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SOUTH AFRICA: TWO AGRICULTURES? 

A preliminary comparison of black farmers and white farmers 

I. ABSTRACT 
Most observers believe there are two quite distinct 

agricul t,~res in South Africa (SA):. the efficient, white capital­

intensive sector and the undeveloped black sector which, burdened 

with traditional "tribal ll customs and attitudes and operating 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 yields with large­

scale capital-intensive farmers. 

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

have produced much more, especially per unit of input, than 

is generally believed and that the deficiencies in their 

performance are due to lack of incentives and social injustices, 

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

aim~at creating an integrated and properly specialised farm 

economy. The huge expenditures on agriculture should be 

switched from (over-subsidised) white to black agriculture, 

with black farmers being encouraged to produce labour-intensiye 

cornmodi ties and to market·· them freely throughout South 
Africa.':J't-
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Output 

The universally unfavourable assessment of black farmers in SA rests 

on a conmarisort of the total output, and yields per acre, of black and 
~ (1' 

whi te farmers. ) 'l'he output of small-scale, and particularly of subsistence 

-agriculture ,:~isextremely -dif-f'icuJct to-measure. I'nSA, the- d-ifficulties 

(and perhaps lack of interest?) were thought to be so great that, wrote 

van der Herst in 1942, "the census method has been abandoned and, except 

in the case of Natives living on farms in European occupation, estimates 

are now relied on f~rparticulars of livestock and crops". (2) 

In 1950/51 a sample survey of 1',100 black farms wa.s carried out by 

The Tomlinson Commission. (3) Its detailed statistical findings have provided 

the basis for most subsequent analyses (of which there " have unfortunately 

been very fevl) of b1ack agricul ture. 

Since Tomlinson, only occasional estimates of black agricultural 

output appear to have been published, for example, in the 1959/60 

Agricultural Census and in the Agricultural sections of the a.nnual reports 

of the Bantu p.f'fairs Department: 

These seem to be estimates based on even less satisfactory methods 

of investigation than those of Tomlinson (discussed below). In view of 
"" 

the obvious sca:rci ty of basic information, it is surprising that such 

sweepings,nd coni'ident generalizations should have been made about black 

farming. 

Me,ize (mealies) is the staple crop of black farmers, accounting for 

over 70 percent of crop production. Tomlinson claims (p. 811_) that the 

* average yiol<l of maize oil black farms i82. 5 bags per morgen. Each bag 

weighs 200 lbs, so that this equals 500 Ibs per morgen. This he compares 

unfavourably with the yield on white farms of 6.98 baGS per morgen. 

------'"---'---
1 morgen = 
1 hect.?,re(h'l)= 

2.12 acres 
2.1 .. 7 acres 

~ 0.86 hectares; 
= 1.17 morgen. 
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The 1959/60 Agricultural Census recordedyield.s of 8.1 bags on white 

farms and only 2.1 ba.gs on black farms. So the official figures for the 

1950's and 1960's show yields as being 3-4 times higher on white farms. 

The black yields are umbelievably low. At a recent international 

discussion on world-wide maize production, ref~rence was made to the . 
worst maize y~.elds on dr;y:/.1.and, with unsatis~actory rain conditions, as 

being in the range of 300-400 kg per hectare. [i Kg = 2.205 IbsJ, which 

equals 661. 5 Ibs or 3.3 bags per morgen. (4) In Ethiopia, peasants farming 

dryland under very primitive conditions (no irrigation, fertilizer, or 

modern equipment) gE~~~~1dS from 1948 to 1953 of 847 Ibs (4.2 bags) 

"Oer morgen.(5) .An agricultural economist with whom I discussed the SA 

figures comtnented'that it would be difficult to get such yields even if 

one srrj_!lkled the seeds in the field and just left them to grow or wither. 

A careful analysis of the Tomlinson findings suggests that there 

are good reasons for doubting these estimates. Tomlinson states (p. 84) 

that "The:Bantu begin eating their maize in the 'so2t d_ough' stage;, and 

that it is difficult to determine the percentage actually harvested as 

ripe graintl.H~ does not state what he did about this. I assume that he 

made no' allowance for it. Subsequent official estimates (very close to 

his fig-ures) are usually prefa.ced by the phrase that the output figures, 

represent that "that portion of the crops which was reaped after consumption 

in the green stage had ceased" (6) •. How much of output does "the,green 

ste.ge"account for? Regardless of the stage at which it is consumed, it 

does obviously constitute output. 

In her c1assic study of the XhosQ,h';onica Hunter wrote: "From the' 

• - "time of the first-fruits lJ-n mid'-December7 until the harvest of dry 

maize, 'green cobs and pumpkins are daily plucked by tho women, and for 

, nearly four months the people are living on the green !"ood brought daily 

from the fields.. A considerable part of the crop is harvested day by day. 

Ha.rvest of dry r::w.i ze for storage begins in hiay and June". " •••• a large 

part of the crop is used as green food." (7). 

If the farmers live off the green maize for f'our months then, 

II.e ' ., a.ssuming they produce enough maize to feed themselves, the green stage 

must account for at least one-third, and the amount harves~ed for only 

'two-thirds of total outI,ut; (8) 1 If (as Tomlinson and many others assume) 

-------------------~-------.:..----~......:...-~---~-.....,..;,..--
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black farmers do not produce enough even to feed themselves, then fQur 

months s,u:pply of green maize accounts ·for a higher proportion of total 

output. Let us assume, conservatively, that it accounts for only one-. ,- . . 

third of out!,'ut. This would then be, not~· 2t) but 3~ bags per morgen. 

The second question is, how did Tomlinson measure the harvested out­

put? Unfortunately, the published Summary of the Report contains no, 

information on 'this and I have not yet ~in the . U.K. ) been able to consult 

the fuli, unpublished 18 volume report. But uruess the Commission oonducted 

propercrop-cutting-surveys {i.e':, going in and harvesting' the grain 

themselves), there is·a further wide margin for error. The alternative 

. method would be to base their figures on estimates by the village headman 

and/or peasants. (9) The scanty evidence available on the .reliability 

of such estimates sl?-ggests that, ina situation in which they have no 

reason to oonceal their output from the Government, there is n~vertheless, 

a oonsistent (and~ntentional) tendency to underestimate the orop by 10 

perce.nt. (10) In SA, ivhere relations between the peasantry and the 

authorities have long been strained, an underestimate of 10 per centvvould. 

be very conservative. This would bring total output up from 3.75 to 

4.2 bags per morgen. (Le., 3.75 = 90 per cent of 4.2) • 

. Considering the avalanche of materiaJ. regularly published on SA 

it is surprising (and unfortunate) that. these estimates cannot be 

checked against independent surveys. There has,hovlever, been research 

on peasant production in other parts of Southern .A.frica and the results 

of this provide circumstantial evidence which throws further doubt on 

the Tomlinson figures. 

In Swazi1an~ Daniel estimated that yields in 1960 were 2.4 to 4 .. 3 
be. 

bags ner 8.C~~, i.e., 5.0S. to 9.lo;...per morgen. (11). In Lesotho, in . 

1960, Morojele found that 80 per cent of farmers were getting maize 

yields between 3.4 and 4.1 bags per acre (12»i.e •. 7.14 to 8.6 bags 

per morgen. Within South Africa, black tenants on their arable plots 

on ';vhi te' farms got yield.s of 5.5 bags per morgen in 1959/bO. (13) 

It is not stated what, if any, acoount was talcen of consumption in the 

green stage in these estimates. 

There does not' seem any prima facie reason ;vhy 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. 
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If they do, the matter should be investigated, not taken for grantedo 

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. Tbis led in turn to assumptions 

abou t blacl( living standards, the need to 'import' food from SA, and 

the need to 'sell their labour to Whites. However, not only are the 

Commission's output estimates possibly too low; its consumption estimates, 

the other side of this equation, seem much too higho 

"The Commission has established that the average Bantu family 

of six'persons, requires about 15 bags of grain per annum." (14) Each 

bag weighs 200 Ibs, so this equals 3,000 1bs per family per annum. 

Let us take each family of six persons as equivalent to three adult· 

units wbo do heavy work. In fact, Ca) a high proportion of the able-bodied 

•• men are absent; (b) there is a high birthre.te, high dependency burden, 

and therefore a high proportion of children. So the three adult units 

will provide a generous over-estimate of consumption requirements per 

f8111ily. 

• 

!·e. 

If we allow 20 ozs. (1* 1bs) of grain per day for ea.ch adult unit 

(a.nd it would surely be difficul t to consume more?), then consumption for 

the family -i:: 3.75 lbs per day = 1,369 1bfl per annum. Increase this to 

1,500 Ibr. to· allow for loss in grinc1in[~ and storc'c;e and for a ma.rgin 0:1:' 
error. (15) . "'rhis brings the dany adul t allowi-'lJ1ce to 23 ozs. (or 1 lb. 7 ozs) 

each. It still comes to only 7& ba.gs of' gr0.in per annum per fami1~." - half 
Tomlinson's estimate! 

TOFL! .. inscm's curious notions about the "Bantu mind" seem to be paral1e1led 

by his notion::; 8J)oui; "Bantu" physiology. It is surely impossible that "the 

average Bantu person" could consume the 2 Ills 14 ozs of' grain per day which 

'fomlinson (with uDcl1a.rac teristic generosi ty) a.llotted him. Yet this 

estima te has been wia.o1y accepted; indeed it is usually referred to now 

liS "the minimum grain roquirement ll
• (16) 
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On the basis of these (inflated) consumption and (understated) output 

figures, Tomlinson deduced (p. 84) that}the Bantustans "imported" about , 
half their normill grain requirements from SA. (One assumeS he must have 

deduced it, for how can grain flmvs be measured across open borders.) 

Other scholars, using Tom:J.inson's consumption and outpu~ ~igures, 
_ . 

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

estimated, using the Tomlinson assumptions, that the Transkeiiniports 

40 per cent of its grain requirements: a finding that was, he stated, 

substantiatGd by the "official estimates". (17) The Bureau of Economic 

:Research (m;;.lITBo) in Pretoria, set up to provide the Bantusr~!'fR& 
'';Vi th the information required as the basis for policy-making, has like­

wise confirmed th.is. (18) 

But this conclusion is questionable, even on the Bureau's own output 

figures. 11-11972 maize output in the Transkei ,was 187,920,000 kg., (19) 

which equals 2,067,120 bags. This is, on my revised consumption estimate, 

enouc;h crain for 275,616 families or 1,653,696 peoplH. In 1970, the 

(de facto) popUlation of ~he 1'rartskei :as 1: 7:5~9921.~hiS leaves a short­

fall of maize for 92,266 people or 15,':)38 fwnJ.hes, WhlCh equals 115,365 

bags, or 5.6 percent (not 40 percent) of total output. 

But this deficit would surely be, wiped out by:-

(i) The fact that many people (pa.rticularly given the absence of so 

many men) do not Elnt 1 lb. 7 ozs. of maize per de,y: a.nd/or 

(ii) the underestimate, however conservatively we value it, of' output. 

I am not of course saying that the Transkei does not import grain. I do 

hot know whether it does. But the fiGures do not add up. 

On his output figures, Tom+inson estimated (p. 35) that in 1950/51 

the gross voJ.ue of 8{;ricul1:.ural production on black f.a,rms was R23m. In 

the se,me yoar, the cross value of production for the whole country was 

R589,858,000. Brand divides these outrmt figures by the land available 

to each sector to get the value of output per morgen at R1.3 for black 

farms, compa.red with R5.4- for whi to farms. Brand concludes, like Tomlinson 

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

However, I find it surprising - given the diff~~e_jn in~uts and 

inc on tives (discussed below) - that the value of output per morgen 
e.\Ie.;\. 

on white farms is ~:¥: four times greater than· on black farms, (...if 

we accept 'J.'omlinson' s dubious output statistics • 

. 
If we use the (conservatively) reviSed estimates of black production 

suggested Q,bove, tl1is increases the gross value of black output from 

R23m to R29.1m;,. (21) and the output per morgen from R1.3 to R1.8, 

narro'l'ling the ratio to 3·· to 1. If we also add to black output (~d 

land area) the vaJue produced by black tenD-nts farming on their own 

account on "1'1hi te" farms (Brand includes them in the whi t~~ output figures), 

then their ou tplit of RU.6rrt (produced on 700,000 morgen9~ringS up the 

output per morgen to B.2.37, reducing the ratio to 2.25 to 1. . 

It seems romarkablethat in 1950/51, the value of output per 

morgen producEJd 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 o , Moreover in 1959/60 yields of white farmers were, even 

on the official ficures, no better than those of poor, uundeveloped" 

farmers in 18sotho. 

If we looked· at the val,ue of output in relation to the costs of 

prod.uction, i. e. at net value added (by subtracting the raw-material 

in:9uts), the ratio rmuld undou;btedly (whether on Tomlinson's estimates 

or on n;ine) be dra.stically narrowed. I hope someone 1:vi th the necessary 

econcmetric skillswilJ. a.ttempt this calcula.tion, making an estimate 

of real va.lue added, net of current inr.uts(properly priced), per unit . 
of (non, live,..-stock) capital. 
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Some implications of these finding~ 

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

(a) even on the official output figures, net grain imports into 

the Transkei would comprise at most a small proportion of total 

grain requirements. 

(b) It does not follow from these results that everyone in the 

Transkei is well fed. First,those who lack land and/or the 

manpower -to plough and harvest it (discussed below) might not 

. have enough to eat. Tomlinson commented (p.Cf 8 ) on the "very 

striking" inequality of incomes in the reserves. Second,- a 

diet that is over-dependent on maize can result in malnutrition. 

Most malnutrition in poor countries is now considered by 

nutritionists to be due to calorie rather than protein 

deficiency: 'i.e. people are simply not getting enough to eat. 

Malnutrition due to protein deficiency or imbalance (even with 

the intake of sufficient calories) is less common. However, 

if there. exist, as reports suggest, kwashiorkor and pellagra 

(the protein-deficiency forms of malnutrition) as distinct 
-

from the more common marasmus, in the Bantustans, then this is 

not incompatible with adequate supplies of maize - especially 

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- 1> 
blocker (zein) which makes the absorption of protein difficult~2 
(c) It does not follow from these figures that there are nO 

grain imports into the Transkei. Some districts may lIimport". 

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 output and yield estimates 

are also accepted then , 

(a) the Transkei must be a net surplus producer "of grain. The 

_ question then arises- where have all the mealies gone? 

Unrecorded sales? High storage losses? Wasteful feeding of 

grain to animals in the absence of marketing facilities? 

o 
\. 
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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 yields. 

It is perfectly compatible with this analysis that black farmers 

are farming less land than is officially claimed, but are getting 

(with higher yields per morgen) rough.ly the same output. In 

the Transkei, if the official output figures were correct, they' 

would then roughly be satisfying subsistence requirements, but 

not producing a surplus. I will return to this question 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 acceptance of these revised consumption and/or output· 

and yield estimates (especially if both are accepted) has far­

reaching implications for the analysis of labo~r supply. It 

helps to explain the phenomenon of "voluntary unemployment": 

the capacity (which has puzzled many observers and recruiters) 

of blacks' to turn down jobs on the mines and farms and hold out 

for the higher-paid industrial jobs., Put another. way, it means 

that the product of the potential migrant is high~r than is 

beli.eved, and that the estimate of the wage required to draw 

him out must therefore be raised. 

(3) It must be stressed that this brief exercise, using 

the new consumption and output assumptions, was done in relation 

to the Transkei. There are important regional differences 

between the Bantustans and the results a.nd the implications. would 

not necessarily be the same for pastoral regions, such as 

Bophutatswana, or for the more densely populated regions such 

as Kwa-Zulu and the Ciskei. 

(4) Finally, the narrow margin of large-scale, capital­

intensive white farmers over small-scale B lowcost black farmers 

will not surprise most development economists. It will however 

surprise most of those 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 serious 

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 mist,akes 11 anomalies and contradictions in the official 

estimatesi' to discuss some of the possible implications of 
\ -

their revision; to suggest one or two hypotheses that might be 
c ..• _ ",-. _ '._ 

usefully explored; and to indicate some of the information needed 0" 
to answer the mysteries and.puz~les that remain. 

III. COMPARING THE INPUTS OF BLACK AND WHITE FARMERS 

The performance of black farmers in Southern Africa then 

gives more support than is generally believed to the growing 

belief (discussed below) that the lowcost smallholder, 

farming intensively with family labour, often has a comparative 

advantage or competitive edge over the capital-intensive, large­

scale farmer, particularly in labour-intensive products such 

as vegetables; root crops and probably cereals. But this 

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 political measures taken to coerce blacks into 

working for whites, rather than producing on their own account, 
i 

and (b) in the discriminatory allocation of economic resources, 

which has rigged the market against blacks S0 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. 

" 
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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 SA for whites. Ownership by blacks (who constitute 70 percent 

of the population) was restricted to the 'hative reserves". or 

Bantustans, ,which constitute 13.7per c!=nt. 

The Act furthermore restricted even the leasing or hiring of 

land in the "white" areas to blacks, many of whom found that they 

had become squatters or tenants on land (often long occupied by 

their families), which was now rega!ded as belonging to whites. 

The restrictions on tenancy were progressively tightened and 

today black tenant farmers have, at least in law~ been virtually 

eliminated. 

The division of farmland in SA is slightly less unequal than 

the overall division of land. This is because almost 15 per cent 

, (18m out of 122m hal 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 consisfently inadequate). As the 

Bantustans are almost entirely agricultural; 

area of 15. 5m ha' (1. 1m ha are still owing to 
. (25) , 

the 1936 Land Act ) is generally taken as 

their present total 

them in terms of 

the extent of ' 

farmland. But we shall subtract from the 15.5m ha, the 

approximately 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 14.6 Sm ha . 

, 

i' 
ii:, 
I', 

• 

I~,:...- =: 

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

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 estimated to contain 20-25 per 

cent of the total arable area. However, the population density 

of the black area is also considerably higher~ 119 per square 

mile, compared with 35 per square mile in the rest of SA. (26) 

As the latter contains the densely populated cities, the discrepancy 

between the black and the white rural areas is obviously much 

greater than these figures suggest. 
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In the "white'! areas, the number of farm holdings is 86,092 .,;, 

(mainly white, but there are also some Indian and coloured farmer~) .,::.q\ 
The average-sized white farm is therefore 1,021 haD The total 

cultivated area is 10.5m ha,'an average of 122 ha per holding. 

These averages cover considerable variation in farm size. In 

1969, almost half the farms were in the 300-5,000 ha range. 
,/ 

However, 10,604 farms were less than 10 ha in size; while 4,604 
> (27) 

were greater than 5,000 ha. 

The attempt to do this simple calculation 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 classification 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 holdings 

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 of 24 '.3 ha per 

family holding, including share of communal grazing. The 
area of cultivated land is estimated at 1.620,000 ha, (29) 

an average of 2.67 ha (or 6.4 acres) per holding. 

'Surprisingly, given population growth since 1951, the figure 

of 2.67 l1a of cultivated landis not incompatible with the 

findings of recent surveys of farm size in the Transkei and 
Ciskei. (30) If this is correct, it would suggest that, in 

some areas at least, holdings have been kept to a minimum size, 

rather than being sub-divided to accommodate growing numbers. 

o 

o 

This would also imply an increase in the number and percentage' ' , Q 

of the landless. However, presumably, some of the people 

without allotments no longer want ,to be farmers. According to 

the latest census, almost half a million people in the Bantustans 
had jobs outside agriculture in 1970. (31) 

If the estimate of the number of black holdings is roughly 

true - and this is one of the many areas on which research is 
, (32) 

urgently needed - then the ratio of farmland available ,to 

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

land is 46 to 1. 

_~_ .~ __ . ~ ___ ~~~ ______ .A 
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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 viairri'gation), while there has 

been deterioration (due to overgrazing and capital starvation) 

of black land. Hence in "efficien~y-uni ts" of larid, the ratio 

is even .. ,more unfavourable. 

Capital 

. Frankel estimated that the state spent £112,000,000· . 

(R224,OOO,000) on white agriculture from 1910-36.(33) This is 

in line with. estimates by Brand fp.155) of official expenditure. 

On.the basis'of these estimates, gross annual expenditure on . 

. white. agriculture averaged R9,000 ,000 during this period. 

-Hailey calculated that state expenditure on black agricul­

ture from 1910-34 was_ amereRl ,247 ,642, (34) an annual average 

of R50,000. '- If the$e-hmounts are correct, the ratio of 

expenditure on white ·aaWon black agriculture before the second 

world war was about 179 to 10 

Brand estimates that in the early 1950's, Government 

expenditure on white agriculture averaged R38,537~OOO annualiy. . -

(It should be noted that - these are gross figures.. Brand 

estimated that white farmers paid R6,985,000 in taxes then, 

which would mean net state expenditure of R3l ,552,000.) 

The Tomlinson Commission confirmed that. very little had 

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

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

Agricultural Service (mainly on halting soil erosion and 

"stabilising" the land). It is likely that 'additional amounts 

were spent, for example· on land purchase, but I have not yet 

tracked these down. Accepting this as the, minimal amount spent 

brings the ratio down to 13.8 to 1. (If we allow for white tax 

receipts and if·. expenditure on blacks was say, 50 per cent 

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

,¥{!y:l 
."':. 

In 1973 expenditure on white agriculture totalled R202,990,006~5) 
Expenditure on black agriculture via the votes bf the Bantustan 

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

was spent on the purchase of land, bringing the total to-

R60,180,OOO. Additional amounts wet:e also spent by the SA Bantu 
... .=- ... - .. -.~~::'::".""'-;-
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Trust> the Xhosa Development Corporation' and the Ban·tu Investment 

Corporation, but these are difficult to track down. The current 
. , 

ratio of about 3.4 to 1 therefore overstateS the differential 

somewhat.. 

Theexpendi.ture on white agriculture includes about R90m 

on food subsidies,.. which keep down the price of basic. foods to 

the SA consumer at a time when. fin ~OIltrast to previous decades) 

SA food prices are below international ieveis. If we deduct 

this amount, as I think we should,' from expenditure on white 

farmers ,then the rq.tio is 1. 88 to 1. 

This ratio is, of course, much wider on a per holding 

basis, as there are more black farmers. State expenditure 

(minus food subsidies) now averages out at Rl,314per white and 

RlOO per black holding: a ratio of 13 to I. 

Since Union the~, there have been decades of phenomenally 

discriminatory expenditure in favour of white farmers. Until 

" 

. about 1946, practically nothing was spent on black agriculture. . q. 
Since then, the gap ,in total expenditure has narrowed consider­

ably~ but in 1973/4 at ~east twice as much in direct state 

expenditure was still being spent on the rich, developed white 

as on the 'poor, undeveloped black sector. 

Official state expenditure is not the only source for 

farmers of the capital with which to enlarge, equip, and modernise 

their farms . Apart from their own savings (easier ·for the 

r:i.ch than. ~o.r. the pq<?r). they can (often drSlWOJ.l. priIte ~a~ital. ~\C4_'jo{ 
ShowS -n--.~ ~-en:. V\~()e.. ~IA- qrq.e.. i'l't.-\ -f:-fow~ 0 :f:"IIMe.. C'1!?I'1-OV'\ 
into Whl te agriculture, inuch of this presumably th ough banking (I 

loans Q including the Land Bank. It was recently stated in 

Parliament that Land Bank loans to white farmers (at subsidized 

rates of interest of 8 per. cent) are currently running at 

Rl,392,000,000.(37) 

This explains why, lip. to 1945,- gross domestic fixed 

investment in agriculture was estimated to be roughly 50 per 

cent higher than gross savings in agriculture. From 1945-65, 

investment was almost lOOper cent higher than savings. In 

1965, for example, estimated savings were R66mi but investment 
. . (38) 

equalled R129m. 

"~-' 
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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 vi tal to farmers b,ecause of the highly risky and seasonal 

nature of their work. If the harvest fails and credit is . 
unavailable, they might not be able tp buy the inputs (seeds' 

etc.) for the next season's crop, and could therefore be 

driven out of farming. 

It is a favourite myth of the rich, use,d to justify their 

service to society in accumulating savings, that the poor do 

not save; but they do. The savings of Bantustan farmers 

,have been quite substantial and have gone mainly into cattle. 

In fact, this must be the area in ,which, economically, blacks 

compare most favourably with whites - in quantity, though not 

quality of cattle. In 1950, blacks owned 41 per cent of the 

cattle, 42 per cent of the pigs, 66 per cent of the goats and 

12' per cent of the sheep in SA. (39) According to the 1971" 

and 19?3Agricultural Censuses, the percentages were: 36 

per cent of cattle, 75 per cent of horses, mules and donkeys, 

65 per cent of goats,3? per cent of pigs and '14 per cent 
,of sheep. (40) " 

Many commentators regard this accumulation of livestock 

as a quaint tribal custom, invariably adding that it bears no 

relation to the economic, but only to the "social and cultural", 

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

practically the only form of investment open to blacks, 

certainly to those in the Bantustans. They could not buy land 

(though on the few occasions when they had the opportunity to 

do this, they availed themselves of it(41». There were 

severe limitations on their ability to invest in business. Not 

only do they, like 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 invest in safe 

government bonds, especially in view of the low rates of interest. 

Investment in cattle (which they do know something about) has 

beeri one of the few investment outlets for blacks with land. 

."' -' . 
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In an,interesting 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 - despite its serious effects· on the 
.. ' ~cology .of the reserves. (42) 

The cornplaintthat investment in cattle has heavy social 

costs or~,iseconomies and has led tq the overgrazing and 

thedeteri.orati.on of. the reserves seems··true (although I have' not 

looked closely at the figures on this) ~ However, there are 

often discrepancies between social and private rates of return 

-: which i tis the job .of policy-makers to try and correct. 

But this does not detract from the fact that it can be 

economically rational and profitable for the individual black 

farmer, with free access to communal grazing, to accumulate 

as much livestock as he can. His success in doing so, 

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

impressive willingness and ~apacity to save If which should perhaps 

(and this needs investigation) be channelled into more ,profitable 

and varied investments. It should certainly not be patronisingly 

shrugged off as a quaint. "tribal custom". 

, More briefly 1/ a few other indicators of the differential 

investment in whi.teand black agriculture. The value of 

capital assets in white agriculture 'attributable to machinery 

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

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

~ the Bantustans. However, the 1965 census of capital 

., equipment on black and white farms confirms one e S observation -;fhec.C 
they lack expensive modern equipment. (44) Black farmers 

in the Bantustans do however own 340,933 (non-motorised) ploughs, 

116,567 cultivators, and 42,000 wagons and carts. In addition,' 

in 1960, black tenants onwhi te farms owned 52,406 ploughs, 

20,972 cultivators, 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 n 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, 

', .. 
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who complained in Parliament that, "If the Government went on 

in this way, blacks would soon cease to be labourers and become 

\ farmers, with disastrous effects on white farming , where the 

problem of markets was already serious" (45) • Strijdom, at 

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

behind the discriminatory allocation of capital resources. 

The lp.rge amounts of capital ava~labe to white farmers 

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

construction of buildings, irrigation works, etc. They were also 

invested in new seeds, fertilisers and pesticides, which can 

easily double, treble and quadruple yields per morgen. In 

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

Very few of these valuable. inputs found their way into the 

Bantustans. Tomlinson estimated (p.84) that only 13 'per cent 

'of the cultivated area of the Bantustans received fertilis~rs, 

and even this received substantially less than was needed to 

maintain soil fertility. Recently th.e Fertilize:: Society of SA 
. '. In. t11.fl..~C\",,-r~~rC1V1S 

estimated that. only 10 per cent of the area cuI ti vatedJ receives 
fertiliser. (47) 

In countries with uncertain rainfall" irrigation is critical 

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

three crops per annum, thu's enormously increasing output and 

: spreading work more evenly over the year. It also reduces the 

element of uncertainty and risk, and therefore encQurages 

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 l2.3m 

haD Of this just under half comprised State and Irrigation Board 

projects, such as those on the OrangegLetaba, Crocodile and . 

Olifants Rivers. The area under irrigation in the Bantustans 

is 23,947 ha, which equals 2.7 per cent of total irrigation. (48) ";;, 

Despite his low opinion of black farmers, Tomlinson recorded 

their enthusiasm and support for 
. .' t' h" \49) 1rr1ga 10n sc emes. 

Finally, in addition to these rough statistical indicators , 
of the difference in inputs between the two sectors, mention must 

-two. 
briefly be made of the differential access to -ttrree vital resources;' 

;1.. 



,-... ' 
.... : 

,.;.i 

, .. ' . ~ ... 

"'. 

-19-

(ll . ,oMarketing and transport facilities : 

It is no use going to the effort, risk and expense of growing 

produce (except for consumption) i' if you can....-not be sure of 

marketing it at a reasonable profit. A glance at the map of SA 

shows that. the white areas are well served by excellent'road 

and rail facilities. The railways, and the sophisticated, 

. elaborate system of State Marketing ~oa:rds, provide them with 
..... 

excellent facilities for storage, grading, refrigeration,' 

marketing and export of their goods. They are also helped by, 

,favourable railway rating, the, stabilisation of prices, etc •. 

Tomlinson acknowledged (p.86) that there was "no organised 

marketing 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 

sale of produce. Obviously the system of transport and 

marketing' . geared to the needs' of whites, and practically non­

existent for b'lack' farmers, has seriously weakened their 

competitive position as producers. 

In addition to the lack of facilities, blacks have been 

severely hampered by overt. restrictions on the trading and 

marketing of their produce. A 1963 ruling prohibited blacks 

"from trading as pedlars, hawkers or speculators in livestock and 

produce outside their residential areas Ii. (50) Moreover, even 

within '~heir own residential areas", a very restrictive 

licencing policy makes it extremely difficult for them to find 

outlets for their goods. Black businessmen complain bitterly 

aboutthip and I observed it myself during a tour of the 

Bantustans in 1972. For example, the large township of 

Mdantsane, near East London, vIas limited to two licences for 

bakeries because (officials told me) East London bakers insisted 

on retaining a share of this lucrative market 'and 'still 

"exported", 36,000 loaves daily to the township.l5~ 
It is ironic' that it is usually precisely those whites 

who dismiss blacks as hopeless farmers (and businessmen) who 

insist on erecting barriers against black competition. Whatever 

the psychological complexities of this behaviour, its economic 

effects are straightforward. They make it difficult for blacks 

to dispose of their produce and further load the economic incentives 

agains t the black producer. 

o 
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The 2.c(H1~.sit:Lon of sh."'111 • 

First-cle .. ss research facilities have been goared to the interests 

and needs of 1vhite fa,rmel"s. They hrw0 also benefitted enormously from 

superior general education and teclmical training. The decades of huge 

expenditure on white education represents ru1 enormous and valuable 

investment ,in human capital. One -r.rould e~:;pect its beneficiaries to 

ha,ve f8T greater technical and r:mn8,ge:da,=l: skills c The investment in 

t:::'':},ining :mel resesrch in the black areas has not, to put it mildly, 

been comparable. This too has constituted a h1.1.[;e bonus, fu.TJ.ded by the 

State, for iil:U.te fD,rmers • 



" .. 

-21-

Labour. 

It has long beonsaid that the Bantustans have an excess supply 

of labour. Hence their need to export it to the white areas. It has 

also .1ong been s;;dd 'Ghat 't-J"lrlte farmers are desperately short of labour; 

the reports of official commissions, a.l1d the pages of history books, echo 

'tvi tIl their cries for more; 

TABLE I. FIRST ESTIHATE OF THE ALLOCATION OF LABOUR 
BETV1EEl'J l'mITE AND BLACK FAPJ:T.RS. 

----------------------.------~-------------------------------~----------..... --. 

H'lli'1lber ecol1ordc'3.11y 
active 

Area of fa.:!:"Il11and (hectares) . 

Area. of cultivated land 

Hects.res per worker of: 

(1) farrr~a.i.1d 

(2) cultivated land 

Ratio of tv]:>.! to to black 
farInG in: 

(1) farmland per Horker 

\(2) cultiva.ted land per 
worker 

tv'hite Farms 

Esttm8:fje,SA8.J."l.d B 

1,125,000(1) 

87,815,000 

10,500,000 

78.06 

9.33 

5~2 to 1 

5.7 to 1 

1,300,000(2) 

87,e15,00o 

10,500,000 

67.55 
8.07 

4.5 to 1 

4.9 to 1 

it- ~ 
LIm 118.. still to be added to black nreas (1 h8.. "" 2 .J.+7 acres) 

Black Farms 

D 

979,140(1) 

14,650,000* 

1,620,000 

14.96 
1.65 

Sources ~ (1) DD.sed all 1970 Census, SO.2Gh Jl...fric!?n St~~J.cs? 197~ A27. 
(2) Based on !gricu.~t~al ~~2:d:S-GiC:S', i9b(]L2., Census Ho. 43. 

, . 
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Re the t"TO est.ima-lies for white faITls: ' it seems likely that the 1970 

Census figures, on tillich estimate A is b3.sed, llL.,derestimated the number 

of t'lOrI~ers on t-ilu te farms. The separate, more detailed Agricultural' 

Censuses sho't-r consistently higher numbers: 106m in 1968/9; 104m in 1971/2 

8.t.,d 103m 1972/3. It seems reasonable to increase numbers on vihite farms in 

1970 to 103m - the lei-iest of thes·;; estir<18.tes. 

7,~1'.3 1970 Ceil$uses-c.inw:c8 of 979,lhOblacks· neconorilically active" in 

, Bcmtustan_aCrlcultm·eis lughly questionable. Unfort1.mately; the Agricultural 

" Census does not cover the Bantusta,:lsso vie have no alternative est.mate. vJhat 

',' ',W~ need to know in comparing the allocation of labour is the number' of manhours 

/''':'',,:umrested in each sector. In the Bantusta..l1S, outside the few irrigation schemes, 

project farms, sugar farms and perhaps some cat-lile farms, there appears to be 

I-

I 

I. 

• ~-

little intensive fUll-time farming. TIns is hardly surpriSing conSidering . 

, t1\at most people treIm only one crop a year and have little incentive to farm 

seriously. vITor};: is therefo:;.'e likely to be highly soc,sonal" 1-rlth long slack 

per:Lods. In Zact, :~-c, is pOSSible thD.t many of the men classified as farmers 

vrere mi[;ran-t, 't-lOI'Iwrs te:-'lporarily at home t..rl th their families. The fact that 

-~he Census 10Jas held on 6 Hay 1970,. Le. during the harvest, makes it likely 

that much lfl.rger numbers thtm usual l·;ere then 'engaged in farm work~~ 
The manpmmr resources of the BantustBns must further be eno~~~lY affected 

by the fe.ct that so many of those listed as economically active inJ agriculture '" 

(aL'11ost half the nu.m.ber in Table A) are women. Not only are vromen occunied - . 
v.rlth the care of the fanily and incapacitated by pregna:;.'1cy, but there are some 

essential Jobs, particularly ploughing, \-111ich ~¥ Sil11Ply cal1"'!lOt do. The high 

proportion of Homen must be taken into account in compD.r.:;,tive estimates of the 

manpoHoravailablo to ,the tum sectors. 

In Table II, G. very tentative, revised la::,our est:Lrnate is offered, based 

on a more realistic assessment of the allocation of r:18npot-Jor bet'toJeen the· two 

sectors. It is ass1.1J.iled in turn, (estimates E f!..c F)) th8.t thefe vJ'6re the 

equivalent. of 0.5 million and 0.25 million fail-'ly full-time 'tvorIcers in Bantustan 

agriculture (instead of the 0.9 million in Table I, colu~n D). Table II also 

, takes account of tho fact that of the 103m ,·rorkers on uhite farms, about 0.6m 

nore seasonal or part-time. Unforttmately, 'tore have no idea h01rl many hours they 

vlorI-::ed. For this ver-;J approximate calculation, the numbers of casuals has been 

halved, giving a total of 1 million fairly full-time i.;orkers. 
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TABI..E IL REVISED ESTllJ1Al'E. OF ALLOCA'frOH OF LABODrt BETliJEEN 
I'JHI'fE· Mm BLACK J}'AIll.fL;;H.S. 

'irJhite Farms: Black Farmsg· 

. 
Estimate Est:l.Iflate C E ,Estimate F - --, ',~ 

~ 

N'W!lber'of economically 
,active 1,000,000 0.500,000 o.250jlOOO 

,Area of farrr~and (ha.) 87,815.,000 14,650,000 

Area of cultivated land 10,500,000 1,620,000 

" . 
Hectares per worker on: 

(1 ) farmland 87.8 29 59 
(2) cul ti vated land 10.5 3.2 6.48 

Ratio of lvhite to black 
farms in: ' . 

. 
(1 ) farmland per 

t-JOrker 3 to I 1.5 to 1 

(2) cul-~ivatccl land 
pel .... Hoi~ker 3 to 1 1.6 to 1 

Given. the 11:1.[;11 degree of tractorisation (plus combine harvesters, etc.) 

on white farms, one Hou.ld e:xpect each "tiOrIcer there to fe,m more than 5 timeS as 

muchla..."1d as each 't-rorker on a black farm. Yet this lOvI ratio is what even the 

official figures in Table I suggest. 

The estimates in Table II bring t.he ratios vePlJ close indeed. The 

.' conclusion must be that t'rhite farms are more labour-jntens:tve relative to black 

farms than a superficial gla.nce at the respectiYc man-land ratios and the 

allocation of capital 't-Tould lead one to e:r.;"oect. 

? 0., 
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I 

Those who are surprised by this result probably do not realise how 

labour-intensive farming (except for livestock) usually iS e The failure 

to appreciate this is perhaps one of the reasons why SA's are so resistant 

to the evidence of the effectiveness and competitiveness of small-scale 

farming (cliscussed below). Rich white SA's (of all political hues) seem to 

share Tomlinson.' S. view that one morgen (2.2 acres~is merely the size of 

a decent garden.,~ for that is what (in the land-scarce Bantustans) he 

recommended as. the necessary size for each family's ~sia.;;.~t~al plot! 

Those who share his vie~'1, probably employ a couple of ga!'deners, but they 

should try for one year to farm 2.2 acres intensively on their own·.·, -

starting with the ploughing (minus tractors). Farming is especially labour-

intensive) unless very substantial sums C',re available for mechanisation,when 

new land is beirlg cleared and brought under the plough. This has been 

'necessary in much of SA durihg the last few decades. 

The mal'l==-'power figures for the Bantustans have important implications. 

On the median estim8.te 1'; in Table II, each economically-active person must 

. farm 3.2 hectare.s (or 7.9 acres) of cultivatecl land, plus his or her share 

of livestock care. Agricultura.l experts with whom I have discussed this 

insist this would be quite impossible for one person, using only simple, 

mecha;nical a.evices to do. A strong, skilful, able-bodied E2£;l.!];, without 

. motorised' equipment, would not, in their opinion, be able to farm a.s much 

.as ,two acres entirely on his own. Yet even on the official figures in 

Ta.ble I there' is ody one economically-ac ti VB person (including women) for 

each 1.65 haG (1+002 2.0reS) of cultivated le.ml. 

This suggests tha.t the B'antustans are seriously unc1erfarmed. The 

impression tilat they are overfarmed is pa.rtly the rosul t of' a confusion with 

their beine r'3I[l.tivt~Jy over-p0.Julatecl aml lor overgrazGcl. These are quite. 

i1ifferent ;::>roblems. 

Hot only is the amount of 18.bour on white (relative to black) farms 

greater than one ,;vould expect Csiven the relative capital endowments), but , 

its pr.jg.s;. is a1::;o lovIer than one VJould expect from a com;::>arison with 

wages in other BElC tors, and even 'tilth incomes in Bantustan aGriculture. 
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ESTD1ATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL BLACK EARiUNGS (CURRENT PRICES) 
IN SELECTED SECTORSo 

"., ,'., . . , 

'. 
, 

.~ .. ' 1950's 1960 t s 1970's 
, .. . 

Family i; Bant~~~~9nS (1 ) 1950/51: 
, 
R97-~4 Ciskei: 196h)R~27 - --

(of tvhichR55.h ? ? 
I from farming) TransI{ei: 1968)R2Ll4 

v.1orkers on ~vhite '"'~rm~2) E.C~EJ.: 1952~ 1961/2~ average for 1972/3; regUlar .L C1. , 

rcash and I::ii1d) regular (i.e. regular ~~d casual and·casua1:RJ.46 
full-time) workers: R62 •. regulars: R217 -,.. - casuals: R62 

, 
u-lOrker. R72; 
of which R36 1968/9: regular and 
cash. casual: RSS. 

regulars: m35 
casuals: R36 

Some opportunities for family earnings '1973: Family 
to suppler:18n-/j the l,rago. wage: R486. 

i 
.-

. Workers on gold mines (3) 1951: m09 1961: BJ.46 (plus 1974: R556 
( caSh ori10; (plus board) board) (plus board) - . . 

1969g Rl99 (plus 
board) 

HI' ~. c; (it) 1950/51: R234 1960/61: R371 1972~ R720. v~or {er J_n maD.1_:u:aC-'Jur--
in~ 8 .. 11d cons~tl~:J_ctlori ~ 

1975: Rl,264 

SOURCESg (1) 1950 fS g ltr(conservatively} revised estimate of Tomlinson. His 
estim9.te vms R86, of V'lhich R44 caIne from the family farm. 1960's: Maree and 
de Vos, 0;e.ci.1. Unfortunately they do not say hOll much vIas derived from agriculture, 

,nov] how they estimated output. 

(2) 1950 1s: F. '\rJilson, "Farming, 1866-1966," ~d History of South Africa, 
Vol. II, p. 160. 1960 ' s: Nerle Lipton, 1I!.l1E_te Fa~i1lgn, p.8. 1970's: Calculated 
from ~2ultll~1_.s-t.atistj .. 9~.J-J72J3 . 

. Census No.~ Estimate for family wage from }1erle Lipton, .9.P.cit. p.l1. 

U) 1950 's and. 1960' s g F. rJilson, I.K'3,bour iri the SA Gold Hines, p 046 • 
1970 I s: Calcu~ated .from 1E-nin~ Statistics, l~?r1,~. 

(4) 1950 f S and 1960 IS: W. Steenkamp, ftBantu lIages in SA", SA Journal of 
Ecollomic~ June 1962. 1970's: Herle Lipton, British Investment in South Africa: 
Is Cons-f.xyct.iye Enzazement pOSsible? (CCSA, London, 1976'}. . 

..... ~ 
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In his celebrated essay on the Iilovement of labour from the subsistence 

to the car;italist sectors of a "dual" economy, 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 referring to the ,}!Eskilled '",age which vwuld be lower than the average 

industrial wage given here). 

The calcl+lation is complicated because tb.edomestic product (estimated 

by Tomlinson at R44 in 1951, and by me, conservatively, at R55.4 i.e •. 25 

per cen,t higher) would obviously have been higher if theworker - usually the 

ablest and strongest member of the family - had stayed at home and worked 

on the farm instead. of going to town. Instead his remittances asa migrant 

added R42 to the family income, bringing up the total to R97.4 (or R8b on 

rn ,. 'f' ) .Lom..1.J.l1son s 19ures. 

I,ewis assumed,however, that .there was in the subsistence sector, a 

surplus of Labour, or "disguised unemployment", such that the worker co!!ld. 

be with,drawnwith.9..1}t causing, a reduction in total output. If my argument 

. about the underf'arming and shortage of manpower in the Bantustans is corrext, 

. then this was E.9_'t. the situation there. 

rromlinson cJ.aimed (po 35) that in 1949/50; "the average total inc,ome" 

of' a black fa,rm' labourer on white farms was R166, "to which the wages of 

other members of the family must be added to obtain the family income". This 

claim, together with his underestimate of output in the Bantustans, formed the 

, basis for his conclusion that bJ.acks onwhi te farms v18rebe-tter off than in 

the reserves: "for their productivity in this' capacity (Le., as labourers) 

is a good (leal hiGher than where they function as agricultural entrepreneurs". 

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

extraordinary ove:cestimate arid must be the result of a. mistake. Almost 

tv.renty years later, the average wage of regular workers had only reached 

. R135. 

The figures suggest that potential migrants would go last for jobs on 

the faril1s~ .Not only were we,ges lowest, but a high proportion was paid in 

kind. Even on .th~ Tomlinson estimate of domestic product it would not seem 

worthwhile for the avera,{,;e family to send out an able-bodied man for the 

cash wage (Jt36). There was furthermore a dislike of the harsh discipline 

(includint~' corporal punishment) on some farr!ls, ancl a fea:r of being tied to 

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

the "stiuna" 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 

1960's ru1d 1970' to make a comparison. 

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

economic inceY.1tiv;es, would be keen to work in town. As is known, he has 

even been prepa:r.f3d, despite fears about security of tenure, to give \lp 

his !::oldint: and move there permanently·with his family. 

The lov! response of black farmers to job opportunities in mil'}ing is, . 
however, on these figures, a puzzle. Migrants would obviously have a 

preference for the higher wages and freer life of the towns. Many v~ould 

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

response raises the possibility that the domestic prod.uct is higher than 

my revised. (ahd deliberately conservative) estimate. This would raise the 

level of wages required to draw men out. 

Although the mines have never been able to attra.ct as many SA blacks 

as they would like, quite a lot have worked there:' about 125,000 in 1956.(54). 

They are probably accounted for by the inequality of income distribution 

within tho Bantustans, which Tomlinson (p. 98) described as livery striking". 

Total family incomes in 1951 ranged from R55 (of which on.ly a th;ird was from 

agriculture) in the low rainfall, mixed farming areas, to R231 (of which 

~~~nt _ was from agriculture) on the irrigation schemes. (55) The latter 

family would obviously not find it worth while to send men to work for the 

uns}dlled wage in manufacturing - let. alone to the mines or farms. 

The situation of families, therefore, varied considerably. I suggest, 

as a hypothesis to be tested, that the mines relied on the low-income 

farming families for their workers. But that farmers, exce..J?.t for seas·onal· 

work, might have had to rely on the landless. It seems, despite the theory that 

all are entitled to land, that arable plots were not automatically provided 

for everyone. The landless had no domestic product to fall back on and therefore 

had Ii ttle bargaining power ai1d little choice Over jobs. 

J?armers also drew on those rural blacks who found themselves, in 1913, 

in the 87 percent of SA classified as "whi te" 0 First they were termed 

"squatters", then tenants, then finally they were converted into labourers. 

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

farmers encounterecl in retaining even this group, to whom they were often 

forced to offer the inducement of arable IJlots and grazing rights. (56). 
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As these rights were whittled away, and as competition for labour from 

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

tightened and extended to hold down the labour force. 2'hese workers then 

. were serfs) unable 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 supplied to farmers. (If the wages 

of this ultra-chea.p source of labour were included in the rural wage figures 

f'or the 1950' ~.~. they would be further and markedly reduced) 

During the last decade, the changing economic interests and declining 

poli tical J::ower of white farmers has, as I argued elsewhere (57), led to 

~ome impI'ov8mont in the conditions (earnings, education, mObility) of f'arm 

Workers. IU)cently, this has been accelerated by the greater demand, and 

WillinGness to pay, . or" the gold mines for black SA workers. This has 

precipi tc;t;ec1 the long-averted clash over labour between these two huge 

Jabour-intensive sectors a:nd considerably increased the rise in black wages. 

Jntensified competition for. labour could, however, lea.d some farmers to press 
, . 

{".gain for tlc;hter restrictions over mobili ty. It is to be hoped that more 

JJovrerful ~)olitical and economic interests would defeat any such attempt. 

However, . these overdue, progressive trends could beslovled down by recession 

p.nclb::! a further fall in'the gold price. Hence the importance - at SAts 

current stft[;e of' d.evolopmont - of continued economic growth. (58) .. I hope 

in a l':'.ter pa:peT (see footnote 75 )to argue that in SA's current phase of 

q,evelopment,continucd economic growth is likely to benefit not only black 

·vwrkers (al1d particularl.yagricultural workers with whom we are here concerned), 

but 8J.:30 to Jead to an 0asing of restrictions on black producers. 

'rhe 8v:i.r1(mCD rogarding both the que.nti ty and the price of labour on 

whi to farE1s leads to the same conclusion. The large :::.upply, and its low 

price, cannot be expJained in terms of the natural operation of market forces. 

They i'lere the consequence both of the rigging of market forces to reduce the 

incen ti vet; to 1)12.ck farmers, and of ;JOli tical actions, ';'lhich ranged' from 

outright co(')rcion (tied la.bour) to the J>:md Act~ 

It v,e"G undouhtedly part of the intention of tbe IJancl Act, vath its 

Q8ver8 ro[; tr:;.c tion on. blade ownership of lend, and on black tenants in the 

I wl1i to I are~\'f:;, to c;well the labour SUPlJly by creating a la.rge group of land-

1.88b I80pJ.e. '1'118 li:S'.tivG Affairs Coymnission of J.903-5, which was influential 

in fr&ning the Act, ";to,s explicit about li'or exa.mple, it recommended 

th0 strict. enforcement of restrictions on II squatting", (the renting of land 

t.o blncks) ir.L.9.!:.:9:?r .. t9_?·n~~1,?2._.§.~~:cr)J;y_g_~LJ.fl!:!..'?.~1::.._t()_L\,::I1!~~r§.0 (59) 

'.--.-.. - .. -.-.":'--~-'-
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Taxes on blacks wore likewise a political measure aimed at increasing 

the su:pply of labour, by forcing subsistence farmers in the Bantustans to 

earn cash wage~: The taxes would, said Rhodes, introdl,lCing the Glen Grey 
• t6.#',' 

Act of~ 1894, act as a "gentle stimulant ll to blacks to work. (60). 

The Land Act (an(1 similar political measures) contributed to the labour 

. supply by increasins landl~ssness~ It deprived many blacks of the chance 

of being farmers; ~ut it doesnotner s~ account for the failure of those who 

.h&..~nd to become producers rather 'than migrant Workers. This analysis 
. .' . 

suggests that, contrary to' popular belief's, the' highly unequal distribution 

. of -'Land~ and in particular the- relatively small ·size of holdings, -has-not 

for them been the. constraint on development. 

This raises the question, \;,-hy have blacks with land not farmed and 

developed i t?The mystery deepens if:, as is now claimed, there is high 

unemployment. First, the question of unemployment: 

(a) There are not .yet reliable statistics on (present and past) levels and 

trends of unom:ploYlllen1~. Conclusions on this must therefore await the results_ 

of research being done byJ.B. Knight and C. Siemens,among others. (which 

vJill hopefu1J.y be cUscussed at 'the conference). 

(b) FromthelHi;le tbat is known, it seems likely that, e.xcept perhaps 

during recessions, there was,little or no labour. surplus or "disguised 

unemplo:ymenti~ in the Levlis sense, around the turn of the century, when 

the framev'iOrkof labour iegislation (pass lavls, Land Acts) was laid down. 

rj~his legislation (and the accompanying economic measures) was intended to 

force out the labour at a lowpriee in the absence of a surpluso It also 

seems likely that the labour supply situation has ch:mCed ove,!' time. The 

IJopulation explosion,plus mech'anisation in industry, agriculture and now 

mining, may havH profoundly altered the balance, so that there may now be 

a labour surplus s:'L tua tion. 

(c) In f.i.sricultuJ'f:, ""cute seasona.l.. shortages of labour are' not incompatible 

'with exceS3 .su~)plief\ of labour (or "disguised unemployment" or und,eremployment) 

durinc the rest of the yea.r. Indeed this is a common pattern when orily one 

crop a Y8ar is ta.ken. 

Ei[;:h unenrploJ,1l8nt deepens the mystery, but it does not al tor the basic 

ex})lans.tlon offered here, tentatively, as a hypothesis, to be tE;,.sted in the 

field: viz., th:::,t the reason why those vJith land do not farm is not because 

their .i',.ol(Jiligs 3.re too smalJ.;. nor because they dislike and are useless at 

f - .~ .. , .~ . t tl th fn t . 1 d (t arlE~nc; ~ t, 1.8 O('lC8,use ~" ~s no wor.1 eel or , r~s <: an expense cos 

of seeds, fe:,,·tilisers, etc.,) of even attmnrting to cultivate it intensively. 

1 
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Tljle risk of failure is too high. This is due to the lack of· capital for· 

b~sic requirements such as irrigation and urgent credit (to buy ~eeds and 

other inputs at the right time); the extr'~me difficulty of marketing produce; 

a.l)d the difficulty of competing wi tp,:heavily-subsidised and fa,vourably-treated 

whi te farmers. 

Placed in this ,situation, the sensible, rational man will probably judge 

tqat it is not worih his while to farm. Instead of , using his energy and 

sl~ill to cuI tivat'e' a.nd incr'easethe value of land, on which he will get 

l~.ttle return, he will look for employment elsewhere (as it was intended 

h~ ShbUld). Even though urban jobs may be interspersed with periods of 

. u~employm.cnt, it is still likely that his lifetime earnings will be higher 

fr.,om miex:ancy than from fa!ming his land under these disadvantaged condi tions. 

(~he Ceylon Report records a similarpB;ttern in some parts of Ceylon..C6l») .. 

This outcome is not the result of "the ~'{orking of "natural" market forces. 

,The "leavy loading of economic incentives against them effectively discourages 

ma:ny potentie,lly vial)le black fa~ers from farming. While the availabiii ty 

o~ cheap ,labour and cheap capital encourages many me,rginal" whi te farmers to 

st~y in business. The" rHsultis obviously a serious misallocation of 

re~ources and a distorted pattern of development. 

".~ -;·1 
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:i~t'DISCUSS~ON AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Controversy over the Lewis model. 

This analysis does not lend support toa "market forces" explanation 

of the development of white; and the failure to develop of black) agriculture. 

Nor cani t acco~tnl0date . the ,application of the Lewis model in explaining 

. the 'conversiort of blacks from ~pr6ducersinto wClrkers~' (62) The' Lewis -model 

is inapplica1)lein SA for the following reasons: '. 

(a) Despite the lack of unemployment statistics, it seems likely thatinitiaHy 

there was ~ a lubour surplus situation as defined by ~ewis. ("disguised 

unemployment"). On the contrary, there was a severe shortage of unskilled, 

as well :;,stskilled, labour; Those who explain the large skilled-unskilled 

. wage difrerentialon the grounds of shortage of skilled ... contrasted with exce'ss 

of un~killed..,labour conveniently overlook this fact. Bt).t it is well­

documented that there viere severe shortages of'l£!skilled labour for the mines' 

and agriculture. 

. (b) The shortage of unskilled was not, as in the case of skilled, labour. 

, solved by economic measures .or market forces 1. e., rai~ing wages. . The 

.' measures taken to solve this problem varied profoundly between the different, 

sectors. Il'i'mirling, tIle problem was solved by the importation of cheap, 

foreign migrant labour, which severely undercut the wages of SA blacks. 

This ,,;;oU:ld be regarded~ ... l~"a'f.partiallY economic or semi-poli tical solution. 

But'i,t docs completely r'tlle out the Lewis model, which assumes closed borders. 

So theL('Hvis model does not apply to the mining sector. In a.gricul ture, the 

solution "liaS partially economic- the prolongation of tenancy; but mainly 

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

rules out; the Lewis model. . Industry, and most other urba.n employers, did 

. not depend on ·coercion. It is even likely, judging by relative wages and 

by the world-v1ide eagerness for urban jobs, that industry would have got the 

workers it needed even ,without the rigging of economio il'lcentives.The.· 

industrial and commercial sector then comes closest to the Lewis model 

si tuation. 

(c) Fi!l:3,lly, over and above all this the incentives were rigged against 

black nX'oducers. This reduced their opportunity cost and their overall wage 

'levels, except possibly in industry. The lack (though by no means complete 

'lack) of black trade unions Was a.t lea.st partly countered byinflu~ control, 

which reduced blB,cle numbers and ra.ised black wages in the towns .. 

~',. \ 
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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 "free market forces" 

analysis of SA development. However, the point about the manipulation of 

market forces has been hammered home and well-documented by, among others, 

. Vander Horst and. i-Iorwi tz. It is precisely one of their complaints abou t 

SA policy. They should not be confused with the more conservative neo-classicals, 

such. as Horwood~. Brand) and probably that stimulating maverick, O. Dowd: (63)) 
dotS . 

whose al'1alysis.~ ,con:e closer to the "free market forces" interpretation. 

The elega.nt but simple two";sector Lewis, model is quite ina!)plicable in 

thec/:)se of' South Africa •. The rules governing the working of the mining, 

.agricul tura1 and industrial sectors are so different that I suggest we need a 

more cOli1,Plex) though. less elegant, four-sector model to explain.the laws 

governing In,b:::iur sun)lyin the SA economy. 

IIoi'10ver, while·a "free play.ofrriarket forces" analysis is obviously 

inapplicable, many ofthc insights of the neo-classical approach and particularly 

the concept ofopportuni ty cost( explici tly rejected" by some (b4) and missing' 

in the work of all SA ,Ma.rxists) is essential in explaining' the development 

·ofthe agricultural sector. and the behaviour of individuals. It is necessary 

to take account both of the effects of marketforces·a.nd prices (whether 

manipulated 01' n~t\ E.nc! of the economic interests and political power of groups 

and classes. rre need an e,pproach which combines the insights and methodology 

of both Marxists and neo-classicals. (65). 
.' . 

!l:,:te Cont~2!:§.Y __ overthefunction of the I reserves' orj):::.ntEstans. 

Recently Wolpe explored the interesting question of why blacks were 

.left in pOSfJ0Ssion of such large tracts of land. (bb) He argued (as others 

. have before 11:Lm (67)) that the retention of the reserves was in the economic 

intors ste of 'i'lhites o The reserves m"et part of the cost of. subsistence (or 

'. the reproduction cost) of' the worker's. family, thus enabling the employer 

to~ray him f~ wa.ges: "when the migrant~labourer has access to means of 

subsistence ••• then Capital is able to pay the worker below the cost of 

his reproc1uctiqn ••• since'indetermininc the level of waees necessary for 

subs:Lstence of· the migrant ;vorker and his family, account ~.s taken of the 

fact that the f~mily is supporte'd to some extent, from the product (in the 

Reserves) it becomflspossible to fix wages at the level of subsistence 

of the industrial norker.". (68). 

The arGument, which is influential o.rl.d widely quoted, is interesting. 

Ilowevp.r~ it is, in my view, mistaken amI r8sts u,)on a failure to grasp the 

impo,:,tence of op~)ort1.1ni ty cost. 
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" >,~olpe' s argument appears to get support from the rationalisat1:on of 

em.ployers on the gold mines (pre'-1973) that lm'l black tmges were justified 

because they uere merely a supplement to black subsistence' earnings.' But 

'(ihe minoovmers' patently di shone s·t; argument. (private vJhiteincomes did not 

result in a domn1Tard adjustment of their earnings) does not account for the 

fact that many blacks tfere 't-ulling tovlOrk for the lou miIiing t..rages. Those 

who did, l'lera not those Nho could "afford" to, on the grounds that they had 

other sources Q:f iIl~ome._ They 't'l~:r'e thol?e Hho ho.d no, or verrJ little, other 

income and no. ·alternative: jobs. They therefore had no choice and. no bargaining 

power. 

If lvolpe IS argument ~'1aS correct, those blacIcs nth thel1.ighest suhsistence 

incomes 't'lould l;ork on the mines, being best able to afford the lov; uages; 

while those lvi'[,h the lm"lest subSistence incomes, and the landless,would have 

to get the high t-mge jobs in the towns, as they vlo'Q1dnot' be able to work fOl!. 

less. It ,-lOuld moreoever -follotrl, that if subsistence incomes vle:te raised, this 

would not" as one '-Tou.ld expect, lead to a rise 'in wages (to drauout the:workers), 

but to a fall in t..r2.ees, aSvJ'Orkers would be able to vl0rI~ for less. _ Thus the 

-development of the reserves, far from _ improving the bargaining pmier of blacks, 
-, . ' . 

by prOviding them l'lith alternative jobs, would vleakel1: it and lead to lower 

wages. Presur:lably, then,if we took L'3.nd away from blacI~s this would really 

strengthen their bargaining power: for vlages -would need to be raised to 

compensate for lost, subsistence. If furthermore this land t-las inflicted on 

white workers,theYliould need less income and tIns -r.-rouJ.d lead toa drop in 

their wages. 

The arguJl1ent is contradicted both by logic and by the fact that SA blacI{s 

(partly becaus~ the:! had land,partly because they had alternative jobs) did 
". "' 

n£i corne fOl"'TrJard to Hork on the mines. Recruits came mainly from a .. mongst 
- , 

,poorer blacT:~s 01. ... tsicle SA, who had. ,;LolrJerincomes, lOlicr opportunity cost, and 

"therefore less bargcd.ning pOHar.luthin SA it liaS the poorer blacks Who vlent' 

to the mb10s, not those lrIhose domesttc product meant they could afford to 'lrTo~k 

for less. 

'It is imra:r'iably the p69r~$t people lvhoare landed 'Vd th the lv-orst~paid 
jobs. lJagcs [',re not dete~;'i1ined py l..rhat people "need" (itself' a controversial 

concept). Hagos are determined by tho size, of the product and the relative 

stl'ength 03:, 'tio~c=;:ors emd employers in securing their share. The disadvantage 

for blacks is not that they have some land, but that th61J' do not have enough, 

The possession of this land 

... • t .. • ' , d 1 - • I'8."!:u,se JOG;] em "GilO n:mes o.n .. vU.1.'Ce """1"';'-') J. c..:'. ,1,,,,)..,) .• If they had more land,or its 
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productivity~-r8.s increased, theirbargainine pOHer 'tfOuld be greater. If 

they had less land (or have a bad harvest), the. converse must apply. It 

-rTaS precisely because they realised thisthatmal:ty employers did not 't..rant 

the development of the l'eserves. 

The inadequacy of the amount of land set aside for blacIcs should not· 

lead us to conclude that it is a source of wealmess and a millstone round 

the:.tr necks. O".n. the contrar-.r, it has increased their bargaining pOl-Ter and 

given tl1em sor.19 element of choice. 

~ cannot then accept the argument that the existence of the reserves 

haa reduced the bargaining pOliTer (or opportunity cost) and led to lmver 

wages for blacks. The question is of importance, not only analytically and 

theoretically, but aJ.So in understanding the economic end political role of 

t.hese areas" and in devising a strategy for change 0 A mistaI::en analysis 
•·· .. c'· ... ", 

and a fn.ilure to reco[,'nise their poten"tial could lec.d to serious mistakes in 

deviSing strG.teGies to increase blacI<: bargaining pOHer. A policy which urges 
. '. . . 

the development of black land does l'lot) of course, imply the acceptance of 
~ \:'1 ~ " 

the inequita.ble ID.hd cl:.tstr:th'ution in SA • The tt-J'O ques"tions are distinct. 

There ought to be both a redistl"ibution of land .8lldthe development of this 

. mo.j or resource ovmed by blacks. 
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3ri1~ll-scale versus large-scale farming 
" 

Tnis preliminal''Y compa~isOli of blacIc and white ta~nll op~o~sly teCJ.1tire~ 

further resoarch&nQ. refinenient.But' even its tentative repUlts llltl.St S1W~+y 

bring'into q,:estion many ,widely held view'S about the relative pe:rforlll~ce cit 
the two groups of,farr:H3rs, 'andparticuletrly about black farmers. These ort~040x 

views' s~em 'parti~- L:fro~ (converiient) Lste~~ot~e~ of blacIc farm~rs, a{ld partly, 
.... 

from an unshakeable belief in the relative efficiency of 'large-scale farming, 

and itssupposad economies of scale in ag:dcultural procluctioIl.o, 

This belief is in conflict with the growing body of evidence which shows 

that in agriculture, unlike iridustry; outpu'~ Eel' acre and per unit of ca13:t.tal 

is often j.ninverse relationr-i;o, size. This has been solidly documented in 
~ , ,,' 

the, serlesof stat,e-wideFarm Management Studies carried out by the Indi&n' 

'Government, and by sir.J.ilar work in 'Kenya ~d in Tai~a.n' by ToH. :Lee ~d S. Sne~ 
for the Joint Corru~ittee '011 Rural Reconstruction. This evidence has been 

o 

, accepteclby the 'No~ld Bank, which 'now in part bases its strat~gy for agIi.~ultur~r 0 
. dev-s,lopment 011 i't.I"c has also been accepted by the U o~o Ag?~py f9'r~t~rn:atiq:q~ 

~4fl;ig-rt rGcentl;:r acImoirJledged that it had b~en e. mistaIJ;;a t9, r,ienne f~rm.~V±~p+¥fr" 
, so n::~.rrowly nsto clc.ssj.fythe small farmer as "non-viable": for "Recent evidence; , , 

. . . . .; ~'.' ... ~ ~' .. '.~' .: ~ ::: .,~. : 

ShOlV'S both 'Gha-:', per hectare productivity on small farms is often h;J.g~er ~~:n:?It' , 
large farms, and that small farmers have high marginal savings, rat@s, esp~6j.iillY_~_ 

(68) , -,-,' ',' :", ; 
,ir1hen proi'i-table inves:tment opportunities exist".";,,,",; , 

.' ~ " 

The e-rldence indicates that, esp~cially invE!gt)~ab~es" roq~crops' and:­
probably cereals, the small feJ1lily unit ~til:J. sa~~rf3,te q. giVen El.r~ao£' ,fanct-~~~~' 

. .' ~ .. t.\ .... ; .: • " .. : "1+"" ' 

much more labour tha.;."1 on a large farm.' As the f~r~er ~mdI-i..:l:fl t'am:l.~Y-"-have ~eti 

other uses for their labour, they tnll, even Nhen their margin51:J. pr04uc,t ;~ lo~q; 
produce highel~ JBvels of output per a,ere -vd th t:1e same volul1le pi; inp\t~~ than is 

possible for the large-scale farmer lvorking tdth hired labour. pq.t anotn6;r:'w.ay, 
, . .- ." .' " 

the labourer tvill worT::: harder and produce more lv-hen he is worIq.ng for hirr;sel! 

and recei vas tho vlhole product ofms labour. In industry t:q.is i~compensated 
for by the enormous economies of scale of large-scale production. But this is ' 

not the case 1,."1 produc'l:iioll (as distinct from. marketing) in ag;r:'ipu+ture. 
,. , 

~. :. 

~ UmtleChDnisod agriculture, especially in cereals end leg;Hn;.l3s,i~. extreme+y 

labollr-1."1.i:iensi ve. As mentioned above, 'a.gricuJ_tu.r~ll economists consider that' ~ 
one stl~onz, sI;::.lJJ)':). 1L8,n, 'tT2. thou·t moJGorised EKlllipnel1-~, i-lill not be able tc;> crop 

<\', • 

.' l:+ j .; •. ~ 
-•. , " .. :-:,~ .... !. 

\ 
\ 

./ 



• 

-36-

nore than 2 acres of good lruld on his Ol-nl:. The area 't\'ill be even less if 

he has irrigation and other inputs enabling him to far;r.l intensively and'take 

2 or even 3 crops a year, thus spreading vTork more eVerLY and e!lormously 

increasing output and earnings. If he has 'more land thantl-,is, he will need 

to hire labour, or he will have to g?tmachines. Dl a situation where labour 

is available and land or capital scarce, the policy must obviously be to go 

, for a labour-intensive strategy. A definite pointer to this is the existence 

of unemplo;;nllent. Ii it exists, then it is tvrong and ~Tasteful to install 

8JCPensi ve ~achines, i'lIlile meil. are left 'tv"i thout work • 

L1 9doptinC; a labour-intellsive stro.tegy, it is desirable to do so along 

11 ' l' ., . II' t t' d:.to b hi' ,sma -:-ilO e.sr .J..J.nGs, ,g,J-.J,01iving each ma.."1 to have Ilis ovm a 0 men an" e s' 

mm boss~r;'J.the:r than wor~d.ng for someone else. This is both more egalitarian 

and more efficient, for it means (for the reasons given above) that output per 

unit of land vr.i..ll be higher. 

The ,case for la:rger-scale, more capital-intensive faniline, emerges in 
. " ,~. ~ . 

a normal tfmarket fO('03"si~uation when the leveL of urban employmeritmakes 

"., laboUr scarce andvThenthe acc~ulation ,of capital enables the economical 

replacement of that :Labour by machines. It is then sensible to sliitch to a 

more capita.l-intensive, strategy. This has been, the development path followed 

by most o:f the na~'1 rich countries. They did not move quickly into a capital­

intensive agriculture, except for the'U~S., which .. TaS a.hrays short of Labour: 

relative to Land, and had more Capital to spare. The attempt to switch too 

early into a capital-intensive agricUlture (emulating uestern countrie~ at very 

different s'cages of development) has caused terrible problems of unemploym~nt, 

and the waste:fl11 use of scarce capital resources, in many developing cotUltries. 

Host of then are nO~1 talIdng of reversing these disast,rous and mistaken policies 
\ 
". • < but the nOl-T entrenchedvosted interests (of the fel'-r biG farIners and urban. markets) 

~ .' 

make this difficllJ. t. So it is important to'adopt the right strategy straight 

au,T~V in planning black asricuJ.tl.'iral develop!Ilent. 

Once the'~l economy begins to move into a labour-scarcesituatiort, it 

is not difficult to cn12,rge holdings rnd to help farmers (via credit etc. ) to 

. acquj.re the equipment to far:mit. 

Large-scale farming also makes hea'TJ dcm2..'1ds on technical and managerial 

sIdlls. The progression from small to larGo-scale farms gives farmers time 

to le2.rn the :rlacess2.:FJ srdlls,ooth on the job and from extension officers. 

Even then, hOli8ver, it r~niains tru,e, that small farms still hs:vehigher 

output I?er acre. In Lildhiana in India (lihere faJ'T!lers not'l have irrigation, 

,1. 
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fertilisers, n01ol, seeds,etc. 'but not machines) output per acre is higher 

than,in Kansas. In Kansas, however,outputper l.J'orker is much high~rt~1 Each 
.~ '~ '. ...' , . . ' " t\;',~lt, ~ ,. 

society 'is, therefore, farming efficiently:" Ludhiana economizing on scarce 

Land and Capital; . Kansas economizing on scarce Labour. 

, Kansas. fermers produce 'larger .food surpluses, not because of higher 

, yields, but because they have far fewer mouths to feed. HOvlever, even wi th 

lower yields ,e~Ohindi vidual large-scaleoperat~r vr.ill obviously produce 
, " 

a larger totaJ.., surplus for the markettha]:lthe small-holder, thou,gh the 

"c:os~ of foo§. from ji110, latter' will.be lovler, (reflecting his· lower production, 

costs). Hov16ver, vrith cooperative marketing,the surpluses of small farmers 

can beeffe~tivoly mobilised Blld marketed, in thout lOSing the advant~ges 
of ,low;..cost production. But the extensive marketing' system in South Africa 

would obvIously have to be adapted and lor supplemented to take account Qf 

, their needs as vTOll as those of the large-scale fe,mers, to vThich it is 

presently gearc;:d. 

SnaIl-scale, labour-intensive, non-mechanised farmin'g must not be 

confused t\'ith old..;;f'8.shioned, pre-scie~tific farming~69) On the contral"lJ., it 

is essential for :fP,l~!lO:;"S to be given the necGs:3ury':i:f.puts '- fertilisers, 'new 

"f, 

seeds ~:md e.boveall, imprmTeel!'lTater supply; if' they are to.inaximise output. • O· 

These inputs vr:Lllenable them to 'pUSh up their y-lelds .:mel incomes enormously. 
h~ " " '. 

Only when they ~ these,l"iill it be possible to maI{ea proper comparison between 
'. ",," . 

the 'performance of small-scale, labour-intensive and large-scale, capitnl-

intensive farTidng in South Africa. 

There 'VIaS a good e~w,mple, in 'a recent ~t·.mers HceI9:J: (26 May 1976) of 

hOll scientific imd ,lucrative intenSive, small-scale farming can be. " A 

1fhite "homo gardener tt (and there is no reason l'Jhy all large-scale farmers 

shou.ld be Hhite and all small-scale black. Black pastorsJ.ists, in particular, 

might need to be lar:3e-sc:"le) cultivated 2. garden of less than 1,000 sq. metres 

(about t of en acre). "In one 6UI1L'nor season he harvested almost m,ooo' s 

tforth of vegetables. • ••• The subsequent -vJinter crop did not fall much short 

of this, yield o.nd ,all the signs are there tha:~the preoent SU111."1ler season l·rill 

be even more successful". TIns farmer folloHecl a sId.lf1J~ and lIell-established 

procedure. He analysed· his soil 1dth one of the ne1f, simple soil-testing Idts. 

On the basis of thts analysis,' he frequently applied .fertilisers specially 

selected to supplerlOnt, the deficiencies of the soil. lIo mention is made in the . 

report of irrigat,ion and seeds, but oneaSSU111es that thesevJere amply amd 

sIdlfully applied. 

! ,- ' 
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These scientific methods ar~ being increasin.gly experimented with by 

• small-scale farmers throughout the (developed and developing) vtorld. With 

help from cJI.--tension .officers ~ the radio etc. ~ they are learning on-the-job 

to farm sCientifica.lly. When given the right econo1l1..ic incentives":' credit 

and marketi...'1g £a.cilities~ e.nd improved vlater supply (~-rhich reduces the risk 

of crop fe.ilure) they are eager to tI"J the ne'Vl methods and to push up their 

output and incomes. 

Another recent Farmers Weey~y (30 June, 1976) contained an example of 

• 
how not to develop Sout~ African agriculture. Vegetable farmers, it reported, 

faictdjtremendous ttshortageand high cost of labour" l-J'ere abandoning vegetable 

production iIi favour of crops such as tv-heat, vThich can be more easily mechanized. 

Ho"tvever, reaBe.rch and money is nOli being e:xpended in the hope of mechanising the 

production or some vegetables, such as green peas. 

But la.rge-scale farmers, instead of· a.bsorbing scarce capital and research 

resources, should si"ri tcll into crops t'Thich they can produce more easily and 

efficiently. Vegett-l.ble production should be taken over by small-scale (blacI~ 

or white) producers. This v.Tould encourage the emergence in South Africa of 

,ttfO COYlll)leme:cltarj" 8.gricnltu:res, each concentrating ont·Jhat it can produce most 

• efficiently and ecol1oaicnlly. 

! .. 

Recent policy statements by the South African Agricultural Union on the 

lleed to cncol.'.rDEe and help black farmers, as 'tmll as the action of producer 

C'.',1'O'UP,p' ""let- .... 8 +'le "A n Ass· ... · (70). ,+ di'" di+ d t hn' 1 b- - u. ,.1 ",. .,' 0.'1, ..:>ugar oc~av~on lYl eX ... 011 ~ n2 cre ' u an ec.. ~ca 

aid to them, a,re encolJ..raging signs of the r0cognition by some potorer£ul tihite 

farrners of the need to let black farll1ero hu ve a share of the srowing lllc:'1Xket for ag­

l"icul tural proliucts 0 

The developill811t :3 tra tCGY c elected at any particular timG Ii1USt be deter-

mi11ed by the D,vailability and relative price of the factors of production -

Land, Labour and Gal)ital.. Above all, policy must be ceo,red to the labour­

supply. If recent estimates of very high and rising levels of unemployment 

ar~ correct. this stl'cngthens the ce,se f.or a labour-ini:.onsive strategy in 

the 18rge und.evelol'od sectors of SA c'{9-~icuJ. 1;ure, 0.11(1 also f.or tho general 

slov.'do':;n of! mech.c1,niGation in the rest of the e cOl1ornYe 

. Many weH-intcntioned. peonle vw.nt continued mechanisation 
" i ~ 9" 

because, while' 

is foolhardy it recluce.'3 ,jol)8, it ~.lso :incr~ases T,rO(luctiVit~(rag~so, But it 

to duck the ur;ont dllomma ralsed by the rela. t:I.onslup oetween mechanisation 
" " and. unemplo.YlIlont in the vain hope that some o:therway vd.ll be found of coping 

<D with uneI1111oyment. Once the machines are in, future SA [,;overnments, of 'whatever 

lJ0.li tical hue ,w ill be stuck vlith theiJl (;::,11(1 vIith 8. lmy;e labour aristocracy and 

high unernploJillent) 0 

I, 

-, 

j -- ~ . .,-" ... -.. --~-- - ---~~ 
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The need for jobs is then the me,in f'.rgument for a labour-intensive strategy. 

But there is anotherax'gument e ~~his strategy offers many blacks the quic.~est 

and mo1t 'effective way of developine, und.er. their own e.uspices, th~J:q~e_major 
. ~~ . . 

resource possess ad by lJ_&o!c.e in 3 ... 4... 'rrhe£'e are' s1-~rely p01J{erful econornic and 

poli tical reasons 'in favour of this. 

- ---, 
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Conclusions 

It is only possible to speculate about the extent to which 

the policies pursued affected the pattern of' agricultural develop-

ment in South Africa. But it seems, likely that, in their 

absence, ,there would have been more black and less white 

agriculture. ,Cheap capital, cheap labour (and for some decades 

high protected food prices) kept inefficient white farmers, often 

on unsuitable agricul turalland,in business. It was . , 

recently ",acknowledgedJ by the du PI~ssis Commission of Enquiry 

into Agriculture) that atieast a third of white farmers were, 

". after decades of subsidies, lIuneconomic" and should be 

enco~raged to leave farming. 71 ' 

The, reservation of such a large part of the country for 

tlle relatively small white, grouPIl and the prohibition of even. 

the leasring of land to'blacks, made it inevitable that Solith 
f', ' " ' ' 

"African agriculture would develop along large-scale lines. ' It 

also made' it inevi table that white farmers Il opening up 'much new 

land, would preS,Si for huge' quantities of bothCapital~Labour 

and w~:)Uld, nevertheless, feel '!:;tarved" of both. It reduced the 

• possib~lity, within the Uwhite" areas of the developmerit of a 

',low~cost" intensive, small-scale sector. (There seems in 

. .~ 

t ',' 

addition t6 have been a strong policy bias against this. This 

is reflec'ted in the 1970 Act on the Sub-Division ()f Agricultural 

Land, which prohibited farms of less than 25 morgen (53 acres) 

in size. 'Tomlinson, incidentally, claimed the credit for 

this extraordinary piece of~egislation. 72) 

This pattern of. development no doubt contributed to the 

fact that
l 

for decades, SA food prices were' above international 

levels and agricul,t;urerequired heavy tariff protection. The 

fact that SA has succeeded in satisfying its food requirements, 

and that internal prices are currently below :lnternational price 

levels, does not vindicate 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 likely' 

results of alternative strategies of development., It seems 

likely that the human and financial costs of the al ternati ve 

strategy (allow'I~~heeniergerice of competing black farmers) would 
, ~ , , ' 

have been much 'lower and that it would have produced cheaper 

food for the town and less poverty in the rural areas . 

Ell 
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The inefficiency and inequity of this path of the over­

development of white, and the under-development of blf3.:,ck, 
<.\\~~;.~~. ',". -~. " 

~qgriculture does not however: 
.'''~~' :. . 

justify the conclusion t'tnat' 

whites were inferior or bad farmers. One would not expect a 

large-scale agricul t.ure, wastefully over-capitalised and based 

upon a repressive system o~ 'cheap labour to produce good 

results - whether in the Soviet Union or in South Africa. 
\ . . ..' :. " 

We '. ar,e now, howeve~,ina:' s1 tuatiort .in which a large-scale 

. agricultural sector has beenbuilt:up. .It represents a 

.,' •. ;"considerable- accumulatibn-'not only of ' scarce capital; but-"also' 
'.' . . .. , .". I -

. of valuable and equally scarce technical and managerial,skills. 

Itmtistalso'continue,for the forseeable future, to produce 

'<' ... ' ,much of the food surpl~s for ,the urban areas. A new policy 

" for ,agr~culture should be based~pon combining the efficient , 

.. '. : v,i em Ie (i,:e .' now' able" 'to exist· without subsidised Capital and 

Labou:J:'),segrnentsofthie large-scale sector, with the development 

of'an intensive '~mall-scalesector.' 'Resources - long over 

,. -.' . concentrated on the developed" large.;.scale sector- should be 

.,.' swi.tched to the undeveloped, sma.l1-scalesector. Capital:, skill 

and manpower should be purnpedin,. and more land be made: available 
:, .. 

for it. 

Many South African' whftes, observing the undeveloped state 

'of black agricult,uretodaY, and confUSing cause with effect, 

rea~t wi thfrank. disbelieftqthesuggestion' that blacks .could 

be good farmers. 'The elaborate and'systematicsteps (both 

economic .and political) to ciiscouragethem from becoming 

producers ra.ther than, ,labourers ~hould surely give them pause 

for ,thought. 73 'TheY,'should als'oreflect on the growing body 

of historical evidence . which , is providing examples of black 

producers in Southern Africa, before they were hit by the'Land 

Act, loaded marketing systems etc., responding to the increasing 

market opportunities for' food production. 74 There are 
, " 

conversely many examples, some of them doc.umented by official 

bodies like the du Plessis Commission, of unsuccessful farming 

by whites . 

o 
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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 disasters (drought~ rinderpest), economic crises 

wi th wild fluctuations in food prices , ,the changeover from a 

shifting to, 'a settled agriculture, the growth of alternative 

jobs ' intq~ 'towns. These changes made.i t likely that many 

blacks would fail in agriculture and/or prefer to leave their 

land for the towns - as did many whites. 

But it must be recognised- and it often is not- that 
, eve.r " 
aoove and above this,there'were major political actions, and 

the l~rge-scale manipulation of economic incentives, which 

loaded the scales against black' farmers. These measures (as . " 

was intended) reduced their numbersa They also reduced the 

chances of success, and the incentives to innovate ( and the 

number of entrepreneurial family heads ,around to do so) for 

those who remained on'thelanda To describe the 'outcome as the 
I" f)~~t;~ , ' II 

result of the 'natural" of market forces is to leave so much' 

out of account as to give a distorted arid blinkered pict~re. ,I •. 
To claim furthermore that the outcome proves the lack, or 

inferior ability, of black farmers is to add insult to injury~ 

The myth that blacks are hopeless farmers has been a 

convenient one, for their white competitors and employers (who 

held the political power). The myth predated Tomlinson, but 

recei ved its final embodiment" buoyed up by a battery of largely 

unfounded statistical "findingsll, in his massive and 

"authoritative" report. 

The aim of this paper has been to'question the certainties 

the facts and statistics ... which provide ,the apparently solid 

and authoritative basis for this myth. It is nht possible as , 

yet, given our abysmal ignorance about black farming, to 

provide alternative answers. However the doubts that remain may 
.' v-ol 

prove a more fruitful starting-point for research~for the 

intellectually and politically difficult task cfframing a new 

agricultural policy for South Africa~7Jr) 
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economics and for hi" cOllllneDts on this draft paper, which has been 

greatly influenced by Lin orm work, in particu:!.ar by, I3Y poor ]20..£)?le ste.,Y 

""o~'l;t' . '~e'"0]£Io ',.ll:'nt lJ'l _ '", ,,:. V ..... .J! '(.~ _ 0 ._-- - ('.i'emrlle Smith, 1976); The fear 

and 1~'h0 theo~'yof' ·Cl.1Q OptiLaisirlg Feasant ", lTOllrnaJ. 
---:'-

of' Develorment Bill dies , ,,- ... 

April, 3.963.,., 

~1..'l;is unfi;!.vourahle assessment has beeD [~hared by liberals and conservatives 

:~like. fluon!:': thG few who have written seriously about bJl ck aGriculture 

'are: :;.i.l"I. !.:r"('u:',lJtor', _:)O!!lS '<'C'()l1omjc' P""c1)lAnl" 0.0, i- 1'8 ~>''''':'p "n'ollth Al"-ica , ___ ~_." ... ",-... ~ I ... , ... -:...::.:-.-, . ...:..;.;0 .• .J~~~~:. _"", 1.;. ~'.\.J..~ 

(.)C.lth ,,,i':;;'La, , Irwtitute of', P.2ceC(eb.tions, 19;0) and. ~.1~ South AfricO:!! 

BCOXl01ilic j)(welODlllent of' :30uth Africa sinc~ 1910 (Fh.D. thesis, Pretoria __ • ____ ::..!t:....-___ . __ .__ __ ........ ~ .... __ ... 

An. eXI)(:.:riment in :ticonomic 

Jepara tioD II, ~ill: b,:~!ic8.n ,Jo~r l1tJ,1 of· :!::~onomics (~), 1963, Vol. 36. 
(henceforth Ru tills.n I), and riA test of the ' uneconomic culture' thesis" 

in,:rourna.l of'_l;,~vel(:l~ment ,~tudies, July 1973 (henceforth ]iutman II), and 

A rec0EE2-.9EJre.t~of, • .!1}~ J?.r_~~~~'f cal)j:,tp.;l •. ;f.(!E:n8.tl.?E:.J1.ll:!15.1~.£.:-1.evelo"pecl 
areas: iI. caLlse-studv 01' the 'l'ranskei 
--~,-- .... - .. , . .,...-,.-~--.......-.. ---', (Roneod pa}.:'Gr for conference 

J8.n Gmuts' E(;tlse, ,Toh~nnesburg, -1974. (Henceforth Rutma.n III); J 01\.-

a.t 

I .. ojt\'uJ.rd fltld P.,;. VCr.1"i {leI' lilerve, "Centra,l' Problens of the }j;conomic develop­

ment of·the Eantu horaelands", Ein;Ln~fJ al1(l~dej\eviEC~, J'une, 197~; 

M. Hurrell, ~.J:ir.:i..c~.:r~ }'[ojJ.ela~3..2.f South A:fricE!;, (1973), and in 

'v8.rious other 'pub1iC:l,tiol1s of the South African Institute of Hace ReJa tions 

Go :',i[,asCJ.Ol'I:>, r;collornic DeveJ.opment .Gtrater::·'T in, tl~>..J4'".cicp .. !! 
~ ........ ___ ~ ___ ... -...J""..--....-,_ ................ ,-~_ ..... , 

(SAlR3-i., 1971i-); See C),bo regular publiC:'1tions of :3abra and 'l'he Bureau of 

';~c()no::lic ResuD.rch j.n Fretoria.e 

S. 'van dar Horst, L.s:t;:j2::..T:'.:~.,!;;:r in ~tdd:~ifJjE.:;;;' (1971), po 305 .. 
SUl!l:!!ari: of the ?8 T)Ort of' the C:om;:~i3s ion for the E;oc:i.o-]':conomic Deve101)ment __ .. ~_. ___ ~ •. , ... _ • ____ ,_ .. ___ ._-.... _.~ .... I 

of the DcHJ.tu I,,:;~0i:,~~ \d ... t,hin the Union of South A:Er·:i.C;1'e U. G,. 61/1955 (Henceforth -'. --........--..---... - ...... ___ .... ,_.'_ .. ""-~-~-
';.'ollllinson).eport) • 

4. E. ,Tohnson in 6.:.L.'30ussion proceedin{,'s at the 1973 Cyu.mit SYr:1l;Jp0siurn on World-

5. 
wide "f;:,iZ8 i:aI,~covO;;}ent, l,lexico City', 15'71! .• 

I<'AO r1~c-duet:i. eni-e,')'):']) ook (l,9C~j,), " 4 ct, ---........ __ .... _ ........... ,,-_ ... - 1 

. Qtt 2-.~f~!.~ . c~:_~1~t(:_~~~:~~1~·~,:!?,~;2~~-2f.l~9:.J].~~_i\(1!i~ir is tl~si?n -i3!2'21~ J)2.YE1.c!Eln~nt 1271, 
~;::.r; '!1-~J//197~, r. 32. 
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M. Hunter, Reaction to Conguest (1964), p. 84 and 8b. 

8. In fact, consumption at this early stage, before the erain has fully ripened, 

will ~ce potential output. It would be interesting to discoyer why 

11. 

this apparelltly uneconomical procedure is adopted. Michael Lipton suggests 

the folJowinghypotheses asa starting-point for research (which I hope 

to undertake ~nthe field). (a) A severe shortage of manpower to help 

with the harvest (held, according to Hunter, in May and June). This 

pra,ctice would spread harvesting over a longer period. (b) High wastage 

in st9~Hee. ,(c), Nutritional functions:' Ripe maize is deficient in 

, Vitamin Co Does "green maize" contain this vitamin? 

Iwas'told"by a former official of the Department of Agriculture, that 

the occasi~nal estimates in the Deptartment's Agricultural Censuses were 

based on marketed produce of blacks. If true, this would constitute an . ' . -. ',' 

extremely'gross'underestimate of output. 

J. Daniel; liThe Swa'zi Rural Economy" , 

J.F. Ho~lem8n(19b4), p.2l5. 
, " . 

Experiment in Swaziland, edited by 

12. 19.601lfl.s~tol~~il.-!c;.£?.:.cul tural ~~, part 4,Ch. 5, by CoM~H. Morojele~ 

13. R.e'00~L9.n l\G .. ricultur~~9- !Pa~?-J. P:r:Q..G.ucti9n lz2.2:..t?~Q, Census No. 34. 

Vol. Ho. 2. 

Il+o Tomlinson Ropo..!:.:!:, p. 77. 

15. q 1" , f' d '(M' . T • al Af . IL.,;~raCJ.e oun. lila~ze ~n ron~c r_lc_a, 
, '~~.__ ;;.J;; 

1967) that storage loss is 

QorITlaU'y slllall ~e~eilie~t't' 51. Grinding loss is not really a '"loss". The 

bran, W3,ste, etc., can be eaten by animals alic1 is often eaten by poor 

people. 

Rutman III, p. 5, Professor Ru tman is al"ticles arc a valuable 

contribution to the study of black agriculture. These cl"iticisms are 

directed. soleJ.y at his reliance on, the ~:omlinson asstlmptions and 

s tD,tiS tic s. 

17 e Rutman III,' ibia. 

e 20 • Brand, p. 213. 
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I he-ve not yet established how much of the R23m was attributab1e·t'o··. 

crop, a.s distinct from live-stock production~ The discussion on p. 85 

of the Tomlinson li.eport suggests 40 per cent would. be a reasonable 

" "estimate. 40 per cent of R23 = R9.2m., If this equals 60 per .cent of 

true output, then true 

be added to the' total. 
, . 

livestock outlmt(which 

output is R15.3 m.So an extra R6.1 m. should 

I am assuming that Tomlinson's estimates of 

I have 'not eXruilined). were reasonable. 

,2.2. '-This applies6nly to production by those classified as tenants. It does 

not include9rodi.lCtion by farm'labourers on arable plots set aside for 

them to farm on their own account. 

'" 23. Michael Lipton, 'l'h,.e fear ot: Knowledr,e. Scientists are currently· 

developine;a new raaize hybrid without the, zein. Meanwhile the. 

solution is to oat malze With,beans. Unfortunately, as Hunter records 

(p. 75),. agricultural extension officers have for years tried to 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

, (liscourace blacks from growing beans wi th their maize! This illustrates 

the need fora:cricul tUl"is ts to work t agether wi th nu tri tionis ts, , 

especially rihe11 advising subsistence farmers who eat what they grow. 

". . . 

~U:£.ti:9an Housf'~ssembly Debates,; 14 February, 1975, Vol. 2, Col. 108. 

Hon:'e11, D. 39. 

SO'!tl)-.!::f.rica.n 31;03. ti0~:.2.§. 1974, 9.5" 

Calculated. from'j~i~n,!?pn RE!.P,.o.rt, p. 115, Table l. 

SO_1!th Afr:i.caW~ Official Year Book, p. 670. 
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mimco) • 

75. I had hoped to ['ut forward in this })o.ylor SaLle preliminary suggestions for 
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th~\,reform. of agriculture in South Africa, and also to discuss' \'.~ 

some of the social,. institutional and culturaJ. problems which 

are widelybelioved to constitute a serious obstacle to black 

farf;1ing. Tirle and space do not allow this, but I hope the chance 

. will arise to proc1uce work on this '. in the near future. 
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SALDRU FARM LABOUR' CONFERENCE 

TWO AGRICULTURES by Merle Lipton. 

The fol lowing addendum was added when the paper was del ivered on 22 September 1976. 

CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (p. 6) • 

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

.. The food requirements set out In this report are not for a minimum, but for 
a desirable diet, which wll I keep an active person healthy and wei I-fed. 

• 

On the basis of this comparison, I wish to add the fol lowing points to the 
Section on Consumption. 

1) The FAO Report recommends that the 'reference' man (aged 20-39, working 
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, 

2) 

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? 000 should come from grain, 

(rice, maize or wheat etc.); , 

The consumption estimates in my paper al low the 'reference' man 1 lb. 
4 ozs. to 1 lb. 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 est I mate 'CoT· 2t bags of 500 I bs. per bag) therefore a I lows 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, fruit or, If they can be afforded, more 
expensive foods such as meat and milk. The requirements here are not 
very high. Nutritionists have found (as discussed on p.9), that we 

4) 

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

The consumption of extra maize will not provide the necessary nutrients. 

The FAO recommendations lead me, however, to modify the food estimates 
for children, whose calorie requirements rise faster after the age of 
5, than I al lowed for in calculating the number of adult units which can 
be taken to represent a family. For a fairly typical B~ntustan 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 8t instead of 
7t, 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. Their 
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 typical, it would be safer to base Ideal consumption requirements on 
their needs. I shal I therefore revise the calculations on consumption and 
Imports. (p.6-7), accordIngly. 

1/ On this see I Palmer, Food Production and. the New Technology (UN ResearCh 
!nstltute for Social Development, Geneva 1972). and M. Mirade, Maize In 
Tropical Africa (p. 10, Table 1.1) 


