
 
i 

 

 

 

 

Faculty of Bioscience Engineering 

 

Academic year 2011 – 2012 

 

DETERMINANTS OF FOOD ACCESSIBILITY OF 

RURAL HOUSEHOLDS IN THE LIMPOPO 

PROVINCE, SOUTH AFRICA 

 

 

Patrick Sakyi  

 

Promoter: Prof. dr. ir. Marijke D’Haese             

Tutor: MSc. Lotte Staelens 

       

 

 

 

  

 

Master’s dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 

the degree of Master of Science in Nutrition and Rural Development Main 

subject: Rural Economics and Management 
 

 



 
ii 

Copyright 

 

 

“All rights reserved. The author and the promoters permit the use of this Master’s Dissertation 

for consulting purposes and copying of parts for personal use. However, any other use fall under 

the limitations of copyright regulations, specifically the stringent obligation to explicitly mention 

the source when citing parts out of this Master’s dissertation.” 

 

 

Ghent University, 24th August, 2012 

 

 

 

Promoter         

Prof. dr. ir. Marijke D’Haese            

…………………………………                                            

Tutor  

MSc. Lotte Staelens 

………………………………….. 

The Author 

Patrick Sakyi 

…………………….. 



 
iii 

Abstract 

 

 

This study has assessed household food security (access) and its determinants across selected 

rural households from all the five districts in the Limpopo province in South Africa, using a large 

cross-sectional household survey. Data were collected by using structured questionnaires. Two 

municipalities were randomly selected from each district. A total of 600 households were 

involved in the study with 60 households selected from each municipality. Approximately 15% 

of the households were categorized as food secure, 6% as mildly food-insecure, 26% as 

moderately food-insecure and 53% as severely food-insecure. Majority of the households 

purchase their food from the market rather than their own production and in many situations, 

market purchases of the major food staples such as mielies constituted more than 90% of the 

food consumed by the households. A factor analysis of the household responses to their food 

access experiences of the past 30days prior to the study revealed two main factors: (1) mild-to-

moderate food insecurity; and (2) severe food insecurity. The factors, jointly, explained 

approximately 82% of the total variance in the responses. The factors were used in further 

multiple linear regressions analyses. The findings clearly suggest that education, gender, age of 

household head and household size affect both mild-to-moderate food insecurity as well as the 

experience of severe household food insecurity in the study area. Additionally, household 

production of vegetables, low dependency ratio, steady income source such as those from formal 

employment as well as household receipts of social grants and remittances were associated with 

lower levels of mild-to-moderate food insecurity.  

 

Key words: Households, food access, income sources, Limpopo province 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

This section commences with a general introduction of the study, followed by a statement of the 

problem, the objectives of the study and the motivation for conducting the study. 

1.1. General introduction 

South Africa is an upper middle income country in the sub-Saharan region of Africa. It has its 

food policy located within a wider regional context with the Southern African Development 

Community. According to its Integrated Food Security Strategy (2002), the country can be 

considered as food secure at the national level. Even though the agricultural industry contributes 

only about 2.5% to the gross domestic product, it represents a very strong sector especially in the 

production of fruits and vegetables where it is mostly self-sufficient (ITC, 2010). It produces its 

main staple foods including corn (mielies), wheat and sorghum. It exports its surplus foods and 

then imports the quantities of meat, rice, amongst others that are needed to meet its local food 

needs. Altman et al. (2009) indicate that South Africa ranks high among middle income 

countries with a high rate of income inequality in the world. The Gini coefficient
1
 for South 

Africa is 0.59 which is one of the highest in the world. It is comparable to that of Chile and 

Brazil who also have a high Gini score of 0.57 and 0.6 respectively, indicating high inequality in 

income distribution. Landman (2003) emphasizes that the overall Gini score for South Africa 

conceals major differences between different racial groups by location in the country because it 

tends to be higher among the African households than the non-African households. The General 

Household Survey (GHS, 2009) estimates that 20% of South African households have 

inadequate or severely inadequate access to food. FAO’s tenth report (2009) on world hunger 

stresses that, food insecurity or access to food by the poor is not only a result of poor crop 

harvest but also mainly due to high domestic prices, lower incomes and unemployment. Food 

security remains high on the development agenda of the South African government. The 

government established the Integrated Food Strategy (IFSS) in 2002 which specifically aims at 

eradicating hunger and nutrition deficits. Its Medium Term Strategic Framework (MTSF) plan, 

aims to reduce, by half, the country’s poverty and unemployment by 2014. The government has 

                                                             
1 Gini coefficient is a measure of the extent to which the distribution of income or consumption among individuals 

or households within an economy deviates from a perfectly equal distribution. It varies from 0 to 1, where 0 

indicates perfect equality while 1 represents perfect inequality.  
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also committed to achieving the Millennium Development Goals whose first objective is to 

eradicate extreme hunger as well as poverty by 2015 among other crucial objectives. 

Nevertheless, poverty and food insecurity are two of the foremost social issues that affect the 

people. Population estimates indicate that, about 47.1% of South Africa’s population live below 

the poverty line (Stats.SA, 2007). The implication is that those people do not have enough 

resources or money for essential and non-essential food items.  

1.2. Problem Statement 

While South Africa may be considered as a food secure country, several food security studies 

show that many households, especially those in the rural areas, are food insecure (Altman et al., 

2009; Modirwa and Oladele, 2012). According Vogel (2002), the fact that many households 

continue to experience food insecurity in South Africa is an indication that the problem is not 

about food shortages but rather a problem of inadequate access to food by vulnerable groups in 

the country. Food accessibility is therefore a major problem in South Africa. According to 

USDA (1992), food access is defined as “when individuals have adequate income or other 

resources to purchase or barter to obtain levels of appropriate foods needed to maintain 

consumption of adequate diet or nutrition”. The implication is that sufficient foods may be 

available in the country but this does not guarantee access by households unless they possess 

adequate resources to acquire such foods. Several studies have also shown that food accessibility 

is a big problem in many provinces in South Africa including the Limpopo province (GHS, 

2009).  

1.3. Objectives of the study 

1.3.1. General objective 

The study aims to identify and analyze the factors that determine food access at the household 

level in the Limpopo province of South Africa. 

1.3.2. Research Objectives 

The study seeks out to address the following research questions: 

1. How do the rural households meet their food needs? 

2. Who are the food insecure and what levels of food insecurity are experienced by these 

rural households? 

3. What factors determine households’ food access? 
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1.4.  Motivation of the study 

A USDA (2010) food security assessment of 70 developing countries indicate that sub-Sahara 

Africa’s food security situation improved from 2009 to 2010 as the number of food-insecure 

people decreased from 953million to 882million, mainly due to increases in production and an 

improved economy. However, almost half of the region’s population remains food-insecure 

(Dubbeling et al., 2010). In 2010, the number of food insecure people in the region was 

estimated to be 390 million but the same study projects that by the year 2020, the number of food 

insecure people in the region may exceed 500 million if there are no considerable increases in 

investments. The report stresses that unless governments ensure that access to food by the needy 

and the vulnerable are improved, production increases alone will not be sufficient to ensure food 

security in the region.  

 

The labour force survey of the third quarter of 2011, reported by Statistics South Africa, indicate 

that unemployment rate in South Africa stands at 25%. This is based on the number of people 

who actively looked for work but are not employed. Although some South Africans live 

privileged lives and also have the benefit of affluence, the Medium Term Strategic Framework 

report (2009) shows that 10 to 15 million South Africans live in areas that are described as 

extremely poor and underdeveloped and these areas are largely rural with per capital income of 

approximately 9% of the national average. According to the World Bank records (2006), 23% of 

South Africans live below the national poverty line. The National Income Dynamics Study 

(2008) reveals that the province of Limpopo can be characterized as one of the poorest provinces 

in South Africa with higher rates of unemployment (33%) and inequality in income distribution.  

Food accessibility is a very essential component of household food security but food security 

studies in South Africa produce a lot of differences in their results of the situation. Moreover, the 

factors that determine food accessibility are not clearly understood. In this context, there is the 

need to undertake this study. This would guarantee that precise information is obtained to inform 

and influence policy decisions as well as choices. Hence the study aims to gain an in-depth 

understanding of household food access in the rural areas of Limpopo province. 
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1.5. Organization of the study 

The first chapter is the introduction. This presents the background to the study, objectives, the 

statement of the problem and as well as the motivation for conducting this study. The next 

section is chapter two. This chapter gives the conceptual framework of the study and also 

reviews relevant literature on household food security. This is followed by chapter three. The 

chapter presents the methodology used in conducting the study with explanation of the selection 

of the sample villages and the households. It also outlines the major limitations encountered. 

Chapter four presents the results of the study. These include the demographic characteristics of 

the sample and the main findings from the study. This chapter also discusses the major findings. 

Chapter five follows with a brief conclusion from the study. It also presents recommendations on 

the direction of policy actions on the way forward as well as recommendation for further 

research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1. General Introduction 

Food security has become a very crucial aspect of the daily endeavours for many policy makers 

for decades and it has been one of the major objectives of the millennium development goals. 

Over the past two decades, efforts have been made by the international community and various 

country governments to reduce food insecurity and hunger and assure food security. However, 

the problem still persists with the number of undernourished people exceeding 1billion (FAO, 

2010). Food security is a broad concept and includes the physiological needs of people; the 

complementarities and trade-offs among food and other basic necessities; changes over time in 

terms of people’s livelihood activities or  strategies and the assets to which they have access; and 

also involves uncertainty and risk (Maxwell et al., 2003). This is a clear indication that the issue 

of food security involves a number of decisions and choices that extend beyond what people 

have to eat. The next sections of this study presents a conceptual framework and the review of 

relevant literature that focuses on household food accessibility, definitions and its determinants, 

as well the various measures that have been used in describing and measuring the aspects of food 

security relating to access to food. The study also includes relevant literature concerning the food 

security situation in South Africa.  

2.2. Food security conceptual framework 

One of the well established definitions of food security is that defined by the United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID). USAID defines food security, in its policy 

determination paper (PD No.19, 1992), as “existing 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”. Comparable definitions used by other international organizations include: 

 ‘‘Access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life’’ (World 

Bank)  

 ‘‘All people at all times have both physical and economic access to the basic food they 

need’’ (FAO Committee on World Food Security) 
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 “ 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” (World Food Summit definition) 

The Overseas Development Institute (ODI) briefing paper (1997) explains that the broad concept 

of food security and the definition given by the World Food Summit indicates that poverty is a 

major cause of food insecurity and its eradication will improve food access to many people. It 

also recognizes other essential factors such as corruption, terrorism, conflict and environmental 

degradation contribute greatly to food insecurity. USAID describes the three distinct variables or 

dimensions that are essential to the attainment of food security as: 

 Food availability: Sufficient quantities of appropriate, necessary types of food from 

domestic production, commercial imports or donors other than USAID are consistently 

available to the individuals or are within reasonable proximity to them or are within their 

reach. 

 Food Access: Individuals have adequate incomes or other resources to purchase or barter 

to obtain levels of appropriate food needed to maintain consumption of an adequate diet / 

nutrition level. 

 Food Utilization: Food is properly used; proper food processing and storage techniques 

are employed; adequate knowledge of nutrition and child care techniques exist and is 

applied; and adequate health and sanitation services exist. 

Web et al. (2006) explain that these aspects of food security are in due order in the sense that 

food availability is necessary but it is not enough to guarantee that there is access to food. Food 

access is, in turn, necessary but not sufficient ensure that food utilization occurs. The authors 

present risks as a fourth component or dimension of food security which is gradually gaining 

importance as well as recognition. They argue that risks such as conflicts, job losses, unstable 

climatic conditions and diseases which are epidemic in nature can affect all the three equally 

important dimensions of food security. Figure 2.1 represents the food security framework 

developed by USAID. This framework shows the three main domains of food security, which 

include food availability, food access and food utilization, and establishes the relationships that 

exist between them. It also shows how they are critically linked and influenced by factors within 

the wider policy and social environments. According the framework, food availability is 

determined by domestic production, domestic food stocks, food imports as well as food that are 
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received in the form of food aid from foreign countries or donor partners. Food from these 

sources combine to determine to what is available which in turn determines food prices. Food 

access, which is usually measured at the household or individual level, is influenced by three 

main factors according the USAID conceptual framework. These include own food production, 

market purchases and food transfers. Market purchases are affected by the prices of food and the 

cash income available to households. Hence a high purchasing power is relevant for households 

to access food. On the other hand, food production levels and the cash income obtained by 

households or individuals is largely affected by the combination of resources available to these 

households be it natural, capital, community or human resources. Food transfers are those 

obtained from governmental or non-governmental organizations, community support systems 

and food banks.  

In addition to the three main sources through which food is accessed, the World Food 

Programme’s (WFP) household food access conceptual framework (Figure 2.2) highlights other 

food access means such as gathering, fishing or hunting. These are usually food harvests from 

the natural environment. Households could generate cash income sales of food from their own 

production, gathering or hunting from the wild, or sales of food receipts. Other prominent 

sources of cash income include formal employment, direct cash transfers, or engaging in trading 

activities. These incomes are necessary because they are used in financing food purchases and 

non-food expenditures including the accumulation of assets for the household.    

Finally, food utilization is a result of the food being available and the available food also being 

accessible. Therefore, there exist a sort of a relationship, which could be considered as 

hierarchical, between the three major domains of food security but these are only necessary and 

not sufficient conditions in their own respects to assure the presence of the other (Webb et al., 

2006). Food utilization is affected by proper food processing, dietary intake, adequate knowledge 

of nutrition, proper food storage conditions, and child care practices, and health status. In any 

situation, the problem of food security could be the result of food available being inadequate; a 

specific group of the population not having adequate access to food, or the result of poor 

utilization of food by households (FANTA, 2003). 
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Figure 2.1: Food security conceptual framework (Source: USAID, 1999) 
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Figure 2.2: Household food access conceptual framework: Adapted from the World food 

program emergency food security assessment handbook (2005). 

 

2.3. Food entitlements 

The contribution of Amartya Sen, in the early part of the 1980s, to the concept of food 

accessibility was a major breakthrough on how to food security issues are tackled. Prior to the 

work of Sen, major food security research had mainly focused on food availability but the debate 

that was put forward by Sen, entirely, shifted the focus from food availability to food 

accessibility (Baiphethi and Jacobs, 2009). Therefore the section begins by considering three 

basic concepts introduced by Sen in his analysis of food entitlements which are found to be 

major factors that determine how food is acquired. This food entitlement approach is significant 

because it focuses attention on people having or not having enough authority over food which is 

different from there being or not being enough food to be eaten (Osmani, 1993). According to 
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Sen, the levels of acquirement of food are based on endowment set, entitlement set and 

entitlement mapping. First, the endowment set represents the combination of all the resources a 

person owns. This could be tangible assets such as animals, land, etc., and intangible assets 

including knowledge, skills, labour power, membership to a particular community, etc. Second 

the entitlement set refers to all the possible combinations of goods and services that a person can 

obtain legally by using his endowment set. For a example, a farmer could use his resources such 

as land, labour and other inputs to produce food; a labourer may decide to exchange his labour 

power to secure his or her food needs; a fisherman could use his boat, labour and other 

equipment to catch a certain quantity of fish which he would then exchange in order to get the 

food he wants; a person who is unemployed may use his citizenship as a resource and claim 

welfare through transfers from the state or government which could be in the form of 

unemployment benefits or food support programmes. These illustrations show the different ways 

through which resources may be used to acquire goods and services including food. Third, the 

entitlement mapping is explained as the relationship that exists between the endowment set and 

the entitlement set which is the rate at which the resources in the endowment set can be 

transformed into final goods and services included in the entitlement set. Sligh and Christman 

(2007) indicated that access to food involves entitlements for producing or acquiring food and 

they mentioned three main factors that relates to access to food. Firstly, access to productive 

resources. This includes access to land, water, biodiversity, agro-forestry, seeds and other genetic 

resources. These resources are needed to produce food whether for home consumption or for 

commercial purposes. Secondly, access to diverse types of knowledge including traditional or 

current best practices. This will enhance the use of the productive resources and also contribute 

to improved productivity. Third, access to both domestic and international markets in which 

steady and reasonable prices can be obtained also determine access to food. 

2.4. Household food accessibility and experiential measures 

Household access to food is a complex phenomenon. The Comprehensive Food Security & 

Vulnerability Analysis (2009) of the world food programme (WFP) defines household’s food 

access as the ability of the household to acquire food regularly through one or a combination of 

home production and stocks, purchases, barter, gifts, borrowing, or food aid.  Food access in a 

rural environment will include the ownership of land to produce food or the having a reliable 

source of income to secure food. Schönfeldt (2003), in his book entitled Fundamentals of 

Nutrition Security, explained four main dimensions of food access. These include: 
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 Physical access – this refers to the availability of physical infrastructure such as markets, 

road transport facilities and food distribution. 

 Economic access – refers to the affordability of food. It centers on whether people have 

the money to purchase or grow their own food.   

 Social access – refers to food that is culturally acceptable or that fits into the diet of the 

community.  

 Technological access – refers to the technological facilities that a household has to 

prepare or preserve food. For instance, the availability of electricity or firewood to cook 

food. 

According to Webb et al. (2006), there are no exact measures of food access and hence recent 

studies have therefore focused their attention to unique behaviours that are known to reflect not 

only increased severity in food stresses but also taking into account the actual experiences of 

people becoming hungry. Swinsdale and Bilinsky (2006) indicate that the collection of 

household data such income and food expenditures to evaluate food accessibility are not only 

expensive and technically challenging but also time consuming as well. Current food security 

studies indicate that there are universal experiential conditions of food insecurity which can be 

measured across different cultures in different countries (Kirkland et al. 2011). According 

Coates et al. (2006), there are three main conditions that reflect universal experiences of the 

problem of food insecurity. These conditions include insufficient food quantity, inadequate food 

quality, and the uncertainty and worry about food. There is therefore a major shift of focus from 

objective measures of food insecurity to more subjective or experiential approaches. Subjective 

approaches concern the collection of information about how individuals express their own and 

their household members’ perception and responses to food insecurity (Webb et al. 2006). 

Notable subjective or experiential approach to assessing household food access is the use of the 

household food insecurity access scale (HFIAS) developed by the USAID funded food and 

nutrition technical assistance (FANTA) project. 

 

The HFIAS is premised on the notion that the experience of food insecurity by households tends 

to cause predictable reactions as well as responses that can be captured and quantified through a 

survey (Coates et al., 2007). According to Deitchler et al. (2011), the HFIAS reflects the three 

universal domains of the experience of inadequate household-level food access: anxiety about 

household food supply; insufficient quality, which includes variety and preferences; and 
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insufficient quantity of food supply, the amount consumed, and the physical consequences of 

insufficiency. These three domains of the HFIAS are illustrated in Figure 2.3. 

 

Figure 2.3: Universal domains of inadequate household-level food access: Adapted from 

Deitchler et al. (2011). 

 

According to Swinsdale and Bilinsky (2006), the HFIAS therefore serves as a universally 

appropriate tool used for assessing the access component of household food insecurity in 

different cultural settings in different countries. The advantage of using HFIAS is that, it tends to 

be cost effective, more sensitive to changes in household food insecurity and also user friendly 

(Kirkland et al., 2011). The same authors argue strongly that even though the HFIAS is a good 

measure of household food insecurity, it should not be used in isolation but rather be used with 

other relevant indicators such as dietary diversity and coping strategies so that accurate 

identification of more vulnerable households can be made. Their argument was based on the fact 

that the choice of a food security indicator used in a study matters in identifying the households 

that are more vulnerable or at risk.  

 

Dietary diversity is another measure of household food access. Hoddinott and Yohanne (2002) 

define it as the number of individual foods or food groups consumed over a given period. It can 

be measured at the household level or at the individual level. An analysis of the food and 

nutritional technical assistance project by Hoddinott and Yohanne (2002) has established that 

dietary diversity is a good indicator of the access dimension of household food security. The 

same authors indicate that household dietary diversity is a reflection of the household’s 

economic capacity to consume a variety of foods. The use of dietary diversity as a proxy 

indicator of household food access has several advantages compared to other indicators. 

According to Swindale and Bilinsky (2006) and Hoddinott and Yohanne (2002), the indicator is 



 
13 

attractive for many reasons. A diet which is more diversified is associated with improved 

outcomes in child birth weight, anthropometric status and improved haemoglobin concentrations. 

A diversified diet is an essential outcome in and of itself. The authors emphasized that a high 

dietary diversity is highly correlated with factors such as caloric and protein sufficiency, the 

percentage of animal protein and household income. Dietary diversity is also an attractive 

indicator because data gathering is quite straightforward. While household dietary diversity 

reflects the household’s access to food, the individual dietary diversity, on the other hand, serves 

as a proxy measure of the nutritional quality of the diet of an individual. There are no established 

rules concerning the best recall period to be used in dietary diversity studies.  

2.5. The food security situation in South Africa 

South Africa is considered as a food secure country that produces enough of its food staples and 

also has the capacity to import any food deficits when the needed arises in order to ensure its 

population can meet their basic energy and nutritional needs (IFSS, 2002; ITC, 2010). Altman et 

al. (2009) argue that the same cannot be said about the rural households since many of them are 

food insecure. The agriculture sector in South Africa is considered as highly dualistic since it is 

made up of a highly capitalized commercial sector as well as a subsistence sector (Baiphethi and 

Jacobs, 2009). According to May and Carter (2009), subsistence agriculture is mainly located in 

the areas which were part of the homelands during the apartheid regime. The general household 

survey of 2009 in South Africa utilized the household food insecurity access scale in assessing 

food access in the country. The results from the survey indicate that 20% of South African 

households have inadequate or severely inadequate access to food. In the Free State province, 

23.1% of the households had food access problems. Other provinces that experienced serious 

problems of food access include KwaZulu-Natal (23.1%), Eastern Cape (21.4%), Mpumalanga 

(21.5%), Limpopo (11.9%) and the Western Cape (14.5%). The main results of the food access 

situation in the country are presented in Figure 2.4. Other studies conducted in country have 

found different results.  
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Figure 2.4: Percentage distribution of household food adequacy by province: GHS (2009) 

 

According to the income and expenditure survey of 2005/2006, the consumption patterns of 

South African households have been dominated by expenditure on housing, transportation and 

food. This means that a higher proportion of the household budget is spent on these items. But in 

2005/2006, expenditure on transportation had a substantially high share in the household budget 

than the shares of expenditure on food and non-alcoholic beverages. This was attributed to the 

economic growth and rise in incomes in South Africa between the year 2000 and 2005/2006.  

The report further explained that even though expenditure on transport and food increase as 

household income increases, both expenditure items moved in opposite directions when 

measured as a proportion of total consumption expenditure. This can be explained by the fact 

that when incomes increase, the expenditure on food tends to fall as a proportion of the total 

expenditure.  

 

2.6. Determinants of food accessibility 

2.6.1. Spatial factors  

There are many that factors could influence household food accessibility. We can distinguish 

two main types, spatial and non-factors. For instance, a food access disparities research that 



 
15 

focused on differences in food store access by Bodor et al. (2010) found that poor access to 

stores that shelve fresh produce may significantly limit resident’s opportunities to purchase and 

consume fruits and vegetables. This shows the significance of store access as well as in-store 

contents. Dai and Wang (2011), who defined food accessibility as the ability of a person to gain 

the services of food providers, examined inequalities in spatial accessibility to food and its 

association with location (urban or rural) and non-spatial factors (socioeconomic). They argued 

that food accessibility differ across spatial and non-spatial dimensions. They explained that when 

there is an uneven distribution of food providers in an area in terms of geography, it tends to lead 

to inequalities in accessing food.  

 

A USDA study (2009) on the assessment of the extent of limited access to affordable and 

nutritious food in the United States concluded that the inability of consumers to access food was 

due to the fact that they live far from a supermarket or a large grocery store and at the same time, 

these consumers do not have easy access to transportation. The study reported that in urban 

areas, higher levels of racial segregation and greater income inequality characterized areas with 

limited access to food while in small-towns and rural areas, the lack of transportation 

infrastructure is the most defining characteristic. People residing in areas identified as low-

income with limited to access to food spend, on average, more than 19.5 minutes in travelling to 

a grocery store which is more than the national average travelling time of 15 minutes. Several 

measures have been proposed in assessing the spatial dimension of food accessibility including 

the ratio of the number of food providers to the inhabitants living in one geographic area and the 

number of supermarkets within one kilometer of a census zone. According to Dai and Wang 

(2005), these measures of spatial food accessibility, which reveal the balance between people 

and food resources, are easy to measure but at the same time, they are also fraught with a number 

of limitations. They indicate that these measures do not tell us anything about the capacity of the 

food stores or spatial variation of these food resources within a geographic unit. Another 

important limitation is that, the measures do not take into consideration the movement of people 

across the residential boundaries especially in rural areas where people have to travel far and 

wide distances to get to a store.   

Several studies have been conducted on food environments, food deserts, access to grocery store 

or supermarkets and how they relate to access to healthy food including more variety, fruits and 

vegetables. But the factors that determine households food access are numerous and quite 

intricate. A study conducted by Rose and Richards (2004), looked at the relationship that existed 
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between various measures of access to food stores and the household’s fruit and vegetable 

consumption. The distance to store, travel time to store, car ownership by the household and how 

difficult it is for households to get to a supermarket were used as the measures of household food 

access. The results indicated that there was a significant inverse association between distance 

from home to food store and household fruit usage. More so, a similar relation was observed 

with household vegetable use but this relation was not significant. Hence the study emphasized 

the relevance of environmental factors in influencing household choice and access to fruits. This 

result was obtained after controlling for many socio-economic variables such as easy access to 

supermarket which was more or less associated with increased fruit and vegetable usage by 

households.  

The emergence of supermarkets in Africa and especially in South Africa has been widely 

documented. Reardon et al. (2003) state that, the rapid growth of supermarkets in Latin America, 

Asia and Africa has resulted in a major transformation in the agri-food markets in these 

countries. The authors emphasize that such major transformations present both challenges and 

opportunities. They indicate that it could lead to the exclusion of small scale producers, 

processors and distributors so there is the need for policies to adapt quickly to such major 

changes. According to D’Haese and Huylenbroeck (2005), there has been a steady growth in the 

number of supermarkets in South Africa since the late part of the 1990s. They explain that these 

supermarkets have been successful because they tend to offer more varieties of food to 

consumers and also offer lower food prices when they are compared to smaller local food shops.  

In addition, the steady increase in real per capita income of people, the availability of resources 

such as electricity, refrigeration systems for storage and the improved access to transportation 

facilities have further catalyzed the growth of supermarkets (Reardon et al., 2003) in such 

regions. A case study by D’Haese and Huylenbroeck (2005) examined the purchasing patterns of 

rural households in the Transkei region of South Africa. They argued that since poverty was rife 

among the rural households, they tend to carefully plan their shopping and also maximize the 

utility of their incomes. Majority of the households made their food purchases from the nearest 

supermarket which is usually outside of their villages. 
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2.6.2. Non–spatial factors 

Wang and Luo (2005) indicate that household socio-economic characteristics such as ethnicity, 

education, age, sex, unemployment rate and income are some of the non-spatial factors that 

could affect accessibility. A food access disparity study by Wang and Dai (2011) revealed that 

low-income, carless and linguistically isolated families (cultural barrier) in rural areas have a 

disadvantage in spatial food access. Further, the study also reveals that urban areas have more 

advantage in spatial access to food including neighbourhoods with more socioeconomic 

disadvantages
2
. However, no car ownership, living below the poverty line and low income are 

the non-spatial barriers that affect food accessibility and affordability of households in these 

socioeconomically disadvantaged neighbourhoods in the urban areas. Bashir et al. (2012) 

assessed the food security conditions of rural landless households in twelve districts in the 

Punjab province in Pakistan by the use of a binary logistic regression analysis. Their study found 

that the monthly income of households, livestock assets and education level of household heads 

positively impacted on household food security level. On the education, it found that household 

head with education up to middle (8yrs) and intermediate (10-12yrs) school levels were more 

food secure. However, the age of household head and the increasing household size had inverse 

relationships with household food security. The authors argue that income appears to be the most 

important determinant of food accessibility since food security relies heavily on having more 

access to food and having access to food finally depends on an individual’s purchasing power to 

command enough food that is needed. The results from the study of Bashir et al.(2012) confirms 

earlier studies by Idrisa et al. (2008) on farming households in North-part of Nigeria who 

reported that households with low level of education, larger family sizes and low levels of 

income were mostly affected by food insecurity. A study by Modirwa and Oladele (2012) on 

household food security among male and female headed households engaged in farming in the 

rural part of the Eden district in the Western Cape of South Africa. The study aimed identifying 

the factors affecting the food security level of the households. Poor access to markets, storage 

facilities, land tenure systems and lack of credit were the major factors that affected household 

food security. These factors were reported by both male and female headed households in the 

study area.  

 

                                                             
2 Socioeconomic disadvantage is a factor which refers to seven variables: female-headed household, ethnic 

minorities, household crowdedness, poverty, lack of transportation mobility, low levels of home ownership and 

income. 
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2.7. Land tenure systems and reform in the post-apartheid era in South Africa 

Sligh and Christman (2007) argue that access to food involves entitlements for producing or 

acquiring food. This involves access to productive resources including land. Access to land, land 

rights and use in South Africa has greatly been influenced by the colonial and apartheid regime. 

Since land is a valuable productive resource, the land policies that were implemented in the 

apartheid era have influenced the lives of many South Africans in many ways until now and are 

more likely to continue to impact their lives in many years to come. Coles (1993) explains that 

apartheid was a system of racial zoning where 87% of the South African land was reserved for 

the ownership and occupation by whites whose population comprised only 13% of the total 

population in South Africa.  The author further explains that over 3million people, of whom 

about 98% were black, were evicted from their homes under the property law of apartheid. Coles 

(1993) argues that the land policies that were associated with the era of apartheid in South Africa 

shaped even the most basic aspect of life for all South Africans leading to wide inequalities in 

access to land between racial groups. The author argues that in the face of such disparities, land 

reforms between the racial groups face two main problems in South Africa. The first one is about 

how to redress the disparities of past racial allocation systems of land and the second concern is 

about what is the best approach to accomplish land reform without causing disruptions or 

jeopardizing the future economy of South Africa which is land-based. According to Thornton 

(2008), several national policy documents by the South African government (White Paper on 

Agriculture (1995), White paper on land Policy (DLA, 1997) and the White Paper on Spatial 

Policy and Land use Management (2001)) highlights the intention of the post-apartheid South 

African government to reallocate municipal commonage land
3
 for the purposes of alleviating 

food insecurity and poverty. A case study of the Masizame Community Garden Project in 

Peddie, a small former homeland town, by Thornton (2008) revealed that confusion surrounds 

individual and group ownership of land as well as the issue of land use rights. The study had 

explored the issue of group ownership rights of commonage for poverty alleviation purposes. 

The misunderstanding on land ownership as well as the issue of land use rights was mainly 

attributed to factors including poor communication, limited transparency of land applications 

processes at different levels of government, the limited knowledge of the current land policy 

changes, commitment to gender empowerment and the previous status of the land as a homeland. 

Thornton (2008) argues that in post-apartheid South Africa, the nature of land rights and 

decision-making authority has generated a lot of questions even though land reform has been a 

                                                             
3 Municipal commonage refers to land that is owned by a municipality or the local authority (Department of land 

Affairs, South Africa) 
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key policy focus of the South African government. The author explains that the land reform 

policy has focused on redistributing municipal commonage lands to individuals and groups with 

low-income. This is to ensure such lands are used for agricultural purposes in order to 

supplement their income and earn a livelihood. The national government has tasked the local 

government with the duty to do the redistribution but the extent to which such power is 

decentralized to the local government in the former rural homelands has been the point of 

attention for many studies (Cousins, 2007). South Africa’s land reform policy in the post-

apartheid period has been one that is market-driven and has been described as both ambitious 

and modest when considering the myriad of constraints surrounding land as well the popular 

demand and need for land in the country (Walker, 1998). 
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CHAPTER 3 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

3.1. Methodology 

3.1 Sampling area 

The household survey was carried out in the province of Limpopo in South Africa. Limpopo is 

situated in the northernmost part of the country. According to Stat.SA (2003), the province 

covers an area of 123 910 km
2
 which represents 10.2% of the total land area of South Africa. It 

shares international borders with Botswana, Mozambique and Zimbabwe. In the southern part, it 

shares borders with other provinces including Gauteng, Mpumalanga and North West. 

Polokwane serves as the capital city. The province takes its name from the Limpopo River which 

runs all along its northern boundary. It is divided into 5 municipal districts, namely, Waterberg, 

Capricorn, Mopani, Vhembe and Sekhukhune. The districts are subdivided into 25 local 

municipalities. The province boasts of a rich historical and cultural heritage, wildlife and 

beautiful landscapes. According to the provincial profile of 2004, the population of Limpopo in 

2001 was 5 273 642, representing about 11.8% of the total population in South Africa. About 

89% of the population lived in areas classified as non-urban and this indicates a very low level of 

urbanization (StatSA, 2004). Some of the major economic sectors include social and community 

services, agriculture, forestry, hunting, wholesale and retail as well as personal services (StatSA, 

2003). The province is well known for 

its high production of rich fruits and 

vegetables. Hence it is described as the 

garden of South Africa. It is noted for 

the production of mangoes, pawpaw, 

citrus, tea, avocadoes, litchis, tomatoes, 

among many others.  The province has 

enormous natural resources.  

Figure 3.1: Map of South Africa, with 

the study area (Limpopo province) 

highlighted  
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There are 54 provincial reserves as well as many private reserves. It is therefore a major tourist 

destination in the country. Apart from these reserves it is also endowed with rich minerals. 

Therefore mining activities are important to the economy of the province. Even though the 

province is endowed with rich natural resources, it still remains one of the poor provinces in the 

country with high rates of unemployment as well as food insecurity. Figure 3.1 indicates the map 

of South Africa with the Limpopo province highlighted. 

 

3.2. Data sources 

This study used both primary and secondary data. The primary data were gathered through the 

administration of questionnaires to respondents in the study area. This survey was conducted 

between July and August, 2011. The primary data consist of both qualitative and quantitative 

data which was collected at the level of the households in ten municipalities. Secondary data was 

collected with regard to socio-economic data and additional information concerning South Africa 

and the Limpopo province in particular. These information were mainly obtained from the South 

African Statistical Service (Stats.SA) Census reports (Census 2001, 2002, 2005, 2008), 

Household income and expenditure survey, Household living standards surveys and other journal 

publications.  

 

3.3. Sample size 

In this study, a total of 600 households participated in the survey. This sample size for the study 

was considered to be adequate and relevant to permit satisfactory statistical power and analysis. 

It is very important that the sample is representative as possible.  

 

3.4. Field data collection  

The data on the household level as well as on the levels of the municipalities and districts were 

obtained from the sample survey and this occurred between 28
th

 of July and 12
th

 of August, 

2011.  It involved enumerators from the Limpopo Department of Agriculture and students from 

the University of Ghent, University of Stellenbosch, University of Pretoria and members of the 

research management team. All enumerators were trained before the data collection. Field 

enumerators were local agricultural extension workers who speak English and local languages. 

All the enumerators were trained on sample design, survey technique, survey instruments, and 



 
22 

confidentiality protocol. This was necessary to ensure a common understanding of the whole 

survey in order to reduce interviewer biases as much as possible.  

In general, the head of the household was interviewed, but if he/she was not present or available, 

then the spouse or an adult household member was interviewed. Each interview lasted on 

average 45 to 60 minutes. The surveys were carried out in a local language depending on the 

primary language of the household head. An important aspect of the data collected was internal 

quality control. All procedures regarding internal quality control were established during training 

sessions held before the data collection. For instance, all the enumerators and field staff agreed 

on common definitions in the questionnaires before setting out to the field. Field supervisors 

were also available to crosscheck the accuracy and completeness of information taken by the 

enumerators. This was very important because enumerators could quickly rectify any mistake 

that had occurred by going back to the households to verify the information from their subjects 

when it was necessary. 

3.5. Sampling procedure 

The research was carried out in all the five districts of the Limpopo province in South Africa by 

using structured questionnaires. The surveyed districts included Capricorn, Mopani, 

Sekhukhune, Vhembe and Waterberg. Two municipalities per district were randomly chosen and 

included in this study. Within each municipality 6 -10 villages were selected. This selection 

mainly occurred through simple random selection. Within each municipality, 60 households 

were surveyed from the randomly selected villages. Hence a total of 120 households were 

covered in each district. A schematic representation of the sampling procedure is given in Figure 

3.3. In order to have a representative sample, the enumerators first gathered at the central point 

of the village and then two measures were undertaken. First, a random direction was chosen for 

each enumerator follow. Second, the households were selected between the central point and the 

end of the village.  

In the first week of the survey, all enumerators and students focused on data collection in the 

district of Capricorn. This was a very important step because by doing so, it became possible to 

closely scrutinize the data collection as well the initial data entry phase of the survey and made 

adjustments where it was necessary. In the second and third weeks, data collection took place in 

the four other districts (Mopani, Sekhukhune, Vhembe and Waterberg). In each district, 4 

enumerators and 2 students were responsible for the data collection and data entry which took 

place simultaneously.  Each enumerator was able to carry out on average 3 surveys per day.  At 
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the end of the third week, 120 surveys were collected per district. The research covered 600 

households. Figure 3.2 indicate the map of Limpopo with the districts in which the survey was 

carried out while table 3.1 indicate the various municipalities with the total number of 

households surveyed in parenthesis.  

 

Figure 3.2: Map of the districts and municipalities involved in the study 

 

Table 3.1: The study locations in Limpopo province 
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District  

Capricorn Mopani Sekhukhune Vhembe Waterberg 

Aganang   Ba-Phalaborwa  Grobersdal Makhado Bela-Bela 

Blouberg (60) Giyani (60) Fetakgomo (60) Mutale (60) Mogalakwena (60) 

Lepelle Letaba Makhuduthamaga Musina Modimolle 

Molemole (60) Maruleng (60) Tubatse (60) Thulamela (60) Mookgopong (60) 

Nkumpi Tzaneen Marble Hall  Thabazimbi 

 Polokwane    Lephalale 

Total sample size = 600 
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Figure 3.3: Schematic flow of the work 

 

3.6. Survey instrument 

Structured household questionnaires were administered to randomly selected households. The 

structured questionnaires were composed mainly of direct questions with response options 

provided by enumerators. The questionnaire was divided into different sections to collect the 

information. The sections included: (a) survey identification information (b) household 

demographics, (c) food availability, consumption and dietary diversity, (d) agricultural 

production (crop and livestock), (e) income and expenditure of the household, (f) characteristics 

of the household and (g) stresses, shocks, coping and intervention strategies affecting the 

household. 

3.7. Research ethics  

The rationale of the survey was explained to the respondents and their verbal consent was 

therefore sought before they were interviewed. 

5 – Districts 

 

2 – Municipalities per 

district 

 

6 – Villages per 

municipality 

 

10 – Households per 

village 

          10 

Municipalities 

                               

60   Villages 

          600 

Households 

Limpopo Province 
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3.8. Statistical analysis 

All the statistical analyses were performed using the statistical package for the social sciences 

(SPSS version 16). Differences and results were considered significant at p-values ≤ 0.05.  

3.8.1. Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive analyses were used to summarize the household socio-economic characteristics. The 

Chi-square goodness-of-fit test, independent samples t-test, analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 

frequency distributions were used in assessing the household characteristics and its relation to a 

number of other variables.  

 

3.8.2. Inferential statistics 

The Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) was developed by the United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID) and the method is premised on the idea that a 

household’s experience of food insecurity (access) causes predictable reactions and responses 

that can be captured and quantified through a survey and summarized in a scale. The HFIAS is 

organized into two central types of related questions. These are questions related to the 

occurrence and frequency of occurrence of conditions that are associated with the experience of 

food insecurity occurring during the previous one month (30 days). The questions on the 

occurrence of food insecurity (access) are related to three domains. These domains of food 

insecurity were found by Coates, 2004 and FANTA, 2004, as common features of the cultures 

they studied in a cross-country literature review. The three main domains are anxiety and 

uncertainty about the household food supply, insufficient quality of food (includes variety and 

preferences of the type of food) and insufficient food intake and its physical consequences. As 

described by Coates et al., 2003, the FANTA Household Food Insecurity Access Scale’s tool 

asks nine questions which represent universal domains of the experience of insecure access to 

food. The household head or the person responsible for food preparation in the household was 

asked if the situation described in each question has occurred, to at least one household member, 

in the last 30 days. When the answer is in the affirmative (occurrence), they were asked to 

indicate the frequency in which such an event occurred: rarely (1-2 times), sometimes (3 to 10 

times), or often (more than 10 times).  
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3.8.3. Exploratory factor Analysis 

In this study the HFIAS module which consists of nine (9) questions is subjected to an 

exploratory factor analysis, a multivariate dimension reduction methodology. Two main factors 

have emerged from the factor analysis. Factor scores were then generated for both factors and 

used in further multiple linear regression analysis. The Kaizer criterion was used in determining 

the optimal number of factors that were extracted. This criterion states that in performing factor 

analysis, the researcher should use a number of factor(s) equal to the number of eigenvalues of 

the correlation matrix that are greater than one (DeCoster, 1998). The principal components 

method was then used in the extraction of the factors. To ensure easy interpretation of the 

factors, VARIMAX orthogonal rotation method was used in rotating the factors. This ensures 

that the factors respond very high to a few set of items.  

 

3.8.4. Multiple linear regressions 

Two multiple linear regression models were explored to identify the factors that determined 

household food access in the study area. Model 1 used the generated regression factor scores for 

factor 1 from the factor analysis as the dependent variable while Model 2 used the regression 

factor scores for factor 2 as its dependent variable accordingly. The independent variables are 

defined and summarized in table 4.2. 

Table 3.2: Variable definitions  

Variable   Description 

Age  Indicates age of household head 

Gender (Dummy) Indicates female headed households (1=Female head) 

Education (Dummy) Indicates educated household head (1=Educated head) 

Household size Number of people in the household 

Dependency ratio Ratio of dependents to the working age population of households 

Household income (Rand) Average household income per month  

Formal income (Dummy) Indicates households with formal income as their main income source 
(1=Yes) 

Grants and gifts (Dummy) Indicates households with grants and gifts as their main income source 
(1=Yes) 

Remittances (Dummy) Indicates households which receive remittances (1=Yes) 

Skilled labour (Dummy) Indicates households with skilled labour as their main income source 

(1=Yes) 

Unskilled labour Indicates households with income from unskilled labour as their main 
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(Dummy) income source (1=Yes) 

Farm size (ha) Indicates the size of cropping land of households 

Maize (Dummy) Indicates households that produce maize (1=Yes) 

Tomato (Dummy) Indicates households that produce tomato (1=Yes) 

Livestock (Dummy) Indicates households that keep livestock (1=Yes) 

Electricity access 

(Dummy) 

Indicates households that have access to electricity (1=Yes) 

Distance to basic shop 
(km) 

Indicates distance to the nearest basic shop where food is bought 

Distance to market (km) Indicates distance to the nearest market where food and goods are sold or 
bought 

 

 

3.8.5. Model 1 specification 

1 1 1 2 2 3 3 ....              (1)f i i i i io k k iY x x x x            

Where, 1f iY denote factor 1 scores, o is the constant term, kx denote the explanatory 

variables, 1 to k are the coefficients associated with k  explanatory variables, i  is the 

unobservable random error term or disturbance 

 

3.8.6. Model 2 specification 

2 1 1 2 2 3 3 ....              (2)f i i i i io k k iY x x x x            

Where 2f iY  denotes factor 2 scores, with the same notation and terminology as used before. 

 

3.8.7. Heteroskedastic-consistent standard error estimators (HCSE) applications 

Due to the presence of heteroskedasticity in the residuals of the models, heteroskedastic-

consistent standard error estimators (HCSE) of the OLS parameter estimates were applied to the 

regression models to adjust the standards errors and hence the p-values associated with t-values 

accordingly. Hayes and Cai (2007) suggest the application of HCSE to OLS as a highly 

appealing method of reducing the effects of heteroskedasticity.  
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3.9. Limitations 

The study used a 7day recall in assessing the various sources of food used by the households. It 

also relied on households responses to their experiences of food access problems within the past 

30days prior to the start of the study. Hence the information obtained could be affected by the 

memory of the respondent since the time period between their experiences and the survey period 

could be relatively long. Therefore, these issues must be taken into consideration when analyzing 

the household food security situation.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

 

This chapter presents the results, interpretation and the discussion of the central findings of this 

study. First, the socio-economic characteristics of the sampled household are given. This is then 

followed by the presentation of the findings to the main research questions. 

 

4.1. Descriptive analysis of household socio-economic characteristics 

Household socio-economic characteristics of the sampled population are analyzed and presented 

in this section. The study area was characterized by a high proportion of male headed households 

(Table 4.1). This pattern of male domination of household heads position was similar across all 

the five districts involved in the study area with the lowest observed in the district of Capricorn.  

Table 4.1 also shows the age of distribution of household heads. More than 66% of the 

household heads were above the age of 50yrs with majority within the age brackets of 50 – 

65yrs.  On average, a household head was about 57yrs old. This shows an aging population of 

household heads which could be critical to household food security. The pattern of distribution 

of the average age of household head was similar among the households in the study area.  

Table 4.1: Percentage distribution of households heads by gender and age 

                    Measurements                                      Districts  

Variable  Category Overall 

count (%) 

Capricorn 

(n=122) 

Mopani 

(n=121) 

Sekhukhune 

(n=119) 

Vhembe 

(n=120) 

Waterberg 

(n=117)  

F- 

statistic 

Gender Males 362(60) 51 55 67 75 54  

Females 236(40) 49 45 33 25 46  

Age <20 1(0.2) 0 0.8 0 0 0  

20 – 34 46(7.7) 9.3 9.9 3.4 3.3 12.8  

35 – 49 151(25.4) 11.9 24.8 33.1 28.3 29.1  

50 – 65 217(36.5) 44.9 42.1 24.6 41.7 29.1  

65 + 179(30.1) 33.9 22.3 39 26.7 29.1  

Mean 

age 

 57(15) 59(15) 55(15) 57(14) 57(14) 56(16) 1.6 
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A graphic depiction of the 

distribution of age of 

household heads is presented in 

Figure 4.1 with many of them 

above the age of 40yrs.  

 

 

 

 

                                                      

Figure 4.1: Distribution of household heads according to age 

 

4.2. Distribution of households by size and education level of household head 

The importance of household size as a major contributing factor of household agricultural 

production and hence food security, through labour supply, has been well documented (Amaza et 

al., 2009). Larger household size was a common characteristic in the study area. Majority of the 

households had 6 – 10 members followed by 1 – 5 person households and this was more 

prevalent in Capricorn and Waterberg districts. About a third of the household heads have not 

received any formal education at all. This indicates a low of level of education in the study area. 

This could be worrying since education level has strongly been linked to improving household 

food security as well as poverty reduction (Amaza et al., 2009).  Most of the household heads 

reached senior primary schooling. According to the GHS (2010), about 27% of people between 

the ages of 7 – 24yrs in the study area cited lack of money for paying school fees as the major 

problem why they were not attending school.  

 

Figure 4.2 indicate that there are more men with more primary and higher levels of education 

than women. This trend in education could put female headed households in a disadvantaged 

position since the level of education could influence the kinds of job opportunities available to 

the household heads as well as the corresponding remuneration from such jobs.  
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Table 4.2: Percentage distribution of households by size and education level of household head 

                    Measurements                                      Districts  

Variable Category 
Overall 

count (%) 

Capricorn 

(n=122) 

Mopani 

(n=121) 

Sekhukhune 

(n=119) 

Vhembe 

(n=120) 

Waterberg 

(n=117) 

F-stat 

Household 

size(HHS) 

1 – 5 244(41) 41.8 36.4 41.2 43.3 41  

6 – 10 295(49) 43.4 54.5 52.1 49.2 47  

10 + 60(10) 14.8 9.1 6.7 7.5 12  

HHS  7(3) 7(3) 7(3) 6(3) 7(3) 7(3) 0.2 

Education 

Level of 

head 

No 

schooling 
194(32.4) 39 42.1 35.9 13.3 33.6 

 

Junior 

primary 
95(15.9) 16.9 18.2 12.8 16.7 15.5 

 

Senior 

primary 
87(14.7) 14.4 7.4 10.3 23.3 18.1 

 

Some 

secondary 
104(17.6) 15.3 20.7 10.3 22.5 19 

 

High school 63(10.6) 9.3 8.3 11.1 17.5 6.9  

Formal 

training 
20(3.4) 0.8 1.7 9.4 1.7 3.4 

 

Degree/Dipl

oma 
29(4.9) 4.2 1.7 10.3 5 3.4 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Percentage distribution of households head education level by gender of household 

head 
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Figure 4.3 provides a pictorial view 

of the distribution of households 

according to the number of persons in 

the household.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 4.3: Distribution of household size  

 

4.3. Distribution of household heads by main income source 

 

A highly diversified income generation patterns were found in the study area. Figure 4.4 shows 

the main income generating activities that were identified. Many households are engaged in 

formal work with 26% obtaining their main incomes from formal salaries and wages. Majority of 

the households rely on pensions and old age grant as their main income source for daily living. 

Child support and other social grants such as disability or foster care grants represent about 21% 

household income. Hence all grants combined constitute close to 56% of the total household 

income. Therefore the importance of social grants to household income cannot be 

overemphasized. Results from the 2005/2006 income and expenditure survey of South African 

households as reported by Stat.SA (2008) underscored the importance of income from work such 

as those from formal employment as one of the major sources of household income and the 

growing importance of social grants as a substantial source of income for many households 

especially the poorer ones. Share of households engaged in agricultural based pursuits appear to 

be low. Agricultural activities such as cash, food and vegetable production, and livestock rearing 

and sales serves as the main income source for just about 6% of households. Rwelamira and 

Kirsten (2003) conducted a household survey in the study area and found similar results. Their 

study found that the contribution of agriculture to household total income was only 6% and 

nationally agriculture contributes about 7.2% of formal employment (Baiphethi and Jacobs, 
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2009). This also means that the situation of agricultural employment in the study area has not 

changed for many years. Among the households, 5% receive remittances from a relative who is 

working outside of their community or village. Other sources of income identified were through 

small business operations, petty trading such as the sale of firewood amongst others. Many 

households obtained their income from a combination of different activities or sources. These 

main income sources are indicated in figure 4.4. 

 

Figure 4.4: Percentage distributions of household heads by main income source 

 

4.4. Distribution of household heads by gender and main income source 

The household main income source by the distribution of gender is represented in Figure 4.5. 

Female headed households received more pensions, child support grants and other social grants 

than male headed households. However, male headed households were more likely to receive 

formal salary or wages than female headed ones. Male headed households also received more 

remittances and were more actively involved in agricultural and livestock production than female 

headed ones. Incomes gained from small business operations was higher for female headed 

households. A few households with no income sources were also observed and this was more 

with female headed households. 
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Figure 4.5: Percentage distribution of households by gender and main income source 

 

4.5. Household income classes 

The distribution of households according to nine income categories is presented in Figure 4.6. 

Majority of the household obtain monthly cash income of R 2001 to 3000R and R1001 to 1500R.  

About 8% of the sampled households were receiving low incomes of R500 or less while about 

the same proportion of households had high incomes of more R7500 per month. The average 

income of households in the study area was R1609 per month (SD: R844). This indicates a large 

variation in household monthly income in the study area.  

 

Figure 4.6: Percentage distribution of households according to income categories 
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4.6. Household expenditure 

Importance of food and non-food expenditure in each income class is shown in Figure 4.7. The 

results from the study area show that households in the low income classes spend a large 

proportion of their expenditures on food while those in higher income classes spend lesser 

proportions of their expenditure total on food. The pattern of household food expenditure clearly 

exhibits Engel’ law which indicates that, the share of food expenditure in total expenditure 

decreases for households with a higher level of income.     

 

 

Figure 4.7: Proportion of food and non-food expenditure as percentage of total average 

expenditure by household income classes 

 

4.7. Food ratio and household income quintiles distributions 

The results, as presented in Figure 4.8 indicates clearly that the poorest 20% of households 

allocated a substantial proportion of their incomes expenditure (68%) to food than the richest 

20% who allocated 43% of their income expenditure on food. Households in the 2
nd

, 3
rd

 and 4
th

 

income quintile groups spend more than half of their budget on food expenditure. The income 

and expenditure survey of 2005/2006 by Stats.SA (2008) found similar trends in expenditure 

patterns between poor and rich households. The report indicated that the poorest 20% of 

households in South Africa spent 37% of their budget on food while the richest 20% spent only 

10% of their budget on food. These differences in expenditure patterns show the high income 

inequality persisting in many households in the study area.   
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Figure 4.8: Percentage distribution of household budget share of food expenditure by income 

quintiles  

 

4.8. Household farm sizes 

The average farm sizes observed in the study area are indicated in Table 4.3. In this study, farm 

size refers to the actual amount of land that was put under crop cultivation by the household. The 

average farm holding of a farmer household ranged from 1.4 ha in Mopani to 3.4 ha in Vhembe 

district. There is a large variation in farm holdings. Farm holding ranges from as small as 0.1 ha 

to as large as 24 ha.   

Table 4.3: Average household farm sizes (ha) 

District Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Capricorn 1.7 1.5 0.1 9.0 

Mopani 1.4 2.3 0.1 12.1 

Sekhukhune 2.3 2.4 0.1 9.0 

Vhembe 3.4 4.7 0.1 24.0 

Waterberg  1.7 1.0 1.0 4.0 

Total  2.4 3.4 0.1 24.0 

 

 

4.9. Distribution of household heads by type of land tenure 

Access to land and the kind of tenure surrounding land use may influence the kinds of livelihood 

strategies that household could engage in. The typologies of land tenureship identified in the 

study area are presented in Table 4.4. The commonest type of land tenure system was communal 
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land ownership.  These lands were used predominantly for both crop production and animal 

grazing. Only a few households own and farm on their own private lands. Privately owned lands 

were solely used for crop production. The results indicate limited access to private land. 

According to Thornton (2008) land access in the post-apartheid period in South Africa has been 

loaded with many problems especially in areas of the former homelands. The previous status of 

the land as a homeland, lack of transparency in the land application processes and the lack of 

clear focus on the distinction between communal land
4
 and municipal commonage land 

especially in the former homelands have been identified as some of the major factors that limit 

individual or group access to land. Access to land could ensure arable production which would 

enhance the food security of the households. 

Table 4.4: Percentage distribution of households by types of land tenure 

Land tenure District  Total 

Count 

(%) 

Capricorn  

Count (%) 

Mopani 

Count(%)  

Sekhukhune 

Count (%)  

Vhembe 

Count(%)  

Waterberg 

Count (%)  

Communal land (crops) 30(18.4) 12(7.4) 20(12.3) 81(49.7) 20(12.3) 163(100) 

Communal land (grazing) 17(20.7) 17(20.7) 17(20.7) 30(36.6) 1(1.2) 82(100) 

Own private land (crops) 8(17.4) 1(2.2) 9(19.6) 19(41.3) 9(11.1) 46(100) 

Own private (grazing ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rented private land (crops) 0 0 0 10(91) 1(9) 11(100) 

Rented private land (grazing) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other types (crops) 6(9.2) 59(90.8) 0 0 0 65(100) 

 

 

4.10. Types of crops grown by households 

Figure 4.9 gives the most important crops grown by the households in the study area. The most  

widely cultivated crops were maize, mangoes, tomatoes, pawpaw and spinach. Maize appears to 

the most widely grown cereal crop across all districts except in Sekhukhune and Mopani where 

mango production is high. Many local dishes are made from maize and maize products.  

                                                             
4 Communal land refers land owned and held in trust by the state and it is usually administered by tribal authorities 

(Department of Land Affairs, South Africa) 



 
38 

 

Figure 4.9: Percentage distributions of the types of crops grown by the households 

 

4.11. Livestock types and ownership 

Generally, 50% of the households owned livestock, with poultry, cattle and goats frequently 

reported. Approximately, 61% of the households that have animals owned poultry, 42% have 

cattle and 42% have goats. Other livestock kept by the households included pigs and sheep. 

Table 4.5 shows the types of livestock identified in the study area and the average number of 

livestock kept by the households.   

Table 4.5: Types of livestock kept by the households 

Animal Mean Std. Deviation % subsistence 

Cattle  5 8.9 42 

Sheep  1 2.5 6 

Goat 4 8.5 42 

Pigs  1 3.1 9 

Poultry 10 21 61 

 

 

4.12. Share of income earners (Number of persons with income/total household size) 

The share of income earners of the households is shown in Figure 4.10. Generally, there is a low 

level of income earners among the households and this similar across the districts. This means 
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that the people who are economically active have a greater responsibility to provide support for 

the needs of those who do not earn income in the study area.  

 

Figure 4.10: Distribution of household share of income earners in the districts 

 

4.13. Income poverty 

The level of income poverty among the sample was assessed using the local equivalent of the 

international poverty line of 1US$ per day per capita. In general, there is a high level of poverty 

in the study area. More than one third of the respondents had their daily per capita incomes 

below the established poverty line (Figure 4.11). Poverty was widespread in all the districts 

especially in Mopani where more than half of the respondents experienced poverty. 

 

Figure 4.11: Household income poverty 
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4.14. Food poverty 

A household is defined as food poor if their income per capita per month is less than ZAR 211 

(Stat. SA, 2007). The results from the study as indicated in Figure 4.12 shows a high level of 

food poverty in the study area. In general, 34% of the households experience food poverty. 

These are households which do not have enough resources to meet their basic daily food energy 

requirement of 2261 kcal as recommended by South African Medical Research Council (MRC). 

Food poverty was more prevalent among female headed households than in male headed 

households. Charlton and Rose (2002) reported higher prevalence of national food poverty 

(43%) and also reported that food poverty was higher in female-headed households in South 

Africa.  

 

 

Figure 4.12: Household food poverty 

 

4.15. Household food accessibility 

In order to assess the household food access as well as the relevant determinants that influence 

food access, the main research questions have been addressed in the sections that follow. 

4.16. Household’s food sources 

In order to know how households meet their food needs, the study explored the various sources 

through which households obtained their food. These assessments are based on a 7day recall 

period prior to the start of the study. 

4.16.1. Household sources of maize, maize products and roots and tubers by poverty status 

Households were asked to indicate the main source of the food items they had consumed in the 

past 7days. The responses indicate that markets play a very important role as the source of food 
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for most households. Market purchases were the main source of food items such as maize and 

maize products as well as roots and tubers for both poor and non-poor households (Figure 4.13). 

Other sources of food for households that were identified include gifts and food aid but these 

constituted less than 2% of the source of food for households. 

 

Figure 4.13: Percentage distributions of household sources of maize, roots and tubers 

 

4.16.2. Legumes and vitamin A-rich fruits and vegetables by poverty status 

Approximately 55% of the poor households purchased their fruits and vegetables from the 

market while in the case of the non-poor households 69% purchase their fruits and vegetables 

(Figure 4.14). The percentage of households producing their own fruits and vegetables appears to 

be high when compared to other food items. These productions mainly occurred in their 

backyards. Most households in the study area had fencing and within these fences were small 

plots of land around the houses which could be used as home gardens when conditions were 

favourable. Home gardens have been promoted across many rural areas in South Africa and as 

such could greatly explain the high production of fruits and vegetables by the households. 

Majority of the households purchased their legumes such as cowpeas, peanuts, sunflower seeds 

and other nuts from the markets (Figure 4.14). 
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Figure 4.14: Percentage distributions of household sources of legumes and vitamin A-rich fruits 

and vegetables by household poverty status 

 

4.16.3. Households sources of meat 

Majority of the households purchased their meat from the market except for venison wild game 

where other sources such as gifts and hunting accounted for more than half of what the 

households consumed. More than 95% of the households obtain their dairy products, eggs, fish, 

poultry and beef from through market purchases. Apart from goat and pork production, 

household own production account for minimal percentage of the meat they consume. The 

percentage distribution of the types of meat and meat sources are represented in Figure 4.14. 

 

Figure 4.15: Percentage distribution of household’s meat sources 
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4.17. Household food security status 

Household food security was assessed and the results are present in Figure 4.16. The categorical 

designations of household food security status was based on the household food insecurity access 

scale (HFIAS) developed by the Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance (FANTA) project of 

USAID. The scale provides a continuous measure of household food insecurity which can be 

categorized into four levels of household food insecurity (access) prevalence. The results 

indicate that, a high proportion of the households were experiencing food insecurity in the study 

area. More than half of the sampled households were affected with severe forms of food 

insecurity. Majority of the more food secure households were located in the Sekhukhune district. 

Severe food insecure was more prevalent in Waterberg, Mopani and in the Capricorn districts 

(Figure 4.17). These results also confirm the high level of food poverty in the study area. The 

General Household Survey (2010) reported that 21.9% of South African households face 

problems of inadequate or severely food access while in Limpopo, it was estimated to be 20.3%. 

The results from this study indicate the persistence and increasing trend of the problem in the 

study area. 

 

Figure 4.16: Percentage distribution of household food security level  
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Figure 4.17: Percentage of household food security level by districts 

 

4.17.1. Distribution of household food security level by household demographic factors 

An assessment of food security status and different household demographic factors are presented 

in Figure 4.18. The most important factors appear to be household size and the gender of 

household head as significant relationships are observed between these factors and food security. 

Groups of households with larger number of persons and those headed by females seem to count 

for more of the food insecure than other households. Also households with lower activity rate 

(few income earners) tend to be more food insecure than those with higher activity rates. 
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Figure 4.18: Percentage distribution of household food security by household demographic 

factors 

4.17.2. Distribution of household food security status by education of household head 

The distribution of houshold food security according the education level of household head is 

presented in Figure 4.19. Severe food security is more associated with households headed by 

people with no formal education. The situation is also prevalent among households head with 

low levels of education. The results clearly shows than increasing household level of education 

tends to improve food security. 

 

Figure 4.19: Percentage distribution of household food security status by education of household 

head 

 

4.17.3. Distribution of household food security status by livelihood activity 

More households which earn formal salaries, receive remittances or those which operate their 

own small businesses are food secure. However, households that rely on other income sources 

such as social grants or the production and sales of food or cash crops, as their major livelihood 

activity, were more likely to be food insecure (Figure 4.20). 
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Figure 4.20: Percentage distribution of household food security status by livelihood activity

  

4.17.4. Distribution of household food security status by the number of income earners and 

poverty status 

Food security status was assessed for the households based on the number of income earners as 

well as poverty status. The results indicate that households with more income earners tend to be 

more food scure than those with no income earner or a few income earners. Also, households 

with daily per capita income of less than 1US$ are more food insecure (Figure 4.21). 

 



 
47 

Figure 4.21: Percentage distribution of household food security status by the number of income 

earners and poverty status 

 

4.17.5. Food security distribution by income classes 

The households were classified into 9 income classes and their food security situation is 

presented in Figure 4.22. The results show a clear link between household food security and 

household income. Households in the lower income classes experience more food insecurity than 

those in higher income classes. About 43% of the households within highest income class of 

more R7500 per month  were food secure while only 2% of those within the bottom income class 

(R1-500) were food secure. 

 

Figure 4.22: Percentage distribution of households food security according to income classes 

 

4.17.6. Distribution of household food security status by household land holding 

There appears to be no significant differences in food security status between those who have 

access to agriculutral land and those who do not. However, households who have access to land 

above 3 acres appear to be more food secure (Figure 4.23) 
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Figure 4.23: Distribution of household food security status by household land holding 

 

4.17.7. Distribution of household food security by household labour migration 

About 48% of the households had at least one household member who migrated. However, there 

were no major differences between household food security status and labour migration (Figure 

4.24). Other studies have found labour migration as a contributing factor of household food 

security improvement (Poe, 2011).  

 

Figure 4.24: Distribution of household food security by household labour migration 
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4.18. Determinants of household food accessibility 

This part of the study attempts to identify the relevant determinants of household food access in 

the study area. In order to achieve this objective, two steps were followed. First a factor analysis 

has been performed on the nine questions of the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale 

(HFIAS) module as an initial step to identify the underlying factors. The second step is the 

estimation of multiple linear regression models on the factors calculated in the factor analysis. 

The next section presents the results. 

4.18.1. Factor analysis (stage one) and household responses to the HFIAS questions  

This study uses the principal components factor analysis method to consolidate the nine 

questions of HFIAS that measure households’ food insecurity, related to the access dimension, 

into two major factors. The eigenvalues of the two factors that emerged from the analysis 

account for 82% of the total variance of the nine variables. Table 4.6 presents the loading of the 

two factors after the application of the varimax rotation technique. 

Table 4.6: Rotated component matrix with factor loadings 

 

HFIAS questions 

 

Factor 1* (E=6.1) 

 

Factor 2 ⧾ (E=1.3) 

Q2. Unable to eat balanced meal 0.89 0.25 

Q3. Worried that that household would not have enough food 0.87 0.29 

Q1. Worried that food would run out 0.83 0.15 

Q4. Ate non-preferred food 0.83 0.31 

Q6. Skipped some meals in a day 0.82 0.39 

Q5. Reduced size of meals 0.80 0.39 

Q.8 Went to sleep hungry 0.24 0.92 

Q9. Did not eat for a whole day 0.23 0.92 

Q7. No food at all in the household 0.46 0.71 

E, eigen value                                                                                                                                                                    

*Mild-to-moderate food insecurity factor explained 51% of the total variance                                                                                               

⧾Severe food insecurity factor explained 31% of the total variance 

 

Factor 1 (mild-to-moderate food insecurity) captures mainly six variables: households unable to 

eat balanced meals, worry that household would not have enough food, eating non-preferred 

food, skipping some meals in the day, reducing meal sizes and the worry that households would 

run out of food. These six variables indicate mild-to-moderate household food insecurity. Factor 

2 (severe food insecurity) captures three variables: some household members going to bed 
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hungry, not eating for a whole and having no food at all in the household at least once in the past 

one month. Factor 2 is therefore linked to the experience of severe food insecurity problems by 

the households. The household responses to the HFIAS questions are generally consistent with 

the extracted factors with more of them responding affirmatively to the items in the first factor.  

Table 4.7 presents results from the household responses to the HFIAS questions. A higher 

number of the households indicated high levels of uncertainties by about their access to food for 

all household members in the past 30days prior to the start of the study. The results show that 

more than 79% were not able to eat balanced meals and about 73% expressed worries of running 

out of food. Less number of households reported the severe forms of food access problems such 

as having no food at all in the household and having no way of accessing food at least once, 

some members going to bed hungry and also some household members not eating for a whole 

day. 

 

Table 4.7: Percentage distribution of household responses to the HFIAS questions 

Food access statements  Affirmative responses (% yes) 

1. Worried that food would run out 72.6 

2. Unable to eat balanced meal 79.1 

3. Worried that that household would not have enough food 76.0 

4. Ate non-preferred food 75.0 

5. Reduced size of meals 70.6 

6. Skipped some meals in a day 67.8 

7. No food at all in the household 47.9 

8. Went to sleep hungry 32.1 

9. Did not eat for a whole day 30.9 

 

 

4.18.2. Reliability analysis of the results 

The household food insecurity access scale and the two factors that emerged from the factor 

analysis produced good internal consistency (Cronbach’s α >0.70). The value for Cronbach’s α 

for the full food insecurity access scale was 0.94 (Table 4.8). Cronbach’s α for the first factor 

was 0.92 (6 items) and for the second factor was 0.87 (3 items). There was sufficient amount of 

correlation between the variables (KMO measure = 0.89) in order to proceed with the factor 

analysis. 
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Table 4.8: Total variances 

Total Variance Explained 

 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 6.10 67.74 67.74 6.10 67.74 67.74 4.59 51.01 51.01 

2 1.26 13.94 81.69 1.26 13.94 81.69 2.76 30.67 81.69 

 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

 
Internal consistency: 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy = 0.89  

Bartlett’s test of Sphericity (Approx. Chi-square = 1219.76, df = 36, p<0.05) 

Reliability test: Factor 1 (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.92, items=6), Factor 2 (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.87, items=3) 
 

 

 

4.18.3. Multiple linear regression estimation (stage two) 

Two main factors that emerged from the factor analysis were employed in further multiple linear 

regression analyses. The factor scores were saved and used as two dependent variables of food 

household food security (access).  

4.18.4. Multiple linear regression diagnostic tests 

The multiple linear regression models were estimated using the ENTER method. The model 

results are presented in Table 4.9 and 4.10. Diagnostic tests were carried out to check for multi-

collinearity. Variance Inflation Factors, VIF, (<10) were all within the acceptable limits for the 

variables in the models. Normal P-P plot was used to check the assumption of normality of the 

residuals. The Breusch-Pagan test was used to check for assumption of homoskedasticity by 

computing the Breusch-Pagan test statistic. The Breusch-Pagan test scores were all significantly 

different from zero which indicates the presence of heteroskedasticity in the models. Hence, 

heteroskedasticity - consistent standard error estimator (HCSE) method was applied to the 

multiple linear regression models and the standard errors of the regression coefficients were 

adjusted accordingly. This is a robust approach that produces a more valid model estimates 

(Hayes and Cai, 2007). 
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4.18.5. Multiple linear regression results 

The dependent variable is a sub-component of the HFIAS, which ranges from 0 to 27, with a 

lower score indicating being food secure while a higher score indicates food insecurity. This sub-

component has the same dimension as the HFIAS.  Therefore, a low score indicates food security 

while a higher score represents otherwise.  

 

Table 4.9 presents the results of the multiple linear regression models build up for the dependent 

variable, mild-to-moderate food insecurity, and a number of independent variables. The results 

show that male headed households, increasing age and the education level of household head, 

formal income source, the receipt of social grants, remittances and the production of vegetables 

such as tomatoes were all associated with low mild-to-moderate food insecurity which indicates 

improved household access to food. However, female headed households, increasing household 

size and dependency ratio as well as the reliance on income from unskilled labour were 

associated with high mild-to-moderate food insecurity. This indicates worsening of the 

household food access problems. Similar results were obtained with severe household food 

insecurity. The results as presented in Table 4.10 indicate that increasing education and age of 

household head were associated with less severe food insecurity while female headed households 

and increasing household size increased severe food insecurity.  
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Table 4.9: Heteroskedastic – consistent multiple linear regression estimation 1 

 

Variable                                                        Coefficient (Standard Error (HC))       

      

                                                        Model 1             Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

 

Constant                                         0.125                  0.599              0.359              0.470 

                                               (0.326)                (0.345)           (0.587)            (0.638) 

Age (Years)                                 – 0.016 ***          – 0.015***      – 0.015**        – 0.015** 

                                               (0.003)                (0.004)           (0.006)            (0.006) 

Gender (Female=1)                          0.099                  0.076              0.256**           0.252** 

                                               (0.079)                (0.081)            (0.122)           (0.123) 

Education (Years)                         – 0.056***          – 0.042***       – 0.020           – 0.022 

                                               (0.009)                (0.011)            (0.017)           (0.017) 

Household size (persons)                  0.042***             0.045***         0.041**          0.041** 

                                                     (0.013)                (0.013)           (0.020)            (0.020) 

Dependency ratio                             0.949***             0.483*             0.836*            0.874** 

                                                     (0.244)                (0.275)            (0.438)           (0.433) 

Average income(Rand)                                               0.000               0.000             0.000 

                                                                               (0.000)             (0.000)           (0.000) 

Formal income (1=Yes)                                           – 0.301**         – 0.572***      – 0.563*** 

                                                                               (0.156)             (0.208)           (0.208) 

Grants (1=Yes)                                                       – 0.490**          – 0195            – 0.189 

                                                                         (0.247)              (0.179)           (0.180) 

Remittances (1=Yes)                                               – 0.058              – 1.598***      – 1.552*** 

                                                                    (0.133)              (0.609)           (0.609) 

Skilled labour income (1=Yes)                                 – 0.143              – 0.782           – 0.745 

                                                                               (0.296)              (0.493)           (0.496) 

Unskilled labour income(1=Yes)                                 0.513***         – 0.001           – 0.124 

                                                                               (0.196)              (0.285)            (0.311) 

Farm size (ha)                                                                                  – 0.039           – 0.037 

                                                                                                        (0.025)            (0.025) 

Maize (production=1)                                                                       – 0.029            – 0.030 

                                                                                                        (0.135)            (0.136) 

Tomato (production=1)                                                                     – 0.671***       – 0. 647*** 

                                                                                                        (0.167)             (0.168) 

Livestock (production=1)                                                                     0.153               0.159 

                                                                                                        (0.127)             (0.130) 

Electricity (Access=1)                                                                                              – 0.154 

                                                                                                                                (0.249) 

Distance to basic shop (km)                                                                                         0.002  

                                                                                                                                (0.011) 

Distance to market (km)                                                                                               0.004 

                                                                                                                                 (0.003) 

R
2
                                                0.143                  0.179                   0.278                0.283  

F-value                                         20.50***             11.35***             5.31***             4.77*** 

B-value                                         35.98***             57.53***             36.28***           33.76*** 

*** Significant at 1% level, ** significant at 5% level and *significant at 10% level, B-Breusch Pagan statistic 
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Table 4.10: Heteroskedastic – consistent multiple linear regression estimation 2 

 

Variable                                                        Coefficient (Standard Error (HC))       

      

                                                        Model 1             Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

 

Constant                                        0.228                   0.507              0.464                 0.924 

                                               (0.319)                (0.367)           (0.629)               (0.721) 

Age (Years)                                 – 0.007**             – 0.009**       – 0.004               – 0.002 

                                               (0.004)                (0.004)           (0.006)               (0.007) 

Gender (Female=1)                          0.219**               0.197**          0.136                  0.120 

                                               (0.090)                (0.091)            (0.154)               (0.154) 

Education (Years)                         – 0.032***           – 0.027***      – 0.029               – 0.027 

                                               (0.009)                (0.009)            (0.016)               (0.017) 

Household size (persons)                  0.029**              0.031**           0.037*                 0.040* 

                                                     (0.014)                (0.014)           (0.023)                (0.024) 

Dependency ratio                             0.117                – 0.126           – 0.536               – 0.588 

                                                     (0.241)                (0.279)            (0.494)               (0.524) 

Average income(Rand)                                               0.000               0.000                 0.000 

                                                                               (0.000)             (0.000)              (0.000) 

Formal income (1=Yes)                                           – 0.148                0.080                0.053 

                                                                               (0.165)             (0.227)              (0.226) 

Grants (1=Yes)                                                       – 0.322                0.212                 0.225 

                                                                         (0.217)              (0.211)              (0.214) 

Remittances (1=Yes)                                                 0.078              – 0.130              – 0.153 

                                                                    (0.155)             (0.390)               (0.395) 

Skilled labour income (1=Yes)                                 – 0.040                0.185                 0.162 

                                                                               (0.299)             (0.545)               (0.553) 

Unskilled labour income(1=Yes)                                 0.188               1.003                  0.892 

                                                                               (0.576)              (0.883)              (1.013) 

Farm size (ha)                                                                                 – 0.010              – 0.009 

                                                                                                       (0.020)              (0.021) 

Maize (production=1)                                                                         0.171                 0.162 

                                                                                                       (0.133)              (0.134) 

Tomato (production=1)                                                                      0.243                 0.229  

                                                                                                        (0.170)             (0.172) 

Livestock (production=1)                                                                  – 0.172             – 0.194 

                                                                                                        (0.143)             (0.144) 

Electricity (Access=1)                                                                                              – 0.462 

                                                                                                                               (0.338) 

Distance to basic shop (km)                                                                                      – 0.012  

                                                                                                                               (0.010) 

Distance to market (km)                                                                                           – 0.004 

                                                                                                                               (0.003) 

R
2
                                                   0.051                 0.063                0.07                  0.09  

F-value                                            7.03***             4.15***             1.48                 1.59* 

B-value                                            6.99***             10.19***           1.87**              4.19** 

*** Significant at 1% level, ** significant at 5% level and *significant at 10% level, B-Breusch Pagan test score 
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4.18.6. Discussion of main findings on household food sources 

 

The results from the study clearly emphasize the important role that markets play in the 

provision of food for most rural households in study area. The food access patterns among the 

rural households, both poor and non-poor, clearly suggest that they tend to rely heavily on 

market purchases for the supply of their food needs. Only a few households produce their own 

food for consumption. Similar trends in food household food access patterns have been reported 

in many parts of the South Africa. According to Baiphethi and Jacobs (2009) food purchases 

from markets, in many cases, make up about 90% household food sources with only 10% 

obtained through subsistence farming or other public transfers. In this study, the only exception 

is in vegetable production where some households (31%) tend to produce for their own 

consumption. Many studies conducted in rural areas in South Africa confirmed that food gardens 

have been promoted across many rural areas in the country. According to Seti (2003), food 

gardens are very popular among the rural households in South Africa and it is especially so with 

the female headed households. The goal of these food gardens is improve household food 

nutrition and also create livelihoods for the households (Baiphethi and Jacobs, 2009). But the 

general pattern of household food access in the study area could put them in a vulnerable 

position, especially the poor as well the female-headed households, in situations of unexpected 

shocks such as increases in food prices. Food that is produced by the households would ensure 

that they have enough for most periods of the year. Since most households buy food from the 

markets, then they must have the means as well as job opportunities in order to earn wages to be 

able to meet and sustain their food needs.  
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4.18.7. Discussion on the determinants of food accessibility 

Table 4.11 presents an overview of the main factors that influence household food accessibility. 

All the four models within each food security category produced consistent results. Similar 

patterns in the results were also observed between the same variables in the different food 

security categories. 

Table 4.11: Overview of independent factors and their impact on household food security 

                                  

Variable 

 

Mild-to-moderate food insecurity 

 

Severe food insecurity 

  Model 

1 

  Model 

2 

  Model 

3 

  Model 

4 

  Model 

1 

  Model 

2 

Model 

3 

Model 

4 

Age Negative Negative Negative Negative Negative Negative   

Gender   Positive Positive Positive Positive   

Education Negative Negative   Negative Negative   

Household size Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive 

Formal income  Negative Negative Negative     

Grants  Negative       

Remittances   Negative Negative     

Unskilled labour income  Positive       

Tomato production   Negative Negative     

 

Education of household head was significant across the models of both food security categories. 

As indicated in Table 4.11, education of the household head contributes positively in influencing 

household food security. Ceteris paribus, households with educated heads are more likely to be 

food secure. According to FAO (2009), there is a strong correlation between education, 

empowerment and food security. It emphasized that education in different forms such as formal 

or non-formal as well as skills training is very useful as it tends to develop the capacity of people 

to enhance food security. Amaza et al. (2009) argue that the level of education enhances food 

security and reduce poverty since it determines the opportunities one can get in order to improve 

livelihood strategies. A study by Bashir et al. (2012) of rural households in Pakistan found that, 

households headed people with education of up to intermediate level (10 to 12 years of 

schooling) were more likely to be food secure. This confirms the positive impact that the 

education of household heads has on household food security. Also, the world summit on 
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sustainable development (2002) held in Johannesburg, South Africa, emphasized on the need to 

ensure that both boys and girls have access to complete primary schooling and also equal access 

at all higher levels of education. The previous world food summit (1996) also called for 

increased education of the poor and other vulnerable groups in society in order to eradicate 

poverty and achieve security (FAO, 2007). 

Gender was a relevant factor of food security among households. The results show that 

households headed by females are more likely to face mild-to-moderate as well as severe forms 

of food insecurity than those headed by males. Similar results were found by Mohammadi et al. 

(2011) who reported that severe food insecurity was more frequent in female-headed households.  

Household size was significant to household food security. Household size had a positive sign 

which indicates that households with larger number of persons are more likely to be food 

insecure. Similar results were found by Bashir et al. (2012) who reported in their study that, a 

one member increase in household size decreased the odds of households becoming food secure 

in rural Pakistan.  

Seemingly, food security improved with increasing age of household head. The age of the 

household head had negative sign which indicates that increasing the age of the household tends 

to improve household food security. Contrary to this result from the study area, other studies 

have found different results. Bashir et al. (2012) found an inverse relationship that existed 

between age of the household head and household food security. They reported from their study 

on household food security that increasing the age of the household head reduces the chances of 

the household to be food secure by 3%. However, Stat. SA (2007) report indicates that the 

economically active people (15-64yrs) in the study area constitute more than half (57%) of the 

population in the study area and this might explain why food security improved age of household 

head. Moreover, social assistance programmes for the elderly persons in South Africa is quite 

prominent. For instance, old age pensions are non-contributory transfers to pensioners who are in 

need. McEwen et al. (2009) call attention to the fact that South Africa and Brazil have the 

biggest non-contributory pension schemes in the world. According to Barrientos (2003), the 

purpose of the old pension programme in South Africa is concerned with reducing poverty 

among the elder people and their households, insurance against adverse effects, as well to ensure 

the facilitation of investments in human capital.  

Income from formal salary was significant and had a negative sign. This shows its positive 

impact on household food security. According to the General Household Survey (2011) many 

households in South African receive their income from formal salaries. It indicates that, 
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nationally, about 62% receive their income through such means. Therefore, formal salaries serve 

as a desirable and reliable source of income and hence, its contribution to food security. 

The reliance on social grants, as a major source of income, was a significant determinant of 

household food security. These are payments made by the South African government to the rural 

households. According to Altman et al. (2009), hunger could be reduced dramatically if eligible 

households are given such grants. The General Household Survey (2011) indicates that more that 

58% of the households in the study area depend on grants as their major source of income. While 

grants serve a major source of income for many households, it must as well be a major source of 

concern when the issue of sustainability of such grants come into question especially when the 

tax net in South Africa covers only a few. It could have major implications on the future 

household food security. Many studies have indicated that short-term measures such as cash 

transfers do not lead to long term food security. Pension, child support grant and other social 

grants such as foster or disability grants represent a major source of household income. 

Depending on the household size, the over reliance on such grants may not be enough to cater 

for all household members. The provision of opportunities for households to be involved in 

different livelihoods activities could rather help to strengthen their resilience in times of shocks 

such as food shortages, unexpected food price increases or adverse seasonal weather conditions.  

Production of vegetables, specifically tomatoes, was a significant factor of household security. 

Household production of fruits and vegetables was common among the households in the study 

area. Even though agriculture based pursuits was not the dominant source of income of many 

households, household own production of fruits and vegetables was very important for their own 

consumption. Akrofi et al. (2010) found that food items from home gardens significantly 

contributed to food security of rural households in the Eastern Region of Ghana. Hence the 

agricultural based pursuits still represent an important component of how households make their 

living and improve food security in the study area.  

 

Dependency ratio had a significant influence on mild-to-moderate food insecurity. The results 

show that increasing dependency ratio is associated with higher levels of food insecurity among 

the households (Table 4.9). Omonona et al. (2007) found similar results in a food security study 

in Nigeria. They reported that food insecurity increased with household dependency ratio. They 

argued that the result could be due to the fact that there were larger household sizes but with only 

a few income earners.  
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Non-spatial factors such as the distance to the nearest basic store where food items can be bought 

or the distance to the nearest market where goods and food can be bought or sold were not 

significant from the estimation of the models. Therefore, these indicators are not discussed 

further. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATION 

5.1. Conclusion 

The study was set out to analyze the food accessibility situation in the study area and also 

identify the determinants of food access. The study finds that majority of the rural households in 

the study area principally rely on market purchases as a source of food. More than 80% of the 

households obtained their maize and maize products, roots and tubers as well as legumes through 

market purchases. The situation is a bit different only for fruit and vegetables where own 

production accounts for 28% and 37% of the food consumed by the well-off and poor 

households respectively. About 53% of the sampled households were classified as being severely 

food insecure which indicates clearly that food accessibility is a major problem in the study area. 

This observation is supported by the work of Altman et al. (2009) who reported that a large 

proportion of South African households suffer from food insecurity. Although the HFIAS has 

widely been used in assessing household food security, this study has attempted to disaggregate 

household food security and hence determine their corresponding determinants among the 

households in the study area. The factor analysis on the HFIAS has revealed that the households 

face mild-to-moderate food insecurity as well as the severe forms. Further empirical analysis of 

these two factors show quite promising results since there is a lot of consistency in the 

determinants of both categories of household food insecurity. The education level of household 

head, gender, age and household size were the significant factors influenced both mild-to-

moderate and severe household food insecurity. In addition, household production of vegetables, 

lower dependency ratios, households with reliable income sources such as formal salaries and 

those who receive social grants and remittances are more secure in terms of access to food. Thus, 

increasing rural household’s access to education, provision of regular employment opportunities 

and productive resources such as land for vegetable production is very crucial to improving 

household food security in the study area. According to FAO (2009) education, labour, land, 

livestock and infrastructure are key assets to help rural households to move out of poverty and 

also improve food security. Many households in the study area produce fruits and vegetables on 

small-sized plots and also in their backyards for home consumption purposes. These activities 

which increase food diversity base of the households, has proved significant in relation to 

household food security and hence must be encouraged in the study area to enable the 

households to meet their food needs.  
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5.2. Policy implications 

The South African government policies aimed at improving food security has focused on food 

supplementation, food fortification, day care schemes and school feeding programs (2011). But 

in order to address the problem of food access in the study area and ensure that households have 

adequate access to food, the study suggests further improvement in four key policy areas: 

1. Education: Generally, the level of education of household heads was quite low in the 

study area and especially among the female headed households. However, education of 

household heads tends to be a significant determinant of household food security. Hence 

it is recommended that development efforts should be directed at providing equal access 

to affordable and quality educational opportunities for both males and females in the 

study area.  

2. Employment: Income from formal salaries has proven to be a significant determinant of 

household food security and since most household depend on food purchases, providing 

employment opportunities would ensure that they have direct or indirect access to 

desirable income for food and other non-food essential expenditure. In that case, 

households do not necessarily have to depend solely on social grants for their needs. 

Social grants should not be relied upon as the main household income source but rather 

be used as household safety net when they are unable to meet their food and non-food 

needs. Thus, the receipt of social grants should not stop people from looking for work or 

starting up their own enterprises no matter how small it is. The provision of employment 

opportunities would improve household socio-economic status and ensure food security.   

3. Access to land: Agricultural production in the form of vegetables has shown to improve 

household food security. Hence making land accessible could serve as a major incentive 

for agricultural production increase especially for the vulnerable groups such as the poor 

and female headed households. Increasing agricultural production will ensure that the 

households have enough food for consumption or to supplement purchases from the 

market. Increasing own food production will minimize the heavy dependence on market 

purchases and also improve household food access. Household could also generate 

income from the sales of own production to finance the accumulation of assets. 

4. Family planning: Family planning education and programmes should be promoted in the 

study area to help households plan for smaller size families and also slow down 

population growth in the country.  
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5.3. Recommendation for further research 

This study has identified the social and economic factors that determine household access to 

food. However, household food access is not only affected by social and economic factors but 

also by physical factors such as the availability of transport systems and the number of food 

stores available. Therefore, the study recommends further research into how the availability of 

physical infrastructure affects both food product and factor market efficiencies and ultimately the 

impact on household food security.    
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Annex 

FOOD SECURITY VULNERABILITY IN SOUTH AFRICA 

Good day, I’m ……………….. I’m part of a team from the department of Agriculture of ………………………. We are 

currently interviewing households in the entire province of Limpopo, including your municipality. The aim is to 

obtain detailed information about the livelihood status of households, including their food consumption and food 

production. You’re participation would be very helpful as the collected data will lead to policy advice for future 

undertakings in the region.    

Your participation is voluntary. You may choose not to answer any question and you may choose to stop the 

discussion at any time. Refusing to participate will not affect you or your family in any way. We would like you to 

answer as honestly as possible. We want to emphasize that your responses will be kept confidential. Are you 

willing to participate in this study? YES 1 / NO  2: STOP  

QUESTIONNAIRE 

SECTION A: SURVEY IDENTIFICATION 

 

A1. SURVEY RECORD NUMBER     

A2. HH_ID NUMBER     

A3. PROVINCE   

A4. DISTRICT (code)   

A5. MUNICIPALITY (code)   

A6. ENUMERATOR_CODE   

 

district municipality 

1. Capricorn 1. Blouberg 6. Tubatse 
2. Mopani 2. Molemole 7. Mutale 
3. Sekhukhune 3. Giyani 8. Thulamela 
4. Vhembe 4. Maruleng 9. Mookgopong 
5. Waterberg 5. Fetakgomo 10. Mogalakwena 

A7. DATE: …………/………………/…............. 

A8. VILLAGE NAME: ………………………………………………………………..  GPS CODE 

……………………………………………………………….. 

A9. RESPONDENT’S POSITION: 

1. Head  2. Spouse 3. Other  

A10. SURVEY CHECKED BY: 

1. Lotte  2. Ellen  3. Luc  4. Other: …………………………………………………… 
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SIGNATURE OF SUPERVISOR:………………………………………………………………………………………………  

Codes for question 3 Codes for question 6 Codes for question 8 Codes for question 10 

01 = resident head 
02 = absent head 
03 = wife or husband or 
partner 
04 = son or daughter 
05 = father or mother 
06 = grandchild 
07 = grandparent 
08 = mother- or father-in-
law 
09 = son- or daughter-in-
law 
11 = aunt or uncle 
12= sister or brother 
13= niece or nephew 
14= cousin 
15= great-grandparent 
16= household help (or 
relative of) 
17= lodger or relative of 
lodgers 
18= other family 
19= other non-family 

01= no schooling 
02 = Junior primary (Gr 
0 through to Gr4/ Std 2) 
03= Senior primary (Gr 
5/ Std 3 to Gr 7/ Std 5) 
04= Some Secondary 
(Gr8/ Std 6 to Gr 11/ Std 
9/ Form 4) 
05 = Completed high 
school (Gr 12/Std 
10/Form 5/ Matric) 
06= courses or 
certificates for formal 
training 
07 = Diploma or degree 

01 = Has found a job, but not 
started yet 
02 = scholar or student and prefers 
not to work 
03 = housewife/ homemaker 
prefers not to work 
04 = retired and prefers not to seek 
formal work 
05 = illness, invalid, disabled, or 
handicapped 
06 = too young or too old to work 
07 = seasonal worker, e.g. fruit 
picker, shearer 
08 = lack of skills or qualifications 
for available jobs 
09 = cannot find any work 
10 = cannot find good work  
11 = contract worker, e.g. mine 
worker 
12 = retrenched 
13 = other reason 

01 = employment 
02 = looking for employment 
03 = schooling 
04 = student 
05 = personal reasons 
06 = escape violence or 
political problems 
07 = visiting spouse or family 
08 = visiting friends 
09 = living with other partner 
10 = prison 
11 = vacation 
12 = in hospital or clinic 
13 = away on business 
14 = national service 
15 = other (specify) 
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SECTION B: HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHICS  

 

INTERVIEWER PLEASE NOTE:   

A household is a person or a group of persons who eat from the same pot and share livelihood resources, and are 

normally living together at least 4 nights a week.  

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION MUST BE OBTAINED IN RESPECT OF EVERY PERSON IN THIS HOUSEHOLD. DO NOT 

FORGET BABIES. 

REMARK:  

- if the answer is ‘none’, write ‘0’ 

- if the answer is ‘don’t know’ or ‘not applicable’, then leave blank and go to next question. 
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SECTION C: FOOD AVAILABILITY, CONSUMPTION AND DIETARY DIVERSITY 

 

For each of the following questions, consider what has happened in the past 30 days 

C1.Please answer whether this happened never, rarely (once or twice), sometimes (3 to 10 times) or often (more 

than 10 times) in the past 30 days. 

 

 

C2. In which of the last 12 months did you experience a lack of food or money such that one or more members of 

your household had to go hungry? 

 Aug 
2010 

Sept 
2010 

Oct 
2010 

Nov 
2010 

Dec 
2010 

Jan 
2011 

Feb 
2011 

Mar 
2011 

Apr 
2011 

May 
2011 

June 
2011 

July 
2011 

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

No 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

C3. Did you or anyone else in the household eat ……. yesterday and in the past 7 days?  [Fieldworker: read out 

each food group below] 

 

 

 

 

 Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

1 Did you worry that your household would not have enough food? 1 2 3 4 

2 Were you or any household member not able to eat the kinds of 

food you preferred because of a lack of money? 

1 2 3 4 

3 Did you or any household member eat just a few kinds of food 

day-after-day owing to a lack of money? 

1 2 3 4 

4 Did you or any other household member eat food that you 

preferred not to eat because of a lack of money to obtain other 

types of food? 

1 2 3 4 

5 Did you or any household member eat a smaller meal than you felt 

you needed because there was not enough food? 

1 2 3 4 

6 Did you or any other household member eat fewer meals in a day 

because there was not enough food? 

1 2 3 4 

7 Was there ever no food at all in your household because there was 

not money to get more? 

1 2 3 4 

8 Did you or any household member go to sleep at night hungry 

because there was not enough food?  

1 2 3 4 

9 Did you or any household member go a whole day without eating 

anything because there was no food? 

1 2 3 4 
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During the past seven days, how many days did you or anyone in your household eat..........?  (If the food item was 

eaten more than one time in one day, it should be counted as one). 

What is the main source of.............? (See code below)  

 Food group Examples 
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   YES NO 0 TO 7 CODE  

A Maize or 

maize 

products 

mielie-meal porridge (stiff, crumbly or soft),  

samp, whole maize (corn-on-the cob) 

1 0   R 

B Other cereals wheat, bread, breakfast cereals, sorghum, 

rice, pasta, oats, morvite, fermented/sour 

porridge, mahewu 

1 0   R 

C Roots and 

tubers 

potatoes, sweet potatoes, potato salad, 

amadumbe 

1 0   R 

D Vitamin A-rich 

fruit & 

vegetables 

yellow/orange coloured fruit and 

vegetables: mango, peach, butternut, 

carrot, pumpkin, paw paw,  yellow; Dark-

green leafy vegetables: spinach, mifino, 

amaranth, pumpkin leaves, beetroot leaves, 

dried green cowpea leaves 

1 0   R 

E Other 

vegetables 

beetroot, broccoli, cabbage, cauliflower, 

chickpeas, cucumber, green beans, green 

peas, green pepper, lettuce, mushrooms, 

onions, tomato,  

1 0   R 

F Other fruit apple, apricot, banana, grapes, grapefruit, 

guava, lemon, lime, morula fruit, naartjie, 

orange, peach, pear, plum, pineapple, 

prickly pear, raspberries, strawberries, 

watermelon, wild fruit, dried fruit, canned 

fruit  

1 0   R 

G

  

Red meat   Beef & offal alone or as part of a stew 1 0   R 

  Mutton, lamb, goat & offal alone or  as part 

of a stew 

1 0   R 

  Venison, wild game including rabbits and 

birds  

1 0   R 

  Pork & offalalone  or as part of a stew 1 0   R 

H Consumption How often do you eat red meat (beef, 

venison, mutton, lamb, goat, pork) NOT as 

part of a stew? 

1 0   R 

I Poultry Chicken & offal (giblets, feet) 1 0   R 

J Other meat Ham, poloni, cold meat, tinned meat 1 0   R 

  Mopani worms, insects 1 0   R 

K Fish Fresh, canned, frozen, fish 1 0   R 

L Eggs eggs  1 0   R 

M Legumes, baked beans, dried peas, cowpeas, peanuts, 1 0   R 
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nuts & seeds nuts, sunflower seeds, pumpkin seeds, dried 

beans, sugar beans 

N Dairy milk, amasi/maas, yoghurt, condensed milk, 

powdered milk, cheese  

1 0   R 

O Oils and fat any food made with oil, margarine, butter or 

Holsum, ice cream 

1 0   R 

P Sugars sugar, syrup, sweets, honey, chocolate, 

sugarcane 

1 0   R 

Q Beverages tea, coffee, cool drink, fruit juice, beer, 

homemade beer (this does not include 

water!!!) 

1 0   R 

 

Sources 4. Gathering 

1. Purchase 5. Gift 
2. Own production 6. Exchange 

3. Hunting 7. Food aid 

 

C4. If there is not enough food for every member of your household, which members will get less to eat than 

necessary to fulfil their needs? 

  Yes No 

A Children younger than 5 years old 1 0 

B 
Children aged between 5 and 18 
years 

1 0 

C 
Female adults between 18 and 65 
years 

1 0 

D Female adults older than 65 years 1 0 

E 
Male adults between 18 and 65 
years 

1 0 

F Male adults older than 65 years 1 0 

 

C5. Yesterday, how many times (meals) did the adults in this household eat? /_______/ 

 

C6. Yesterday, how many times (meals) did the children (3-6y) in this household eat? /_______/ 
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SECTION D: AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

 

 CROP PRODUCTION 

D1. Arable crop production including home consumption 

 

interviewer ask: What crops, if any, did the household harvest in the past year? 

Ask for local unit of measure and express everything in this unit 

a. Arable crop 
name 

b. Units 
of 
measure  

c. How 
much of 
…………… 
(crop) were 
harvested in 
the past 12 
months?  

d. How much of 
…………… were sold 
in the past 12 
months? 

e. After 
harvest, 
how much 
was lost 
to insects, 
rotting…  
(in units!) 

f. How much 
of …….. 
(crop) were 
consumed by 
the 
household? 
(in units!) 

g. How much 
of……….(crop) 
were given to 
pay for labour 
or land? 
(in units!) 

NAME CODE unit unit AVERAGE 
PRICE PER 

unit 

unit unit unit 

Maize        

Potatoes        

Sweet potatoes        

Wheat        

Sorghum        

Millet        

Beans        

Groundnuts/ 

peanuts 

       

        

        

        

 

Units of measurement 

1: kilos 3:  25 kilo bags 5:  80 kilo 

bags 

7:  boxes 9:  piece/’ear’ 11:  bunches 

2: 10 kilo bags 4:  50 kilo bags 6: tons 8:  25 liter drums 10:  basin 12:  other 
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D2. Vegetable production including home consumption 

 

interviewer ask: What vegetables if any, did the household harvest in the past year? 

Ask for local unit of measure and express everything in this unit 

 

 

a. Vegetable name  b. unit of 
measure 

c. How 
many m² 
were 
dedicated to 
……………..?  

d. How much of 
…………… were sold 
in the past 12 
months? 

e. After 
harvest, 
how 
much was 
lost to 
insects, 
rotting…  

f. How much 
of …….. 
(crop) were 
consumed 
by the 
household? 

g. How much 
of……….(crop) 
were given to 
pay for labour 
or land? 

NAME CODE M2 unit AVERAGE 
PRICE PER 

unit 

unit unit unit 

Tomatoes        

Cabbage        

Pumpkins/squash        

Onions        

Spinach        

Other leafy 

vegetables 

       

Carrots        
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D3. Fruit production including home consumption 

 

interviewer ask: What crops, if any, did the household harvest in the past year? 

Ask for local unit of measure and express everything in this unit 

 

a. Type of fruit b. unit of 
measure  

c. How 
many 
trees do 
you have 
on your 
fields?  

d. How much did 
you sell in the last 
year? 

e. How 
much did 
you 
consume 
yourself? 

f. How much 
of……….(crop) 
were given to 
pay for labor or 
land? 

FRUIT GROUP NAME CODE unit unit AVERAGE 
PRICE PER 

unit 

unit unit 

Citrus Naartjes        

 Oranges         

Stone Peaches        

 Grapes        

 Pears        

Subtropical Pineapples        

 Bananas       

 Pawpaws        

 Litchis       

 Avocados       

 Guavas       

 Mangos       

Other        
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 LIVESTOCK 

D4. Does the household own or farm with any animals or poultry of any kind? 

YES ...................................................................................................... 1 

NO ....................................................................................................... 0 -> go to following part 3.3. other 

farming income  

  Cattle Sheep Goats Pigs Poultry 

A.  How many …………………. (name of animal) 
does the household own at the moment? 

     

B. In the past year, how many, if any 
…………………. were born? 

     

C. In the past year, how many, if any 
…………………… did the household sell? 

     

D. (Ask for each kind of animal sold): in the 
past year, how much money did the 
household get from the sale of 
………………….? (Rand) 

     

E. In the past year, how many……………….., if 
any, did the household buy? 

     

F. In the past year, how many………………., if 
any, did the household slaughter (both for 
selling and home consumption? 

     

G. In the past year, how many ………………, if 
any, did the household lose because they 
were stolen or died 
OR:  Were run over, or something like that 
(e.g. fined, impounded)? 

     

H. At present, how many …………………., if any, 
has the household loaned to someone 
else? 

     

I. At present, how many………….., if any, has 
the household borrowed from someone 
else?  

     

J And at present, how many………….., if any, 
has the household received as  gifts from 
someone else? 

     

 

D4. Do you farm fish? IF YES: How much, if anything, did the household make from the sale of fish in the past 12 

months?  

Rand ....................................................................................................  

 

D5. Ask all who have cattle or goats: 

 

a. About how many liters of milk were obtained from year herd during the past week (last 7 days)?  …..litres 

b. And, how much of this was for this household’s own use (last 7 days)?.............. litres 

c. And, how much of it was for sale or exchange (last 7 days)? ………………..litres 

d. What was the value of milk sold or exchanged (last 7 days)? ........... Rand
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D6. Ask all who have hens or ducks or other poultry: 

About how many eggs were obtained from your poultry during the past week (last 7 days)?  ...................... 

And, how many of these did the household use?  ........................................................................................ 

And, how many did the household sell or exchange? ................................................................................... 

What was the value of eggs sold or exchanged (last 7 days)?..................Rand 

 

D7. Ask all who have sheep: In the past 12 months, how much did the household make, if anything, from the sale 

of wool and mohair? 

Rand ....................................................................................................  

D8. Ask all who own animals: in the past 12 months, how much, if anything, did the household make from the sale 

of animal skins and hides?  

Rand ....................................................................................................  

 

3.3. OTHER FARMING INCOME 

D9. Did the household receive anything in the form of subsidies (including livestock fees) or drought relief in the 

past 12 months? 

  

D10. IF YES: how much was it worth in Rand?  Rand....................................... 

D11. In the past 12 months, did the household receive anything by providing a service to other farmers, for 

example, ploughing or planting? 

 

D12. IF YES: How much was it worth in Rand?   Rand ………………………………….. 

D13. In the past 12 months, did the household receive anything in any other way not already mentioned from 

farming?  

 

IF YES: DESCRIBE 

  ...........................................................................................................  

  

D14. Does this household own any tractors or other farming vehicles? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 1 No 0 

Yes 1 No 0 

Yes 1 No 0 

Yes 1 No 0 
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 OTHER FARMING COSTS 

D15. In the last 12 months, how much, if anything, did the household pay in cash and credit for: 

 Code Rand/past 12 months 

Seeds/planting material 01 R 

Fertilizer 02 R 

Pesticides 03 R 

Herbicides 04 R 

Other farming materials/ equipment 05 R 

Wages for workers who helped with farming 06 R 

Petrol, diesel and oil for machines 07 R 

Food for the poultry or farm animals 08 R 

Farm land that was rented from someone else 09 R 

Other payments made in the last 12 months 10 R 

Land taxes 11 R 

Various services, for example for tractors, oxen which 

were used for ploughing 

12 R 

Interest on loans 13 R 

Any other costs (describe) 14 R 
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SECTION E: INCOME AND EXPENDITURE OF THE HOUSEHOLD 

 
E1. Now I would like to talk about your household’s sources of income and how the household spends money 

a. What are your 
household’s sources of 
income throughout the 
year? 
 

b. Who generates this 
income? 
 
 

c. Who makes decisions 
on how the resources 
from this activity are 
used? 
 

d. Please estimate the 
percentage of total income 
that comes from this source 

CODE  CODE CODE USE PROPORTIONAL 
PILING 

Main    % 

 2    % 

3    % 

4    % 

5    % 

6    % 

Total    % 

 
E2.What are the main sources in each month? (indicate with a cross that income) 

 

Sources JAN 
2011 

FEB 
2011 

MARCH 
2011 

APRIL 
2011 

MAY 
2011 

JUNE 
2011 

JULY 
2011 

AUG 
2010 

SEPT 
2010 

OCT 
2010 

NOV 
2010 

DEC 
2010 

1             

2             

3             

4             

5             

6             

 

E3. What is the average total household income per month?  Rand …………………………………………………. 

E4. What is the average total household income per year? Rand ……………………………………………………….

Codes Question  

1 = Formal salary or wages 
2 = Remittances (money from migrants) 
3 = Pension 
4 = Child Support Grant 
5 = Other social grant (Foster Care, 
Disability, etc.) 
6 = Small business 

7 = Food crop production/ sales 
8 = Cash crop production/ sales 
9 = Livestock production/ sales (non-
poultry) 
10 = Poultry production/ sales 
11 = Fishing 
12 = Petty trade (firewood sales, etc.) 

13 = Skilled labour 
14 = Brewing  
15 = Vegetable and fruit production/ 
sales 
16 = Food assistance/ gift 
17 = Other assistance/ begging/ gifts 
18 = No other source 

Codes Question 

1 = Head of the Household only 
2 = Spouse of the head of the Household only 
3 =Household head and Spouse of household 
head  
4= Men only 

5 = Women only 
6 = Adults only 
7 = Children only 
 

8 = Women and children 
9 = Men and children 
10 =  Men and women and children 
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 MIGRATION/ REMITTANCES 

E6. (a migrant worker is someone who is absent from home for more than a month each year to work or to seek 

work. Working includes self-employment as well as working for someone else.) 

A Do you have any household or extended family members who 
live away from the household? 
 

1 = YES if no (0), go 
to following 
part 5.2. 
Consumption 

B 
 

If yes, where? 
 

CIRCLE ALL THAT 
APPLY 

 

1 Nearby town – Specify 

2 Elsewhere in this municipality – Specify 

3 Another municipality or province – Specify 

4 Johannesburg, Cape Town or Durban – Specify 

5 Other country in the region – Specify 

6 International (UK, etc.) – Specify 

7 I don’t know  

C How many 
household/ family 
members are 
working away from 
home? 

A. Regular migrants 
(returns every month) 

B. Seasonal migrants (for a 
limited period each year) 

C. Prolonged 
period away 
(more than 6 
months at a 
time) 

   
 

D How many are  
 
 
 

a. Men b.Women 

  

E 
What job do they do 
or which sector  

1.Business 
2. government 
3 education (teaching) 
4.contract worker (mining etc.) 
5. house aid (cleaning lady etc.) 
6. agricultural worker 
7. Other 

F 
Does the household 
receive money (or 
other contributions) 
from the migrants? 

1 = Yes 0 = No (-> 2.15) 

G 
If YES, how often do 
you receive money 
(or other 
contributions)? 

1 Once a year 

2 Every few months 

3 Monthly  

H 
How does the 
household receive 
the money  

1  
2  
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Bank 
Mpesa 
Post 
PostNet 
Neighbor/family/friend 
Shoprite 
Other 
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I. How much did this household receive from remittances (money or contribution expressed in monetary 

value) per year?  

R………………………………………………………………………………………………  

J. For each month can you indicate how much is received by the household (money or contribution 

expressed in monetary value 

Month  Rand Month  Rand Month  Rand Month  Rand 

Aug 
2010 

 Nov 
2010 

 Feb 
2011 

 May 
2011 

 

Sept 
2010 

 Dec 
2010 

 Mar 
2011 

 June 
2011 

 

Oct 
2010 

 Jan 
2011 

 Apr 
2011 

 July 
2011 

 

 

 CONSUMPTION 

E7. In the last 30 days did you spend any money on the following items for household consumption? 

If none, write ‘0’, if don’t know, leave blank and go to next item.  

 

Expenditure item Estimated 
expenditure in 
RAND during last 
month 

Expenditure item Estimated expenditure 
in RAND during last 
month 

A Cereals (mielie, mielie 
meal, rice, etc.) 

 M Medical care  

B Roots and tubers 
(potatoes, sweet 
potatoes, etc.) 

 N Education (school 
expenses) 

 

C Bread  
 

O Rent  

D Legumes (beans, 
peas, groundnuts) 

 P Loan repayments  

E Fruit & vegetables  
 

Q Communications (cell 
phone, telephone, 
internet) 

 

F Red meat  
 

R Transport   

G Other meat   S Sugar, (ice cream, etc.)  
H Fish  T Water & electricity  

I Eggs  U Personal items (clothes, 
shoes) 

 

J Oil, fat, butter, ice 
cream 

 
 

V Beverages (tea, soda 
drinks,…) 

 

K Milk & milk products 
(cheese, yoghurt) 

 W Other…   

L Milling  
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SECTION F: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HOUSEHOLD 

 

F0A. To what ethnical group does your household belong to? ……………………… 

 

1 African 3 Indian 5 Other 

2 Colored 4 White   

 

F0B. How long has the household been living in this area? …………………………………… years 

 

F0C. Are any of the following facilities within a 30 minutes (2 km) walk of your house?  

 

 F1. WATER 

 

In this section we are going to talk about the water used by this household for drinking, cooking, bathing, or 

washing clothes, and other household purposes like these. 

 

F1A.What is the source of water used most often in this household for things like drinking or bathing and washing 

clothes?  

(SINGLE MENTION ONLY) 

 

piped – internal……………………………………………………….1 -> go to following part F.2. Sanitation 

piped – yard tap………………………………………………………2  -> go to following part F.2. Sanitation 

water carrier/ tanker……………………………………………….3 -> go to following part F.2. Sanitation  

piped – public tap/ kiosk (free)………………………………. 4 

piped – public tap/ kiosk (paid for)…………………………. 5 

borehole…………………………………………………………………. 6 

rainwater tank………………………………………………………… 7  

flowing river/ stream………………………………………………. 8 

dam/ stagnant water………………………………………………. 9 

well (non-borehole)…………………………………………………10 

protected spring………………………………………………………11 

other (specify)…………………………………………………………12 

   

Facility   Distance  
in km  

Distance in walking 
time (min.) 

A. Shop where basic food can be bought   

B. Market to buy goods and food   

C. Markets where you can sell goods and food, if different    
D. Bank    

E. Post office   
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F1B. Does the household have to fetch and carry water to the house each day? 

IF NO -> go to following part F.2. Sanitation 

F1C. About how far away is the water that has to be fetched? ……………………………………………..m 

F1D. Who in the household usually fetches water? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

F2. SANITATION 

F2A. What kind of toilet does the household use? 

 

Flush toilet……………………………………………………………. 1 

Improved pit latrine – with ventilation (VIP)…………. 2 

Other pit latrine…………………………………………………….. 3 

Bucket toilet………………………………………………………….. 4 

Chemical toilet………………………………………………………. 5 

None……………………………………………………………………… 6 -> Go to following part F.3. Energy 

 

F2B. Where is the toilet? 

 

Inside dwelling…………………………………………………….. 1 

outside dwelling – on stand…………………………………. 2 

outside dwelling – off stand…………………………………. 3 

 

F3. ENERGY 

In this section, we are going to talk about the different kinds of energy that this household uses for different 

purposes. 

F3A. Is the house connected to an electricity supply?  

Yes 1 No 0 

 53a. person 
fetching water 
 
 
 
 
 

53b.  average 
number of trips 
per day 
 
 
 
 
 

53c. How long 
does each round 
trip take on 
average? 
(include time 
spent waiting in 
queue) 

53d. How much 
is carried to the 
house each day? 
 
 
 

 NAME NUMBER MINUTES LITRES 

First mention 
 

    

Second mention 
 

    

Third mention 
 

    

Yes 1 No 0 
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F3B. I’m going to read a list of different household activities. For each one, I’d like you to tell me what the main 

source of energy is. 

 1. Cooking and 
boiling water 

2. Cooking meat  3. Cooking other 
food 

4. Lighting 

 Main source Main source Main source Main source 

Wood 1 1 1 1 

Paraffin 2 2 2 2 

Charcoal/ coal 3 3 3 3 

Electricity from grid 4 4 4 4 

Electricity from 
generator 

5 5 5 5 

Candles 6 6 6 6 

Gas from bottle (LPG) 7 7 7 7 

Town gas (piped) 8 8 8 8 
Car battery 9 9 9 9 

Dry battery (eg. 
Torch) 

10 10 10 10 

Dung 11 11 11 11 

Other (describe) 
……………………. 

12 12 12 12 

 

F3C. If wood is mentioned as a source of energy for any of the above activities: ASK: 

Who in the household usually collects the wood? 

 

 

 

F4. FINANCIAL ASSETS 

Does this household, or a household member, have any of the following financial assets? (Tick the right box) 

 a. person collection wood 
 

b. average number of trips 
per week. 

c. how long does each 
round trip take on 
average? (include time 
spent collection wood) 

 NAME NUMBER MINUTES 

1. First mention 
 

   

2.Second mention 
 

   

3.Third mention 
 

   

Financial asset YES (1) NO (0) DON’T KNOW (3) 

A. Money in a savings account at a bank/ post office    

B. Burial insurance    

C. Rotating saving bags    

D. Insurance    

E. other savings, specify ………………………………………………    
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F. Does any person in this household have at this moment taken out a loan/credit?  

 

Yes, at a bank or formal institution………………………………1  

 Yes, from a microfinance institution or NGO………………. 2 

 Yes, from someone who buys my crops/animals………… 3 

 Yes, from the grocery store………………………………………… 4 

 Yes, from a shop in town, e.g. furniture shop……………… 5 

 Yes, from a friend or neighbor……………………………………. 6 

 No………………………………………………………………………………. 7 

 

 

F5. LAND ACCESS & USE 

A. Does any person in this household have the right to use (have access to) any land for arable farming, that is, to 

grow and cultivate crops on? IF YES, is this land…….? What is the size of this land? 

Does any person in this household have the right to use (have access to) any land for stock farming, that is, for 

animals to graze on? IF YES, is this land……….? What is the size of this land?  

 Crops Grazing 

IF YES, IS THIS LAND…  yes (1) /no (0) Estimated size (ha) yes (1) /no (0) Estimated size (ha) 

A.Communal?  ha  n/a 

B.Private (own farm)?  ha  ha 

C.Private (rented)?  ha  ha 

D.Others (specify)?  Ha  ha 

 

B. What is the total size of all land that is available to household members for growing crops? Record in hectares 

for those who can give this information ………………………………………….hectares 

if information cannot be given in hectares, think of a soccer field –is the total area smaller, about the same or 

bigger than a soccer field? 

if bigger: determine about how many soccer fields would cover the land the household could use for growing 

crops? 

Interviewer: Remember   

(I) A soccer field is about ½ hectare. 

(II) One hectare equals approximately 2 acres. 
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C. Thinking about last year: of the land that the household could have used for growing crops, about how much did 

it actually use? ……………….  % of total land area 

 

D. If all land or part of your land is not used for production, why not? (multiple responses possible, tick the right 

box) 

a) lack of seeds  e) pest   i) not interested  

b) lack of fertilizer  f) rented out  j) other purposes for the land  

c) lack of water  g) too old/ young/ weak  k) other specific reason  

d) lack of labor    
 

h) too little money  Specify: 
………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………….. 

 

 

E. How much of the land is irrigated? ……………………………………………..ha 

F. What are the sources of irrigation water, if any, used on the land used for growing crops?  

(allow for multiple responses, up to three) 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

G. What irrigation system do you use?  

 

 

 

 

H. How much did you pay for irrigation water last year?  …………………………………..Rand 

 

I. Does the household have the right to sell any part of the land it uses for growing crops? 

 

 

 

  Sources of water used 

a) River/ stream 1 

b) Dam 2 

c) Borehole 3 

d) Tank 4 

e) Municipality 5 

f) Rain  6 

g) Neighbour 7 

h) Other (Specify): 
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Hose  1 

Buckets 2 

Drip irrigation 3 

Pipes 4 

Others ……………………………… 5 

 6 

Yes 1 No 0 
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b. IF YES: about how much of it can be sold?   ... ……………hectares 

 

c. How much do you think the household would be able to get for the land if it sold this land?  

 Rand ..........................................................................................  

 

 

J. Of the land that is available to the household for growing crops, was any of it rented out to other people in the 

past 12 months? 

  

 

b. IF YES: what is the share of the total land held by the household?  …………………………………..% 

 

c. IF YES: how much was paid to the household as rental for land used for crops?  

 

                                                       Rand/year …………………….. OR  Rand/season ……………………………… 

 

K. Did the household have to pay rent for any of the land used for growing crops in the past 12 months? 

  

 

b. IF YES: how much was paid in rent?  Rand/year ....................................  

 

L. Does the household have the right to sell any part of the land it uses for grazing of animals?    

 

 

b. IF YES: about how much of it can be sold?   ..........................................  hectares 

 

c. IF YES: how much do you think the household would be able to get if it sold this land? 

Rand/ha  .....................................................................................  

 

M. Of the land that is available to the household for grazing of animals, was any of it rented out to other people in 

the past 12 months? 

 

 

b. IF YES: what is the share of the total land held by the households? ………………………………………….% 

Yes 1 No 0 

Yes 1 No 0 

Yes 1 No 0 

Yes 1 No 0 
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c. IF YES: how much was paid to the household as rental for land used for grazing?  

 

Rand/year ………………………………………… OR  …………………………………………………………………………….Rand/season 

 

N. Did the household have to pay rent for any of the land used for the grazing of animals in the past 12 months? 

 

  

b. IF YES: how much was paid in rent?    Rand/year .....................  

 

 

 

 

Yes 1 No 0 
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SECTION G: STRESSES, SHOCKS, COPING AND INTERVENTION STRATEGIES 

AFFECTING THE HOUSEHOLD 

 

G1. We would like to know whether specific events or situations occurred in this household over the last 12 

months and how many times they have occurred.  

  In the last 12 months has your household suffered from ...... How many times did this 

happen in the last 12 

months? 

  Yes No  

A Increase in the number of people in the family / household (insert 

number of people) 

1 0  

B Increase in food production costs (water, rent, equipment, seeds, 

fertiliser) 

1 0  

C Cut-off or decrease of government grant which is not a result of 

the death of beneficiary 

1 0  

D Flood 1 0  

E Storm 1 0  

F Drought 1 0  

G Serious injury or chronic illness keeping household member from 

doing normal activities 

1 0  

H Loss of a job of a breadwinner in the household 1 0  

I Loss of remittances (money received from migrants) 1 0  

J Loss of possessions, theft 1 0  

K Death of many livestock 1 0  

L Food cost or food price increases 1 0  

M Death of a family member 1 0  
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G2. Has your household been confronted with a sudden and severe decrease in monthly income in the past? 

 

 

 

 If Yes, what was your response? Yes No How many times did this 

happen in the last 12 

months? 

A Sell livestock 1 0  

B Sell land, tools, or other assets 1 0  

C Use own savings 1 0  

D Borrow money from relatives or friends 1 0  

E Take out a loan from mashonisa 1 0  

F Take out a loan from a formal institution 1 0  

G Borrow food from relatives or friends 1 0  

H Take on additional work (e.g. farm labour,) 1 0  

I Migrate to find work 1 0  

J Reduce spending 1 0  

K Reduce food consumption 1 0  

L Reduce or stop debt/loan repayments 1 0  

M Received gifts or money 1 0  

N Received professional counselling (government services, 

organisations, projects....) 

1 0  

O Other, specify: 

 

 

 

1 0  

 

Yes 1 No 0 
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G3. If your household did not have enough food available, how did your household cope with this?  

(Don’t suggest) (If no problem with FOOD shortage, leave blank)   

 

 A. Eat less 
preferred food 

B. Reduce 
food intake 

C. Buy food on 
credit 

D. Borrow food E. Exchange 
one type of 
food for 
another 

F. Consume 
seed stock 

YES 1 1 1 1 1 1 

NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 G. Send 
members to 
eat elsewhere 

H. Send 
members to 
beg 

I. Limit or 
reduce portion 
size 

J. Restrict 
consumption in 
favour of 
children 

K. Feed 
working 
members at 
the expense of 
nonworking 
members 

L. Ration 
money to buy 
ready-to-eat 
food 

YES 1 1 1 1 1 1 

NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 M. Skip meals 

for an entire 

day 

N. Gather wild 
food 

O. Asked 
neighbours/ 
family relatives 
for help 

P. Found extra 
income sources 
or use savings 

Q. Household 
members 
moved 
elsewhere 

R. Sold 
household 
assets 

YES 1 1 1 1 1 1 

NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 S. Sold 

livestock 

T. Worked for 
payment in 
kind 

U. Appeal for 
food aid 

V. Depended on 
charity/welfare 
(no social grants 

W. Borrowed 
money for 
food 

X. Took 
children out of 
school 

YES 1 1 1 1 1 1 

NO 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Y. Could not 
do anything 

YES 1 

NO 0 

 

G4. On whom do your household members rely mostly in difficult times? [CIRCLE CODE] 

 

 

 

G5. How do they mainly provide help? [CIRCLE CODE] 

 Food Money Counselling Childcare Other (Specify)…… 

Yes 1 1 1 1 1 

No 0 0 0 0 0 

 

 Neighbours Relatives/ 
family in area 

Relatives/ family 
elsewhere 

Church 

Yes 1 1 1 1 

No 0 0 0 0 
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G6. Has your household or has a member of your household been a beneficiary of any one of the following 

government programmes over the last 12 months? Adapt to local interventions in Limpopo province 

  Yes No 

A Agricultural Starter Pack Programme (ASPP)? Or: legima.  1 0 

B Comprehensive Agricultural Support Programme (CASP) 1 0 

C Expanded Public Works Programme (EPWP)? 1 0 

D Food Parcel Scheme (FPS)? 1 0 

E Integrated Sustainable Rural Development Programme (ISRDP)? 1 0 

F Land Care Programme (LCP)? 1 0 

G Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development (LRAD)? 1 0 

H Land Restitution Programme (LRP)? 1 0 

I Municipality implemented food security projects 1 0 

J National School Nutrition Programme (NSNP)? 1 0 

K Poverty Relief Programme (PRP)? 1 0 

L Unemployment Insurance Fund (UIF)? 1 0 

M Other government programmes (Specify) 1 0 

 

G7. What do you personally suggest can be done to help households that are experiencing hunger or a lack of 

food? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Thank the respondent for his/her co-operation 

 

 


