| 19.2| 108| 27.3
Animal husbandr 20| 20.6 0 0.0 7 7.1 20| 20.2| 47| 11.9
Backyard crops an
animal husbandry D 0.0 0 0.0 0 00| 5 5.1 5 1.3
Total 97/100.0] 101]|100.0 98| 100.0] 99]100.0] 395]| 100.0

A number of points should be noted from the outset:

» Growing crops in the backyard seems to be the prestalent manner in which UA is
practised, as approximately 60% of all the intemaes fell into this category. The
highest percentage in this respect was recordddhannesburg, where 72.4% of the
sampled population reported that they were grownogs in their backyards.
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» Just over one quarter of the interviewees were ggwrops on communal land, or
land other than their back yards.

* Approximately 13% of the UA practitioners were ihxed in some form of animal
husbandry.

Paper One, which dealt with, the institutional as®es in South Africa, noted that a large
number of the UA initiatives are focused on comnigaadens, while the largest percentage
of UA practitioners are actually involved in backrg gardening (at least in terms of the
sample). A few other aspects should also be madednin respect of the biographical
attributes:

A much higher percentage of males are engagedimaamusbandry — 88% of all
interviewees involved in this form of UA are male.

* The longest history of involvement in farming attes was recorded for UA
practitioners who were growing their own cropshait backyards — on average these
practitioners had been involved for 8.9 years. Thenparative figures for crop
production on communal land and animal husbandryew&l1l and 7.0 years

respectively.

5.8  Synthesis

The evidence above suggests that UA is practisqubbyly-skilled, older and probably poor
households (in view of the composition of the largeuseholds). The question that now
arises is: to what degree do these households esiaoausing UA to address their poverty

and ensure food security?

6. Production and production processes

This section considers production-related aspectrstly, an overview of production
processes will be provided, followed by an overvieiryproduction and input costs for the
various types of UA activities.

6.1  Anoverview of production
In Section 5.7, a broad overview of the main UAhgti¢s undertaken by UA practitioners

was provided. This section starts with a diagratiom@presentation of production (see
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Figure 6.13. The figure differentiates between the differgypies of UA activities and land
ownership® and also indicates whether production is carrigdfor own consumption or for

the purpose of selling produce.

2 |t should be noted that a respondent who engagesifor the purposes of own consumption might alelh
produce: thus, the percentages for own consumatidrfor selling need not correspond.

% The table suggests that some UA practitionersuamer the impression that they own communal land.
Although this may seem contradictory, it is notllsestrange that some respondents feel that theraamal land
actually belongs to them.
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in crop production in
backyard: 59.5%

% of respondents involved

% of respondents
growing crops on

communal land: 27.3%

% of respondents involved
in animal husbandry: 11.9%

% of respondents involved in
animal husbandry and crop
production in backyard: 1.3%

% of backyard crop
producers who oYvn
land: 99.3%

% of respondents growing
crops on communal land who
are of the opinion that they
own the land: 25.5%

% of UA practitioners involved
in animal husbandry who own
the land: (not available)

% of respondents involved in
animal husbandry and crop
production who own land: 100%

% of back-yard crop
producers who
produce:

1) For own
consumption:
99.3%

2) Tosell: 7.3%

3) Other:2.1%

% of crop producers
on communal land
who produce:

1) For own
consumption:
96.4%

2) Tosell:39.8%

3) Other:11.1%

% of UA practitioners
involved in animal
husbandry who
produce:

1) For own
consumption:
97.6%

2) Tosell: 28.9%

3) Other: 0%

% of respondents involved
in animal husbandry and
crop production who
produce:

1) own consumption:
77.8%

2) tosell: 29.9%

3) Other: 0%

Figure6.1: An overview of UA production, 2008




A number of points should be noted in respect efftoduction overview in Figure 6.1:
* The highest percentage of UA practitioners who slodédr produce /animals for cash

was recorded among those practitioners who produteds on communal land.
Nearly 40% of the farmers in this group sold th@ioduce for cash — although the
largest percentage of these respondents also hisieghtoduce for own consumption.

» Just below 30% of the owners of livestock soldrth@eimals for cash.

* The lowest percentage of UA practitioners who gwlolduce for cash was recorded
amongst the back-yard growers, of whom only ab&atsold some of their produce
for cash.

* Land ownership is also not a prerequisite for potidn purposes. The majority of

respondents who sold produce for cash practisedirigron communal land.

The above evidence suggests that, although UA p@agsecific role in providing food for

consumption by the UA practitioners, a significaaimber of these practitioners do, in fact,
produce crops or breed animals in order to sethth&urthermore, land ownership does not
seem to be a prerequisite for production in thidrenment, which means that the title costs
need not be carried. At the same time, it shoelddrne in mind that land disputes might

well come into play in respect of the issue surthog rights to communal land.

6.2 Production

This section provides a profile of the types ofp@roduced, the animals kept and the value
of these UA products.

6.2.1 Typesof cropsproduced

As already noted, 88.1% of all UA practitioners ganvolved in some form of crop
production. Figure 6.2 provides an overview of tbe most prominent crops produced by
UA practitioners in the four urban areas under @eration.
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Tomatoes 20.8

Carrots 22.5

Potatoes 24.6

Beetroot 26.8

Cabbage 8.6

Onions 30.4

Beans 31.1

Pumpkins 339

Maize 40.5

64.1

Spinach : :
T T

|
T
0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0

Figure 6.2: Theten most commonly produced cropsin UA activities, 2008

From the evidence above, spinach seems to be teepraminent product, since nearly two-
thirds of the crop-growing UA practitioners proddapinach. Maize is in second place, with
40.5% of all practitioners growing this crop. Puampproduction is the third most prominent
crop-crowing activity (33.9%). The fact that thdbeee products are cultivated by such a
large component of the UA practitioners suggesés gnoduction for own consumption is
very prominent, since these are popular amongseremcome households as food for

consumption.

In respect of Rand value, spinach accounted fouta®d% of the total value of production,
was followed by pumpkins (13%), maize (11%) andioee (8%).

6.2.2 Animal husbandry

Broadly, this section provides an overview of tihpes of animals kept and of the number
sold per annum. Figure 6.3 provides an indicatibtine types of animals that are kept.
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Guineafowl = 1.0

Horses 29

Ducks 3.8

Sheep 11.5

Pigs 135

Poultry 16.3

Goats 20.2

Cattle 30.8

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Figure6.3: Typesof animalskept by UA practitioners, 2008

Cattle comprised the most prominent type of anikegdt by UA practitioners involved in

UA, accounting for nearly one-third of all animal&t were kept. Cattle breeding was also
more prominent in Bloemfontein, where 40% of thénaats were cattle. Goats (20.2%),
poultry (14.4%), pigs (13.5%) and sheep (11.5%0) &stured prominently. Other animals

included ducks, horses and guinea fowl.

6.2.3 Thevalue of crop production

In Section 5 the income obtained from UA and ot&ivities was considered. This section
focuses on the production value of crops. Methagiohlly, this was determined by
recording the extent of production (for example,témms of bags of maize) and then
multiplying this by the market value in March 200%. should be noted that this is not an
exact method, and that miscalculations may potiénteeccur. However, it is important to
gain some form of insight in this respect. A numbé key points should be made with
regard to this aspect:

» The overall average value of production for the $&smson was calculated at R646 per
household.

* If this amount is added to the average income Sation 5) and then expressed in
terms of a percentage, this means that, on avetdgeactivities involving crop
production add 2% to household income.

* The prices that were determined in accordance thighabove-mentioned method
were calculated at market value and not in termeetdil prices, while the cost of
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transportation to retail chains was also not caeid. If these factors were to be
taken into account, the actual percentage might amabunt to double the figure
indicated.

6.3 Inputs

The above section focused on production and pradustalues. However, in the paper
dealing with the institutional analysis in eTheki(Burban), some comments were made in
respect of the “over subsidisation” of the UA aittds. Against this background, Section 6.3
starts off with a discussion of the sources of tsgor crop producers only), which is then
followed by a discussion of the costs of inputs.

6.3.1 Originsof inputs

Table 6.1 summarises the origins of funding foutsgor the production of crops.

Table6.1: The sour ces of funding for inputs, 2008

Another jol 37.C
A state pension / gre 34.8
Theprofits from the sale of produ 12.8
Family 7.4
Sponsorin 4.9
Othel 3.1
Total 100.0

The largest percentage of respondents funded th&iactivities by means of another job
(837%), or by accessing some form of state pensgrarit (34.8%). This lends credibility to
the notion of an integrated approach to ensurwgliioods for the poor. Despite the high
level of subsidisation noted in eThekwini, just end% of the households practising UA
were sponsored in respect of their inputs.

Of note is the fact that 12.8% of the participatimseholds reported that their inputs were
generated by what they sold. In view of the fdwett t20.8% of households receive income
from UA crop production, this means that about 606%0UA practitioners who receive

income from UA activities actually do so in a firgadly viable manner and that they thus do

not need to access any other source to ensuresinput
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6.3.2 Cost of inputsversusproduction value

A profile of production was provided in section 6.In the present section, input costs and
production costs are compared (see Table 6.Zholtld be noted that this was made without
calculating the cost of water; but the responseb Afpractitioners with regard to a wide

range of possible inputs, for example seeds anitkes, are included.

Table6.2: Input cost versus production value per household, 2008
Area Input cost (R) Production value (R) Input: output ratio
Cape Town 81.6( 40 1:4/9
Durban 193.23 127] 1:6)6
Johannesburg 67.5 51 1:7.6
Bloemfontein 69.49 376 154
Total 103.66 646 1:6.2

The highest input costs and production values wecerded in Durban, where the average
input costs amounted to R193, versus the averagguption value of R1272. However,
these figures do not represent the highest inpuput ratio. In Johannesburg, the input costs
of R67 generated a production value of R515, winglans that every R1 of input generated
R7.60 in production value. The average ratio w&s?1 Cape Town had the lowest ratio at
1:4.9.

6.3.3 Accessto water

The lack of access to water for crop productioa iajor obstacle to many UA activities.
Although this is less of a problem in Durban — véhfte average annual rainfall is high — the
need to access water cannot simply be ignored.leT&aB below provides an overview of

water access.

Table6.3: Source of water accessfor UA practitioners, 2008
Sour ce of water n %
Tap (municipality 282 81.7
River 21 6.1
Greywatel 13 3.8
Borehole 10 2.9
Darmr 1 0.3
Othel 18 5.2
Total 345 100
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The largest percentage (81.7%) of UA practitiorsessessed municipal water for their UA
activities. River water was used by the secongelstr component (6.1%), while grey water
was used by 3.8% of the respondents. Boreholes wsed by 2.9% of the practitioners

while 0.3% used water from dams.

In view of the high percentage of respondents wiported using municipal water, the
guestion arises as to whether respondents paidth®rwater. The results show that
approximately 52% of the respondents who accessauicipal water indicated that they

were paying for it.

1. Income

In this section, the emphasis shifts from produrctm the annual household income received
from UA activities and other sources. A broad oww of annual household income will
firstly be provided. As already noted, househalcbime figures do not always compromise
the most reliable data. However, the import igaudis section is not necessarily the income
per se but rather the relevant trends and their relatiges with other aspects.

7.1  An overview of annual household income

This section provides an overview of income trendSigure 7.1 provides a schematic
indication of the income obtained for the varioosirses of income. Whenever income is
considered, a distinction is will be made in respet household income and income
generated through UA.
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All households (395) (100%) — Average annual household income: R31 251

UA only

Percentage receiving
income from UA only
(5.3%)

UA and other income

Percentage receiving
income from UA and
other job (15.8%)

Average annual
household income from

Average annual
household income

Other income only

Percentage receiving
income from other
job only (farming for
own consumption
only) (78.9%)

from UA: R8 395

UA only:

Average annual

R9 544 Average annual

household income:

household income

from other job: R29 736

R36 176

Total average annual
household income:
R44 571

Figure7.1:

A profile of annual household income per source of income, 2008

A number of points should be noted in this respect:

The above income profile illustrates the principfenultiple incomes, with UA being
one of a range of strategies followed by househwiégsarn an income.
Just over 5% of the households received an incoome their UA activities only.

The average annual earnings of those householdsearaly income was generated
by means of UA activities amounted to R9 544.

With regard to households receiving income from &l other activities, the average
annual income from farming was R8 395. This ameuatis 12% less than the R9
544 average annual income generated by househbllsware exclusively dependent
on farming as a source of income.

The average income of households generating incbom farming and other
activities was R44 571. UA activities accountedrfearly 19% of this income.

If all households deriving income from UA (thoseubkeholds engaged in UA

activities only, as well as those earning an incameugh UA activities and other
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means) are taken into consideration, 25.9% of tleome originated from UA
involvement.

The average income for households who only obdaineome from other sources,
and who participated in UA on an own-consumptiosifjawas R29 736, compared
with the average income for the whole sample ofl(R31).

If the above amounts are projected to include allseholds, UA activities in 2008
added approximately 5% to household income (exctudihe value of own
consumption). As already noted in Section 6 theral value of production was
estimated at R646. If this amount is added tonmeoit can be concluded that about

7% of income is attributable to UA earnings.

The question that arises as this point is: whdéihce do the above income figures make in

terms of addressing the MDGs? Considering theaaseehousehold size, as well as the

average income, the following pertinent resultsuthde noted:

With regard to the earnings obtained by those Hwmlde whose only source of
income is UA, each household member receives 67% W80 per day (at current
value). The contribution of UA in respect of adkliag poverty should be noted, as it
could be argued that, in the absence of UA aatwjtthe per capita income might
have been very low.

Regarding those households accessing income framUa& and other sources, the

figures suggest that UA increases their income f20nUSD per day to 3.1 USD per
day. If a Rand/USD exchange rate of 10 is usedotbAluction ensures that the USD
per capita income is raised from 2.1 USD per pemanday to 2.7 USD per person
per day.

Those households who receive income from othercesuwnly, and therefore produce
only for own consumption, have a USD income of 208D per person per day. If
the own production from crops and animal husbamslgdded, then this amounts to

an additional 0.05 USD per person per day.

The overall contribution of UA as reflected in thkove figures, although marginally small,

is significant.

* The volatility of the Rand/USD exchange rate stcué noted as a problem in carrying out this catiwn.
This percentage was calculated at an exchangefr&®&.50 per USD. The exchange rate on 15 Jung 28
R8.09 per USD, while during March 2009 it was R&0 gSD.
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7.2 Location and income

In view of the overall income profile, the questidiat needs to be answered is whether there
were any significant locational differences.
institutional responses with regard to UA. Durlaawd Cape Town were identified as the two
urban areas with the most prominent UA policies amstitutional support programmes.

Figure 7.2 provides a profile of the various incolmeels for the four locations considered in

this report.

Irct®® 2, an overview was provided of the

Ave income

Ave income for households without UA
income

Ave household income for households
with farming and other income

Ave farming income for households with
farming and other income

Ave income of households with farming
income only

25h82

346

30921

23568

1
3284

ﬁ 3291
| ‘ ‘ 29831

3196

=

17280

33

I 33959

w

439

I, 50473

34022

= Bloemfontein

Johannesburg

Oi Durban

Cape Town

Figure 7.2: Income profile per location, 2008

A number of key points should be made in respeth®fibove table:

* The highest total annual income was recorded foadonesburg (R34 633), followed

by Durban (R33 959), Cape Town (R30 921) and Bloenafin (R25 182).

* The highest average income from farming for houkkshaith only a farming income

was recorded in Durban (R19 720). This is probabtgflection of the high summer

rainfall in Durban, although the small number o$pendents in this category may

have comprised a methodological constraint.
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The second highest income from UA activities waorded in Johannesburg, in that
the average income for households earning both bi@dme and other income
amounted to R17 280.

More importantly: if UA income is considered asexgentage of the total household
income for households receiving UA income, it cadm $een that the highest
percentage of UA income was recorded for Johanmgs(®P.7%), followed by
Durban (30.8%), Cape Town (29.4%) and Bloemfon{&in5%).

If these percentages are considered in terms oftdte income, Johannesburg
displayed the highest percentage of UA income gmer@entage of total income
(excluding the value of own production) (7.8%). rban was in second place, with
7%, followed by Cape Town (5.8%) and Bloemfont&r8es).

Considering the above profile of income in respacthe various locations, the following

points should be noted in respect of the MDG target

7.3

UA income in Durban accounts for up to 1.2 USD petson per day — income which
would not have been possible without the institdicsupport for UA.
UA income generated by households in Johannesbhig also have other income

accounts for as much as 1.6 USD per person per day.

Types of UA activitiesand annual household income

The aim of this section is to determine whetherdlae differences amongst the various UA

activities in terms of annual household income. ddninately, it was only possible to

conduct this assessment by taking into accountatirmial household income profiles of

people who indicated that they were the heads oféimolds — and also only for those

households who indicated that they derived incomme fUA activities (see Figure 7.3).
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Back-yard crops and animal husbandry i 1500

Average annual farming income from animal _ 12822
husbandry R
Average annual income from farming on
. 8039
communal/other land

Average annual farming income from growing 3067
cropsin the back yard '

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000

Figure 7.3: A comparison of incomes for the various types of UA activities (for
households who reported selling produce), 2008

The above data suggest that the highest annuaima® derived from animal husbandry —
although only about 12% of the sample reportedrtaveceived income from this source.
On average, animal husbandry provides householdsam income of R12 800 per annum,
compared with the R8 000 earned for crop farminga@mmunal / other land, and R3 000 for
crop farming in the back yard.

74  Gender and household income
A number of interesting observations can be madeaming gender-related differences with
regard to income. A summary is provided in Figiu4
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Figure7.4: Income per gender and type of UA activity, 2009

Currently (2009), the annual income received byesidom UA activities exceeds the
earnings of females by 16%. Interestingly enoulgl,income received by males in respect
of the non-UA earnings also exceeds that of fembhled2%. Although the annual UA
income of males is considerably higher in the cadesimal husbandry and crops produced
in the back yard, females receive a consideralipdri annual income from farming on
communal or other land. This may possibly be laited to the fact that many of the

communal projects specifically target females.

The limited difference between males and femalesegpect of income and the fact that
females receive a considerably higher income fromp production suggest that UA does not
perpetuate the gender-related differences thaadreexist, and could potentially even
contribute towards addressing the imbalances nglati the income of females.

7.5 Ageofindividualsinvolved in UA and income from UA
Those involved in UA were divided into four roughldgual categories according to their age;
and this information was analysed in terms of tbhasehold income from UA. The results

are reflected in Table 7.1 below.
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Table7.1: Income from UA according to the age of those involved in UA, 2008

Age M ean income Number of respondents
<42 yeals 8387.4. 27
42-52 year: 8800.0( 20
53-61 year: 16485.5: 29
>6lyear: 8913.5 29

The differences between three of the four broad @gegories, in terms of the average
household income for UA, appear to be minimal (vaittifference of only R526.16 between
the highest and lowest categories). However, pi@etrs in the third category, representing
those aged between 53 and 61 years, were earnarty ieice as much (R16 485.52) as
those in the other three categories for their Uiviaes. No specific explanation could be
found for this, other than the fact that such hbo&is usually experience the highest

pressure on their incomes.

7.6  Education levels of individualsinvolved in UA and income from UA

The education levels of those involved in UA wenadied into four roughly equal categories
and compared in terms of the household income fo&m The results are reflected in Table
7.2 below.

Table7.2: Income from UA according to the education of those involved in UA, 2008

Grade Mean income Number of respondents
<Grade | 5272.0¢ 24
Grade 6 to Grade 13138.1: 22
Grade 8 to Grade . 11170.8C 25
>Grade 1 12830.3. 29

Concerning the three highest education categotles,differences between the incomes
received through UA activities are minimal, thougis does not seem to point to any trend
(i.e., neither a higher nor a lower level of edigratcorrelates with higher income).

However, Grade 6 appears to be a major point géimtision, since those who attended
school up to Grade 6 or further earn more thaneveis much from their UA activities as

those who did not complete Grade 6.
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7.7  Number of yearsof involvement in UA

This section broadly considers the question ashetker there are any differences in respect

of income that correlate with the number of yearsardy which those UA practitioners who

receive an income from UA activities have been im0 in farming (see Table 7.3).

Table 7.3: Income according to the number of years of involvement in UA, 2008
(only applicable to those receiving income from UA)
Years M ean income Number of respondents

<1 yea 3492.8t¢ 7
1-5 year 6724.3: 37
6-10 year 10940.4. 24
11-15 year 33600.0! 3
16-20 year 1933.3: 3
>20 year 8450.0( 10

The evidence from the above table suggests thet ihea steady increase in the difference
between the income earned from UA activities by prActitioners who have been involved
in UA for less than a year, and the income earngedhbse who have been involved for
between 11 and 15 years. UA practitioners who Hmeen involved for less than one year
obtain an average income of R3 492 per annum far thA activities. In comparison, UA

practitioners who have been involved for 1-5 yehave an average annual income of
R6 724, while those involved for 6-10 years ob&mincome of R10 940 and those involved
for 11-15 years earn an average income of R33 6What is significant is that those

individuals who have been involved for longer thhh years have substantially lower

incomes.

8. Expenditure

An assessment of expenditure is especially impbmaorder to determine the percentage
spent on food (see Table 8.1).
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Table8.1:

Household expenditure for UA practitioners per type of UA activity, 2008

Rand value Per centages

Growing Growing Growing Growing

cropsin cropson Animal cropsin cropson Animal

the back communal hus- the back communal hus-
ltem yard /other land | bandry Total yard /other land bandry | Total
Housing: rental 16.77 82.00 22.87 35.1p 0/8 3.4 0.8 1.6
Housing: bond 58.38 86.32 70.21 66.69 2|8 3.6 25 ».9
Clothing 293.19 300.65 358.98  303.90 14.3 12.5 P25 134
Education:
after-care 1.28 417 0.00 1.90 0.1 .2 0.0 0.1
Education: pre-
school 21.13 39.86 57.45 30.30 1.0 1.7 0.0 1.3
Education:
primary school 43.8( 39.58 28.72 40.58 p.1 1.6 1.01.8
Education:
secondary
school 48.32 54.32 29.36 50.89 2.4 .3 n.0 2.3
Education:
tertiary
training 75.74 58.41 0.00 61.03 3.7 2.4 D.0 p.7
Rates 15.13 24.63 4.26 16.24 0l7 10 0.1 D.7
Water and E 161.66 223.17 18391  181.23 7.9 9.3 5.4 3.0
Loan
repayment 34.42 78.26 25.53 46.68 1.7 3.3 0.9 2.1
Health care 31.31 52.31] 56.81 42.1p 1/5 2.2 2.0 1.9
Paraffin/fuel 52.57 37.74 152.16 61.47 2|6 1.6 5.3 D7
Alcohol
consumption 49.28 51.3b 66.81 51.69 p.4 2.1 2.3 2.3
Smoking 26.23 26.13 25.76 25.95 13 141 0.9 1.1
Food 660.04 810.29 835.11  726.01 32.2 33.8 202 321
Transport 241.26 203.486 40340  251.13 11.8 3.5 w1 111
Telephone 90.43 94.62 171.09  101.88 44 3.9 5.0 4.5
Support of
family outside
household 91.62 95.98 217.02  107/33 4.5 4.0 7.6 4.7
Entertainment 37.66 36.11 153.19 52.41 1,8 1.5 5.4 0.3
Rental of land 0.00 0.84 0.00 7.16 0.0 0lo 0.0 Q.3
Total 2050.23 2400.18 2862.63 2261.81 100.0 100.0 100.00.01

The percentage of expenditure on food varies betva$e2% for households involved in

animal husbandry and 33.8% for households growingson communal land. Households

who grow crops in their back yards spend 32.2%omd.f The overall percentage is 32.1%.

This percentage suggests that there are no sgiobems in respect of hunger. It is only

when the relevant percentages rise above 40% —emmcially, above 50% — that they

become indicators of serious problems relatingtmfsecurity. However, if the value of UA

income and production is taken into consideratimiWeen 5% and 7% of income), the value

of UA activities probably prevents the percentaiges exceeding 40%. Compared with the

figures obtained in recent studies, the existinggatages are not very different from those
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pertaining to other urban dwellers; but they agmigicantly higher than the 25% recorded for

land-reform beneficiaries.
The next four sections now turn to the influencevafious factors on the percentage of
household expenditure devoted to food.

8.1 Location and food expenditure
In Table 8.2 below, the four locations sampled @mpared in terms of the share of total
expenditure devoted to food.

Table 8.2: Percentage of household expenditure devoted to food by location, 2008

L ocation Per centage Number of respondents
Cape Tow 33.t 97
Durbar 35.1 10C
Johannesbu 32.1 97
Mangauni 27.€ 99

Mangaung displayed the lowest share of househqgterekture devoted to food purchases
(27.9%).
(32.1%), entailing a difference of 4.2 percentagens. Durban displayed the highest share

This was well below the second lowestrashaamely that of Johannesburg

of expenditure devoted to food.

8.2  Total household income and food expenditure

As indicated in Table 8.3 below, the total housdhotome of the respondents was divided
into four roughly equal categories and comparedh wie percentage of the total household
expenditure devoted to food.

Table 8.3: Percentage of household expenditure devoted to food by household income,
2008

Average Per centage of
Averagetotal expenditureon | expenditureon Number of
Income expenditure food food respondents
<R11 28! 1992.9° 675.0° 33.¢ 75
R11 280- R20 99! 2107.9¢ 635.0¢ 30.1 91
R21 00C- R37 77! 1982.1¢ 673.8¢ 30.2 84
>R37 77! 3432.2 1038.6¢ 34.C 84
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In the survey, it was noted that there was a lamggp between income reported and
expenditure reported in higher-income householdsn tin the case of lower-income
households. However, the average expenditure od femained more or less constant,

resulting in skewed percentages.

8.3  Gender of thoseinvolved in UA and food expenditure
In Table 8.4 below, the percentage of householerdpure devoted to food is analysed in
terms of the gender of those involved in UA.

Table 8.4: Percentage of household expenditure devoted to food by gender of
individualsinvolved in UA, 2008

Gender Per centage Number of respondents
Male 31.1 262
Femalt 32.¢ 241

The share of expenditure devoted to food in cadesravthose involved in UA are male

appears to be only marginally smaller.

8.4  Number of years of involvement in UA and food expenditure
Table 8.5 below compares the percentages of holagseixpenditure devoted to food, in

terms of the number of years during which the imhligls had been involved in UA.

Table 85: Percentage of household expenditure devoted to food by period of
involvement in UA, 2008

Period of involvement Per centage Number of respondents
<1lyea 31.t 47

1-5 year. 32.: 157

6-10 year 32.¢ 101

11-15 year 33.¢ 61

16-20 year 29.t 30

>20 year 33.¢ 56

There is very little difference between the peraget of household expenditure devoted to
food, in terms of the period of involvement of UAurthermore, the minor differences that
were noted did not indicate any trend (i.e., thenber of years of involvement did not appear

to influence the share of household expenditur@aeito food).
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9. Institutional aspects

9.1 Mainreasonsfor being involved in farming / UA
The respondents were asked to specify their reagambeing involved in UA. Their
responses are reflected in Table 9.1 below.

Table9.1: Reasonsfor involvement in farming/ agriculture

Total

Reasons for involvement in UA n %

Food-related reasons — UA a necessity and notiaecho 203 37.2
Cost of living generally too high / extra sourcarafome 124 22.7
Enjoy farming — UA is a tradition or hobby 100 18.3
Unemployment-related reasons 73 13.4
Health and nutritional reasons 28 5.1
Benefit to community 10 1.8
Environmentally-related reasons 8 1.5
Total 546 100.0

From the above, it is evident that most of the oesients in all the areas engaged in UA out
of necessity, rather than by choice. The main mredésiothe involvement of respondents who
engaged in UA was that they had no choice but tmywe food themselves, since they
experienced difficulty in accessing food from otlsmurces (37.2%). Respondents in the
necessity category specifically mentioned that fpaodes were too high and that they were
thus constrained to produce food in order to serv& second reason — which is related to
the first — is that some respondents (22.7%) pexddJA as a means to fight poverty, or to
cope with the cost of living, or in some cases,pdynas an extra source of income. Thirdly,
18.3% of the respondents noted that they found bjdyable and that they were involved in
farming out of choice. Some respondents in thisgaty also mentioned that they had grown
up on a farm, that farming was a family traditionthat they engaged in farming as a hobby.
Fourthly, 13.4% of the respondents specificallye@itunemployment as a factor that
constrained them to engage in UA. These unemplogspondents mostly practised UA in
order to survive, but a few respondents also maeththat they engaged in farming to keep
themselves occupied. Other less prominent reasted for involvement in UA included
health reasons (5.1%); the fact that farming was ses beneficial to the community (1.8%);

and environmental concerns (1.5%).
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9.2 Themost serious problems experienced in respect of production

The three main problems experienced by respondemits regard to agriculture and

production were: problems with weeds, pests andrmet animals; water-related problems;

and the poor condition of agricultural soil (segufe 9.1).

Other

Diseases

Space-related problems (e.g. small
spaces, etc.)

Lack of resources (e.g. tools, feed, secure
land)

Uncontrollable weather phenomena (e.g.
heat, cold, drought, etc.)

Theft and damage to property

Poorsoil conditions

Water-related problems

Weeds, pests and untamed/stray animals

24.2

| 243

OMangaung
OJohannesburg
= Durban

B Cape Town

352

40

50

Figure9.1: The most serious problems experienced in respect of agriculture and

production

As indicated in Figure 9.1, there are significalfitedences in respect of the degree to which

the respondents experienced problems in the vageographical areas. Overall, the most

serious problem indicated by the respondents watsofhweeds, pests and untamed animals.

However, a considerably higher number of resporsdieniohannesburg (38.2%) and in Cape

Town (35.2%) reported experiencing problems witleage pests and animals than was the
case in Durban (19.8%) and Mangaung (18.9%). Speoésts and animals identified as
causing problems were insects, rodents, birds, dber@nimals and livestock. Secondly, the

lack of water, or the lack of access to water, arasther major concern. It is noteworthy that
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a significantly higher number of respondents in §eumg (24.3%) indicated water-related
problems as a major concern than in the case obtiner cities. Thirdly, soil conditions,
especially in terms of infertile soil and sandyl,seere also cited as a problem. Respondents,
specifically in Cape Town (24.2%), were concernbdud the poor conditions of the soil in
their city. Theft and damage to property were asmatter of concern in all of the cities,
albeit to a lesser degree in Mangaung (5.4%). htiqoear, the lack of proper fencing was
mentioned as a contributing factor to the probleelating to theft and damage to property.
Other problems mentioned were: uncontrollable weratonditions; the lack of resources;

space-related problems; and an inability to coraremal diseases.

9.3  Product trading on the open market
Respondents were asked whether they traded amgiofaroducts on the open market. Their

responses are reflected in Figure 9.2 below.

® Yes
No

Figure9.2:  Trading of productson the open market

The majority of respondents indicated that theyrtht sell any of their products on the open
market — only 14% of the respondents did so (sger€&i9.2). The few respondents who
traded on the market cited transport problems @8)3as the biggest obstacle encountered in
respect of accessing markets. Other problems exped with regard to accessing markets
were related to markets being poor, as well asattethat respondents felt that their products
did not fetch good prices in the market (13.8%)m8oof the respondents (27.78%)
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mentioned that they did not experience any problentsading at the market, and that the
main advantage in this regard was the fact thabmeys came to them.

9.4  Support required from government
Respondents were asked to indicate the type ofostupgpat they needed from local,
provincial and national government. The types qipsut that respondents wished to receive

from government are shown in Table 9.2.

Table 9.2: Support required from government

Total

Type of support required n %

Farming inputs (e.g. seeds, fertilizer, anin 28C 45.7¢
Physical resources (e.g. equipment and t 16& 27.4¢
Moreland to farm o 81 13.2¢
Water acces 42 6.8¢
Veterinary services/medici 16 2.61
Financial ai 15 2.4t
Other (business advice / basic servi 10 1.63
Total 612 100.00

As indicated in the above table, the kinds of swuppuoost urgently required by the
respondents were: farming inputs (45.75%), physiesburces (27.45%) and a larger share
of available land to farm on (13.24%). Farming itpneeded by the respondents included
seeds, fertiliser, pesticides, fodder and livest@&pecific physical resources required by the
respondents included: farming equipment such asefergardening tools, irrigation systems,
tractors, greenhouses and storage facilities. fdwds that were identified confirm the
dependency of the UA practitioners on government, ous probably indicate that some
form of dependency comes into play in this regard.

Respondents also mentioned their need for increasddeasier access to water resources
(6.86%), veterinary services and/or medical suppf@ animals (2.61%), and financial
support (2.45%). A few respondents also notedttiegt would like to receive more business
support in general, as well as better basic ses\(it€3%).

9.5 Technical support and extension services
Respondents were asked whether any persons wha@dotechnical support or extension
services had visited them at any stage. They aiseasked to specify the type of technical
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support they had received (if any), as well astypes of technical services / extensions that
they would like to receive (see Figure 9.3 and &&hB).

n=23
14%

Vs

m Yes
No

Figure9.3: Respondentswho received technical assistance, 2008

As shown in Figure 9.3, the amount of technicalpsupthat respondents had received was
very limited, with 86% of respondents indicatingtttihey had never been approached by
technical or extension officials. Respondents wilad, hin fact, been visited by technical
officials had received general agriculturally-rethtraining, farming inputs and equipment or
veterinary services. Some respondents expressetiveegentiments regarding the visits of
the officials and mentioned that, although promisésassistance had been made, these
promises had not been kept.

Respondents indicated that they required a vaokagricultural services and training. Table
9.3 gives some indication of the type of technggbport and extension services required by
respondents.
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Table9.3: Technical support / extension services needed
Total
Type of support n %
Horticultural knowledgef/training 125 42.3
General agricultural knowledge/training 67 22.7
Soil science services/training 43 14.5
Livestock-keeping knowledgef/training 34 11.5
Other (assistance by experts / veterinary servibesiness skills) 26 8.8
Total 295 100.0

Respondents identified horticultural knowledge rdgwy planting and caring for crops
(42.37%) as their greatest technical support needddition, approximately one fifth of the
respondents (22.71%) mentioned that they needesrglenformation and training in respect
of agriculture. Soil science services (14.58%) #mdhing in livestock-keeping (11.53%)
were also identified as support needs. Other newtisded general assistance by experts,

additional veterinary services and training in bess skills.

9.6  Circumstancesthat would stop farming activities
Respondents were asked to specify the circumstanceer which they would stop

cultivating land or keeping livestock (see Tabl)9.

Table 9.4 Circumstances that would induce respondentsto stop farming, 2008
Total

Circumstances n %

Physical incapability (old age/illness/death — dbwish to stop farming) 133 49.81
Lack of resources (water/ infertile soil /farmimgputs ) 64 23.97
Alternative means of support/sufficient money/adbility of food 31 11.61
Loss of land/not enough land 15 5.62
Theft or loss of produce/livestock/poultry 12 4.49
Change in social arrangements /moving to anotlaerepbf residence 10 3.75
Other (e.g. if help is not received in the neaurfe} 2 0.75
Total 267 100.00

As shown in Table 9.4 above, the majority of regjmms did not wish to stop their

agricultural activities. Almost half of the resp@mis (49.81%) stated that they would only
stop farming if they were physically unable to ¢oné as a result of old age, iliness or death.
Secondly, 21.73% of the respondents would only faoming if they were unable to access
the necessary resources to carry on. Such ciramees might include, for example, a
shortage of water, owing to the lack of a watempdppr to a drought; or a lack of farming

inputs such as fertilisers, pesticides, implememd manpower. Thirdly, 11.61% of the
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respondents indicated that they would stop farmiirigey could find any other alternative
means of obtaining an income. Other factors thatleévanduce respondents to discontinue
their urban-agricultural activities included loskland, theft-related problems, changes in
social arrangements or moving to another placeesifience. Some also indicated that they
would stop farming if they did not receive helghe near future.

9.7 Legal constraints

The respondents were asked whether there wereegay donstraints preventing them from
practising agriculture, and whether anyone had #est to stop them from being involved in

UA. Only 2.8% of the respondents indicated thatehgere some constraints in this regard
that hampered their UA activities. The main probleited was related to conflict in respect
of ownership and land use. Additional issues thatewaised included conflicts with the

authorities or other community members and conflcsing from damage caused by

animals.

10. Food security

A series of questions were asked to determinedhel lof food security. Every successive
guestion indicated a more severe degree of foagtungy than the preceding question. The
first question pertained to a subjective instaricanxiety, while the last postulated a severe
case of going without food for 24 hours. The goest asked in between these extremes
pertained to issues ranging from adjustments tdyghe of food eaten, to the amount of food
available and severe cases of a total absenceodfifothe house. The respondents had to
indicate how often they had experienced theset&insduring the previous month: never,
rarely (once or twice), sometimes (three to teresjnor often (more than ten times). Figure
10.1 gives an indication of the general degreeotifinsecurity experienced by respondents.
The degree of food insecurity experienced was qa4diised by means of a 4-point Likert
scale, with a One indicating lower levels of foadacurity (never) and a Four indicating high

levels of food insecurity (often).
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Figure 10.1: Degree of food insecurity that was experienced, 2008

On average, the highest degree of food insecurag wxperienced in Cape Town and
Johannesburg. Durban also displayed high level®ad insecurity; but in general, food
insecurity in Durban was slightly lower than in ttiies of Cape Town and Johannesburg.
Respondents in Mangaung experienced much lowelsleNdood insecurity than in the case
of any of the other centres. Overall food insegumtas higher in Cape Town and
Johannesburg, with households experiencing ansbout not having enough food to eat;
households not being able to eat the kinds of fihey preferred, owing to a lack of food;
eating few kinds of food on a daily basis becaus lack of resources; eating less favoured
food because of a lack of resources; and takindlsnma fewer meals a day because there
was not enough food. Though respondents in CapenTgenerally experienced higher
degrees of food insecurity than did those in theeoftities, respondents in Johannesburg

experienced more severe cases of food insecurityre Mespondents in Johannesburg
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indicated that they had no food in the householehtwo bed hungry at night because there

was not enough food, or went without eating anygHor the whole day.

The following section will elaborate in greater aleton the level of food insecurity

experienced in the four cities of Cape Town, Durhdvhannesburg and Bloemfontein (see

Annexures 10.1 to 10.4). Similar patterns, witlewa deviations, can be noted in the detailed

tables above, as well as in the average extent hichwrespondents experienced food

insecurity:

Although respondents in Johannesburg generallyrteghdnaving experienced higher
levels of food insecurity, in a larger number ofrmeevere food insecurity categories,
respondents in Durban and Cape Town were moreylikan those in Johannesburg
to indicate that thegftenhad no food in the household and that they hadsources

to obtain more food. In Durban, 5.1%, and in Capevil, 4.2% of the respondents
indicated that they had been without any food mthvan ten times during the
preceding month.

The percentage of respondents who had often gobeddwungry during the month
preceding the interviews ranged from 2.1% in Cap&i to 2% in Durban, 1% in
Mangaung and 0.9% in Johannesburg. However, ifegggonses of those respondents
who reported that thegometimesvent to bed hungry are considered together with
those of the respondents whiienwent to bed hungry, a different picture emerges.
When the two responsesoften and sometimes- are combined, it can be seen that
14.2% of respondents in Johannesburg, 11.5% in Gapen and 8% in Durban
indicated that they often or sometimes went to l@ary. In Mangaung, only 6% of
respondents indicated that they often or sometineed to bed hungry.

Respondents in both Cape Town (10.3%) and Johanrge§b0.2%) also indicated a
higher level of food insecurity, in that they oftensometimes went without food for
the whole day. Considerably fewer respondents inddang (5.1%), and only 2% of
the respondents in Durban, indicated that theynadtesometimes went without food
all day long.

The respondents in Mangaung were less likely tontemgh levels of the more severe
forms of food insecurity. None of the respondentdviangaung indicated that they
often had no food, or that they had insufficiensonerces to obtain food for the

household. In Mangaung, fewer respondents (6.1%) th the other cities said that
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they often or sometimes went to bed hungry. In tawidi— compared with the
respondents in Durban (15.8%), Johannesburg (13a4fh)Cape Town (10.4%) — a
significantly higher number of respondents in Manga (30.3%) reported that they
never experienced anxiety about having enough iietite household.

* In all of the cities, the number of respondents vdedected theoften response
decreased as the questions progressed from theqgfiestion — pertaining to a
subjective instance of anxiety about food — to l#s question, which referred to a
severe case that entailed going without food foh@4rs.

Table 10.1 below considers the effect of total letiadd income on food security.

Table 10.1: Average food security rating by total household income, gender and period
of involvement, 2008

Total household income Averagerating Number of respondents
<R11 28! 2.17 76
R11 28C- R20 99! 2.1C 91
R21 00C- R37 77¢ 2.14 85
>R37 77! 1.91 84
Gender

Male 2.11 262
Femali 2.1¢ 241
Period of involvement

<1l yea 2.37 47
1-5 year 2.17 157
6-10 year 2.11 101
11-15year: 2.0¢ 61
16-20 year 1.9¢ 30
>20 year 1.8¢ 56

Only very small variations in the average food s#guating of households are observed

when the lowest three of the four different incolaeels are compared. The differences

between these three categories also do not pomtrend. Those households earning above
R37 779 reported significantly higher levels ofdagecurity, however.

From Table 10.1, it appears as if the gender oiniividual involved in UA has no bearing
on the average food security rating of the houskhoWhere males are involved in UA, the
households display only slightly higher levels @bd security (2.14s2.11).
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Regarding the role of the period of involvementUA, Table 10.1 indicates that there
appears to be a correlation between the perioshafivement in UA and the households’

evaluation of their food security. Households wiave been involved in UA for longer

periods tend to indicate more food security thaaséhwith a shorter history of UA

involvement. The higher levels of food insecurignongst households who have been
involved for less than one year are probably aicaiehn of people’s desperation, as well as
the fact that UA comprises their first attempt tloligess the food shortages.

The following section considers food security imgel, in terms of a comparison between
this study on UA and two other studies undertakgrthe CDS. One study focused on the
agricultural support programmes (CDS, 208dm)rural areas of the Free State, while the
other study was a socio-economic baseline studgluaied in the Northern Cape (CDS,
2008bJ. Figure 10.2 reflects the differences in respEctood security as reported in the

three studies.

® Centre for Development Support, 2008a. Assessnfehe Comprehensive Agricultural Support Programme
(CASP) in the Free State Province. Bloemfontein

® Centre for Development Support, 2008b. Socio-espadaseline study: Carnarvon and Williston. SKA,
Johannesburg.
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Figure 10.2: Degree of food insecurity asreported in three different projects

The following observations can be made when therinétion on food security, as reported

in the three projects, is compared:

* Respondents in two of the projects, namely the Gehgnsive Agriculture Support

Programme (CASP) and the UA Project, were chosenthen basis of their

involvement in farming activities. Only 6.8% of pssdents in the socio-economic

baseline study in the Northern Cape produced footddusehold consumption.

* In each of the three projects, there seems to d¢penaral tendency towards a higher

incidence of the less severe forms of food inséguriFor example, the average

degree of severity reported by respondents in stggfehaving experienced anxiety

about food in the last month ranged betwesmely and sometimeswhile responses

pertaining to the question of whether respondeatsdone without food for the last
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24 hours, or had gone to bed hungry, ranged betweeerandrarely (see Figure
10.2).

* In most cases, respondents in the cities expemenuogch higher degrees of food
insecurity than did respondents in rural areasiarmall towns. The respondents in
small towns indicated the lowest level of geneoald insecurity, except in the case
of the most severe food insecurity categories, sisctpoing without food all day long
and going to bed hungry. The average responsdgeatspondents in the rural areas
ranged between the average responses of thosendesyie who resided in the cities
and those who lived in the small towns (see Figl0&). However, in view of the
fact that respondents in the rural areas were simph the basis of their farming
activities, which had to include subsistence fagrahthe very least, these figures are
quite high.

* The respondents in the cities — despite havingleniincome than respondents in the
rural areas — experienced the highest degree df ifteecurity. The average income
of respondents in the cities was R31 251, as ag&fA4 883 in the rural areas.
Respondents in the small towns had slightly higheomes than did respondents in

the cities. The average income of respondentsairstall towns was R32 536.

11.  Conclusion
In conclusion, a number of aspects should be nateespect of the role of UA in addressing
the MDGs, as well as in respect of a range of oHwtivities. The available evidence
suggests that UA could provide a way of ensuringskbold food security and addressing
household poverty — albeit more as a coping meshathan as a mechanism that would be
likely to generate extensive economic growth. TVha&tie of UA in respect of addressing
poverty aspects is reflected in the following evice:
* UA contributes approximately 25% of the househaltbme of those households who
obtain income from UA.
* |If this is projected to include the income of albuseholds involved in UA,
approximately 5% of household income can be atieithto UA activities.
» If the production value obtained by those who dbproduce for income purposes is

added, then UA contributes approximately 7% of lebo$d income.
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In terms of MDG indicators, UA activities contrileuD.67 USD to the earnings of
households who only receive UA income. They alssish households earning UA
and other income to raise their income (in USD &rabove 3 USD per person per
day.

There seems to be a correlation between income @ther jobs and income from

social grants and UA activities.

Back-yard gardening contributes only a small petags of income to households,
while earnings from communal-land UA activities yice the highest incomes.

There is also preliminary evidence that positivestiiational responses by
municipalities, such as in the case of Durban (&WMma), have some positive

implications for the incomes of poorer households.

Further evidence of the fact that UA is a copingchamism can be found in the following

results pertaining to the questions regarding fesxurity:

The lower the income, the higher the levels of fatsgcurity.

The longer the period of involvement in UA actiggj the lower the levels of food

insecurity. This probably suggests that UA aaggitare one of the main sectors to
which people have recourse once food security camdsr threat — hence the higher
levels of insecurity in the case of those praati#is who had been involved in UA

for less than one year.

In terms of social aspects, the following shoulchbeed:

UA attracts older people; but it was not clear aketthis should be attributed to
generational differences, the fact that older peopteive old-age pensions, or the
more intensive pressure on older households irectsyd food security.

Although there are minor differences in terms ohdgr, the discrepancy between
males and females in respect of the income gerefaden UA is not significant in
extent. In fact, females generate far more incénm@ communal land farming than

males do.

In view of these realities, the following policylated considerations should be noted

(although much more evidence will probably be resgiibefore more detailed policy advice

can be put forward):
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» The availability of land seems to be a crucial atpd®ossibly even more important,
however, are the issues of planning for UA and mgkand available in this regard.
The Durban case study suggests that the availabilitcommunal land could make a
significant contribution. Nevertheless, more ek should be obtained in respect
of the possible contribution of larger stands.

» Moreover, despite the evidence which suggeststtigmincome made by back-yard
UA practitioners is small, this is probably the aia which technical support could
generate the largest potential increase in proafulcti

* A third policy issue relates to the level of sulisadion required for UA activities. It
seems clear from institutional responses that #levant inputs are extensively
subsidised; and specific inputs have also beerestgd by a number of respondents.
The fundamental question to be addressed in thmsegbis related to the level of
input subsidisation, as against the consequenceanms of the food aid that would
need to be provided in the absence thereof.

 The evidence suggests that technical support is ainthe main needs of UA
practitioners. It should be noted that agriculkegension services in South Africa
have deteriorated; but it seems that an adequstiaalion should be made between
rural agricultural extension services and servmresided to UA practitioners.

» Land ownership does not seem to be a prerequiterbduction, since the largest
proportion of income from crop production was gated by UA activities on

communal land.

Finally, UA will not solve the problems relating poverty, nor will it address the targets set
in the MDGs. Yet in the context of multiple livetiods and incomes, UA probably makes a
significant contribution, which cannot be ignoraderms of possible support, or at planning

level.
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Annexure 10.1:

Annexures

Food security in Cape Town, 2008

Nature of food insecurit Never Rarely Sometimes | Often Total

y n [% |n [% [N [% n [% |n |[%
Worried because household did | 10 | 104! 9 94| 61! 635 16 1617 d6 100
have enough food
Not able to eat preferred kinds | 14 | 1454\ 14| 144 65| 677 7 73 96 100
food because of a lack of food
Ate only a few kinds of food da
after day because of a lack 0® | 9.4 | 18 | 18.7 62| 64.6 77 7.3 96 100
resources
Choice of food dictateby lack of| ,y | 1041 15| 154 66| 688 § 52 d6 100
resources rather than by preference
Took smaller meals becauseth| 1, | 145/ 21| 219 57| 594| 4 42 d6 100
was not enough food
Took fewer mealper day becaus| 1, | 146 25| 26 | 53| 552| 4 44 96 100
there was not enough food
No food at all in househc - no | gg | 6541 23| 24 | 11| 11.4| 4 42 9 100
resources to obtain more
Went to bed hungry because th| 75 | 2601 12| 125 9 | 94 | 2 21 9 100
was not enough food
Went hungry all day long withot
eating anything, because there wa8 | 81.3| 8 83| 8 8.3 2l 214 96 100
not enough food

52



Annexure 10.2:

Food security in Durban

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Total

Nature of food insecur ity

n

%

n

%

%

%

Worried because household ¢
not have enough food

16

15.8

21

20.8

51

50.5

9 1

01 1

Not able to eat preferred kinds
food because of a lack of food

6 15

.8

23

29.8

$65.55

101

100

Ate only a few kinds of food da
after day because of a lack
resources

15

15.

32

3

44

Choice of food dictated by lack
resources rather than [
preference

Yy
17

16.¢

7

51

50

Took smaller meals because th
was not enough food

17

1.7

41.

6 !

b.901

1100

Took fewer meals per day becal
there was not enough food

8 17.

0.6

36

®.9

101

100

No food at all in househol- no
resources to obtain more

1 6Q.

8.8

16

5.0

101

100

Went to bed hungry because th
was not enough food

75

N
N

Went hungy all day long withou
eating anything, because there v

yas
84

not enough food

83.

8

2.0

101

53

99 100

101 [100

100



Annexure 10.3: Food security in Johannesburg
Nature of food insecurit Never Rarely Sometimes | Often Total

y n | % n % n % n % n %
Worried becate household did n 15 | 1341 13| 134 54| 5574 11 175 97 100
have enough food
Not able to eat preferred kinds | o | g5 | 53 | 234 57| 582 9| 92 98 100
food because of a lack of food
Ate only a few kinds of food da
after day because of a lack 08 |8.2 | 24 | 245 56| 57.1 10 10{2 98 100
resources
Choice of food dictated by lack | g | g5 | 59 | 295 53| 541 8| 84 9B 100
resources rather than by preference
Took smaller meals because th 1 | 195| 38| 384 41| 414 9| 92 98 100
was not enough food
Took fewer mealper day becaus| 14 | 143/ 42 | 433 37| 382 8| 82 97 100
there was not enough food
No food at all in househc —no | 5g | 57 1| 59 | 204 18| 184 4| 41 d8 100
resources to obtain more
Went to bed hungry because th) gq | 65| 16 | 163 13| 133 1| 09 d8 100
was not enough food
Went hungry all day long withot
eating anything, because there wagl | 72.5| 17 | 17.3 9 9.3 1 0.9 98 100
not enough food
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Annexure 10.4: Food security in Mangaung
Nature of food insecurit Never Rarely Sometimes | Often Total

y n | % n % n % n % |n %
Worried because household did | 30 | 303 25| 253 35| 353 o9 1 d9 100
have enough food
Not able to eat preferred kinds | 55 | 35 3| 26 | 263 38| 384 3 0 d9 100
food because of a lack of food
Ate only a few kinds of food da
after day because of a lack 086 | 36.4| 28 | 28.3 34| 343 1 0 99 100
resources
Choice of food dictated by lack | 55 | 55 51 59 | 293 36| 364 1 0 99 100
resources rather than by preferencé
Took smaller meals ‘because th) 35 | 35 4| 28 | 283 32| 324 1 0 99 100
was not enough food
Took fewer mealpe: day becaus| 5 | 3541 35 | 324 26| 263 3 0 99 100
there was not enough food
No food at all in househc —no| g, | 633 23| 234 13| 133 o0 0 98 100
resources to obtain more
Went to bd hungry because the| ;4 | 76 71 15| 157 5 | 51| 1| 10 9 100
was not enough food
Went hungry all day long withot
eating anything, because there wa& | 77.8| 17 | 17.2 4 4.0 1 0D 99 100
not enough food
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