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'Afrlca.

SOUTH AFRICA: TWO AGRICULTURES?

A preliminary compariSon of black farmers and white farmers

I. ABSTRACT
Most oObservers believe there are two quite distinct

agrlcultures in South Africa (SA): the efficient, white capital-

intensive sector and the undeveloped black sector Wthh burdened \,f'”

with traditional “tribal" customs and attitudes and operatlng on

" unmechanised, small-scale holdings, is, and will obviously
remain, inefficient. In most parts of the world, such views

of "less-developed" farming have been abandoned under the growing'

- weight of evidence that small farmers not only respond rationally
. to their risky (and often socially unjust) situations, but that.

they ‘compare favourably in their outputs and ylelds with large-

_scale capltal intensive farmers.

In this ‘paper it is argued that in SA too black farmers

't‘have produced much more, especially per unit of input, than
©is generally believed and that the def101enc1es in thelr
' performance are due to lack of. 1ncent1ves and social 1njust1ces,

not to "bad farming”. It is also argued that policy should

aim*at-creatihg an integrated and properly specialised farm

‘economy . The huge7expenditures on agriculture should be
- switched from (over-subsidised) white to black agriculture,

with black farmers being encouraged to produce labour—lnten31ver
commodltles and to market them freely throughout South

*



vII: COx.ﬁ’ARING T-W OUTPM"J\ ND PERFORMANCE OF BLACK AND WHITR FARMERS

Outout

T ommmcnseeiopmmte

<. in the case of hatlves 11v1ng on farms in hurOBean occupatlon estimates

'The univeisaily unfavourable asséssment of bléck farmers in SA'restsb
_on a comparison“of the total output, and yields per acre, of black and
white furmerse(l) . The output of small—ooule, and particularly of sub31stence
-wagrlculmure;els—extremely—dlfflcult~to‘measured In SA,- the-difficulties - - - ~-1 
(an& perhaps lack of interest?) were thought to be so great that, wrote | ; el

van def Herst in 1942, "the ‘census method has been abandoned and except ' » : B
: are now relled on for partlculars of llvestock and crops“

_ In 1950/51 & samp]e survey of 1,100 black farms was carried out by
" The Tomlinson CommlsSJOn,(3) Its detailed statistical flndlngs have prov1ded
the basis for mogt subgeouent analvses (of which there have uniortunately

| been very few) of black aprlculturea

" Since Tomlinson, only occasional estimates of black agricultural = = . \
outnut‘apoear'to have been published, for example, in the'l953/bo
Agricultural Cénsus and in the Agricultural sections of the annual reports

of the Bantu Affairs Denartment

These seem to be estimates based on even losq'satisfaotory methods
of investisation than those of Tomlinson (discussed below) In view of =
the obvious scarcity of basic information, it is surprising that such
sweepingfand confident generalizations should have been made about black
farming. : '

.

Meize (mealies) is the staple crop of Dblack farmers, accounting for -
over 70 percent'of crop production, Tomlinson claims (p. 8&) that the
average yield of maize on black farms is 2,5 bags per norfon, “Bach bag
weighs 200 1bs, so that this equals 500 1bs per morgen. This he compares

unfavourably with the yield on white farms of 6.98 bags per morgen,

L

0,86 hectares; or
1.17 morgen,

] morgen - = 2.12 acres
1 hectareﬁm): 2..7 acres
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" The 1959/60 Agricultural Census recorded ‘yields of 8,1 bags on white
1950's and 196Q's show yields as being 3-L times higher on white farms.

The black yields are umbelievably low. At a recent international
made to the

dlscu351on on world—w1de maize vproduction, reference was

equals 661,5 1bs or 3,3 bags per morgen. b

dryland under“Very primitive conditions (no irrigation, fertilizer, or
modern eduiument) g%¥7€%%ids from 1948 to 1953 of 87 1bs (4.2 bags)e'
'-Der morgen.v5 An agrloultural economlst with whom I discussed the SA
flgures COHmentod that it would be difficult to get such yields even if |

one sprlnkleu the seeds in the field and_gust left them to grow or wither.
- A careful analysis of the Tomlinson flndlngs suggests that therev
that "The Bantu be rin eating their malze in the 'soft dough' stage,’ and

'rlpe_graln“.f'ﬁe does not state what he did about this.,

~ farms and only 2.1 bags on black farms. 3o the official figures for the

worst maize y}elds on dryAand, with unsatlsﬁactory rain condifions; as
being in the range df-BOO—AOO kg per hectare, Zi Kg = 2,205 lbs;7, which
In Ethiopia, peasants farming

vff:’are good reasons for doubtlng these estlmafes.s Tomlinson states (p. 84)

" ~that it is dlfflcult to determine the percentage actually harvested as.

I assume that he_-

. made no'aWIOWznce for it. Subseouent official estlmates (very close to

_fhls ilFUTGS) are usually prefaced by the nhrase that the output flgures

represent tnet "that portlon of the crops which was reaped after consumptlon

stnge"-account for° Wegardless of the stage at which it 1s consumed 1t

- does obv1ous3y ConSbltUte outout.

In her c]ass1c studj of the Xhoso, Nonica ﬂuntex wrotn

"gtlme of the first-fruits Z_n mld—Decembeﬁ:7 until the ha rvest of dry
and for

malze -green cobs and pumpkins are dally nlucked by the women,

- Harvest of dry maize for storawp beglns in May and June".

-uart of. the crop is used as wreen food " (7).

Meeeo Jarge

I the farmprs ]1ve ofl +the greeu malze for four months

”}jifassumlng thev produce enough malze to feed. themselves,

"in the _green stage had’ ceased" (6) ;How much of ouipuf does "the green

“From the

‘nearly four mon? hs the people are living on the green food brought dally

'from'bhe fl@lds, A oon31derable part of,tle crop 1s ‘harvested day by day.

then:'
he green stage o
‘femust account for at. 1east one—thlrd and the amount hurvested for only

" two-th 1wds of total oufput (8) Ir (as Tomllnson and many others - assume)



H'black farmers do not produce enough even to feed themselves, then four
‘months supnly of green ‘maize accounts for a hig her proportion of total

‘ foutput. Let us assume,vconservatlvely, that it accounts for only one-

',‘third of Output;:vTﬁis-would then be;'uot £Zau~2%)bu£ 32 bags per morgén.

The second question is,,howvdid Tomlinson measure the harvested out-
put? 'Unfortunately,'the'published Summary of . the Report contains no.  _
information. on tnls and I have not yet (1n the U K.) been able to consult
ithe full, unuubllshed 18 volume renort But unless the Commission conducted
.'~oroper crop—cuttlng surveys (1 e., g01nn in and harvestlnp the graln i.
thenselves), there is-a further wide margln flor error. The .alternative

' method would be to base thelr flgures on estlmates by the village headman B

’4{1and/or peasants. (0) ' The scanty evidence available on the reliability

. of ‘such eetlmates euggests that,: in a situation in which they have no

reason to conceal thelr output from the Government, there is nevertheleos,

.- a consistent (end 1ntent10na1\ tendency to underestimate the crop by 10

© percent, (10) In SA, where relations between the peasantry and the

- authorities have long been strained, an underestlmate of 10 per cent would
be very conservatlve._ This would bring total output up from 3.75 to '
4.2 bags per morgen. (1.e,,‘ 3.75 = 90 per cent of 4,2).

'Considering the avalanche of material regularly published on SA

'-'itiis eurprising (and unfortunate) that these estimates cannot be

B  checked'against independent surveys, There has, however, been research

on peasant production in other parts of Southern Africa and the results
- of this prov1de 01rcumstant1a1 ev1dence which throws further doubt on

the Tomllnfon rlgures.

. In uwazlJanq,Danlel estlmateiwrhat ylelds in 1960 were 2.4 to 433 _
bags per acre, i.e., 5.08 to 9. lOAper morgen. (11). In Lesotho, in. :

- 1960, Morojele found that 80 per cent of farmers were getilng maize _
- yields between 3.4 and 4,1 bags per acre (ld)’l.e,- 7.14 to 8.6 bags
per morgen, = Within South Africa, black tenants on their arable plots
.‘on fwhitef farme got Yields of 5;5 bags ver morgen in 1959/60. (13)
:Itiis not stated what, if any, account was taken of consumption in the

green stage in these estimates.

There does ndt'seem any prima facie;reason why these other black
- farmers in Southern Africa should get yields from two to four times

greater than those of black farmers in the 'reserves' or Bantustans.

5~»()f§;?ih_,vé~v




. If they do, the matter should be investigated, not taken for granted,

These dubious output figures, in conjunction with its estimates of
maize consumption, led the Commission to conclude that the Bantustans
were unable even to feed themselves. This led in turn to assumptions
about black 1i§ing standards, the need_to.'import' food from SA, and
the need to Sell their labour to Whites. Héwever, not only are the
Commission’s output estimates possibly too low; its consumption estimates,

the other side of this equation, seem much too high,
Consumption

"The Commission has established that the average Bantu famlly
of six persons, requires about 15 bags of grain per annum." (14) Each

bag weighs 200 1bs, so this equals_},QOO 1bs per family per annum, .-

Let us take each faﬁily of six peréons és equivalent to three adult .
units who do‘heavy work., In fact, (a) a high proportion of the able-bodied
men are absent; (v) there is a high birthrate, high dependency burden,
and therefore a high proportion of chilarena So the three adult units
will pro#ide a generous over-estimate of consumption requirements per

family,

If we allow 20 ozs. (1% 1bs) of grain per day for each adult unit
(and it would surely be difficult to eongume more?), then consumption for
the family + 3.75 1bs per day = 1,369 Iba per annum, Increase this to

1,500 1bs to-allow for loss in grinding and s:oru e and for a margin of

error. (15) - This brings the daily adult allowance to 23 ozs,(br 1 1b, 7 ozs)

each. It still comes to only 7% bags of grain per annum per famllg - half
Tomlinson's estimatel
Torlinson's curicus notlons about the "Bantu mind" scem to be parallelled
by his notions about "Banin" physiology. It is surely impossible that "the
average Bantu person" could consume the 2 1bs 14 ozs of grain per day Whlch
 Tomlinson (with uncharacteristic generosity) allotted him, Yet this
estimate has been widely accepted; indeed it is usually referred to now

as "the minimum grain requirement", (16)
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Food Innort

On the basis of these (inflated) consumption and (understated) output
'flgureu, Tomlinson deduced (p. 8L) thatthe Bantustens "imported" about
 half their normal grain'requirements from SA, (One assumes he mustrhave

deduced it, for how can grain flows be measured ecross open borders.)

Other scholqrs, u51ng Tomllnson s consumption and output flgures,

" have "conllrmed" that this is still the case today. Rutman recently

estimated, using the Tomlinson assumptlons, that the Transkei imports.

‘ AO per cent ofiits grain requirements: a ‘finding that was; he étated,
substantiated by the "official estimates". (17) The Bureau of Economic
Boooarch (JUFBO) in Pretoria, set up to provide the Bantdﬂ- oS-I

~with the information required as the basis for ool:cy—laklng, has like-

wise confirmed this. (18)

But this cohclusion is questionable, even on the Bureau's own output
'figures. T4 1972 maize output in the Transkei was 187,920,000 kg., (10)
which equals 2,067,120 bags. This is, on my revised consumptlon estimate,
enough gf°in for 275 616 families or 1 ;653,696 reople. In 1970, the
(d@ facto) DOﬂu]dulOn of' the Transkei was 1 745,00? This leaves a shorti'
fall of maize for 92,206 people or 15,)38 fam31les,/4 hich equals 115,365
bags; or 5.6 percent (not 40 percent) of total output.

~But this'defioit would surely be. wiped out by:-
(i)‘ The fect that many people (partlculwrlv given the absence of so
:'mahy meﬁ) do no% eat 1 1b, 7 ozs, of maize per day: and/or
(ii) the underestinate, howevericonserv&tively-we.value it, of output.

By

I am not of course saying that the Transkel does not import grain, I do-

not know whether it does, DBut the figures do not add up.

Comparing +the value of output,

Cn hlS cutput rigures, Tomlinson estimated (p. 35) that in 1950/51
,thé £ross velue of agricultural production on black farms was R23m. In
_tthe seme year, the sross value of production for the whole country was
'R589,858,OOOo Brand divides these outnut figures by the land available
to each sector %o get the value of output per morgen at Rl,3 for black

~farm,, compared with R5,4 for white farms. DBrand concludes, like Tomlinson




and others, that the difference is ~reater than one would expect. (20)

However, I find it surprising - given the dlfference in innuts and

. incentives (discussed below) - that the value of output per morgen

on white farms is only four times greater than-on black farms,k

we accept Tomlinson's dubious Outpuu.SuatlsthS.

VIf we use the (conservatlvely) revised estlmates of black productlon
suggested ﬁbove this increases the gross value of black output from
R23m to R2%.1m, (21), and the output per morgen from R1.3 to R1.8,
narroving theurgtio to 3. to l;._If we aiso add to black output_(énd :

]qni ares) the value produced by black tenanfs farming on their own

account on "”hllp" farms (Br nd includes them in the whitg output figures),

then tuOlr ou+nuL of R11, 6m (produced on 700,000 morgeng brlngs up the

“output per morgen to R2,37, reducing the ratio to 2.25 to 1

',It seems remarkable-that.in:195Q/5l, the value of output per
morgen ﬁroduced by white farmers was possibly only two to three times

(and certainly no more than four times) higher than that produced by

black farmers, given the enormous differentials in inputs and economic

incentives, . Moreover in 1$59/60 yields of white Parmers were, even
on the official figures, no better than those of poor, "undeveloped"

farmers in Lesotho.

If we looked at the value of output in relation to the costs of

production, i.e. at net vdlue added (by subtracting the raw-material

inouts), the ratio would undoubtedly (whether on Tomlinson's.estimates

or on mine) be drastically narrowed. . I hope someone with the necessary
econcmetric skills will attempt thiq calculation, meking an estimate

of real value added, net of current inputs (proPerly priced), per unlt

of (non 11verst0ﬂ/) cahltal.‘




Some implications of these findings s; - o \

(1) If the revised consumption estimate is accepted then,

(a) even on the official output figures, net grain imports into
the Transkei would comprlse at most a small proportlon of total
graln requlrements.

(b) It does not follow from these results that eVeryone in the
- Transkei is well fed. First, those who lack land and/or the
;.manpowerfro plough and harvest it (discussed below) mightznot
:have enough to eat. - Tomlinson commented (p.98 ) on the "very

striking" 1nequallty of incomes in the reserves. Second, a
diet that is over-dependent on maize can result in malnutrltlon.
Most malnutrltlon in poor countries is now con51dered by
nutritionists to be due to calorie rather than proteln
deficiency: :i.e. people are simply not getting enough to eat'

Malnutrition due to protein deficiency or imbalance (even with
the intake of sufficient caloriés) is less common. However,

if there exist, as reports suggest, kwashlorkor and pellagra o )

(the protein- def1c1ency forms of malnutrltlon) as distinct - C§‘
from the more common marasmus, in the Bantustans, then this is ' ‘
not incompatible with adequate supplies of maize - espec1ally

if subsistence farmers do not complement it with beans or
~similar legumes.  Third, maize is the most difficult of the
‘cereals to wean children on. It is hard to get them to take
enough of such bulky-food and it contains moreover a protein-
blocker (zeln) which makes the absorption of protein dlfflcult(éao
(c) It does not follow from these flgures that there are no’

grain- 1mports into the Transkei. Some districts may "1mport"
‘while others "export". Given really inadequate marketing and -\:
transport facilities, -it may even be easier and cheaper for /
_ »those in, Say; Qumata to. buy their grain from SA than from

* Pondoland. The point is that the Transkei would not be a |

> large net importer of grain.

(2) If an upward revision of the'outpdt'and-yield_estimates
- are also accepted then, o '
(a) the Transkei must be a net surplus producer:0of grain. The | @f

’>‘questlon then arises = where have all the mealles gone?

;Unrecorded sales? ngh storage losses? Wasteful feeding of

grein to animals in the absence of marketing facilities?
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-  (Brewing for beer is of course another way of taking one's .

calories.)

(b) However, there is an alternative hypothesis. The disagreement'
with Tomlinson is not really about total output, but about zields.
It is perfectly compatible with this analysis that black farmers
are farming lessland thah is officially claimed, but are getting
(with.higher yields per morgen) roughly the same output. In
the Transkei, if the official Ohtput'figures were correct, they -
would then roughly be satisfying subsistence requirements, but
_not producing a surplus. I will return to this gquestion later, in
the discussion on labour supply,- when it will be argued'that the
| Bantustans are probably underfarmed, because of lack of manpower
and/or because of lack of incentives to produce farm products
for sale in competition with subsidised white farmers.
(c) The acCeétance'of these revised consumption and/or“output'
_ " and yield estimates (especially if both are accepted) has far-
EEE " reaching implications for the analysis of'laboqr supply. It
| . helps to explain the’phenomenon of "voluntary unemployment":
‘ :-the capacity (which has: puzz’i’ed many observers and recruiters) 7
| of blacks to turn down jobs on the mines and farms and hold out
: for the higher-paid industrial.jobe, Put another.way, it means.
| that the product of the potential migrant is higher thanfis‘_
'believed, and that the estimate‘of'the'wage reguired to draw

" him out must therefore be raised.

_ (3) It must be stressed that this brief exercise, using
. the new consumptlon and output assumptions, was done in. relation
_ to the Transkei. There are important regional differences
6 . between the Bantustans and the results and the implications would
o not necessarily be the same for pastoral regions, such as
Bophutatswana, or for the more densely populated regions such

L- o .as Kwa-Zulu and the Ciskei.

_ (4)' Finally, the narrow margin cf large-scale, capital-
_.intensive'white'farmers over small-scale, lowcost black farmers -
- will not surprise most development economists. It will however -
-surprise most of fhose‘working on this subject in SA, not only
. because of_their prejudices about black farmers, but because

of their unshakable belief in the relative efficiency of large-

scale farming, with its supposed economies of scale in

- ‘agriculture.
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“It is hoped that these results will give rise to'eerious
doubts about the widely-held assumptions and much used statistics
of'Tomlinson (and similar official estimates). However, they
offer no answers to replace them. These must await empirical
investigation in the field. The aim here is to draw attention .

to the mistakes, anomalies and contradictions in'the official

-~ estimates; to discuss some of ‘the poSsiblehimplications of
fﬁtheir reuision,v to suggest qge or two hypotheses that mlght be
usefully explored; and to indicate some of the information needed c)

‘ to answer the mysterles and. puzzles that remain. S ' :j

III. COMPARING THE INPUTS OF BLACK AND WHITE FARMERS

The performance of black farmers in Southern Africa then
glves more support than is generally believed to the grow1ng
. belief (dlscussed below) that the lowcost small/holder,

’farming intensively with family labour, often has a comparatiVe' N
advantage or competitive edge over the capital- 1nten51ve, large- | C{f
scale farmer, particularly in 1abour—1ntens1ve products such | 52
as vegetables, root crops and probably cereals. But this J
raises the question,'Why has black'farming not developed and
thrived in‘ SA? A large part of the answer is to be found in
(a) overt'poiitical measures taken to coerce blacks into
working for whites, rather than producing on their own account,
and (b) in the discriminatory allocation of economic resources,
which has rigged the market against blacks so that it is not
worth their while to put more inputs or effort into farming.
‘We shall examine this by looking at the allocation of Land,
Labour and Capital to white and black farmers respectively. - ' s



. mile, compared with 35'per square mile in the rest of SA.

. ...12_

Land

The 1913 Land Act, and the subsequent 1936 Native Land
and Trust Act, reserved ownership of almost 87 per cent of the land
of SsA for whites. Ownershlp by blacks (who constltute 70 per cent
of the population) was restricted to the 'hative reserves" or
Bantustans, which constitute 13.7 per cent. '

The Act furthermore restrlcted even the leasing or hlrlng of
land in the "white" areas to blacks, many of whom found that they

: had'become squatters or tenants on land (often long occupiéd by

their families), which was now regarded as belonging to whites.
The restrictions on tenancy were progressively tightened and .
today black tenant farmers have, at least in law, been- v1rtua11y :
ellmlnated A ' '

The division of farmland in SA is slightly less unequal than
the overall division of land. This is because almost 15 per cent

',(le out of 122m ha) of the land surface is taken up by cities,

-roads, airports, etc., which are concentrated mainly in the "white"

areas, The area of white farms is 87,815,000 ha.(24) There is
no separate estimate of the area of black farms (the statistics

on black agriculture are consistently inadequate). As the

‘Bantustans are almost entirely agricultural, thelr present total

area of 15.5m ha (l.1lm ha are still owing to them in terms of

- the 1936 Land Act(zs))‘is generally taken as the extent of

farmland. But we shall subtract from the 15.5m ha, the
apprbximately 856 ,898m ha listed in the 1959/60 Agricultural
Census (part I, p.66) as forests and "other land" This leaves a .
total farm area of 14.65m ha. 0 ’

Only 12 per cent of the area of SA is classified as "arable" -

- a high arbitrary concept, as irrigation and machines can obviously
bring additional land under the plough (arare = to plough). Quite
- a high proportion of the "white" sector is semi-arid; while

the much smaller black sector is estlmated to contain 20 25 per
cent of the total arable area. However, the population den51ty

of the black area is also considerably higher: 119 per square
' (26)

. As the latter contains the densely populated cities, the discrepancy
between the black and the whlte rural areas is obviously much
"greater than these figures suggest.
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" In the "white™ areas, the number of farm holdlngs is 86,092
(malnly white, but there are also some Indian and coloured farmers)

'~ The average-sized white farm is therefore 1,021 ha. The total

- cultivated area is 10.5m ha, an aVerage of 122 ha per holding.

~These averages cover considerable variation in farm size. In
11969, almost half the farms were in the 300—5 OOO ha range.
»However,_lo 604 farms were less than 10 ha in 81ze, while 4, 604

were greater than 5,000 ha.(27)

The attempt to do thls 51mp1e calculatlon for the Bantustans
‘is fraught with difficulties. First, there do not appear to be
any recent statistics on the number and size of holdings. ~Second,
there is a ‘problem of class1f1catlon and definition because of
the communal grazing land to which, in theory, everyone “has
access, even those without arable allotments. The most recent’
comprehensive information on the number'and size of holdlngs
appears to be that provided in the Tomlinson Report.-.From.this
it seems that there were 605,549 farming families in 1951.(28)
If they all had land this would mean an average oOf 24 3 ha per
: famlly holdlng, 1nclud1ng share of communal ‘grazing. .The”
area of cultivated land is estimated at 1.620,000 ha'(29)y
an average of 2.67 ha (or 6.4 acres) per holding..

Surprisingly, given population growth since 1951, the figure
of 2.67 ha of cultivated land is not incompatible with the
- findings of recent surveys of farm sizeé in the Transkei andf

(30) - If this is correct, it would suggest’that,'in

Ciskeio
some areas at least, holdings have been kept to a mlnlmum 51ze,
‘rather than belng sub-divided to accommodate grow1ng numbers.'
'This would also_lmply an increase in the number and percentage '’
of the 1andléSs. However, presumably, some of the people’

. ‘without allotments no longer want to be farmers. According to
the latest census, almost half a million people 1n the Bantustans

had jObS out51de agriculture in 1970.(31)

If the estimate of the number of black holdlngs 1s roughly
true - and this is one of the many areas on which research is

(32) ~ then the ratio of farmland available to .

urgently needed
white and black farmers is 42 to 1; the ratio of cultivated

... land is 46 to 1.

9
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Apart from the'highly.unequal distribution of land, it
must be recognised‘that, whatever the initial quality'of the
two areas, past‘allocations of capital have upgraded the land
farmed by whites (especially via irrigation), while there has
been deterioration (due to overgrazing and capital starvatlon)
of black land. Hence in "eff1c1ency—un1ts" of land, the ratlo

1s even more unfavourable.

Capital

Frankel estlmated that the state spent £112 OOO OOO

(33)

(R224, OOO »000) on whlte agriculture from 1910-36. .-ThlS is

tfln 11ne w1th estlmates by Brand (p. 155) of official expendlture.” 73;
_ _:_On the basis" of these estlmates, gross annual expendlture on.
".ﬁ:whlte agrlculture averaged R9 OOO ,000 durlng thlS period.

-»Halley calculated that state expendlturevon black agrlcul—

ture from 1910—34 was a mere R1,247, 642 (34) an annual average

-of R50,000. . If these amounts are- correct “the ratio of:
- expendlture on whlte and—en black agriculture before the second
~world war was about 179 to l° '

Brand estlmates that in the early l950's, Government
expendlture on white agrlculture averaged R38,537, OOO annually

(It should be noted that these are. gross flgures.. Brand

estimated that white farmers paid R6, 985,000 in taxes then,
which would mLan net state expendlture of R31,552,000.)

The Tomllnson Comm1ss1on conflrmed that very llttle had

been spent on black agriculture up to 1946. It stated (p 75)

that in 1953 R2,790,000 would be spent by the Technlcal

'Agrlcultural Service (mainly on haltlng soil er051on and
‘-"stablllslng"‘the land) It is llkely that addltlonal amounts
‘were spent, for example on land purchase, but I have not yet .
- tracked theSevdown; Acceptlng this as the mlnlmal ‘amount spent o
' brings the ratio down to 13.8 to l. (If we allow for white tax:

receipts and if. expenditure on blacks was say,'SO per cent

_ higher, then the ratio would be about 8 to l )

In 1973 expendlture on whlte agrlculture totalled R202, 990 OO
Expendlture on black agrlculture via the votes of the Bantustan

~governments in 1974/5 equalled R35,180,000; another R25,000, OOO

was spent on the purchase of land, bringing the total to . .-
R60,180,000.  Additional amounts were also spent by the SA Bantu f;ﬂ

635)
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S : Trust, the Xhosa Development Corporatlon and the Bantu Investment S
'Corporatlon but these are. dlfflcult to track down. . The current
ratlo of about 3. 4 to 1 therefore overstateSthe differential
h somewhat.

The expendlture on whlte agriculture 1ncludes about R90m
. on food sub31d1es, whlch keep down the price of bas1c foods to T
the sA consumer at a time when  (in contrast to prev1ous decades)
- 8A food prlces ‘are below 1nternatlonal levels. If we deduct
this amount, as I think we should, from expendlture on whlte
farmers,;then the ratlo is l 88 to 1. |

ThlS ratlo is, of course, much wider on a per holding

'ba51s, as there are more black farmers. State expenditure '
d_(mlnus food subs1d1es) now averages out at R1l,314 per white and
~ R100 per black holdlng°»a ratlo of 13 to 1.

, Since Union then, there have been decades of phenomenally
ihudlscrlmlnatory expendlture in favour of white farmers. Untll

_about 1946, practically nothing was spent on black agrlculture. V_Céu
;»h51nce then, the gap in total expenditure has narrowed consrder— u

~ably, but in 1973/4 at least ‘twice as much in direct state

: expendlture was still belng spent on the rlch developed white
EN as on the poor, undeveloped black sector. '

o -;j["5 [' Off1c1al state expenditure is not the only source for
| ‘ufarmers of the Capltal with which to enlarge, equlp, and modernlse
the1r farms. Apart from their own savings (easier for the
cieh ehay for, plo page) Uiy can often trp op prizace sapseal, B
_ J.nto white agriculture, much of this presuma_gly through bankln ; @. »
o loans, including the Land Bank. It was recently stated in o
h Parliament that Land Bank loans to white farmers (at subsidized
_rates of 1nterest of 8 per cent) are currently running at _ |

RIL, 392 ,000, ooo.,(37)

- This explains why, up. to 1945 . gross domestic fixed
investment in agriculture was estimated to be roughly 50>per
cent hloher than gross sav1ngs in agriculture. From 1945-65, v
1nvestment was almost 100 per cent higher than savings. In N h @
1965, for example, estimated savings were R66m; but ;nvestment
' equalled'R129m.(38)1
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Dr. Verwoerd overruled the Tomlinson_Commission's:
recommendation that private white capital be ‘allowed into the
Bantustans. Blacks would moreover obviously have great
~difficulty in getting loans from banks. Timely credit is -
often Vital’to farmers_because'of the highly risky and seasonal
nature of their work. If the harvest fails and credit is
‘unavallable, they might not be able to buy the inputs (seeds
etc ) for the next season's crop, and could therefore be '
driven out of farmlng '

It is a favourite myth of the rich, used- to justlfy their
service to society in accumulatlng savings, that the poor do.
not. save; but they do. The savings of Bantustan farmers

.[:have been qulte substantial and have gone mainly into cattle.

"~ In fact, this must be the area in whlch, economlcally, blacks

"compare most favourably with whites - in quantity, though not
,‘quality of cattle.  In 1950' blackS'owned‘4l per cent of the
cattle, 42 per cent of the pigs, 66 per cent of the goats and;
(39) Accordlng to the 1971
and 1973 Agrlcultural Censuses, the percentages were: '36~

12 per cent of the sheep in SA.

per cent of cattle, 75 per cent of horses, mules and donkeys,'
~ 65 per cent of goats, 37 per cent’ of pigs and 14 per cent '

" of sheep.(4o)

Many commentators regard this accumulatlon of llvestock

f_ as a quaint trlbal custom, 1nvar1ably addlng that it bears no

relation to the economlc, but only to the “soc1al.and_cultural",

" 'value of cattle. However, until very recently, this was

‘practically the only form of investment open to blacks,_
'certalnly to those in the Bantustans. They could not buy land
(though on the few occasions when they had the opportunity to

(41))

-do this, they avalled themselves of it There were

7severe llmltatlons on thelr ability to invest in business. Not‘
only do ‘they, llke many of us, lack the skill and knowledge to
play the stock market, they do not even have access to it!

They were, understandably, reluctant to 1nvest in safe

government bonds, espec1ally in view of the low .rates of 1nterest.'

'_Investment in cattle (which they do know something about) has

' been one of the few investment outlets for blacks with land. "
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. In anfihteresting'exerciSe,‘Rutman argued that this*has also
- provided a higher rate of return than the . few alternativeS’
" open to'blacks;>and that the accumulation.of cattle has ’

: therefore been. rational - desplte 1ts serious . effects on the
(42)

' The complalnt that 1nvestment in cattle has heavy 5001al

1>fj‘costs or dlseconomles and has led to the overgrazing and’

?1the deterloratlon of. the reserves seems—true (although I have not
. looked closely at the flgures on thls) ’ However, there are
"foften dlscrepanc1es between social and private rates of return

- which it is the job of pollcy—makers to try and correct.

v'But thlS does not detract from the fact that it can beif
economlcally ratlonal and profltable for the individual black
farmer, with free access to communal gra21ngy to accumulate

as much llvestock as he can. His success in d01ng so,

despite his proverty, should be recognised as the sign of an

. impressive w1111ngness and - capac1ty to save, which should perhapsz_

(and this needs 1nvestlgat10n) be channelled into more profitable - -
© and varled 1nvestments. It should certainly not be patronlsJ.ngly'~

. shrugged off as a qualnt "tribal custom".

. More briefly, a few other 1nd1cators of the differential

' vlnvestment in white and black agriculture. The value of

‘capltal assets in whlte agriculture attributable to machlnery

. vehicles, tractors and implements was R763,000,000 in 1971.(43)

I have not found -any assessment of the value of capital equipment

-fér the Bantustans. " However, the 1965 census of capital

equipment on black and white farms confirms one's observation f*vdf

(44)

~they lack = expensive modern equipment. Black farmers

‘in'the'Bantustans do however 0wn'340,933>(non—motorised) ploughs,_'

116,567 cultivators, and 42,000 wagons and carts. In addltlon,b
~in 1960, black tenants on white farms owned 52,406 ploughs,

20, 972 cultlvators, and 50 000 wagons and carts. A further

"~ inedication of the desire and ability to save and invest.

- - "Tomlinson records .(p.84) that in 1938, a scheme for the

. .subsidised purchase of ploughs, harrows, planters and cultivators
by black farmers was introduced "and considerable use was made
‘of it until it was discontinued in 1947". Among those who

. objected to such schemes was former Prime Minister Strijdom,

e

.G?.



R Very few of these valuable 1nputs found their way into’ the

',spreading work more evenly over the year. It also reduces the

" Olifants Rivers. The area under irrigation in the Bantustans
is 23,947 ha, which equals 2.7 per cent of total irrigation.

- irrigation schemes.
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who complained in Parliament that, "If the Government went on

farmers, with disastrous effects on white farming, where the
n(45)

:least, understood the potential of black farmers and the rationale

problem of markets was already serious Strljdom,_at

behind the discriminatory allocation of capital resources. -

The large amounts of capital availahb to white farmers

were not used only for the purchase-of land and machines and the

in this way, blacks would soon cease to be labourers and become “51;
construction'of buildings, irrigation works, etc. They were also

invested in new seeds, fertilisers and pesticides, which can

’*f ea51ly double, treble and quadruple yields per morgen. In

:1973 R120,000,000 was spent on fertlllsers alone in SA.(46)‘

: Bantustans. : Tomllnson estlmated (p.84) that only 13 per cent

-of the cultlvated area of the Bantustans received fertlllsers,'

: and even this received substantlally less than was needed to

‘maintain soil fertlllty. Recently the Fertlllzer Society of SA fA

. 2 Bawd uSruns
. estimated that only 10 per cent of the area cultlvated receives
‘ fertlllser.(47) '
In countries with uncertain rainfall ylrrlgatlon 1s crltlcal R

- to farmers. It opens up the possibility of taking two or even

three crops per annum, thus enormously increasing output and

element of uncertainty and risk, and therefore encourages -

- farmers to experiment and innovate.

The total irrigated area of SA in 1974 was estimated to be
900,000 ha or 7.4 per cent,of the total cultivated area of 12.3m

"ha. - Of this just,under half comprised State and Irrigation Board
projects, such as those on the Orange,'Letaba, Crocodile and

(48)

Despite his low opinion of black farmers, Tomlinson recorded

their enthusiasm and support for
\49) . :

Finally, in addition to these'rough statistical indicators
of the dlfference in inputs between the two seatogs, ‘mention must
brlefly be made of the dlfferentlal access to three-v1tal resources.»-h

;,,,.m—».,..-m
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‘7p(l):»Marketingrand trahsportifaCilitiesi

It is no use going to the effort, risk and expense. ofugrowing:_ni“
produce (except for consumptlon), if you can-not be sure of
. marketing it at a reasonable profit. A glance at the map of SA
shows that the whitefareas are well served by excellent road
: _?and rail facilities, The railways, and the sophlstlcated,

‘ ?‘ﬁelaborate system of State Marketing Boards, prov1de them w1th
'xs'feexcellent fa0111t1es for storage, ‘grading, refr1gerat10n,i> . _
_1market1ng and export of their goods. They are also helped byi - O

"1;favourable railway rating, the stabilisation of prlces, etc. '

Tomlinson acknowledged (p 86) that there was "no organlsed
imarketlng of agricultural produce in the Bantu areas".
’:Transport is generally extremely inadequate. Traders (who'
| must'take‘their own cut) have provided the main channel for the
ﬂsale of produce. Obviously the system of transport and |
"*marketing"geared to the needs of whites, and practically non-
hu'?_ex1stent for black farmers, has seriously weakened thelr |

»competltlve p051t10n as. producers.

In_addltlonpto the lack of facilities, blacks have been
.. -severely hampered by overt restrictions on the trading and
~.u-marketing of their produce.‘ A 1963 ruling prohlblted blacks

"from tradlng as pedlars, hawkers or speculators in llvestock and’

(50)

~ :produce out51de their residential areas". Moreover, even

within "their own residential areas", a very restrictive

"llcenc1ng policy makes it extremely difficult for them to f1nd
fpoutlets for their goods. - Black businessmen complain hltterly »
~ about thlS and I observed it myself during a tour of the - @
v”Bantustans in 1972._ For'example;_the largevtownship’of" ’ ’ |
,d MdantSane, near East London, was limited to two licences for'

:bakerles because (off1c1als told me) East London bakers: 1n51sted

~on retalnlng a share of this lucrative market ‘and Stlll

. "exported" 36,000 loaves daily to the townshlpﬂﬁ

' It is ironic that it is usually precisely those whites
'who dlsmlss blacks as hopeless farmers (and businessmen) who »

- insist on erecting barriers agalnst black competltlon. Whatevex @\
-;ethe psychological complexities of this behav1our, its economic c
A‘»effects are stralghtforward They make it difficult for blacks

to dispose of thelr ‘produce and further load the economic 1ncent1ves

eagalnst. the black producer.
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(2) . The C.C(l"llsj bion of skill

. ‘ **rst~cl ss research facilities havé been goared to the interests
“and needs of w~it‘ farmers. They have also benefitited enormously from
supericr general education and technic al.training, he décades of huge
expenditure_on white education represents an enormous and valuable ' 
1nveotmeqt in human capitel. Oﬁe would expect its beneficiaries td
have far gre ter’technical and manageria 1 ~:111 ;The investment'in

: : $nlhlnc_dna rcsc@rcu in the black areas has nob, to put it mildly,

® been comparable. This too has constituted a huge bonus, funded by the

]ﬁb S Stateg ?ow walte,iaﬂncr"
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Tt has. long been said that the Bant

" of labour.

also long been szid

the reports o~ OA¢L0131 commissions,

with their cries for more.

Hence their need to export it to the white areas.
that white farmers are desperately short of labours

stans have an excess supply

It has

end the pages of history books, echo

TABIE I. FIRST ESTTMATE OF THE ALLOCATIGN OF LABOUR

BETWEEN WHITE AND BLACA FARMERS.

White Farns

Black Farms}_’

D

EstimatesA and B
Humber economicalily I |
active 1,128,000{" | 1,300,000(® 979,110
Area of farmland (hectares) | 87,815,000 187,315,000 1&,650,000*
Area of cultivated lend 10,500,000 10,500,000 1,620,000
Hecteres per worker of: -
(1) farmland _ - 78.06 67.55 14.96
(2) cultivated land 9.33 8.07 1.6
Ratﬁo of wh¢te to black
farms ins :
(1) fermland per worker 5.2 to 1 L.5 to 1
- (2) cultivated land per ' _
worker 5.7 to 1 L.9 to 1
*l.lm ha. 8bill to be added to black areas (1 ha. = 2.L7 acres)

Sourcess (1) Ba
- (2} Ba

ed on 1970 Census, Soubth African Shatistics, 1972, A27.

d on Agriculturel Statistics, 1960/9,

Census No. L3,

e



¢

20—

Re the two estimates for white farms: .it seems likely thatvthé 1970

- Census figures, on which estimate A is based, underestimated the number

Y

of workers on white farms. The separate, more detailed Agricultural

Censuses show consishently higher mumberss L1.6m in 1948/9; 1.lm in 1971/2

“end 1.3m 1972/3. - It seems reasonable to increase numbers on white farms in

1970 to 1.3m - the lowest of these estinates.

“The 1970 Census estimate of 979,140 blacks: Meconomically active™ in

. Bantustan agriculture is highly questionsble. Unfortunately, the Agricultural
':“CéQSﬁs:doeS'hot cover the Eantust»ns s0 we have no alternative estimate. What

: ﬁiwe'neéd to know‘in”cdmparingrthe allocation of 1ébpﬁr is the number cf manhours
'”-;imfestéd in each secﬁor,_ In the Bantustans, outside the'few irrigation schemes,

;' ‘project farms, sugar farms and perhaps some cattle farms, there appears to be

little intensive full-time farming. This is hardly surprising considering -

~ that most people take only one crop a year and have little incentive to farm

seriously. -~ Work is thersfore 1ikély to be highly scosonal, with long slack

periods. In fach, it is posdible that many of the men classified as farmers

were migrant workers temporarily at home with their families. The fact that

the Census was held on 6 May 1970, i.e. during’thélharvest, nakes it likely

that much larger numbers then usual were then engaged in farm work.

The manpower resources of the Bantustans must further be enogmogﬁly affected
: a

:bylﬁhe fect that so many of those listed as economically active i%)agriculture_ Ca

.

(almost half the number in Table"A) are women. Not only are women occupied

with the care of the family and incapacitated by pregnancy, but there are some

essential jbbs,_particulafly ploughing, which they simply can-nobt do. The high

proportion of women must be taken dinto account in comperative estimates of the

manpover available to the two sectors..

In Table II, & very tentative, revised labour estimate is offered, based

on & nore realistic assessment of the allocation of nmanpower between the two

© sectors, It is assumed in turn - (estimates E & Fz)ﬁhat thefe were the

equivalent of 0.5 million and 0.25 million fairly full-time workers in Bantustan

‘agriculture (instead of the 0.9 million in Table I, column D). Table II also

“‘takes account, of the fact that of the 1.3m workers on white farms, about 0.6m

wvere seasonal or parb-time. Unfortunately, we have no idea how many hours they

worked. TFor this very approximate calculation, the numbers of casuals has been

~halved, giving a total of 1 million fairly full-time workers.
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TABLE IT. ~  REVISED. ESTIMATE OF ALLOCATICH OF LABOUR EETWEEN
T WHITE AND BLACK FARMERS., o

White Farmss Black Fermse
Betimate C | Estins ate E | - BEstimate F
Number of economlcally - : R R
 ctive | 1,000,000 | 0.500,000 | 0.250,000.
Area of farmland (hd.)_’_ 87,815,000 14,650,000
Area of cultivated land | 10,500,000 1,620,000
Hectares per vorker ont , B B
(1) faralend ) 87.8 29 : 59v~?7g} -
(2) cultlvated land . 10.5 - 3.2 - 6,48
Ratio of white to black . | . el
farms ins :
'(1) farmland per , : _ :
worker ' 3 to 1 "1«5 tol -
(2) culuLvaued land _ ' : ‘
- per work : o 3tel 1.6 to 1 .

Given the high degree of tractorisation (plus combine harvestors, etc )

. on whlte farma, one Uoula expect each worker there to farm more than 5 times as

‘.>much land as each worker on & black farm. Yet this low ratio is what even the
- official figures in Table I suggest. . , _
: " The estimates in Table IT bring the ratios very close indeed. The
’:fconclusion must be that vhite farms are more labour-intensive relative to black
E_fqrns than a superficial glamce at the respective msn-land ratios and the

g allocetloﬂ ov capital wou¢d lead one to expect.

th
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Those who are surprised by this result probably do not realise how.
labour-intensive farming (except for livestock) usually is. The failufe"
.to appreciate this is perhaps one of the reasons why SA's are so reSistant
‘to the evidence of the effegtlveneou and competitiveness of small-scale
farming (discussed below), Rich white SA's (of all political hues) seem to -
share Tomlinson's view that one morgen (2,2 ecres) is merely the size of 7
a decent gacden +~ for that is What (in tpe land—ucarce Ba ntustans) he"
recomnended as the‘necessarv size for each family's re esidential nlotf'
Those who share his V1ew, rrobablv employ a couole of gardeners, but’ thej
should try for one year to farm 2.2 ‘acres intensively on their own o =
-startlng with the ﬂlOughlﬂr (minus tractors). Farming is especially labour-
",1nt9n5lve)unless very Uubatantlal sums are &V&ll ble for mect anlsatlon,when
new land is being cledred and brought under the plough., This has been

Ynecessary in much of SA durlng the last.few decades,

The man>power figures for the Bantustans have important implications.
X & 1 P z’

On the median estimate E in Table II, each economically-active person must
" farm 3.2 hectares (or 7.9 acres) of cultivated land, plus his or her share

~of livestock care. Agricultural-experts with whom I have discussed this
insist this would be quite impossible for one person, using only simple:

~ mechanical devices to do. A strong, skilful, able-bodied man, without

",motorised'equipment; would not, in their opinion, be able to farm as much -

“as two .acres Gﬁul”@]y on hlS own, - Yet even on the official figures in
‘ Table I thnre Jis only one. oconorlcallv—ucflvo person (1ncludlnn romen) for

w';@aCH 1.65 ha. (A.CB “crﬁs) of cultlvatod land.,

This suggest ,tnat the Bantusu ans are seriously underfarmed. The

L]
,J

~impression that they are overfarmed is partly the result of a confusion with
ftheir being relatively nver—nouu’atod and for overgrazed, These are quite.

ﬂlfferent nrOOTOmu.

§

ot only is the amount of lzbour on white (rﬂlﬂtlve to black) farms-
'greater‘tlan one wou?a exnent (51ven the rﬁlatlve capital endo:ments), but .
its price is almo lozuﬁ han one would expect from a comparison - with

wages in other sectors, and even with incomes in Bantustan agriculture, .




. estimate was R86, of which Rll came from the family farm. 1960'Ss Maree and o
- de Vos, op.cit. - Unfortunately they do not say how much was derived from agrlculture, o
©.now how they estimated output. - »

(2) 1950's:s F. Wilson, "I‘armmn 1530—19(6 " Oxford History of South Alrica,.

«1
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' TABIE III.  ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL BLACK EARNINGS (CURRENT PRICES)

IN SELECTED SECTORS.

19501s - 19601s : - 1970ts
Family in Bantustans(1) -1 1950/51: R97.L | Ciskeis 196L R227 %~ -
B "1 (of which R55.4 o S S 1
o . from farming) Transkeis 1968 R2Ll |- - -
Workers on white farmgz) E.Cape: 1952: | 1961/2: average for { 1972/3: regular
(cash and kind) | regular (i.e. regular and casual | and casual:RlL6
full~time) . workerS° ﬁEZ regularss R217 -
worker. R72; casualss R62-
of which R36 1968/9: regular ana | o
cash. - casuals RuB ‘
: regularss R135

casualss: R36

Some oppo*uunitles for femily earnings| 1973: Family

to supplenment the wage. wages RLB6
Workers on gold mines(B) 195135 R109 -1 1961: R1L6 (plus l97h:-R556
~ {cash only)s o | (plus board) board) | (plus board)
1969s K199 (plus - |
board)
Worker in manufac’bur-‘(-h') 1950/51¢ R23L - | 1960/61: R371 19722 R720

- ing and construchions:

19753 R1,264

" SOURCES: (1) 1950%ss My(conservatively) revised estlnate of Tomlinson. His

.~ Vol. II, p. 140. l9éofs° Merle Lipton, “Vh'b favmlnr", Pe 8. 1970's: Calculated
‘from Agricultursl Statistics, 1972/3.
Census lio., L6,  istimate for family wage from Merle L;pton, op.cit. p.ll

C (3) l950'é end 19€0tss F. Wilson, Lebour in the SA Gold Mines, p. L6,
1970's:  Calculated from Mining StatlStLCS, 197,

(1) 1950's and 1960's: W. Steenksmp, "Bantu Weges in SA", SA Journal of
Lconomics, June 1942.  1970's: Merle Lipton, British Investment in South Africas
Is Constructive Eno°geﬂont possible? (LCSA London, 1976}, ,
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In his celebrated éssay on the movement of_labour from the subsisténce :
to the caritalist sectors of a "dual™ eccnomy, Lewis estimated that the wage
outside the subsistence sector would need to be 30-50 per cent higher than
the worker's current product to draw him out to work, (53.) (He was of
course ”QLOrran to the unskilled wage which would be lower than the average

industrial wage given here).

The calculation is complicated because the - domestlc Uroduct (estlmated

by Tomlinson at R4l in 1951 and by me, conservatively, at R55, 4 i.e.. 25
~ per cent hlgher) would obviously have been higher if theworker - usually the
Zableét and strongest member of the family - had stayed at home and worked

on the farm instead of going to town., Instead his remittances as a migrant
added R42 to the family income, brlnglng up the total to R97.4 (or R8b on

Lew1s assumed however, that there was in the Sub51stence sector, a

:-u;%surplus of Labour, or "disguised unemoloyment", such that the worker could.

be w1thdrawn without causing a reduction in total output. If my argument

.-about the undor_arnlnp and shortage of manpower in the Ban+ustans 1s corred;,

.thpn thws was not the 51tuatlon there,

t TOmlinson claimed (p. 35) that in 194)/50 "the average total 1ncome"

‘of a black farm labourer on white farms was R166, "to which the Wages of

other members of.the family nust be added to obtain the family incomé", This

clalm, bocether with his underestlmate of output in the Bantustans, formed the.

‘ o ba51s for his conclusion that blacks on white farms were better off than in

the reserves: "for their productivity in this capacity (1.e., as 1abourerg)

is a good deal higher than where they function as agricultural entrepreneurs".

But Tomlinscn's figure for the average black farm wage seems to be an

“extra ordmnprr ovelestlmate and must be the result of & mistake. Almost
- twenty years la ter, the average wage of regular workers had only reached

R135.

~ The figures.suggest that potential migrants would go last for Jjobs on

_ the farins. ‘ot only were wages lowest, but a high proportion was paid in
kind. ZXven on thé Tomlinson estimate of domestic product it would not seem
- worthwhile for the average famlly to send out an able-bodied man for the

“cash wage (Rjé\ " There was furthermore a dlSllke of the harsh dlSClpllne

(1nclud1ns cornoral runlshment) on some farms, and a fnar of belng tied to

the farm wnd unable to leave.- This made the farms unpopular:and accounts for

the "stlam@" attached to farm Work, of which white farmers complained,
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Even with the rigging of incentives against black producers, it is
doubtful whether the average black family was better off on the white
farms than in the Bantustans, at least in the 1950's, There is not yet

~sufficient information on the domestic product of the Bantustans in the

"It is obvious from Table III that the rational man, responding to

economic incentives, would be keen to work in town. As 10 known, he has

i even been prepared, despite fears about security of tenure, to glve up

. also dislike and fear mining work (as would many whites). But the low

his holding and move there permaneﬂtly with his family.

The low response of black farmers to job Opportunltles in mlnlng is,
however, on ‘these figures, a puzzle. Migrants would obviously have a

-  preference for the higher wages and freer life of the towns. Many Woulde

,fesnonse raises the possibility that the domestic product is higher than
- my revised (and deliberately conservative) estimate. This would raise the

level of wages required to draw men out,

Althoubh the mines have never beeh able to attract as many SA blacks
~as they would 11ke, quite a lot have worked there about 125, 000 in 1956 (5&)
They are probablj accounted for by the 1nequa11tJ of 1ncome distribution
within the dantuotuns, which Tomlinson (p., 98) described as "very striking".,
Total family incomes in 1951 ranged from R55 (of which only & third ‘was from
R egriculture) in the low rainfall, mixed farming areas; to R231 (of which -
'gg_gpr cent was from agriculture) on the irrigation schemes. (55) The latter
:‘Camlly would obv1ously not find it worth while to send men to work for the o

”uns<111ed wage 1n manufacturlng - let. alone to the mines or farms.

The s1uuat10n of families, therefore varied con31derab1y. I suggest

'*.:a a hjnoth931s to be tested, that the mines relied on the low-income

E farming families for their workers. But that farmers, except for seasonal

ff‘work, might have had to rely on the landless. It seems, deepite the theory that
all are entitled to land, that arable plots were not automaticelly provided
for everyone, The landless had no domestic product to fall back on and therefore

.

:-had 11ttle bargaining novﬁr and 1ittle choice over wobso ‘

_ Parmers also drew on those rural blacks who found themselves, in 1913,
in the 87 percent of SA classified as "white". TFirst they were termed
"squattefs", then tenants, then finally they were converted into labourers.

- The process of conversion from tenant to labourer was delayed by the difficulty

. farmers encountered in retaining even this group, to whom they were often
: g group, A :

7 forced to offer the inducement of arable plots and grazing rights. (56)§




As these

ri,
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ghts were whittled away, and és'cémpétition for labour from

the towns increased, influx control and Masters and Servants laws were

tightened and extended to-hold down the labour force. These workers then

-were sérfslunable to sell their labour "freely" - difficult and harsh though

‘that can also be. The process reached its zenith in the 1950's, when very

large numbers of convict workers Were supnlied to farmers. (I the Wagés

of this uitra-ohoan source of labour were 1ncluded in the rural wage flgurcs

for the 19 0'14

: During the

rpolitical nower

thej would be further and markedly reduceq)

'1ast decade, the changing economic interests and declining

of white farmers has, as I argued elsewhere (57), led to

somo 1mpyoveﬂont in the conditions (earnlngs, education, moblllty) of farm

workevs, Recenfly, tbls has been accelerated by the greater demand, and

w1111ngne to

D

ay, of the gold m.nes for black SA WO"‘L@I\). This has

prec¢p1tﬁtbd thc long=-averted clash over labour between these two huge

abour—lnien

ve

‘sectors and con,ldprably 1nﬂreased the rise in black wages.

Intenwwflnd comnetltlon for. labour could, however, lead some farmers to press

> a@a3n for tlghtmr r@strlctlons ov r mob111 ty. It is to‘be.hoped that more

'powerxul nolitical ang'economlc 1nterests would defeat any such attempt,

. However, these overdue, nvogre851ve trendo could be slowed down by recession

and by a ;urfncw £all in the go]d nrlcﬂ. Hence the importence - at SA's

current stage

of

d€ve10ﬂment - of contlnund economic. growth, (58) I hope

in a later paper (see footnote ’757) to argue that in SA's current_phase of

development,.éontlnued economic growth is lilkely tO"benefit not only black

“workers (and p

axr

ticularly. agricultural workers with whom we are here concerned),

~but also to lead to an easing of restrictions on black producerS¢

The evidence regardlné both the cuuntltv and the price of labour on

_ white farms leads

price, cannow

DC-\

to the same conclusion. The lorze supnly, and its low,

ejw1 vined in terms of the natural operation of market forces.

.

‘They were the consequence both of the rigging of mnhkot forces to reduce the

O

incentives to black farmers, and of political actlons, which ranged - from

3

'outrlghc_coerolan ( tied labour)'to the Land Act.

It was undoubtedly part of the intention of the Land Act, with its

\T’I

V(‘T"" res b V“’.O

twhite' areans,

i

to owell the bour supnly o; creatin

jon on black owﬂershlh of lznd, and on black-tenants in the

a large group of land-

qr,

Hative Af airs Commiasion oP_] 5, which was 1anuewtlal

in franing the.Act, wes explicit abouf this, Tor example, it recommended

the strict enforcenent of re trzctlon% on- "vanTflnr", (the renting of. land

to blacks) in

order 4o Jnvrpqso the supnly of Jabour to forrers. (59)
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. Taxes On b1acks were likewise a political measure aimed at increasing
the supply of'labour by forciﬂg subsistence farmers in the Bantustans to
earn cash wages;: ‘The taxes WOuld, said Rhodes,'lntrodu01ng the Glen Grey , :@Q

Aot of 189k, act as a "gentle tlmulant" to blacks to work, (bO)

The Land Act (and similar polltlcal meagures) contrlbuted to the labour
'sunply by increasing lundlhssness° It denrlved many blacks of the chance
of belna f~rmers~ but it does not ger se account for the failure. 6f those who
ggémignd to becomé producers rather than mlgrant workers. ~This ana1v31s
Néuggests,t vt contrary to nopular bellefs, the hlghly unequal dlstrlbutlon
 offLand; and in partlcular the relatlvely small -size of holdings,-has-not

for them been the constralnt on develonment.p

Thi i ses the ouestlon, why have blacks wzth land not Larmed and
f?

'developol ~The- mystcry deepens if, as is now clalmed there is high

i unemploymept ’F1r°t the cuest:on of unemnloyment'

(a)’.mheré are not Jét reliable statistics on (present and past) levels and
trends of’ unomaloyment, Conclv51ons on tnls must therefore await the results.
of research oe:ng done by J. B ¥night and Co Slemens, among others. (Whlch
w111 honefully be dlqcussed at the conferonce) » _ o

(b) From'cze:lltﬁlext“at is known. it seems likely that except perhaps
;during'recessions,"there was,little or no labour surplus or "disguised

unemnloyment“'in the Lewis sense, around the turn of the century, when -

the framnwnxk of 1aoonr leglsl tlon (pass laws, Land Acts) was laid down.
This J utvon ( a1 The accomﬂanylng econonlc measures) was intended to
force out tuo labour at a 1ow_9rloe in the absence of a surplus. It also

seems 1ike1y that the labour Sunplv situation has changed over time, The
nopulation explosion,plus mechanisation in industry, agriculture and now
mining, may have profoundly altered the balance, so that there may now be
a labour surplus situation, ' |

(¢)  In sgriculturs, scute seasonal shortages of labour are not incompatible
wifh excess supplies of labour (or "disguised unemployment" or underemployment)
during the rest of the year. Indeed this is a common pattern when only one

rop a year ls talken,

High unemiloyment deepens the mystery, but it does not alter the basic

explanati@n offered here, tentatively, as a hypothesis, to be tested in the
Pield: Viz,; thot the reason why those with land do not farm is not because
their holdings are too small, nor because they dislike and are useless at
fariming; it is because it is not worth the effort, risk and expense (cost

of seeds, fertilisers, etc.,) of even attempting to cultivate it intensively,

e
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- The risk of failure is too high.- This ié due to the lack of-capitél for -

basic reguirements‘sudh-as irrigation and urgent credit (to buy §eeds and‘ _
‘other inputs  af the right time)'- Tﬁe extréme difficulty of markéting produce-
“and the difficulty of competlng with, heav11y—sub51dlsed and favourably-treated

hlte farmers. : .._A)» : : . )

Placed in thls 51fuatlon, ‘the sensible, ratlonal man will nrobably Judge
.that it is not worfn hls wkile to farm. Instead of using his energy and
skill to cultlthe and increase the value of land, on which he w111 get
little return, he will look for employment elsewhere (as it was intended

he sh6u1d3 Even though uroan jobs may be 1ntprspersed with periods of "

_unemolo'nont it is stll] likely that his lifetime earnlngs will be hlgher
"from mlgrancy than from farmlng his land under these dlsadvantaped condi tions.

-(Th@ Cey1on Pepovt record, a 51m11ar pattcvn 1n some parts of Ceylon o (612}

Thls ouucome is not the result of the worklng of "natural® market forcese

'-;”h@ Tleavy - loadlng of econcnic incentives against them effectively dlscourages
‘ many Dotentlelly viable black farmers from farmlng. While the avallabillty
of; cheap -labour and cheap capital encourages many narglnal white farmers to

 stay in business. The result is obviously a serious misallocation of

resources and a distorted pattern of development,
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is 1napplloable 1n SA for the follow1ng reasons: '

‘ (a) Despite’ the lack of unemployment statistics, it seems 11ke1y that ini gllyﬁg'

‘there was not a lubour surplus ‘situation as defihed by Lewis. ("dlsgulsed '”j
- wage differential on the grounds of shortage of skilled—contfasted-with excess

. and agrlcullure.' . . .
" (b) The uhortane of unskllled was not, s in the case of skllled labour
ls;solved by . eoononlc measures or market forces 1. e., raising wages. .The'

. measures taken to solve thls problem varied profoundly between the different .

‘sectors. In mining, the proolem was oOlVGd by the 1mnortatlon of cheap,_'
;3:fore1gn migrant labour, Whlch severely undercut the wages of SA blacks.
i‘”Thla would be. regerded Es a oartlally economic or sem1~oolltlcal solution.
©But it does comﬁletely rule out the Lew1s model, whloh assumes closed borders,
~ 7 So the. Low1s moeol does not apply to the mining sector. . In agrlculture, the O

-solution was partlally‘econqmlo,e the prolongetion of tenancy; but_meinly b

. political - outright coercion to tie workers down on the farms, This certainly

'“notldebend on ‘coercion, It is even likely, Jjudging by relative wages andl
1,by‘the world-wide eagerness for urban jobs, that'induetry'would have got the
v"..workefe it neo&ed even‘withoot"the rigging of economic iﬂcéhtivéé;lehe!

8 industrial and commerolal sector tben comes closest to ‘the Lewis model
_1131tuau1on. _ v |

(o) Plhally, over and above all thls the incentives were rigged agalnst

‘ ‘ black DfOJhCCIw. ‘This reduced their opoortunlty cost and their overall wage
‘:'levels sxcept nosembly in 1ndustny. The 1aok (though- bJ no means complete | ,eﬁi

lack) of black trade unions was at least nertly ccuntered by 1nflux control

' IV:" 'DISCUSSION AND GONCLUSIONS

" The Controversy over the Lewis model. ST .

 This analysis does-notllend:supporﬁ to a "market forces" explanation

.:of the development of'white;'and the failure to develop of black,egriculture.
Nor can‘it’accommodate'the‘aoplioation of the Lewis model in explainihg'

“the conversion of- blacks from proaucers .into workers, (62) The Lew1s model

“unemployment"), On the contrary, there was a severe uhortage of* unskllled : o

as well ESf;killed, labour: - Those who explain the large skilled~unskilled

- of unsk:lled labour oonvenlently overlook this fact.‘ But it is well-

llldocumented that there were severe shortages of" unskllled labour for the mines -

rules out the Lewis model. - Industry, and most other urban employers, did

whlch reduced blac numbers and ralsed black wages in the towns,

I
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it is part of the mythology, currently.being nurtured about SA liberals,.
that they failed to realise this and'propagated a crude "ffce market forces?
analysis of SA‘develonment. chever, the point about the manipulation of
market forces has been hammered home and well-documented by, among others,
_Van der hor%t and rorw1tz.. It 1s-nre01sely one of their complaints about '
;SA nollcy. 1hey should not be confused with the more conservative neo—cla551cals,
Vsuch as Pofwood sraod,and probably that stimulating naverlck 0.. Dowd, (63)

_Whose analysis ﬁee come closer to the "free narket forces" 1nternretatlon.

The elegaot but s:wple “two= sector Lewis model is oulte 1naoollcable in
_the case of Soutn Africa. . The rules governing the worxlng of the mining,
*ﬁagrlcultura] and 1nuuqtr1al secfors are S0 dlfferent that I suggest we need a .
kdmore comolex,thougn 1ess elegant four~sector model to exnlaln the laws

govern rg labour ur'ly in the SA economy j_ '_"'_ o - T,

Howover, while a "free play of market forces" ana1y51s is obv1ously
*‘llnapollcable, many of the 1n51éhts of the: neo-classical approach and partlcularly
 vthe conoent of ooportunlty cost(exollcltly rejected by some (b4) and missing

- .in the work of all SA Mar\1sto) is essentlal 1n explalnlng the development

.'-;of ‘the aprlculiural seotor and the behaviour of 1nd1v1duals. It is necessary

to take aocount both oi the effects of market forces ‘and orlces (whether
“manipulated or not) and of the economlc 1nterests and polltlcal power -of groups

and classes, e need an. aporoach whlch comblnes the - ;nulghtu_and methodology

f both Mart1°ﬁsvuad neo- clas51cals. (65)

The Controversy ovar th functlon of Lhe reserves' or Bantustans.ff'

Qecenulv .o]oo cxolored the 1nterest1ng ouestlon of Why blaoks were ‘
left in possession of such- larve tracts of land. (66) ~ He argued (as others

- have before him (67)) that the. retentlon of the reserves was in the ecoromic
interests of 4__,cs, The reserves met uurt of the cost of cubulutence (or :
. the ren"oduoozon COSu) oP'thn worker's family, thus cnaollne the emrloyer '

,to pay him 1ower wages: '"wnen the mﬂnrant labourer has access to means of

o Subulotencc ...t“en_~-n1tal is able to Day the worker below the cost of

hze revroductlon coe qnnce in determlnln the level of \ages necessary for
subeLetenca of" ‘the . mig rwnt worker and his family, account js taken of the
*fect that +he fam11 upoorted to some extent from the product (in the
Reservea\ soe 1u becomeo p0551ble to flx wages at the level of sub31stence

" of the 1ndustr¢a] worker, " (68)

The arbvmonu, nh:ch is 1nf1uent1a1 and - w1de1y quoted, is inﬁeresting;

However, it is, in my view, mistaken and restSvupon a failure to grasp the

~importance of opvortunity cost.




: Wblpe's argument appears to get support from the ratlonallsatlon of ‘
eﬁpIOJcrs on the gold mines (pre-l973) that low black wvages were 3ust1f1ed

- because the were nerelJ a supplement to black subsistence earnings.' But

the nlneowners' patently dishonest argument Qprlvauc whlte incomes did not
result in a downward adjustment of EEE&E earnings) doeo not account for the
fact that many blacks were willing to ‘work for the 1ow nining wages. Those
who did, were not those who could "afford" to, on the grounds that they had

other sources Qf income. They were those who had. no, or very little, other S

'1ncome and noualternative:jobs. thV tlureLOVG had no ch01ce and no bargalnlng
' p0wer. . '

If Wb]pe'° ar"unvnt was correct those blqcks with tne hlghest wub81stence‘

o 1ncomes would work on the mines, being best able to anord the low wages,

_‘“‘le those with . the lowest subsistence 1ncomos, and the’ 1andless, would have

to get the high wage JObS 1n the towns, as they wnuld'not be able to work forr
leso,v It would moreoever: ¢ollow, that it oub51stence 1ncomes wenaralsed, this
'would nob, as one would expect lead %o a rise in wages (to draw out the; wofkers),

but to a fall in wavca, as workers would be able to WorP for less.A'Thus the

'development of the reserves far fron improv1ng the bargaining power of blacks,'
bJ prov1d1ng them Wlth alternatlve Jobs, would ueaLen 1t and lead to. lower _
waoes. Presumably,'then, if we took Land away from blacks this_would really,

strenvthen thelr bar gaininv power: for wages would need to be raised to
conpenuaoe for lost - subsistence. -If furthermore this land was inflicted»on ’ -
white workers, uney'wouldvneed less income and this would lead to a drop in |

their wageo.

Tle arvunent 1s contradlcted both by loblc and by the fact that SA blacks
'.(pa~tly bccause tzor had’ land, partly becauso ‘they had alternative jobs) did
hqt cone IOfward 5o wor? on the nines. Recruits came -dinl* from- amonvst

poorer blacks'oucsiae 54, who had lower incomes, lower opportunltj ‘cost, c.nd

:L herefore less barPCLn;n” power. ‘Within SA it was the poorer blacks who went '

to_tne nlnes, nqzv hose whose domestic product meant they could afford to work

... for less.

It is invaflabl*, he pooreot people who are landﬂd with the worut-pald
es are not d'tesnzned by what people "need" (itself a controvers;al
“concept). ages are datermlned by the size of the product and the relative
. sﬁ?ength of workers and employers in sncurin5 their °hﬂre; The dLSadvanLaﬂe 9
for blacks is not that they navo ‘some land, but that they do not- have enoudh,,
thaeyr havé not been able to devo¢on it. The }OOS_SSlon of this Jand

ied the bargaining power of 54 blacks (hence their ability to

joba on the nines and thfLe Lurmo) If they had more land, or its
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productivity was increased, their bargaining power would be greater. If
they had less land (or have a bad harvesﬁ) the converse must apply. It
was preciscly because they realised this that nany em mloyers did not want

the development of the reserves. '

The 1naaequacy of the amount of 1and set aside for blacks should not»'
1ead us>uo coaclude chat it is a source of wcakneso and a mlllstone round

their necks. On the contrary, it hauvlncreased their bargaining power and

. given thaenm sone element of choice@

I cannot then accept the argument that tne existence of the reserves

c hau reduced the bargaining power (or ocportunluf cost) and led to lower
wages for blacIs. The questlon is of _nnortance, not only analytically and
" thedretica 2117, but also in understand_ng uhe economlc and political role of
thesﬁqueas, and lﬂ aev151nr a svrat cgy for change° A mistalen analysis
'and a failure to reco’nlse thelr potcnulal could lccd to serious mistakes in
 ‘dev1s1n” uf;tegle" to increase black bargalnlnr poror. A policy which urges .
“the developnent of olac“ land doeo not, o; course, imply the acceptance of '
“the inequltgole lond stllbutlon 1n uAa Thc two | aueuc:ons are distinct.

- There ought o be Jouh a redistribution of lend qnd “the development of this

3.'m1do” rescurce owned bj blacks.

JFUUR ST
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Small-scale ver us 1 rge—scale farmlng

_ This prellmln "y comparlson of- black and ‘white ;arninﬂ ObV10uSlj rBQeres »
17Furtqor PCQL&TCh and r 1ement -But’ even its tentative results must “surely
'brlnw into qaesblon many w1delv held views about the relative performance of
“the uWO roups of, fsrners, and partlcul?rlf about black farmers.: These orthodox .

v views etem partly -rom (convenlenu) stereothes of black farners, and partly ' o
from &n unuh*keable Dbelief in the relatlve efllciency of large-scale farmin
: aﬂd its supposed economies of scale in a”rLcultural productlon.
| |  This bellef is in confllct w1th the grow1ng body of ev1denc° which shows
s'that 1n agrlculture, unllke industry, ouunuu per acre and per. unlt of capital
‘:fls often in inverse relation~to. S1ze. . . This has been solidly documented in

the. series ‘of state-wide Farm Management Studies carrled out by the Indian

'sGovernment and bv SLnllar work in Kenya and 1n Talwan bJ ToH. Lee and S. Shen
:for the J01nt Comnlttee ‘on Rural Reconstructlon. "This evidence has been

xaCCupted by the Uber Bank, which ‘now in part bases its strategy for acrlcultural A'()

. development on 1L. I% has also ‘been accepted bj ‘the U, S Agency for International |

1o warent
> mﬁlch reuenulv acgnowleaged,that 1t had beeu a mistake to define farm “Viabl}ihy"

80 narrowly o8 Lo c1u55¢1y the small ;armer as "on-viable": for "Recent ev1d'nce T

' shows both that ‘per hectare product1v1ty on small farms is oftcn higher 4”

' large ferms, and that small farmers have high mar%zn;l “wvings rates, efpec_

“

-when profit aole 1“vesument opgovtunltles eﬂls+“

‘The eVIubHCc Lnd_catrs tnat esPeclally in- vegetables, roct crops and

R probaoly ‘cereals, tne small famsly unlt Nlll saturmte a g;ven area of land Wi

much more labour than on a large farm.' As ‘the farmer end hlS famlly»have few ' ”fﬁwggv
. other uses for their 1abour, they will, even when thewr marginal product 13 low,

' proauce thne“Jchls of outpit per acre with the seme volume of inputs than is

——

possible for the large-scale farmer working with hired labour, .. Eut another ‘way,
 the 1abourer will work harder and produce more when he is workinc for himself

and receives the wmole product of his labour“ In industry thxs ia conuensated‘

for by tqe.emormous economies of scale of large-scale production, But this is.-

not the case in,produeu ton (au dlSuinCt fron markotlnv; 1n a?rlcslture.

§Umochc.ni > agriculture, especially in cereals and 1eggmes,.issexﬁremely
1ﬁ001r~1nbﬂn ive. As mentioned above, agriculturel economists consider that "

2. ]

o;e,sorong, SELILeN wan, without motorised squipment, will not be able to crop.
, , . : . T R
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nore then 2 acres of good'leﬂd On'his ovn;, The area will be even less if

he has irrigation and other inputs enabllng hin to ferm intensively and take

2 or even 3 cvooe a vanr, thus Spreadlng work more evenly and encrmously
increa31ng output and earnlncs.' If he has more 1end than thls, he will need’
uO hire labour, or he will have £0 get ‘machines. In a 81tuatlon where labour
is awvailable and land or capital scsrce, the policy nust obviously be to go-
:for a labour-lntenolve °tretegy._' A def‘nlte pointer to this is the existence
of unemolojuent. “If it exdsts, then it is wrong and quteful to install

expen51ve wachlnes, tulle men are left w1thout work.

In e pting a labouﬂ—lnten51ve s**ctegy,‘it_is desirable to do so along
aallfaolcer ine S, 9110W1nb each man to have his own allotment andkbe his -
own “boss,,'rf-.ﬁ”vr~ than- working for someone else. Tais is both more egalitarian

‘3and noxre elJlolent for ¢ﬁ means (for the reasons glven gbove) that output per
Lnit of land w111 be hlcher. '

» The cas° Ior la”ger-scale, more cupital-inten51ve farmlng, emerges in

" a normal market focbs" 31tuation when the level of urban employment makes
1vlabour ocarc° and when the accumulatlon of capital enables the economical
replacenent of then labour by machines. It is then sensible to switch to a
© ' more capltal—entenolve utrategy.v' This hae_oeeh‘the'developmeut‘path followed
VbJ nost of the new rlch countrles. They did not nove quickly into & cepital-'
";1ntensive anrlcultare, etcept for the U, S., which was always short of Iabour
relative to Land and had more Capltal to spare° The atterpt to sw1tch £00
. early into a capltal-lnuen51ve agrlculture (euulatlng western countrlee at very
different stages of oevelopmenu) has caused teérrible problems of uneuployment,
‘and the wasteful use of scarce eapital resouroes, in meny developing countries..
‘Most of then are now talﬁing.of-reversing these disastrous and mistaken policies =~
“.but the now entreuohed‘Vested‘interests (of the few big farmers and urban markets)
 make this difficuli. So it ig important to adopt the rlcht strategy strangt

avway in planning black avvlcujtural developmonn.

: Once the ruaT cconomJ oevlns uo nove into a labour-scarce 31tuaulon, it
ois not dlffleult to cnlerpe holdlnos and to help farmers (v1a credlt ete. ) to

5_7acqa3re the equlvnent to larn 1t.

Large-ocaTe ;arulno also ma&es he:w*r dCM“Q&S oh Lcchnlcal and managerlal
- SKlllo. The progression from small to large~scale farms gives farmers time

to learn the nacessary skills,both on the job and from extension officers.

Even then, however, it remains true, that smell farms still have higher

output per acre. In Ludhiana in India (where farmers now have irrigation,



fertllisers, nnw se ds, eﬁc;‘ ’hut.nct»machines)vcuﬁput.per acre is higher

| Land and Cspital, Kansas eeonomizing on scarce Labour.

:ylelds, but oecau se they have far fewer mouths to feed However, even with

" lower yields, each individual large-scale operator will obviously produce

henfcost of food from the latter w1ll be 1ower (reflectlnv his- lower productlon ey

-costs) However, wlth cooperatlve marketln -the surpluses of small farmers __»(j

v':of 1ow~cost productlon. - But the exien51ve marketlno system in ‘South Africa

_wculd oovvorsl aave to be adupted and /or sunpleuented to take ﬁccount of .
.uhelr needs as W”ll as those of the 1arge-scale farmers, to whlch 1t 1s

'prescntly geared.

~ confused with old—fnszloncd pre—sclentlxlc farnlnr. 74 On the contrarv, 1t

 is essential fo" fc“wc *S. to be given tne necesaary 1rputs - rertlllsers, new N
_seeds and ebove all 1nproved water suuply, if they are to maximise output. 0O
' These 1nnuts wwll en able them to puoh up. their "181&0 and 1ncomes enormously.

: hov
,Only when thev me%—uhcse,illl it be no 31ble to naﬁe a nroner conparlscu between

' nicht-need to be 1&?”@—00?18) cultlvatod & garden of l ess than 1,000 Sq,'metres -t

of this yield cnd cll the s1gns are there th-t vhe preseut summer season Ulll

f_skllrullj app71ed,;_‘_

g Each

SOCleuJ is, therefore, farming efflclently. Iudhiana oconomlzino on scarce

than in Kansas. In kansas, however, ‘output- ger worker is much hlgher.

Kansas farmers produce larger food surpluses, not because of higher

a larger total surplus for the market than the small—holder, though the

S

can be effectlvelJ moblllsed and marketed, w1thout losing the advantages

Small-sca le, 1aoour-1nuen81ve, non-mechanlsed farmlnv must not be

s (69)

’ Lhc perforncncc 0¢ small—scale, 1abour—1ntenslve qnd l rge=-scale, capltal-»_

rntensrve rarmlnc 1n oouth Afrlca.

Lhere was a-~ood enample, in'a recent Former 'Jeeklz.(ZG'May"l976)”of_

" how scientific and lucrative = 1nten01ve, small-scale farming can be. A

uhlte "home ggroener" (and there is no reason why all lerge-scale farmers RN

should O"JLEtKBLJK‘cll small-ucale blacn. Black pas .craJi t5, in particular, - .?.w

(abou " of an acre) In one sumner Season he narveuted almost R1,000's "

-+ worth of vcaeuabl ' '....The suosequent w1nter crop did not fall much short

be_even more succe sful”. This farmer folloucn a skilful and wcll—establlsaed

procedvre.f ne ana 78ed: hws s0il with oue of t~e new, .simple scll-testlng kltS.

- 'On ‘the basis of thcs analysis, he frequenulv apcllcd fertilisers spe01ally

selected t lemeub the deL1c1encles of the &cil. o mention 1s made in thet ‘ah;{

report of 1rr*gab¢on and. sceds, but one assunes that these were amply amd




_groupv such as the SA- oucar Association
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‘These scientific methods are being increasingly experimented with by

small-scale farmyrs throughout the (developed and developing) world. With

help from extension offlcero, the radio ete., they hre-lewrnlng on~the-job

to farm scientifically. When given the right economic incentives ~ credit
and marketing facilities, and improved water Su@ply (which reduces the risk
of crop failure)  they are eéger.to'tfy'the new methods and to push up their

output and inCOmes.

Another recent Farmers Weekly (30 June, 1976) contained ‘an example of

how ‘not to devblop South African agriculture. Vegetable farmers, it reported,

facgdjtremendous "shortage and high cost of labour" were abandoning vegetable

‘.production in févdui of crops such as wheat, which can be more easily mechanized.

- However, research and money is now being ‘expended in the hope of mechanising the |

Aroduct on of - sonme. vewetables such 28 green peas.

But larﬁe-scale farmers, instead of. absdrbing scarce capital and research.

'rcuoarces, should switch into erops which they can produce more easily and

e£44c1ently,‘ Vegetable productlon should be Lakon cver by small~Scale (black

or-white) producers. This would encourage . the emervence in South Africa of
- bwo complementary egricultures, each concentratlnc on what it can produce most

- effici ﬂulf and economicn ﬁlj.

hevenu nollcy uuutemen s by the South Af“icsn Agricultural Union on the

need to encourage and n“lp black f?rﬂufu, as well as the action of producer

0 . .
Y )_wn exqendlna credit and technical

aid to them, 2re encouraging signs of the re cognltmon by some powerful white

farmers of the need %o et black fargwrs have a sheare of une growing market for ag=

~ricultural products,

£3

The developmen* strategy celécted at ény particular\time rust be deter-
mined by the availaﬁiliﬁy and relative. price of the\faétors of production =
Land,’Labour and'Capitalg Above all,'policy must bev@eared to the labour—
surply. If rece nt estimates of very high and rising levels of unemployment
aré ébrrect, this strengthens the case for a_laboureinﬁensive'stratégy in

the large uncev e1rocd ectors of SA4 agriculture, and also Ffor thc'ceneral

 slowdewn of mechanisatior in %he rest of the € COonoMY,

'Hanv wp11-1afontwon@d pPOule want conulnued nechanisation becauve, while7

it reduceu joks, it also nncreaueo pro&uctlvlty WaEES, But it is foolhardy

to duck the urgent dilemma raised by the ‘relationship between mechanlsntlon

“

~and unemklo ment in the vain hope thut 's ome other way UJWl be found of coping

with unemployment. Once the machines are in, future SA gbvernments, of whatever
pelitical hue, will be stuck with them (and with o large labour aristocracy and

nigh unenployment ),
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The need for jobs is then the mein argument for a labour-intensive strategy.
Jeo . But there is another arpgument, This strategy offers many blacks the quickest

5 R . : . . L. S .
and most-effective way of developing, under. their own suspices, the.jone major

. X . em . o .
regource possessed by bieeke in 34, There are surely powerful economic and

political reasons in favour of this,

1]

’$




encouraged to leave'farming.
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Conclusions

It is only possible to speculate abdut“the'extent to which
the policies pursued affected the pattern of agrlcultural develop-
ment in South Africa. But it seems.likely that, in their
absence, .there would have been more black and less whlte
agriculture. . Cheap capital, cheap labour (and for some decades
high protected food prices) kept inefficient white farmers, often
on unsuitable agricultural land, in business. It was
recentlY”acknowledged,by the'du‘Plessis Commission of Enquiry
into Agriculture)that_at-least'a third of white farmers were,

'rafter decades of subsidies, "uneconomic" and should be

71

The reservation of such a 1arge part of the country for

the relatlvely small whlte groupp and the prohibition’ of even
" the . 1ea31ng of land to blacks, made it 1nev1table that. South
'ifAfrlcan agrlculture ‘would develop along 1arge—scale lines. It'

.ralso made it 1nev1table that white farmers, openlng up much new

1and would press for huge quantities of both CapltaI?Labour

and would, nevertheless, feel'Starved" of both. it reduced the
'p0531brllty, within the "white" areas of the development of a
':1low4cost,'intensive'small—scale sector. (There seems in

addition to have been a strong policy bias against this.  This
is reflected in the 1970 Act on the Sub Division. of Agrlcultural
Land, Whlch prohlblted farms of less than 25 morgen (53 acres)

in size. Tomllnson, 1n01dentally, clalmed the credit for
72, '

.thls extraordlnary plece of leglslatlon. )

This pattern of. development no doubt contrlbuted to the

- fact that for decades,SA food prlces were above international
levels and agriculture required heavy tariff protection. The

~ fact that SA has succeéded in satisfying its food requirements,

',land that 1nternal prices: are currently below 1nternat10nal prlce.

levels, does not v1nd1cate the path of development taken,, In
judging its performance, account must be taken of the cost -

‘]very high in both financial ‘and human terms - and of the llkely
zlresults of alternative strategies of development.. It seems
4 fllkely that the- human and financial costs of the alternative
\_,strategy (allowlthe emergence of competlng black farmers) would
- have been much -lower and that-lt would have produced‘cheaper

‘ food for the town and less poverty in the rural areas.
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The 1nefflclency and 1nequ1ty of this path of the over-
development of. whlte, and the under—development of black,‘,‘
agrlculture does not however Justlfy the conclusion® :
’whites were 1nferlor or bad farmers. One would not expect a
flarae—scale agriculture, wastefully over—capltallsed and based
upon a repress1ve system of cheap labour to produce good

;1;resultsj— whether 1n the Sov1et Union ‘or 1n ‘South Afrlca,

We - are now however 1n a’ SLtuation in wh1ch a large- scale

“.jagrlcultural sector has been bullt up.. It represents a

f;;con51derable accumulatlon not only of: scarce capltal but also'
ffof valuable and equally scarce technlcal and managerlal skllls.
flIt must also contlnue, for . the forseeable future, to produce
A_much of the food surplus for the urban areas. A new policy
'ffor agrlculture should ‘be based upon comblnlng the eff1c1ent
'“v1ab1e (1 e. now able to ex1st w1thout sub51d1sed Capltal and

fhsw1tched to +he undeveloPed, small-scale sector. Capltal Sklll

Vus'and manpower should be pumped 1n, and more land be made " avallable

”H?ifor 1t.,;4

6.

ﬁf];Labour) segments of thlS 1arge~scale sector,_w1th the development’ -
i of an’ 1nten51ve small—scale sector.,' “Resources. - long over ”
"ﬁfconcentrated on the developed large’scale sector = should be

°

Many South Afrlcan whltes,:observ1ng the undeveloped state:i,:

“of. black agrlculture today,‘and confus1ng cause with effect,
’react w1th frank dlsbellef to the suggestlon that blacks could
 be « good farmers. The elaborate and systematlc steps (both »
.rleconomlc and polltlcal) ‘to dlscourage them from becomlng ’

:Hf_producers rather than labourers should surely give them pause

for thought 73 They should also reflect on the grow1ng body

‘of hlstorlcal ev1dence whlch 1s prov1d1ng examples of black '
producers in Southern Afrlca, before they ‘were hit by the- Land _
'Act,_loaded marketlng systems etc., respondlng to the 1ncrea51ng
market opportunlties for food productlon.74 There are

- conversely many examples, some of them documented by official
bodles llke the du Ple551s Comm1551on, of unsuccessful farmlng

by whltes. j
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It does not, however, necessarily follow from the fact that

. market forces were rigged, and overt political measures used,
" to discourage them from farming{ that blacks would otherwise

have been'successful farmers. Great upheavals took place in

- SA in the early decades of. the century - population growth,
wars, natural dlsastersv(drought, rinderpest), economic crises

with wild fluctuations in: food prlces, the- changeover from a

;shlftlng to a settled agrlculture, the growth of alternative

jobs in the towns. These changes made it likely that many

.blacks would fail in agrlculture and/or prefer to leave thelr
o land for the ‘towns - as dld many whltes.

But 1t must be recognlsed‘- and 1t often is not - that

f,ﬁﬂaﬂﬁﬁe and- above this, there were major polltical actlons, and
'ffithe large-scale manlpulatlon of economic 1ncent1ves, which . ff
'floaded the scales agalnst black farmers.- These measures (as h
:Vwaas intended) reduced thelr numbers. = They also reduced the
-~ chances of success, and the 1ncent1ves to 1nnovate( and the
B number of entrepreneurlal famlly heads around to do sd% for -

those who remalned on the land. - To descrlbe the ‘outcome as the

. Caky
result of the natural %ﬁg§ of market forces is to leave so much’
“out of account as to glve a dlstorted and bllnkered picture. -
" To clalm furthermore that the’ outcome proves the lack, or

inferior ablllty, of black farmers is to add 1nsult to 1n3ury..

The myth that blacks are hopeless farmers has been a

held the polltlcal power) . The myth predated Tomlinson, but
received its final embodiment, buoyed up by a battery of largely

‘unfounded statistical “flndlngs", 1n his massive and

authorltatlve“ report.

fconvenlent one- for thelr whlte competltors and employers (who =

¥

The aim of this paper has been to- questlon the certalntles»—‘aﬁfﬁ,:

_ the facts and statistics - whlch provide the apparently solid
‘and authoritative basis: for this myth. It is not possible asl"
Z”yet, glven our abysmal 1gnorance about black farmlng, to

”prov1de alternative answers. - However the doubts that remain may

prove a more fruitful startlng—p01nt for researchAfor the

flntellectually and polltlcally difficult task £ framing a new
lagrlcultural pOlle for South Afrlcatqgj ‘
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graﬁeful'to fiichael Lipton for vaiable discussions on agrictld

econoitics and for his comments on this draft paper, which,has been
'grgatly influenced by his own work, in lartlouTqr by, ¥hv poor people stey

poort - Urbsn: Lias and world development, (Temple Smith, 1976); The Pear

of knowledges High=wrieldine cereals in voor ccuntries (forthcoming);

Tare: O,H,

Develovment Studies,
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and "The. theory of the Optimising Peasant", Journal o
. . ., 0
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This upfbvouruhle assess sment has beén shared by liberals and conservatives

allve, - Among the few who have written seriously about bk ck agricuiture

y

vghton, Some Feonomnie Problems of the Banitn in jgouth Alfrics

-y \
Y

(5cath afvican Instituse of Race Gelations, 1938) and the South African

_{1;67); 5eide Brand, The Contributions of Aericulture to the

Teononié Development of South 4frica since 1910 (Fh.,b, thesis, Pretoria

SBumpary of the

?A0 Froduetion

‘Report of the

University, 1969)7 %, Rutman, "The Transkei: An experiment in Fconomic

Separation”, 3outh African Jownal of Toonomics (S4Ji), 1963, Vol. 36,
f(henceforth'ﬂutman 1), and "A test of the 'uneconomic culture' thesisg"

in Journal of Development studies, July 1973 (henceforth Rutman II), and

* A reconsideration of the problem of capital formation in underd developed

areas: A cause=study of the ”"ansuel. (Roneod paper for conference at

Jen Smuts! House, Johannesburg, 1974. (Henceforth Rutman III); Jede

Lomoard and F.J. ven der ierve, "Central Problenms of the Hconomlc dovelop—'

ment of the pantu homelanﬁs"; Timance and Trade Review, June, 1972;

M ‘Hurrell,'“ne African Momelands of South Africa, (1973), and in

e

 v arious other pu ngGltn° of the bouth African Institube of Race hekkulons
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(&8 AIR{}; G, Maasdorp, Heonomic Development Shretesy in the African

Bomelands (SAIRR, 497L}; See also regular publications of Sabra and The Bureau of

rconowmc chu c! in rretoria.

5. van der horeu, rative Labour in South Africa (1971), p. 305,

£ the Comaission for the Hoclo-Fcononic Development

O

of the Ranbtu Aress within the Union of Socuth Africa, . U.Ge 61/1955 (Henceforth

tomlinscn Report),

iy uorpson in discussicn LrOCGOdLI at the 1973 Cymmit Symmposium on World-
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wide daize improvenent, ilexico Ci ity, 197h.

shovk (1965), ¢ ua.
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7. H. Hunter, Remotlon to Conquest (1964), pe 84 and 86.

8. In fact, consumption at this early stage, before the graln has fully rlpened,

will reduce potential output "It would be 1nterest1ng to discover why

this aunareutly uneconomical procedure is adopted, Michaél Lipton suggeéts
the f0370ﬂ1nﬂ hjnotheses as a startlng-001nt for research- (Whlch I hope
to undortake in the field). (a) ‘A severe shortage of manpower to heln
“with the harvest (held aCcordlng to Hunter, in May ‘and June) “This
: practloe Nould upread harvesting ovef a lonﬁer period. (v) ngﬁ wastage
. in stor 8. (o)"Nutritional funotions:' Ripe maize is deficient in ﬁ

T'Vltamin o Does "green maize" contain this v:'Lteur'z:'Ln'>

"9, I was- told by a former OfflClal of the Department of Agrlculture, that '
the oocas:onal eatlmdtes in the Deptartment 5 Agrlcultural Censuses Were
~based on marketed produce of blacks, If true, thls would constltute an

'_extremely 9ross underestlmate of output

"10:t;':G, myrdal . Aslan Drama, l9b8

1111;;,-'J Danlel "The uWa71 Rural Bconomv“ .Exneriment in Swaéiland,tedited bj

a.E. Hol1cnan (1064), p, 215,

12, 1960 Basutoland Agricultural Census , part 4, Ch. 5, by C.ILH, Horojeles

13, Report on Agricultural and Pastoral Produotionv1959—o6,"Census_No; 3o -
Wol. Fou 2, -~ . S o e
T Tomllnson Report, D 77. ! |

35f15. 7; H, IlraCJe found (Palze in Troploal Afrloa, 1967) that storage 1oss 1s.;
ess

 normallv. small - é&mfb5ﬁ7 Grinding loss is not rea lly a "loss". The

" bran, wosto, otc., can be eaten by animals and is oftﬁn eaten by poor

neovle,

i g?;hlb,_f3 Rutman III, DQTS, Pxofessor Rutman'" a"thICu are a valuable j
contrlbutlon to the qtudy of black’ anrlculture. Thoae crltlclsms are
directed solely qtvh1s rellance on,the Tomlinson usumotlons gndl

stotistics. -

‘Rutman "IJ:I ibid.

f Trsnskei: FRconomic va1ew, (Benbo,. O75) e 43

$1Q,- B Agrlcultural and uorostry Droductlon, (roneOu Benbo naner, 1974), Table 1.2.3.

0 20, Dremd, p. 213,

Gl E g R mOERT. B e i,
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I have not yet established how much of the R23m was attrlbutable to'. .

':crbp, as distinct from 11ve -stock . nroductlon. The discussion on p. 85
~ of the 'omllnson Aenort suggests 4LO per cent would be a reasonable
=,est1m vte, 40 ner ccnt of R23 R9.2m.\ If this equals 60 per .cent of

true outrat then true output is R15.3 m. So an'extra R6.1 m. should -

~be added to the total I am assumlrg that Tomllnson 8 estlmates of

livestock outyuu (wnlch I have ‘not examlnea) were r@asonable.

This appllbs onTy to nroductlon by those cla551f1ed as tenants. It does |
'not-lncludebproauctlon by farm: labourers on arable plots set»as1de for

 them to farm on their own account._

Mibhae1 Lipt¢ﬁ,v"The fear'of Knowledge. Scientists are currently -

developing a new maize hybrid without the'zein. Meanwhile the -

‘s golution is to eat maize with béans; Unfortunately, as-Hunter records

' ?;(p; 75);1 agricul tural exten31on offlcers have for years trled ‘o

b’ﬁr2hb'
';r25;{
323‘_~25.A:

s

~discourage blaoks from growing beans w1th thelr naize! Thls 111ustrates
_the need-forfdgricultufi sts to work tOgether with HUurltlonlStS,

" especially when‘advising sub51stence farmers who eat what they grow. -

: AprioulturalTCén _]071/2

‘South Africon House ‘of Ag semblv Debates. 1 February, 1975, Vol. 2, Col. 108,
.Horxell, Do 39 | | |

‘South Afrjoan uittlofwcs 1974, 9 5

;’Calculnted from Tomllnson Report, e 115 “abie 1.

Soufh Africa 1°7h, OffIClal Year Book Do 670

»Data ooverlnm 1954—64 from Annual Reports of the Dcoartment of Agrlculturer'

j in the Trdamknl, plted ‘Rutman I, Do 29, and data on the ClSkel and Transkeil

5 ”rom Je Iarﬁn_ nd PodJ. de Vbs,' Und@rpmnloyment Pover+v and ngrant Labour

(uAIYn, 107)) o 27._

- ﬂaqlc s+n%*~fic on bWWC' farming nbou]d'jnc1ude details of:’(l),thé

”5,numb9r und size of | O]dings (1 e., the arnble allotnent) Each family

is sv n0°od to be given an arable allo{ment, a residential site, and free

- access to the communal gra21n5.. (2) An 1nd1cat10n-of the degree to ‘which

‘the allotment is actually farmed, viz, the proportion of the area under -

cultivationyand the cropping pattern, and ihe proportion of total family
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earnlngs aerlved from it. (B)J_Comnunal gra21ng, the number o€ famllles

with grazlng rlahts and the number of animals grazed. -(4) The number

of veople with re31dont1al plots only. (5) Do the latter (and any

others?). also have access to communal grazing ( .., in addition to

. those w1th_argble UTOts) (6) What is the source of income of
. categoriesvkvand 5? Do tney work for -other farmers (i. e,, are they -
_.Jandless'labOurers;; do thpy work in the urban cities (i.e e., really :

~urban conmuters;.

"Clted 1ﬁ‘R. norw1tz, The Polltlcal Economy of South A;rlca, (1967) p. 136, .

"-lbld

South Affican Stafistics‘1974; 19. 7,and_8.

* Speech by uordon’"addell House of Assembly Debates, 16 May 1975,
CVol. 1k, :qu;' 6247 £f. o R
'iCalculated from Brand, D 158

f Toml:nson Renoru, De 35.

: house oP AsqembTV Debates 25 March,_1975;'v01°>8,:c01; 595,

Van der Horut, p.~299

' ~u'Rutﬂan II. ‘This calculatlon, however, ‘was based in part on Tomlinson's
"outnut f:gurr° for crop productlon it thereforelrequifes revision. -
merle Llpton. “White Farmlng:' a case-study of chanse in South Africa,

(BATRR, 197L), v. 5‘:

SA Statistics 197k, 9 30 - 31

fDuoted F;‘Ballinger, From Union to Aﬁ”theld (1987 ) p. 67

'<SA S tics 1974, 9.34.

‘gamﬂars ueem7y, 20. June 1976 

- South Af”loa 1Q7b,l y. 691 and SurveJ of Rgoe Relﬁt;ons in South Afrlca, 1975. )
Pe 143.,; ' i -

R Tom11n on \O“Oft (p. '121) fecor@ed that: "in the Transvaal interest"
and entquq1°sm have reached such a nltch that some’ schemos have come

 1nto b“ln* mainly as a result of th@ ICOﬁ“ess of the local Bantu who

“roff@red their labour free for the purpose ...,..,,ﬁoparently the

~chief reason for ‘the lqcx of 1ntoreut in 1rr1nat10n in the Transkel

and Ciskel must be sought in the fact fnau the schemes were not

‘ nropoxty rlanned",
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-fG; Haré Afrlcan Entrepreneurshlp (1972) Do 105

'515, Merle Llnton ""he South Afrlcan uensus and the Bantustan Pollcy"  World Today,
" June, 1962 T : - .

People were clas51fled where theJ happened to, be on census day. Merle Lipton,

'5’0‘. 01t., T 259 .

Y

lzu.A Lew1s, Economlc Dovelopment w:th unllmlted Supn11e of Lebopr (1954),

alculated from:"iluon, Goldmlnes, p.,7O and 158 ':__ a Wf“;‘: g ();

Cdlcu]afed ;rom momllneon Report p. 85- ij{ ' L :'hh ‘ ié. .“ "

e Van der hors+ (1 L9h> on the exoduc thet took place from white farms
wnen an attcnnt a s made to remove those rights from tenants (1n the Leydenburg
» dlstrlct of t‘e fransvaal) in. 1937 '

-1to surunng;a

f‘. I Conqtructlvo Lnedgement n0531ble°

2 1 v It 1s current]y fasnlonable to aasert that SA llberal

academlc hqvobfal i %o apore01ate the connection between the Land Act and

Van der “orst

the JPPSSUTQS +o 1ncrease the sunrly of laboar. The accu\atlon is nuzzllr@b
benauom tuey have on the conurary clearly graspou una documented 1t For i i
examﬂle, Ven der For h@udllﬂ@S he” discussion of the Land Aots,'and restrlctlons
5:on b]ack uenancy,”"fP301al attemnts to increase the sunoly of Nwtlve Labour"
; lOPlC& Wils n l oll-knonn for her v1ew ‘that: : "The’ argument that land shoqu be
]Lmlted 50 Mt Air:can men mlsht nof 'llVP in 1dlCPC°°' but go out to worh for
:'muro“e ns h“: boeh‘re: ted aﬁaln (ﬂﬂ agaln ln thc histeory of Southern Afrlcao..
:r.?ea qnt ovouuctwon was '1dlone501 to the vhlte man in nned of 1ebour" (Oxford s €§

Vol 6j> Sen also Foy Albon "tne conuemnorary ev1dence’

';lh'stopy of .

o
usuggohts t

._nané Aﬂt nlf far ﬂorﬂ convnrnoa w1th fhn problem of

“*labour_sﬁ{* ’"‘lefq nnvt%lnm e1se '.;_1hc Uollflcal pres S5UTe e oo come,

‘

- almost entirely it s eﬂnu, f“om tno e who wish ed to cnsure a-cheap supply of labour.,."

i

'1(Qpﬁ'uﬁ‘;’fn;‘127 and 120);‘ and‘Horw1+z: "pr ohi ibi ting the sale of 1and to the

7«A£ricans'Was’.;; aimed at res trlcﬁlng Jand utilisation by the Africens so as to

“ dincreage Waoouv uulljudt"on of tne Aercens" (p. 47).

yF

ﬁbO.:j'*nn d@r Hovk £, Do 149,

hatching em“lovmo 't opvortunities and expectati

The ILOergort on Ceylon,
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to apartheid". Economvy and Society,
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Violpe, on. cit,
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U.S. Dept. of State, Agency for International Development,
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Pe 95, 1% .

August, 1976, The SA Sugar Association$
programme is set out in the paper by Mr, Schaffer., I have some criticisms of
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White Farming.

-repfon, January, 1973. The cquestion of size in white farming would be

’an interesting subject for research.
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nskei end Ciskei, see i, Wilson, op. cit., W. Beinart, op, cit., and
C. Bundy, "The umprgency and Decline of a South African Peasantry",
Affeirs, October 1972,
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African’
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(University of Sussex,
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I had hoped to put forward in this pe aper sone prellmlnurv suggestions for
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,:1T;‘1 R ﬁheireform_of agficulture'in South Africa, and -also to discuss ' % | :
o some'ofrfhe socialy institutional and cultural problems which - ; »3T::i ;j
are widely,Believed to QonStituté a serious obstacle to black ' '
bfarming. Time and space do-not»éllow this, but I hope the chance

.~ will arise to produce work on this in the near future,




SALDRU FARM LABOUR ' CONFERENCE

TWO AGRICULTURES by Merie Lipton.
The followling addendum was added when the paper was delivered on 22 September 1976.

CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES  (p.6).

Since this paper was written last month, | have done further work on the con-
sumption estimates. These have been compared with the energy and proteln
requirements recommended by an expert working group of the Food and Agriculture
Organisation (FAO) set out in a standard work, Energy and Protein Requirements(1973).

The food requirements set out in this report are not for a minimum, but for
a desirable diet, which will keep an active person healthy and well-fed.

On the basis of this cohparlson, | wish to add the following points to the
Section on Consumption.

1) The FAO Report recommends that the 'reference' man (aged 20-39, working v
an 8-hour day throughout the year) should have 3 000 calories per day.
(Making .allowances for climate and body size, the FAO adjusted this,
in another report to 2 800 calories for the reference man In Lesotho,
who would probably be comparable to South African men). Of this, 2 800
- 3 000 calories, it is estimated that 2 000 should come from grain,
(rice, maize or wheat etc.); '

2) The consumptlon estimates in my paper allow the 'reference' man 1 Ib.
4 ozs., to 1 Ib. 7 ozs. of maize per day. 100 grams of maize have
356 calories, 1/ so this equals 2 000 to 2 300 calories per day.
The estimate (of 2% bags of 500 lbs. per bag) therefore allows enough
maize for the recommended FAO diet.

3) The remaining 800 -~ 1 000 calories must be taken in the form of food,
such as legumes, vegetables, frult or, if they can be afforded, more
expenslive foods such as meat and milk. The requirements here are not
very high. Nutritionists have found (as discussed on p.9), that we

need less protein than was once thought. But a diet based on maize must
be supplemented by even small amounts. of these foods.

The consumption of extra malze wil! not provide the necessary nutrients.

4) The FAO recommendations lead me, however, to modify the food estimates
for children, whose calorie requirements rise faster after the age of
5, than | allowed for in calculating the number of adult units which can
be taken to represent a family. For a fairly typical Bantustan family
with the able-bodies men absent, the number of adult units should be in-
creased from 3 to 3.4. This family would then require 8% instead of
7%, bags of maize. For a family with 2 able-bodied men (father and teen-
age son) the number of adult units should be increased from 3 to 4. Thelr
maize requirement would be 10 bags annually. Although such a family would,
according to statistics on the sex and age composition of the Bantustans, not
be typlcal, It would be safer to base ldeal consumption requirements on
thelr needs. | shall therefore revise the calculations on consumption and
Imports. (p.6-7), accordingly.

1/ On this see | Palmer, Food Production and.the New Technology (UN Research
‘ Institute for Social Development, Geneva 1972). and M. Mirade, Maize in
Tropical Africa (p. 10 Table 1.1).




