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ABSTRACT

While South Africa is nationally food secure, thajarity of rural households are
food insecure. Community and home gardens are wigkeimoted to alleviate food
insecurity. Households in the Maphephetheni UplafkdsaZulu-Natal have come
together to cultivate community gardens, produdowd crops for consumption and
selling surpluses. This study evaluated the comiioh of community gardens
towards alleviating food insecurity in the Maphegpiemi Uplands. A survey was
conducted among 53 participants of community gasdand their households. A
questionnaire and focus group discussions were wtsedvaluate the following
household food security measures: anxiety and taiogy about food supply;
consumption of a variety of preferred foods; congtiom of sufficient quantities of
food; and the prevalence of food insecurity. Eiglpgrcent of the participating
households had insufficient food intake, 72% corstdifood of inadequate quality
and 89% were anxious and uncertain about food mgphAmong the households
surveyed using the Household Food Insecurity AcS&esde, 88.7% were categorised
as severely food insecure, often going a day witleating, going to bed hungry or
running out of food for more than ten days in a thoikight percent of households
were moderately food secure, and three percent weldly food insecure. No
households were food secure according to the Gkzson. Only 11% of the
household food was sourced from community gardehge 83% was purchased and
six percent was sourced from home gardens. Limdeehmunity garden sizes,
drought, floods, theft, pests and diseases werifokel by community gardeners as
factors limiting the contribution of community garts to household food security.
Community gardens have not alleviated food inségcusimong the participating
households. It is recommended that an investigatoould be carried out on how
productivity could be improved through appropriaep husbandry practices to
reduce crop loses. Since purchasing is the mainceocaf food among community
gardeners, alternative income generating activiteed to be investigated.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

1.1 Background information

Agriculture has played a key role in poverty alsion, kick-starting economic
growth and reducing poverty and hunger in many ldgw#eg countries (International
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), 2005). W®&ades failing to launch an
agricultural revolution remain trapped in povertyinger, and economic stagnation
(IFPRI, 2005). Food security policies should theref be guided by a holistic
approach emphasising poverty reduction at houseHelkl and economic
development and growth as important components wgécific attention to the
contribution of agriculture (Van Rooyen, 2000). Hewer, other factors such as low
agricultural productivity; low household incomegglinfood prices; inappropriate land
tenure systems; and Human Immunodeficiency VirAsduired Immune-deficiency
Syndrome (HIV /AIDS) pandemic combine to exacerbate agricultural production
and food insecurity in rural areas. Agricultupabduction can broadly be classified
into small scale and commercial agriculture depamdin the scale and objective of
production (Hart & Milstein 1999). Although a sibased definition of small scale
agriculture does not consider intensity of produttismall scale agriculture in this
study is defined as farms of less than two hectafesvned or rented land with the
farm-family as the main source of labour and fagras one of the key contributors to

family income (Nagayets, 2005).

Small-scale farming coupled with the use of appeder agricultural production
technologies such as high vyielding varieties, deittility enhancers and bio-
fortification of stable crops are more efficientotb producers in labour surplus
economies and help contain food insecurity in th@lrareas (Hazell & Diao, 2005).
It is estimated that 33 million small farms exist Africa, constituting 80% of all
farms in the region (Nagayets, 2005). A varidtgmall scale farming systems exist
in Africa, the most common ones include communitgd dome gardening (Faber et
al, 2002). Implementation of community gardens ifricd as a food insecurity



intervention has reached significant proportioneural areas, though their impact and

relative cost-effectiveness are not clear (IFPRQ7).

Community gardens can enhance household food sedbrough direct access to
diverse nutritional foods; increased purchasing grolwvom savings on food bills;
income from sale of excess produce; and provisiolo@d stocks during seasonally
lean periods (Food and Agriculture Organization (§A2001a). Measurement of the
impact of community gardens on household food msscis important in guiding,
monitoring and evaluating the extent of food insggu Households in the
Maphephetheni Uplands of KwaZulu-Natal have fornex community gardens, of
which seven are functional, producing a variety awbps for both household
consumption and sale. The contribution of these mamty gardens towards
alleviating individual household food security hmag previously been measured.

1.2 Importance of the study

In South Africa, the number of people falling beltve poverty line (incomes of less
than R354 per month per adult equivalent) incréaseer the period 1999 — 2002
with ‘new’ poor people estimated at 4.5 million (Me& Dias, 2004). Meth and Dias
(2004) speculated that the number of food inseboreseholds could increase unless
sustainable interventions to alleviate food insiggware implemented. Past apartheid
policies of segregation and discrimination have delegacy of inequality and poverty
among the rural communities in South Africa (Wod|a2002). Approximately 65%
of the poor reside in rural areas and 78% are\likelbe chronically poor (Machethe,
2004). In 2000, about 8 million South Africans weteviving on less than one dollar
per day poverty line and 18 million were living l@ss than 2 dollars per day (United
Nations Development Program (UNDP), 2003). The Hurbavelopment Index in
South Africa worsened from 0.73 in 1994 to 0.6 2003 and by 2002, poverty had
engulfed 48.5% of the population (21.9 million) (DR, 2003). Income inequality
increased from 0.60 in 1995 to 0.63 in 2001 andntlagority of households in rural
areas still have limited access to basic servidgBIDP, 2003). The official
unemployment rate increased sharply to more th&b 80 2003 (UNDP, 2003).
Although absolute poverty and the poverty gap dedibetween 1995 and 2002 from
51.1% to 48.5% of the population, using the natiguaverty line of R354 per adult



per month, the population grew in the same periddis-tincreasing the number of
poor from 20.2 million in 1995 to 21.9 million ir0@2 (UNDP, 2003). In 1998, South
Africa’s poorest 40% of households (equivalent @8650f the population) received
only 11% of the national total income, while thehest 10% of households
(equivalent to only 7% of the population) receiamar 40% of total national income
(May, 1998).

Machethe (2004) observed that since the majoritpeafple in developing countries
reside in rural areas and are engaged directiydiractly in agricultural activities,
agriculture could be the most effective way to m@uwural poverty and hence food
insecurity. Small-scale agriculture has been thecypal engine of development in
rural areas, and small-scale agricultural unitsehashieved higher returns to land and
capital over time than large-scale agricultural rapens (Delgado, 1997).
Agricultural production activities in rural areasutd increase rural incomes; promote
non-farm activities such as spaza and barber stimpsagh creation of demand for
goods and services; and break the cycle of ruralepy (Pinstrup-Andersen &
Pandya-Lorch, 1995; Hemson et al, 2004).

Nggangweni (1999) observed that increasing smalles@gricultural production
through community and home gardens can boost holesdbod availability and
increase household access to a variety of food® frecreased purchasing power
through home-grown food sales. Rapid progress @a feecurity can be achieved by
establishing independent rural community-based pgowapable of organising
development initiatives and taking responsibility program implementation (FAO,
2004; Jayne et al, 2005). Community gardens magrsifly the local food base,
generate income, and contribute to household menipertritional status (FAO,
2002a; Ruel & Levin, 2000).

1.3  Statement of the research problem

KwaZulu-Natal is the third poorest province in Souétfrica, contributing 15.5% to
the national poverty gap (National Department ofridégture and Land Affairs,
2005). Of KwaZulu-Natal’'s population, 50.5% felllbe& the national poverty line

(households with incomes less than R354 per moathadult equivalent) in 1995



compared to 53.2% in 2002 (UNDP, 2003). Communigrdgns have been
established in rural KwaZulu-Natal to address fawgkcurity, but their contribution
has not yet been documented. The purpose of thdy/ 3¢ to establish how many
households participating in community gardens & Maphephetheni Uplands (rural
area of KwaZulu-Natal) are food secure as deterthibg the Household Food
Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS).

1.4 Research objective

To assess the food security status of householtisipating in community gardens

in the Maphephetheni uplands.

15 Sub problems

The specific sub problems to be addressed abowugeholds in the Maphephetheni

Uplands patrticipating in community gardens are:

Sub-problem 1: Is there anxiety and uncertaintyualbmusehold food supply

among community gardeners in the Maphephetheniridgla

Sub-problem 2: Do households participating in comityugardening in the

Maphephetheni Uplands consume a variety of predfdoeds?

Sub-problem 3: Do households participating in comityugardening in the
Maphephetheni Uplands consume sufficient quantitideod?

Sub-problem 4: What is the prevalence of food inggc among community
gardeners in the Maphephetheni Uplands as mea$yre¢de
Household Food Insecurity Access Scale?



1.6 Study limitations

This study concerns only the seven community gagtenps that were active in the
Maphephetheni Uplands at the time of the study. rfEselts may not be generalised
to other community garden groups in and beyondMaghephetheni Uplands. The
study aimed to measure the food security statumerhbers of community gardens
and thus performance of individual community gardesups was not explored. Due
to resource constraints, an assessment of thelmaiin of community gardens to the
food utilisation component of food security was notvestigated. Although all
households participating in community gardens i Maphephetheni uplands were
invited to the survey, only 44% of households tdrng. This low turn up by
households was inadequate for an interview surnelynraay have some influence on
data analysis and interpretation of results. Due litoited resources, group-
administered questionnaires were used to colledt, daith each respondent
completing an individual questionnaire. Althoughdiindual questionnaires were
completed by respondents, influence from peersgroap may not be ruled out as in
a case where an individual fails to ask clarityaajuestion due to fear of peers in the
group. Completing a question that is not well ustieyd may lead to a respondent
giving an inappropriate answer and this may impegatively on the results of the

study.

1.7  Study assumptions

It was assumed that: the recall period (one monir po data collection date) was
representative of a normal month in the Maphepmethiplands; the participants
would have reliable recall of issues relevant te #tudy; information given was
representative of their respective households; datained from participants was
reliable and true; and respondents did not withhofdrmation. The materials and
methods used during data collection were assumebet@dequate in capturing
information on quality and quantity of food consuimend household anxiety and
uncertainty about food supply among householdy@nMaphephetheni Uplands. It
was assumed that the HFIAS tool used in the stady @n accurate indication of the

level of food security of the households surveyed.



1.8 Organisational structure of the dissertation

Chapter one has outlined the background of thearesegoroblem, the importance of
the study, the statement of the research probleenrdsearch hypothesis, the sub-
problems, the study limitations and the study aggions. Chapter two gives a review
of literature related to the study. Chapter threega description of the study area.
Chapter four describes the methodology used irstilndy. Results and discussion are
addressed in chapter five. Conclusions and recordatems are presented in chapter

SiX.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Despite South Africa’s self sufficiency with regaadfood production, food insecurity
exists (National Treasury, 2003; Charlton & Ros@02). It was estimated that by
2001, more than 14 million people or about 35%@o0tith Africa’s population were
vulnerable to food insecurity and more than onertguaf children under the age of
six years were stunted due to malnutrition (Humamer®es Research Council
(HSRC), 2004). In showing government commitmentfdod security, the South
African Constitution (Chapter 2 section 27.1b) assthat every citizen has the right
to access sufficient food and water, and the gawent should take appropriate
legislative measures to realise this objective (BSE04).

Maxwell et al (2003) observed that food securitycasnplex and entails a range of
factors and elements that affect food supply, a;cadequacy, utilisation, safety and
cultural acceptability. Agricultural interventiorese thought to contribute to food
security in several ways including direct supplycodps and/or animal based foods
for consumption, creation of employment opport@sitand access to other non-farm
foods through farm produce incomes (Bonnard, 20@byicultural interventions
could have direct impacts on food security by emnagung diversification of
production systems through community gardening, énayardening, intercropping

and introduction of high value crops (Bonnard, 2001

Without knowing the extent of food insecurity ootbsecurity trends over time, there
is little hope of effective policies and targetadgrammes to address food insecurity
in South Africa (UNDP, 2003; Carletto et al, 2008pecific knowledge about
vulnerable groups and their economic charactesistiderms of location, extent and
characteristics is needed for accurate targetingnfmove household food security
(Motloung & Mears, 2002).

This review explores the current food securityaiton in South Africa, considers the

causes of food insecurity in South Africa and shiéww agriculture underpins food



insecurity interventions, with a specific focus @mmunity gardening. Food security
programmes in South Africa focussing on agricultpraduction are examined. The
review includes a discussion on measurement otualgural production impact on

food security and identifies the Household Footusity Access Scale (HFIAS) as a

current and effective tool for measuring food segur

2.1 Poverty and food security in South Africa and KvaZulu-Natal

Food security is multidimensional and its measurgraed understanding is complex
(Maxwell et al,2003). In 1999, there were approximately 200 dafing and 450
indicators of food security (Hoddinot, 1999). Deymhent agencies used to measure
food security at national level, which later shifftteo household level measures and
with time, measurement of food security has emgledsindividual food security
(World Food Summit (WFS), 1996). Concerns of indial food security have
caused the South African government to entrendls iconstitution that “every citizen
has the right to access sufficient food and waner that the state by legislation and
other measures, within its available resourcesil &vgrogressive realization of the
right to sufficient food” (National Department ofyAculture (NDA), 2002:5).

May (1998) reported that in 1995 in South Africhpat 18 million people lived in the

poorest 40% of households and were classified asr*p households living on

incomes of less than R352 per month per adult edgrmt and 10 million people lived
in the poorest 20% of households and were cladsifg‘ultra poor’, households with
incomes of less than R194 per month per adult elgmt. The poverty gap measured
by the annual amount needed to uplift the poorhto goverty line by means of a
perfectly-targeted transfer of money, and meastiresdepth of poverty was about
R28 billion in 1995 (May, 1998). 76% of the poveggp was accounted for by the
rural areas (May, 1998). In 1999, approximately 9%00of South Africa’s poorest

households lived in rural areas and more than 8Déhitdren aged 1-9 years in rural
areas were at risk of hunger or had experiencedédruiabadarios & Nel, 2000). In

1999, about 21.6% of children aged 1-9 years wkeetad by stunting, a low height
for age ratio due to under-nutrition while 3.7%fetgd from wasting, a low weight
for height ratio (Labadarios & Nel, 2000).



In South Africa, in 1995, three children in fiverdd in poor households and the
poverty rate in female headed households was 60%paced with 31% for male
headed households (May,1998). Absolute poverty thedpoverty gap marginally
declined from 51.1% (1995) to 48.5% (2002), buthwgbpulation growth over the
same period, the number of poor people increased 0.2 (1995) to 21.9 million
(2002) (UNDP, 2003). Data analysis from 1999 — 20f}bwed that the number of
people in the bottom two expenditure classes (R899Rand R400- R799 per
household per month) increased by about 4.2 mjllsuggesting that the number of
poor people had increased (Meth & Dias, 2004).hefrhost impoverished sectors of
the population, blacks generally resident in thelrareas, constituted 91.1% of the
21.9 million poor South Africans (UNDP, 2003). Figu2.1 shows South African
hunger risk classification by province, rural andban areas for children aged 1-9
years and shows that in 1999, rural areas had thare 80% of children aged 1-9

years experiencing hunger or at risk of hunger.

0(% -

200 1 L m L | ml

iy H B N E"Epn H N

0% 1 . . - - OFood secure
0% H = = = = ] M At risk of hunger
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Key: EC= Eastern cape, NC= Northern cape, NW= Northtwe?= Limpopo, MP= Mpumalanga,
KZN= KwaZulu-Natal, GAU= Gauteng, WC= Western cap8z= Free state, RSA= Republic of South
Africa

Figure 2.1: South Africa’s 1999 provincial hunger isk classification of children
aged 1-9 years (Labadarios & Nel 2000:28).

It was estimated that 50.5% of KwaZulu-Natal’'s plagion fell below the national
poverty line (R354) in 1995 compared to 53.2% i@2QUNDP, 2003). This shows
that the number of poor people in the province hacteased over time. The
KwaZulu-Natal Income Dynamics Study (KIDS) indicatéhat malnutrition and
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poverty in the province increased over the periostady (1994-1998) (Jinabhai et al,
2004). May (1998) reported that in rural KwaZulutdla21% of households observed
in 1993 emerged in 1998, not only as poor, butasniy fallen deeply into poverty

implying that their ability to generate an inconmexlihed between the two periods.

2.2  Causes of food insecurity in South Africa

A number of interlinking factors contribute to foadsecurity, creating structural
vulnerability that exposes people to high levelsrisk and stress, and undermines
their ability to cope. Oxfam (2007) indicated thartge parts of Southern Africa are
chronically food insecure, meaning that millionsrdui have enough to eat even in a
‘good’ harvest year as a result of a series ofalagied' causes such as economic
stagnation, decreased formal employment opporasjitbad agricultural policies,
adverse climatic factors, environmental degradatiod the devastating impacts of
HIV/AIDS. NDA (2002) listed the following as somé the causes of food insecurity
in South Africa: inadequate safety nets, weak tisasanagement systems, weak
support networks, inadequate and unstable housdboltl production and lack of
purchasing power. May (1998) added that majorofactontributing to poverty and
food insecurity in South Africa include: the impaat apartheid, which stripped
people of their assets, especially land; distoreenomic markets and social
institutions; and undermined the asset base ofvithdals, households and
communities. The South African agricultural sedsocharacterised by the dual nature
of the sector in which 46000 largely white commaréarms occupied 87% the total
agricultural land, while more than two million bkabouseholds farm the remaining
13% of agricultural land causing increased foodecusity among the black
households (Aliber, 2005). Contributing factorddod insecurity, such as death in a
family could affect individual households while etHfactors such as drought, floods,
or inflation affect communities beyond individuabuseholds (Bonnard 2001). The
following section looks at some of the key factoositributing to food insecurity in
rural South Africa.
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2.2.1 Low agricultural production in rural homeland areas

The South African apartheid policies created “tvgoi@ultures.” The first was in the
former homeland areas, which were largely negletiedhe apartheid government
and were backward and subsistence oriented; tltendegas in the so-called former
white areas that were well developed, export oeénand well supported by
government systems (Kristen & Moldenhaver, 2006dt Mnly have the former
homelands in rural areas suffered from imbalandslilbution of land, but were also
mostly located in marginally productive land andeaf experienced shortfalls in
agricultural inputs, like capital, fertiliser, veiteary services and new agricultural
technologies resulting in consistently low agriatdil productivity (Wiebe et al,
2001). These households are net consumers of madhHaod and typically rely on
off-farm incomes to meet household food needs. NP@02) indicated that there is
unstable household food production in the formenélands and households are often
unable to feed themselves. Only 4% of householdSonth Africa derive incomes
from agriculture with the greatest proportion ofueeholds (57%) deriving incomes
from wages and salaries (HSRC, 2004).

One of the key challenges facing South Africadsntatch incomes of people to
prices of commodities in order to ensure accessufficient food for every citizen
(NDA, 2002). High dependence on food purchasesasgs household vulnerability
to food insecurity due to commodity price fluctwats and diminishing wage incomes
(Bonti-Ankomah, 2001). In South Africa, rural-urbanigration has lowered the
supply of productive labour in rural areas to sachextent that labour shortages
during critical periods are experienced in agriodt production systems (Machethe,
2004). The New Partnership for Africa’s Developm@IEPAD) (2003) indicated
that low agricultural productivity could be duepgoor and inappropriate technologies;
use of low yielding varieties; poor use of fertlis; declining soil fertility; poor
agricultural support services and unsupportive gawent policies. Decreased
agricultural productivity has also been associatgti a declining number of adult
food producers due to the HIV/AIDS pandemic (FAOQ@).
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2.2.2 HIV/AIDS pandemic

The South Africa HIV/AIDS pandemic has created ngnaulnerable households in
South Africa (Table 2.1) resulting in rapidly erddeod and livelihood security and a
decreased labour force; increased labour time spambg for the sick; decreased
experienced and skilled manpower through deathd; iacreasing expenditure on
medication and funeral expenses (HSRC, 2004). énsthuthern African region it is
estimated that, on average, every income earnkkely to acquire one additional
dependent over the next ten years due to the Alpiflemic, with a predicted
dramatic increase in destitute households (AVERTHIY and Aids (AVERT),
2006).

Table 2.1:Demographic impact of HIV/AIDS in South Africa (UNAIDS, 2006:8)

HIV/AIDS impacts Number affected Percentage of
population
Adults aged 15-19 HIV/AIDS, 2003 5,300,000 12.4
Adult HIV prevalence 2003 804,000 18.8
Women aged 15-49 with HIV/AIDS, 2003 3,100,000 7.2
Children with HIV/AIDS, 2003 240,000 0.6
AIDS deaths, 2003 320,000 0.7
AIDS orphans (aged 0-17) 1,200,000 2.8

Note: Data generated by surveillance systems focussing on pregnant women attending
sentinel antenatal clinics and nationally representative sero-surveys.

HIV/AIDS will not only increase poverty but alsaden the gap between the rich and
poor. The sale of productive assets like cattle land to meet medical and funeral
costs reduces the chance of such households r@opeed rebuilding their asset base
after the passing away of the HIV infected relatfi®&DP, 2003). AIDS has had a
substantial negative impact on productivity of egitural scientists and professionals
through man-hours lost. For instance, in Kenya'sistry of Agriculture, 58% of all
staff deaths in the past five years (1998- 2003pwdDS- related, while in Malawi’s
Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation, at least #6of the staff could be HIV-infected
(Haggblade, 2004). A study from one district in bdda estimated that 50% of

agricultural extension staff time could have besst Hue to HIV/AIDS related issues,
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like death, recurrent illness and frequent absemegsired to care for the sick
relatives and to attend funerals (Haggblade, 2004).

2.2.3 Food prices

Food prices in South Africa increased substantiallthe second half of 2001 to the
extent that the government focussed attention eretfect of price increases on low
income households (Aliber & Modiselle, 2002). Tled price index rose to 16.7%
as compared to non food inflation of 7.2% in thary002 (Statistics South Africa
(SSA), 2002). In the same year, poor households wenfronted with a year-on-year
price inflation of 23.1% with prices in the ruraleas being generally higher than
urban centres with large chains of super storeedHerice Monitoring Committee
(FPMC), 2002). Increased food prices, specificaligize meal was devastating for
low income earners who typically spend more thaa thwird of their income on food
(Watkinson & Makgetla, 2002; HSRC, 2004). Food shges in other southern
African countries, for which relief is sourced mgifrom South Africa, also reduced
domestic supply and drove up food prices in Souticd, particularly during periods
when South Africa had little or no surplus to expg@klternative Information and
Development Centre (AIDC), 2005). Muellbauer & Sni#003) suggested that
exchange rates, wages, oil prices and terms oé taae the primary contributors to
high inflation rates of South African food prices.

2.2.4 Low household incomes

In South Africa, many households in rural areasiavelved in small-scale farming,
but agriculture does not contribute more than 4%htr total income even though
farming requires involvement by a considerable nemdf family members (AIDC,
2005). Continuously low incomes in rural areas otitf Africa contributed to high
levels of food insecurity. Available data in 2008owed that 84% of households
earned less than R2500 annually of which 62% weperted earnings of less than
R1000 (Bonti-Ankomah, 2001). These incomes falbiaethe annual poverty lines of
R4230 and R2335 representing poverty lines of thar and ultra poor, respectively
(May, 1998).
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Since more than 80% of the rural population in SoAtrica were restricted to less
than 13% of the land under apartheid, most blacikl&nd, previously known as
homelands were severely overused leading to soisi@n and low agricultural
productivity that resulted in households seekirtgrahtive sources of income from
non-agricultural activities to supplement theielihoods (AIDC, 2005). For unskilled
employees, wages tend to be too low to sustain fegdirements, accounting for
48% of total income, implying that livelihood skgtes are limited (Bonti-Ankomabh,
2001).

2.2.5 Land tenure systems

Most land in rural South Africa is characterisedttaditional land tenure systems in
which private land ownership is not allowed andnfars receive ‘permission to
occupy’ from the tribal chief (Leroy et al, 200Bpartheid land policies were a major
source of insecurity, landlessness, poverty andl fosecurity among the black
community (HSRC, 2004). The central thrust of therent land policy in South
Africa is a land reform programme dealing with agpeof land redistribution, land
restitution, and land tenure with food securityoag policy goal (Leroy et al, 2001).
Rural households with land are less likely to berpand food insecure than those
with marginal holdings or without land (Mlambo, Z)0Food security in rural areas
would be enhanced by implementing land reform pmognes allowing land
ownership (HSRC, 2004). Land ownership plays anont@mt food security role in
making households less reliant on purchased fom@nghat land ownership is an
incentive to food production (HSRC, 2004).

2.3 Small scale agricultural production interventios for food security

Small scale agricultural production may be defiasdarms confined to less than two
hectares of owned or rented land, with farm-fanagythe main source of labour and
farming as the principle source of family incomea{jdyets, 2005). A major challenge
facing Africa is to increase agricultural produatiand achieve sustainable economic
growth, essential for improving household food sig\finter-governmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), 2001). Agricultural prodantiinterventions for food
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security may include agricultural production pa&iand programmes, or actions
intended to create identifiable food security outes (Better Health Care (BHC),
2003). In developing countries, most poor people In rural areas and depend on
agriculture for their livelihoods (Machethe, 2004h 1999, 60% of the global
population was rural and 85% of these dependedgaoudture for their livelihood
(FAO, 2001). With the majority of people living iural areas and dependent on
agriculture, agriculture could be thought of as iast effective way to address food
insecurity. Agricultural production contributes elitly to poverty and alleviation of
food insecurity in rural areas by reducing foodces; creating employment;
increasing real wages; and improving real inconi®svélopment Bank of Southern
Africa (DBSA), 2005).

Although the contribution of agricultural productido poverty alleviation cannot be
understated, the importance of non-farm activitiesds to be recognised (Machethe,
2004). A risk management approach to household fosecurity alleviation should
seek to minimise income and consumption variabilitgtall effective safety nets
against inevitable low-return years, and promaotelilhood diversification (Devereux,
2003). The key to sustainable agriculture in ranaas lies in increased agricultural
output per unit area together with arable land ez (Tsubo et aR003). In a study
by Machethe et al (2004) involving 138 rural farm@n the Lompopo Province,
agriculture was the main contributor to food supgljable 2.2). Agricultural
production ensures physical availability of foodiatrengthens accessibility to food
where livelihoods are agriculturally based, playimgcomplimentary role in food
utilisation in terms of ensuring quality and divetsousehold food supply (Bonnard,
2001). BHC (2003) noted that agricultural productinitiatives create new markets,
opportunities for bartering skills and a focus foew social networks for rural

residents.

Small-scale crop production is the mainstay of Irlivelihoods in most developing
countries and this could be a primary strategy avepty alleviation and food
insecurity in rural areas of developing countri@®\(ie et al, 2003). Some of the
small scale agricultural production systems wideded in Africa include community
and home gardening (Faber et al, 2002).
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Table 2.2: Sources of income and contribution tootal household income in
Limpopo (Machethe et al, 2004:4)

Income source Average monthly income Contribution of total
(R) household income (%)

Farming 545 41.0
Pension 329 24.8
Wages 258 194
Remittances 165 12.4
Family business 19 1.4
Other non-farm income 13 1.0

Total 1329 100

2.3.1 Impacts of community gardens on household fdsecurity

A community garden consists of a community of imdiinals who pledge support to a
farm operation so that the farmland becomes eitbgally or collectively, the
community's farm, with the growers and consumerigding mutual support and
sharing the risks and benefits of food productiédtefnative Farming Systems
Information Centre (AFSIC), 2007). The success h# gardens depends on the
participants’ willingness to share resources suchpmce, tools and water (Glover et
al, 2005a). Mashinini (2001) pointed out that imsed involvement of community
members in collective action in the ownership arahagement of natural resources is
the best route to sustainability, because it esabdsource pooling and sharing to

promote efficiency and equity in the utilisationszfarce resources.

Community garden participants’ willingness to shagsources is enhanced by the
social connections they make during the sharedtaatards operations (Glover et. al,
2005b). Community gardens may be more abmummunity than they are about
gardening as they offer places where people gatie¢work and identify together as
residents of a neighbourhood endeavouring to jben community effort and work
towards a common goal (Parry et al, 2005). Theefiksnof community gardens
include accessing fresh nutritious foods; promotodrphysical fitness; knowledge
and expertise gains in growing plants; developnoérskills such as shared decision
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making; problem solving and negotiation among gaede and a place where
gardeners build a sense of community (Australiaty Giarms and Community
Gardens Network (ACFCGN), 2002).

Parry et al (2005) indicated that some of the igitale benefits of community gardens
include:

* Psychological well being through positive aesthetwironmental changes;
community gardeners gain a sense of pride and gaemment, which in turn
fosters feelings of self worth and self confidence.

e Gains from growing food independently are that gasds are relieved of
purchasing vegetables or fruits from commerciatrsesiwhich creates a sense
of self reliance.

* Opportunities arise for disenfranchised individusgoin community group
efforts as an active member and to take on leagerstes to work towards

collective goals.

ACFCGN (2002) reported that in East Timor, womemnfr121 families worked in
community gardens and produced mustard, tomatoeggdplant that provided food
for household consumption; the excess was soldsezprently increasing purchasing
power and effectively addressing household fooddngty. Community gardens in
Lesotho established in the 1960s improved the enttwelfare of the Basotho by
providing fresh vegetables to combat chronic maitioim and diseases like phalegra
and leprosy (Mashinini, 2001). Furthermore thesedgas promoted employment,
income generation and the empowerment of women landless households. A
success story behind two community gardens in \Wkestape Province, (New
Beginning Shelter and Kibbutz EI-Shammah) showed Hesides providing shelter
for the homeless, community gardens produced endoggh to sell and surpluses
covered running costs for the next vegetable sedsémon 2006a). In Gambia,
women took loans to build new community vegetaldedgns to generate incomes;
the majority used these incomes to pay for schees fatnd teaching materials for their
children (United Nations (UN), 2006 ommunity garden participants in Senegal

formed Rural Enterprise Promotion (REP) projedisit tadded value to agricultural
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produce that allowing parents to invest their adohedme in the education of their
children (UN, 2006)

Parry et al (2005) cautioned that due to the ctlecand collaborative nature of
community gardening, these could also be a contexthich social divisions are

created and sustained or exclusion fostered, tlomsobeneity among members is
encouraged. Community gardens are time consumingrganise and manage and
their sustainability is often reliant on one or twalividuals having the capacity to
coordinate the activities of other members (Patrgle2005). A lack of sustainable
management due to conflicts like age, gender, enaa and political powers

resulted in decreased productivity of communitydgas in Lesotho (Mashinini,

2001).

2.3.2 Impact of home gardens on household food seity

A home garden may be regarded as a + F5flece of land at a resident’s home used
for production of vegetables, fruits, chickens ardall animals such as rabbits,
mainly for personal consumption, but the surplus loa sold (Nell et al, 2000). FAO
(2004) observed that home gardens have the folpatitvantages:

* The location of garden close to home reduces #hkedafi losses from foraging
wild animals and theft.

e Species diversity and staggered planting increase likelihood of crop
survival by taking advantage of inhibition of pestsd disease build-up, as
could be the case in a mono cropping system anebdprthe risk of crop
failure in the case of adverse weather conditions.

* Home garden operations can readily be integratieddaily household chores,
helping women to earn an income while undertakiogsehold chores.

« Home gardens can provide environmentally soundoxppities for waste
disposal including kitchen waste, paper and othatenals because of close

proximity to homes.

Faber et al (2002) showed that home gardens havedtential to increase direct

access to pro-vitamin A- rich foods for economigaéprived households through the
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growing of yellow and dark green leafy vegetabkstudy involving 83 households
in Ndunakazi, a rural village of low socio-economtatus in KwaZulu-Natal showed
that 33% of respondents indicated that they no donlgought vegetables, 21%
associated home gardening programmes with povbetyiaion, while 8% were able

to sell some of their home garden produce for d&stber & Benade, 2002). In

Bangladesh, strengthening home garden productistersig for planned year round
production increased the availability, consumptimg sale of vegetables and fruit for
poor rural households, resulting in improved niamnial status (Khan & Begum,

2006).

Home gardens in San Jose, Costa rica were founichpoove quality of life by
beautifying neighbourhoods; stimulating social iatgion; producing nutritious fresh
vegetables and fruit; encouraging self reliance)seoving resources; and creating
opportunities for recreation and education (Nekle2000). In Nepal and Chile, fast-
growing vegetables, beans and other plants argpetbmtensively in home gardens
with successive planting occurring almost immedyagmsuring availability of food
for most of the year (FAO, 2004). By consuming tagkes and fruit from home
gardens, money spared from non-purchases was lateaifar other uses in the

household, like paying for school fees (Nell et28100).

Aliber & Modiselle (2002) confirmed the benefitsttdme gardens by showing that in
2002, KwaZulu-Natal rural households with food garsl experienced improved
dietary diversity through growing a variety of csojm their home gardens. However,
a study conducted in Lesotho on five villages wefdistricts on 538 children showed
that some 49% of children in households with hoakklgardens were stunted, 29%
were underweight and 24% showed wasting, indicatiag household gardens may
not have provided sufficient food to impact pogtwon the nutritional status of the
sampled children (Makhotla & Hendriks, 2004).

2.4 Food security interventions focusing on food @duction

Increasing domestic agricultural production in haeeas may be a valid strategy to

reduce food insecurity, but requires governmerdliacate public resources towards
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improving agriculture in rural households (HSRC, 02D Food production

interventions implemented by development agenciesdavelopment-oriented and
could lift people out of poverty by providing phgal, human, and social capital to
sustain households even after assistance ceasddatH& Zeller, 1996). One of the
disadvantages of having crop production as the rwad insecurity intervention is

that crop production is susceptible to natural stess, like droughts, pests and
diseases (FAO, 1995). However, the advantagesopf production interventions far
outweigh their disadvantages. Devereux (2003) onat that for the longer term, a
food security strategy is needed that includes sy farmers while simultaneously
strengthening the non-agricultural economy, so tlstlihoods become more

diversified (for risk-spreading reasons) and lespethdent on rain-fed agriculture.
The next section looks at examples of programmas aldidress food insecurity,

focussing on food production.

2.4.1 Introduction of high yielding varieties

High yielding varieties refer to crops that haveeespecially bred or selected to
produce more than the native varieties of the sapexries (FAO, 2002b). High
yielding varieties could address food insecuritydingctly increasing the amount of
food available for consumption. Surplus produce maysold and households could
have access to other foods through purchases, heakmg access to diverse diet
possible. Currently, in southern Africa, approxietatone third of maize can be
classified as high yielding varieties with yieldsup to 40% more than the local
varieties under the same growing conditions (FA@)2b). For example, widespread
adoption of maize hybrid varieties in Zimbabwe byadi-holder farmers doubled
maize yields over the period 1979-85 resulting urpkis maize being sold
(Bourdillon et al, 2003).

Nigerian farmers adopting high yielding cowpeaieta#s recorded yields of up to
1200kg/ha compared to the local variety yield oOKgha that enabled farmers to
have food for consumption and selling (Internatidnatitute of Tropical Agriculture
(IITA), 2004). High yielding rice varieties, yieldy 30% more than conventional
varieties helped China to increase rice produchigmearly 200 million tons from
1976-1991 resulting in reduced rice prices andlabgity to poor households (FAO,
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2002b). Studies conducted in India confirmed thatespread use of high yielding
rice varieties since the 1960s reduced food pificethe poor and prevented millions
of cases of childhood malnutrition (Future Harv@&Q0). Without the development
of high yielding varieties, food prices in develogicountries could be as much as
40% higher than they are today. High yielding e have reduced costly food
imports by almost 8% eliminating the need to cohwvaillions of hectares of

forestland to agricultural uses (Future Harves§@0

Some of the disadvantages of high yielding varsetnelude costly management (30-
35%) and unsuitability for use as seed (IITA, 2004dst high yielding varieties are
suitable in high potential agricultural areas andynbe of less importance to

households living in agriculturally marginal aréBsurdillon et al, 2003)

2.4.2 Soil fertility enhancement

Soil fertility may be considered as the soil qualgroviding essential chemical
elements in quantities and proportions for the d@howf specified plants and can be
enhanced by fertiliser use (Brady & Weil, 1999)ttHiser is any of a large number of
natural and synthetic materials, including manunel aitrogen, phosphorus, and
potassium compounds, spread on or worked into tsoincrease its capacity to
support plant growth and may be classified into tategories, organic or inorganic
(The Fertiliser Institute, 2007). Organic fertiliseare derived from living or once
living material, including animal waste, crop rasil compost and numerous other
by-products of living organisms; while inorganiatiesers are derived from non-
living sources and include most of our synthetmmmercial fertilisers (Sharma &
Subehia, 2003). Mugwira et al (2002), working attilela in Zimbabwe showed that
application of manure on a maize crop using localllfivated maize variety resulted
in a mean yield increment of 59%, while the festl treatments enhanced the yield
by 50%. Households that adopted fertiliser usegedlbumper harvests enough for
consumption and incomes from the surplus that &elvéheir food security levels
(Sharma& Subehia, 2003). The advantages of usinggamic fertilisers are that:
nutrients are immediately available to plants; &xmeounts of a given element can be
measured before feeding plants; fertiliser appbecest can be applied just when

needed by the crop; and commercial fertilisers @guired in small volumes
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compared to organic fertilisers (Ahlawati et al08)) Some of the disadvantages of
using commercial fertilisers include: leaching otithe soils, particularly nitrogen, is
easily leached out by rain or irrigation water;lprmed use of commercial fertilisers
destroy solil structure eventually leading to redugeelds; soils become acidic with
time requiring a costly process of liming to redute soil acidity (Sharma &
Subehia, 2003). In a field experiment on acidit isothe western Himalayas, India,
continuous cropping for 25 years with nitrogenifisgr alone aggravated the problem
of soil acidity by lowering the pH from 5.8 to 4&ducing grain yields of maizeeg
mays) and wheat (iticum aestivum) (Ahlawati et al, 2006).

2.4.3 Bio-fortification of staple crops

Bio-fortification is the process of breeding foorbgs rich in bio-available micro-
nutrients, where crops are bred to load themselts high levels of minerals and
vitamins in their tissues, that are harvested aagre (Harvest Plus, 2003). Bio-
fortification could compliment existing nutritionapproaches by offering sustainable
and low cost ways to reach people with poor acte$ésrmal markets or health care
systems especially when stable crops like rice,alyhmaize, cassava and beans are
bio-fortified (IFPRI, 2002).Golden Rice is a good example of a bio-fortified crop,
where bio-fortification was achieved by genetic rfiodtion of the rice plant to
produce and accumulate pro-vitamin A in the grantrait not found in nature.
Another example igrange-fleshed sweet potato varieties that are naturally nck-

carotene are an excellent food source of pro-vitami

2.5 National food security programmes implementechi South Africa

In 2004, 47% of the South African population sugféfrom food poverty, they were
not earning enough money to be able to afford aclasal (Kallman, 2004). The
government has implemented a wide range of progesnand measures to help

people access food as well as other measuresdacerthe right to food (Table 2.3).
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Table 2.3: Food security programmes implemented bgovernment departments
in South Africa to address food insecurity (Kallman 2004:8-13)

Implementing Food security What does the program do?
National programmes to address
Departments food insecurity
Agriculture Agricultural Starter Pack | Recipients of food parcels are given a “startekpa€ seed and
Program gardening equipment to do some agricultural agbivit
Comprehensive Farmer | Aimed at ensuring the restructuring of the agriaalt sector to
Support Package promote equity, competitiveness, sustainability gralvth
Land Care Programme Provides funds for communigetarojects such as building
of dams and community gardens that can increaskdecurity
and create jobs
Education National School Nutrition Provides funding to primary schools for school fagd
Program programmes
Health Integrated Nutrition Provide nutrition interventions at hospitals andick to prevent
Program child malnutrition, provide vitamin A supplementsrhothers of
new-born babies and provide nutritional suppleméeniseople
living with HIV/AIDS
Food Security Projects Provides support througfiadi for establishment of food
gardens, encouraging beneficiaries toproduce food f
themselves
Social Social Assistance Provide grants for people who are unable to profode for
Development Programmes themselves, improving their access to food
Poverty Relief Program Funding of poverty allevaati programmes such as supportirig
income-generating activities for rural women andding skills
development projects to increase employment oppibies
Emergency Food Relief | Provides poor families with food parcels
Programmes
Science and Agro-processing Transfer appropriate technologies and build indagen
Technology Technologies Project knowledge for food security by creating sustaingbles
Land Affairs Land Redistribution for | Provides grants to previously disadvantaged Softicak
Agricultural Development citizens to access land for agricultural purposes

Misselhorn (2006) observed that government foodursigc programmes would
succeed if the following could be considered: dig& between short term and long
term food insecurity interventions; community pagation in the development and
implementation of food security programmes; devielggpeople skills, capacities and
knowledge; addressing community needs holisticafig building key relationships
with beneficiaries. The impacts of government a&tgd food security programmes

have not previously been evaluated.

2.6
Agricultural production impacts on food security yriae viewed as any changes in

Impacts of agricultural production programme onfood security

food security resulting from agricultural productinterventions that may be long

term or short term (Wainwright, 2003). Agriculturptoduction impacts may be
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described as a set of beneficiary and populatieal leesults including: improved food
security; improved yields; and improved nutritiocheeved by changing practices,
knowledge and attitudes (Bergeron et al, 2006)lyRe¢ al (1999) showed (Figure

2.2) that a gross outcome of an intervention mayabea result of the impact
interventions (net outcome) in addition to othertcomes not related to the
intervention. Agricultural production program imp&enay refer to a set of program
results occurring at a beneficiary level which nhbaydirectly attributable to program
activities rather than from external factors thaynmfluence beneficiary lives (Riely
et al, 1999). Hoddinott & Yohanness (2004) stated thaticatjural production

interventions contributed to food security by irasig availability of food at prices
households could afford; and provided job oppotiesiand incomes that resulted in

increased access to food leading to improved maririt

EFFECTS OF
IMPACT OF OTHER/

GROSS - DESIGN
aUTCOME = | INTERVENTION + | CONFOUNDING + | el

(net outcome)
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All measured Change which Change which Change which
changes in can be attributed is the result of results from
an outcome to the program endogenous measurement
indicator intervention changes, secular error and

trends and other
factors outside
the scope of the
pragram

randaom factors

Figure 2.2: Impact of intervention focus (Riely efal, 1999:32).

Accurate measurement and monitoring of food insgcaan help public officials,
policy makers, service providers and the publicagsess the changing needs and
effectiveness of existing programmes (Bickel et28101). A commitment to food
security carries with it an important implicatiomamely the need to measure food
security outcomes at beneficiary levels, whichudels identifying the food insecure,
the food security shortfalls, and the nature ofdfansecurity (Hoddinott, 2002).
Impact measurement depends on the objective ofureraent; how the information

is to be used and by whom; the level of reliabifiéguired and the resources (money,
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human and time) available (Enterprise Developmergalct Assessment Information
Service (EDIAIS), 2006). Due to a greater varietyagricultural production activities
implemented by governmental and non-governmenigadrosations to address food
insecurity, development of a standard set of irdisato measure agricultural
production impacts has been problematic (Swindakilasky, 2006). An indication
of why agricultural impacts on food security sholdd measured and possible

methods of measuring these impacts is discussewbel

2.6.1 Why should agricultural production impacts on food security be

measured?

Agricultural production impact measurements areighesl to gauge the extent to
which an agricultural production intervention pragr induces changes in food
security conditions, such as improvement in natniél status at beneficiary level
(Riely et al,1999). The European Evaluation Agency (EEA) (200djed that the
general objective of an evaluation is to learn froexperience, obtain
recommendations at both institutional and operatidavels and to inform future
decisions about a program. Title Il programmes urdaeerican Public Law (PL) 480
has the primary goal of promoting food access mneigm countries, on behalf of the
people of the United States to address famine leerairgent or extraordinary relief
requirements (United States Agency for Internatidavelopment (USAID) 2006).
All Title 11 programmes focus on food security inopements as their core objective
with special attention to the access and utilisattbmponents of food security.
Consequently, the need to measure changes inwblediefood security in any Title I
intervention programmes is important (Swindale &liBky, 2005). Impact
measurements are critical to guide the managememumwent activities, inform
resource allocation decisions across program cosrmgerand support the design or
redesign of future interventions to maximise pa#ninpacts (Riely et all999). The
choice of the most appropriate agricultural progurcintervention can only be made
after a good understanding of food insecurity ie tfarget population and the
practicability of implementing such an interventi(Beerlandt & Huysman, 1999).
Devising an appropriate measure of household fommkss is useful in order to:

identify the food insecure; characterise the natfréheir food insecurity (seasonal
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versus chronic); monitor changes in their circumsts; and assess the impact of

agricultural interventions (Hoddinott & Yohanne2804).

2.6.2 Measuring the impact of agricultural production interventions on food
security

The impact of agricultural production interventiaos food security is determined by
the methodologies used, which may be in the formao$ample survey; rapid
appraisals; participatory observations; case ssudligoarticipatory learning and action
(EDIAIS 2006). There have been conceptual developsngn the measurement of
food security which include a shift from using m&®s of food availability and
utilisation to measuring “inadequate access” (Wedtb al, 2006). A further
development entails a shift from a focus on obyecto subjective measures; and a
growing emphasis on fundamental measurement assegdptm reliance on distal,
proxy measures (Webb et al, 2006). Food securita isroad complex concept,
determined by the interaction of a range of agrgsmal, socioeconomic and
biological factors (Riely et al, 1999). There is smgle, direct measure of food
security and its measurement focuses mainly ore ttistinct interrelated dimensions,

namely food availability, food access and foodisation (Rielyet al 1999).

Depending on the proposed project, indicators maychtegorised into process
indicators, describing food supply and food acceasd outcome indicators,
describing food consumption (Hoddinott, 1999). Hodtt (1999) recognised four

ways of measuring household food security impacts:

Individual intake, measure of the amount of cakoe nutrients consumed by

an individual in a given period, usually 24 hours.

* Household energy intake, the number of kilojouleswatrients available for
consumption by household members over a definadgef time.

» Dietary diversity, the sum of the number of difi#rédoods consumed by an
individual over a specified time.

* Index of household behaviours, an index based on tmuseholds adopt to

the presence of or threat of food shortages.
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A comparison of these methods in terms of costetirskill requirement, and

susceptibility to misreporting is shown in Tabld 2.

Table 2.4: Comparison of methods of measuring houkeld food security
(Hoddinott, 1999:16)

Individual intake Household Dietary diversity Index of
caloric household
acquisition behaviours
Data collection High Moderate Low Low
costs
Time required High Moderate Low Low
for analysis
Skill level High Moderately high Moderate low Low
required
Susceptibility to Low Moderate Low High
misreporting

There is a strong demand among Title Il programsuggorted by Private Voluntary
Organizations (PVO) and other agencies for a radtisimple, methodically rigorous
measure of food security, particularly the accesgedsion that can be used to guide,
monitor and evaluate operational interventions (laie & Ohri-Vichaspati, 2005).
In response to this demand, the Food and Nutrifiechnical Assistance (FANTA)
project undertook a set of activities to identifg@entifically validated, simple, and
user-friendly approach to measure the impacts aid fsecurity interventions
(FANTA, 2005). Food insecurity has four componemi®) related directly to food
quantity, quality and two that are psychologicatl social, ‘certainty’, related to
worry about food, and ‘acceptability’, related towh food is acquired (Wolfe &
Frongillo, 2001). The four food insecurity compotsemre captured in the United
States National Food Security Measure, an exanfpdeconceptually well grounded
measure based on experience of food insecurityuged as a precursor to HFIAS
development (FANTA, 2005). FANTA (2005) reportede tidevelopment of the
Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) fooimeasuring household food

insecurity.
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2.7 Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS)

Organizations measure household food insecurity piargram design, planning,
targeting, implementation, monitoring, agehluation, but existing measures often are
inadequate (Frongillo & Nanama, 2004). Existing suras lack the ability to
differentiate households at varying degreé$ood insecurity in order to target and

evaluate their interventions (Webb et al, 2006).

Studies were conducted in Burkina Faso and Bangladeth the objective of
developing a Household Food Insecurity Access S@dlIAS) based on locally
recognised experiences (Coates et2806). FANTA (2004) reported that studies
identified the following themes representing a ensal list characterising the
experience of food insecurity across countries@uiires:

« Fear/ anxiety/worry about running out of food (aain),

+ Insufficient food intake (quantity),

+ Quiality of food, and

« Household behaviours to increase household resaurce

HFIAS was developed based on the idea that theriexpe of food insecurity
(access) causes predictable reactions and respdhaescan be captured and
guantified through a survey and summarised on ke $Coates et aR006). Recent
exploration for measuresf access failure has focused increasingly on Huwlde
behaviours known to reflect, not only increasedesigyin food stresses, but also the

actual experience of hunger (Webb e2a06).

HFIAS measures the access component of househaddifisecurity based on an in-
depth understanding of household food insecurithatsehold level (Coates et al,
2006). Development of HFIAS was based on the uyider concept that food
insecurity (access) is a measurable experiencectimbe described and analysed to
categorise households on levels of food insecyaiycess) (Coates et al, 2006).
HFIAS can be used to assess prevalence of houstdarldnsecurity (access) and to

detect changes in the household food insecuritge@s) situation over time and
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categorise household food insecurity (access)different levels of severity (Coates
et al, 2006).

The HFIAS is the most recently developed tool foeasuring household food
insecurity consists of a set of nine generic qoest{Q1 — Q9) (Table 2.5) (Coates et
al, 2006).

Table 2.5: Household Food Insecurity Access ScaldFIAS) generic questions
(Coates et al2006:5)

Occurrence Question

For each of the following questions, consider whatas happened in the
past 30 days. Please answer whether this happenegéyer = 0, rarely (once
or twice) = 1, sometimes (3-10 times) = 2, or oftdmore than 10 times) = 3
in the past 30 days?

Q1 | Did you worry that your household would not hameugh food?

Q2 | Were you or any household member not able to eatkihds of food you
preferred because of lack of resources?

Q3 | Did you or any household member eat just a few kiofdlfood day after day
due to lack of resources?

Q4 | Did you or any household member eat food that yoefepred not to eat
because of lack of resources to obtain other tgpésod?

Q5 | Did you or any household member eat a smaller theal you felt you needed
because there was not enough food?

Q6 | Did you or any household member eat fewer meadsday because there was
not enough food?

Q7 | Was there ever no food at all in your householdabse there were not enough
resources to get more?

Q8 | Did you or any household member go to sleep attrhigingry because there
was not enough food?

Q9 | Did you or any household member go a whole day aitheating anythin
because there was not enough food? ?

The HFIAS gquestions are structured to address to@e insecurity conditions. Q 1
addresses anxiety and uncertainty of household $opgly, Q2 — Q4 addresses food
quality (variety and preference) and Q5 —Q9 adeéesssufficient food intake and its
physical consequences. Q2 — Q4 and Q5 — Q9 araipeghin order of increasing

severity of the food insecurity condition (Coatégale2006).

Data from responses to the nine HFIAS questionapted to the community under

survey are analysed to give household food insegcon the following indicators:
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 The percentage of households that responded affireha to each question
regardless of the frequency of the experience;

» The prevalence of households experiencing one oe imehaviours in each of the
three food insecurity conditions; anxiety and utaiety, insufficient quality and
guantity of food intake;

* The degree of food insecurity in the householdutated by summing the coded
frequency of experience for each question;

* The prevalence of household food insecurity caisga households into four
levels of food insecurity: food secure; mildly foamsecure; moderately food
insecure; and severely food insecure, based onidiéw that households are
categorised as increasingly food insecure as tasgond affirmatively to more
severe conditions and/or experience those conditioore frequently.

2.7.1 Validation studies of HFIAS

Over time, FANTA has undertaken a set of activiagsed at validating the United
States Household Food Security Survey Measure (BS3W) approach for use in
developing countries and testing the usefulnesshefresulting scales as impact
indicators for the access component of househotdrgg in program evaluations
(Coates et al, 2006). A two multi-year field valida study was undertaken using the
United States Household Food Security Survey Measyproach to develop and
validate experiential household food insecuritylesaThe aim of the studies was to
arrive at a consensus on the feasibility of develp@a universally applicable HFIAS
and to define the domains and questions that wéoidoh part of a standardised
questionnaire. Field validation studies were corellicoy Cornell University in
Burkina Faso with Africare, Tufts University in Bgladesh with World Vision, and
Freedom from Hunger in Burkina Faso, Bolivia, Gharal the Philippines (Coates et
al, 2006).

Studies carried out in Burkina Faso provided strenglence that the experience-
based food insecurity score, calculated from itesh®inistered by a questionnaire, is
valid for determining seasonal differences in thailability and access components

of household food insecurity; differences amongsaetwlds in food insecurity at a
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given time; and changes in household food insgcwoer time in production units
with children under five years of age in northeumat Burkina Faso (Frongillo &
Nanama, 2004). Other research carried out in Bdeglahas validated the household
guestionnaire approach as a viable and extremafulusol for operational use in
food security-related programming and evaluatiarthe context of rural Bangladesh,
nine questions on behavioural responses to foedssuccessfully characterised the
problem of food insecurity, and succeeded in ragmkiouseholds along a continuum

of experiences from immediate hunger to sustained &ecurity (Coates et al, 2003).

2.7.2 Programmes using HFIAS tool

HFIAS tool has been identified as useful in baseinrveys as an early warning for
the purpose of assessing trends in food consumpelated to food access; in
measuring impact of policies and interventions; fondnnovative uses such as
community self-monitoring related food security jeis and the right to food
awareness (FANTA, 2007). Development agenciesnareasingly adopting the use

of HFIAS tool in their projects.

The HFIAS tool has been implemented in Burkina Fag@nya, Malawi,
Mozambique, Somalia and West Bank/Gaza Strip byBGeFAO, Food Security
Information for Action Programme in collaborationttvFANTA (Dop et al, 2006).
The tool is being used in these countries in otdebuild capacities of national
institutions to produce relevant food security andrition information for timely
decision-making (Dop et al 2006). The National Dapant of Agriculture — South
Africa: Food security directorate (2006) used tHaAS tool to evaluate food security
in Sekhukhune.
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CHAPTER 3

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA

3.1 The geography and population dynamics of the stydarea

This study was conducted in the Maphephetheni wiglafFigure 3.1). The
Maphephetheni Uplands is a rural area of KwaZultaNaSouth Africa situated
approximately 80 kilometres west of Durban in thal®y of a Thousand Hills. The
area is adjacent to the expansive Inanda dam. Thgeti River forms the southern
boundary, the Mgeku River the western boundary tred eastern and northern
boundaries are plateaus. The area falls in the Nawemagisterial district and is
divided into two sections, the uplands and lowlafidsee Maphephetheni Uplands has
an altitude that rises from less than 200 metertheredge of Inanda dam to over 600
metres on the plateau above sea level (Green &irtersk999). The Maphephetheni
Uplands area is presided over by a traditionaldeachief Gwala and a community

representative council.

Overall population of the Maphephetheni Uplands wasmated at 16 000 people
constituting 2000 homesteads, implying an averd@epersons per household (Green
et al, 2001). On average, each homestead had feelimgs, typically housing
extended family members (Rural Area Power Soluti@oasulting (Pty) Ltd2004).

In 1999, the average household income was estintatdte R348 per capita per
month (Green & Erskine, 1999) showing that hous#hah the Maphephetheni
Uplands were poor, falling below the South Afriqaoverty line of R352 per month
per adult equivalent (May, 1998). Income generatingvities in the area included
non-farm activities (selling of snacks, food, cdiihks, beer, clothes, bead works and
shoe repairs) and farm activities (crop productim sales of peanut, vegetables,
chicken, eggs and goats) (Green et al, 2001).
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Figure 3.1 Map showing location of the Maphephetheni UplandsAnon, 2006)
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3.2 Description of community gardens in the Maphepetheni uplands

Founding community gardens (Four) in the Maphepatiiplands were formed in
1992 in response to a period of hunger and matmrtrin the area (Mungai 2006).
Besides gardening, women in the community gardezre wvolved in other activities
like crafting, beadwork, sewing, candle making ahatken rearing. According to the
findings of Chingondole (2006), the community gardeembers see community
gardens as contributing to food security as comtyugardens provide them with
healthy foods to feed their children/household merslin addition to being a source
of social support and subsistence income. Commuaitgen club members reported
that community gardens provided them not just Jotid and subsistence income, but
also with a sense of belonging together, conneetsjnnetworking, sharing and
social support, particularly in times of shocks atigtsses such as illness, death and
food insecurity (Mungai 2006). All community gardesiub members reported
undertaking one or most or all of the following aoomity garden tasks: ploughing,
planting, watering the garden, weeding, harvestprgcessing of basic food stuff,
tending animals and selling some of the communéydgn produce. Chingondole
(2006) observed that community garden club memsansthe future of community
gardens as shaky and not very much promising fdlowing reasons: Lack of pest
control knowledge; lack of water pipes/irrigatiopstems (water problem); lack of
adequate fencing to protect their gardens/crops fiaimals such as cattle and goats;
lack of market to sell their produce for income;ammicultural extension officer does
not visit them (but are aware of the existencehefdxtension officer that is supposed
to be visiting them). If these are not addresskdn the members do not see the

future of community gardens as promising.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY
4.1 Survey design

This study was conducted with community garden gsoin the Maphephetheni
Uplands of KwaZulu-Natal. During the presentatidrihe results of a previous study
by another researcher in the area, the researéhbrsostudy was introduced to the
community. During this meeting, the intention tondact a study with the same
community gardeners on “the contribution of comniyugiardens to food security in
the Maphephetheni Uplands” was proposed. The duief the participants in the
community garden groups accepted and approvedtpogal for the current research
project.

Between May and June 2006, a survey of 53 housghmadicipating in community
gardens in the Maphephetheni Uplands was conduotel@termine household food
security using the HFIAS. A total of seven groupetiregs with community garden
participants were organised. Individual househagresentatives were asked to
respond to a food security measurement questian@ppendix B) and also
participate in focus group discussions. A faceaimefsurvey technique was employed
and pre-prepared prompts and probes were usedstoesadequate understanding of
the questions by participants. A face to face suwas preferred because of the low
level of literacy in the area (Green et al, 20@lehsure adequate completion of the
guestionnaires (Babbie and Mouton 2001:262). Qatale data was collected through
the use of focus groups.

Kelly (1999) suggested that some of the reasonsfatlys groups are important as a
data collection tool are to:

* Supplement the questionnaire as a source of data;
* Know what people really think and feel;

e Create a process of sharing and comparing infoamaimong participants;
and
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* Provide an environment that is stimulating and seéor members to express

ideas without fear of criticism.

The questions for the focus group discussions @gepted in table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Focus group discussion questions with \sen groups of community
gardeners. Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006

1. What are some of the issues that cause anxietymeettainty about

household food supply?

2. What are some of the factors that affect yomsomption of a variety of

the types of food you prefer?

3. What are some of the issues that affect yonswmption of sufficient

guantities of food?

The synergy in a group has the potential to uncawgortant constructs and focus

groups create a fuller, deeper understanding dfcg@ant’s perceptions and feelings

(Greeff, 2002:319). Focus groups enable acces#d¢o-subjective experiences shared
in a community (Saunders & Buckingham 2004:134}igadvantage of focus group

discussions is that the findings cannot automadyids projected onto the population

at large (Greeff, 2002:319).

Quantitative data collection was carried out thfoagquestionnaire. Each individual
in a group completed a questionnaire without disicus Group-administered

questionnaires save time and cost since group nmsnase handled simultaneously
and exposed to the same stimulus (Delport, 2002: Hdwever, even though each
respondent completes their own questionnaire, stegece of mutual influence may
occur, for example, if one fails to ask questioos fear of embarrassment, this can
lead to arbitrary answers, which may affect thédtgi of data (Delport, 2002:174).
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4.2 Selection of survey participants

Participants in the study were drawn from a popaabf community gardeners in the
Maphephetheni Uplands. All community gardeners wevéed to survey meetings

that were held at each community garden. All thpsesent were requested to
participate in the survey. In total, 53 out of 12bmmunity gardeners were
interviewed. The sample size (44%) is within thelglines for a representation of the
population (Strydom & Venter, 2002:201).

4.3  Survey materials and approaches

As indicated above, a questionnaire and focus growgre used as the data collection
instruments (Appendix B). The questionnaire wasdaid into three sections. Section
one required the participant to respond to questiasked about household
demographics; section two asked questions conagrnousehold participation in

community gardens; and section three included ithe IHFIAS questions.

The questionnaire was written in English and Zulwe local language in the
Maphephetheni Uplands to allow the participantaregliage choice. In order to adopt
phrases, definitions and examples to the localecarand to ensure that questions
were understood appropriately, the questionnaire imally reviewed with a group
of key informants (Coates et al, 2006). The kegrimfants included an assistant to the
chief and two head men selected because theynljuederstand, and are members of
the Maphephetheni Uplands community prior to thevespt The key informants live
among the community and are familiar with the ctiods and experiences of
household food insecurity in the area. During theesgionnaire review, the key
informants were asked as a group to respond tdHEHAS questions (Appendix B
part 3), guided by a key informant interview gui{@oates et al, 2006). Information
collected was then used to adapt the HFIAS questito a draft questionnaire, while
retaining the original meaning of the questions imatking the meaning clearer for

respondents.



38

Further questionnaire refining was done by five Rgghetheni Uplands community
garden patrticipants. Each individual was guidedugh the questionnaire and notes
were taken on their understanding of the questiQueestions were adjusted while
retaining the original meaning of the question (@eaet al, 2006). After the two
meetings, the questionnaire was adjusted and &taasinto Zulu and copies made. A
coordinator from the community helped in schedulmgetings. In total, seven
meetings were held to cover the seven functionahnoanity gardens under

discussion.

During the meetings for data collection, particitgzsawere informed by the researcher
through a translator that participation in the gtwdas voluntary. The researcher
guided the respondents through the questionnaippdAdix B) and explained what

was expected of respondents. With the help of tegistants, questionnaires were
completed. Before handing in the completed questioe, the researcher and
research assistants ensured that the questionrteedeen fully completed. The

respondents were thanked for their participatiod assured that their questionnaire
responses would remain confidential. The respoisdestre promised that after the
completion of data analysis, the researcher waeddiest them to attend a meeting for
the presentation of survey results. A copy of ey results would be left with the

Chief of Maphephetheni.

4.4  Data analysis and presentation of results

Data from the Maphephetheni Uplands food consumpgiovey (Chingondole, 2006)

from households patrticipating in community gardsagplemented the data collected
from this study. Data analysis was sequenced toeaddthe sub problems of the
study. Demographic data from the questionnaire éhplx B parts 1 and 2) was

coded (Appendix C) and entered into the StatistRatkage for Social Sciences
(SPSS) program (version 13) and descriptive siegisione. This data gave the
general characteristics of the respondent housshdlde results were then used to
explain findings of other areas of the study whegpplicable. Other analyses carried
out included: Pearson’s correlation coefficientsssrtabulations and one way analysis

of variance to show relationships between variables
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Responses to Q1 of the HFIAS were analysed angdheentages of people who
affirmatively responded to the question were calted to give the percentage of
households experiencing anxiety and uncertaingngitlevel of severity (Coates et al,
2006:16). The degree of severity of the response also calculated by considering
the number of those who responded, ‘rarely’ or ‘stmes’ or ‘often’ to question

one. Themes (Appendix D) from group discussionsceoning question one (Table

4.1) of the group discussions were used to expglame of the results.

Responses to Q2, Q3, and Q4 of the HFIAS were asedljo give the percentage of
respondents experiencing insufficient food qualitgluding variety and preferences
of food types (Coates et al, 2006). The degree eMerty was calculated by
considering the number of participants that respdndrarely’ or ‘sometimes’ or
‘often’ to each of the three questions. Themes @xalix D) from group discussions
concerning question two (Table 4.1) of the grougcdssions were used to explain

some of the results.

Responses to Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8 and Q9 of the HFIASe veeralysed to give the
percentage of households experiencing inadequatt ifdtake (Coates et al, 2006).
The degree of severity was calculated by considetire number of participants
responding, ‘rarely’ or ‘sometimes’ or ‘often’ t@aeh of the five questions. Themes
(Appendix D) from group discussions concerning tjoesthree (Table 4.1) of the

group discussions were used to explain some akethdts.

Household Food Insecurity Access Scatere was calculated for each household by
summing the coded frequency of experience for gaestion (Coates et al 2006:17)
(Appendix E). The maximum score for the HFIAS was the household response to
all nine questions was “often” coded with a resgoosde of 3; the minimum score
was zero. The higher the score, the greater thel fimgecurity a household
experienced. A household score was given by theafuime frequency or experience
during the past 30 days for the nine food inseguelated conditions (equation 4.1).

HFIAS Score (0-27) = Sum frequency code (Q1 + Q@3+ Q4 + Q5

+ Q6 + Q7 + Q8 + Q9) ---------mmmm oo — Equation 4.1
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Each individual household HFIAS score was enterdd EPSS (version 13) as an
additional variable. A correlation between HFIASosc and other variables was

derived in addition to an Analysis of Variance.

4.4.1 HFIAS categories

Households were categorised into four categorigem#ing on their responses to the
nine HFIAS questions using the HFIAS framework (Fey 4.1) to give the
Household Food Insecurity Access Prevalence (HFIg&pendix E). Households
were categorised as increasingly food insecurehag tesponded affirmatively to
more severe conditions and/or experienced thosditomms more frequently (Coates
et al, 2006)

Question Rarely Sometimes Often

1 2 3

O O N o O | W| N|

Moderately food
Food secure secure
Severely food
Mildly food secure secure

Figure 4.1. Categories of Household food insecuyit(access) (Coates et al, 2006:
19).
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A mildly food insecure (access) household worriédwd not having enough food
‘sometimes’ or ‘often’, and /or ‘rarely’ ate a mdoaous diet or less preferred food.
The household did not cut back on quantity nor eepee any of the three most
severe conditions, going for a whole day withoutinga going to bed hungry or
running out of food (Coates et al, 2006).

A moderately food insecure household sacrificedityuaore frequently by eating a
monotonous diet or less preferred food ‘sometinoesbften’, and /or had started to
cut back on quantity by reducing size of meals omber of meals ‘rarely’ or

‘sometimes’ (Coates et al, 2006).

A severely food insecure household had deteriorédedutting back meal size or
number of meals ‘often’, and/or experienced anthefthree most severe conditions,
going a whole day without eating, going to bed hyray running out of food, even as
frequently as ‘rarely’. Any household experiencorg of these three conditions, even

once in the past 30 days was considered as seveoelynsecure (Coates et al, 2006).

4.4.2 Reporting study findings to the Maphephethenuplands community

The results of the study were reported to the coniyugardeners. All
Maphephetheni community gardeners, Maphephetheaf ehd the Maphephetheni
council of elders were invited to a “research régmack” meeting in one of the
community gardens. A summary of the study findingse communicated to those in
attendance by the researcher through a translBtmsible recommendations were
discussed on how best community gardeners cansgldoeisehold food insecurity by

involving other stakeholders.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This study set out to evaluate if households pagtng in community gardens in the
Maphephetheni Uplands were food secure as detetdniigethe HFIAS. The study
assessed the responses of household representétives 53) participating in
community gardens to the nine generic questionsthef HFIAS tool. More
information about the level of food security amargmmunity garden participants
was gathered through focus group discussions amdysasm of household food
consumption data. Food security levels were obthifeough creating Household
Food Insecurity Access Scale indicators. Descriptiata of key variables of surveyed
households is shown in Table 5.1

Table 5.1: Descriptive data of surveyed householdsarticipating in community

gardens, Maphephetheni uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Mean Median Range Minimum | Maximum
Sex 2 2 1 1 2
Age 51 51 62 17 79
Schooling (Grade) 4 4 12 0 12
Number in 9 2 11
household
Number of 18 25 19 7 26
community garden
members
Size of community] 3728 4500 3650 1600 5250
garden (M)
HFIAS score 16 17 23 4 27
Food insecurity 4 4 2 2 4
category
Household 539 0 2820 0 2820
income(Rand)
Household per 135 0 705 0 705
capita income
(Rand)
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Community gardens in the Maphephetheni uplands weitezated by women, most
of whom were elderly and had low levels of educafiata collected from different
variables was analysed to explore if these varsablere related. Further correlations
between household food insecurity levels and haldetharacteristics, involvement

in crop production and income generation activiviese explored.

5.1 Demographics of community gardeners in the Mapgphetheni Uplands

Household surveys were conducted among 53 commgailtyen respondents. The
respondents were drawn from seven of ten active nuamty gardens in the

Maphephetheni Uplands (Table 5.2). Household-owplets in a community garden
were cultivated by family members to produce foodHousehold consumption and
sale. At the time of this study, only seven comrugiardens were functional, the

remainder were dormant and were not included irsthdy.

Table 5.2: Number of members and garden size in ela community garden,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 7)

Name of community Total area of | Number of Garden area per
garden den (n? households in household

garden (n) each garden (m? household)
Kanyezi 4500 26 173
Siyazama 4500 25 180
Thathani 3920 11 356
Sizathina 1600 11 145
Nkululekweni 1920 7 274
Siphamandla 4200 16 263
Siyajabula 4500 25 180
Average 3591 17 21
Total 25140 121

Households generally had five different sourcefoofl (Figure 5.1). Purchases were
the main source of food and represented 83% otdtad value of food consumed.
Households used money earned from different sourcgmirchase food from local

spaza shops or by commuters from Hillcrest and BurlCcommunity gardens were
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the second most important source of food that douted 11% of the total value of

food consumed.

Home gardens,
1%

Payments, 4%

Gifts, 1%

Community
gardens, 11%

Purchases,
83%

Figure 5.1. Sources of food among community garder® Maphephetheni
Uplands, 2006 (n = 53).

The nature of the Maphephetheni Uplands terrainreviemesteads are situated is
very rugged (Appendix A, caption (a)). This terralfows few households to produce
food through cultivating home gardens. Home gardegributed 1% to the total
value of food consumed. In-kind payments (paymernéims of food instead of cash)
to household members for services rendered to beigk occurred during periods of
food scarcity and constituted 4% of total value fobd consumed. Household
members with no alternative sources of food dupgagods of food scarcity received
food gifts as charity from neighbours. This conitdd 1% of the total value of food

consumed.

Although purchasing was the main source of foodragnthe surveyed households,
52% of households indicated that they did not eam form of income. From the
group discussions, households who received no iacoeied on community and
home gardens for supply of food. Social network®mgncommunity gardeners were
also important contributor to household food sdguriHouseholds in the
Maphephetheni Uplands had three main sources ofrieq(Figure 5.2). Households

received social grants from the government progdirstable source of income. Child
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support grants of R190 a month (2006) were paipritmary care givers for children
younger than 14 years and care givers who earred tlan R1100 a month. A
primary care giver was paid for each child up toaimum of six children. Pensions
were paid by the government to household membelex than 60 years for females
and 65 years for males. Senior citizens were p&#a0Rper month (2006) provided
they met the cut off for a mean test. Other houlsklopport grants provided by the

government include: disability; war veterans; fostald; and care dependency.

Some household members in the Maphephetheni Uplaads also involved in paid
employment. Household members worked on local wauks projects, some worked
for neighbours as manual labourers, and some warskecbntract in the local water
supply project. Incomes from wages and salaries fraral projects were unstable
due to the seasonal nature of the projects.

Household  go! 28

income 55.8
(Rands) 60

20- 9.5

Wages and Social grants Migrant Total
salaries remittences

Sources of income

Figure 5.2: Per capita incomes among community gashers, Maphephetheni
Uplands, 2006 (n = 53).

Some household members employed in Hillcrest obBurshared their income with

households as migrant remittances. These houseteitbers were employed mainly
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in the entrepreneurial informal sector as hawkermsperated spaza shops. Some were

employed in the industrial sector.

Community gardeners in the Maphephetheheni Uplarede involved in a variety of
occupations (Table 5.3). The two major categoriethose involved in community
gardens were full time gardeners (40% of respojleand pensioners (34% of
respondents). Other activities undertaken by conityjwugardeners included
housekeeping, self employment, job seeking, schgpliand vagrancy. The
participants’ levels of education varied from noueation to twelve years of
schooling. 36% of participants had not been to gskhthe average number of years
of schooling was 4 years. The South African 199%6e&r household survey showed
that 12.2 million adults (46%) had not receivedith deneral education (schooling up
to grade 9) and 2.9 million (11%) of adults had been to school (Aitchson 2006)

indicating that literacy levels were generally low.

Table 5.3: Community gardeners’ involvement in othe categories of occupation,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Occupation/ Main activity of Community gardeners in each category
community gardeners (%)

Wage employed 9

Community gardener 40

Self employed

Housekeeper 4

Pensioner 34

Job seeker 13

Scholar 6

Vagrant 2

Community garden participants owned productive tassecluding cows, sheep,
goats, chicken, pigs and ox ploughs. They also owra productive assets such as
jewellery and televisions. The majority of commyngarden households owned

chicken and goats (Figure 5.3).
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Community gardeners were involved in activitiesatedl to their community gardens.
Ninety three percent of participants indicated thaly used commercial fertilisers on
their gardens, while 94% indicated that they usexhume. Forty three percent of
respondents used water from streams next to theilegs to irrigate crops. Thirty six
percent of the respondents indicated that they hader been visited by an
agricultural extension officer, while 53% indicatiwht they were rarely visited by an
extension officer. Hired labour was seldom used.sMparticipants (77%) used

household labour in their gardens.

jewellery ] 8%
radio | 77%

Television ] 30%
Ox-plough [ 13%
Pigs [ 9%
Chicken | 181%
Goats | 1 64%
Sheep 7:| 8%
Cows | ] 36%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Household assets

Percentage of households owning assets

Figure 5.3: Households who owned assets among conmity gardeners,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53).

The methodology for the investigation of the cdnition of community gardens to
food security in the Maphephetheni Uplands as detexd by the Household Food
Insecurity Access Scale is described in the neaptdhr.

52 Value of food from various sources

Households in the Maphephetheni Uplands obtained fioom purchases, community
gardens, in-kind payments, home gardens and Jitibl¢ 5.4). Most food, 83% of
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total value of food consumed was obtained from Ipases. This was an unexpected
finding given that the Maphephetheni Uplands islrand small-holder farming was
expected to be the predominant source of food. K2@5a) had shown that the
main source of food for rural households in devglgountries was from small scale
farming. Households used money obtained from varisources to purchase food

from neighbouring spaza shops, neighbours and pe#ibs.

Households cultivated plots in community gardeosnfivhich they obtained food for
consumption (11% of total value of food consumé&mmunity gardens were small,
on average 208Mmlocated in valley bottoms and limited in sizedliffs on the upper
and sideway boundary and river banks on the lowd sot allowing for garden
expansion (Appendix A, caption b). Community gasiarere located in a marginal
area confirming Wiebe et al's (2001) observatioat tthe imbalanced distribution of
land by the apartheid system resulted in black cafri communities occupying
marginal land. Consequently, the quantity of foednf community gardens was
limited. In cases where community gardens lackedrrggation source, crop losses
from droughts were experienced leading to furtrestuction of household food.
During periods of heavy rainfall, community gardendfered crop losses because
water from the hills collected in the valleys caugsrun off that washed away crops

and reduced food production.

Table 5.4: Value of food from various sources amongommunity gardeners,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Sources of household food

Purchases Community In-kind Home Gifts/ Total

garden payments gardens charity

Monthly
total value
of food per
capita (R)

126 17 6 3 3 155

Proportion
of food
from each
source (%)

83 11 4 1 1 100
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Homesteads in the Maphephetheni Uplands are situatehill-tops or along hill
slopes. Some households with gentle slopes ownex lyardens that produced crops
for household consumption. Sizes of home gardense weited by the drastic
increase in slope as one moved towards valley imsttdViost home gardens had steep
slopes and high levels of erosion, and consequeudty soils that reduced crop
production. Some household members reported totakehgarden crop failure due to
drought. On the other hand, some households iedyatops with water harvested

from roof-tops during the rainy season in ordeavert drought effects.

During periods of food scarcity, some household ien®m opted to work for
neighbours and were given in-kind payments in tirenfof food. Since the in-kind
payment recipient had no choice of the type of fambte given, this practice was not
popular among household members. It was possilide fwaid only one meal in a day
for work done and this did not solve daily food uggment of the recipients or

households as only those who had worked receifeddapayment.

Households that had exhausted all available sowtdsod received food gifts or
charity from neighbours as an immediate remedwd¢& bf food. The volume of food
given as gifts was small because most househottiirhded quantities of food. Food
gifts were the most unreliable source of food simmest households ran out of food

simultaneously.
5.3  Anxiety and uncertainty about household food suply
Most households, 89% of respondents indicatedthiest were anxious and uncertain

about accessing enough food in the past thirty ,days to varying degrees (Table
5.5).
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Table 5.5: Anxiety and uncertainty about having enough food ameg community

gardeners, Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Frequency of anxiety and uncertainty in the past 30
days
Once Threeto More
Never or ten times than 10 Total
twice times
Percentage household
members who were . 11 4 36 49 100
anxious and uncertain
about food supply (%)

Households experienced crop losses through thefied damage, floods and drought
(Figure 5.4). Crop loss resulting from drought veaperienced by most households
(Appendix A, caption c). Community gardens wereuaied far away from

homesteads making garden produce vulnerable tb ®efmmunity gardens were not
fenced. Animals roaming freely gained access togdwelens and destroyed crops,

causing marked decrease in yields.

| |
Theft 64%
o ]
8
= Animal damage |74%
@]
5 ]
©
o Floods 60%
=)
T ]
)
Drought 83%
T ! ! T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentage of households experiencing crop losses

Figure 5.4: Causes of crop losses in community gaeds, Maphephetheni
Uplands, 2006 (n = 53).
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Due to high crop losses, community gardeners hadyields and harvested small
quantities over the cropping season (pick and sapporting an observation that low
agricultural productivity in rural areas in Southria is a major contributor to
household food insecurity (Kristen & Moldenhavef08). Agricultural extension
officers rarely visited community gardeners to advithem on appropriate crop
production methods and this may have led to comiypwgardeners growing crops
using inappropriate methods. Poor crop productioethods may have led to
decreased yields resulting in increased anxietywarertainty about household food
supply.

Community gardens in the Maphephetheni Uplands were by women already
overburdened by household chores to the extenttliggt were unable to dedicate
sufficient time to the community gardens (Chingded@006). Inadequate time for
tending community gardens may have led to inadeqaatp irrigation programmes,
late planting or late harvesting, leading to redugelds and consequently increased
anxiety and uncertainty about household food supphe result confirms earlier
findings that there is unpredictable household fpoztiuction in rural areas of South
Africa and households rely on off-farm activities meet household food needs
(NDA, 2002).

5.3.1 Relationships between household anxiety andncertainty about food

supply and household characteristics

Relationships between household anxiety and unogrtabout food supply and

household characteristics are shown in Table 5h&réd was a significant positive
relationship between household anxiety and unedytaabout food supply and the
total value of food from in-kind payments (r = 0332 < 0.018). The relationship
showed that households became more anxious andtaincabout household food
supply as the proportion of in-kind payments forrkvdone increased, relative to the
total value of food consumed. When other sourcead were exhausted, in-kind
payments for work done, instead of cash, becamgn#isant source of food among
the surveyed community gardeners. During period®ad scarcity, some household
members used in-kind payment as a coping stratgggréferring to be paid with

food, instead of cash for work rendered.
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Table 5.6: Spearman’s correlation coefficient betwen household characteristics
and anxiety and uncertainty about food supply amongommunity gardeners,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Household anxiety and uncertainty
about household food supply

Value of food consumed from each

Source

Purchases 0.153
(0.274)

Gifts 0.155
(0.268)

In-kind payments 0.323*
(0.018)

Community gardens 0.065
(0.644)

Home gardens 0.065
(0.644)

Household sources of income

Household per capita income -0.128**
(0.359)

Wages -0.128
(0.359)

Social grants -0.386**
(0.004)

Migrants -0.254
(0.067)

Household and community garden

characteristics

Number of people per household 0.009
(0.001)

Number of people per community garden 0.639**
(0.001)

** —Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHg@iled).
* =Correlation is significant at the 0.05 lev2Hgailed) of statistical significance.
Numbers in brackets refer to fAealues.

The effect of using in-kind payments as a copingtsgy for household food
insecurity could be that those household membem@blanto render services in
exchange for food such as, children, the sick, ridand disabled people became
more vulnerable to food insecurity, causing inceglaanxiety and uncertainty among
household members. In-kind payments were made ontg a day, implying that
individual recipients could become anxious and wage about how they would get

the next meal. Recipients of in-kind payment mai/hmave a chance to negotiate the
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amount and type of food given, leading to furthexiaty and uncertainty about the
quantity and/or quality of food received. In-kindypnent systems, if adapted by all
members of the household could exacerbate housébaitdinsecurity because of a
breakdown of collective responsibility for seekiongger term strategies to avert food
insecurity. Household members may not be concewtdprotecting resources like
productive assets as strategies to avert food um$gc This may lead to longer

periods of anxiety and uncertainty about food syppl

A negative and significant relationship was obsérieetween household anxiety and
uncertainty about food supply and household peita&apcome and incomes from
social grants (r = -0.128, p < 0.359 and r = -0,386< 0.004 respectively). As
incomes from social grants increased and conseguerrease in household per
capita income, there was a decrease in anxietyuandrtainty about household food
supply. Social grants were the main stable soufcemamme among the surveyed
community gardeners, 48% of the total income. Ailsinobservation was made by
the Alternative Information and Development Centre (&£X2005) stating that black
rural households in South Africa are supported loy-agricultural activities to

compliment their livelihoods. Although an increase social grants decreased
household anxiety and uncertainty about food sypgisints of R45 per capita per

month were inadequate for household food security.

Grants from the government may give a wrong sefissecurity among household
members possibly leading to households using argnséo achieve the maximum
number of six children per care giver so takingaadage of child grants. However a
recent study commissioned by the Department ofé&daevelopment showed that
children in households receiving grants are mdeyito attend school, while adults
in such households are more likely to find work gmants have a positive effect on
income distribution, productivity, social stabilijyd economic growth (Basic Income
Grant Coalition 2005).

There was a significantly positive relationship vibegn household anxiety and
uncertainty about food supply and the number of bexsiin a community garden (r
= 0.639, p < 0.001). As the number of households acommunity garden increased,
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household anxiety and uncertainty about househaldd f supply increased.
Community gardens in the Maphephetheni Uplandsamadverage of 17 households
per garden resulting in an average area of Z2ger household. The average
household size was equivalent to four adult. Cropdpctivity from community
gardens was earlier seen to be low and unpredectBi@mand for food in households
may be expected to increase as the general hodsgoplulation is expected to
increase due to births and migrant household mesnietired or retrenched from
urban employment returning to the rural areas.eased household demand for food,
against a background of low community garden prodig and diminished
alternative sources of household incomes exacerbateusehold anxiety and
uncertainty about food supply. The result supphiDA (2002) findings that limited
agricultural production in the former homelandsuteesl in households unable to feed

themselves.

Total average household income among the survegedeholds was R134.8 per
capita per month. It comprised of wages and saladd% of total income; social
grants, 48%; and migrant remittances, 8%. Houseincloimes were low, considering
that the ultra poor category of households in Sd\ftita in 2005 was estimated as
receiving less than R258 per capita per month.rAdtive sources of income in the
Maphephetheni Uplands were limited and seasonal iacldded road works and
water projects. Agricultural activities that coudteate employment were insufficient
because of limited agricultural land. Women, alseaderburdened by household
chores, were the main participants in income géimgractivities among the surveyed
households. Tired women may not effectively coniigbto income generating

activities and this may lead to low incomes froralsactivities.

Each household participating in the survey produmregs from community gardens
worth 49 cents per square meter per year (Tablg e average total value of
commodities from community gardens for surveyedsebiolds in a season was 224
m® X 49 cents = R110 (11% of total value of food caned) (Chingondole, 2006).
Community garden contributions to household foogumements were low due to
reasons considered earlier and this contributethdeased anxiety and uncertainty

about household food supply. The low value of poedérom community gardens
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indicated that community gardens were not able @stasn household food
requirements. Instead, increased household foocaémmay increase demand for
cultivation of community gardens, reducing cropductivity due to over tilling of
soils, further deteriorating soils through leachemgd erosion if not managed well.
Essentially, continued under-productivity of comntyngardens may mean that
community gardens may not be an option to allewptiood insecurity among
community gardeners in the Maphephetheni Uplantissarwell managed in terms of

soil fertility and conservation of soil nutrients.



Table 5.7: Value of commodities from community gastens per household per metre square among communigardeners,

Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Community  Total area of Number of Total value of Rand equivalent/ Average area/ Rand equivalent/
garden garden (nf)  households commodities/  household / household (nf) household/nf

(@) /garden garden/season season(Rand) (@) /(b) = (e) (Rand)

(b) (Rand) (c) 7 (b) = (d) (d) /(e)
(c)

Inkanyezi 4500 26 876 34 173 0.20
Siyazama 4500 25 1139 46 180 0.26
Thathani 3920 11 883 80 356 0.22
Sizathina 1600 11 4033 367 145 2.53
Nkululekweni 1920 7 76 11 274 0.04
Siphamandla 4200 16 620 39 263 0.15
Siyajabula 4500 25 15 1 180 0.01
Average 3591 17 1091 82 224 0.49
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5.4 Insufficient quality of food consumption

Coates et al (2006) used questions 2-4 of the HREbARIdress insufficient quality of
food consumption. Question 2, “not able to eat sottky preferred” asks whether
any household member was not able to eat accotditigeir preference due to lack of
resources. Question 3, “eating just a few kind$oofl” asks about dietary choices
related to variety. Question 4, “eating foods thet not preferred” asks whether
household members had to eat food they found $parabpersonally undesirable due

to lack of resources.

Among the surveyed households, 94% of the housshejabrted that they were not
able to eat preferred kinds of food, 95% consumeuinaed variety of foods and
100% reported consuming foods they preferred netatoat some point in the month
(Table 5.8).

Table 5.8: Household responses to poor quality foodonsumption household
behaviours in the past 30 days among community gaesers, Maphephetheni
Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Percentage of households that used poor qualitydd household
behaviours used in the last 30 days

Poor quality

food Never Once or Threetoten More than Total
consumption twice times 10 times
household

behaviours

Not able to
eat preferred
kinds of
foods

6 11 23 60 100

Eating a
limited
variety of
foods

5 13 23 59 100

Eating foods
that are not
preferred

0 15 26 58 100
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According to Coates et al (2006), these categamiesespondingly represented least
severe, intermediate and most severe household/ibela respectively. For each of
the three household behaviours, 58% - 60% of haldslad used these household
behaviours for more than one third of the month.

Households produced little from community and hayaedens. They produced a few
staple foods including maizegmadumbe, taro and some horticultural crops. As
discussed earlier, households relied on purchasebeamain source of food that
could not be sustained by low incomes. Lack okediity in crops produced from
community and home gardens (Chingondole, 2006) ledupvith low incomes
inhibited consumption of quality foods. Householdmbers purchased cheaper foods

from local spaza shops, vendors or super markddsirhan and Hillcrest.

Consumption of poor quality foods could have aapeffect on household food
security. Young children may receive poor qualigd and show poor cognitive
development and poor school performance. Such pedormers fall out of school
and are unable to secure well paying jobs, consglyueecoming a food insecurity
burden to households. Mature household membersviegenadequate supplies of
guality food become vulnerable to vitamin and maheateficiencies (FAO, 2005b).
Sick household members may not be able to con&ibuthousehold food security;
instead other household members spend time androesotaking care of the sick,
further increase food insecurity. Pregnant motheeble to access good quality foods
may give birth to poorly developed children who nrat effectively contribute to
household food security when mature, further pusgtine household to greater food
insecurity levels (Quisumbing & Meinzen-Dick, 200Hpusehold members requiring
specialised diets, like infants, the sick and dydetisk developing medical

complications due to inadequate quality food.

5.4.1 Relationships between quality of food and f&ars contributing to food

insecurity among community gardeners

Analysis of the relationship between poor qualitpd household behaviours and
community garden household characteristics are shawTable 5.9. There was a
negative and significant relationship between hbakkper capita income and all the

three poor quality food consumption household behasg, namely not able to eat the
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kinds of preferred foods (r = -0.523, p < 0.00nsumption of a limited variety of

foods (r =-0.538, p <0.001); and consumptiofoofls not preferred (r = -0.464, p <
0.001). Social grants were the stable contributor household income and

consequently had similar relationship to poor dudbhod consumption strategies as
household per capita income, not able to eat thaskof preferred foods (r = -0.452, p
< 0.001); consumption of a limited variety of fooffs= -0.523, p < 0.001); and

consumption of foods not preferred (r = -0.540, @.601).

Table 5.9: Spearman’s correlation coefficient betwen household characteristics
and quality of food consumed among community gardesrs, Maphephetheni
Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Quality of food consumed by households
Not able to Eating a Eating
eat preferred limited foods that
kinds of foods variety of are not
foods preferred
Household sources of income
Household per capita income -0.523** -0.538** -0.464**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Wages or salaries earned 0.076 0.122 0.230
(0.589) (0.358) (0.098)
Social grants -0.452** -0.523** -0.540**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Migrant remittances -0.459** -0.268 -0.355
(0.001) (0.052) (0.009)
Household and community garden
characteristics
Number of household members -0.043 0.096 -0.026
(0.757) (0.496) (0.855)
Size of community garden -0.624** -0.546** -0.674**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Number of community garden 0.542* 0.424** 0.445**
members (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

** =Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@&iled).
* =Correlation is significant at the 0.05 lev2Hgiled) of statistical significance.
Numbers in brackets refer to tRealues.

The results indicated that as household income fsoial grants decreased and
consequently decrease in household per capita imcbhousehold members used all
three poor quality food consumption household behas more often. Surveyed
households did not have adequate incomes and cedspwor quality foods and

could suffer consequences as discussed earlier. fifftetng supports Bonti-
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Ankomah’s (2001) observation that in South Afribeuseholds in rural areas have

limited livelihood strategies and depend on limitecbmes.

A significant and negative relationship was obsérbetween migrant remittances
and the least severe food quality consumptionesiyatthe inability of households to
eat preferred kinds of foods (r = -0.459, p < 0)0@E migrant remittances decreased,
household members ate preferred kinds of foodsftegsiently. Households among
the surveyed community gardeners received unreliabiall incomes from migrant
remittances. The small income from migrant remd&mcontributed to community

gardeners not being able to eat the kinds of foegt preferred.

There was a negative and significant relationshepvben the size of community
gardens and the poor quality food consumption Hmeldebehaviours: Unable to eat
preferred kinds of foods (r = -0.624, p < 0.00Xg a limited variety of foods (r = -
0.546, p < 0.001) and ate foods not preferred (0674, p < 0.001). The result
indicates that as the size of community gardensedsed, households used all the
three poor quality food household behaviours moeguently. Community gardens
were small, implying that households used poorituédod household behaviours
more frequently with negative consequences as st®ecl earlier. This finding
supports the NDA (2002) results that there is ulethousehold food production in

the former homelands of South Africa.

A significant and positive relationship was observbetween the number of
community garden members and the application of pp@lity food consumption
strategies: Unable to eat preferred kinds of foqods0.542, p < 0.001); ate a limited
variety of foods (r = 0.424, p < 0.001) and ated®mot preferred (r = 0.445, p <
0.002). As the number of community garden membecseased per garden,
households used the poor quality food consumpticategies more frequently with

possible negative implications as discussed earlier

5.5 Insufficient quantities of food consumed
Households in the Maphephetheni Uplands resporamledidck of sufficient quantity
of food by using five key household behaviours aoying degrees (Table 5.10). The
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household behaviours used in order of severity weading smaller meals, least
severe coping strategy; eating fewer meals in a egyeriencing a total lack of food
due to lack of resources; going to sleep at nigimighy due to lack of food and going
whole day and night without eating anything dudatck of food, the most severe
coping strategy. The proportion of households wkeduthese household behaviours
were 83%, 90%, 76%, 42% and 31% respectively aegmomt in the month.

Table 5.10: Household responses to an inadequateaquity of food,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Percentage of households who used household beioavs
in the last 30 days (% of households)

Inadequate Never Once or Threetoten Morethan  Total
guantity of food twice times 10 times
household

behaviours

Eating a smaller

meal 17 6 32 45 100
Eating fewer meals 10 9 34 47 100
in a day

Experiencing total
lack of food due to 24 28 40 8 100
lack of resources

Going to sleep at
night hungry due to 58 21 17 4 100
lack of food

Going whole day

and night without 69 4 19 8 100
eating anything due

to lack of food

Most surveyed households used the first three thamldebehaviours implying that
they generally consumed insufficient quantities fobd. Consumption of an
insufficient quantity of food may lead to weak helbsld members unable to
contribute effectively to household activities reag physically strong individuals.
Weak individuals may be unable to work effectivehd contribute to household food

security activities, exacerbating household foa®aurity.



62

Household members consuming inadequate quantitiézsod may become prone to
diseases due to malfunctioning body systems. Sitlséhold members may require
treatment and care-giving, leading to vicious cyclef food insecurity with
consequences as discussed earlier. This findingostgoUNDP’s (2003) indication
that sick household members may cause the saleoditigtive household assets with
minimal chances of recovery in such a househofdextreme cases of lack of food,
household members may resort to unethical and dangeanethods of getting food
including begging, eating from dustbins, prostauatitheft or robbery. These methods
may lead to a household member contracting disd&sediarrhoea from eating out
of dustbins, or HIV/AIDS from prostitution. Thoseéhar engage in activities like theft
or robbery may be jailed. In all these cases, aélooild may lose a member and this
may have a negative impact on household food sg@sidiscussed earlier.

5.5.1 Relationships between insufficient food consption and factors

contributing to food security

Analysis of the relationships between householdesuof income, household and
community garden characteristics and the frequexiaysing household behaviours
associated with insufficient food consumption i®wh in Table 5.11 There was a
negative and significant relationship between hbakkper capita income and eating
smaller meals and eating fewer meals per day (258, p < 0.062) and (r = -0.568,

p < 0.001 respectively). This showed that as haaldeber capita income decreased,
there was a corresponding increase in frequencysoig these two household

behaviours. Households had low incomes, leadinthéouse of the two household
behaviours more frequently. A significant and riegarelationship existed between
social grants and the frequency at which houselmachbers ate fewer meals in a day
(r =-0.400, p < 0.003). This relationship showedttan increase in social grants led
to a decrease in the frequency at which househeltlers used this coping strategy.
Social grants were the main contributor to housglmtome which was overall low.

Consequently, households ate fewer meals in a day.

Table 5.11: Spearman’s correlation coefficient beteen household and
community garden characteristics versus householddhaviours associated with

insufficient food consumption, Maphephetheni Upland, 2006 (n = 53)
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Household behaviours

Eating a Eating Experiencing Goingto  Going whole
smaller fewer total lack of sleep at day and night
meal meals ina food dueto night without eating
day lack of hungry due anything due to
resources to lack of  lack of food
food

Household

sources of

income

Household per -0.258** -0.568** -0.010 -0.004 -0.032

capitaincome 560y (0.001)  (0.943) (0.764)  (0.818)

Wage or salary 0.233 0.111 -0.005 -0.049 -0.059
(0.093) (0.430) (0.970) (0.725) (0.625)

Social grant -0.310 -0.400* -0.085 -0.041 -0.024
(0.024) (0.003) (0.543) (0.770) (0.863)

Migrant -0.224 -0.151 0.088 0.106 0.265

remitances 4 107)  (0.279)  (0.533) (0.449)  (0.055)

Household and community
garden characteristics

Number of 0.210 0.126 0.112 0.193 0.135
people in

household (0.132) (0.368) (0.423) (0.166) (0.334)
Number of

community 4 530« 0.368*  0.266 -0.049 -0.121
garden

members (0.094) (0.007) (0.054) (0.725) (0.387)
Area of -0.370** -0.443** 0.060 -0.009 -0.081*
community

garden per (0.006) (0.001) (0.178) (0.949) (0.566)
household

** —Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHg&iled).
* =Correlation is significant at the 0.05 lev2Hgiled) of statistical significance.
Numbers in brackets refer to tRealues.

A positive and significant relationship was observeetween the number of
community garden members and the first two houskhehaviours associated with
inadequate food consumption (r = 0.232, p < 0.084d (r = 0.368, p < 0.004)
respectively. As the number of community garden imens increased, the frequency
at which households used the first two householdabeurs increased. It was

established earlier that community gardens werdl smd households were allocated
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a small portion of the community gardens. As treaaf community garden allocated
to each household decreased, there was a corresgandrease in the frequency at
which households ate a smaller meal than needethdhto eat fewer meals in a day
and having to go whole day and night without eating to lack of food, (r = 0.370, p
< 0.006), (r =0.443, p <0.001) and (r = -0.08%, @.566) respectively.

5.6 Household Food Insecurity Access Scale scoreHIAS score)

On a scale of 0 — 27 (27 = most severe food ingggunouseholds among surveyed
community gardeners had an average HFIAS score6d. Figure 5.5 shows the
distribution of individual HFIAS scores. The minimuHFIAS score was 4 and the

maximum was 27.
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Figure 5.5: Scatter plot of Household Food Insecuty Access Scale (HFIAS)
scores among community gardeners, Maphephetheni Uppdds, 2006 (n = 53).

5.6.1 Relationships between HFIAS scores and factors caitiuting to food

security
A comparison of HFIAS scores and household souofesicome and food was

carried out (Table 5.12).
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Table 5.12: Pearson’s correlation coefficients bewen HFIAS scores and
household sources of income and food among communitgardeners,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

HFIAS score
Sources of household income
Household per capita income -0.604**
(0.001)
Wage or salary earned 0.134
(0.339)
Social grant -0.526**
(0.001)
Migrant remittances -0.078
(0.578)
Sources of food
Purchases 0.348*
(0.011)
Gifts 0.265
(0.056)
In-kind payments 0.213
(0.126)
Community gardens -0.054
(0.703)
Home gardens 0.048
(0.733)
Household and community garden
characteristics
Number of members in community 0.543**
garden (0.001)
Size of community garden (square -0.594**
metres) (0.001)
Number of people in household 0.142
(0.310)
Visit by agricultural extension officer -0.329*
(0.016)

* =Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltgled).
** =Correlation is significant at the 0.01 ley@H-tailed).
Note: Numbers in brackets referRovalues.

A negative and significant relationship was obsérieetween the HFIAS score and
household per capita income and social grants-(.604, p < 0.001) and (r = -0.526,

p < 0.001) respectively. As household income frooeciad grants decreased and
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similarly household per capita income, there wasoaesponding increase in the
HFIAS scores. Low household per capita income ameuagyeyed community
gardeners implied that generally households would aveh
high HFIAS scores. High HFIAS scores could havailted from households being
anxious and uncertain about household food sugplysuming poor quality food or
inadequate quantities of food at varying frequescighe implications of such states

of food insecurity are discussed earlier.

A positive and significant relationship (r = 0.348< 0.011) was observed between
the HFIAS score and the total value of food fromichases. As the value of food
consumed from purchases increased, there wasespording increase in the HFIAS
score. Households among surveyed community garslehad low incomes.
Increasing food purchases in low income househioigidied such households may
became more anxious and uncertain about food supphsumed poor quality and
inadequate quantities of food more frequently legdo higher HFIAS scores. The
consequences of such actions may have negativecisnpa households as discussed

earlier.

Significant relationships were observed between ASFIscores and number of
members in a community garden, size of communitgeya and visits by extension
officers (r = 0.543, p < 0.001, r = -0.594, p <@.Oand r = -0.329, p < 0.016
respectively). An increase in the number of comrtyugarden members in a garden
led to increased HFIAS scores, increasing the gizommunity gardens resulted in
decreased HFIAS scores and increased visits byngwrte officers to community
gardens led to a decrease in HFIAS scores. Comyngartiens had a fixed size and
many members, resulting in small plot sizes perskbald and correspondingly high
HFIAS scores. Community gardens were rarely visitgdextension officers. The
consequences of high HFIAS scores were discussberea

5.7 Household food insecurity access prevalence

Surveyed households were grouped into food secoatggories depending on their

responses to anxiety and uncertainty about fooglguand frequency of using
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household behaviours (Table 5.13). A high propartB8.7% of surveyed households
participating in community gardens in the Maphepbet Uplands were severely
food insecure. No households were food secure,rdicgpto the classification. As
discussed earlier, most households were anxiousiacettain about food availability.
They frequently used household behaviours assdciateh poor quality food
consumption and the first three household behasi@ssociated with insufficient
guantities of food intake. This led to most of teveyed households being severely
food insecure. The implications of households beamxious about food supply,

consuming poor quality and insufficient quantittd$ood have been discussed.

Table 5.13: Proportion of household in each foodesurity category,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Food security categories (Coates et al, 2006)
Food secure Mildly food  Moderately Severely food

insecure food insecure insecure
Number of
household in
each category 0 1 4 48
Proportion of 0 3.8 75 88.7
households in ' ' '
each category
(%)

5.7.1 Relationships between food insecurity prevalence dn factors

contributing to food security

Analyses were carried out to investigate the retetnips between food insecurity
categories and household and community garden desistics (Table 5.14). A
negative and significant relationship was obsetetsveen food insecurity categories
and social grants and consequently household p&adacome (r = -0.435, p < 0.001
and r = -0.465, i 0.001 respectively). As established earlierysyed households
had low incomes resulting in higher food insecuatyd anxiety about food supply
and frequent use of the household behaviours. mipdidations of this state of food

insecurity have been discussed.
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Table 5.14: Spearman’s correlation coefficient beteen household food
insecurity categories and household and community agden characteristics,
Maphephetheni Uplands, 2006 (n = 53)

Household food insecurity
Sources of household income per month category
Household per capita income -0.435**
(0.001)
Wage or salary earned 0.013
(0.926)
Social grant -0.465*
(0.001)
Migrant remittances 0134
(0.340)
Household and community garden
characteristics
Number of members in community garden 0.283*
(0.040)
Size of community garden (square metres) _0.463%*
(0.001)
Number of people in a household 0.007
(0.961)
Visit by agricultural extension officer .0.153
(0.275)

* =Correlation is significant at the 0.05 lev2Hgiled).
** —Correlation is significant at the 0.01 lev@H-tailed).
Note: Numbers in brackets referRosalues.

Significant relationships were observed betweersbbald food insecurity categories,
the number of community garden members and theadizemmunity gardens, (r =
0.283, p < 0.040 and r = -0.463, p < 0.001 respelgh. As the number of members
in a community garden increased, households showgdebr food security levels. As

established earlier, there were many members pememity garden, leading to
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smaller household plots and low crop productiorultesy in higher food security
levels. Surveyed community gardens were small tieguin higher food security

categories with possible food insecurity consegesias discussed earlier.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study set out to evaluate the contribution commmunity gardens towards
alleviating food insecurity in the Maphephethenil&as using the Household Food

Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS). The following ksb-problems were addressed:

* Do households participating in community gardenthenMaphephetheni Uplands

have anxiety and uncertainty about their housefamd supply?

» Do households participating in community gardentheMaphephetheni Uplands

consume a variety of preferred food?

» Do households participating in community gardentheMaphephetheni Uplands

consume sufficient quantities of food?

 What is the prevalence of food insecurity amongskbolds participating in
community gardens in the Maphephetheni Uplandseesared by the Household
Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS)?

The results of the study were obtained using a topresire and focus group
discussion developed to collect data on househeidographics, food consumption
patterns and responses to HFIAS questions amongeholds participating in

community gardens in the Maphephetheni Uplandsu&aroup discussions were
used to get a deeper understanding of particigaaiinlys about their household food
security situation. A total of 53 household reprgatves from seven community
gardens patrticipated in the survey. All communiydgn participants were invited to

participate in the survey. All attendees partiaoain the survey.

The HFIAS tool adequately captured household fawskgurity (access) levels in
terms of anxiety and uncertainty, quality and qitardf food consumed. The food

utilisation component should have been includedhim tool so that the full scale



71

enquiry in household food security could be achievie took approximately 20
minutes to complete the nine HFIAS questions pspardent. This was ample time
to cover many households in a short period of tikdapting the questionnaire using
key informants and representatives from the sump@yulation was very useful in

making it easier for the respondents to adequatedyver the questionnaire.

In the Maphephetheni Uplands, household incomeg Wev and unreliable among
the surveyed community garden participants. Thenrsaurce of income was from
social grants. Other sources of income included esagsalaries and migrant
remittances. Purchases were the main source oéholasfood. Other sources of food
included gifts, in-kind payments and community drane gardens. Low incomes
contributed to increased household anxiety and rnteiogy about food supply and

frequent use of household behaviours.

Agricultural production contributed somewhat to selold food supply. Crops were
cultivated in community gardens and fewer cropsewamoduced in home gardens.
Plots in community gardens were small resultingpim crop production. High levels
of crop loss occurred through floods, droughtsmahidamage and thefts. Community
gardeners did not practice appropriate crop predoichethods leading to low vyields.
Women were the managers of the community gardeiready overburdened by
household chores, women could not give full attanto community gardens and this
contributed to inadequate production. Low and udigtable crop production
significantly contributed to increased anxiety amttertainty about household food
supply and frequent use of household behavioursorbination of low income and
low agricultural production resulted in householdsnsuming low quality and
guantity food and most households had high HFIA&esc thus falling into higher
food insecurity categories.

Most households, 88.7% were classified as sevdoelg insecure and their HFIAS
scores ranged from 4 to 27. Within the severeldfosecure category, the tool was
not able to give guidance on the cut off point ba severity of food insecurity for
intervention targeting purposes. In responding testjons two and three of the

HFIAS, difficulty was experienced in differentiainbetween “not able to eat
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preferred kinds of foods” and “eating a limited ieséy of foods”. However, by using

relevant examples, respondents appreciated thereliite in the questions.

6.1 Conclusions

Households participating in community gardens im Meaphephetheni Uplands were
generally severely food insecure. Households deggerah purchases as the main
source of food. Household incomes were inadequate iregular to maintain

adequate household food requirements. Social greeits the main stable source of
income but were too low to meet household food irequents. Other sources of

income that included migrant remittances and wagge low and unreliable.

Community gardens, acting as a supplement to hoigétod supply were limited in

terms of size and overall crop productivity. Yieldsre low and unpredictable

resulting in reduced availability of food to houstts. Since community garden sizes
were fixed by the nature of the terrain, yieldsnir@aommunity gardens could be
improved by increasing unit area production by gsappropriate crop production
methods provided through the agricultural extenservices. Community gardens
could be used for short term production of highueabnd nutritious crops like

vegetables, carrots and other horticultural cropbese crops could increase
household food diversity and surplus crops couldsbkl and incomes used to
purchase other crops such as maize and potatoese lecreasing total household
food requirements. Intensive and successive crgpgystems could be practiced in
community gardens using adaptable crops, ensurmg groduction throughout the
year. Fencing of community gardens will keep aménaavay and increase total food

available to households.

Other sources of food including in-kind paymentanle gardens and gifts contributed
insignificantly to household food supply. Althouplome gardening was limited by
the nature of terrain, community gardeners coulprawe crop production from home
gardens through locally available appropriate tetdgies. Use of organic fertilisers
and terracing of sloping land could improve homedga crop production. Planting of

fruit trees around the home compounds could sicgnifly contribute to dietary
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diversity among community gardeners. Surplus prediauld be sold contributing to

household incomes that may be used for food pueshas

Community gardens were insufficient to significgntiontribute to household food
security among households participating in comnyngardening in the
Maphephetheni Uplands. Though community gardensdidnake households in the
Maphephetheni Uplands food secure, the contributitofood security may not be
ignored. Improvement of community and home gardenlyoctivity could contribute
significantly to household food security. Alternatisources of income are seen to be
a solution to food insecurity among community gaete in the Maphephetheni

Uplands.

6.2 Recommendations for improvement of the study

The methodology could have included a participajorycess during the interview
sessions in which greater participant contributtonld have been achieved through
small group discussions. This result could giveidewscope on the contribution of

community gardens to household food security inMiaghephetheni Uplands.

A semi-structured interview with key informants @avmmunity leaders could have
been included in the methodology. Information fraench interaction could have
provided a more informed opinion on the contribated community gardens to food

security in the Maphephetheni Uplands.

In order to have an in-depth understanding of tbedf security situation of
community gardeners in the Maphephetheni Uplanés tme, time series data could
have been collected. This could give an indicatbrthe nature of food insecurity,

whether transitory, cyclical or chronic.
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6.3 Policy implications and recommendations for impvement of community

garden programmes

It is recommended that appropriate agricultural antritional advice be given to
household members participating in community gasdehrough government
agricultural extension officers to the improve diyaland quantity of food from
community gardens. Households should be advisddeappropriate combination of
crops to be grown with the objective of ensuringttbrops meet household dietary
needs. Household members should be taught appiemriap production practices
with the aim of increasing community garden prooitgt through the use of
improved seed, utilisation of both organic and gamic fertilisers and adequate pest
and disease control.

The Maphephetheni Uplands community should look imays in which crop theft
from gardens can be controlled by monitoring andighing culprits. Community
gardens should be fenced to keep animals away.mi@cgenerating activities
managed by the community should be initiated toreskl household food security.
Community gardeners should employ cost effectivp @roduction methods such as
permaculture and the use of compost as raised @edshich crops can be grown
around the homesteads.

The government should support agricultural extensiervices in the Maphephetheni
Uplands so that community garden production caninbpgroved through use of
appropriate agricultural production methods. Thiouge current land restitution,
redistribution and land tenure programmes, the gowent should consider relocating
some of the households in the Maphephetheni Upldoelsause the area is

agriculturally marginal and has exceeded its pdmiriacarrying capacity.

Investigations need to done on how community gatusmsehold members can be
involved in non-farm economically viable projects increase household incomes.
Crop losses in most community gardens were maisla aesult of droughts. It is
recommended that irrigation systems should be ksitel on community gardens
close to water sources. Where irrigation is notsjus, drought tolerant varieties can

be introduced in order to increase crop yieldsgatron and drought tolerant crops



75

could ensure crop production is possible even dutfire dry periods addressing the

food quality and quantity problems in the Maphepbat Uplands.

6.4 Recommendations for further research

The study gave an understanding of the food sgcwituation of community
gardeners in the Maphephetheni Uplands as relatédod availability and access.
Further research should be done in order to quatité food utilisation component
among community gardeners. This will give a totadication of an all inclusive

household food security levels among community gjaeds.

There is need to conduct a comparative food sgcwtiidy among households
involved in, and those not involved in, communigrdens. This study could quantify
the contribution of community gardens to househdtbd security in the

Maphephetheni Uplands.
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APPENDIX A

PHOTOS OF MAPHEPHETHENI UPLANDS

Caption (a): Rugged terrain of the Maphephetheni uplands, 2006

Caption b): A household plot in a community garden, 2006




Caption (c): A dried up irrigation water source, 2006
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APPENDIX B
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Maphephetheni
HOUSEHOLD, COMMUNITY GARDENS AND FOOD ACCESS QUESTIONNAIRE

The information captured in this questionnairetigy confidential and will be used for reseammlrposes by staff and students at the
University of KwaZulu-Natal to measure if communggrdens have contributed to food security of pigdting households in Maphephetheni.
Respondents do not have to answer questions — emaveevoluntary. The respondent should be a jaatit in the community gardens.

Interviewer:

4

\'Q
T
7.4

1

o B

UNIVERSITY OF
KWAZULU-NATAL

Date:
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Respondent’s name:

Household
number:




PART A

98

Please indicate the names of household members.

Write the names of all household members

1...... 2..... 3..... 4..... 5... 6..... 7..... 8..... 9..... 10.....
HEAD
(Use an extra form if more than 10 household
members)
1. Is...... Male or female WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY
LIF LIF LIF LIF LIF LIF LIF LIF LIF LIF
2. Age in years
3. Highest level of completed schooling or educational
training (years or grade) more than matric = 13 years
4. Occupation
1 = WAGE EMPLOYED O1 O1 O1 O1 O1 O1 O1 O1 O1 O1
2 = FARMER 2 2 2 2 d2 d2 d2 d2 d2 2
3 = SELF-EMPLOYED (E.G. TAXIS OPERATOR, SHOP KEEPER) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
4 = HOUSEKEEPER a4 a4 a4 a4 a4 a4 a4 a4 a4 a4
5 = PENSIONER Os Os Os Os Os Os Os Os Os Os
6 = DISABLED Oe6 Oe Oe Oe Oe Oe Oe Oe Oe Oe
7 = UNEMPLOYED BUT SEEKING WORK a7z a7z a7z a7z a7z a7z a7z a7z a7z a7z
8 = SCHOLAR s s s s s s s s s s
9 = INFANT OR CHILD (0 — 6 YEARS) 9 9 9 9 ) ) ) ) ) 9
10 = VAGRANT 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

5. Wage or salary income (Rands per month)

6. Income from social grants ie pension, child grant, disability

(Rands per month)
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7. Income remitted by migrants and commuters (Rands per
month)

8. If the household head is a migrant or weekly commuter, ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
who is the de facto household head?
Person (respondent) number
1..... 2. 3..... 4..... 5..... 6..... 7.... 8..... 9..... 10.....
HEAD

9. During the past year did any household membere  arn
income through any of the enterprises listed below? If

yes, report the income from each activity.

HIN

HIN

HIN

HIN

HIN

HIN

HIN

HIN

HIN

9.1 Hiring out accommodation

9.2 Hiring out contractor services or equipment

9.3 Milling grain

9.4 Baking, brewing or selling meals

9.5 Building or repairing houses

9.6 Block making, stone- or metalwork

9.7 Hawking

9.8 Shop-keeping
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9.9 Selling of firewood

9.10 Making furniture or handicrafts

9.11 Home garden

9.12 Community garden

9.13 Selling of traditional medicine

9.14 Other, specify:

10.Which months of the year did your household: (

Tick the appropriate boxes)

Jun05 | Jul05 |Aug05 |Sept05 Oct05 | Nov05 |Dec06 |Jan06 |Feb06 |March April May 06
06 06

10.1 Have excess food and
had to sale some or give
away? ] ] ] L] ] ] L] ] Ol ] Ol ]
10.2 Have just enough food
for household only? ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] O] ]
10.3 Experience hunger?

[] [ [] [ [] [] [ [] [ [] [ []




11 Ownership of assets

FOR EACH ITEM, ASK:

Does the household own (Asset) and of what value is it?

Productive assets

11.1 Cows Iy LN
11.2 Sheep Ly N
11.3 Goats Ly N
11.4 Chicken Ly N
11.5 Pigs Ly N
11.6 Ox plough Ly N
Non productive assets

11.7 House L1y LN
11.8 Television Ly N
11.9 Radio LIy LIN
11.10 Jewellery Ly N
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PART B

12 In this section we look at the characteristicsfahe household Community gardens

12.1 Name of community garden:

12.2 Number of people participating in community garden:

12.3 What is the approximate size of your community garden (M?)?

12.4 Do you use fertilizers on your community garden?

LIy OIN

12.5 How often are you visited by an agricultural extension officer? ] frequently [ llessfreq [ ] Not visited at all
12.6 Is the size of your community garden enough for the members? L1y N

12.7 Do you use manure on your community gardens? L1y LIN

12.8 Do you irrigate your crops L1y N

12.9 How often do you use hired labour on community garden? ] Very often [ llessoften [ ] Not at all

12.10 Do you often experience crop loses?

LIy LJN

Crop loses are normally due to

12.11 Animal damage? L1y N
12.12 Floods? L1y OIN
12.13 Drought? L1y N
12.14 Theft? LIy LN
12.15 Pests and diseases? L1y OIN
12.16 Our household received enough food from the community garden L1y OIN
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PART C
13.In this section, we look at the measurement of hous  ehold food insecurity using the Household Food Inse curity Access scale
(HFIAS)

For each of the following questions, consider whatas happened in the past 30 days. Please answer titee this happened, never = 0,
rarely (once or twice) = 1, sometimes (3-10 times)2, or often (more than 10 times) = 3 in the pas0 days?

RESPONSE OPTIONS

0 = Never
1 = Rarely (once or twice in the past 30
days

2 = Sometimes (three to ten times in the
past 30 days
3 = Often ( more than 10 times) in the past

30 days
NO QUESTION RESPONSE OPTION
Were you worried that your family would run outfobd?
13.1 o 1 ]2 K]

Did you and your family members eat the types ofifthat you did not like because
13.2 | of lack of resources? [Jo [J1 [12 13
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Did you or a member of your family eat, each dagslvaried food because of lack @

(]2

13.3 | enough food or resources to buy food?
Did you or a family member eat the food that yowldmot want to eat because you

13.4 | did not have food or resources to buy food? Lo 1 [12 [13
Did you or a member of your family eat less foodrthvhat you would have wanted

13.5 | because of lack enough food? 1o 11 [12 13
Did you or a member of your family eat lesser nundfeneals because of lack of

13.6 | enough food? Lo L1 [12 L3
Was there a time that your family did not have fbedause of no resources to buy

13.7 | food? Lo L1 [12 [
Did it happen that you or a member of your familenivto sleep without eating

13.8 | because there was no food? [Jo L1 [12 [13
Did it happen that you or a member of your familenivfor a whole day without eatirgf:|

13.9 | because there was no enough food? 0 L1 [12 13

14. Open ended questions for focus group discussion

14.1What are some of the issues that may make you keeoxious and uncertain about family food supply?
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14.2 What are some of the factors that affect yomsumption of a variety of the types of food yoefer?

14.3 What could be some of the issues that affeat gonsumption of sufficient quantities of food?

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY



APPENDIX C

CODE LIST
Respondent number resp_no
Gender of respondent gender Male =1
Female= 2
Age of respondent age
Education of respondent sch_yrs
Occupation of respondent occupa wage employed %
Farmer = 2
Self employed = 3
Housekeeper = 4
Pensioner = 5
Disabled = 6
Unemployed = 7
Scholar = 8
Infant = 9
Vagrant = 10
Number of household members hh_numbe
Total income in a household income
Number of months in a year household had excesk foo foo_exce
Number of months in a year household had just eméomgd foo_enou
Number of months in a year household went hungry foo_hung
Ownership of cows ass_cow Yes= 1



Ownership of sheep

Ownership of goat

Ownership of chicken

Ownership of pigs

Ownership of Ox-plough

Ownership of house

Ownership of telephone

Ownership of radio

Ownership of jewellery

Household worried if food will be enough. hfias_1

Household eat preferred kinds of food.

Household eat just a few kinds of food

Household eat un-preferred food

ass_shee

ass_goat

ass_chic

ass_pigs

ass_oxpl

ass_hous

ass_tele

ass_radi

ass_jewe

hfias_4

hfias_2

hfias_3

No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Never = 0
Rarely = 1

Sometimes = 2

Often = 3
Never = 0
Rarely = 1

Sometimes = 2

Often = 3

diev

Rarely = 1

Sometimes = 2

Often = 3

Never= 0

Rarely = 1

Sometimes = 2



Often = 3

Household member ate smaller meal hfias_5 Never O
Rarely = 1
Sometimes = 2
Often = 3
Household ate fewer meals in a day hfias_6 Never O
Rarely = 1
Sometimes = 2
Often = 3
Household had no food hfias_7 Never = 0
Rarely = 1
Sometimes = 2
Often = 3
Household member went to sleep hungry  hfias_8 Neve O
Rarely = 1
Sometimes = 2
Often = 3
Household member went whole day without food hféddever = 0
Rarely = 1

Sometimes = 2

Often = 3
Name of garden name_gar
Number of members in community garden pple_gar
Size of community garden @) size_gar
Using fertilizer fert_use Yes= 1
No= O
Visited by extension officer ext_offi Notatall O

Less frequent =1

Frequently = 2

Size of the farm is enough Siz_enou Yes= 1
No= O

Using manure on the farm man_use Yes= 1



Irrigating the farm

Use hired labour on the farm

Experience animal damage

Experience floods damage

Experience drought damage

Experience theft on garden

Experience pest and disease damage pst_dse

Have enough food from garden

irrigate

hire_lab

ani_dam

flood

drought

theft

foodenou

Value of maize purchased last month

Value of maize received as gift last month

Value of maize received as payment last month

Value of maize from community garden last month

Value of maize from home garden last month

Value of maize from own production last month

Value of Millie meal purchased last month

Value of Millie received as gift last month

Value of Millie received as payment last month

Value of Millie received as payment last month

Value of rice received as gift last month

Value of rice received as payment last month

Value of bread purchased last month

No =

0

Yes= 1

No =

0

Not atall O

Less often =

Very often =

Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O
Yes =
No= O
Yes= 1
No= O

maizvalu
mdizgi
D1 Z
iz20@ng
maizihom
noaInp
mehlva
mgi#tl
alpay
cevialu
riéeqi
page
bredvalu

1
2



Value of bread received as gift last month bifedg

Value of bread received as payment last month dpare
Value of flour received as payment last month uviu
Value of flour received as gift last month flafig
Value of flour received as payment last month uribay

Value of breakfast cereal received as paymentiasith  cerlvalu
Value of dried peas purchased last month drdpval
Value of dried peas received as gift last month rdpdgift
Value of dried peas received as payment last month drdppay
Value of dried peas from community garden last hont drdpcomg
Value of dried peas from home garden last month rdpltbme
Value of dried peas from own production last month  drdpownp
Value of potato purchased last month potvalu
Value of potato received as gift last month gotg

Value of potato from community garden last month  potcomg

Value of potato received as payment last month tpapo
Value of potato from home garden last month podo
Value of potato from own productionlast month quanp
Value of tomato purchased last month tomvalu
Value of tomato received as gift last month tdtng
Value of tomato received as payment last month mpty

Value of tomato from community garden last month  omd¢omg
Value of sweet potato purchased last month sptva
Value of sweet potato received as gift last month sptgift

Value of sweet potato from community garden lashtho sptcomg
Value of sweet potato from home garden last month spthome
Value ofmadumbe purchased last month madvalu
Value ofmadumbe received as gift last month madgift
Value ofmadumbe from community garden last month madcomg
Value ofmadumbe from home garden last month madhome
Value ofmadumbe from own production  last month madownp
Value of oil purchased last month oilvalu
Value of oil received as gift last month oilgift

Value of pea nuts purchased last month peanvalu



Value of pea nuts received as gift last month npea
Value of pea nuts received as payment last month peanpay

Value of pea nuts from community garden last month peancomg

Value of pea nuts from home garden last month nipeae
Value of peanut butter purchased last month \ahint
Value of margarine purchased last month margvalu
Value of margarine received as gift last month rqut
Value of cheese purchased last month chesvalu
Value of jam purchased last month jamvalu
Value of fresh milk purchased last month milkval
Value of sour milk purchased last month maasvalu
Value of baby formula purchased last month balwyva
Value of milk powder purchased last month mikpva

Value of milk powder received as payment last month mlkppay

Value of sugar purchased last month sugvalu
Value of sugar received as gift last month siiggi
Value of sugar received as payment last month payg
Value of meat purchased last month meatvalu
Value of meat received as gift last month mdatgi
Value of meat received as payment last month pagat
Value of tinned meat purchased last month tinmva
Value of offal purchased last month ofalvalu
Value of offal received as gift last month oftlg
Value of chicken purchased last month chicvalu
Value of chicken received as gift last month cgift
Value of chicken received as payment last month hicpayy
Value of eggs purchased last month eggvalu
Value of fresh fish purchased last month ffshval
Value of tinned fish purchased last month tfdlva
Value of pumpkin purchased last month pumkvalu
Value of pumpkin received as gift last month pifing
Value of pumpkin received as payment last month umpay

Value of pumpkin from community garden last month pumkcomg

Value of pumpkin from home garden last month puomie



Value of green millies purchased last month

Value of green millies from community garden lasintin
Value of green vegetables purchased last month
Value of green vegetables from community gardenntasith
Value of green vegetables from home garden lastimon
Value of carrots purchased last month

Value of carrots received as gift last month

Value of carrots from community garden last month
Value of carrots from home garden last month
Value ofimifino purchased last month

Value ofimifino from community garden last month
Value ofimifino from home garden last month

Value ofimifino from own production last month
Value of banana purchased last month

Value of banana received as gift last month

Value of banana received as payment last month
Value of banana from community garden last month
Value of banana from home garden last month
Value of apple purchased last month

Value of apple received as gift last month

Value of citrus purchased last month

Value of citrus received as gift last month

Value of citrus from own production last month
Value of soft drink purchased last month

Value of soft drink received as gift last month

Value of soft drink received as payment last month
Value of tinned fruit purchased last month

Value of tinned fruit received as gift last month
Value of take a ways purchased last month

Value of take a ways received as gift last month
Value of meals given to guests last month

Value of meals received from guests last month

avak)
gmeacomg
vegwvglu
gvegcomg
gveghome
carrvalu
rrgiét
carrcomg
rhcame
imifvalu
imifcomg
imifhome
imifownp
banvalu
gban
anpay
bancomg
doaeh
applvalu
aipl
citrvalu
gitit
itravnp
sftdva
sftdgift
sftpay
vhiw
tfrugift
talyv
tawygift
nviabg
[frgrral



APPENDIX D
GROUP DISCUSSION RESPONSES

“Our relatives who have gone to work in the citags the ones who finance
most of our feeding by sending us money. Unfortelyalve are never sure of
when they were going to send us money for fooanémy cases there jobs are
temporary which means relying on them is only omgerary basis.
Sometimes it takes even three months without rewpianything from them.
This condition makes us very unsure if we shallehs@me money to buy food

with in future”.

“Rains in our area are very unreliable. At leastrgwear we must loose some
of our crops due to lack of rains. Our crops relally on rain water since we
do not have irrigation systems and the rivers arefar to practice bucket
irrigation. Since we cannot tell the times of thes, even planting time is not
always certain”. This means that we can never lve stiwhat quantity of

food we shall receive form the community gardensvan the home gardens.

“Our community gardens are very far from our hows@hWe do not have
somebody who guards the garden when we have reagps.cOn many
occasions we share our farm produces with thoseashte to steal from the
gardens. In some cases it can be nearly a fiftijty- sharing. This problem

really makes us anxious if at all we will get aranrest from the gardens”.

“We do not have money to buy the kinds of food thatcould prefer to eat
since we are not employed and we rely on the littbaey that is send to us by

our relatives who have gone to work in town”.

“We hear that the government is supplying food tfteeo communities while
our community has been forgotten so we just eatawecrops from our fields
which is mainly a few vegetable types and thatstiinger market foods are too
expensive for us to buy. These markets are alséatdoom us even if we had

some money to buy even a fruit”.



“Droughts are very common in our area and mostusfwegetable crops are
normally destroyed living us with onlyadumbe, potatoes and sweet potatoes
as the only food crops that we rely on when sueltuation occurs as these
crops are able to resist drought. This really kntite number of different

foods we can use in our diet.

“Most of the crops we grow are vegetables andfalhem mature at the same
time. So for a period of about two months we haeaty to eat while for the
rest of the year there is nothing to eat becauseamenot store these vegetable
crops and also selling these crops so that we eap khe money is difficult
because everybody is having the same kind of vbgetat the same time”.

“We cannot get enough food from the gardens becaasare many members
for any given household. The gardens are limitedsize and cannot be
expanded” A household size of plot may measurenaall sas 20M X 5M

which cannot be enough for our large number of mesbor each household

in a given year”.

“The produce we get from the gardens cannot bephienum since we do not
use any current methods of crop production sincdaesk resources to buy
things like fertilizers, insecticides and fungicsd&Ve are not advised on any
of the crop production methods as we are not wshig any agricultural
officer.” We just plant and hope that we shall béeao get something out of
it”.

“We loose so much of our community garden producedsts and diseases,
drought, floods and theft. The crops are also dgsett by animals since the
gardens are not fenced. This means that we cam have all that has to come
from the gardens and this explains why we shalagihave little food to feed

our families”.

“The rains in Maphephetheni are very low and cammoits own raise a crop

to maturity. At one or more stages of the crop dhowe must supplement



rain water by practicing bucket irrigation from theers nearby. Sometimes
the drought is so intense that the rivers dry am&y in such cases we have a

complete crop failure”.



APPENDIX E

HFIAS SCORE AND FOOD INSECURITY CATEGORY

Household
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Key:

Food Insecurity categories

Category 1: Food secure

Category 2: Mildly food insecure

Category 3 moderately food insecure
Category 4 Severely food insecure



