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Abstract 

South Africa is considered food secure yet, depending on the source used, it is estimated 

that food insecurity exists in 20-52% of households. Many factors, such as differing livelihood 

strategies, play significant roles in determining food security and this project attempted to explore 

these issues, using Cape Town as a case study. In particular, we compared two types of urban 

agricultural interventions:home and community gardening as facilitated by two urban agriculture 

NGO’s (Soil for Life and Abalimi, respectively). 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted amongst 91 participants living below the 

poverty line in two ‘townships’ in Cape Town: Langa and Khayelitsha. Twenty-five home-

gardeners in Langa and 21 community-gardeners in Khayelitsha were interviewed and compared 

with equal numbers of non-gardeners in both areas. Data analysis showed that participants who 

cited community gardening as a food source were most food secure (Household Food Insecurity 

Access Scale [HFIAS] = 13.04), followed by Langa’s home gardeners (HFIAS = 18.88), Langa’s 

non-gardeners (HFIAS =21.84) and finally non-gardeners in Khayelitsha (HFIAS = 22.25). Food 

Security for non-gardeners in Langa and Khayelitsha was correlated with income (r=0.78; 0.48, 

respectively), as compared to both gardening groups. The gardeners in Langa and Khayelitsha 

also showed more diversified diets and lower Months of Inadequate Household Food 

Provisioning Scores (MIHFP), indicating fewer months of inadequate food provisioning. 

These data suggest that food security may be positively affected by gardening practices 

as well as by increased diversity in food sourcing. Community gardening appeared to be more 

effective than home gardening, perhaps due to greater accessibility to inputs such as land space, 

manure and water, as facilitated directly by the associated NGO.   
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Chapter 1 

Food Security and the South African Context 

1.1 South Africa 

  South Africa is by definition a middle income, emerging market country and is 

considered food secure at the national level, yet it ranks amongst countries with the highest levels 

of income inequality in the world. It is described as having relatively advanced financial, legal, 

communications, energy and transport sectors, the 18
th
 largest stock exchange in the world, and 

boasts substantially developed infrastructure (CIA, 2013). Its GDP in 2012 was approximately 

$578.6 billion USD, ranking 26
th
 in the world. At the same time, it faces a plethora of 

socioeconomic issues such as poverty, inequality, unemployment, lack of services delivery and 

accessible public transportation, said to be as a result of its colonial history as well as the 

apartheid system that prevailed for many decades. 

  South Africa ranked 107
th
 in the world in terms of GDP per capita ( $11 300 in 2009), 

however it measured highest in terms of income inequality 
1
(0.63), compared to all other 

countries in the world as calculated by the Gini Coefficient. It surpassed countries such as 

Honduras (0.57), Colombia (0.56) and Chile (0.52). As of 2009, South Africa had the 4
th
 highest 

HIV/AIDS prevalence rate at 17.8%, after Swaziland (25.9%), Botswana (24.8%) and Lesotho 

(23.6%). As of 2009, it is the country with the highest number of people (5.6 million) living with 

HIV/Aids, and also has the highest number of annual deaths as caused by HIV/AIDS (310 000). 

Life expectancy at birth is 50 years for males, and 48 years for females, ranking it as a country 

with the third lowest life expectancies in the world, just before Guinea-Bissau and Chad and after 

                                                   

1
 The Gini coefficient measures income equality by calculating the statistical dispersion of income 

distribution of a nation’s citizens. A Gini coefficient of zero represents perfect income equality 

(demonstrating that everyone has exactly equal income), whereas higher Gini coefficients indicate greater 

income inequality. A coefficient of 1 (or 100 on the percentile scale) indicates the maximal income 

equality, meaning that one person has all national income. 
2
 This paper will use the terms of classification (Coloureds, Whites, black Africans, Indians) as utilized 
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Swaziland, Afghanistan, the Central African Republic and Somalia (CIA, 2013). Unemployment 

for youth between the ages of 15-24 is 48.2%, the third highest in the world, and total 

unemployment measures at 24.4%, 170
th
 in world rankings. The infant mortality rate is at 42.6 

deaths/1000 live births, ranking 53
rd

 highest in the world. 

  As a net exporter of agricultural commodities and boasting a relatively high per capita 

income, it is a unique history that has led to South Africa having considerably high levels of 

absolute poverty and food insecurity as compared to other middle income countries. Depending 

on the source used, various studies estimate that food insecurity is prevalent amongst 14-52% of 

households (Labadarios et al., 2009; HSRC, 2004).  The government of South Africa aims to 

halve poverty by 2014 from 2004 levels, and the achievement of household food security is 

essential to this endeavor. 

  In order to address food security in South Africa, several agricultural and food security 

related policies have been initiated. Most policies have been oriented towards market based and 

agricultural production solutions. This thesis will begin by briefly outlining the internationally 

accepted definition of food security, and it will then outline a brief history of South Africa in 

relation to food security in order to contextualize its current state of inequality, poverty and thus 

food insecurity. In addition to policy interventions intended to address food insecurity, there are 

various ‘grass roots’ type efforts which are being promoted in attempt to empower the 

impoverished and act as a supplement to household diets, or more ideally as a solution to food 

insecurity. An example is urban gardening or household food production. Using Cape Town as a 

case study where urban gardening is actively promoted, the thesis will explore and examine the 

efficacy of not only these organized interventions as primarily facilitated by non-governmental 

organizations, but it will also examine other livelihood strategies employed by Cape Town’s 

urban poor. The goal is to further understand the dynamics of food insecurity in Cape Town’s 

urban poor population and to provide some insight into recommendations. 
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1.2 Agriculture Policy in South Africa 

Agricultural policy is relevant to the current state of food security in South Africa. The 

polices that were put forth since the early 1900s including those in more recent years have 

resulted in the discrimination and suppression of black farmers eventuating in an agricultural 

sector dominated by white farmers. Work by both Kirsten et al. (2009) and Vink & van Zyl 

(1998) reviewed the history of agricultural policy since the 19
th
 century. Through tactics such as 

land dispossessions and prohibition of black land owners, combined with the formalized 

investment and financing schemes solely for white farmers, black farmers were removed as 

competition against white farmers from the agricultural industry and diverted towards the 

growing mine industry in order to meet the demand for low cost labour (Kirsten et al., 2009; Vink 

& van Zyl, 1998). This approach of supporting white farmers and discouraging black farmers was 

continued and propagated for several decades until after the Second World War (Grobler, 1998 as 

in Kirsten et al., 2009). Between 1910 and 1935, 87 governmental acts were introduced aimed at 

aiding white farmers and suppressing black farmers through credit systems (Minaar, 1990 as in 

Kirsten et al., 2009).   

After the 1950s, agricultural policy was focused on the extensive support and regulation 

of commercial white farmers beneath the backdrop of increasing separation from the global 

market as most prominent in the 1980s. Such policies emphasized the use of capital intensive 

technology, which decreased reliance on low cost, labour intensive job-creating schemes, further 

excluding and reducing dependence on black labour and black entrepreneurs throughout all 

sectors and the formal economy. The main policy tool of this period was the 1984 White Paper on 

Agriculture (Department of Land Affairs, 1997), which focused primarily on the phasing out of 

agricultural state protection and control boards. Yet regardless of its market focused 
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improvements, it supported white farmers and actively segregated and disadvantaged black 

farmers. Although attempting to reform previously segregationist policies, it was not successful in 

eradicating the market-based principles utilized in the apartheid-regime agriculture food sector 

(Vink & Kirsten, 2003). 

Throughout the 1990s, agricultural policy was directed increasingly toward deregulation 

and trade liberalization and post-apartheid, most notably for its attempt to dismantle the previous 

segregationist policies (Kirsten et al., 2009). Such policies included the Marketing of Agricultural 

Products Act no. 47 and the 2001 Strategic Plan for agriculture. Jacobs (2011) argues that these 

policies, rather than focusing on promoting food security, a multi-faceted issue, take the linear 

supply side approach which emphasizes the productivity of the agricultural market, and 

ultimately prioritizes profitability.  

South Africa’s existing agriculture market practices as well as food security policies are 

clearly failing in ensuring that the population of South Africa is food secure in a comprehensive, 

broad-based manner. The supply and market based approach has been unsuccessful, and a more 

comprehensive and holistic approach is required. The result has been over-profiteering and 

domination of major supermarkets while many South Africans suffer from food insecurity. The 

agricultural sector and their associated policies must undergo a reform towards which the 

assurance of food for all is the main focus. As the literature suggests (Kirsten et al., 2009; Vink & 

van Zyl, 1998; Minaar, 1990; Grobler, 1998; Jacobs, 2011), the recent agro-policies in addition to 

the legacy of the suppressive and exclusionary policies from over one hundred years ago, have 

had their consequences.  

Current policies to mitigate adverse effects such as the Land Redistribution have not been 

successful (Valente, 2009). Consequences include rising black unemployment and lack of skills 

in the black workforce, low employment in the rural subsistence and informal urban sectors, the 

scarcity of competitive independent black farmers and business people in the modern agricultural 
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sector and thus widespread poverty and food insecurity concentrated in non-white populations, 

most notably in the black African population of South Africa (Jacobs, 2011; Kirsten et al., 2009; 

Van Zyl & Vink, 1998; Minaar, 1990; Grobler, 1998). 

1.3 The Evolution of Food Policy and Food Assistance Programs 

This section will give a brief overview of government attempts to address food insecurity 

issues in the country. The first example is set before Apartheid, when South Africa experienced 

three famines between1912 and 1946. These famines were mitigated or addressed by the Native 

Affairs Department (NAD) through the provision of food to vulnerable areas primarily by 

utilizing international and domestic trade mechanisms (Wylie, 2001).Though the colonial 

government at this time did provide food relief, it was never deemed adequate and was often 

motivated by political gain (Wylie 2001).  

The Afrikaner National Party (NP) came into power in 1948 and initiated apartheid, a 

policy also known as ‘separate development’ as enforced by the 1950 Population Registration 

Act. This was also the period when the government transitioned from the food-relief policies of 

the colonial government and moved towards segregationist policies that attempted to eliminate all 

aid programs for non-white populations (Greer-Love, 2003). Such policies as implemented by the 

NP included funding cuts for school feeding programs. These polices largely contributed to 

increasingly extensive food insecurity amongst black Africans and Coloureds 
2
, yet the 

government never took responsibility for the issue of widespread hunger in South Africa, nor did 

it publicly accept its existence. Thus, policies directed at cutting food relief programs continued 

to be implemented during apartheid, and were all shadowed by the more notorious land reform 

and relocation regimes.  

                                                   

2
 This paper will use the terms of classification (Coloureds, Whites, black Africans, Indians) as utilized 

during apartheid as well as currently by the South African Government policy documents in order to 

provide consistency throughout. The uses of the aforementioned terms are not meant to endorse them. 
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The end of apartheid and the beginnings of a democratic South Africa in 1994 brought on 

many socio-economic policy shifts. There was a significant attempt to implement policies that 

would reverse the effects of apartheid, an example being the creation of the 1996 Constitution for 

the Republic of South Africa, said to be one of the world’s most liberal constitutions. Included in 

the constitution are human rights to ensure the physical well-being and health of all South 

Africans, notably the right to access to food (Greer-Love, 2003). In Section 27 of the 

Constitution’s Bill of Rights, four elements of well-being are outlined: 

(1) “Everyone has the right to have access to  

a. health care services, including reproductive health care;  

b. sufficient food and water; and  

c. social security, including, if they are unable to support themselves and their 

dependants, appropriate social assistance.  

(2) The state must take reasonable legislative and other measures, within its available 

resources, to achieve the progressive realisation of each of these rights.  

(3) No one may be refused emergency medical treatment.” 

The 1996 Constitution initiated the policy shift towards addressing South Africa’s inequality 

and resulting poverty and food insecurity; thus it became important to develop a comprehensive 

and inclusive national food security strategy. This was done firstly to attempt to address the rights 

of South Africans as outlined in the constitution, and also to meet their international 

responsibilities to assess food security (Drimie & Ziervoegel, 2010). This food security strategy 

was termed the Integrated Food Security Strategy (IFSS), a policy paper created under the 

National Department of Agriculture (National Department of Agriculture (NDA), 2002), one 

which is still active today. It has been widely critiqued for its linear approach to food security, as 

it attributes food production as the main factor contributing to food security, while ignoring the 

issues of food accessibility which are fundamentally related to food availability, utilization and 

stability.  

Many scholars argue that the strategy has not been successful due to some inherent flaws. 

Such flaws include the policy’s fundamental misunderstanding of food security, said to be due to 
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a lack of monitoring and assessment of current food security issues, its mistaken focus on 

agricultural production as the solution to food insecurity; and finally the lack of administrative 

power and funding for the directorate responsible for the management of food security (Drimie & 

Ziervoegel, 2010; Chopra et al., 2009; Koch, 2011).  

Although many efforts have been made at an institutional and governmental level to 

address food insecurity in South Africa, such as the South African Constitution, the Millennium 

Development Goals, the Rome Declaration, and finally the Integrated Food Security Strategy, it is 

clear that many of the goals have not been realized. Food Insecurity in South Africa is widespread 

and increasing in severity, and in order to address this, many scholars are recommending a re-

evaluation and complete reworking of the policies currently in place.  
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Chapter 2 

Conceptualizing Food Security 

2.1 What is Food Security? 

To effectively explore food security in the South African Context, we must first 

understand exactly what food security is. This section will define food security, explore the 

factors that affect food security at the household and individual levels, and establish and 

understand how it is universally measured. 

Food Security as a concept and a term arose in the mid-1970s through dialogue at the 

World Food Conference of 1974, which was initiated in response to the global food crisis during 

this time. Maxwell (1996) posits that food security has evolved in three stages - beginning as the 

global and national concept and moving to the household and individual context, from the 

production perspective to a livelihoods perspective, and from indicators that were objective in 

nature to ones that were more subjective. Initially, the issue was addressed with improved food 

supply as the main solution, meaning increasing the availability of food and stabilizing prices of 

basic goods. The World Food Conference/World Food Summit in 1974 first defined food security 

as “availability at all times of adequate world food supplies of basic foodstuffs to sustain a steady 

expansion of food consumption and to offset fluctuations in production and prices” (United 

Nations, 1974), which gave attention to the idea that food security was about adequate production 

of food. The FAO elaborated on this definition, adding that food security meant ensuring 

accessibility of food to vulnerable groups, alluding to the issue that food production was not the 

only factor contributing to food security, “ensuring that all people at all times have both physical 

and economic access to the basic food that they need” (FAO, 1983). 

The World Bank report ‘Poverty and Hunger’ (World Bank, 1986) then incorporated 

temporal elements of food security, addressing the difference between chronic and static food 
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insecurity that can be caused by natural disasters, conflict or economic collapse. It incorporated 

the temporal concerns by adding that food security also meant “access of all people at all times to 

enough food for an active, healthy life”. 

In 1994 The UN Human Development Report generated the idea of human security, 

which was multi-faceted in nature and also included food security within the broad overview. 

Finally in 1996, the World Food Summit created a widely-accepted definition: “Food security, at 

the individual, household, national, regional and global levels [is achieved] when all people, at all 

times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their 

dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (FAO, 1996), which was also 

reiterated in the State of Food Insecurity Report in 2001: “Food security is a situation that exists 

when all people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and 

nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” 

(FAO, 2001). Ultimately, food security refers to the nutritional state of an individual, household, 

or group of people which can include a community, city, or country. 

The issues of consumption, demand and access have become more prevalent in these 

modern definitions of food security, as opposed to the Malthusian supply issues of food. Amartya 

Sen appropriately conceptualizes this in his entitlement theory, which attempts to answer the 

question as to why famines and food insecurity exist, despite having sufficient production of food 

(as is the case in South Africa). Sen argues that food insecurity is caused by inadequate access to 

food, and thus promotes the concepts of entitlement and endowment. Entitlement refers to the 

“the set of alternative commodity bundles that a person can command in a society using the 

totality of right and opportunities that he or she faces”, whereby endowment refers to the “control 

of assets and resources” including labour power (Sen, 1984, as cited in Devereux, 2001). 

Sen poses the idea that entitlement can be categorized in four legal ways of obtaining 

food. Trade based entitlement, refers to people being able to trade something for food, whereas 
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production based entitlement refers to people being able to produce their own food either by 

growing it, or producing something in which they can trade for food. Labour-based entitlement 

refers to people being able to sell a skill or labour in order to purchase food, and lastly inheritance 

and transfer based entitlement refers to persons having access to food transfer through either 

government, NGO, other people such as family or friends etc. (Devereux, 2000). 

According to Sen’s theory, people face food insecurity or famine when so-called 

entitlement failure occurs in any of these ‘categories’. For example in the case of an economic 

crisis or natural disaster that results in market food prices to dramatically increase, or if wages fall 

in the labour market, these are all possibilities that might inhibit the access of food to any given 

individual or group (Devereux, 2000). 

Sen’s theory is critiqued by the Structural Approach, which argues that food security is 

not an access issue, but is structurally a national level and political issue, determined by policy as 

administered by the government in question. The Structural Approach posits that 

the Entitlement Theory is reductionist in that it only considers food access at the household and 

individual level, not incorporating the contextual elements that might influence food 

security, including political, institutional, social or historical influences(Devereux, 

2000).  Furthermore, the Structural Approach argues that food security is a multi-dimensional 

problem, and can be impacted greatly by global institutions (such as the International Monetary 

Fund and the World Bank), failures in policy (e.g. lack of food assistance programs or fertilizer 

subsidies, food trade liberalization etc.), political regimes, political conflict, war, and natural 

disasters (Devereux, 2000). In Sen’s (1999)  later work, he does incorporate political influences 

in light of the essential role that they play in ensuring democracy as the main player to prevent 

famines. 

 Although the Entitlement Theory does not directly address the structural issues that may 

contribute to food insecurity, it serves as a framework by which to understand the factors at the 
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individual and household level (poverty, income, gender, restricted borrowing capacity, absence 

of safety nets etc.) which can contribute to food insecurity and which are inherently influenced by 

structural issues. The Structural Approach may offer a critique of Entitlement Theory and 

potentially appear to contradict it; nevertheless, both approaches can serve to complement each 

other in terms of deepening the understanding the issue of food insecurity in both a large and 

small scale perspective. Thus it is essential to understand food security at both the national and 

political level as well as the household and individual level in order to truly articulate the multi-

dimensional nature of food security. 

According to the World Health Organization (1992), Food security encompasses three 

components: food availability, food accessibility and food use. Food availability which, when 

adequate, assumes that there exists a sufficient supply of food both nationally and at the 

household level. Food availability is influenced by factors such as agricultural production as well 

as market inputs and outputs. Food accessibility refers to the ability for people to regularly 

acquire a sufficient amount food that is culturally and nutritionally acceptable, whether this be in 

the household or national context. The third component as defined by the WHO is food use, 

requiring that people have the necessary knowledge of water, sanitation and nutrition. For the 

purposes of this paper we will adopt the nationally recognized definition of food security as 

iterated by the State of Food Insecurity Report of 2001 (FAO, 2001, as stated above on p. 8) 

2.2 Factors Contributing to Food Insecurity 

There are many dimensions food insecurity such as its geographical scale, social factors 

like gender, and temporal factors, to list a few. For the purpose of this study, we will focus on the 

factors that contribute to chronic and transitory household food insecurity in both rural and urban 

settings. Temporally, food insecurity can be defined as chronic in the case that a person is 

continually unable to obtain a sufficient quantity of food, and it can also be defined as transitory 
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in the case whereby a person or household is in a temporary period of being unable to obtain food 

(Chung et al., 1997) 

The cross sectional study by Shariff & Khor (2008) assessed household food insecurity 

amongst low-income rural communities in Malaysia. They found that the majority of food 

insecure households were living below the poverty line, had more people living in their 

household, a higher number of children and children attending school, and had ‘stay at home’ 

mothers (Shariff & Khor, 2008). In a study by the Canadian International Development Agency 

(CIDA, 2013) assessing the changes poverty and household food security in Nigeria (Amaza et 

al., 2009); it was found that, in rural and agricultural subsistence households, the cost of hired 

labour and participation in the local support agency PROSAB (Promoting sustainable agriculture 

in Borno State) had positive effects on household food security. Furthermore, larger household 

sizes and having a supplemental income (other than agriculture) resulted in higher likelihood of 

being food secure. Olayemi (1998) (as cited in Amaza et al., 2009) found that at the household 

level, food security is affected by household income and economic assets, the quality of 

household human capital, the level of producer and consumer price variability, and household 

food storage methods. Nyangwesoi et al. (2007) (as in Amaza et al., 2009) studied household 

food security in the Vihiga district of Kenya, and found that household income, number of adults, 

ethnicity, savings practices and knowledge of nutrition influenced household food security. 

Kassie et al. (2012) showed that in rural households in Kenya, those that were led by 

females were more likely to be food insecure as compared to male-headed households. The same 

results were found in another gender based analysis in Nigeria by Babatunde et al. (2008). It was 

also found that distance from the market reduced the likelihood of being food secure. Kabeer 

(1990) found that in some of the poorest areas of South Asia, certain cultural customs restrict 

women from participating in food production practices, resulting in female headed households to 

be more food insecure. McLanahan (1985) found that in female-headed households, food 
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insecurity was higher and the children were more likely to have reduced socio-economic mobility 

and suffer from food insecurity, as compared to those in households that are male-headed. 

Kennedy & Peter (1992), however, found that household food security increased as the 

proportion of income managed by women increased (as cited in Kassie et al., 2012). 

Khan & Gill (2009) explored the factors contributing to the three pillars of food security 

(availability, accessibility and utilization). They found that accessibility is affected by the 

resources which a household has, i.e. income or otherwise which can be used to trade for food, as 

well as having electricity in their house as well as adult literacy. They observed that food 

utilization is affected not only by the existing nutritional state of those in a household, but also 

positively by access to clean water and sanitation, child immunization, female literacy and access 

to hospitals. Food availability they found to be affected by the sufficient production of crops and 

livestock and market availability of these things. 

Generally, food insecurity can be related to high food prices and poverty, while in rural 

settings, low agricultural productivity and high household size and dependency ratio are also 

factors (Nyangwesoi et al., 2007; Misselhorn, 2005; Davila 2010; Lewin 2011 as cited in Kassie 

et al., 2012). In 1986, the World Bank proposed that acute or temporary food insecurity can be 

caused by natural disasters, war or conflict, changes in international food prices, foreign exchange 

revenue, domestic food production, agricultural imports and exports, and low household income, 

which are all also interrelated. For factors relating to urban food security, see the Urbanization 

and Food Security chapter.  

2.3 Measuring Food Security 

Because food security is multi-dimensional, it has been difficult to develop reliable 

indicators and measurement tools to accurately capture this condition across geographical, socio-

cultural and economic contexts. Twenty years ago, there existed almost 200 definitions of food 

security in published writings, however that number has now been reduced to the FAO, 2001 
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definition that is internationally widely accepted: “Food security is a situation that exists when all 

people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious 

food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (FAO, 

2001).  

According to the Phase 1 report on Measuring Food Insecurity and Hunger, the definition 

as outlined by the LSRO has been used in ethnographic research as conducted by Radimer et al., 

1992; Hamelin et al., 1999; Quandt & Rao, 1999; and Quandt et al., 2000 & 2001 as cited in 

(National Research Council of the National Academies, 2005), and from this research there have 

been identified three categories of indicators appropriate to measure the presence of household 

food insecurity have been identified. Such issues are expressed by respondents through 1) 

uncertainty about the future access and availability of food, 2) lack of sufficient amount and type 

of food needed for a healthy lifestyle, and 3) resorting to the use of socially unacceptable methods 

for food acquisition. These categories are also expressed by worry and anxiety regarding food, 

sentiments of alienation, deprivation, stress and negative changes in family interactions (Hamelin 

et al., 1999 and 2002; Fongillo & Horan, 2004 as cited in the Phase 1 report; National Research 

Council of the National Academies, 2005). 

As actual indicators to estimate household food security, Pinstrup-Andersen (2009) (as in 

Kassie et. al, 2012) suggests that one can compare total household income and food prices, under 

presuppositions of certain household behaviors, expenditure on other goods and services and the 

shared income distribution in the household. Other measures focus on the use of more objective 

measures, such as calorie consumption or household expenditure on food. Mallick & Rafi (2010) 

however argue that these measures can vary drastically depending on the season and thus cannot 

capture the true state of food security in any given context. 

Coates et al. (2006) compared qualitative and quantitative approaches to the development 

of a household food insecurity scale in Bangladesh. They critique the methods promoted in the 
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National Academies report on the use of quantitative item response models, as such statistical 

models are technically complex and inconvenient for use in the field. Coates et al. (2006) 

therefore promote a more simple, qualitative method using an item response model. The results 

obtained from both approaches were similar 90% of the time. By exploring the similarities in the 

way that 22 different food insecurity measurement methods convey the food insecurity 

experience, and comparing these across 15 different countries and ethnographies, they tried to 

identify a fundamental indicator that is representative of food insecurity which can be used in 

various cultures and contexts. In line with studies performed in the United States, they also 

identified uncertainty/worry, insufficient quantity and quality and social acceptability as 

important indicators for food insecurity and thus recommended that these be used in all 

assessments of food insecurity (Coates et al., 2006). 

Swindale & Blinsky (2006) argue that direct and quantitative measures of food insecurity 

such as caloric intake, are expensive, technically challenging and time intensive. They examined 

the USAID funded Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance Project (FANTA), one of whose 

initiative was to create a n easier way to assess household food insecurity. They created the 

Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS), which uses the idea that food insecurity is 

experienced in similar ways by humans across all contexts. From FANTA’s work on this 

initiative, they have also created the Household Dietary diversity score (HDDS) and Months of 

Inadequate Household Food Provisioning (MIHFP). In order to assess the efficacy of these tools 

in the context of developing countries, FANTA funded a two year study in Burkina Faso and 

Bangladesh, as executed by Frongillo & Nanama (2004) and Coates et al. (2003). These studies 

showed that the HFIAS questionnaire was easy to use and effective in evaluating household food 

insecurity. 

Swindale & Bilinsky (2006), in their review of other studies regarding the experience of 

food security, state that there are four types of core experiences. These include: 1) 
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anxiety/stress/uncertainty about food supply/budget being able to meet a households basic food 

needs, 2) perceptions of the quality or quantity of food being insufficient, 3) decreases in adult 

and/or child food intake, and 4) various coping strategies implemented by the household in order 

to obtain food/money to get food. (Coates, 2004 as cited in Swindale & Bilinksy, 2006). In their 

account of the participatory process undergone to create these tools, including stakeholders such 

as private voluntary organizations (PVO’s), donors, and universities, Swindale & Bilinsky (2006) 

posit that these four domains represent the most universally appropriate and applicable indicators 

to represent food insecurity, but also that assessment is a work in progress and that current use by 

various organizations and universities will provide further data to aid in its improvement. Some 

challenges and questions to be answered regarding FANTA’s food insecurity assessment tools 

include issues with how these short-questionnaires work in circumstances of widespread, 

temporary hunger as opposed to chronic food insecurity, how representative of the whole 

households situation it is to ask a single head of the household (usually an adult female), and 

lastly can these methods be an effective tool in informing about the efficacies of food security 

programs and interventions? See methods section for more info about the HFIAS and MHFPS 

and HDDS. 
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Chapter 3 

The State of Food Insecurity in South Africa 

3.1 The Prevalence of Food Insecurity in South Africa 

According to South Africa Statistics (2000a) and National Treasury (2003), 14.3 million 

South Africans are categorized as vulnerable to hunger, while an estimated 43% of households 

are vulnerable to food security (De Klerk et al., 2004; Charlton & Donald, 2009). Two national 

surveys conducted in 1999 and 2005 showed that in South Africa, stunted growth and being 

underweight are the two most prevalent nutritional disorders. The 2005 survey showed that 

although South Africa grew economically at the national level, 51.6% of households experienced 

hunger, while approximately one third are at risk of hunger and an apparent one fifth are food 

secure. Food Security has been shown to be a continuous state of non-well- being for more than a 

third of the South African population (Drimie & Ziervoegel, 2006). Like other developing 

countries, South Africa is in a transitory state whereby under- and over-nutrition coexist and 

affect the majority of the population (Chopra et al., 2009). 

Charlton & Donald (2002) assessed household food insecurity using food security as a 

measure. They combined Statistics South Africa’s 1995 household survey on income and 

expenditure Survey with the University of Port Elizabeth’s household subsistence level survey. 

With a sample size of 28 704, they found that food security occurs when household monthly food 

spending is less than the cost of a ‘nutritionally adequate very low-cost diet’. They also 

determined that 43% of South Africa suffered from food security, with the highest rate amongst 

black African , followed by Coloureds, Indians, and Whites. They also noted that food security 

increased with decreasing income, increasing household size, female headed households and 

households in rural areas.  
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Another useful measure for understanding poverty is the HDI (Human Development 

Index), which aggregates indicators of life expectancy, educational attainment and income, as 

used in UNDP’s Human Development Report (2009) to compare the development of countries 

worldwide. According to this report, between 1980 and 2009, South Africa’s Human 

Development Index (HDI) increased from 0.658 to 0.683, resulting in the country’s ranking of 

129 out of 182. The Human Poverty index (HPI) measures the amount of people living below 

certain ranges in each of the dimensions of the HDI, which offers insight into indicators of food 

security, such as purchasing power. South Africa, with an HPI value of 25.4% is ranked at 85 out 

of the 135 countries which were measured with this index (United Nations, 2009). 

Geographically, the food insecurity is highest in the Eastern Cape, Northern Cape and 

Limpopo, respectively. Food insecurity was primarily correlated with factors relating to socio-

economic status such as household monthly income, weekly food expenditure and employment 

status (Chopra et al., 2009). In the rural areas of South Africa, most households which produce 

their own food did so insufficiently, and it was found that their food accessibility was primarily 

dependent on household income. Thus, as purchasing power is the main factor relating to food 

security, the poor have been the most vulnerable to food price increases.  

Various national nutrition and primary health care programs have been implemented in 

South Africa over the last decade, yet it has been shown that child health and malnutrition rates 

have not seen improvements. Nationally, growth stunting and being underweight are the most 

prevalent nutritional disorders that affect one out of five children and one out of ten children, 

respectively, whilst 10% of children are categorized as overweight and 4% as obese (Chopra et 

al., 2009). A third of women and children are classified as anemic, two-thirds of children and a 

quarter of women have poor vitamin A status and about 45% of children are lacking in zinc. 

These issues such as poor diet, food insecurity and poor quality of life are also exacerbated and 
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increasingly prevalent within households where HIV/AIDS is present, which is in excess as South 

Africa is experiencing an HIV/AIDS pandemic. 

Chopra et al. (2009) have calculated that the current levels of growth stunting in South 

Africa in addition to the vitamin A deficiencies is resulting in an additional 10 000 annual child 

deaths, while poor breastfeeding habits are causing an additional 7000 annual child deaths. The 

economic implications are also staggering, as it is estimated that stunting and anemia in infancy 

leads to losses in earning capacity throughout adulthood, as a result of reduced physical 

endurance. Thus, food insecurity and malnutrition experienced at a young age can have long 

lasting negative effects on an individual’s health, which in turn makes them increasingly 

vulnerable to poverty and thus more difficult to escape the ‘poverty and food insecurity trap.’ 

Food insecurity is further worsened by global food price inflation and by the increasing 

prevalence of the HIV/AIDs pandemic in South Africa. Since 2007, grains, dairy, fats and oils 

and vegetable prices (according to the Consumer Price Index) have increased at least by 20%, and 

this is especially serious for poorer people as more than 70% of their household income is now 

being allocated to their food budget. 

3.2 Urbanization and Food Insecurity 

The rate at which growth is occurring is also an important factor to incorporate in 

assessing urbanization and its impacts on poverty and food security. In 2010 The 2007 UN 

‘World Urbanization Prospects’ report estimated that over 30 million people (61.7%) lived in 

urban areas. They estimated that the rural annual population growth rate was negative (-0.92%), 

compared to the growth rate of urban areas (1.17%), highlighting again the associated importance 

of urbanization and food security and that the associated poverty and food related issues will 

increase within the upcoming decades, with an estimated urban population of about 70% fifteen 

years from now (UN Urbanization Prospects, 2007).  
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The population of South Africa’s is more than 60% urbanized (Stats SA, 2006, CIA, 

2010). Previously, food security was more centralized in rural communities, and so policy was 

focused on food insecurity as solely a rural issue (See Appendix A for further detail) but due to 

increasing urbanization, it is now more prominent in urban settings. Such is the case in the City of 

Cape Town, South Africa, which hosts almost 4 million people. It is considered a relatively 

wealthy city in Africa; however there are huge inequalities which exist between the rich and poor 

with approximately 32% of Cape’s population living below the poverty line (RUAF, 2010).   

3.3 Cape Town and Food Insecurity 

Cape Town is home to more than 7% of South Africa’s population, and has experienced a 

substantial growth rate of 3.2% between 2001 and 2011, compared to the national growth rate of 

1.3%. Approximately 59% of this growth is natural, while migration contributes to the rest 

(Mieklejohn & le Roux, 2008 as in Battersby, 2011). In addition, Cape Town accounts for 11% of 

South Africa’s GDP, but the formal sector grew 0.6% in terms of employment between 2001 and 

2004. Thus, unemployment and poverty is increasing in severity in Cape Town (Erasmus et al., 

2006 as in Battersby, 2011). 

The relationship between poverty and food security in urban locations is not well 

understood. Nationally, South Africa is considered food secure and it has an established 

agricultural sector, but it has been shown that malnutrition rates are increasing in severity and in 

extent within its urban areas, especially in Cape Town. This implies that increasing and 

improving rural food production is not the central issue when considering food insecurity in urban 

South Africa (McLachlan & Thorne, 2009).  The rapid growth occurring in Cape Town has 

resulted in rising poverty levels, housing shortages and widespread urban sprawl (City of Cape 

Town, 2006) while the poor are concentrated in the peripheries of the city, leading to the 

restrained access of the poor to the formal food economy. Combined with limitations of service 
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delivery such as water and electricity, the aforementioned conditions have caused increased 

poverty and food insecurity for Cape Town’s urban poor (Swardt et al., 2005). 

Based on findings from the African Food Security Urban Network (AFSUN) (Battersby, 

2011), it has been shown that severe food insecurity exists in the poor sections of Cape Town, 

and the situation is worsening. The study showed that food security is generally related to 

poverty, with those in the lowest income brackets being most vulnerable to food insecurity. 

Eighty percent of households in three areas of Cape Town (Ocean View, Ward 34 [Browns 

Farm/Philippi] and Ward 95 [Enkanin and Kuyasa, Khayelitsha])  were found to be moderately to 

severely food insecure (Frayne et al., 2010). This is said to be caused by the reliance of urban 

dwellers on the cash economy and thus their vulnerability to price variations (Ruel et al., 1998; 

Maxwell et al., 2000 as cited in Battersby, 2011). Nevertheless, the survey showed that income 

was not the only cause of food insecurity in poor communities. Though almost all food insecure 

households were found to be poor, not all households in poor communities were food insecure, 

thus suggesting that income is not the only predictor of food security. 

Battersby (2011) argues that other factors such as location and variety and types of 

markets availability and accessibility are equally as important. Dietary diversity is another good 

indicator of food security, but it too is often related to income. The survey showed that diet 

diversity was relatively low amongst the surveyed housing, scoring an average of 6 out of 12 

points on the household dietary diversity scale (HDDS), while fats, sugar and tea/coffee 

comprised of 3 of those points (Battersby, 2011).   

The AFSUN survey indicated that 48% of those surveyed had eaten undesirable foods, or 

could not eat preferred foods due to inadequate access to resources. More than 60% claimed to 

eat only a limited variety of foods also due to lack of adequate resources. In Cape Town, an 

average of 30% of a household’s budget was spent on food, and in the poorest households that 



 

22 

 

portion was just over 53%. These findings are consistent with earlier studies of food insecurity in 

several South African cities (May & Rogerson, 1995 as cited in Battersby, 2011). 

The AFSUN survey also found that poor people tend to access informal food markets, 

which contradicts the assumptions made by the CPIF (Consumer Price Index for foods). Informal 

food markets (called Spaza/Corner Shops in South Africa) are usually more expensive (13% 

markup for brown bread at national supermarkets compared to 20-26% at the Spaza shops) due to 

the ‘middle man’ involved in informal food markets, as Spazas usually buy goods from 

wholesalers (D’Haese & Van Huylenbroeck, 2002 as cited in Battersby, 2011). Informal food 

market sources also tend to sell food of poorer quality. (McLachlan & Thorn, 2009 as cited in 

Battersby, 2011). Battersby (2011) argues that these circumstances are a result of market failures 

in urban food systems as supermarkets are motivated by profit.  

Supermarkets, having only recently (2000) arrived in the poorer urban areas in Cape 

Town due to increasing disposable income of residents and better infrastructure, have located 

their stores based on maximizing profits as opposed to community need for stores. In some cases 

they are not accessible in terms of proximity, which further increases the cost of food if 

consumers must pay for bus fare (Clarkson et al., 1996 as cited in Battersby 2011). Additionally, 

because supermarkets trade and sell in bulk, it is unaffordable for the poor to buy at this size, so 

instead they purchase food from Spaza shops where food is more expensive per unit, but becomes 

affordable when bought in smaller quantities (Ligthelm, 2005 as cited in Battersby, 2011). 

Battersby acknowledges that as private establishments, supermarkets are not expected to take 

action towards mitigating food insecurity throughout the poor communities in which they operate. 

Nevertheless, there are growing concerns that they may monopolize the food sector and put 

informal food sources out of business (in Soweto alone, 150 small retail shops have been 

outcompeted by supermarkets and put out of business) (Bissiker, 2006 as cited in Battersby, 

2011) which may further exacerbate food insecurity amongst the urban poor. 
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3.4 Urban Food Security Interventions and Policies 

Developed and passed through the Municipal Council in 2007, the urban agriculture 

policy for the city of Cape Town was meant to outline and provide guidelines towards the 

implementation of actions that would facilitate the effective development of urban agriculture 

throughout the City of Cape Town. A further intention was to provide pathways for public, 

private and civil stakeholders to work together to create sustainable opportunities for economic 

urban agricultural development in the Cape Town. The policy was aimed at empowering the 

urban poor specifically, by promoting urban agriculture as a livelihood strategy to improve 

household food security. The policy was also intended to create jobs and income, to promote 

skills learning and to allow for the previously disadvantaged to actively participate in agricultural 

land redistribution programs (City of Cape Town, 2007). The policy defines urban agriculture as 

“the production, processing, marketing and distribution of crops and animals and products…in an 

urban environment using resources available in that urban area for the benefit largely of residents 

from that area” (City of Cape Town, 2007).  

In the context of the policy’s poverty alleviation strategy, the City of Cape Town 

intended to introduce a food production assistance program, targeted at vulnerable households. In 

particular this would involve initiatives for women and children, the youth and the ‘differently 

abled’ (City of Cape Town, 2007). The policy would also connect these initiatives with the 

commercial agricultural industry in terms of using the same suppliers, support services, market 

and research bodies as commercial farmers. Household food security should thus theoretically be 

improved for participants involved in these projects, as they would be producing their own food 

through the agricultural initiatives facilitated by the City. This is said to be achievable by 

implementing policies and plans at the national, provincial and local level, as well as by 

promoting partnerships with NGOs, the private sector and other stakeholders in order to develop 

these household food production projects. 
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Several actions were proposed in this policy directive including grants for individuals to 

purchase commercial agricultural land, as well as grants for local governments to purchase public 

or ‘commonage’ land. This land would be used for agricultural projects meant for the previously 

disadvantaged and would be operated under the Land Reform Programme of the Department of 

Land Affairs (DLA). To increase stakeholder communication, the policy recommends the 

establishment of ‘urban agricultural consultative forums’, which came to fruition in the form of 

an Urban Agricultural Summit in 2011. The policy also recommended the release of municipal 

land for urban agricultural purposes, to be managed by the Urban Agricultural Unit and 

sold/leased (where practitioners cannot afford the land) to ‘agricultural practitioners’ at market 

value via a permit system. 

Other initiatives include the provision of subsidized water, gardening tools and manure 

for agricultural projects run by groups defined as vulnerable, which describe women, the elderly 

and HIV/AIDS groups, and gardens associated with soup kitchens, schools and orphanages. The 

policy also advises livestock relocation to designated land as deemed appropriate and safe by the 

City, typically towards the peripherals of the city, but as close to the livestock keepers as possible 

(City of Cape Town, 2007). 

3.5 Relevance and Objective of this Study 

As the AFSUN survey has shown (Battersby, 2011), many factors such as differences in 

livelihoods and coping strategies play significant roles in determining food security. The widely-

adopted theory that diversified livelihood strategies result in more resilient and food secure 

households was somewhat contradicted in the survey, as food secure households were less likely 

to employ additional livelihood strategies. The main way food was sourced for poor households 

in Cape Town was through direct purchase from formal and informal markets. It was found also 

that many poor households acquire food from neighbours, through charity, instead of taking 
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advantage of the established social assistance programs (community food kitchens and food aid). 

Very few households were found to grow food themselves (Battersby, 2011). 

In addition, the survey found that actual physical access and spatial organization of 

markets as well as weaknesses in food distribution, sales systems and social assistance are 

important determinants of food insecurity. Those living in informal housing
3
 or shacks were 

found to be particularly food insecure. It was assumed that it was due to limited storage capacity 

for cheaper, bulk foods as well as increased distance and limited access to formal markets due to 

the geographical locations of the informal settlements.  

Urban agriculture has been hailed as an important solution to urban food insecurity, 

although AFSUN’s survey (Battersby, 2011) indicated that very few poor urban households 

employ any form of urban agriculture. Cape Town created an Urban Agricultural policy in order 

to address urban food insecurity, but it has not made a great impact as urban agriculture is not a 

significant source of food in Cape Town (City of Cape Town, 2007). Also, the social assistance 

programs in place in Cape Town were deemed to be ineffective, making little difference in food 

security status.  

This paper will attempt to further understand the spatial and non-spatial determinants of 

food insecurity. It will examine Cape Town’s urban agriculture policy and its implementation, as 

thus far it has been deemed unsuccessful. Lastly, it will attempt to explore the various livelihood 

strategies as employed by the residents of Cape Town and how effective they may be in 

increasing food security. Of particular interest is how urban agriculture as a coping strategy can 

mitigate food security, as it is promoted as an important food sourcing strategy by NGOs and the 

government alike. All three areas encompass the broader question: What are the main and yet 

unaddressed issues which could improve food security in Cape Town, South Africa? 

                                                   

3
 Informal Housing, more commonly referred to ask ‘shacks’ by participants. This paper will use the more 

common terminology. 
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Chapter 4 

Methodology 

To explore the influence of urban agriculture on food security, participants were chosen 

from those affiliated with two urban agriculture NGO’s operating in Cape Town; Abalimi 

operating primarily in the Khayelitsha township in Cape Town, and Soil for Life operating in 

Langa. In order to understand how food security is affected by urban gardening, people who 

engage in urban agriculture were interviewed in addition to those were not engaged in urban 

agriculture. Ninety-one participants in total were interviewed: 25 home gardeners in Langa 

(hereafter referred to as the LG group, 13 of whom were affiliated with Soil for Life and 12 who 

were operating home gardens independently), 25 non-gardeners in Langa (hereafter referred to as 

the LNG group), 21 community gardeners in Khayelitsha (hereafter referred to as the KG group 

who were all affiliated with Abalimi) and 20 non-gardeners in Khayelitsha (hereafter referred to 

as the KNG group). 

4.1 NGO Profiles 

4.1.1 Soil for Life 

Created in 2002 by cofounders Pat Featherstone and Sandy Lewis, Soil for Life (SFL) is 

a non-governmental, non-profit organization focused on the implementation and promotion of 

urban agriculture in Cape Town. Soil for Life focuses on home gardens as opposed to community 

gardens, however for groups who show promise, SFL offers start-up assistance and guidance for 

‘FGE’s’ or food garden enterprises, perhaps better understood as community gardens. Such 

FGE’s would provide food not only for its participants but would also be a source of income as  

they would sell garden products such as vegetables, compost etc. 

Working in areas such as Lavender Hill, Khayelitsha, Langa, Delft and other townships, 

their aim is to provide their participants with skills to grow their own organic food and thus 
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improve their health and food security. Soil for life takes a holistic, eco-friendly and self-

sufficient approach. Their methods are designed to preserve and improve soil quality through the 

use of organic matter available in the community (e.g. kitchen and yard waste), to practice 

sustainable water conservation through the use of grey or rain water (e.g. bath/dish water, rain 

water collection) and to garden with recycled materials (e.g. plastic 1L water bottles for watering 

or fencing, old crates or tires for planters etc.). All of their methods are intended to meet the 

needs of the environment and primarily their participants, who for the most part do not have the 

funds in order to buy cow manure or garden tools, or pay for municipal water. 

“This is the mission that Soil for Life has embraced – to impact on the lives of the urban and 

rural poor and hungry; to make it possible for all people at all times to have physical and 

economic access to sufficient, safe, nutritious food to enable them to lead healthy, active lives.”   

– Soil for Life website 

For more information on SFL, visit their website at: www.soilforlife.co.za 

4.1.2 Abalimi 

Founded in 1994 by Rob Small, Abalimi is an urban agriculture and environmental 

organization working in the townships of Nyanga, Khayelitsha, Philippi-Browns Farm, 

Crossroads and Gugulethu, all in Cape Town. They employ a community agriculture based 

entrepreneurial approach, assisting groups of 5-10 people to start growing their own food using 

organic methods both at home and in their community garden, which may be a plot of land on a 

school or other public space. Abalimi also incorporates an environmental component into their 

operations in that they encourage gardeners to plant indigenous trees and flora in their gardens 

and in public areas, in order to encourage the conservation of threatened species within the Cape 

Floral Kingdom, a World Heritage Biome.  

Abalimi facilitates participant and group formation in order to start a community project, 

supplies agricultural and horticultural products from their own garden centres, and provides 

http://www.soilforlife.co.za/
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gardening training on vegetable growth, horticulture and plant nutrition, as well as integrated land 

use design workshops. In 2008, Abalimi started the Harvest of Hope, a social business project 

designed to promote the community gardens to operate long term with the goal of selling 

vegetables as produced by Abalimi’s community gardens. Every week, Abalimi’s pick-up staff 

visit their pre-designated productive community gardens and pick up their consumer-ready 

harvest, with the profits going directly to the gardeners. These vegetables are then brought to 

Abalimi’s packaging warehouse where they are stored in bins, and subsequently dropped off at 

designated pick-up points throughout the city, where customers can retrieve their purchase. 

For more information on Abalimi, visit their website at: www.abalimi.org.za 

4.2 Study Areas 

4.2.1 Cape Town 

4.2.1.1 History 

Cape Town is a city with colonial roots. It was ‘founded’ and first occupied in 1652 by 

the Dutch East India Company (DEIC), meant to be a stopover and ‘refueling’ station for trading 

ships whose voyages extended towards the far east. It grew by utilizing slave labour and the 

eventual seizing of the land from the local indigenous Khoi people. It was later seized by the 

British, whose rule was formally achieved from 1814-1815. In 1840, Cape Town was established 

by the colonial government as a municipality, and by 1899 Cape Town had a professional 

bureaucracy, a sufficient water supply and sanitation and drainage (Worden et al., 1998 as cited in 

Wilkinson, 2000). 

In 1913, the Native Land act, which was intended to control the land acquisition of land 

by ‘natives’, or black people, was established. This act would eventually evolve into the more 

official discriminatory segregation policies of apartheid, that have so radically and profoundly 

shaped South Africa as we know it today (Wilkinson, 2000).  By 1950, Cape Town’s population 

was 742 400, 48% of which were classified as Coloured, 41% as White, and 10% as black 

http://www.abalimi.org.za/
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African, according to the Population Registration act which had been passed that year by the 

National Party with the goal of achieving ‘total apartheid’. Apartheid, a term from the Afrikaans 

language translates into ‘the status of being apart’.  

South African population was increasingly becoming urbanized and cities attracted many 

Africans due to the labour demands created by the Second World War economy. This resulted in 

many large informal settlements in and around major cities, one of which was Cape Town. These 

circumstances are said to have increased the white voting public’s already existing anxieties 

surrounding ‘natives’ and resulted in the National Party’s narrow electoral victory in 1948. 

Shortly thereafter in 1950, the Group Areas Act was passed, followed by the Reservation of 

Separate Amenities Act in 1953, resulting in the forced removal and relocation of non-white 

communities to the new public housing areas, now known as townships, in the Cape Flats.  

Despite efforts of government to control the influx of African immigrants, such as the 

Coloured Labour Preference Policy of 1954, Africans continued to move  into South African 

cities including Cape Town. By the 1970s, combined with the government’s inadequate public 

housing provision and rising demand, informal settlements, often characterized by overcrowding 

and lacking in service delivery, continued to increase in numbers around Cape Town. Coinciding 

with the oil price shock in the early seventies, the aforementioned conditions resulted in 

‘township revolts’, starting in Johannesburg in 1976, and eventually the townships in the Cape 

Flats became reportedly ‘ungovernable/uncontrollable’ by the apartheid regime, and would 

remain so into the next decade, eventuating in the NP’s decision to essentially give up on their 

attempts to control African urbanization.  

The post-war period for Cape Town’s white population was relatively prosperous, 

leading to car dependent, suburban expansion. By 1980, the population of Cape Town reached 1.9 

million, 30% of which was White, 52% Coloured, and 17% black African. In 1986 the Western 

Cape Regional Services Council was established, aimed at raising revenue for the service 
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provision in African and Coloured communities. This led to low-cost housing projects such as 

Khayelitsha, Blue Downs and Delft. In 1990, the African National Congress as well as other 

political parties were ‘unbanned’, one of the first steps in the end of the NP’s apartheid policy and 

the beginning of the transition to a democratic South Africa (Wilkinson, 2000). 

4.2.1.2 Current Demographic Profile of Cape Town 

The population in Cape Town as of the 2011 census was 42% Coloured, 39% black 

African, 15.7% White, 1.4% Asian and 1.9% classified as other. As of the latest census (2011), 

the population has reached 3 740 025, up from 2 892 243 in 2001. Cape Town has a relatively 

young population; only 5.5% of the population is older than 65 years, while 51% are between the 

ages of 25-64 years old. In terms of education, forty-two percent of Whites, 34.6% of Asian 

people, 8.7% of Coloured people and 9.0% of black African people have higher than a grade 12 

education (Statistics South Africa; City of Cape Town, 2011). 

Unemployment is highest amongst black Africans (34.5%), Coloureds (22.6%), and 

‘others’ (16.2%), while Asians (9.9%) and Whites (4.7%) show lower figures. Unemployment of 

the labour force (aged of 15-64) is 23.8%. Approximately 47% of households have a monthly 

income of less than 3200 R (approximately 426 CAD) per month, while 17.3% have an income of 

less than 1600 R, and 13.7% reported having no income. In terms of income, 27% percent of 

black Africans reported having a household income of less than 1600 R, and 19% reported having 

no income. These figures were 14.8% and 10.4% for Coloureds, 6.8% and 10.8% for Asians, and 

3.2% and 8.4% for Whites, respectively (Statistics South Africa; City of Cape Town, 2011). In 

terms of access to services, 48.4% of black Africans, 91% of Coloureds, 97.8% of Asians and 

99% of Whites have access to piped water inside their dwelling. Twenty-one percent of black 

Africans and 5.9% of Coloured people have access to water less than 200m from their dwellings, 

and 6% of black Africans have access to water more than 200m from their dwelling. 
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Approximately 22% of households live in informal/shack dwellings (Statistics South Africa; City 

of Cape Town, 2011). 

Due to its unique sociopolitical history, Cape Town faces a number of challenges, 

primarily related to determining ways to meet the needs of Cape Town’s previously 

disadvantaged and currently impoverished population. Whether this can be done through 

economic growth or expansion and increasing employment opportunities, or through increasing 

social safety blankets/welfare, remains to be seen. Other issues which are in dire need to be 

addressed include housing, public transportation, urban sprawl onto agricultural land, crime, 

poverty and environmental conservation (Wilkinson, 2000). 

4.2.2 Khayelitsha 

Spanning 43.5 km
2
 and located 32 km south east of Cape Town, Khayelitsha is the 

largest and fasted growing township in Cape Town. Its name means New Home in Xhosa, and 

was created by the apartheid government in the 1980s in order to accommodate and isolate what 

that administration recognized as an increasing influx of black African migrants living in and 

around Cape Town (Statistics South Africa; City of Cape Town, 2001). 

 There are various estimates for Khayelitsha’s population. Despite it being originally 

planned for 250 000, the population has grown well over that figure.  In 2001 it was said to be 

329 000 (Statistics South Africa; City of Cape Town, 2001), while the DBSA (Development 

Bank of Southern Africa) estimated it to be 420 000 that same year. The Urban Renewal Plan for 

Khayelitsha estimated it to be 600 000 (Statistics South Africa; City of Cape Town, 2001). 

According to the 2001 census, the population of Khayelitsha is 51.9% female with 29.6% of 

people being 14 years and younger, while 75% of the population is aged 35 years or younger 

(City of Cape Town, 2005a). Less than 50% of Khayelitsha’s population is employed and 78% of 

employed people earn less than 1600 R/month (City of Cape Town, 2001), which is defined as 

below household subsistence level (the income necessary for food, clothing, fuel, electricity, 



 

32 

 

washing/cleansing, rent and transport expenses of a household). Seventy-six percent of adults 

aged twenty and over have less than a high school education
4
, while only 4.3% have a post high 

school diploma or degree (Statistics SA, 2003 as cited in City of Cape Town, 2005).  

Khayelitsha’s growth rate accelerated after the fall of the apartheid government, now 

increasing at a rate of 10 000 people per year, approximately half of Cape Town’s new 

immigrants.  Most of its migrants come from the Eastern Cape (approximately 90% in 2001), and 

are young, with children/other dependents, and looking for employment at the beginning of their 

working lives. According Bekker (2002), these migrants as compared to the urban black 

populations, are educationally disadvantaged, and they and their children are unlikely to return to 

the Eastern Cape.  

Khayelitsha faces many challenges such as high HIV/AIDS and TB prevalence, as well 

as high crime rates and overall poverty. Its distance from the city separates its residents from 

centres of economic opportunity, whilst the lack of accessibility, safety and reliability of public 

transit result in further separation. Other challenges that the township faces are low investments 

in service delivery in the area, lack of employment, limited formal housing provision (57% of the 

population reside in informal housing or shacks), overcrowding, and absence of assistance in 

formalization of businesses. Furthermore, due to the physical geography of the region (the water 

table is high and the soil is primarily sandy), it is expensive to develop the land for business, 

agricultural and residential purposes (Statistics SA, 2003 as cited in City of Cape Town, 2005). 

4.2.3 Langa 

Langa was the first township to be established under the 1923 Urban Areas Act in Cape 

Town, and was designated to house black migrant workers, as evident from the many hostels 

located there. Eventually Langa became surrounded by industrial development, which improved 

                                                   

4
 High School is referred to as Matric in South Africa. When one has graduated high school, they have 

‘matriculated’. 
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the access to employment for the people living there, allowing for the growth and development of 

Langa into a middle-class African township. Langa is one of the more popular townships for 

migrant workers as it is relatively close to the city (Smith & Hanson, 2003).  

Spanning 2.87 km
2
, Langa hosts approximately 49 667 people. In 2001, when the last 

census was taken, 48% of all housing was categorized as informal dwellings or shacks, while 

24% were formal houses. In terms of racial demographics, Langa’s population was 99.5% black 

African, 0.43%  Coloured and 0.02% White. The dominant language spoken is Xhosa, a first 

language for 96.1% of the population (Statistics South Africa; City of Cape Town, 2001). 

In 2001 when the census was taken, more than 90% of Langa’s population aged 20 or 

over had less than high school education, while 7.2%  were reported to have had no schooling. 

Total unemployment rates for the economically active (ages 15-65) hovers around 50%. In terms 

of income of earners, 72% have reported earning less than 1600 R which, as mentioned above, is 

less than the monthly household subsistence level (Statistics South Africa; City of Cape Town, 

2001). 

4.3 Data Collection 

4.3.1 Food Security Indicators - USAID 

In order to assess food security, the survey utilized (See Appendix B for full survey) three 

food security tools as created by USAID’s (The United States Agency for International 

Development) FANTA project (Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance). These tools include 

the Household Food Insecurity access Scale (HFIAS), the Months of Adequate Household Food 

Provisioning Scale (MIHFP) and the Household Dietary Diversity Scale (HDDS). See Appendix 

C for the full questionnaires for the HFIAS, HDDS and MIHFP.  

USAID defines food security as “when all people at all times have both physical and 

economic access to sufficient food to meet their dietary needs for a productive and healthy life.” 
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Their definition has three components: availability, access, and utilization. Their definition is 

consistent with that of the FAO (State of Food Insecurity Report, 2001). 

USAID’sTitle II programs emphasize the access and utilization components of the 

definition. Utilization is an “individual’s biological capacity to make use of food for a productive 

life”, while access refers to the “ability to obtain an adequate quality and quantity of food in order 

to meet all household members' nutritional requirements for productive lives”. During the 

development of the USAID Office of Food for Peace's (FFP) strategy, the Household dietary 

diversity scale (HDDS) and months of adequate food provisioning (MIHFP) were created in order 

to establish widely accepted household food access impact indicators, as both of them focus on 

the intended outcome of improved food access and thus improved household food consumption. 

4.3.1.1 HFIAS 

The Household food insecurity access scale (HFIAS) is a rather simple, user friendly 

food security measurement tool which incorporates the indicators related to the element of access 

when considering household food security. It is particularly effective for monitoring and 

evaluating program interventions, which in this study are urban agriculture programs. Created by 

USAID’s Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance (FANTA) project, it is a revised version of the 

methods which are used to evaluate the pervasiveness of food insecurity in the United States 

annually. 

The HFIAS was created on the premise that the prevalence of food insecurity can be 

represented by a typical set of indicators or ‘domains’ which can be captured and measured 

through a questionnaire and subsequently categorized on a scale. Some of these indicators include 

feelings of concern or worry about food, perceptions that food quantity and quality are 

inadequate, conveyed decreases in food intake and the consequences of decreased food intake, 

and feelings of embarrassment regarding undesirable food getting practices. 
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This method of measuring food insecurity has been validated in the context of different 

developing countries (Webb et al., 2002, Coates et al., 2003, Frongillo & Nanama, 2003, Melgar-

Quinonez, 2004, Perez-Escamilla et al., 2004), showing strong correlations with common 

indicators of poverty and food consumption. They are also able to capture data on food insecurity 

in a temporal context, making them appropriate to use for program impact assessment. 

Furthermore, (Coates et al., 2006) promoted the idea that food security is experienced in a way 

that is common across culture. To test this hypothesis Coates et al. (2006) took an investigative 

approach in order to classify the cross-cultural commonalities of the food security experience 

using 22 scales and their associated ethnographies captured from 15 different counties. Their 

study showed that inadequate food quantity and quality, and concern about food were all 

components of the food insecurity experience in all sampled cultures. The results from their 

survey also showed that populations across all but a few of their sampled cultures responded 

similarly. This study is another validation for the use of the HFIAS (Coates, 2007). 

The survey questions were intended to understand the dynamics, successes and 

challenges associated with food insecurity, urban gardening and other food sourcing strategies. 

4.3.1.2 MIHFP & HDDS 

The MIHFP was designed to assess changes in a household’s ability to obtain a sufficient 

amount of food throughout the year. It is useful because it can measure changes in access to food 

over an annual period, alluding to the seasonal and thus agricultural effects on food availability 

(Bilinsky & Swindale, 2010).  

Household diet diversity measures the number of different food groups consumed over a 

period of time, and may be useful in assessing access to food considering that a diverse diet is 

conducive to good health as it can lead to a more ideal birth weight, child anthropometric status 

and improved hemoglobin concentrations. It is also correlated with caloric and protein 

sufficiency, percentage of protein from animal sources, and household income. Additionally, 
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increased quantity and quality of diet have been correlated with increased food expenditure, even 

in poor households (Swindale & Bilinsky, 2005). 

4.3.2 Participant Recruitment 

The data were collected via group and individual interviews, guided by a survey (See 

Appendix B).  With the aid of a local guide and translator, participants were chosen from those 

active in the urban gardening interventions with both Soil for Life, and Abalimi. Soil for Life 

members were selected from Langa due to accessibility and prevalence of urban gardening in the 

area; however not all gardeners were associated with Soil for Life. Abalimi members were 

selected in Khayelitsha, based on Abalimi’s projects there.  

Participants were categorized as gardeners and non-gardeners in each area, with the 

gardening category subdivided into home gardeners and community gardeners.  

-A home gardener is defined as someone who grows food individually, whether the location of 

their plot is at home or not.  

-A community gardener is someone who grows their food on a shared plot, whereby all members 

using the plot contribute to the maintenance and operation of the garden. 

The inclusion criteria for the interviewees/participants were thus as follows: 

-must reside in either the Langa or Khayelitsha area  

-must be living below the poverty line (<1600 R/month/pp)
5
 (City of Cape Town, 2006) 

-must be the head of the household (where a household refers to “a group of people who normally 

live and eat their meals together. Members must acknowledge the authority of one person as head 

of household and that person must actually live with the rest of the household members” 

(Beamon & Dillon, 2009) OR the food provider OR the gardener. 

                                                   

5
 All conversions were done using the average rate over the time of data collection (May – September 2012; 7.5Rand 

/Canadian Dollar). 1600 R = 213 CAD 
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Chapter 5 

Results 

5.1 The Profile of an Urban Gardener 

An important component of understanding food security in the study population is the 

demographic composition of the participants. This section includes some information on age, 

gender distribution, income sources and education. The following chart provides a summary of 

some relevant demographic information about the interviewees. 

Table 1 Participant Demographic Information  

 Langa  Home-

Gardeners 

(LG)
6
 

n=25 

Community-

Gardeners 

Khayelitsha 

(KG) 

n=21 

Non-Gardeners 

Langa (LNG) 

n=25 

Non-Gardeners 

Khayelitsha 

(KNG) 

n=20 

Age x = 44, σ= 12.41 x = 56, σ= 19 x = 39, σ= 12.75 x = 44, σ= 9.7 

Gender 64% F 76% F 96% F 75% F 

Housing Type 92% Formal 90% Formal 100% Informal 100% Informal 

Employment 70% Unempl. 

48% Pensioners 

Abalimi 

61% Pensioners 

84% Unemp. 

36% Pensioners  

75% Unempl. 

28% Pensioners 

Education 

(Grade) 

x = 9.84, σ= 1.64 x =7.33, σ= 2.53 x = 8.72, σ= 2.52 x = 9.35, σ= 2.39 

Income* 

(/m/p) 

415R 

54 CAD 

825R 

110 CAD 

260R 

34 CAD 

270R 

36 CAD 

 

 

 

                                                   

6
 The following abbreviations will be used to describe participant groups: 

Langa Home-Gardeners: LG 

Khayelitsha Community Gardeners: KG 

Langa Non-Gardeners: LNG 

Khayelitsha Non-Gardeners: KG 
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Figure 1 Age and Sex distribution of participant groups 

As seen in the above figures (Figure 1), the majority of participants across the four 

groups were female-headed households. The KG’s were on average older, while the LNG group 

was on average the youngest. However, the three groups (except the KG group) did not differ 

greatly in their age distributions. The LG group had the most equal gender distribution, with 64% 

female participants and 36% male participants.  
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Figure 2 a. Participants Stated Sources of income by number of participants citing each respective 

source at least once.
7
 

Figure 2 b. Percentage contribution of each respective source to household total income.  

 

Participants reported pensions to be the highest contributors to income, with the majority 

of participants across all groups citing at least one pension grant as a source of income (Figure 

2a),  and with pension grants making up the majority of income across all groups. As can be 

shown in Figure 2b, although 100% of participants in each gardening group cited their gardens as 

sources of income, their contribution to total household income is small compared to other 

sources of income (2% for the LG group and 7% for the KG group).  It is however important to 

note that the KG group had a higher average income; thus the community gardens not only 

contributed to a higher portion of household income but in terms of net income gain, the 

community gardeners received an average of 193 R per person from their garden, while the home 

                                                   

7
 Recall that the number of participants interviewed in each group are as follows: 

LG: 25, LNG: 25 

KG:21, KNG: 20 
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gardeners reported only receiving 31 R. See Table 1 for information on average income per 

person per group. Although only a small number of people reported formal full-time employment 

as a source of income, it contributed a significant amount to income (18%, 14%, 15% & 32% 

respectively; Figure 2b).  Doing domestic work is also a popular source of income with almost 

equal contributions across all participant groups about (8%; Figure 2b). Another significant 

portion of income was self-employment, for example by selling cigarettes, sweets, snack, metal 

scraps, meat and making beer.  

 

Figure 3 Education level distribution of participant groups 

 

The educational level of participants was similar across all groups except for the KG 

group, where fewer had completed their Grade 12 matric. All groups had at least some level of 

schooling, while the large majority stating to have completed schooling in the grade range of 8-

11.  
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5.2 Food Security Indicators 

Figures 4 to 6 are median box plot diagrams of the results for three different food 

insecurity indicators, the HFIAs, the HDDS and the MIHFP, for the four participant groups. 

 

Figure 4 Box plot diagram for the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) food security 

indicator across all participant groups. 

Outliers are indicated by dots, while extreme outliers are indicated by stars, representing values 

more than three times the upper quartile. Higher HFIAS values indicate higher food insecurity. The 

y-axis corresponds to the HFIAS values, ranging from 1 (Food Secure) to 27 (Highly Food Insecure). 

 

The KG group had the lowest median food insecurity as measured by the HFIAS, 

followed by the LG group, the KNG group and finally the LNG group.  
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Figure 5 Box Plot diagram for the Months of Inadequate Food Provisioning (MIHFP) food security 

indicator across all participant groups. 

The y-axis values indicate the number of months in which the participants indicate not having 

sufficient food or high food insecurity. Thus, higher numbers correspond to higher food insecurity. 

Outliers are indicated by dots, while extreme outliers are indicated by stars, representing values 

more than three times the upper quartile. 

 

Using the MIHFP indicator, again, the KG group had the lowest median score, followed 

by the LG group. The KNG and LNG group had relatively similar medians for their MIHFP 

scores.  

 

Figure 6 Box Plot diagram for the Household Diet Diversity Scale (HDDS) food insecurity indicator 

across all participant groups. 
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A higher number indicates greater diet diversity. See figure 8 for more detail about diet diversity for 

participants. Outliers are indicated by dots, while extreme outliers are indicated by stars, 

representing values more than three times the upper quartile.  

 

The HDDS score differs from the other two indicators in that a higher score indicates 

greater diet diversity and may relate to lower food insecurity. The KG had the highest HDDS 

score, followed by the LG group. The KNG and LNG groups again had similar medians 

corresponding to their respective HDDS scores however the LNG group had a slightly lower 

HDDS scores than the KNG group.  

 

 

 

Figure 7 Food Security Category (Household Food Insecurity Access Scale [HFIAS] Category) and 

participant group 
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The HFIAS category score (ranging from 1-4, categories as shown in Figure 7
8
) is useful 

as it categorizes participants based on the category or level of food insecurity as indicated in 

Figure 7. According to these categorizations, the LNG group was most food insecure with the 

majority of their participants (>90%) suffering from severe food insecurity. The KNG group 

followed with the majority also being categorized as severely food insecure (>70%), followed by 

the LG group and finally the KG group with the lowest occurrence of severe food insecurity 

(<50%).  

   

 

Figure 8 Participant response to question: “What did you eat yesterday?” Household Diet Diversity 

categories and consumption amongst participant groups. 

 

*The most commonly consumed grains were: Maize Meal,  Bread and Rice 

**Meat: 58% cow/sheep intestines; eaten primarily by LNG. Followed by Chicken Feet at 20% eaten 

by LG and KNG and chicken at 14% eaten equally as frequently by both KG and KNG 

*** Other category includes condiments, but most reported consumed items in the other category are 

chips for breakfast 92% consumed relatively equally across every group except for the KG, followed 

                                                   

8
 The HFIAS categories are scored as followed: 

1= Food Secure 

2=Mildly Food Insecure 

3=Moderately Food Insecure 

4=Severely Food Insecure 
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by tea (40%) consumed primarily by the LG and KG 

-15% of participants in the Khayelitsha non-gardener group reported drinking African beer as an 

important calorie intake. 

 

Grains were the most commonly consumed food by all groups. The Langa gardeners 

group had the highest ingestion of meat as part of their diet, followed by the KNG group, 

however these meats were mainly sheep/cow intestines purchased at a very low cost. The KG 

group had the highest intake of vegetables, followed by the LG group, with comparably little 

intake from both the LNG and KNG group. No legumes or fish/shellfish were part of the diets of 

any group.  

5.2.1 Comparing Means and Significance 

In part, because of the small sample sizes, it was found that the data were not normally 

distributed in any of the food security indicators in addition to violating the’ homogeneity of 

variances’ assumption  (HFIAS; MIHFP; HDDS). This eliminates the robustness required for an 

ANOVA or Kruskal-Wallace test. To assess significant differences in means, Mood’s median test 

was used as it does not assume normal distribution, is less sensitive to departures from 

homogeneity of variance and is thus more robust in this case (Brown & Mood, 1951; 

Grzegorzewski, 2005; Lehmann, 2006). 

Table 2 Summary of the Median test conducted to compare medians across all groups for the HFIAS, 

MIHFP and HDDS 

Median Test HFIAS MIHFP HDDS 

LG & LNG p>0.05  

 

p<0.05  p<0.05 

LG & KG p>0.05  

 

p>0.05  p<0.05  

LG & KNG p>0.05  

 

p>0.05  

 

p>0.05  

LNG & KG p<0.05  p<0.05  

 

p<0.05  

 

LNG & KNG p>0.05  p>0.05  

 

p>0.05  
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KG & KNG p<0.05  p<0.05  p<0.05  

 

 

The null hypothesis, H0, that there is no difference between medians for all three food 

insecurity indicators between the four groups is rejected (p<0.05) at a confidence level of 0.01. 

Post-hoc testing indicates that there are significant differences between the LG and LNG (p<0.05) 

for both the HDDS and MIHFP and between the LG and the KG for the HDDS only (p<0.05). 

Significant differences between the medians of the LNG group and the KG group were found for 

all three indicators (p<0.05), as well as between the KG group and KNG group across all three 

indicators (p<0.05). Although this test was the most appropriate alternative to the available 

parametric and non-parametric tests, it must be noted however that the median test may have been 

compromised by differences in the shapes of the data distribution.  

  

 

Table 3 Mean and Standard Deviations of different food security indicators across all participant 

groups. 

 Meals ate 

Yesterday 

HFIAS MIHFP HDDS 

KG x = 2.38 

σ =  0.65 

x = 13.04 

σ =  7.85 

x = 5.33 

σ =  3.26 

x = 5.14 

σ =  1.93 

LG x = 1.64 

σ =  0.7 

x = 18.88 

σ =  7.42 

x = 8.8 

σ =  3.41 

x = 3.72 

σ =  1.31 

KNG x = 1.7 

σ =  0.56 

x = 22.25 

σ = 7.55  

x = 10.15 

σ =  2.65 

x = 3.4 

σ =  1.2 

LNG x = 1.4 

σ =  0.49 

x = 21.84 

σ =  6.31 

x = 10.88 

σ =  1.72 

x = 2.68 

σ = 0.78 

 

Recall that a higher HFIAS and MIHFP score indicates higher food insecurity, while a 

higher HDDS score indicates greater diet diversity. The KG group had the lowest overall food 

insecurity (13.04) as measured by the HFIAS as well as the MIHFP, and it had the highest diet 

diversity score and the highest number of ‘meals eaten yesterday’. The LG group had the 2
nd

 

lowest food insecurity score at 18.88 as measured by the HFIAS as well as the MIHFP at 8.8. 
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They also had the second highest diet diversity score. The KNG group and LNG group had 

relatively similar figures across all indicators. 

Because the data were not normally distributed, a t-test/one way ANOVA is not strictly 

legitimate to use in comparing the means of these sample populations. While recognizing this 

limitation, such a test was conducted and it was found that the means were different at a 

significance level of 0.01. 

5.3 Correlations 

Based on participant ranking, no correlations were found between the number and 

reliance on social sources. Significant correlations between the HFIAS and income however were 

found for both the LNG group and the KNG group.  

 

 

Table 4 Correlations between income and the HFIAS score for each participant group. 

 LG LNG KG KNG 

Pearson 

Correlation  

-0.083 -0.783 -0.325 -0.480 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 

Not 

Significant 

Correlation is 

significant at the 0.01 

level 

Not 

Significant 

Correlation is 

significant at the 0.05 

level 

 

5.4 Food Sourcing Strategies 

Table 5 Number of food sources per participant group and the associated Household Food Insecurity 

Access Scale Measure. 

Participant 

Group Gardeners Gardeners Non-Gard Non-Gard 

 

HFIAS # Sources HFIAS # Sources 

Langa 18.88 5.64 21.84 4.08 

Khayelitsha 13.04 6.80 22.25 5.8 
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Both gardeners groups had an overall higher average number of sources than the non-

gardeners groups, with the KG group exhibiting the highest number of sources per person. 

 

 

 

Figure 9 Participant response to question: “What challenges do you face in obtaining food?” 

  

Participants reported a lack of money as the main challenge in obtaining food, in 

particular at the month end, typically due to the exhaustion of grant money received at the 

beginning of the month. It is especially hard to obtain food in January due to increased expenses 

from the January schools fees and from increased spending during the holidays. The LNG, KNG 

and KG groups state that long distances to stores are a challenge as walking is typically the main 

method of transportation, taking excessive amounts of time and energy.  
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Figure 10 Participant response to question: "What do you do when there is no food in the 

household/Garden?” 

 

The LG, LNG and KNG groups all reported that “drinking water/tea and going to sleep” 

were their methods of coping with a lack of food in the household. Money lenders were also an 

option for the KG, LG, KNG and (to a lesser extent) LNG groups. The LNG group reported that 

“to get money you need to have money to build trust and if you don’t have money you can’t 

borrow?” – L29
9
, indicating a lack of initial or potential capital with which to pay the lenders 

back.  

 

                                                   

9
 Throughout the results and discussion section, codes such as L29 correspond to the participant from 

which the quote was taken. Recall that L1-25 are Langa-Gardeners, L26-L50 are Langa non-gardeners, K1-

21 are Khayelitsha community-gardeners, and K22-42 are Khayelitsha non-gardeners.  
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Table 6 Table summarizing food sources for participant groups.  

Column labeled ‘% Use’ indicates the percentage of participants with at least one of the indicated sources, 

column 2 is the average number of each respective source per person in each participant group, and column 3 

shows the average ranking of each respective source per group. Rank is abbreviated to Rnk to save space. 

 

5.4.1 Formal Sources 

As shown in Table 6, participants ranked the importance of different sources of food. 

Participants indicated that when they have money, they utilize formal sources of food through 

purchasing (e.g. Shoprite, Pick n Pay, Spar etc.). According to participants, formal sources such 

as supermarkets were the most important source of food, ranking the highest in all groups. For 

those who rely on monthly social security grants/stipends, which are received at the beginning of 

                                                   

10
 Ranking: Participants were asked to rank their sources of food based on their view of each source’s 

accessibility, frequency of use and percentage that each source contributes to their diet.  

1: Most Important; Majority of Food from here (>50% of food) 

2: 20-30% of Food 

3: 10-20% of Food 

4: 5-10% of Food 

5: Least Important Less than 5% of food 
11

 The KG and LG group report that their garden’s contribution to their diets depend on the season, but on 

average the contribution to diet ranges from 10-20% for the KG group and 5-10% for the LG group. Note 

that this includes income that comes from selling the garden produce. 

  LG     
LN

G     KG     KNG     

  
% 

Use 

Avg # 

PP  

Rnk
10

 

% 

Use 

Avg # 

PP Rnk 

% 

Use 

Avg # 

PP Rnk 

% 

Use 

Avg 

# 

PP Rnk 

Super-

market 

100

% 1.08 1.5 

100

% 1.04 1.3 95% 1.81 1.3 75% 1.07 1 

Somalian 

Shop 80% 1 2.1 96% 1.04 1.43 14% 1.67 2.2 90% 1.37 2.5 

Corner 

Shop 96% 1.46 3 44% 1 3 86% 1 3 85% 1 3.35 

Social 40% 2.5 2.64 48% 2.42 5 86% 2.33 3.06 80% 2.5 3.73 

Home 

Garden 

100

% 1 4 0% n/a N/A 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A 

Comm. 

Garden 0% n/a n/a 0% n/a N/A 

100

% 1 3
11

 0% N/A N/A 

Scavenge 

 0% n/a n/a 52% 1 3 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A 

Soup 

Kitchen 0% n/a n/a 0% n/a N/A 0% N/A N/A 70% 1 3 

Loan 20% 1 n/a 0% n/a N/A 0% N/A N/A 25% 1 4 



 

52 

 

the month, food is purchased in bulk from the supermarket. As this bulk purchase runs out, 

participants then rely on other food sourcing strategies such as the informal/convenient type 

stores, which sell food at a higher unit price but in smaller quantities, making it more affordable 

(spaza shops).  They then rely on their social food sources when they are unable to purchase food 

with cash. Only non-gardeners mention loans as a strategy for food sourcing, and only the LNG 

group indicate scavenging as a food sourcing strategy. Khayelitsha Community gardeners place 

greater importance on their garden as a food source than do Langa home gardeners.  

5.4.2 Informal Sources 

‘Scavenging’ 

In the group interview, the LNG group indicated their use of ‘scavenging’
12

 as a food 

source and reported that this may be required at the end of the month when their stipends were 

exhausted (Table 6). They went to the Epping Market, an industrial zone where produce is 

delivered to distributors in the city. There, they said they take the over-ripe/non saleable produce 

from the sellers. Participants said this, while sometimes essential was difficult due to the walking 

distance of 2 km, taking them 40 min one way to walk there and made more challenging by 

having to walk back with their food packages. Another participant stated: “This [Epping market] 

is the only way because there is no soup kitchen here when we are desperate.” – L36  

 

Loans 

Twenty percent of the LG group and 25% of the KNG group reported using loans as  a 

means with which to purchase food (Table 6). The interest rate on such loans average around 

50%, with one participant stating: “There are no neighbours to ask for something, if you don’t 

                                                   

12
 The term ‘scavenge’, as used by the participants who reported utilizing this strategy to source food refers 

to the act of searching for overripe, unsellable leftovers which were left or given to them by the produce 

sellers. 
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have something I go take a loan. For 100R you get and pay 50R for interest. If you don’t have 

food you must find your own options to get food.”- L31 

 

5.4.3 Social Sources 

Table 7 Social Sources of Food: Type and Nature of Relationship across Participant Groups  

 LG LNG KG KNG 

Type Mutuality Type Mutuality Type Mutuality Type Mutuality 

Family 29% 

n=6 

Trade
13

: 

100% 

0% N/A 6% 

n=3 

Trade: 

100% 

 

0% N/A 

Friend/ 

Neighb

our
14

 

71% 

n=15 

Trade: 

100% 

100

% 

N=2

9 

Trade: 

34%   

Receive:7

6%  

72% 

n=32 

Trade: 

100% 

 

100

% 

n=39 

Trade: 64% 

Receive: 

36% 

Garden 

Partner 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 21% 

n=10 

Trade: 

100% 

 

N/A N/A 

 

Table 8 Average number of social sources per person, their ranking and the standard deviation of 

each ranking per participant group 

 
LG LNG KG KNG 

% With Social 

Sources 40% 44% 81% 75% 

Avg  # Sources PP 2.1 2.636364 2.647059 2.6 

Avg Ranking 2.636364 5 3.058824 3.73333 

StDevRanking 1.026911 0 0.555719 1.082326 

 

Social connections for those who employ them have been reported to be an integral 

source of food for participants, in particular for the gardener’s groups. For the majority, these 

social connections included neighbours and friends (Table 7). The KG group also reported their 

garden partners as food sources. Of interest are the ways in which the different groups utilize 

their social sources. The LG group who utilized social sources on average ranked these sources at 

                                                   

13
 Trading does not necessarily mean that food is trade upon each interaction, but that food is both given to 

that respective source and also received. 
14

 Friend and Neighbour were grouped together as they are not mutually exclusive. All of the friends 

mentioned by participants were by (our) definition neighbours (less than 0.01km away) and all neighours 

were classified as friends when asked for further detail. 
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2.6 on a scale of 1-5, 1 being the most important source of food and 5 being the least important 

source of food. The KG group ranked their social sources at an average of 3 on the scale (Table 

6). Both gardening groups indicate that their social connections are mutually beneficial, whereby 

they ask for and receive food from their sources when they are in need, and also give food to 

these respective sources when they have the means to do so. However, in the cases of the non-

gardening groups, a higher proportion report receiving food from various social sources without 

reciprocating at any time (Table 7). Thus, the gardening groups utilize social food sources more 

frequently than do the non-gardening groups and the ways in which they use them are in a 

reciprocal nature, often benefitting both parties involved.  

All participants reported utilizing their lower-ranked sources closer to the end of the 

month, when their bulk food purchase began to run out. This is especially true for the 

participants’ utilization of their social sources. The LNG group reported that their social sources 

were of least importance (5); when asked why, the common theme seemed to be that because 

everyone was in the same situation, there was nobody to ask. One person stated “If you ask, they 

will laugh at you. Because everyone is like you—they have nothing to give” – L34. 

Of particular interest was the existence of a Rasta culture, reported by two participants as 

having important implications for food security. For example, one participant in the LG group 

who self-identified as a ‘Rasta’ said; “We [Rastas] work together. We never go hungry because 

we have food…The rules of the Rastas are to behave, help, garden and have shops, to cultivate 

the land and feed the people. We look out for all of us and eat together so no one goes hungry.”- 

L9. This individual was defined as food secure, with an HFIAS score of 2
15

, compared to the LG 

groups average HFIAS score of 18.88 and an HFIAS category of 1; indicating that they were food 

secure (Table 3). This is despite having a household income of only 300R per month. The Rasta 

culture was represented by one other participant in the Khayelitsha community gardeners group, 

                                                   

15
 Recall that an HFIAS score of 27 indicates the highest food insecurity, while 1 indicates the least food 

security. 
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saying “We Rastas meet at least 3 times a week as brothers. We each bring something so no one 

goes hungry”- K20. This participant from the community gardening group had an HFIAS score of 

6 compared to their groups average HFIAS score of 13.04, and an HFIAS category of 2, 

indicating that they were mildly food insecure (Table 3). This is despite having an income of only 

600R per month.  

Although no correlation was found between the number of social sources and their 

reported rankings by the participants, the anecdotal evidence speaks for itself. For example, one 

participant from the LG group would trade with a neighbour, emphasizing its importance during 

difficult times saying; “When we need food, I go to the neighbour above me [in the apartment 

complex] I go to the neighbour below, to the right and to the left. When I need food, they give me 

what they can, and when they need food, I give what I can. My garden helps me to give things 

like spinach especially” – L7. 

5.5 Gardening Activities 

 

Figure 11 Garden Participant response to the question: “What benefits do you receive from gardening?” 

These responses coincide with their initial motivation to start gardening as a livelihood strategy/source of food in 

the case of unemployment (96% in the LG group and 100% in the KG group). 
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Gardeners indicated that the main benefits from gardening include food sourcing of 

quality/healthy foods, a good pastime, physical activity, social time and the provision of a ‘sense 

of hope/pride/independence.’ 

 

 

Figure 12 Participant response to the question: "What challenges do you confront with your 

(household/community) garden?” 

 

Participants indicated inputs as the main challenges associated with their urban 

agricultural practices. These include limitations of space (primarily for the LG group), compost, 

and irrigation. Climate was reported to be a challenge, referring to the seasonality of Cape Town 

in that there are 1) water limitations during the hot growing season, and 2) there are issues such as 

flooding and cold temperatures during the winter season. ‘Human power’ was of particular 

concern for the KG group reportedly due to their aging participants (see table 1 and figure 1 for 

details on age distribution for the gardeners).  Security was another issue with gardening 

especially for the LG group, with one participant reporting that a dead dog was thrown into her 

garden (L3), alluding to issues of vandalism and theft when gardens are not fenced off.  
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Figure 13 Response of non-gardening participant groups to the question: "Why don't you garden?" 

 

  The participant groups reported that a lack of space and money were the primary issues 

preventing them from gardening; due to the dense living situation common in the informal 

settlements where these participants lived. Recall that all of the participants in the non-gardening 

groups live in informal settlements (Table 1). One participant from the LNG group stated: “No 

time for garden, too busy supporting 10 people” - L32. This individual made beer to support a 

household of 10, alluding to the fact that gardens have a limited financial return when compared 

to other livelihood strategies. 
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Figure 14 Participant response to the question: "What problems do you see in the community?" 

 

*Respondents indicate that unemployment is a problem especially amongst the youth 

**Respondents indicate that the government ‘does not do enough’ in terms of alleviating poverty or 

unemployment 

***Respondents indicate that there exists an over reliance or expectation on government of those suffering from 

poverty, thus debilitating them 

****Other problems reported include (from most reported common to least) starvation, laziness, lack of 

recreational activities/programs for youth (talents go unnurtured/unexplored), lack of education, lack of family 

planning and finally ‘gangsterism’.  

 

The majority of participants across all groups cited unemployment as the biggest issues in 

the community, followed by crime/violence, transportation, poverty etc. One participant stated: 

“We have a saying here; that you matriculate and go straight onto the street corner” – L7. 

5.5.1 Urban Agriculture Policy 

An interview was conducted with a representative from the Human and Economic 

Development Department, the department responsible for creating the Urban Agricultural Policy 
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released in 2007. The participant wished not to be identified. From the interview, a few key issues 

were raised in terms of the Urban Agricultural Policy including the efficacy of the document 

itself as well as its implementation. The goal of the policy, as reviewed in the literature review 

section of this paper was to attempt to address food security issues in Cape Town, and the urban 

agricultural policy is part of this. Although the policy is not meant to mirror other models for 

example as used in Belo Horizonte, it was meant to be a stepping stone towards achieving 

something close to what was achieved in Belo Horizonte. The main way in which the policy was 

activated was through participant initiative; i.e. a person would approach the office either by 

email or telephone in order to access the services available. In some cases, local NGOs would act 

as an intermediary between participants and the Human Development Department. For example 

the department would give 50 spades to NGOs or other line departments such as parks who they 

work with. Essential needs would be identified and then services would be outsourced via NGOs 

or other governmental organizations. 

Some of the main issues in terms of implementing the urban agricultural policy (as gathered 

from this interview) can be categorized under the umbrella of a lack of resources in terms of 

funding and staffing: 

 Lack of resources (monetary and staffing) 

o At the time of the interview, the department responsible for the development and 

implementation of the policy was run by only two staff, the interviewee and a 

temporary intern (who was funded by CIDA). The interviewee’s roles included other 

responsibilities within the Human Development department and thus could only 

devote “30%” of their time to the Urban Agricultural Program. This means that there 

is a shortage in ‘human power’ available to dedicate the necessary time to the urban 

agricultural program in order to oversee its success. 

 Lack of effective publicization of services offered 
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o Perhaps because of the lack of person-power, there is no effective publicity of the 

available services that are being offered to the community by said agricultural 

policy. Such services include assistance with the issuance/attainment of land for 

gardening, provision of tools, supplies (such as manure/compost) and training (by 

outsourcing to local NGO’s like Abalimi or Soil for life). The only available 

information on the policy, its associated services and how to access these services, is 

vaguely displayed on the city of Cape Town website. Because of the nature of the 

communities in question and their inability to access the internet, this is an 

impractical and ineffective way to disseminate such information to the public. 

 Lack of monitoring and assessment  

o There is no monitoring or assessment program in place in order to track the success 

of the program. 

In terms of some of the challenges that policy makers and program facilitators face in creating 

successful and lasting programs, according to the interviewee some of the challenges include: 

o Climatic: The seasonal variations in temperature and precipitation makes it difficult 

to garden during the winter months (May-Oct) which is characterized by low 

temperatures and heavy precipitation. 

o Access to land. 

o Affordability of resources (especially potable water, compost/manure). 

o Theft/vandalism from community members (If is on city owned land, cannot assist 

with fencing). 

o Instilling a certain level of commitment from participants to ensure gardens success.  

o Management of labour division in the garden. 

o Attrition rates (people to not see the long term benefit). 

o Land cannot be occupied by gardeners. 
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o Tools provision (spades and rakes). 

o Education/Training of gardeners (requires time and resources to appropriately train 

participants). 

o Community gardens facilitated by the policy put the risk on the government as 

opposed to the participants; resulting in a lack of stewardship or responsibility for 

their garden. 

o Managing and facilitating the animal farming; rearing goats and cattle in the 

township is very common despite it being illegal. It is not managed in any way and 

poses significant health and environmental risks. However this is a very important 

industry in the townships and thus there should be some kind of management system 

put in place to mitigate these health and environmental risks. 
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Chapter 6 

Discussion 

6.1 Indicators of Food Security 

The objective of this study was to provide a ‘snap shot’ of the current situation of food 

insecurity in Cape Town’s informal settlements, using Khayelitsha and Langa as case studies. 

Furthermore, the goal was to understand how urban agriculture could alleviate food insecurity.  

This study found that community gardeners overall were more food secure than the other 

participant groups, based on the three food security indicators; the MIHFP, HDDS and HFIAS. 

This suggests that urban gardens can improve food security, however when executed effectively 

and with the necessary inputs, as the Khayelitsha community gardening group had a higher food 

security scores than did the Langa home gardening group. In comparing these results to the wider 

literature, studies on how urban agriculture can contribute to food security in South Africa is 

relatively sparse.  

Altman et al. (2009) estimated that urban agriculture could improve food security within 

a range of 33% to 80%. In this study, they found that, community gardeners were approximately 

30% more food secure than non-gardeners. They also showed that home production in poor 

households does not necessarily equate to an improvement in food security, a phenomenon also 

observed in this case study whereby the home gardeners exhibited a more marginal difference in 

food security of 11%, as compared to the non-gardeners. This could be due to a number of 

reasons. The average income per person throughout participant groups was higher in the 

community gardeners group and thus may be a causal explanation as to why they measured as 

having higher food security (Table 1), however no significant correlation was found when 

comparing income to the food security measurement for both the Langa Home gardeners and for 

the Khayelitsha community gardeners. The opposite was true however for both the LNG group (r 
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= -0.783, n= 25, p < 0.01) and the KNG group (r= - 0.618, n=20, p<0.01) of the non-gardeners 

group whereby a significant positive correlation existed between food security and household 

income per person
16

 (Table 4).   

The HDDS indicated that maize meal was the most relied upon product for calories 

amongst all participants. These results are consistent with those of a similar study by (Oldewage-

Theron et al., 2006) on food security in the vaal Triangle, South Africa; which found that maize 

meal and bread were amongst the most frequently consumed food stuff. In terms of sources of 

protein, a very common source found especially in the Langa township was cow/sheep intestines, 

which are delivered to one of the informal settlements in the township at a relatively low cost. 

Some of the participants in turn reported having used the intestines to sell as a livelihood strategy. 

6.2 Food Sourcing Strategies 

Participants reported obtaining food from eight different sources (Table 6). As shown in 

the results, formal sources/supermarkets were the primarily utilized food source (as determined 

by their average participant’s ranking), followed by informal shops (Termed Somalian 

Shops/Spaza/Corner Shops/Veggie Stands). Other sources varied in their use, with ‘social 

sources’ being significantly used, however differently between groups; these dynamics will be 

explored throughout the following sections. As the results stated, the LNG group reported 

‘scavenging’ at the local Epping Market. In terms of social aid, only the Khayelitsha non-

gardener group reported accessing the local soup kitchen “As many times as we can”; as there is a 

‘three visit per week’ limit set. 

These results are consistent with previous studies on food sourcing strategies in Cape 

Town as conducted by the AFSUN survey (Battersby, 2011). They found that almost every 

household surveyed utilized the supermarkets for food through purchase (99.3%), while 100% of 

                                                   

16
 Recall that the Household Food Insecurity Access scale measures food insecurity as the highest value, 

thus the negative correlation indicates that food security increases with household income. 
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both the LG and LNG groups in this study reported utilizing the local Shoprite (the only formal 

supermarket in Langa). Similarly, 95% of the KG group reported utilizing formal food sources, 

(from both Shoprite and Pick n Pay), while this figure was only 75% for the KNG group.  

However, for those utilizing the supermarkets as a food sources, they ranked it the highest overall 

compared to all other food sources (i.e. these participants source the majority of food from formal 

sources) (Table 6). 

Almost all participants reported accessing the supermarkets near the beginning of the 

month, coinciding with the receipt of their social grants. This bulk purchase (usually 10 kg of 

mealy meal or rice, their monthly supply of sugar and oil) is meant to provide the main portion of 

food for the month, and is supplemented by purchases from the informal shops (often closer and 

abundant in numbers throughout their respective neighbourhoods) which they access more 

frequently. These results are consistent with the AFSUN survey which reported that only 26.8% 

purchased from the supermarkets once a week or more due to convenience and cost, as they save 

money by only paying once for transport for their bulk purchase. Thereafter, they are able to walk 

to the local informal shops to supplement their food needs throughout the rest of the month.  

The informal food sources play an important role as they are more accessible on a daily 

basis by offering food at higher unit prices but in smaller quantities, making it more affordable 

for the urban poor. As the AFSUN survey reported, some of the informal shops offer credit, a 

system only reported by one participant in the Khayelitsha gardeners group. This participant 

reported “I have been buying from them for many years and so they trust me that I can pay them 

back” - K15. Those who accessing such informal food sources which typically have lower quality 

food (yet are more expensive) are exposed to higher health risk from the potentially unsanitary 

conditions food preparation or storage practices as associated with informal markets (Frayne et 

al., 2009). 
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The less frequently accessed food source were the social sources, however a significant 

number of participants utilized social food sources to supplement their food requirements when 

their purchases began to run out. Forty percent of the LG group, 48% of the LNG group, 86% of 

the KG group and 80% of the KNG group cited social sources as a supplementary source of food. 

One hundred percent of both gardeners groups described their social food sources as trading 

relationships
17

 , while 34% of participants trade in the Langa non-gardeners groups and 

Khayelitsha non-gardeners group). This may suggest that the gardener’s groups, because of their 

greater access to food resources from their gardens, are able to offer food and thus create a 

mutually beneficial trading relationship. See Section 6.3.6 for further discussion on this topic. 

Coinciding with the literature, the AFSUN survey found that 44.5% of their sample 

population obtained food at least once a month through sharing meals with neighbours or other 

households, borrowing food (29.2%), receiving food from others (34.1%). Frayne et al. 2009 

posit that the utilization of these social networks actually distorts the true level of food insecurity 

throughout Cape Town’s urban poor and the shortcomings of Cape Town’s urban food systems. It 

is clear that social networks are a livelihood strategy meant to supplement food that the urban 

poor cannot access through formal means of purchase, as participants indicated that they only do 

this when they are desperate, usually at the end of the month when their income from grants run 

out, or in January after an expensive holiday and upon the arrival of school fees. 

Seventy percent of the Khayelitsha non-gardeners report accessing the food bank in 

Khayelitsha as many times as they can (said to be capped at 3x a week). The two groups in Langa 

do not have formal access to formal social safety nets as there is no soup kitchen in their area, 

having reported that it closed down. This is compared to 5.9% in AFSUN’s population sample. 

No groups mentioned using food aid in this case study, whereas 2.9% were reported to use food 

aid in the AFSUN survey. Frayne et al. (2009) and Battersby (2011) point out that the minor role 

                                                   

17
 Trading relationships indicate that the relationship is mutually beneficial: i.e. when household A is in 

need, they ask household B who then gives what they can, and vice versa.  
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in which formal food aid plays in providing food for the urban poor and thus to household food 

security, alludes to another shortfall in the urban food system and the inability of the current 

formal food aid to improve household food security. They point to further investigation upon how 

to improve market operation, urban spatial planning and the governmental roles in South Africa’s 

food security. 

The main conclusion from the inquiry on food sourcing throughout Cape Town’s urban 

poor is that it is mainly through formal purchase, gardeners included. This is also mirrored in a 

wider context to generally describe how the urban poor access food. This includes primarily the 

markets (formal purchase), subsistence production (however this was much more rare in the case 

of Cape Town, with only 5% of its urban poor participating in self-production), and transfers 

which include social aid (food kitchens) or from other households (i.e. trading). These methods of 

food sourcing can be understood through Sen’s entitlement categories which include exchange 

(purchase/bartering), production (household/community gardens) and transfers. Maxwell et al.,  

1998) and Ruel et al., 1998 (as in Baipheti & Jacobs, 2009) have shown that the dependence on 

formal purchase of food is increasingly common, which can lead to the majority of household 

income being allocated to the food budget, with proportions estimated to be from 60-80% (Ruel 

et al., 1998). This is problematic as the expense of food reduces the potential for poor households 

to save, allocate or invest their resources towards other important necessities such as education, 

health care and housing. This implicates them to a situation which is almost impossible to remove 

themselves from without increasing their income through employment opportunities, another 

issue in South Africa with such high unemployment rates. The food sourcing strategies as utilized 

by Cape Town’s poor further point to the failings of its urban food systems. It exhibits the 

inefficacy of its formal food aid systems and the need for serious discussion of how to approach 

these failings.  
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6.3 Sen’s Theory of Entitlement and Food Security 

This paper posits that the primary issue inhibiting the achievement of household food 

security revolves around access, or the household’s or individual’s ability to obtain a sufficient 

quantity of food. This concept, as overviewed earlier in this paper was introduced in 1981 by 

Amartya Sen in his work on Entitlement Theory. This paper will overview the various ways in 

which households lose their entitlements and thus suffer from food insecurity. Sen’s entitlement 

theory is significant in that it takes a more holistic approach to food security. It integrates the 

sociopolitical and economic factors at play and moves past national agricultural production and 

rural food security on which food security policy has been so centrally focused. It scales the focus 

down to account for household and individual food security, and addresses food security issues 

pertinent to the urban context, which emphasis has been missing from (Dodson et al., 2012).  

What an individual owns or is given/inherits and what they can produce, trade, work for 

(labour/wage based) or transfer (if food is obtained through charity/food aid) determines their 

entitlement.  If food is not included in the endowment and thus entitlement, then the individual 

suffers from food insecurity and as termed by Sen, the person suffers an entitlement failure. In the 

Cape Town context of the urban poor, most individuals have been shown to suffer from failures 

to access food via entitlement failures. Food security is thus not an issue of 

availability/production, but primarily of access.  

An individual’s entitlement varies based on many demographic factors such as 

race/ethnicity (most pertinent arguably in the South African context), age, gender, marital status, 

and family structure, which all affect an individual’s education, their proximity to economic hubs 

and their economic mobility and ability to gain access to employment or other economic 

opportunities. All such factors vary furthermore geographically, adding another dimension to 

food security and entitlement. The following sections will to look at the main factors affecting 

entitlement as observed in this case study.  
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6.3.1 Race 

Discussions of poverty and food security cannot go without mention of race, as it is such 

an integral dimension in the context of South Africa. The legacy of apartheid, as so often 

mentioned in such discussions, has resulted in vast disparities in education, employment, housing 

etc. across racial groups; whereby Whites have the greatest access to the aforementioned and 

black Africans the least access (Anderson, 2003). This has resulted in diminished entitlements for 

black Africans, resulting in widespread food insecurity. Although only briefly mentioned, this 

paper recognizes the negative influence of race on entitlement in all of its components within the 

South African context. 

6.3.2 Income 

In an urban context, food insecurity is more likely to negatively impact the urban poor, 

who are more able to produce their own food or generate income by utilizing natural 

resources,than the rural poor (Frayne & Pendleton, 2009 as in Baipheti & Jacobs, 2009). As has 

been reported by participants in this study, the main inhibitor to obtaining food and thus to 

household food security is “no money”, or in other words the ability to earn cash income (Figure 

9). This is consistent with the wider literature whereby income is the main influencer on food 

security (Ruel et al., 1998; HSRC, 2007; Altman et al., 2009). Therefore, an increase in 

household income leads to increased caloric consumption, improved nutritional status and thus 

overall food security (Bonti-Ankoma, 2001).   

Another challenge which is relevant to urban households (however not brought up by 

participants) was the cost of food, which can be affected by the efficacy of food marketing and 

distribution systems, household purchasing behaviours, the capacity for own food production and 

finally the access to public (food aid) or private food trading systems. (Bonti-Ankomah, 2001). 

An important consideration was the correlational data on income and food security for the 

participants. As in table 4, the non-gardener groups’ HFIAS scores are negatively and 
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significantly correlated with income (food insecurity decreases with increasing income), 

demonstrating a significant reliance on income for food security. This is in contrast to the home 

gardener and community gardener groups, where food insecurity and income were not correlated. 

This may demonstrate increases in entitlement for the gardening groups through their own food 

production, leading to higher food security. An increase in the number of livelihood strategies 

which includes urban gardening may result in less reliance on income and formal purchase of 

food, and greater resiliency or reduced vulnerability to food prices or decreased income. Thus, 

urban agriculture may lead to improved food security. However, more research is necessary to 

confirm these findings.  

It is obvious why income would influence food security from the perspective of Sen’s 

entitlement theory. If an individual does not have an initial endowment (such as land/resources 

for which to produce food, as is more common for rural populations), then they must rely on the 

formal economy and employment to either trade their skills/labour for cash with which they can 

purchase food. Wage income is heavily relied upon as a livelihood strategy due to there being 

limited alternatives. A lack of income especially in an urban setting, leads to a failure of 

entitlement and thus food insecurity.  

Income in the South African and Cape Town context is multi-dimensional. As mentioned 

in the literature review, the income in South Africa is one of the most unequally distributed in the 

world. According to the latest surveys, 46% of South African households earn an income of 1000 

R or less per month, compared to the average monthly household income of 2786 R per month. In 

South Africa, female headed households, black African households and larger households 

typically have lower income, decreased entitlement and thus are more vulnerable to food security. 

The reliance upon potential daily wages (if any) in addition to a lack of refrigeration 

infrastructure in households means that food is often bought in smaller, more expensive portions 

which makes them more vulnerable to food insecurity (Dodson et al., 2012).  
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6.3.3 Access to employment 

Participants reported a lack of money to be the biggest challenge associated with 

obtaining food. Furthermore, unemployment was reported to be the most significant perceived 

problem throughout the community. Unemployment leads to a failure in entitlement, as it inhibits 

their ability to trade their labour/knowledge/services for money which can be then exchanged for 

food. Poverty and unemployment are considered to be the main causes of household food 

insecurity (HSRC, 2007; Bonti-Ankomah, 2001). Because there are limitations on the available 

livelihood strategies in both rural and urban areas, many poor households depend on wage 

incomes and thus, high unemployment results in increasing poverty trends, leading to households 

to becoming more vulnerable to food insecurity (Bonti-Ankomah, 2001). 

Unemployment in the South African context is widespread and is of serious concern for it 

affects economic welfare, degrades human capital, and increases social exclusion, crime and 

social instability (Kingdon & Knight, 2004). Despite the employment Equity Act and various 

Black Economic Empowerment initiatives as put forth by the South African Government, there 

are still wide ranging issues regarding unemployment across racial lines especially. After the end 

of the era of apartheid, the new South African government had to deal with an economy which 

segregated all of its non-white population. As a result, non-whites received a second class 

education and were prevented from advancing economically due to discriminatory labour laws 

and business regulations. Now, with an unemployment rate double that of the end of the apartheid 

in 1994, the majority of unemployment is concentrated amongst non-whites, most severely 

amongst black Africans (50% and 62% for black African migrants)
18

. The increase in 

unemployment is said to largely be due to economic growth which transitioned into a skill based 

economy, especially in mining and agriculture. This would result in a further exclusion in 

undereducated and unskilled black Africans.  

                                                   

18
 Compared to unemployment rates for Whites (8%) and Coloureds (19%). 



 

71 

 

Currently unemployment is increasing in Cape Town, due to the low rate of economic 

growth. Furthermore, the limited growth is primarily concentrated in the skilled sectors of the 

economy (StatsSA, 2003).This has resulted in many people relying on the informal sector. That 

the growth of unemployment has been primarily concentrated amongst black Africans indicates 

that existing and residual inequalities from apartheid remain and in some ways are increasing in 

their severity. There is also a gender dimension, whereby women (31.4%) across all races exhibit 

a higher unemployment rate than men (22.3%). Youth are more likely to be unemployed, as are 

those who suffer from HIV/AIDS. Lastly, Cape Town has a young population, which predisposes 

the city to poverty because of the high dependency ratios (Smith, 2005).  

Kingdon and Knight (2004) found that unemployment arises through a lack of access to 

informal work. To target unemployment, they recommended governmental interventions which 

should aim to reduce labour market segmentation and the various obstacles that the unemployed 

face in entering the productive informal sector. Levinsohn (2007) recommended a targeted wage 

subsidy to improve school-to-work transition, and immigration reform (or brain ‘gain’). Lastly, it 

is widely agreed that economic growth is essential to improve the employment level (Fourie, 

2013), however this is said to be only one part of the equation. Fourie (2013) recommends the 

improvement of the education and skilled workers, with additional emphasis on the growth of the 

formal sector. Further research is required to understand the dynamics of unemployment in South 

Africa and especially the barriers to entry in the informal sector in South Africa.  

6.3.4 Gender  

6.3.4.1 Women: The Key to Food Security 

According to Quisumbing et al. (1995), women are essential to household food security 

at all levels, as they are not only significantly involved in food production, but are generally 

responsible for household food gathering, selection and food preparation. When women have 

income or are in control of household income, evidence shows that the income is more likely to 
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be allocated to food and children’s needs. The implications of this are such that, even though 

women’s households are generally poorer, in a similar economic situation as compared to men, 

women increase food security through this priority of food security (Worldbank, 2009; Ruel et 

al., 1998). Additionally, in the informal and commercial food sector women typically produce, 

prepare and trade food whereas men are typically involved in private or state controlled food 

systems (Tinker, 1997). This unequal distribution of household roles lead to many challenges for 

women in having to balance many responsibilities including those relating to reproduction and 

both the domestic (roles such as cooking, cleaning and childcare) and production side of their 

household food security. Furthermore, the issues are exacerbated in single parent households, 

where the woman is the head of household and provider – found largely to be the case for the 

participants of this project, as well as for many in southern Africa and throughout many 

developing countries worldwide (Bongaarts, 2001 as in Dodson et al., 2012). 

In a study on rural settings in sub-Saharan Africa, it was found that women are important 

in assuring availability to clean water, firewood collection and the feeding of young children; 

spending much of their time on these activities. In addition to these responsibilities, they are also 

engaged in wage labour or other tasks and in cases where men are part of the household, they 

must collaborate with them in order to ensure all needs of the household are met (Mark & 

Wodon, 2006). This point highlights the dimension of gender as it manifests itself through family 

structure. In households where women are the sole providers and bread winners, not having 

enough time to allocate to food selection and production due to having to dedicate time to other 

livelihood tasks, can have serious and negative consequences on food security.  

6.3.4.2  Gender and Entitlement 

Although women are recognized as the “key to food security”, their access to food and 

thus food security status is typically lower than that of men (Quisumbing et al., 1995). The causes 

of this are numerous, complex and contextually based, however they can be simplified into four 
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general concepts which are facets of gender roles and inequalities. These include institutionalized 

discrimination via biased policy making (for example; discriminatory market/credit/resource 

access, land tenure laws etc.) which result in the and cultural norms in which males are given 

more privilege than females, the segregation of females from professions where males are 

preferred, sociocultural practices where women are responsible for all of the responsibilities of 

‘reproductive labour and also the dominance of male decision making in how household 

resources are allocated  (Kennedy & Peters, 1992; Dodson et al., 2012).  

The data from this project also showed that across most indicators, females were more 

food insecure (See Appendix I). However, due to the unequal distribution of gender amongst the 

participants and limited number of participants, the figures for the household food security 

indicators may not be representative of the influence of gender on food security. Should the data 

collection have been more extensive and statistically significant, such results would be consistent 

with the study on food security study in southern African cities, conducted by Dodson et al., 

(2012). At both a regional and municipal level, they found that nuclear households are the most 

food secure, while female centered houses are the least. In Cape Town, they found that 83% of all 

female centered households are food insecure. The results also show a theme of ‘prioritization’ 

whereby many of the female participants report sacrificing their own food security for the sake of 

their children, who are fed before them. This is supported by the literature as in many households, 

adult women are undernourished as compared to other household members (Quisumbing et al., 

1995, as in Dodson et al., 2012). 

In terms of socioeconomic status and household structure, single parents are more likely 

to have reduced income (Anderson, 2003) and by extension, be food insecure. This is another 

area of food security that should be recognized in policy discussions and be explored in Cape 

Town’s urban setting. In the South African context, gender and family structure is of particular 

importance due to the legacy of apartheid. The relocation of blacks and the subsequent limitations 
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put on the accessibility to employment, proper housing, public facilities etc. (Jones, 1993; Young, 

1982; Reynolds, 1984, as cited in Anderson, 2003) had a number of negative implications, 

including those on family structure. These effects include an increase in rates of non-marital 

births and parental absence as a result of migrant labour, resulting in an increase in single or no-

parent households (where households are often led by distant relatives). In a study on family 

structure in Cape Town, Anderson & Lam (2003) report that for children at the age of 10, 20% of 

blacks do not live with either parent, as compared to 10.7% of Coloureds and only 2.7% of 

Whites. Children who live in no parent households receive less assistance from extended family 

members as compared to children who live in single or double parented households, and also 

receive less money from government grants (Burman, 1986) as cited in Anderson, 2003). The 

aforementioned consequences of living in a no parent or single parent household can undoubtedly 

and negatively influence food security as affected by decreased income.  Many factors affect food 

insecurity, and although poverty is recognized as the most significant predictor of food security, 

the gender dimension is certainly part of the relationship.  

As shown, gender can be a significant determinant of one’s entitlement due to the way it 

either increases or decreases access to opportunities (such as employment) which can improve 

food security.  

6.3.5 Social Security Nets 

In this study, social grants have been shown to be a large contributor to household 

income (Figures 2a & 2b) and thus to food security. In South Africa, social grants seem to be the 

most important poverty and food insecurity alleviation interventions. In 2002, the number of 

people in South Africa using social grants was 4 million people, and as of 2007, this figure rose to 

12 million (van der Berg et al., 2010). However, despite a household’s eligibility to receive 

various social grants, only half of households suffering from food security receive all of the 

grants for which they are eligible (Aliber, 2009). Aliber (2009) suggested raising the eligible age 
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of the child support grant to 18 which would apparently aid an additional 13% of severely food 

insecure households. This amendment to the child support grant has since been implemented and 

alludes to the importance of increasing the access of food insecure households to social grants.  

South Africa’s social security program is one of the more advanced when compared to 

many other countries (Berg, 1997) and includes grants which are available to all citizens residing 

in South Africa after qualifying according to established means indicators. The grants include 

those for war veterans, pensioners, child support, care-dependency, and foster and disability 

grants. These are very important as a poverty alleviation strategy and for many of South Africa’s 

poor, makes up the majority of their household income. One shortfall however is that the grant 

system does not recognize that all children should benefit from social security assistance. 

The old age grant is particularly important and for many poor household consists of the 

majority of household income, as was the case in many of this study’s participants (Figures 2a & 

2b). Currently there is no grant for unemployment, an issue which is being discussed as a way to 

ensure South Africa’s citizens a minimum standard of living, and by extension an acceptable 

level of food security (Bonti-Ankomah, 2001). However, this option is constrained by limitations 

in government’s budget. This renders the social assistance program to have limited effect in 

addressing poverty and food insecurity in South Africa, despite its already significant importance.  

6.3.6 Urban Agriculture 

Using Sen’s theory, urban agriculture results in direct entitlement through food 

production whereby participants eat the food they produce, and it can also result in indirect 

transfer entitlements for participants who can sell their produce for income or who get paid as an 

employee/gardener in a larger-scale urban garden. (Mkwambisi et al., 2007) As previously stated, 

in this study community gardeners were shown to be 30% more food secure than non-gardeners 

for reasons that are unrelated to household income. Finally, urban agriculture results in indirect 
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entitlement through savings generation, in that gardeners producing and consuming their own 

food can allocate less money to the food budget and towards other household costs. 

In this study, urban agriculture has been shown to increase entitlement both directly and 

indirectly. In varying degrees, all gardeners reported gardening as a source of food and income. 

The community gardeners were seemingly more successful due to their facilitated access to the 

market via Abalimi (which allowed for consistent opportunities to sell their produce at fair 

prices), their stipends (provided consistent supplemental income with the appropriate 

participation and garden production) and their access to the appropriate inputs through Abalimi 

(such as water, land and manure).   

The degree to which urban agriculture increases entitlement to the point where 

households or individuals can become food secure is highly dependent on inputs, as has been 

explored above, and environmental considerations, which will be explored further on. However, 

the potential for urban agriculture where inputs are not significantly constrained, is considerable. 

A study which encompasses surveys of urban agricultural projects from 24 cities around the 

world showed that urban agriculture can be a substantial source for both employment and income. 

In places like Tanzania and Cuba, the income from urban agriculture has been shown to be 

comparable to unskilled construction employees and better than mid-level government workers 

(Mougeot, 2005).  

It is important also to keep in mind that urban agriculture was not a stand-alone activity 

for the participants, but an additional livelihood strategy to supplement their primary food sources 

or primary sources of income. The higher food security amongst gardeners might be explained by 

their use of urban agriculture to diversify their livelihood strategies, an approach which has been 

shown in the literature to improve food security in both rural areas (Scoones, 1998; Whitehead, 

2002; Kaag, et al., 2004) and urban areas (Miekle et al., 2001 as in Simiyu, 2012). Urban 

agriculture on its own is a livelihood strategy but it also may facilitate the increased access to 
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other livelihood strategies by creating opportunities to interact with other people, formal 

organizations, increasing the exchange of information and knowledge or access to employment 

and thus increasing a household or individuals entitlements and their food security. 

6.3.7 Social Food Sources 

This thesis also posits that urban agriculture increases entitlement indirectly through the 

social capital that is gained. In terms of social food sources, the participant groups did not seem to 

differ in the number of social food sources in which they access, but more so in the relationship 

and frequency in which the participants access them. Recall that several urban gardeners utilized 

their social sources in mutually beneficial food trading strategies which were accessed/facilitated 

or gained through their gardening activities (e.g. with garden co-participants, using the garden 

produce as trading materials, ‘rasta partners’ etc.). A similar study on Gender and Urban 

Agriculture by (Simiyu, 2012) determined that social capital was increased through and also 

essential to urban agriculture projects in Eldoret, Kenya. Social capital as a resource was valuable 

in that it aided gardening households to access more land, inputs, knowledge and information and 

credit.  

Social capital is particularly important for the poor as it decreases risk and vulnerability 

through increasing access to essential assets such as employment opportunities and food. When 

considering livelihoods through a social security perspective, Kaag et al. (2004) state that social 

networks outweigh income in terms of its influence on social welfare. In the case of Cape Town’s 

urban poor, income may be more relevant in determining food security, however this does not 

discount the importance and necessity of social networks in alleviating food security. Social 

networks are especially significant in times of need, as reliance on social relationships is an 

important livelihood strategy, and for Cape Town’s unemployed urban poor, this time is usually 

at the end of the month where grant income and food stocks are running low. The social networks 

in the informal settlements are determined seemingly by accessibility through proximity, with the 
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majority of the sources either being neighbours or garden co-participants. Those few gardeners 

who expressed having strong, reciprocal and mutually beneficial social food sourcing 

relationships, despite having low income, were food secure. This supports the idea that the more 

and stronger social networks that are available to an individual, the higher the social capital and 

thus entitlement that person has. The concept of increased social capital being associated with 

increased food security has been supported by several studies. In their study of 330 low income 

households in Connecticut, Martin et al., 2004 observed that social capital at the household and 

community level is correlated with higher food security despite other socioeconomic factors.  A 

survey conducted in rural Bangladesh (Ali, 2005) showed that social capital contributes 

significantly to improving food security at an individual level and reducing vulnerability, 

especially for women. Similarly, a study by (Sseguya, 2009) on social capital and its influence on 

rural food security in Southeast Uganda showed that social capital is indeed important in 

improving food security, as it improves the ability of households and communities to access 

information, ideas and resources from formal institutions, findings that were further supported by 

Fox (1996) and Cleaver (2005). 

This has significant and broad implications for food security for the urban poor. It is 

important to understand the dynamics of social networks and potentially how to facilitate them to 

increase food security.  

6.3.8 Urban-Rural Entitlements 

One participant made mention of a rural-urban linkage relating to food security, whereby 

they travel to the Eastern Cape and return with food produced at their former homestead. One 

participant said “You never go hungry in the Eastern Cape” – L27. This is apparently a common 

livelihood strategy in the urban context for households in sub-Saharan Africa based on the 

concept of social reciprocity, (Mougeot, 2005), whereby urban households expand their 

entitlement by relying on their rural endowments or social infrastructure, and are thus becoming 
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increasingly dependent on food from the rural areas. However the available research on this topic 

is limited in that there are gaps in knowledge regarding the prevalence of such relationships and 

how they contribute to food security for the urban poor.  

6.3.9 Migration and Food Security 

Since the mid-1980s, Cape Town’s townships have undergone and are still undergoing 

rapid urbanization. Primarily coming from rural areas, most of the immigrants have been African 

migrants, motivated by potential employment opportunities in one of South Africa’s largest 

economies. The townships contribute to an estimated 80% of the urban growth occurring in Cape 

Town (City of Cape Town, 2006), resulting in increasing household density and the subsequent 

issues with water and sanitation systems, lack of housing and energy/fuel (Smith & Hanson, 

2003). Migration and urbanization have been major issues relating to food security as they 

exacerbate unemployment (Merwe, 2011). 

6.4 Challenges and Dimensions of Urban Agriculture 

6.4.1 Inputs 

It is well understood that those who have the greatest potential to benefit from urban 

agriculture (the urban poor), are the most limited in their access to important resources required 

for the success of urban agriculture (Simatele & Binns, 2008; Mougeot, 2000; Flynn, 2001). The 

main limitations associated with urban agriculture are input related, including lack of access to 

land, water infrastructure and manure or compost needed to improve the poor soil quality in the 

Cape Flats, where these projects are situated. The other input limitation is start-up money.  Just as 

the non-gardening participants in Cape Town stated that ‘no-money’ was an issue in starting a 

garden (Figure 13), 46% of non-participants in Lusaka cite the same issue of poverty as their 

main reason for not participating in gardening (Simatele & Binns, 2008). 

6.4.1.1 Land Availability 
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Urban agriculture cannot exist without land. This has been one of the challenges 

associated with urban agriculture in Cape Town, especially for home gardeners who must rely on 

the limited land space on their own property for their gardens. For home owners, this is less 

troublesome as there may be (usually limited) space around their house; however for those living 

in informal settlements, urban agriculture in any significant capacity is severely limited by space. 

For the non-gardeners in both Langa and Khayelitsha, a ‘lack of space’ was the main response to 

the question “Why do you not garden?” (Figure 13). For the LG group, 72% reported space as a 

challenge to their garden productivity (Figure 12), while only one of Khayelitsha community 

gardeners mentioned this as a challenge. The reason for this is obvious as the community 

gardeners are allocated a space for their operations with the assistance of Abalimi, land which is 

usually located within school property and protected by a fence. One participant living in one of 

Langa’s informal settlement reported: “I’d rather expand my shack another room so I can have 

more family live here than have a garden”. – L28 

In South Africa, most of the provinces and municipalities lack any effective policies 

which can manage the execution of urban agricultural projects (Merwe, 2011). Municipalities and 

local governments must face the challenge of allocating a sufficient amount of land for urban 

agriculture with secure tenure, which coincides with the appropriate urban planning or urban 

zoning implications (Merwe, 2011). 

Having access to land is important as it is one of the main determinants for participation 

in urban agriculture. Eberhard (1989) conducted an initial analysis on the potential of urban 

agriculture in Cape Town in 1989, and found that land availability is indeed a challenge for urban 

agriculture projects due competition with city space which is preferentially allocated for 

shelter/housing for the poor. According to Eberhard (1989), in the black townships, the 

opportunity cost for implementing a garden is much less than for example building a shack in the 

backyard for a lodger/renter.  This is another facet in which community gardens seem to be more 
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successful in that allocating large portions of suitable and well protected land can result in greater 

garden productivity. 

6.4.1.2 Soil Quality 

The townships, located on the periphery of the city on the Cape Flats have typically poor 

soil quality. The leached sandy soils  are infertile with low organic matter, high acidity and poor 

water and nutrient retention. This poses a significant problem when attempting to attain any level 

of productivity in agriculture, especially in the context of urban agriculture for the urban poor 

who have limited resources to improve soil quality via either compost or manure additions. 

As shown above, participants cite poor soil quality or the need for compost/manure as a 

major challenge in achieving a productive garden. Although both Soil for Life and Abalimi 

operate by providing initial start-up assistance which includes compost and manure, all 

participants reported limitations in the amount of these materials. Soil for Life promotes the 

creation and use of compost to achieve heightened soil quality. To do this, gardeners are 

encouraged to use available materials to make compost so as to minimize the costs or necessity to 

purchase garden materials, and to optimize the concept of recycling/reducing garbage in the 

townships, and the simple idea of ‘using what is available to you’. It has been a challenge for 

participants however to make compost of the quality that is necessary for high productivity. 

Startup, in particular is difficult as the limited diets of the urban poor (especially in vegetable 

items) make the necessary variety of inputs for compost unattainable at first, thus creating a need 

for external inputs such as compost from Soil for Life.  Soil for Life does not promote the use of 

animal manures for fear of improper management or composting practices and the resulting 

dangers to human and environmental health. 

Abalimi uses a different strategy, whereby they source cow manure from a nearby farm 

and deliver this resource at reduced cost to each garden.  In addition, their startup assistance for 

each gardening project includes fencing, seedlings/seeds, training, water access and tools. 
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Furthermore, they facilitate market access by buying the produce of each gardening project and 

thus a more reliable income. Because the gardeners receive income from the garden, the goal is 

that they will eventually become self-sufficient and be able to purchase this manure along with 

other inputs or services. 

Although an in depth discussion on how to improve soil quality is not necessarily within 

the scope of this study, it is important to briefly address the varying efficacies of differing 

methods to augment soil fertility.  For this purpose, the definition of soil quality by Arshad et al.,    

1996) will be used, where soil quality is the “capacity of a specific kind of soil function, within 

natural or managed ecosystem boundaries, to sustain plant and animal productivity, maintain or 

enhance water and air quality, and support human health and habitation” as in (Ozores-Hampton, 

Stansly, & Salame, 2011). The indicators of soil quality using this definition include: cation 

exchange capacity, organic matter, total carbon (C), pH and the existence of certain soil 

organisms (Arshad et  al., 1996).  

No studies were found specifically comparing the efficacy of plant based compost (as 

most closely defined by the practices of Soil for Life) and manure in relation to soil quality or 

vegetable crop yield. However all of the studies found on this topic promote the use of ‘compost’ 

19
 for various reasons, primarily for the improvement of soil quality and fertility and thus crop 

production, as well as being a long term, environmentally friendly alternative to synthetic 

fertilizers. Animal manures are particularly important for the provision of P & N while the plant 

components or high cellulose materials of the compost are especially helpful with improving the 

physical soil properties, including water retention. (Wander et al., 2002; Ozores et al., 2011 ; 

Oquist et al., 2007; Razzaghi, 2012; Evanylo et al., 2008).  

                                                   

19
 Compost formed by a combination of both animal and plant products which can include food 

(domestic/commercial) and wood scraps (construction), waste water and sewage sludge, and waste from 

agricultural practices such as crop harvest scraps, animal feces or spoiled animal feed). The efficacies of 

the methods in which compost is made and the composition vary, however the main point is that the 

combination of both plant and animal materials are desirable for crop production. 
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Currently there are ongoing projects focused on the use of biochar to increase soil fertility 

and quality as well as to increase carbon sequestration and the overall ‘sustainability’ of the soils 

specifically in the Cape flats (Hardie et al., 2013). This may be worth considering in terms of 

increasing soil quality and crop productivity in the context of gardeners in the Cape Flats. 

6.4.1.3 Water 

Availability and Environmental Limitations 

South Africa is one of the twenty most water scarce countries in the world (Maclear, 

1995). The Western Cape, which includes Cape Town, has a mean annual rainfall of just 348 mm 

and has the highest variability in its precipitation as compared to other South African provinces 

(For a brief history of Water Issues in Cape Town, see Appendix F). The bulk of the precipitation 

falls during the winter months from April-September when temperatures range from 7 to 20 

degrees Celsius (Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, 2005). During the dry 

season, characteristic of low precipitation and river stream flow and high temperatures (15-27 

degrees Celsius), water demand is the highest. The City of Cape Town implements water 

restrictions on consumption, aiming at a 30% reduction (City of Cape Town, 2004) as cited in 

Jansen & Schulz, 2006. The municipal government allows for 6 m
3
 of free water per month per 

metered household, as part of their free basic services policy. A tariff system is used which 

charges more for higher water consumption (Jansen & Schulz, 2006).  

Cape Town’s water supply should ideally be sourced from the Berg River catchment; 

however the city’s demand exceeds the catchment’s supply and thus water is transferred from 

other catchment areas to supplement the supply from the Berg River. The combination of these 

sources are called the Western Cape Water Supply System (WCWSS), primarily owned and 

operated by the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) and the City of Cape Town. 

Currently, there is an 8% margin between available water and consumed water and this margin is 

expected to be completely utilized within the next four to six years. Sixty three percent of the water 



 

84 

 

in this system is used by the City of Cape Town for industrial or domestic purposes. The 

increasing demand is a combined consequence of the growth of the economy and the population. 

Other issues include invasive, water-loving plant species close to the river systems, climate 

change, the high costs of legal compliance, pollution and dumping in catchment areas, poor water 

conservation strategies and water demand management programs, as well as inefficiencies in the 

water system. In order to increase supply, a number of options are being looked at including 

desalination plants, water re-use programs, large scale use of the Table Mountain aquifer and 

utilizing winter rainfall run-off to be pumped into a large reservoir (Department of Water Affairs 

and Forestry, 2009). 

In terms of the provision of water in the Cape Flats for both residential use and for urban 

agriculture projects, the utilization of the Cape Flats aquifer has been highly recommended.  

The Cape Flats, low lying sandy flats 765 km
2
 in area was formed mainly by river and wind 

erosion and deposition. There exists a shallow water table, now termed the Cape Flats Aquifer 

Unit (CFAU), at an average depth of 3.75 metres below the surface. Combined with the medium-

course grained structure of the sands through which the aquifer flows, the ‘fresh’ classification of 

the aquifer, and the salinity levels falling within the accepted range of classified drinkable water, 

the shallow depth of the aquifer makes it suitable for “exploitation potential”, as advised by 

Maclear, (1995). Currently the CFAU is being used relatively sparingly for irrigation in the 

Philippi horticultural area. 

Greater Cape Town Metropolitan Area (GCTMA) uses the greatest amount of water and 

accordingly it is stated that between 35% and 50% of the domestic consumption is being used on 

gardens (not food related), while drinking and cooking only take up 1.8%. The Cape Flat Aquifer 

has not yet been ‘exploited’, whilst the storage capacity of the aquifer is estimated to be 128 Mm
3
 

with a natural recharge rate of approximately 18M
3
/year (City of Cape Town, 2005). According 

to Maclear (1995), the total water supply from the CFAU could be 20% of the total water supply 
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to the GCTMA, therefore making it a potential significant source for water. Maclear (1995) 

advises that the CFAU would be highly suitable for garden irrigation use in the Cape Flats as the 

communities need water (Khayelitsha and Langa mentioned), especially because these 

communities are situated directly on top of the CFAU. Additionally, the groundwater is said to be 

5 times cheaper than from sourcing from municipal water. 

The author also estimates 60-80% consumption reductions in average middle income 

households after the installation of a well point for garden irrigation. If used for all household 

water usage purposes other than drinking and cooking, savings of 97% are possible on a  

domestic water bill. Thus extraction by well points are cheap, viable and environmentally friendly 

and can reduce highly stressed surface water sources. These data are supported by (Adelana et al., 

2010) who also provide a hydrological model for the development and management of the 

aquifer.  

Service Delivery: Water and Inequality 

Water as an essential service is included in the constitution, assigning local authorities the 

responsibility to guarantee sufficient access to water for all of its citizens (South African 

Constitution, 1996). Like many other essential services, water was distributed unequally amongst 

races during the apartheid era. Thus, the post-apartheid government has attempted to redistribute 

and democratize this essential service by implementing market principles, including a five year 

commercialization of the water sector and including two cost-recovery policies (reduced 

investment in infrastructure and water cut offs).  Smith & Hanson (2003) however, have 

concluded that such policies have not only perpetuated goals of ‘distributional and procedural 

equity in service delivery’ but also perhaps exacerbated the inequalities resulting from apartheid. 

The implications of this include widespread water cutoffs (160 000 water cutoffs in 3 years) due 

to past water service related debts, which are occurring almost exclusively throughout the urban 

poor living in townships.  The South African Government defined water access as 25 L per day 
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within 200 m of the home. However, the main determinant of water access and therefore 

consumption is income  (Renwick & Green, 1999; Barkatullah, 2002; Höglund, 1999; Gunatilake 

et al., 2001  as in Jansen & Schulz, 2006). In terms of conservation, Jansen and Schulz (2006) 

also found that the pricing structure for water management is only effective when considering 

high income households, meaning that high income households respond to water rate increases by 

reducing water consumption, whereas in low-income households there is little response and thus 

no change in water consumption. 

Considering the drastic disparities in income in South Africa, this poses an issue and does 

not equate to the equal distribution of water for all South African citizens. Local authorities are 

not meeting the South African national standards for water delivery in townships, and despite 

having had sufficient resources for the provision of improved infrastructure, Cape Town’s 

municipal government did not equally allocate the budget amongst the White, Coloured and black 

African areas (Parker, 2000 as cited in Smith & Hanson, 2003) in their attempt to reduce water 

infrastructure investment in the township areas.  

The implications of the aforementioned for urban agriculture are multi-dimensional. As 

shown in the results section, water availability is a challenge in terms of garden production. The 

urban agricultural interventions, targeted at those in poorer communities already face obstacles in 

terms of income etc., and having limited access to water simply exacerbates the problem. Because 

of these social inequities, both of the agricultural interventions prescribe approaches to solving 

the issue of water availability. Soil for Life promotes the use of rain water and rain saving during 

the wet periods through the use of rain barrels. This has the potential to be effective, but this 

approach faces other challenges such as having the supplies or infrastructure for building such an 

apparatus. Generally, households occupying a shack for example will not have the materials 

available to make this or the building itself will not support the collection of rain water. For 

example, one participant stated: “When it is raining outside, it is raining inside as well.”- K30. 
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However, with the appropriate funding from the NGO or from the Urban Agriculture Unit, this 

has the potential to be an effective solution to water limitations. Abalimi takes a slightly different 

approach. They sink boreholes into the groundwater for their community gardeners, and 

according to Rob Small, the founder of the organization, “this aquifer underneath Cape Town 

could supply water to the city for the next hundred years”. This method requires high investment 

but provides a steady water supply for the gardens. 

Because of the already vulnerable state of the participants targeted in these urban 

agricultural interventions (primarily the urban poor), extra consideration must be given to 

ensuring the access to these essential resources.  The efficacy, appropriateness and allocation of 

responsibility for executing such solutions to address the limitations in resource access are 

questions for further research. 

6.4.1.4 Access to knowledge 

Having the appropriate access to knowledge of urban food production is essential 

(Altman et al., 2009). For most of the gardeners, access to knowledge was facilitated by the 

respective NGOs involved in the projects. Furthermore, many of the participants indicated having 

some prior knowledge about farming having come from the Eastern Cape. However, for 

household gardeners operating on a smaller scale, there are limitations on the access to input and 

output markets and the appropriate natural resources. The community gardeners, due to the 

interventions of Abalimi, have this market access and the appropriate natural resources available 

should they wish to sell their extra produce. Continual monitoring, assessment and intervention 

from the appropriate organization may be useful in ensuring the quality and quantity of produce, 

as Foeken (2006) has shown in the Nairobi context and as seems to be the case in Abalimi’s 

operation.  

6.4.2 Social 
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6.4.2.1 Crime, Vandalism and Security 

The Security of a garden was reported to be a challenge which gardeners face in their 

food production - security in the sense of having vegetables stolen or the garden vandalized in 

any way. Forty-eight percent of the LG group reported security as an issue, which could be 

mitigated by installing fencing, while only nineteen percent of the KG group reported security as 

a problem (Figure 12). Because the KG’s gardens are completely fenced, security poses less of a 

problem. Additionally, the community gardens located on school property are offered further 

protection from vandalism and theft, as the school boundaries are fenced. As mentioned, one 

home gardener in Langa reported: “One time someone threw a dead dog on my garden”-L3, and 

many reported having had their crops stolen or vandalized (Figure 12).  

The issues of security in South African townships is a common phenomenon and this also 

applies to urban agriculture (Merwe, 2011), thus fencing is an important predictor to a gardens 

productivity, as continual vandalism and stealing of a garden could pose a great challenge and 

lead to the discouragement of its gardeners. 

6.4.2.2 Education 

Many of the participants in this study had a relatively low level of education across all 

participant groups, which may have played a role in their food security status. Although education 

was not explored in this study, it is important to note the significance that education plays in 

determining food security and thus has been suggested as an important policy measure to improve 

food security in developing countries (Burchi & De Muro, 2007; World Bank, 2007a). Improving 

the quality and accessibility of formal education is an essential support for food security; 

suggestions include the increase in vocational training such as the teaching of technical and 

business skills to increase the employability for youth. South Africa’s education system has many 

challenges to address and should be included in discussions about national and household food 

security.  



 

89 

 

6.4.2.3 Age 

The ages of participants in the garden groups averaged 50 years (Table 1). The KG group 

in particular were slightly older, with an average age of 56 years (Table 1), while the LG group 

averaged 44 years in age. This is consistent with trends in South African urban agriculture as 

often it is used as a livelihood or survival method for the most marginalized and vulnerable 

groups in the urban poor, which has been shown to be in particular the elderly and single female 

households (Altman et al., 2009; Aliber, 2009). 

In terms of the long term sustainability or upkeep of their gardens and the current amount 

of physical labour that could be done, ‘aging gardeners’ was often mentioned as a challenge to 

gardening pratices (Figure 12). Eight percent of the LG group, 9% of the KG group and both 

Abalimi and Soil for Life cited this as an issue. This seems to be an issue perhaps more in urban 

settings, as Aliber (2009) showed that in rural South Africa, young people are very involved in 

small scale farming in that almost twice the number of small scale farmers are young people as 

compared to the elderly (Aliber, 2009). The widespread participation of youth in food production 

seems not to transcend into the context of Cape Town’s urban environment. 

One participant in the community garden said “Because I am old I cannot do as much 

work, so it is important for younger people to come and they can work harder and get more 

vegetables.” This response was mirrored in another study on urban gardeners (all female) in 

Harare whose age averaged in their mid to late 50s, and who reported needing help especially 

with the most labour intensive tasks such as land preparation and planting (Gabel, 2005). 

One home gardener stated: “When we garden, the young people laugh and make fun of us. They 

just want jobs”-L22. The theme of preferential formal employment over gardening was prevalent 

which is logical as the return for formal employment would be much greater than gardening in 

terms of food security. After the field work was conducted, two of the interviewees had found 

formal employment and ceased their work with their gardens, supporting the idea that urban 
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agriculture is simply a coping mechanism where other formal opportunities are not available 

(Sanyal, 1987). More research is necessary on the dynamics of age in relation to urban agriculture 

and how it can benefit the participants and the community.  

6.4.2.4 Gender  

Across all groups, the majority of participants who were interviewed and designated as 

heads of households and food providers were women (Figure 1); thus the data support the 

existence of a gender dimension in food security and urban agriculture. This is a well-

documented and globally recognized phenomenon. In terms of urban agriculture, it is common 

for women to make up the majority of farmers/participants, as evidenced by multiple case studies 

(Mougeot, 2005), especially in the African context (Cockram & Feldman, 1996; Smit et al., 1996 

as in Hovorka, 2001). This was also observed in Cape Town’s urban agricultural organizations 

through this project. The reason for their dominance in urban agriculture is said to be due two 

factors: women’s traditional sociocultural role as being responsible for the household (Chaipa & 

King, 1997; Mudimu, 1996) and because women are typically less (formally) educated than men, 

they are less ‘employable’ and so use urban agriculture as a livelihood strategy (Rakodi, 1985). 

The benefits of urban agriculture for women include increasing household food security and 

allowing for resource allocation towards necessities other than food (Maxwell, 1994; Freeman, 

1993 as in Hovorka  2001). It creates other livelihood opportunities as women engaging in 

subsistence agriculture may have increased access to small scale entrepreneurial opportunities 

such as starting a small business, which can be an important source of household income.  

The examination of gender by Hovorka et al. (2009) examination of gender roles and 

practices in urban agriculture in several areas of developing countries showed not only that 

women are the dominant participants/food produces in urban agriculture, but also that household 

food security is dependent upon women through their activities surrounding food including food 

production/urban agriculture, food trading/selling and processing Hovorka et al., (2009). 
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 In terms of urban agriculture projects and gender, Hovorka et al., (2009) provide 

guidelines regarding how to mainstream gender into facilitated urban agriculture interventions. 

Such guidelines advise the acknowledgement and incorporation of strategies to address gender in 

all stages of urban agriculture research and development activities, including planning, 

implementation, monitoring and evaluating. 

An important consideration however is the effect of the promotion of the use of urban 

agriculture as a means for subsistence or as a livelihood strategy. Although research shows that 

urban agriculture is an adaptive strategy for women (and men), the broader consequences are 

unknown. For example some research warn that the promotion of such activities in situations 

where there are issues of poverty, inequality, unemployment, lack of education etc., can divert 

attention from directly addressing these issues and potentially exacerbate such problems (Mbiba, 

1995; Rakodi, 1985; Hovorka, 2001). While urban agriculture may be beneficial in terms of food 

security, it is only one potential strategy, and others may be more effective (Smit et al., 1996; 

Egziabher, 1994 as in Hovorka, 2001). This is where the importance of a multi-variable analysis 

comes into play, as it is important to understand the multi-faceted nature of cause and effect 

which may be involved in the food system. This importance is particularly heightened in case of 

South Africa and Cape Town, where issues of inequality are at the forefront of any discussion.  

6.5 Urban Agriculture Interventions 

6.5.1 Urban Agricultural Policy  

Cape Town’s urban agricultural policy paints an important vision for urban agriculture 

and ways in which it can be achieved. It appropriately outlines its end goal of addressing 

household food security and promoting a second economy; however as demonstrated in the 

results, currently there is a deficiency in the human and departmental infrastructure necessary to 

effectively implement the policy and thus achieve its end goals. This prevents the policy and 
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department from reaching its goals and potential as there are limited resources which lead to a 

diminished capacity for creating awareness for the services/programs/training offered as well as 

in monitoring and assessment. 

These institutional shortfalls are also recognized by Frayne et al. (2009) as they offer a 

critique of the Urban Agricultural Policy. Frayne et al. (2009) question whether the City of Cape 

Town’s Urban Agriculture Unit has the capacity to effectively meet their goals. In particular, how 

will the Unit be able to actively participate and influence the decision making process in city 

planning. This is made more difficult by the fact that the Urban Agriculture Policy and Unit are 

subdivisions of the Department of Economic and Human Development, potentially giving it less 

decision making power than if it were a department on its own. It faces similar bureaucratic 

issues as does the Integrated Food Security Strategy, as that policy too is not defined under a clear 

authority or regulatory body which directly manages food security and creates or implements 

food security policy. Thus, Frayne et al. (2009) suggest ‘elevating the status of the unit’ to ensure 

that it has the capacity to be involved in relevant decision making processes. One way of doing 

this would be by creating a Food policy council which would involve a diversity of stakeholders 

(ranging from governmental, academic and non-governmental bodies to community members and 

citizens groups) who are responsible for integrating a variety of perspectives into food policy. 

Another critique which Frayne et al. (2009) point out is the lack of addressing 

‘sustainability goals’ which can encompass issues such as climate change, urbanization, 

increasing slum areas, inequality, and ecosystem degradation. Connections should be made on 

how urban agriculture can be integrated into solutions for the aforementioned issues. 

Additionally, Frayne et al. (2009) make a case for bottom up, case based and needs based 

strategies to urban agriculture interventions whereby programs are catered to region and 

community specific contexts. This can be done via a community stakeholder engagement process 

which identifies community needs and the appropriate and relevant actions to take in this specific 
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context. Frayne et al. (2009) emphasize that there exists or that there be developed a ‘community 

ownership of the process’. This is important as it addresses some of the issues already prevalent 

in the urban agriculture programs in Cape Town whereby a major challenge (Interviewee at 

Human and Economic Development Department) is a reported lack of stewardship and 

responsibility for gardens which will ultimately determine the success of the garden.  

Dubbeling et al., 2001 (as cited in Frayne et al. 2009)  in their analysis of the efficacies of 

urban agriculture initiatives in several regions suggest a formula for the successful 

implementation of such programs which includes the creation of a policy for ‘diagnosis and 

prioritization, elaboration of action plans, implementation and monitoring, and 

institutionalization/upscaling’. As stated above, the urban agricultural unit does not yet conduct 

any form of monitoring or assessment and thus cannot evaluate the success of their programs or 

progress to the next stage of ‘institutionalization/upscaling’. Lastly, Frayne et al. 2009 

recommend the integration of urban agriculture into land use planning, urban food security 

policies, urban environmental policies and urban health policies in order to provide a holistic and 

comprehensive approach to food security which is inherently a multi-faceted and multi-

dimensional issue. 

A policy focused on the promotion of urban agriculture should address the problem of 

access to inputs and technologies. Thus, the urban agricultural policy should focus on the 

provision of inputs such as improved seed varieties, compost/manure/fertilizers and other inputs 

to ensure high productivity. One important disclaimer however is to acknowledge that the Urban 

Agriculture Unit is still in which in its infancy and has faced limitations which are a reflection of 

the bureaucratic and political landscape of South Africa which is already strained by issues such 

as service delivery, crime etc. This makes it more difficult to invest in a unit which may not be 

deemed as essential or pressing as other priorities such as housing or crime etc. These suggestions 

and those of other scholars offer a way to move forward when such resources are available. 
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6.5.2 Other Issues & Recommendations for NGO’s 

6.5.2.1 Attrition/Participant Recruitment 

Soil for Life indicated an issue regarding participation attrition rates, although there were 

comprehensive data lacking on the occurrences of participation drop out. After the completion of 

the present study, one participant got a job and ceased home gardening activities, indicating that 

the motivation for gardening was primarily for a food source, which was eliminated through 

employment and the subsequent ability to purchase their food. As shown in the income 

distribution data (Figures 2a. and 2b), community gardeners tended to make more money from 

their produce, arguably as a result of the increased inputs available to them (land, manure, water, 

and ‘human power’) leading to higher vegetable production. This may be a way to improve 

participation in SFL’s programs as increased productivity is a likely motivator for continuing to 

garden, which is made much more difficult when done alone. Another perspective is the ‘cultural-

lag model’, as proposed by Mensah (1999), who suggests that livelihood activities are largely 

motivated by one’s familiarity with said activities. This is relevant in that participants who have 

experience with gardening are more likely to be successful and thus continue with these practices. 

Choosing such participants for their programs may improve attrition rates.  

Another important consideration has been shown to be the provision of safe and protected 

land, otherwise referred to as “defensible community spaces” in the contexts of communities 

which are vulnerable to violence and crime (Eberhard, 1989 b), as in the context of Cape Town’s 

townships. It is also important to promote community participation and involvement in the 

planning process for urban agricultural projects which focus on the goal of food production and 

community development. Furthermore, Eberhard (1989b) alludes to the issue of ‘top-down’, 

‘white-run’ approaches, which can be ‘patronising’ to communities. This further emphasizes the 

importance of engaging community members from the start of the project (Eberhard 1989 b) as in 

Altman et al., 2009) 
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6.5.2.2 Community Gardening vs. Home Gardening 

Based on the impressions and results from this study, community gardening provides a 

more successful approach to urban agriculture than home gardening because of the inherently 

greater availability of inputs and support. Such inputs include more labour and greater access to 

manure, water and land (as provided by the NGO). That said, this study is not a comparison of the 

two NGOs, Abalimi and Soil for Life. Not all home gardeners were affiliated with Soil for Life, 

while all community gardeners were affiliated with Abalimi. Home gardening participants were 

not recruited based on success but on their availability to be interviewed, an important 

consideration when interpreting the results. 

6.5.2.3 Livestock  

As seen throughout the fieldwork, and as stated by participants, livestock in the form of 

chickens, cattle, goats etc. are common throughout the townships and are an important part of the 

residents’ livelihoods and food security. Long present in South Africa’s urban areas, the rearing 

of urban livestock is a seemingly common phenomenon and an essential component of South 

Africa’s informal economy (Altman et al., 2009). Many of the program participants expressed a 

wish for livestock to be included in their garden practice to add to the income and inputs 

(fertilizer) of their operation. The representative from Cape Town’s Urban Agricultural Unit 

expressed a need for the acknowledgement on behalf of the city of this reality and the potential 

introduction of management tools to ensure good productivity and the reduction of health and 

environmental risks that such practices might pose. In particular, the combination of livestock and 

gardening practices can result in an optimal system whereby animal wastes are recycled to 

produce livestock. If appropriately managed, the keeping of livestock in urban areas; which is 

already practiced extensively in many urban areas of South Africa, can potentially benefit urban 

vegetable gardeners as well and improve the overall livelihoods of those who participate.  
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6.6 Urban Agriculture: Alleviator of Poverty and Food Security?  

In urban settings, it is widely agreed that food is available, although not accessible to all 

residents due to a lack in entitlements which thus leads to widespread food insecurity. Ultimately 

the inability to pay for food is the most relevant factor in accessing food, which is affected by a 

number of factors which differ based on the city and its social, political and geographical context. 

(Frayne et al., 2009; Ruel, et al., 1999). In terms of urban agriculture and how it can affect 

entitlement bundles and food security; more research is necessary. However, although urban 

agriculture is claimed to be important for many urban households in the African context 

(Mkwambisi et al., 2010; Nabulo et al., 2009) and as was the case in Cape Town, overall, the 

food produced from such urban agricultural activities at present contributes to only a relatively 

small percentage of household food needs and household income.  

In Cape Town, it was found that urban agriculture contributed 2% to household income 

for home gardeners and 7% to household income for community gardeners. On an early study 

conducted by Eberhard (1989b), it was determined that the amount of food which an average 

home garden produced was ‘economically insignificant’, meeting only 50% of a households 

vegetable requirements and less than 1% of a households monthly budget at subsistence level  

(Eberhard, 1989b, c & d as in Rogerson, 1993). He concluded that the opportunity cost at the time 

for land and labour was not worth it, except for those with no feasible alternatives as was 

essentially the case with the participants in this study and is the case with most participants of 

urban gardening. 

In terms of food sourcing, recall that the LG group ranked their gardens an average of 4 

out of 5 as a food source, an approximate 5-10% contribution of their food requirements, while 

the KG group ranked their gardens 3 out of 5 as a food source, approximately 10-20% of their 

food requirements (Table 6). A study by Maxwell et al. (2000) observed that urban agriculture 

contributed to an estimated 1% to household food needs in Accra, Ghana, while households 
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which produce their own food only contribute 7% to their food needs. In Cape Town these figures 

are estimated to range from 2-9%, depending on the region (Battersby, 2011). Zezza and Tasciotti 

(2010) conducted a study on urban agricultural contributions to household food needs and income 

on an international scale, integrating all known available data on the subject. They found that 

such contributions range from 1-27%, with only 5 case studies observing a contribution 

percentage of more than 10%. However, it must be noted that when considering only households 

which utilize urban agriculture, the contributions to income are much higher. This was found to 

be true in different parts of Africa (Ghana, Madagascar, Malawi, Nigeria) where they range from 

12-27 percent, with an average contribution of 19.5%. However in the other regions studied 

(Asia, Eastern Europe, and Latin America) the contributions measured were much lower; ranging 

from 1-11%, with an average contribution of 4.2%) (Zezza & Tasciottie, 2010). 

Despite these small contributions to household income and food needs, Zezza & 

Tasciottie (2010) highlight that urban agriculture is correlated with higher diet diversity which is 

another important indicator of food security. In this study, both gardening groups did have a 

higher diet diversity score than the non-gardening groups (Figure 6). This is also supported in the 

literature and it was found that adults who participate in gardening consume 1.4x more vegetables 

and fruits than those who don’t (Alaimo et al., 2008), in addition to higher micro-nutrient intake 

and reduced consumption of foods that are higher in sugar and fats (Armstrong-A 2000; Lackey 

& Associates 1998; Pothukuchi and Bickes 2001;Giordano et al., 1998; Blair et al., 1991; 

Lineberger & Zajicek 2000; Faber et al., 2002; Vijayaraghavan, 2002; Ahmed, 1999; de Pee et 

al., 1998; Martinez-Salgado et al., 1999 as in Bellows et al., 2003).  

Increased caloric intake is also correlated with urban agriculture. In studies where poor 

households practicing urban agriculture were compared to poor households not engaged in urban 

agriculture, the households which did participate were found to be more food secure, eat more 

meals on average, have a more balanced diet and were able to allocate money from food savings 
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to other food stuffs which could not have been purchased without this practice. Overall, their 

children were also found to be more healthy and have higher nutrition (ENDA-ZW, 1997; Foeken 

& Mwangi, 1998; Maxwell, 1995; Régis et al., 2000 as in Mougeot, 2005). 

Although the contributions to household food needs and incomes are small, this does not 

discount the significance which these contributions may have when considering the holistic 

benefits of urban agriculture, as they are not solely limited to food/caloric and income 

contributions. As all of the gardening participants expressed, gardening was an important and 

valued part of their livelihood in terms of not only food and income but also physical, emotional 

and mental health through increased diet diversity, social networking and physical activity. It also 

provided indirect entitlements which may not be encompassed by the measure of contribution to 

total food needs and income. Furthermore, as is now acknowledged in the literature, economic 

and material outputs are not the only way to assess livelihoods but are a component of them. As 

expressed by those who experience poverty, social and mental health are significant components 

of one’s more holistically viewed livelihood (Chambers, 1995; Chambers & Conway, 1992; 

Scoones, 1998 as cited in Simiyu, 2012) of which urban agriculture can contribute positively.   

In other contexts, gardening has been shown to increase health benefits amongst 

participants including increased physical activity and overall health and well-being as indicated 

by perceived general health, health complains, physical constrains, chronic illnesses and 

consultations with a GP, stress, life satisfaction, loneliness and social contacts with friends (van 

den Berg et al., 2010). Community agriculture has been shown to benefit participants 

psychologically (Wade, 1987), as has been shown for Cape Town’s gardeners who enjoy 

gardening for socialization (Figure 11). Urban Agriculture is also said to improve physical, 

emotional and mental health of participating individuals. The benefits include “satisfying labour”, 

exercise, physical and mental relaxation, socialization and a source of food and natural beauty; 

benefits which have been reported by Cape Town’s gardening participants (Figure 11). Because 
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gardening increases the physical activity of its participants, improving muscle strength and 

endurance (Evenson et al., 2004; Irwin 2004; Rolland et al., 2004; Wannamethee and Shaper 

2001 as in Bellows et al., 2003), thus the holistic benefits of exercise are recognized such as 

reduced risk for obesity (Reynolds and Anderson, 2004 as in Bellows et al., 2003), heart disease 

(Beitz and Doren, 2004; Reynolds and Anderson, 2004; Lemaitre et al., 1999; Pols et al., 1997; 

Grimes et al., 1996; Haines et al., 1992; Caspersen et al., 1991; Van Dam et al., 2002 as in 

Bellows et al., 2003), and diabetes. In terms of mental health, gardening helps improve social 

skills, relaxation, and  self esteem (Brown, VM et al., 2004; Matsuo & Relf, 1995; as in Bellows 

et al., 2003), and reduces stress, fear/anger, blood pressure and muscle tension (Sempik et al., 

2002; Matsuo & Relf 1995 as in Bellows et al., 2003).  

Community/home gardening can free up money that would otherwise be spent on food. A 

community food garden is said to yield six times its monetary input in terms of vegetable output 

worth (Hynes, 1996 as in Bellows et. all 2003).  

Overall local, urban agriculture systems can improve local food security by not only 

producing food for growers but also for the community, as productive gardeners share food with 

friends, familiy, neighbours and community members in need (Saldivar-Tanaka, 2003 as in 

Bellows et al., 2003). They provide a more secure source of food, increasing the interactions 

between local consumers and producers and improving communication and knowledge of food 

which lead to a more healthy, sustainable food products and practices (Cohen et al., 2004 as in 

Bellows et al., 2003). 

Finally, urban agriculture has the potential to improve the communities in the 

enhancement of the formal and informal economies of the social environment, building social 

capital such as community solidarity, trust, civic engagement, the development of community 

leaders, and the sharing of goods. They promote cross generational, ethnic, cultural and 

socioeconomic conncetions/learning (Predny and Relft, 2003; McKay 1998; Lyson 2004; Von 
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Hassell 2002; Feenstra et al., 1999; McGuinn & Relf 2001 as in Bellows et al., 2003). It improves 

the access to entrepreneurial opportuniteis and teaches important life and job skills (Halweil 

2005; Bailkey 2000; Feenstra et al., 1999; Francis et al., 1994 as in Bellows et al., 2003. The 

presence of vegetable gardens in cities are also correlated with “reduced crime, dumping, juvenile 

delinquency, fires, violent deaths and mental illness” (Hurley 2004; Patel 2003; McKay 1998). 

Although the environmental benefits in this project were not explored, it is worth 

mentioning that urban agriculture, when done in a way that incorporates agroecological 

principals, can improve air quality (Bellows et al., 2003), soil quality (reduce soil compaction, 

improve pH, increase organic matter, improve nutrient content, increase microbial activity, 

improve drainage), reduce storm water runoff, reduce the urban heat island effect, increase 

biodiversity, reduce carbon emissions, improve waste reduction and reduce food waste (Knizhnik, 

2012). Overall, urban agriculture is beneficial from an ecological perspective as it conserves 

resources, and has the potential to reduce the environmental impacts of agriculture in terms of 

transportation  and food waste (Deelstra, 1987; Douglass, 1989; Smit & Nasr, 1992). There are 

environmental concerns associated with urban agriculture, especially concerning livestock, 

however more research is needed in this area (Foeken, 2006). 
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Chapter 7 Conclusion  

7.1 Urban Agriculture and Food Security 

The aim of this study was to understand food security in Cape Town within its urban and 

national context, in addition to exploring the efficacy and potential of urban agriculture for the 

mitigation of the widespread poverty and food insecurity in Cape Town. Urban agriculture as a 

food sourcing strategy is not widely adopted in the context of Cape Town’s urban poor 

(Battersby, 2011), however the benefits for those who participate should not be discounted. Based 

on this study, it was found that community gardeners as facilitated by Abalimi have greater 

agricultural output, likely due to their increased access to inputs as compared to home gardeners. 

Their food security scores were higher across all participant groups, however it is difficult to 

determine whether this is due to their agricultural activities, their age, employment, income or 

otherwise.  

In terms of the potential for urban agriculture to mitigate poverty and food security, there 

are many limitations including those primarily to do with inputs such as water and soil quality. 

Other barriers are institutional (policy, land allocation etc.) and social (attrition rates, 

theft/vandalism) in nature. Urban agriculture has been shown through the literature and this study 

to be beneficial to those involved; however its benefits should not be overemphasized and 

misunderstood as a ‘be all and end all’ solution. Due to the lack of opportunities in Cape Town 

and South Africa’s formal economy, urban agriculture can be turned to as an alternative survival 

strategy to supplement food sources, rather than be depended on or expected to provide 

substantial contributions to household food needs. Thus, in terms of policy, urban agriculture 

should be viewed as a food supplementing activity, and should not detract from potentially more 

effective strategies for reducing food insecurity such as widespread food and nutrition programs 

supplementing an emphasis on general economic improvements. To improve policy relating to 

urban agriculture, certainly lessons can be taken from other successful case studies (Rogerson, 
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1993). That being said, Dewar and Watson (1991) predict that many people will be forced to 

engage in food production to survive due to the limitations on Cape Town’s formal economy, in 

addition to the lack of governmental efficacy in addressing food insecurity in any meaningful 

way.  

Although the current scale of urban agriculture in South Africa is comparatively small 

when considering other developing countries, arguably due to the limited returns when compared 

to other income gaining activities, it can make a worthwhile contribution to improving food 

security. This is especially true for those who suffer from the most extreme conditions of poverty, 

the ‘poorest of the poor’. Further quantitative studies are necessary to explore the dynamics and 

relationships between urban agriculture and its direct effects on household food insecurity. 
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Appendix A  

Rural Bias Towards Food Insecurity 

Food Security Policy has often been focused on the rural context, ignoring the significant issue 

and implications of widespread urban food insecurity. Several policies, programs and interventions, as 

outlined by Crush and Frayne (2010), categorize food insecurity as an issue solely based in the rural 

context. Such examples include the World Food Summit in 1996, the Millennium Development Goals in 

2000, the subsequent creation of the Network on Rural Development and Food Security as created by the 

United Nations Administrative Coordination Committee, the World Food Summit in 2002 , the 

Comprehensive Framework for Action (CFA) as a response to the food price hikes in 2007-2008, as well as 

the FAO report on the State of Food Insecurity in the world; all of which conceptualize the food security 

issue as primarily a rural one, and thus as a solution, promote the stimulation of the agricultural sector and 

targeted social safety nets. Crush and Frayne (2010) have shown that there is a clear lacking in urban food 

security policies in major international organizations, and that the main policies put in place focus on rural 

development, despite the fact that the urban poor are more vulnerable to high food prices than the rural 

poor.  

Not only is this rural bias existent in international policy, but also in philantrophic foundations 

such as the Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa, the World Bank, the African Union’s New 

Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) Plan of Action, and the Southern African Development 

Community’s (SADC) Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (RISKP). Crush and Frayne (2010) 

point out other Donor-funded food security initiatives in Southern Africa which focus on rural food security 

issues, such as the national Vulnerability Assessment Committees (VACs), Food Insecurity and 

Vulnerability Information and Mapping Systems (FIVIMS) as funded by the FAO, the Famine Early 

Warning Systems network (FEWSNET) as funded by USAID and the Regional Hunger and Vulnerability 

Project, as funded by (RHVP). Crush and Frayne emphasize that if the SADC wants to meet their 

developmental goals, their policy has to include and focus on the needs of the millions of urban poor 

citizens that exist in Southern Africa.  The Canadian International Development Agency also poses food 

insecurity as a primarily rural based problem. In the South African context, Battersby (2010) and Mehta, 
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(2000) point out that the Integrated Food Security Strategy (IFSS) also posits the food insecurity problem 

as one that is confined to rural populations, most notable in the fact that it was delegated to the Department 

of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (Department of Agriculture, 2002, cited in Battersby (2010). 

Battersby (2010) argues that by defining food security as a rural, production based issue, the realities of 

current demographic trends towards urbanization and their consequences on food security are thus not 

addressed. With poverty increasing at a faster rate in urban areas than rural ones, and with approximately 1 

billion people living in urban slums, urban food insecurity is an issue that deserves due attention in 

international and national policy and philanthropic efforts. Furthermore, posing food insecurity as primarily 

an issue of production, which has been shown not to be the case, inhibits the efficacy of policy and food 

and nutrition interventions. Factors such as geography, culture,  income and failures in entitlement play a 

major role in the food security and nutritional status of a household, which are not given enough emphasis 

in international policy and thus limit the ability of these interventions to truly improve food security 

worldwide. 
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Appendix B 

Questionnaire 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. How did you start your garden? (any assistance?) 

2. How much do you sell and how much do you eat from your garden? 

3. What can be done to improve the productivity of your garden? 

4. If not gardening – Are you interested? Why/Why not? 

5. What do you do to avoid food shortage? 

6. What do you do when there is no food in the household? What do other people do? 

7. If money was not a barrier, which foods would you consume? 

8. What do you think the minimum income is for a household of two? 

9. What are the biggest problems that you see in the community? How do you think they can be solved? 
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Appendix C 

Household Food Insecurity Access Scale Questionnaire 
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Appendix D 

Months of Inadequate Household Food Provisioning Questionnaire 
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Appendix E 

Household Diet Diversity Questionnaire 
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Appendix F 

Ethics Letter of Approval 
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Appendix G 

Ethics Letter of Renewal 
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Appendix H 

Brief History of Water Issues in Cape Town 

Cape Town was founded on the availability of fresh water, sourced by Dutch and British initially 

from the water which flowed from Cape Town’s surrounding mountains down Platteklip Gorge. They 

began modifying the water supply in 1660, and since then many methods have been used to address water 

shortage issues in attempt to meet the demands of the increasing population.  From initial interventions like 

stream diversion and channel creation to the more recent developments of reservoirs and dams, Cape 

Town’s water supply system has seen many changes. Currently Cape Town’s water supply infrastructure 

include multiple reservoirs (exceeding 50.2 million gallons in capacity) and dams in the Hottentots Holland 

mountains and more recently the Berg River, however these are expected to reach their capacity as of 2013. 

(Murray, 2008) 
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Appendix I 

Gender and Food Security 

FC = Female Headed; FC-Ex = Female Headed + Extended Family; MC = Male Headed; MC-Ex=Male 

Headed + Extended Family; N-E=Nuclear Family 

 

Household Structure Composition 

 

FC FC-Ex MC MC-Ex N 

Langa G 32% 28% 20% 12% 8% 

Langa NG 80% 12% 0% 8% 0% 

Khayelitsha 

G 29% 48% 14% 10% 0% 

Khayelitsha 

NG 60% 25% 10% 5% 0% 

Average HFIAS Score by Household Type and Participant Group 

 
FC FC-Ex MC MC-Ex N 

Langa G 18 20.7 14.6 23 20.5 

Langa NG 21.9 24 N/A 17.5 N/A 

Khayelitsha 

G 11.33 16.1 12.3 4 N/A 

Khayelitsha 

NG 24.8 16.8 27 9 N/A 

All groups 19.0075 19.4 17.96667 13.375 20.5 

Average HDDS Score by Household Type and Participant Group 

 
FC FC-Ex MC MC-Ex N 

Langa G 4 3.8 3.4 3.2 N/A 

Langa NG 2.75 2.66 N/A 2 N/A 

Khayelitsha 

G 6.16 6.3 5 4 N/A 

Khayelitsha 

NG 3.08 3.8 4.5 3 N/A 

All groups 3.9975 4.14 4.3 3.05 N/A 

Average MIHFP Score by Household Type and Participant Group 

 
FC FC-Ex MC MC-Ex N 

Langa G 9 8.4 7.4 10.3 10.5 

Langa NG 10.75 11.3 N/A 11.5 N/A 

Khayelitsha 

G 5.8 6.3 2.6 3 N/A 

Khayelitsha 

NG 10.75 8.2 11 11 N/A 

All groups 9.075 8.55 7 8.95 10.5 
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Appendix J 

Food Security Policy Recommendations, Areas for Future Study and 

Limitations to Study 

Much of food security related policy focuses on commercial production, which has been shown to 

be too narrow in scope to encompass the multi-dimensional issue of food security. Much of the scholarly 

recommendations surrounding improvements can be summarized as thus:  

-Improve investment or support for small holder farmers (Altman et al., 2009) 

-Increasing investment towards improving access for black Africans to agricultural research facilities and 

agricultural skills, training and knowledge, finance opportunities, support services, and agricultural inputs 

(Vink & van Zyl, 1998). To do this, Kirsten et al. (2009) advise the use of some of the programs used 

during apartheid previously intended to empower white Afrikaner farmers but instead implement those for 

black farmers. 

-Put more emphasis on urban food security and how it can be resolved and in this light, further try to 

understand the roles and importance of informal market food sources and the dynamics of the formal and 

informal food sector and finally develop ways in which to improve these sectors from a holistic perspective 

(Battersby, 2011). 

-Implement the Integrated Nutrition Program which should include: addressing and promoting 

breastfeeding rates and infant and young child feeding programs, improving micronutrient deficiency 

control programs (Chopra et al., 2009). 

-Expand the role that Government plays as a steward and coordinator to ensure that nutrition is prioritized 

in social, agriculture and health departments and policy (Drimie and Ziervogel, 2006; Chopra et al. 2009) 

and to ensure the formation and consideartion of partnerships within the private sector (commercial farmers 

and agribusiness  (Kirsten et al., 2009).  

-Include ‘market friendly’ policies such as an expansion of the comphrehensive agricultural support 

program, greater access and improvement to to financial and extension services and finally improved 

irrigation systems (Kirsten et al., 2009). 

-Further investigate the contributions of urban agriculture to food security (Cloete et al., 2009) 
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-Improve agricultural infrastructure and food distribution network with a reconsideration of food pricing; 

advise re-examination of controlled marketing, the influence of the food processing industry on food 

pricing and food affordability. Avoid ‘cheap’, short term band aid solutions (van Zyl & Kirsten, 1992) 

-Finally, invest in the monitoring and evaluation for data collection for proper decision making. Emphasize 

collaborations from multiple sectors including the health sector, government, private institutions, NGO’s 

etc in order for South Africa to meet the Millenium Development Goals. (Chopra et al., 2009) 

Areas for Further Study  

-Further spatial analysis on food sourcing strategies 

-Further detailed Social Network Analysis 

-Gender studies in relation to food security and gardening 

-Immigration/migration studies; how is this affecting food security and the potential for urban agriculture; 

Eastern Cape farming practices and pre-conceptions to the viability of urban gardening 

-Nutrient cycling capacity for soils in Cape Town’s townships; feasibility studies for manure/compost 

integration 

 

Limitations to Study 

-Snowball or convenience sampling is often criticized for its lack of robustness, as the method is not 

randomized and thus not statistically representative of the population groups in question. However, due to 

the nature of the population groups (in terms of accessibility, safety concerns, time constraints etc.), this 

sampling method was the most appropriate. Due to the small sample sizes of the participant groups and 

potential bias of the snowball/convenience sampling method used in this study, this project only makes 

claims about the participants of the urban agriculture projects in question and suggests that with similar 

interventions, the same benefits will ensue as is consistent with the included literature on this topic. 

-An important consideration when measuring the success of gardens and its impact on food security is of 

course inputs, including the land availability for each. This project took estimates of food garden sizes for 

the both gardening groups, but was not able to obtain accurate or complete measurements. This was due to 

factors such as the unknown number of participants per garden, as well as the difficulty to access the actual 

gardens (interviews were conducted in a variety of locations, most of them not at the garden sites 
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themselves). This is an obvious limitation to the study, and further research regarding size necessary for a 

viable operation is recommended. 

-In terms of interviews and participant feedback, participants were hesitant to give complete information 

about income, so in some cases income was estimated based on the amount of expenses they reported per 

month. This is a limitation as it may have resulted in some missing data, skewing the results. 

 

 

 

 


