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THE INCOMES OF FARM WORKERS AND THEIR FAMILIES:

A Study of Maize Farms in the Western Transvaal*

This paper sets out the findings related to the incomes of

farm workers and their families which emerged from a survey
of 61 maize farms in the Western Transvaal. undertaken in
February-March 1982. Because the focus of the survey was

o e

on mechanization and employmentl, some data critical to a

poverty investigation were not collected, notably the size,.
composition and expenditure patterns of families. This i
‘limits the conclusions that can be drawn about poverty.
Nevertheless, it is possible to estimate family incomes
from on-farm activities with some certainty and thereby,
with some assumptions, to draw a number of conclusions
about poverty in the region. The data were collected for

the 1980-81 agricultural year,2

SURVEY METHOD

The farms were selected from six magisterial districts:
Coligny, Delareyville, Koster, Lichtenburg, Schweizer-
Reneke and Wolmaransstad. These are amongst the most
important maize-producing districts in the region, and the
Western Transvaal, in turn, is one of the largest maize-

producing regions in South Africa. (See Figure 1.)°

Initially, it was hoped to visit a statistically random
sample of farms, from which calculations valid for the
region as a whole could have been made. . But this proved

impossible because no population list could be obtained.

* The author wishes to thank Monde Makiwane  for his help in
estimating the value of food included in farm wages. Any
errors in this regard are the responsibility of the author. YA
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FIGURE1l : The Geographical Distribution of Farming Units
Visited
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Chief Director of Surveys and Mapping:

1:250 000 topocadastral maps no's 2524, 2624,
2724, 2526, 2626, 2726, Cape Town, 1980.
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However, the three co-operatives to which most of the
farmers in the six districts belong, agreed to select
farmers from their members' registers according to certain

criteria. These were:
- that their main source of income should be from maize,

- that the geographical and size distribution of the
farms should be roughly in keeping with the number and

area of farms recorded in censuses,

- that no consideration should be given to any other
characteristics of farmers, e.g. whether they were thought

to be 'good' farmers or not.

The actual sample. was therefore a non- random sample strati-

fied by surface area and location.

The inability to project‘findiﬁgs for the populations as a
whole does not necessarily make a sample worthless. This

is fortunate, because, in praétice, it is seldom possiblé to
take a genuinely random sample. While regression coeffi-
cients, sample means and standard deviations, and so on/ may
not accurately represent population statistics, they will
oftén still give a reasonable indication of general trends.
Their usefulness can also be enhanced by being aware of the

probable direction of bias in the sample.

There are a number of indicators of the fepresentativeness
and reliability of the present sample, and hence of its
probable.bias. To start with, the stability of the sample =
which depends on the sample size - is likely to have been
reasonable since 61 farms represent about 2 percent of the

total number of farms in the six d15tr1cts.3

The most significant sources of sampling error are likely

to have been:

(a) the unwillingness of some farmers to take part in the

survey,

.3/(b) the



(b) the under-representation of families in the Lichten-
burg, Delareyville and Coligny magisterial districts
and the over-representation of those in Schweizer-
Reneke, Wolmaransstad and Koster in relation to census

4

data and

(c) the inclusion of a disproportionately large number of
very large farms and a correspondingly small number of

very small farms in relation to census data.5

The effects both of'over—répresenting families in some
districts and under-representing those in others, and of
including a larger-than-proportionate number of relatively
large farms were similar: as will be shown 1ater6, both
appear to have biased the avérage family income upwards.
Comparison to data from other sources confirms this. The
average wage on the‘farms in the author's survey was con-
siderably higher than on farms included in other surveys of
the Western Transvaal in the early '805.7 In this crucial
respect, the results recorded below should be treated with

caution.

No record is available of the proportion of farmers con-
tracted by the co-operatives who refused to be interviewed
But none of the co-operatives complained of difficulties in
this respect. So it can be assumed that the incidence of
refusal was not great. However, it could be argued that
the data reflects rather better-than-average farming prac-
tice, because farmers who felt they had something to hide
would have been more likely to refuse to be questioned.

But even if this is so, it is not clear what the implica-
tions are for data on the incomes of farm workers' families.
Since farmers were told that the guestions mostly con-
cerned mechanization, there is no reason to suspect an
appreciable upw&rd or downward bias in incomes on this

account.

One of the main potential sources of non-sampling error

...4/arises from
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arises from what one could call 'class-~bias'. Because
all the datawere collected from farmers - representing
the interests of capital - and because much of it con-

cerned the employment, wages and working conditions of
labour, the information could, consciously or unconsciously,
have been biased in favour of capital. Perceptions of
matters involving.opposing class interests are likely to

depend on the class to which the respondent belongs.

The ideal would have been to interview both farmers and
workers. on farms,this was generally not possible, and .
might have been counter-productive. But the off-farm
residence of seasonal workers - out éf season - made

it easier to interview them. A second, smaller and less
formal survey was undertaken in the Transkei, partly with
the intention of assessing the degree of non-sampling error.
Seasonal workers employed in 1981 and in previous years on
four of the farms visited, were interviewed, and the same
questions concerning inter alia the payment of wages were
asked. Quite without prompting, most of the answers bore
a close resemblance to those given by their employers.
While these four farms represent only about six percent of
the total, the corroboration received does suggest that the

error resulting fromclass bias is not serious.

Two other potential sources of non-sampling error need
mention. First, the income of families was found to
depend significantly on the number of permanent farm
workers per family. This raises the question of the defini-
tion of a 'family'. This was never formally defined.
Farmers were simply asked how many workers of various cate-
gories they employed, and how many families lived on their
farms. What Qas intended was an economic 'household’,
i.e. the group of people, probably all related by blood or
by marriage and probably all under one roof, who are
dependent on the income earned by one chief breadwinﬂer

and his or her spouse and possibly offspring. Of course,

this is not a water-tight definition, but the fact that

...5/the number
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the number of families was generally not much more than

the number. of permanent workers
had a definition of this nature
of permanent workers per family
deviation of 0,50. Only on 4

of permanent workers per family

suggests that most farmers
in mind. The mean number
was 1,33 with a standard
farms did the average number

exceed two.8 If there was

a misunderstanding in this respect, the consequent non-

sampling error is likely to have been limited.

Finally, in a number of instances where minor items of

information were inadequately specified, averages for the

sample as a whole were substituted. Attention is drawn

to this only where the frequency is significant. In cases

where an item was not recorded at all, the farm concerned

was simply omitted from the calculation of the mean, etc.

for that variable.

THE METHOD OF PAYMENT AND TECHNIQUE OF ESTIMATING FARM WAGES

2.1 Permanent Workers

There were three main components to the wages of

permanent farm workers:

- regular weekly or monthly cash payments,

- annual payments in the form either of a direct cash

bonus or of a number of bags of maize, i.e. part of

the harvest, which is generally converted into cash,

- payments in kind, mostly

at regular intervals or

continuously, in the form of food, housing, grazing

rights, etc.

Statistical details of the

absolute and relative

importance and distribution of these components are

given in Section 4.

The valuation of farm wages is notoriously difficult,

...6/Weekly or
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Weekly or monthly cash payments and annual bonuses
paid in cash present relatively few problems. The |
main unknown in this survey is the variation on each
farm. On many farms a .single amount was paid for-
all workers. But on others, the . regular cash wage

and the bonus did vary. In such instances, some

farmérs specified the number of. workers paid each rate, -

while others simply gave a range or an average. The
calculations in Section 4 show the arithmetic mean
cash wage for each farm, weighted where there was

sufficient information, but otherwise uﬁweighted.

Annual payments in the form of bags of maize also
.present little difficulty.because they were usually
converted into cash by being sold along with the rest
of the crop. On receiving payment for deliveries

made to a co-operative, farmers simply passed on to
workers the cash value of the weight of grain delivered
on their behalf. The chief uncertainties in valuation
are the grade of the grain, which may have varied by a
few Rands per~tonne9, and the bonus rate paid to
workers where this was not uniform. An averaging
procedure similar to the one mentioned in the previous

paragraph was adopted in. such instances.:

All but one of the farmers interviewed said that they
paid a fixed number of bags annually, depending on the
length of service and performance of workers. That
is, the number of bags did not vary according to the
size of the crop. However, shafp‘fluctuations from
year to year in the value of wages paid in this way
recorded by the Department of Agriculture in its
annual surveys of maize production costs,‘suggest that

10

this practice may not be uniform. Also under

annual payments, one could include the number of days’
.of paid leave per year.

Much more problematic is the valuation of regular or

...7/continuous



continuous payments in kind. The main items involved
were food, housing, clothing, grazing and cultivation
rights, fuel, water, medical assistance (including paid
sick leave) and recreational facilities. Of these, by
far the most important in the Western Transvaal was food.

In an attempt to value this component accurately, extensive

details were taken. As the statistics in Section 4 show,
the average value per household varied considerably,

but a typical 'basket' included fresh milk from the farm
daily, a monthly ration of maize meal (most often 80 kg
per worker), meat from a farm slaughter, on average about
every two months, and vegetables and green maize in season.
On some farms items such as tea, coffee, sugar, salt,

soup, beans, canned fish and processed soya foods were

also included, and even occasionally tobacco and wine.

But these were the exception rather than the rule.

Of the items in the typical food basket, some were
distributed per worker and some per family. In the first
instance, the number of permanent workers per family
determined the size of the family's basket, so both this
and the size of the household determined per capita food
rations. In the second, the per capita figure depended
solely on the size of the household for a fixed volume,
such as 80 kg of maize meal per month. Where the volume
was variable, as in the case of green maize of which,

in season, workers and their families were generally
allowed to consume unlimited quantifies, per capita con-
sumption was presumably much the same for all farm resi-

dents in each age and sex group.

On about- 60 percent of farms maize meal was distri-
buted on a per worker basis, and on the remaining 40
percent, per family. Meat, on the other hand, was

...8/mostly
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mostly distributed both by family and by family size. }
Generally, an ox or a sheep was slaughtered every so

often, and the meat was shared 'by all' - presumably .. '
because of the sheer quantity involved and its perish-

ability. This was the practice on about 80. percent

of farms. On the other 20 percent, meat was usually

purchased in small guantities and distributed per

worker, sometimes only for workers' consumption.

Roughly 65 percent of farmers distributed milk by

family, the other 35 percent doing so by worker.

For green maize . - the only other item for which

sufficient data was recorded - the pattern was

similar to meat: on about 90 percent of farm workers

and their families were allowed to consume unlimited

guantities. In the remaining instances a fixed ration

per worker was issued. Many farmers spoke of the

difficulty of preventing pilfering - hence the un-

limited quantities generally allowed.

In estimating the vaiue of wages paid in the form of
food, the distribution pattern on each farm was taken
into account. Items were valued at approximate
current market prices so as to make estimates com-
parable with those used to calculate the Minimum Level
of Living (MLL) and the Supplemented Level of Living
(SLL).ll These are compiled only for urban areas
where most food items would be bought at retail prices.
The most important price assumptions are listed in
note 12.

Most difficult of all to value are many of the
remaining non-cash items: housing, clothing, grazing
and cultivation fights; medical assistance (including
paid sick leave), fuel, water, transport, recreation
facilities, etc. Fortunately, the proportion of the
total wage contributed by most was small, which means
that the oyerall estimate was not very sensitive to

errors in this respect.

...9/Housing was



Housing was, of course, by far the biggest of these
items. Sincei no farmers charged explicitly for
housing, one has to look for some other measure of
value. The charge made for housing in nearby black
townships is probably not an unreasonable guide,
since many farms appeared to provide housing of a
comparable quality.13 Houses in Atamaleng, a new
black township in neighbouring Bophuthatswana, were
reported to have had rentals of about R15 per month.
Against this, housing (including 'miscellaneous ser-
vices' and 'water') for a family of four or more was
valued at R31,10 p.m. in Vereenigning and Vanderbijl-
park, by the Bureau of Market Research in its August
1981 MLL estimates.14 So it is not clear what proxy
value to substitute for free farm housing. A more
satisfactory alternative is to exclude housing both
from the valuation of farm wages and from the MLL,
since the ultimate object is to determine the poverty
status of farm households rather than their total

income. This approach is adopted in Section 4.S

The only items of clothing supﬁlied were overalls, and
sometimes boots and wintercoats for workers.

Arguably, these should not be included in the wage
because they are working garments and are supplied by
most employers. However, they are included in the
calculation of the MLL and are therefore included here
too where comparisons with the MLL are made. The
quantities of each item supplied were recorded which

makes reasonably accurate valuation possible.16

The only cultivation rights permitted were for vege-
table gardens. These were granted on 38 percent of
farms, though they were not made use of in all instances.
The value of these rights is included in the valuation

of vegetables (see note 12). Grazing rights were

granted even less frequently - on only 19 percent of

...10/farms.
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farms. Only very rough details of the number of large .and
small livestock units were taken. Grazing was valued
according to the method adopted by the Department of Agri-
culture.17 There was one noteworthy exception, where
families were all allowed to keep two or more cows and in
one case earned as much 'as R60 per month from the sale of
milk. :

On almost half the farms in the samp1e1(45 percent) workers
and their families had to pay all their medical expénseé
themselves. On 19 percent, the farmer paid for the workers
only. On the remaining 33 percent, farmers bore the medical
expenses of both workers and their families, though generally
only if the District Surgeon was consulted. The fee for,
such consultations is evidently nominal - usually 50 cents .
or Rl ﬁer visit. The MLL_included an amount of R3,85 pef ‘

18v_0n farms wheré

month for households of the size assumed.
farmers paid for workers only, ﬁhis was arbitrarily. reduced
by half, and where all expenses were paid, the full amounﬁw
was added on to incomes. Again, the resulting error should
be small.  .Paid sick-leave was universal{g,_though soﬁetimes
up to a maximum of two, three or_féur weeks per year, and

not for what was called 'Monday sickness'! This was ignoredl

in estimating family incomes.

Most households had access to dried méize cobslwhich are
an effective substitute. for wood. While this cerfainly
reduced fuel requi;ements, it did not eliminate them. Paraffin
for lighting and/or~cooking-was still needed. The amount of
R15,89 per monthzo_for_'fuel, 1ight and electricity'.1isted

in the MLL was arbitfarily reduced by half for all hduseholds.
The potential distortion could be more signifiéant in this

instance. .

Since no charge was made for water and transport costs were .

-effectively n1121; these items22 were simply excluded from

the MLL. Recreation facilities, where provided23, were also

not charged for. No allowance for recreation is made in

...11/the MLL.



the MLL.

It should be clear that the wages calculated on this basis
are not precise. In practice, precision is seldom, if ever,
possible. The best that one can reasonably ask is that the
error be kept within acceptable bounds. It is hoped that
the estimates presented in Section 4 meet this requirement.

2.2 Seasonal Workers

Though fewer items are involved, seasonal wages are in their
own way no less difficult to estimate.

The only tasks for which a significant number of seasonal
workers were employed in 1981 were reaping, gleaning,

i.e. collecting the maize heads left behind by combine-
harvesters, and weeding. Casual work, e.g. fencing or
building work which occurs from time to time, is not included.

Most reaping in the summer grain area was done mechanically
in 1981 - maize, sunflowers, and sorghum were all reaped
entirely by combines. Only about 5 percent of the maize
crop was reaped by hand. Of the minor crops in the Western
Transvaal, only groundnuts were still reaped manually by
seasonal workers - mostly women - to any extent. Threshing
and delivery to co-operative depots was effectively all

done by machines operated by permanent workers. The greatest

part of mechanization of these operations took place as late
as the 1970s.24 With one exception, all farmers who used
combines to harvest maize also employed a team of seasonal

workers to glean.

Chemical weed-sprays also came into general use during the
1970s. By 1981 only about 5 percent of the total area planted
with maize was not being sprayed. But, as with combine-
harvesting, most farmers still employed seasonal labour,
though on a smaller scale, to complement weedicides.

...12/Seasonal
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Seasonal reaping or gleaning workers were paid in one of

two ways- One was to pay each worker a fixed daily or weekly
cash wage. The other - which is more remarkable - was to pay
the entire team a proportioh of the -crop handled by them.

In 1981, 36 percent of seasonal workers in the survey were
paid in cash and 64 percent a proportion of the crop. With
two exceptions,.all workers recruited 'externally', i.e. from
black rural areas, were paid in kind, while roughly half of
those recruited finternally', i.e.  the dependants -of permanent
workers resident on white farms, were paid in cash and half

in kind. Whatever the method, a certain.amount of free food
was normally included.26~ The nature and value .of these rations
was not recorded in detail.

Where wages were paid on a regular cash basis, éalculating

the average was fairly straightforward. All one needed to
know was the rate concerned and the number of workers paid
each rate. The overall average can then be weighted in
proportion to.the latter. Sufficient data was collected to

27 and

do this. -All farmers said they paid a uniform rate
gave either a.range or an average for the number of workers
employed.28 Where a range was given, the mean number of

workers was assumed in calculations.

Where wages were paid as a percentage of the crop, conversion
into a daily cash wage was .complicated. In addition to this
percentage, it was necessary to know whether harvesting was
done by hand or by combine, the 'wastage rate', i.e. the
proportion of the crop recovered by gleaning, the number of
workers in the team, the number- of days for which they were
employed, the harvest ténnage,and;theAaverage price of threshed

maize. )

The 'going rate' for hand-harvesting was between 4 and 5
percent, while for gleaning it was 8 to.10 percent of -the
gleanings. . While the approximate harvest tonnage. was not

‘difficult to estimate,29 what could not readily be estimated

...13/was the
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was the proportion of the crop recovered by gleaning.
Regrettably, this was not asked for in the survey, and.
estimates in secondary sources vary from as little as 2,9
percent to as much as 30 percent.so However, it was possible
to narrow down the range, and so to-arrive at wage estimates
that should not be untreasonable. Details are given in
section 4.2. What is almost certain is that wages paid in
this way were significantly31 higher than those paid on a

‘regular cash basis. The wastage rate would have to have been

as low as 4,4 percent for the two to be roughly equal, on
average. This may help explain why seasonal:workers re-
cruited externally - over whom farmers have relatively little
leverage - were almost all paid on a percentage-of-the-crop

basis.

Although the daily wage rate for gleaning was sensitive to
the wastage rate, the effect of various assumed wastage rates
on the average monthly income of families was not large,
because seasonal income made up a relatively small part of
the total.32 Estimates of the latter in section 4 assumed

a wastage rate of 9 percent for the 36 percent of

families on white farms who derived seasonal income from
gleaning maize and who were paid in kind. 1In practice, in
common with permanent workers, most seasonal workers paid in
kind were repofted to have converted their payment into cash
by selling their part of the crop to the local co-operative

along with the farmers' part.33

One further unknown, where wages were paid in terms of a
percentage of the crop, was how the total payment was divided
up amongst the members of the team. "Foremen almost always
received a larger-than-average share,34 but whether the
balance was equally divided amongst the rest of the team, or
whether some differentiation was made.on the basis of sex
and/or age was not clear. In the calculations in section 4, .
it was assumed that the total payment was equally divided,’
since (a) the composition of seasonal teams was often not

...14/well defined
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well defined, and (b) only the average household income for

each farm was being calculated.

Insufficient details of the food supplied to seasonal workers

were. .recorded to make even an approximate estimate of its

"value possible. . However, one statistically-minded farmer

had made a careful study and said that he valued the rations
given to seasonal workers on his farm at 47 cents per worker
per day in-1981. This included. soup, beans, meat, milk,

maize meal, coffee and sugar - not unlike what many other

farmers -supplied - though the frequency with which each item
was given is not known. Excluding farms on which no food
other than tea, coffee and sugar was supplied, .the value of -
food received by ééasbnal workers was set at 47 cents per
worker per day. Again, total income estimates were not

sensitive .to this assumption.

The value of housing and other facilities provided .for

seasonal workers was ignored here because seasonal workers.
drawn from the families of permanent workers needed no special
housing. They simply slept, washed, etc. at home, and the
value of housing and other facilities has already been included
in the wages of permanent workers. Income estimates: for
'external' seasonal workers for whom special facilities were

. made available, are not the subject of this paper.

All seasonal weeding workers in the sample were paid- a daily
or weekly cash wage,. and all farmers reported paying a uniform

wage. However, there is evidence that men (who were: seldom

included in seasonal weeding teams), women and children were
paid different rates on some farms. Arrangements concerning
food and housing were similar to those already described for

harvesting and gleaning, and the same assumptions were made in

As with permanent wages, it is clear that seasonal wage

estimates are only approximate.

...15/2.3
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.employment amongst’ themselves.

workers on farms in the six magisterial districts by the total
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2.3 Domestic Workers on Farms

No data was collected on the wages of domestic workers on
farms visited, although the number of cooks, ‘gardeners, etc.
was recorded. Such workers are almost always members of the
families of permanent workers, 'and often rotate domestic

A substitute average wage was ‘calculated from census data
by dividing total wages in cash and kind paid to domestic

number of domestic workers in these districts. This was
calculated from the 1978 Agricultural Census - the latest
presently available.. To allow for inflation, the 1978 estimate
was multiplied by the factor by which the current wages of
permanent workers had increased between 1978 and 1981.

Because the -average number of domestic workers per family was
small (0,23 per family), the average monthly family income
estimate is not very sensitive to changes in the assumed wage

of domestic workers.

FROM WAGE RATES TO POVERTY ESTIMATES ; ‘

However low they may be, wage rates on their own give little indi-

cation of the absence or presence and degree of poverty on farms.
Family income relative to the MLL is the relevant measure, and

family income depends as much on the number of workers per family

as it does on the 'wage rate.

Equation (1) ‘defines family income:

Where Y = average annual income from all sources per household

Y = awy + bwé + cwy + e + e, (1) -

(on each farm);

1

w, = average anhual wage of permanent workers;

" " " " A e Fl

= " seasonal 3

.L.l6/w3 =
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~in this category are state social welfare payments and remittances
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wy = average annual wage of domestic workers;
a = average number of permanent workers per household;

b = seasonal 5
c = " " " domestic " " " =
e; = average annual income per household from casual work
on farms;
e, = average annual income per household from all off-farm

sources. '

The method of estimation of Wis Wy and ws has already been explained.
The values of a, b and c were calculated respectively by dividing
the total numbers of permanent, seasonal .and domestic workers on

‘each farm by the number of families. In the case of b, the number

of workers who were drawn-from-families living either on the farm
included in the sample - call it 'farm X' - or from neighbouring
farms, was divided by the number of families on farm X, because of

“the method of data collection. While this may inflate the value

of b.on farm X, the error is probably compensated for by the seasonal
work done by people from farm X on neighbouring farms.

The values of both ey and e, were unknown. As a proportion of
annual family income, e, was probably negligible in most cases,
but e, could often have been significant. The most important items

from migrant family members. Many farmers talked of younger men -
the sons of older farm workers - who left their wives and children

on farms and went to work in urban areas or on the mines.36 Since
both ey and'e2 are assumed to be zero, the estimates of Y in section
4 are, to an unknown extent, underestimates.

.

From the total annual income of a family to an assessment of its

poverty .status involves several more steps. The definition of
'poverty' ‘is .not an issue in this paper; for better or for worse,
it is defined simply as 'having an income below what isArequired
for the Minimum Level of Living'.

Since the MLL is calculated on an average monthly basis; it may

...17/seem éufficient
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seem sufficient just to divide annual total income by 12 to
determine the absence or presence and degree of poverty. As a

first approximation, this is quite reasonable. But this may not
reflect the actual pattern of receipts or outlays accurately.

Only one of the three sources of wage income identified in equation
(1) can be relied on to come in on a regular monthly or weekly
basis throughout the year for most families, i.e. the wages of
permanent workers. And of the three main components of permanent

wages (excluding housing), only two - weekly or monthly cash and
food - are received on a regular basis at fairly short intervals.
In fact, not even all food items fall into this category.37

In theory, though the annual bonus in cash or kind is paid only “
once yearly, it should still contribute to the year-round monthly

flow,if managed carefully. In practice, even the most sophisticated

. financial manager will admit that this is difficult. Farmers

themselves will testify to this readily enough. Few can manage

without loans either from their co-op. or from a bank. For workers,

.38 The result is

the source of such loans is the farmer himself
that, in many cases, a substantial part of the annual bonus is
deducted for the repayment of debt. -In"effect, this means that
workers may receive part 'of their bonus during the course of the
year. But loans of this nature, being at the discretion of farmers
and perhaps their bank-managers, cannot be regarded as a reliable

monthly source of income.

The shortage of cash and hence of disbretionary spending power
for the greatest part of the year is another reason why a large
single cash receipt may not last long. One would expect that much

of such lump sums would be spent on consumer .durables. This is
borne out by farmers' reports of spending sprees -on furniture,

radios, record-players, clothing and so on - often wasteful. How-
ever indiscreet, such expenditure does reduce the need for cash"
on a regular weekly or monthly basis. This can be taken into i

account in calculating the monthly MLL cash requirement.39

...18/1In éontrast !
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In contrast to consumer durables and semi-durables, gambling and
liquor offer no lasting benefits. 'Sharks' from urban areas

such as Soweto often arrive at bonus time and depart shortly
afterwards, duly fattened. .
Whatever the cause, few families are likely to have much of their
bonus left to cover récdrriné'expenses more than a month or two
after the end of the harvest. For the greéter part of the year,’
when neither bonuses nor seasonal income can be counted on, a more
appropriate measure of poverty is the difference not, between the
average monthly income from all sources and the MLL, but between
the value of cash and monthly food supplies received by families
and the MLL adjusted to exclude housing and consumer durables and

semi-durables.

Lastly, some assumptions about the MLL. First, it is calculated
for black households of various sizes. Since no data about faﬁily
size was collected, it was assumed that the average family had 6
members - approximately the same as the 6,07 calculated by Simkins
for black households in white rural areas as a whole.AO_ Second,
the MLL is calculated only for urban areas. It was assumed that
the sex and age composition of a black family of six on white farms
was the same as its urban equivalent.. Third, the MLL assumes that
adult men perform 'fairly hard', work and adult. women ‘light' work.
The same has been assumed here. Fourth, the MLL is calculated in
February and August each year. Of the two, August 1981 was chosen,
i.e. near the end of the 1980-81 agricultural year. And fifth,
data for Vereeniging-Vanderbijlpark is used, being the urban area

41

nearest to the survey region.

4, STATISTICAL. ANALYSIS AND SYNTHESIS

4.P¢ Permanent Wages

Table 1 shows the proportion of permanent workers who fell

...19/into various
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into various total wage brackets.

TABLE 1:

TOTAL WAGES PER ANNUM PAID TO PERMANENT WORKERS

Rands p.a. % of Workers Cumulative % of Workers
1000-1199 1,8 ' 1,8
1200-1399 19,5 . 21,3
1400-1599 . 20,6 ‘ i 41,9
1600-1799 26,2 68,1
1800-1999 7,2 75,3
2000-2199 8,0 83,3
2200-2399 6,8 90,1
2400-2599 0 90,1
2600-2799 4,6 94,7
2800-2999 0 ©94,7
3000-3199 5,3 100,0

The table shows that roughly % of permanent workers earned a
total wage of between R1200 and R1800 p.a., or on average

between R100 and R150 per month. The mean wage ‘was R1777 p.a.
(R148 p.m.) with a standard-deviation of R&41l1 p.a. (R34 p.m.).

‘The distribution is only approximate because on many farms

only the mean wage, unweighted by the number of workers paid
each rate, could be calculated.42 For this reason the actual
range is considerably wider than the table indicates: on one
farm, the top rate was R5921 p.a. (R493 p.m.). The lowest
average wage on any farm was R1015 p.a. (R85 p.m.).

Nevertheless, by comparison to other estimates a mean of R1777
p.a. is very high. Data collected by the Department of Agri-
culture in its 1981 survey of the cost of maize production in
the Western Transvaal, shows an average all-found wage of -
R1019 p.a.43n The average for the 103 farmers in the region

who sent the Department regular postal records was R1164 p.a.»44
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Reservations can be expressed about the representativeness
of both of these estimates,45 but it certainly appears. that
a mean of R1777 p.a. is above the true average.

Part of the reason for this appears to have 'been the over-
representation of farms in the 'higher. wage districts and the
corresponding under-representation of those in the lower wage

districts.46

A further small contributory factor may have
been the over-representation of large farms:47 a weak positive
relationship may have existed between farm size 'and the wages
of permaﬁent workers.48 But even jointly, both of these
factors cannot explain more than a small part of the difference,
because the average wage in the district paying the lowest.
wages and on the smallest farms in the sample, was still
appreciably greater than either of the two comparative wages
recorded by the Department. Indeed, only 1,3 percent of
workers in the sample were paid less than R1164 p.a. Since
the basis of calculation appears to have been the same, the
reason for the discrepancy is not obvious. What is most
important is to bear in - mind that. the picture represented by
the sample is probably substantially more favourable than

average.

There may have been a weak negative relationship between the
number of workers per 1000 ha. of crops and the total wage

of permanent workers, as one would expect. That is, the v

more mechanized a farm or the more efficiently labour has been
deployed, 'the higher the wage rate. But this connection should
not be ovef-emphasized because of the weakness of the relation-
ship and the low value of the correlation coefficient.49
There was effectively no relationship between the number of
workers per family and the wage of permanent workers on each
farm. In other WOrds, what one could call a 'family subsistence
theory of Qages' would not be tenable. Farmers do ndt'appear

to try to employ as many permanent workers as possible from

each household, in order to try to force down the permanent

wage rate.
h ...21/Table 2
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Table 2 shows the distribution of the regular weekly or
- monthly cash component of the total annual wage.

- TABLE 2:

THE REGULAR WEEKLY OR MONTHLY CASH COMPONENT OF THE TOTAL
ANNUAL WAGE OF PERMANENT WORKERS

Rands p.a. % of Workers Cumulative % of Workers
0-199 25,1 25,1
200-399 42,0 67,1
400-599 11,9 ' 79,0
600-799 10,0 89,0
~ 800-999 9,0 ' 98,0
1000 and above 2,0 100,0

About 1 out of every 4 workers received less than R200 p.a.
(R17 p.m.) on a regular weekly or monthly cash basis and as
many as 2 out of every 3 less than R400 p.a. (R33 p.m.).
Because of the positive skewness of the distribution, the
mean regular cash wage was R395 p.a. (R33 p.m.), with a
standard deviation of R245 p.a. (R20 p.m.). The actual range
was from R60 p.a. (R5 p.m.) on two farms to R1200 p.a. (R100
p.m.). Surprisingly, the mean of the author's sample was
almost identical to the R399 p.a. (also R33 p.m.) calculated
by the Department of Agriculture from the 1981 survey of

" maize production costs.

For most workers, regular weekly or monthly. cash payments made
up a comparatively small part of the total wage.

TABLE 3:

REGULAR WEEKLY OR MONTHLY CASH AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE
TOTAL ANNUAL WAGE OF PERMANENT WORKERS

. ..22/% of
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% of Total Wage % of Workers Cum. % of Workers

0- 9,9 13,8 13,8
10:19,9 C 4k,0 - 57,8
20-29,9 14,8 . 72,6
30-39,9 13,3 85,9
40-49,9 12,5 98,4
50-59,9 0 98,4
60-69,9 1,6 100,0

More than half of workers received less than 20 percent of
their total wage in this way. The mean was 22,3 percent with
a standard deviation of 13,4 percent. The comparative mean

estimated by the Department was 39,2 percent.51

The smallness of the regular cash wage to some extent reflects
the cash flow pattern of farmers, who receive the overwhelming ]
bulk of their income only once a year - after the maize harvest.
This is the time of year when it is easy to pay bonuses in -
cash or kind. Once they have been paid, loans repaid and other
expenses met, there must often be little left with which to

pay weekly or monthly cash wagés. Most food supplied to workers
is either produced on the farm itself or can be bought on
credit at the co-op., where credit is ‘usually more readily -
available and interest ratés are lower than -at commercial banks.
To some extent, the low regular cash component and the rela-
tively large annual bonus may also be a function of farmers'
wish to ensure that workers do not decide to leave at crucial
times of year. The bonus is almost always paid, and credit to
workers repaid, at the end of the agricultural cycle in. August
or September. From the point of view of workers, this pattern
of remuneration is unsatisfactory both because it increases
their dependence on the discretionary power of farmers to

grant loans and because it makes it more difficult to exercise
their right to resign. '

The significance of tie annual bonus becomes clear from an

...23/analysis of



- 23 =

analysis of the data in Table 4. -The average value of the
post-harvest bonus was R502, with a standard deviation of R367.
This is R103 (or 26 percent) more than the R395 received
throughout the year. By comparison, the mean annual bonus
in cash and kind estimated by the Department of Agriculture

52
was only R146.

TABLE 4:

CASH VALUE OF THE ANNUAL BONUS PAID TO PERMANENT WORKERS

Rands: % of Workers Cum. % of Workers
0- 199 27,5 27,5
200- 399 14,2 41,7
400- 599 14,2 55,9
600- 799 23,8 79,7
800- 999 13,0 92,7
1000-1199 3,1 95,8
1200-1399 1,5 : 97,3
1400-1599 2,7 100,0

The actual range was from nil (3 percent of workers) to R1523.
As a percentage of the total wage, the range was from zero to
no less than 83 percent. Workers near the top end of this
range would almost certainly have had to rely on cash income
from other sources - probably loans from farmers - for a
considerable part of the year. Table 5 gives further details.

TABLE 5:

THE ANNUAL BONUS_AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL WAGE OF
PERMANENT WORKERS

% of Total Wage » % of Workers Cum. % of Workers
0- 9,9 . 24,7 24,7
10-19,9 14,5 39,2
20-29,9 11,2 50,4
30-39,9 ' 20,5 70,9

«:.24/% of Total
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% of Total Wage % of Workers Cum. % of Workers
40-49,9 | 23,5 . 9,4
50-59,9 ' 4,0 o © 98,4
60-69,9 0 - C 98,4
70-79,9 .- 0 . "98,4
80-89,9 ' ' 1,6 ' 100,0

The mean percentage of the total wage paid annually as a bonus
was 27,5 {(Department's estimate: ' 14,3 percent53). The sub-
stantial standard deviation of 17,7 percent reflects the wide

variation in farmers' bonus payment practices.

0f the three main constituents, fooa was much the largest.

At an average value of R843 p.a. (R70 p.m.) representing a mean
pf-47,3 percent bf tﬁé tbtal, food was nearly as important as
regular cash wages and the annual bonus combined. In relative

.terms{'the standard deviation of R308 p.a; (R27 p.m.) was

smaller than for the other two items, which indicates that the
pattern of food distribution was more uniform. :

TABLE 6:

THE VALUE OF FOOD SUPPLIED PER ANNUM PER PERMANENT WORKER

Rands Q;a. ‘ % of Workeré Cum. % of Workers
0- 199 © 1,6 1,6
200- 399 5,6 7,2
400- 599 ' 9,9 ' - s 17,1
600- 799 39,4 : 56,5
'800- 999 17,1 73,6
1000-1199 10,2 ' 83,8
1200-1399 10,1 93,9
1400-1599 o 6,1 100,0

The. variation. in the percentage of the total-wage contributed
by food was also comparatively small: the standard deviation
of the frequency distribution in Table 7 was only 14,4 percent.

...25/TABLE 7:
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TABLE 7:

:THE PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL WAGE OF PERMANENT
WORKERS COMPRISED BY FOOD

% of Total Wage % _of Workers Cum. % of Workers
10-19,9 " 1,6 1,6
20-29,9 : 5,1 - 6,7
30-39,9 ‘ 25,3 . 32,0
40-49,9 21,4 53,4
50-59,9 32,8 , 86,2
60-69,9 _ 10,4 96,6
70-79,9 : 3,4 100,0

The comparative Department of Agriculture estimate of the »
average value of food supplied to permanent workers was R377
;p.a. (R31 p.m.), less than half of the value derived'from the
iauthor's survey. This constituted 37,0 percent of the Depart-

ment's estimate of the total.54

"In short, the average permanent wage rate estimated by the
author was a little under R150 p.m., of which just under half
took the form of food, just over a quarter an annual bonus

.in cash and/or kind, and just under a quaftgr regular cash
payments. Against this, the Department of Agriculture's
esimates were: a total of about R85 p.m., food and regular
cash each contributing almost 40 percent, the bonus about
15 percent and sundry items the balance. Housing was not .
“included, and some minor adjustments for medical expenses and
‘grazing rights are made in section 4.

4.2 Seasonal Wages"'

For seasonal workers employed to -reap.or glean maize  and who
were paid on a daily cash basis, the mean wage rate was R1,54
per day (standard deviation R0,65).. In fact, except:on two
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part of the harvesting was done by hand, all of the workers
whose wages are shown in' Table 8 were employed to glean. The
distribution was bimodal with by far the most frequently:paid
rates being either R1,00 or R2,00 per day. The average period
of employment for all seasonal workers during the maize harvest
was 8,6 weeks (standard deviation 3,1 weeks), and the average
daily period of work, except of Saturdays, was 10,3 hours - .
more or less .from dawn to dusk - includirng breaks for meals.

TABLE 8:

DAILY WAGES OF SEASONAL MAIZE HARVEST WORKERS PAID IN CASH

Rands per Day 7 of Workers Cum. % of Workers -

Less than Rl,Od T -“3,4 S ‘,3;4 .
1,00-1,19 35,5 38,9
1,20-1,39 8,1 _ 47,0 )
1,40-1,59 I 15,4 ' 62,4
1,60-1,79 , 0 62,4

~1,80-1,99 0 62,4

©2,00-2,19 32,3 94,7

R2,20 and above ) 5,3 . 100,0

22 the mean rate of R1,54 per, day is

Assuming a 5% day week,
roughly equlvalent to R37 per month. Even if food to, the

value of 47 cents _per day is included, 36 this rises to only

‘about R48 per month, which is hardly one third of what the

average permanent worker could expect to earn. No comparison
with the MLL is needed to reallze that this is an ext;emely
low wage and that it would be qulte 1mp0331b1e to survive on
1t for long w1thout 1ncome from other sources. .
So it is scarcely éurprising that, with just two exeeptions,
only 'internal' seasonal workers, i.e. the families of permanent
workers resident on farms, were paid on a daily cash basis.

-Living at home, and with the income of permanent workers in their

households assured, it would have been possible, if not
attractlve, for such people to view seasonal wages as no more

.27/than a



than a small supplement to family income. "Indeed, .at an
average of R48 per month, one can only imagine that most had
in some way to be coerced into accepting work. The. leverage
farmers would have needed was probably provided by residence:
women and -children.dependent for their. income and shelter on
the continued employment on farms. of the.chief bread-winners
of their households, would have been in a far weaker position
to negotiate wages or:refuse employment than independent

communities living far afield.

Only two teams of 'external' seasonal workers, i.e. people from
black rural areas, comprising fewer -than 10 percent of suech’
workers, agreed to payment on a daily cash basis. As has al-
ready been explained, the alternative - payment in terms of a
percentage of the crop - almost certainly carried with it a

substantially higher effective wage.

One of the most noticeable features of the change in'employment
patterns that accompanied the extensive mechanization of
harvesting, crop delivery and weeding in the Western Transvaal
in the 1970s, was the transfer of seasonal jobs from 'external'
to 'internal' workers. This is particularly striking in the
case of maize harvesting, the largest source of seasonal employ-
ment. In 1968, 'internal' workers occupied only 9 percent of
such JObS By 1981, this had risen to 48 percent. 37 While
mechanlzatlon 1tse1f seems to have taken ‘place for a number of
reasons, most of which are not d1rect1y related to the wage
differential just described, the transfer of seasonal employ-
ment from 'external' to 'internal' workers was greatly facili-
tated by the growth of capital intehsity.58 Without doubt,

one of the most important reasons for this transfer was the lower

wages that could be offered to seasonal workers res1dent on

white farms:

The difficulties of estlmatlng seasonal wages paid as a
percentage of the crop have already ‘been’ explalned It w111
be recalled that the main problem was the urknown proportlon
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of the crop collected by gleaners, i.e. the 'wastage rate'

of combine harvesters. Fortunately, where the crop is reaped
entirely by hand, this difficulty falls away, and the wage

can be calculated with comparative certainty. On the four
farms in the sample which fell into this category, the average
daily wage equivalent to the number of bags of maize paid was
R4,74 (standard deviation R1,05). Assuming a working week of
5% days and adding food to the value of 47 cents per day again,
this converts to an average all-inclusive monthly wage of

about R125. While this is less than the R143 of permanent
wérkers; it is still about 2% times as much as seasonal workers

paid a daily cash wage received.

Gleaning is a less physically demanding job than reaping by
hand, so one would expect gleaners paid in kind to receive
less than hand-harvesters. A wastage rate of 13,6 percent,

which would also have paid gleaners about R125 p.m., would

therefore probably be too high. On the other hand, a wastage
rate of 4,4 percent, which is the equivalent of the R48 p.m.

‘received by seasonal workers paid a daily cash wage - who with

minor exceptions were all gleaners and all 'internal' workers -
would almost certainly be too low, as already pointed out. In
the absence of further information, it seems most reasonable
to assume an average wastage rate of 9 percent, which is half-
way between the floor and the ceiling rates. For 'external'

"gleaners this would amount to an average wage of about R82 p.m.

(including food) - considerably less than R125 p.m. for hand-

' harvesting, but perhaps not low enough to lead to a refusal of

employment.

Assuming a wastage rate of 9 percent, the following table can

be coristructed..s9
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TABLE 9:

THE DAILY WAGE RATES OF SEASONAL WORKERS PAID A
PERCENTAGE OF THE CROP TO GLEAN MAIZE ’

Rénds per Day " 9 of Workers ‘Cum. % of Workers

. 0-0,99 . , 1,6 . , 1,6
1,00-1,49 . . - 21,6 23,2
1,50-1,99 34,5 57,7
2,00-2,49 0 57,7
2,50-2,99 7,8 65,5
3,00-3,49 6,3 _ 71,8
3,50-3,99 0 71,8
4,00-4,49 14,6 © 86,4
4,50 and above 13,6 ' 100,0

Though the maJorlty of workers were pald between Rl 00 and
R2,00, there was a very wide spread partlcularly at the hlgher
end of the scale, as the standard deviation of RZ,66 about a
daily mean of R3,15 1nd1cates 10 workers on one farm received
R11,90 per day, while 8 others on another had to make do with
only RO,92. Wage‘rates for workers paid on this basis were
probably_boostéd iﬁ 1981 by the all-time record maize harvest.

Including food to the value of 47 céﬁts pér day once more, the
average all-incluéiveimonthly wage works out at R90. Surprisingly,
on the assumption of a uniform wastage ﬁate, the average for
"internal' gleaners - about 40 percent of the group < was R103
p.m;, as against R82 p.m. for 'external' workers. :

While the wide variation inevitably casts doubt on the accuracy
of the estimates, it may also reflect difficulty experieﬁce by
workers in assessing the acceptability of wages in kind offered
for the unpredictable job of gleaning. Cash wages are easy
efiough to assess, and the long tradition of paying.hand-
harvesters in. kind would have given team leaders plenty of,
experience in judging the income to be had from this sort of
contract:; But combine-harvesting is a fairly recent phenomenon -
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it was only in the mid-1970s that it became more widespréad
than hand-harvesting - and it is not easy- to predict the

efficiency with which the machine will be operated. The extent

to which plants have been blown over and maize-heads have:

fallen off may be equally difficult to predict. The wide

variation in wastage rates estimated.in secondary sources
60 : g

lends support to this. So the broadness of the range of

rates in Table 9 may be more representative than it first appears.

The éstimates of family income below make use of the data used
to compile Table 9. Fortunately, the sensitivity of the outcome
is limited because only 36 percent of families are involved, .and
because seasonal income contributes a comparatively small part
of total income for most families.

Data on seasonal weeding wages and employment was collected from

35 of the .45 farms (78 percent) -which .employed seasonal ‘hoeing
'teams._ As mentioned earlier, .all work of this nature-was paid
on-a daily-cash basis, making calculation much more accurate and

less complicated. Table 10 summarizeé the findings.

. TABLE 10:

DAILY WAGES OF SEASONAL WEEDINGVWORKERS

Rands per Day ‘% of Workers Cum. % of Workers -
0-0,99 o 1,00 00
1,00-1,19 o 26,6 T 27,4
1,20-1,39 : 7,3 . ) 34,7
1,40-1,59 22,0 v 56,7 S
1,60-1,79 _ 0 56.,7 S
1,80-1,99 o - . 56,7 '
©2,00-2,19 - 34,8 . 91,5
2,20-2,3%9 - 0o - 91,5 )
2,40-2;59 - C3,7 95,2
2,60 and above 4,8 ) 100,0

. s
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More than 80 percent of workers were paid either R1,00 or

R1,50 or R2,00 per day.  The average was Rl,64 (standard devia-
tion R0,60).: - Food 'similar to that supplied to seasonal workers
at harvest-time was provided on virtually all farms. Assuming
a 5} day week61-and food at 47 cents per day yet again, the
all-inclusive average wage was about R50 peér month. The-
average period of seasonal weeding empioyment was 7,6 weeks
(standard deviation 2,3 weeks). e

‘The -lowness of this wage may help to explain why the great
majority'of/éeasonal weeding work was done by women and children
resident on white farms.63 As with harveéting, the 19708 saw
a transfer of this form of employment from 'external' to
'internal' workers, though for technical reasons the shift ‘was

not as marked.64

The only other seasonal activity for which suffiecient data

was recorded to construct a frequency distribution was ground-
nut harvesting - a back-breaking job, for which mostly adult
women are employed. Each plant needs to be pulled out of the
ground individually, which means spending most of the day
bending over. It is not surprising, therefore, that the average
wage of R1,79 per day (standard deviation R0,87) was higher
than for maize harvesting workers paid id‘cash daily or for
weeding. All seasonal groundnut harvesters were paid on a
daily cash basis, employment generally iasting between 3 and

6 weeks. Wage and employment data was recorded for 13 of the

21 farms concerned (62 percent).

TABLE 11:

DAILY WAGES OE'SEASONAL GROUNDNUT HARVEST WORKERS *

Rands per Day % of Workers Cum. % of Workers
1,00-1,19 6,8 : 6,8
1,20-1,39 7,9 14,7
1,40-1,59 17,4 32,1

©1,60-1,79 0 32,1
1,80-1,99 : 0 32,1
2,00-2,19 54,0 86,1
2,20 and above 13,9 100,0
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Most of the other minor crops; such as sorghum,: sunflowers and
dry beans, seem to have been planted in sufficiegtly small
quantities and/or have been amenable enough to combine-harvest-
ing, not to have warranted the employment of seasonal workers,

except in isolated instances.

4.3 Domestic Wages ‘ s R |
As explained in section 2.3, no data was collected about. the

wages of domestic workers in the author's survey, but it was

possible to estimate an average wage from census data. -

The 1978 Agricultural Census records that the 4908 domestic
workers on farms in the six magisterial districts earned a
total of R659 495 in cash and-a further R243 084 in rations

in the year ended 31st August 1978.65. The average all-inclusive
wage was therefore R183,90 p.a. Between 1978 and 1981 the all-
inclusive annual wage of permanent workefs in the Westerh
Transvaal was estimated by the Department of Agriculture-to
have risen by 54,Ovpércent66 (at current prices). .- If-.dt. is
assumed that the .wages of domestic .workers on farms increased
at the same rate, then their average all-inclusive wage would
have been R283,20 p.a. in 1981, or about R24 per month.

One can find arguments as to why the wages of domestic workers

-are likely to have risen more slowly than those of permanent

workers.67 On the other hand, it can also be: argued that since

the. wages of permanent workers on the 61 farms in the. survey

were considerably higher than the average calculated by the .
Department, domestic wages would be likely to have been higher
too, and, consequently, that the estimate is too low. It is
not clear which of the two contrary factors is likely to have
been the more powerful. In the absence of further information,
R24 p.m. is -the best estimate. In any.event, family income

is not very sensitive to domestic wages partly because, even
if. doubled, they still constitute only a small fraction of the
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wages of permanent workers, but more because the average
number of domestic workers per household was only 0,23.

What is clear is that domestic workers on farms are amongst
the most poorly paid - perhaps the most poorly paid - groups
of workers in the economy. Even the wages of seasonal workers
paid on a daily cash basis are twice this amount. As with the
latter, it can only be concluded that the wages. of dpmestic
workers are seen merely as a supplement to the income of farm
families. In other words, the wages of permanent workers are
used to subvent those of domestic workers.

4.4 Family Incomes

Recall that the average annual income from all sources per
household, Y, is composed of:

aw; + bw2 +tCWy + ey t+oe,.
The wages discussed in 4.1 - 4.3 above provide the values for
Wis Wy and LAY for each farm. Ignoring e and €y only a, b
and ¢, the respective average number of permanent, seasonal

and domestic workers per family on each farm, remain to be
calculated. The method of calculation is explained above.

The mean number of permanent workers per family was 1,33
(standard deviation 0,57). Only on 7 percent of farms was the
average number of permanent workers per family below 1, i.e.
most families had.at least one permanent worker:. The average
number of domestic workers per family was much smaller at 0,23
(standard deviation 0,30). There were no domestic workers on

7 percent of farms.

On the 72 percent of farms where members of the families of
permanent workers were employed to help with maize harvesting,
the average number of such seasonal workers per family was 1,67
(standard deviation 0,84). 1If the entire sample of farms:'is
included, the average drops to 1,08 per family (standard
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deviation 1,05). For weeding, the outcome was very similar: -

56 percent of farms employed 'internal' seasonal workers to

hoe, and on these farms the average number of workers ber

family was also 1,67, though the variation was greater as .thé
standard deviation of 1,31 implies. For all farms, regardless

of whether 'internal' seasonal workers were employed to hoe

or not, the average number of weéding jobs per family falls

to 1,07 per f;mily (standard deviation 1,32). Finally, for
groundnut harvesting, only 11 percent of farms employed 'internal'’
seasonal workers, but the average number per family was'greater .
at 2,79 (standard deviation 2,27). For all farms, this form

of work provided the same employment on average as domestic

work, i.e. 0,23 work places per family. But because groundnut
harvesting was concentrated on far fewer farms, the standard

deviation of 1,02 was commensurately greater.

Family incomes were calculated for each farm by multiplying
the average number of permanent seasonal and domestic workers
per family onrthe farm by the respective average wage rates
for that farm. The sum was adjusted by a small amount, where
applicable, to take medical assistance and grazing rights into
account.68 The family incomes reflected in Table 12 are
therefore averages per farm, all-inclusive except for:

- e and e,

- -housing -

- water

- fuel

- occasional transport69
- recreation facilities, if-any.

The MLL has been adjusted to allow for all of these exclusions,

except for e; and e,. To the extent that the latter contri-

bute to family income, the -incomes in Table 12 are under-

estimates.70 )
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TABLE 12:

AVERAGE ALL-INCLUSIVE* MONTHLY INCOME PER FAMILY PER FARM

Rands -per Month % of Families Cum.- % of Families

‘Less than R100 0,7 0,7
'100-119 0 E 0,7
120-139 - - 9,2 : 9,9
-140-159 8,2 : 18,1
160-179 16,9 35,0
180-199 - 19,3 : 54,3
'200-219 - 12,6 - 66,9
220-239 ’ 8,7 - 75,6
240-259 - -0 75,6
260-279 0,8 76,4
280-299 1,5 77,9 -
300-319 7,7 85,6
320-339 6,6 92,2
340-359 0 92,2
360-379- 2,4 94,6
380-399 0,7 - 95,3

More than R400 4,7 100,0

* Except for items listed on pége 34,

Within the range of R86-R450, the mean income.was R220 per
month (standard deviation R79). A little more than half of
the families earned less than R200 per month. In addition
to the probable upward bias in the permanent wage rate, the
estimates of average family income are probably distorted up-
wards by the over-representation of families which had a
disproportionately large number of permanent workers. Note
71 . explains.

The average value of the constituent items was as follows:
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TABLE 13: ' _ L

AVERAGE VALUE OF COMPONENTS OF FAMILY INCOME RECEIVED ANNUALLY

Item. R . Rands % of Total - Notes
1. Regular cash wages 520 19,7 R43 per monéh
2. Value of food received 1102 41,7 " R92 per‘méntﬁ
3. Bonus + share of crop 653 24,7 Annually after
B harvest
4. Seasonal wages .. 248 . 9,4 Irregularly
5. Domestic wages . 65 2,4
6. Clothing 30 1,100 ¢
7. Sundry: 26 1,0 "
TOTAL 2644 100,0

The basic items, on which a family could rely every month,i

were regular cash wages and food._72

At an average of R135 p.m.,
these items (1 and 2) made up roughly 60 percent éf total  income.
About 25 percent was received in a single payment after the
harvest (item 3), while the remaining 15 or so perceht (items
4-7) came in irregularly. Nearly 90 percent of the total (items
1, 2, 3, 6 and 7) was earned by the permanent worker(s) in the
family, the balance coming from seasohal and domestic jobé}1~

As the wage tables above suggest, thése averages conceal con-
siderable variations from farm to farm.  ‘ ' '
If the percentages in Table 13 were valid for the Western Trans-
vaal as-a whole, and the same average number of permanent
workers"bé} family (1,33) was assumed, then the comparative
annual average family income comﬁuted from the average permanent
wage of R1019 p:a. estimated bylihé Department of Agricultufé,
would be R1541 (about R128 per month), only about 58 pe}cenf

of the author's estimate.: '
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4.5 Femiiy Incomes in Relation to the Minimum Level of ‘Living

The imﬁortance of these estimates in this paper'lies'hOt $o
much in the estimates themselves as-in their relationship to
the MLL. Table 14 sets out the MLL requirements for an urban
family of 6, calculated by the:Bureau of Market Research‘.?3

TABLE 14:

MLL MONTHLY FINANCIAL REQﬂIREMENTS OF A BLACK FAMILY
Of 6 PERSONS, VEREENIGING/VANDERBIJLPARK AUGUST 1981

‘Item : : : Rands -
Food f o 125,53
Clothing . © 35,76
Compulsory paymeﬁts-to local authority:
(a) Rent : ' ) .
(b) Miscellaneous services ) - 31,10
(c) 'Water )
(d) Elecﬁricity )
Fiel and light ) 15,89
Washlng and’ cleanlng materlals - o 4,59
Education - B - 3,24
Transport (work, shopping, school)- ' 11,58
Medical and dental services and ... medicine 3,85
Replacement of household equipment 7,54
Taxes : 1,76
TOTAL © 240,84

For families on the farms in the survey, a number of adjustments
have been made:

- rent, miscellaneous services provided by the local
" authority and water have been excluded since-these
were provided free ¢of charge on farms but have not
“'been vdlued-and included in the income: estimates in
Table 12;
..38/- electricity
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r_'eleotr1c1ty, fuel and light needs have arbltrarlly been
reduced by 50 percent to allow fof the free dry maize cobs

and wood avallable on most farms;

¥

-"tfansport costs: have been excluded since--
»»(a) no transport to work is necessary, ‘

(b) transport for shepping is.often prov1ded free of
charge and, where not, public transport is seldom
available, | '

(¢) most farm children walk to school, whatever the
dlstance74 because no publlc or’ prlvate transport

e

is avallable, S S Nl

- taxes-have been excluded since, .although in many cases the

75_was exceeded, the

minimum taxable income of R1800 p.a.
cash .component never approached this amount, and it was
assumed that non-cash items, would not have been taxed.
. L LR oI .
Table 15 gives the revised MLL requirements.

BRI

TABLE 15:
MLL _MONTHLY FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS OF A BLACK FAMILY OF

;6 PERSONS _WESTERN TRANSVAAL WHITE RURAL AREAS AUGUST 1981

Item . . ‘ Randé

Food 1 S 125,53
Clothing . : .1 35,76
Fuel and light o 1,95
Washing and cleaning materials 4,59
Education = o 3,24
Medical and dental services ... and medicine 3,85
Replacement of household equipment, l 7,54

TOTAL- . 188,46

An average monthly income of.R188,46.is thus the .first, but
least.subtle, criterion for determining the 'presence' or .
'absence! of poverty. &4 Percent of the families in .the sample
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did not meet this requirement. -The extent to which their
incomes fell short of the minimum is evident from Table 12,

The weakness of using average monthly income as a poverty
indicator is that unl ike u:ban families, the overwhelming
bulk of whose income is received on a regular.cash basis,
most rural families in the Western Transvaal have incomeé
which fluctuate widely from month to month. A simple‘monthly
average gives no indication of the presence and extent of
‘these swings. Even famllles with an average. monthly 1ncome
well above R188,46 may be unable to meet the minimum require-
ments for several months of the year, as a result of their
income and expenditure patterrs. Poverty is therefore more
likely to be a seasonal than a perennial'phenomenon'in rural
areas, and needs to be assgssed on this basis. ’

The potential importance of seasonal factors becomes clear

when the income flow is reduced to its only regular components -
monthly cash and food. In months without the benefit of .post-
harvest seasonal or domestic 1ncome, 59 percent of families
would not have been able to meet even the R125,53 p.m. food
requirement. When other non- durables/semi- -durables are included,
i.e. fuél, washing materials, education and medical require-
ments, 67 percent of families fall below the R145;16 p.m.
minimum. Such calculations raise two questions: what annual
patterﬁ do family expenditurés follow? and for how many months
of the year are families unlikely to be able to meet MLL require-
ments? ' I o

Regrettably, no information whatsoever was collected on seasonal
expendlture patterns, although, for example, one can reasonably
surmise that most.durables and semi-durables - chiefly house-
hold equipment and clothing - would have been bought with bonus

income either after the harvest or at Christmas.  However,

there is enough evidence to establish the seasonal income
pattern on each farm with some accuracy.: Only the minor items -
wages from domestic work, issues of clothing and some -sundry
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items, comprising on average less than 5 percent of total
income (see Table 13) - cannot be located in a definite period
in the seasonal calendar. \'
Consequently, while it is impossiblé'po determine the precise
number of months during which families were or weére not able

to meét their basic needs, . it is‘possible to calculate the
minimum and maximum number of months of the year during which
families could have had an income below or above R188,46. It
would be unjustified to regard this as in some way defining

the 'éeasonaL limits of ﬁoverty', if only because R188,46 is

only the average monthly expenditure required by the average-
sized family. But such minima and maxima do give one some idea
of the likelihood and most likely period of privation experienced
by families, which it is valuable to know, if less than ideal.
Withoﬁt much more data, this is about as 'hard' as the analysis
can be.

Figure 2 (overleaf) illustrates some of the seasonal factors
affecting income flows. The monthly 'base' for most families

is the regular cash wage plus food supplied. Of course, not .

all of the seasonal activitiés]indicated will take place on

each -farm, while others such:aé-dry—bean or potato harvesting

may gcqur. Though the average period of seasonal employment

was 103} weeks in 1981, the;range stretched from 1 to 26 weeks.

In addition, the post-harvest payment may be a very important

or unimportant part of income depending both on the value of

the bonus and on the method .of pa?ment of seasonal (harvest) -
wages. Families on one farm received no income at all after

the harvest, while on another no less than 73 percent of the
annual total came in at this point. The average for all families

was 29 percent.

For the typical family, thé leanest periods are most likely to
have been in spring and early summer, betwéen the time that
'post-ﬁarvest income has ruh out and Christmas or the start of
the wéeding season, and in late summer and early autumn between

.
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the end of the weeding season and the beginning of the harvest.
The analysis below suggests that the average family endured

about half of the year with a sub-MLL income.

If one assumes:

- that seasonal and domestic employment were optimally spread76

- and that no more than R188,46 were spent in any single month
unless families could be certain of receiving income in
excess of this amount each mdnth until the end of the
(agricultural) year, -

- so that the average family on each farm would have spent
the minimum number of months below the MLL,

then the following 'best circumstances' picture emerges:

TABLE 16: t

THE MINIMUM NUMBER OF MONTHS DURING WHICH FAMILIES
COULD HAVE RECEIVED A SUB-MLL INCOME

No. of Months % of Families No. of Months % of Families

0 55,7 7 4,8
1 7,0 8 - 6,8

2 2,4 9 2,7

3 9,4 10 ' 1,4
4 5,9 11 _ 0
5 0 12 2,9
6

1,0 _ (TOTAL 100,0).

In .this optimal scenario, more than half of the families would

. have had sufficient income to live above the MLL for the entire

year. Overall, the average period below the MLL would have
been no more than 2,3 months (standard deviation 3,4 months).

At the other end of the scale, if one assumes:
- that seasonal and domestlc employmentoccurredwhen least
needed, 7
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.- and that all income was spent. in the month in which

it was received,
- so that the average family on each farm would have
spent the maximum number of months below the MLL,

then this would have been the situation:

TABLE 17:

THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MONTHS DURING WHICH FAMILIES
COULD HAVE RECEIVED A SUB-MLL INCOME '

No. of Months %. of Families . No. of Months % of Families
0 15,0 7 6,3
1 0 8 . - 8,7
2 0 9 14,7
3 0 10 4,9
4 0 11 43,6
5 0 12 C4,6
6 2,2 : - - (TOTAL 100,0)

A very different result emerges: only 15 percent of families -
those whose regular cash and food income exceeded R188,46 per

‘month - would have escaped.some peribd'of below-MLL hardship.

The next most fortunate families would have had no less than
6 months of sub-MLL income, while between 40 and 50 percent
would have spent all except the post-harvest bonus month below
the bread-line. The average period below the MLL would have
been no less than 8,4 months (standard deviation 3,8 months).

Somewhere between these two extremes lies the most likely

- outcome. Without further information, it seems most reasonable

to assume that families received incomes of less that R188,46
for the average between the:maximum and the minimum number .of
months. Table 18 is drawn up on this basis.
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TABLE 18:

THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF MONTHS DURING WHICH FAMILIES
COULD HAVE RECEIVED A SUB-MLL INCOME

No. of Months % of Families No. of Months % of Families
0 ‘ 15,0 . 7,0-7,9 7,0
0,1-0,9 0 8,0-8,9 5,0
1,0-1,9 . 0 9,0-9,9 6,0
2,0-2,9 -0 10,0-10,9 5,8
3,0-3,9 6,5 11,0-11,9 0
4,0-4,9 17,2 12 2,9
5,0-5,9 21,4 (TOTAL 100,0)
6,0-6,9 . 13,2 ' ‘ :

Under these circumstances, the same 15 percent of families
would always have been above the MLL (see Table 17) and the
same 3 percent always below (see Table 16), but in between the
distribution would have been such that the average sub-MLL
period was-5,3 months (standard deviation 3,0 months).

The most likely pictufe, therefore, is that the great majority
of families - probably about 85 percent - spent some part of
the year - typically about 6 months78.— below the MLL. This
occurred in spite of the fact that the overall average monthly

- income, at R220, was well above the MLL, that the incomes. of

families on farms in the author's sample appear to have been
substantially greater than those surveyed by the Department of
Agriculture, and that seasonal wages were probably higher than

usual in 1981.

The characteéeristics of families that were consistently above
or below the MLL are revealing. The more fortunate are divided

into two distinct groups:

(1) Families on two farms, whose average number of
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permanent workers per family was below the ovérall
average (1,23 as against 1,33), but whose income flow
was very even (seasonal + post-harvest income made up
only 3 percent of total income as against 34 percent
for all families). The average permanent wage rate
was about 20 percent above average. These families,
made up about 30 percent of the above-MLL group.

(ii) Families on seven farms, whose average number of per-
manent workers per family was well above average (1,87),
and who relied mainly on this to carry them over the
income troughs. The seasonality in their income flows
was about .average (seasonal + post-harvest income
comprised 31 percent of total income). Though the
average permanent wage rate in this group was about
30 percent above average, in several instances it was
well below average. These families made up about 70
percent of the above-MLL group.

In other words, families whose inéome was always above the MLL
owed their good fortune chiefly to the number of permanent
workers in their ranks. This would probably have made them
vulnerable to younger breadwinners' leaving home either to work
in urban areas or to start their own families. So the healthy
income position of families in this group is best regarded as
temporary. The more desirable alternative of having a relatively
constant monthly income insulated against the departure of
younger contributors, occurred only in a minority of cases.

However, the similarity between the group of families consis-
tently below the MLL and group (i) is striking. The seasonal
element in their income flow was also small (seasonal + post-
harvest income was only 7 percent of the total) and the average
number of permanent workers per household (1,00) below the
overall average. But the permanent wage rate on these farms,
instead of being 20 percent above average was about 20 perceht
below. One therefore arrives at the rather obvious conclusion
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that having a fairly constant income flow is an advantage only

if the monthly income is above the MLL.
"not look forward even to seasonal relief.
additional breadwinners would be welcome, however temporary.

These families could

4.6 Determinants of Family Incomes and Seasonal Poverty

-In such circumstances,

What, then, were the most important determinants (a) of annual

household income, and (b) of the number of months per year of

sub-MLL income? Table 19 gives the correlation coefficient,

r, of a number of variables that were regressed linearly against

one another to determine the presence of statistically signi-

ficant relationships.

TABLE 19:

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS, rxij, OF SELECTED VARIABLES

i Variable! rij
1 | Family income p.a. - - - - - - -
2 | No. of months sub-MLL p.a. |-0,81 | - - - - - -
3 | Permanent wage rate p.a. 0,58 | -0,46 - - - - -
4 | No. of perm's/family 0,69 {-0,62 {-0,08 - - - -
5 1% irregular income p.a. 0,24 |1-0,11 | -0,03 |0,10 - - -
6 | Farm size 0,18 {-0,17 | 0,21 0,06 0,30 }. - -
7 | No. of perm's/1000 ha. 0,25 |-0,27 [-0,17 {0,48 | 0,02 |-0,39 -
©
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Ty to rg, were calculated with data from 54 farms, and Teq
to T, with data from 49 farms. The minimum values of r, for
samples of these sizes, which are significant at the 5 percent
probablity level, are respectively 0,26 (or -0,26) and 0,27
(or - 0,27).80 The correlation coefficients which were signi-

ficant at this level werg therefore Tyys r31, Tags This Thos

Tgs» Typ» Ty, and roe.

Several of the relationships are hardly surprising. Tq and
T4l confirm that family income increased as the permanent wage
rate and the number of permanent workers per family increased.
Similarly, 14, and T4 tell one that the number of months of
sub-MLL income fell as the permanent wage rate and the number
of permanent workers increased. On average, each increase of
R100 p.a. in the permanent wage rate increased family income by
R136 p.a., and reduced the number of months below the MLL by
0,35. On the other hand, each extra permanent worker in a
household added R1418 p.a. to family income and reduced the
number of months below the MLL by 4,12. It is also no surprise
to find that a rise in family income reduced the number of
months of sub-MLL income (r21). The average»effect of a rise
in family income of R100 p.a. was to bring about a drop of 0,27
months in the sub-MLL period.

Strictly speaking one cannot deduce cause and effect from a
correlation coefficient, but in the instances just described
common sense enables one to do that. However, in some of the
following cases the direction of causation is not so obvious.
The first is the relationship between the number of permanent
workers per 1000 ha. of cropland and the number of permanent
workers per family, expressed in Tyye As the one fell, so did
the other. Now, if the number of permanent workers per 1000 ha.
is taken as a rough inverse-indicator of the 'degree of mecha-

1 this shows that an increase in the degree of

nization',8
mechanization was associated with a decline in the number of
permanent workers per family. What is not clear is which

caused which. An urban 'labour-pull’ could have induced more
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mechanization, or more mechanization (caused by other factors)
could ‘have led to the 'pushing' of labour out of white rural
areas. This issue is considered elsewhere82 and it is concluded
that causation flowed significantly in‘'both directions. On_
average, a fall of 10 in the number of permanent workers per
1000 ha.83 was accompanied by a reduction-of 0,18 in the number

of permanent workers per family.

An increase in:the degree of mechanization was also associated
with an increase in the size.of farming units, as T shows.
Evidence recorded elsewhere84 suggests that, in general, farm
expansion led to more mechanization, but the importance of this
relationship should.not be overemphasized because the mean
decrease in the number of permanent workers per 1000 ha. for
each 100 ha. added to farming units was only 0,63.

The relationship that is in many ways the most important and
unexpected is disclosed by the coefficient Tso- The value -0,27
tells us that there was a significant negative association between
the number of permanent workers per 1000 ha. and the number .of
months of sub-MLL income. Since it is inconceivable that the
latter could have caused the former, this means that an increase
in the degree of mechanization brought about an increase in the

number of months of sub-MLL income.

At first glance this is surprising because one would expect
more capital per unit of labour to lead to a rise in.wages and
so to an improvement in living standards. Indeed, there is
evidence that the growth of mechanization was associated with.
a rise in wage rates.85 But, at the same time, as has just
been shown, more mechanization was also accompanied b§ a reduc-
tion in the number of permanent workers per family, and this
appears to have more than offset rising wages. The net result.
was an intensification rather than an amelioration of seasonal
poverty. Overall, a decrease of 10 permanent. workers per 1000 ha.
was associated with an increase of 0,64 in the number of months
spent below the MLL. '
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The value of Ty (0,25) - which wés-nearly significant at the

5 percent probability level - adds strength to this conclusion,
since it indicates that higher levels.of mechanization went
together with lower levels of family income. The balance of
probabilities suggests that on average for every 10 permanent
workers fewer per 1000 ha., family incomes fell by R183 p.a.,
in spite of a probable rise in the permanent wage rate.

The only other relationship which emerged as significant was
between farm size and the percentage of family income received
irregularly, i.e. seasonal income of all kinds, domestic wages,
etc. Larger farms were associated with highef percentages of
irregﬁlar income, though the causes and implications are not

clear.

Amongst the variables that did not have any significant relation-
ship, perhaps the most interesting was that between the number

of permanent workers per family and the permanent wage rate. The
lack of obvious connection suggests, as noted earlier, that
farmers did not consciously try to employ as many permanent
workers as possible from each household so as to try to depress

their wage rate,

To sum up, family income depended primarily on the permanent
wage rate and the number of permanent workers per family, to
both of which it was strongly positively related. The number
of months of sub-MLL income also depended primarily on these

two variables, though the relationship was negative in this {
case. But family incomes and the number of months of sub-MLL |
income were also influenced by the degree of mechanization:. |
in general, unless off-farm incomes increased, more mechanizatic(n !
brought with it rather lower family incomes and rather more ‘
seasonal poverty not only for families in black rural areas -
who suffered the greatest employment loss as a result of
mechanization in the 1970's86 - but also for those living on

white farms.
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4.7 Further Standard-of-Living Indicators
4,7.1 Food

The following averages encapsulate much of the detail of food
supplied by farmers, discussed above.

- TABLE 20:

FREQUENCY, QUANTITY AND AVERAGE VALUE PER FAMILY
PER_MONTH OF FOOD SUPPLIED BY FARMERS TO PERMANENT
WORKERS AND THEIR FAMILIES

Approx.

Item ~ Value (R p.m.) Quantity p.m. Frequency
Maize meal 23 90 kg X Once a month
Milk 43 70 litres Daily
Meat 19 6 kg On average,

once in 9 weeks
Sundry 7 N.A. N.A.

TOTAL 92

The assumptions made in compiling these estimates have already
been discussed.87 The values and quantities also exclude food
supplied to seasonal and domestic workers,88 and, once again,
the averages conceal wide individual variations. Given these
qualifications, some generalizations are possible.

0f the three main items, only maize meal add milk were regular
daily items in most households. For a family of 6, the quan-
tities in the table suggest an average of about 500g maize meal
and 400 ml milk per person per day, though clearly this would
not have been distributed equally among adults and children.
Generally, large quantities of meat were consumed for:short
periods after a slaughter, which occurred on average about every
2 months. 1In isolated instances, farmers made use of refri-
geratién to help distribute meat consumption less unevenly.
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Vegetables and green maize in season made up the bulk of the

89 was made

sundry-items. On about 40 percent of farms, land
available for workers' families to grow their own vegetables,
though in about a third of these cases farmers said it was not
used. On most farms, vegetables from gardens from which farmers
drew their own supplies seem also to have been given to workers.go
Green maize was generally available in large quantities for

one or two months in mid-summer. So it appears that vegetables
would have formed part of the daily diet of most families in

summer, but a much less regular item in winter.

It is difficult to say whether the intervals between slaughters
and the seasonality of vegetable and green maize availability
added to or reduced the amplitude of seasonal income fluctuations.
Figure 2 suggests some smoothing out, but this is little more

than conjecture.

4.7.2 Housing

In years gone by it was standard practice for workers to have to
provide their own housing. Only 18 percent of farmers said that
the majority or all of the houses on their farms were still of
the traditional mud and stone, i.e. had probably been built by
workers. On 78 percent of farms, the majority or all of the
houses had been built by farmers. Most of these were of brick
or brick and steel, with corrugated iron or asbestos roofs,
though workers had evidently often added on with their own
materials. Land Bank loans for housing at very low rates of
interest and repayable over long periods appear to be available,
though few farmers said they had made use of them.91 On about
80 percent of farms, the basic structure of houses generally
incorporated 3 or 4 rooms.

Water sources varied considerably. Houses with taps indoodrs

were reported on 8 percent of farms, while on a further 7 percent
each house had an outside tap. 23 Percent had a communal tap

or taps in the immediate vicinity of workers' houses, and 21

percent a communal pump. On 36 percent of farms, it was necessary
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to walk some distance, usually to the farm house, to fetch

water.

Hardly any farms provided personal washing facilities for
workers and their  families: 86 percent had no showers or baths
at all. The remaining 14 percent did provide some - mostly in

\ " a communal ablution building. -
25 percent of farms had no toilets for workers. On the other
75 percent, the range varied from a toilet for each house to.
one for 12 houses. The average on these farms was between one
toilet for every 2.and one toilet for every 3 houses. The
nature of sewerage is unknown, but can safely be assumed to
-have-been pit.rather-than French drain dr\waterbo:ne,.

Only on-5 percent of farms was an electric power point or points

installed - in workers' houses.

So a 'typical' family probably lived in a 3 or:4 rooméd house .of
brick or brick and steel with an asbestos or corrugated.iron

roof; shared a communal tap or pump, often at a distance.from,

the house; had no personaivwashing'facilities or electricity;
-and shared- a toilet with 2 other houses. 4o
Linear regression.showed a negative relationship, nearly signi-
ficant éc the 5 percent probability level, between the number, of
rooms per house and the number of houses sharing a to}lgp.?z‘_

In other words,;’better‘ houses generally had 'better’' .toilet,
facilities.' If these two variables were assumed to be, indicators
of the 'standard of housing' and are regressed against the
permanent wage rate, farm size and.the number of permanent , .
workers per 1000 ha., i.e. the 'degree of ‘mechanization’, no
noteworthy connections are found. Though several.fgfmers stressed
the importance of housing in attracting and retaining'the services
of 'good' workers, there is little statistical evidence to suggest
‘that the continued growth in farm size and mechanization to be
expected in -the future, will bring with it appreciable improvements
in housing. ’
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4,7.3 Skills and Schools

Very roughly, about 30 percent of permanent workers were said
by farmers to have been able to read and write. - Some or all
workers on 35 percent of farms had tractor driving licences;
on 15 percent some or all had attended vehicle maintenance
courses; and on 13 percent some or all had either a heavy or
an extra-heavy duty truck driving licence.

In several instances, workers had attended training courses

at Boskop, the farm-worker training centre in Potchefstroom.
Though the courses offered at the centre are reported to have
been overbooked and most farmers approved of its course in
principle, many expressed reluctance to send workers employed-
on their own farms for training - particularly in the driving
and vehicle maintenance courses - because of the tendency of -
workers with these skills to leave farms soon after training.
It is significant that the average permanent wage rate on farms
where some or all workers were reported to have these skills’
was R1982 p.a. as against R1419 p.a. on farms where no 'quali-
fications' were recorded. It is also significant that farmers
felt that literacy was a very definite advantage in training,
and helped to identify workers who should be sponsored. In other
words, skills and schooling do appear to improve wages.

For workers, driver's licences and maintenance skills clearly
created some leverage, and with the continued growth of mechani-
zation the 'average level of skills' can be expected to rise.’
Organizing labour - which many farmers expect in the foreseeable
future - may be less difficult in these circumstances. Though
this is likely to boost permanent wage rates, it is also likely
to reduce both overall employment and the number of permanent
workers per family. The effect on family incomes, as opposed

to wage rates, may therefore be negative, if past experience is

f

anything to go by.

Between 1 in 8 and 1 in 9 of the farms visited had their own
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though,on average,childrén had to walk between 33 and 4 km to
school. 1In some cases, the distance was as much as 12 km, or

24 km there and back daily. About 50 percent of farmers thought
that all children of school-going age on their farms attended
school, about 40 percent that some did, and the .balance that
none .did. Data for 'distance to school' was not recorded for

all in the last category, but only in one instance is it known

‘to have been greatly above average. If the number of schools

and school attendance is .rising, this ought to have a beneficial
effect on wages, though not necessarily on family incomes, as )

~-the discussion above suggests.

4.7;4 Paid Leave

On all except one farm, some period of paid leave was allowed.
The range was from 0 to 25 working days per'year, with a weighted
averaged of 12,4 days. By far the most common period was 2 weeks
all-inclusive, or 11 working days p.a. Except in a few cases,
leave was restricted to Christmas and after the harvest. Since
few permanent workers appear to have been migrants, this restric-
tion probably did not interfere noticeably with agricultural

‘activities in black rural areas.

e,

The paymént of sick leave and medical expenses has already been -

discussed.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The survey on which the paper is based was not designed primarily to
study poverty. Important assumptions have therefore had to be made in
respect of the size and composition of families and of their expen-

diture patterns.

Family incomes are composed of:

(a) wages earned from permanent, seasonal and domestic'
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on-farm employment, and

(b) ~ wages earned from casual on-farm jobs and receipts
‘from off-farm sources.

Income estimates included.the items in (a) but not in (b).

‘The average annual wage of permanent workers was R1777. This. included
regular weekly or monthly cash wages, annual payments and food, but
excluded housing. Food contributed almost one half of the total,

and regular cash wages and annual payments about one quarter each.
Comparison with other estimates suggests that R1777 p.a. was higher
than the average for farms in the Western Transvaal as a whole. The
reasons for this are not clear. Higher levels of skills and formal
education appear to have increased permanent wage rates.

All-inclusive seasonal wage rates for maize harvesting varied widely -
according to the method .of payment. Workers paid a daily cash wage
received an average of about R48 per month, while those paid a pro-
portion of the crop received about R90 per month, on average. With
minor exceptions, only members of the families of permanent workers
resident on white farms were paid the lower rate. This may help

to explain the transfer of seasonal maize harvesting work from the
latter to the former during the 1970s. Average all-found seasonal
wages for weeding. and for groundnut harvesting were R50 and R53

per month respectively.

‘The average family income from all of these sources was calculated
at R220 per month. This appears to have been biased upwards by the
estimates both of the permanent wage rate and of the number of
permanent workers per family. Over the course of ‘a year, permanent
workers contributed almost 90 percent of total income and seasonal

and domestic workers the balance. The average regular monthly

component (regular cash wages + food) was R135 per month.

Relative to the average monthly income fequired for the average family
of 6 to reach the Minimum Level of Living, R188, the average family

.

income of R220 p.m. appears favourable. However, this average conceals:
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wide variations both from farm to farm and from month to month on
each farm. When these are allowed for, it is most likely that the
great majority of families - probably about 85 percent - received
sub-MLL incomes for several months of the year - typically about

6 months. The probable upward income bias suggests that this is

a more-favourable-than-average picture than for the region as a whole.
In contrast to urban areas, poverty in rural areas appears to be a
significantly seasonal phenomenon. '

Family - income and fhe number of months of sub-MLL income were found

to depend primarily on thé permanent wage rate and on the number of
permanent workers per family. More often than not, families whose
income was always above the MLL requirement relied for their com-
parative affluence-on an-above average number of permanent workers
rather than on a relatively high and stable permanent. wage rate.

This made such.families vulnerable to a sudden reduction in the number
of permanent workers, caused, for example, by retirement or marriage.

Significantly, mechanization was aiso'associated with a-decline in
the number of permanent workers per family, though cause and effect
appear to have flowed both ways. Consequently, higher levels of
mechanization were associated with lower family incomes and a greater
_number of months of sub-MLL income, in spite of p0331b1y also being
related to higher permanent wage rates.

Unless mechanization has also brought with it an increase in migrants'
remittanceé, it has therefore tended to make farm families worse
rather than better off. Income from urban areas has become more
imﬁortant'for black rural families, not only in black rural areas,
but also on white farms.

With hindsight, 1981 was a high-water mark - the culmination of a
decade of favourable weather and rapid output growth in the Western
Transvaal. How far three years of drought have changed this, and what

the. consequences have been for farm family incomes, remains to be seen.

MICHAEL DE KLERK

SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS
UNIVERSITY OF CAPE TOWN
MARCH, 1984.
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NOTES

The survey was undertaken to generate data for the
author's M.A. (Economics) thesis. "Technological Change
and Employment in South African Agriculture: the case
of maize harvesting in the Western.Transvaal, 1968-
1981", University of Cape Town, unpublished, 1983.

This was the most recent completed agricultural year
at the time of the survey. The agricultural cycle on
most maize farms in. the Western Transvaal runs from
about September to August.

A 'farm' is defined here more or less as in Agricultural
Censuses, i.e. as all the land farmed by one farmer in
a magisterial district, regardless of ownership. 1In
some instances district boundaries were straddled. - The
1978 Agricultural Census recorded 3188 'farms' in the
six districts concerned. (RSA Department of Statistics:
Census of Agricultural and Pastoral Production, 1978,

Report 06-01-14, Table 3.2, pp. 26-27).

Table 1A indicates the likely degree of over- and under-
representation of families in the six districts, assuming
a constant family size throughout.

TABLE 1A:

- % of Families % of Rural Black a
District in Sample (a) Population (b) b
Schweizer-Reneke 23,6 16,4 1,44
Wolmaransstad 28,8 20,8 1,38
Koster 14,7 10,7 1,37
Delareyville 10,2 13,1 0,78
Lichtenburg. : 20,3 29,4 0,69
Coligny 2,4 9,6 0,25

100,0 100,0

The 'percentage of rural black population’' was calculated
from: RSA Department of Statistics: Population Census
1980, Geographical Distribution of Population, Sample
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Tabulations, Report 02-80-01, Table 4.1.

Table 2A indicates the possible degree of over- and
under-representation of farms in the various area

categories:
TABLE 2A:
% of Farms % of Farms c
Area (ha.) in Sample (c) in Population . (d) d
0- 199 8,5 ’ 28,0 0,30
200- 299 ' 8,5 12,7 0,67
300- 499 22,0 ’ 22,3 0,99
500- 999 22,0 S 24,2 0,91
1000-1999 25,4 9,9 2,57
4,69

2000 and over 13,6 2,9

In practice, the degree of over-representation of very
large farms and the under-representation of very small
farms is less serious than suggested by the ratio, 3
There are two reasons for this:

(i) The 'percentage of farms in population' was
calculated from RSA Department of Statistics:
Report on Agricultural and Pastoral Production,
AgriculturalCensué No. 49, 1976, part 4, Table 3,
pp. 120-123. Between 1976 and 1981 there is
evidence that the average area of farms increased
appreciably. ‘

(ii) Many of the farms recorded by the census in the
0-199 ha. categorvaould have been small-holdings
whose chief source of income was not from maize
and which would therefore not form part of the
population in the author's survey.
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See p.35 and note 71 below.

See p.19 below. -

A fifth instance where 22 workers and their families
were recorded as living in 4 ‘'extended' families

was excluded in the calculation of family incomes.

The percentage variation between superior and inferior
grades was small - not more than 5 percent - so the
lack of information on the grades delivered by each
farmer is of little importance. The best grade

was assumed in wage calculations.

For example, the average value of this variable varied
from R431 per worker in 1978-79 (a figure not unlike
the author's average estimate for 1980-81) to R69

per worker in 1980-81. The reason for this is not
obvious since the Department's calculations are under-
stood to have been based on random samples. (Source:
Fényes, T.I.: "Statistiese Bylae tot die Verslag

oor die Benutting en Vergoeding van Plaasarbeid in

die Suid-Afrikaanse Landbou", vol,I, R.S.A. Departement
van Landbou, Afdeling Landbouproduksie-Ekonomie,

Pretoria, 1983, p.41)

See Bureau of Market Research: "The Minimum and
Supplemented Living Levels of Non-Whites Residing

in the Main and Other Selected Urban Areas of the
R.S.A.", University of South Africa, Pretoria, Report
no. 92, August 1981, pp.37-38.

...59/12.




12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

- 59 -

TABLE 3A:

ASSUMPTIONS FOR VALUATION OF FOOD SUPPLIED TO
PERMANENT FARM WORKERS

Item Value Details

80 kg bag maize R20,63 Source: Noord-Wes Kooperasie
(personal communication, undated).

1 litre milk RO, 60 Current retail price.

Ox carcass R575,00 Average value given by Messrs.
Slabbert, Verster and Malherbe
(Pty) Ltd., livestock agents
(personal communication, undated).

Sheep carcass R65,00 Details as for previous item.

Fruit and vege- . R6,00 Even rough valuation was impossible
tables (where per month from the details given - this is
supplied. or pro- ~--- =—~- simply an arbitrary figure. (The
duced for own ) produce of farm vegetable gardens
consumption) is included.)

Green maize 2 cents Assumed: average 13 heads per

per head plant, and 20 000 plants per
hectare, i.e. R600 per hectare
green maize.

See pp. 50-51 below.

Bureau of Market Research: op. éit., Table -VE-B1, p. 136.
For the reasons for the choice of this urban area, see p.18

below.

This approach is also adopted by the Department of Agriculture.

The prices assumed were: overalls, R11l; books/shoes, R20;

overcoat/jacket, R30.

The value of grazing for one 'large livestock unit',
assumed by the Department for 1983, was R42 p.a.. This
was reduced by the author to R35 p.a. for 1981 to allow
for inflation. The number of 'small livestock units' re-

‘corded in the author's survey was negligible.

See p.37 below.
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This should be qualified by the requirement on- some
farms of a medical certificate. Since it may often
have been difficult for workers to reach a doctor,

sick leave may not always have been paid in practice.
See Table 14.below.

See p.38 beloy.

Taxes were also excluded. See p.38 below.

A television set was pfovided for workers on 3 farms.

See e.g. de Klerk, M.J.: "Mechanizing Farming: the
Implications for Employment, Incomes and Population'.
Distribution", Second Carnegie Enquiry into Poverty
and Development in Southern Africa, Conference Paper

no. 27, forthcoming (1984).
Ibid..
See p.l4 below.

Department of Agriculture data shows that some farmers

do pay different rates to women and to children.
The number of workers often varies from day to day.

The area harvested on each farm was simply multiplied
by the average yield per hectare for the region as

a whole.

See Hunt, D.: "Farm Power and Machinery Management®
(7th ed.), Iowa State University Press, Ames Iowa,
1977, pl49; and van Wyk, J.J.: "Die Ekonomiese Aspekte
by die Oes en Lewering van Mielies", Departement van

Landbou-Ekonomie en-Bemarking, Afdeling Landbou-
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produksie-Ekonomie, Ekonomiese Reeks no.73, May 1970,
p4l.

Further casual evidence in support of this is that two

of the farmers interviewed, who gave workers the

. choice of a daily cash wage or a lump sum payment

based on.a percentage of the crbp, said workers

génerally preffered the latter unless the crop was

_poor. In 1981, both offered an above-average cash

wage and a roughly average payment-in-kind alternative. .
See Table 13 below.

The only notable. exceptions to this appear to have
been seasonal workers from the Transkei who seem
generally to have - taken their share of the crop
home and sold at least part of it there, where .the
local price was higher than that paid by the Maize

Board.

Alternatively, some of farmers paid foremen an

additional fee in cash or kind.

The average annual all-inclusive permanent wage rate
calculated by the Department of Agriculture was R662
in 1977-78 and R1019 in 1980-81, an increase of

54 percent. (See Féhyes: op cit., p67.)

In theory, influx control legislation should make

the incidence of this small. In practice, it seems

- to occur frequently..

See Table 20 below.

Some farmers appear to favour loans to workers because
they make it difficult for workers to leave before

the end of the agricultural year. This may also
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be part of the reason why so large a proportion of permanent

workers' wages are paid once a year, after the harvest.
39. See pp. 37-38 below.

40. Simkins, C.E.W.: '"On Generating Synthetic ngples of Black
Households', SALDRU, University of Cape Town, forthcoming.
Simkins' calculations are based on unpublished tabulations
of the Department of Statistics' Current Population Survey.

41. Bureau of Market Research: op. cit., p. 26,
42. See p.6 above.

43. Fényes: op. cit., p. 67.

44, Fényes: op. cit., vol. III, p. 300.

45, Although the Department's surveys have been conducted on a
random sampling basis since the mid-1970s, the extreme
fluctuations from year to year in many of the variables
recorded by Fényes, suggest that, in addition to the expected
random sampling error, a significant degree of non-sampling
error is also present. Postal records, while a most valuable
source of information, are, like the author's sample, non-

random.

46. TABLE 4A:

% of % of Perm. Av. Perm.
Perm. Workers Workers in e Wage Rate p.a.
District in Sample (e) Population (f) f (Sample)
Schweizer-Reneke 25,3 12,7 1,99 R2117
Lichtenburg 19,3 33,0 0,58 R1784
Koster 14,2 11,9 1,19 R1797
Delareyville - 8,9 13,2 0,67 - . R1706
Wolmaransstad 30,6 20,1 1,52 . R1532

Coligny 1,7 9,1 0,19 R1472
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The ratio f indicates the degree of over-or-under-
representation of the district in the sample.
(1,00 would be perfectly proportionate representation.)
The weighted average wage from the sample is Rl 781.
Had the sample been correctly weighted, i.e. according
to the percentages in column (f), the average wage
would have been Rl 738. Needless, to say, this
accounts for only a small part of the difference
between the Department's and the author's average

wage estimates.
See Table 2A above.

See correlation coefficient,r63,in Table 19 below.

The value 0.21 was too low to be significant at the

5 percent probability level. However, if the positvé
relationship between farm size and the permaﬁent'

wage rate was not merely co—incidental; the data

shows that, on average, each additional 100 ha. of
cropland added only about R10 p.a..to the average

waée on é férm. The upward bias in farm size can
therefore also only be held to account for a .small
part of the difference between the Department's and

the author's average wage estimates.

The value of'53in Table 19 below, -0,17, was too low
to be significant at the 5 percent probability level.

Fényes: op.cit., vol.I, Table 4, p.2; and Table 22,
p.8.

Ibid., p.67.
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62.

63.
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Ibid.{ Table 22, p.8; and p.41.

Ibid, Table 22, p.8; Table 28, p.l0: and p.41l.
Ibid., pp.41,66.

This was the mode for the sample.

See p.l4 above.

de Klerk: op.cit. (1983), Table 34, vol. I, pp.126-
127.

de Klerk: op. cit. (1984).

Six farms on which seasonal workers were paid in kind
both to glean and to harvest by hand had to be ex-
cluded from Table 9 because the tofal wage could

not be accurately apportioned to the two operations.
No data was recorded for this. The assumption is
based on the modal number of days per week recorded
for maize harvesting (see note 55 above).

Data recorded only for 30 of the 45 farms concerned.
de Klerk: op.cit. (1984),

Ibid.

R.S.A. Department of Statistics: Census of Agri-
cultural and Pastoral Production, Pretoria, 1978,

Table 4.1 pp.39-40; and Table 3.4, p.63.

See note 35 above.

It appears from census data that the number of domestic
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workers on farms has dropped steadily in recent years.
Since this can hardly be due to a fall in supply -

most such workers are the wives or children of permanent
farm workers - it must be the result of a fall in demand.
The combined evidence of a fall in demand but not in
supply suggests that real wages may have fallen, though
money wages may still have risen. Real wages for
permanent workers, on the other hand, appear to have
risen. See de Klerk: op. cit. (1984).

68. See note 17 above.
69. This refers to free lifts to town, etc., provided on
occasions by farmers.
70. See p.l1l6 above.
71. TABLE 5A:
. % Families
% Families in Black Rural g Av. no. Perm.
District in Sample (g) Population (h) h  Workers/Family
Schweizer-Reneke 24,2 16,6 1,48 1,37
Wolmaransstad 28,3 20,8 1,36 1,42°
Koster 14,5, 10,7 1,36 1,28
Lichtenburg 20,6 29,4 0,70 1,22
Delareyville 10,0 13,1 0,76 1,15
Coligny 2,4 9,6 0,25 - 0,93
The ratio % indicates the degree of over- or under-represen-
tation of_each district. Those most over-represented
had the highest number of permanent workers per family
and vice vérsa. Had the sample been distributed in the
same way as the population, the average number of permanent
workers per family would have been 1,26 (as against 1,31
“calculated from Table 5A).
72. Even some items of food were not supplied each month.

See Table 20 below.
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Bureau of Market Research: op. cit., Table VE-Bl, p. 136.
See p.53 below.
Bureau of Market Research: op. cit., p. 34.

This nevertheless takes into account the type, likely
calendar months and form of payment of wages of seasonal
work. It is also assumed that no family would have had
income from more than one domestic worker in any month,
i.e. that the maximum income from this source in any month
was R28. With the overall average number of domestic
workers per family being only 0,23, and with evidence of

a system of domestic employment rotation on many farms,
this seems a reasonable assumption.

See Note 76.

When the 15 percent of families whose income was always
above the MLL requirement are excluded, the average period
below the MLL for the remaining 85 percent is 6,3 months.

For items 1-5, and 7, the value of the average for each farm,
as calculated above, is assumed. For item 2 this refers to
the mean between the best and worst circumstances. 'Farm
size' is measured by the area planted with crops on each
farming unit.

See, e.g., Hampton, J.D.: '"Statistical Methods and Appli-
cations in Industry and Commerce', Balkema, Cape Town,
1965, p. 154.

Of course, this is not a perfect indicator. Either more
efficient organization or labouivsaving at the expense of
output could also reduce the number of permanent workers

per 1000 ha. However, it is more than merely arguable that
the capital : labour ratio will be one of the most important,
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probably the most important‘determinant of this variable.
Certainly the number of seasonal workers per 1000 ha. of
maize harvested is a good indicator of the level of harvest
mechanization. There was a positive relationship between

the number of permanent workers per 1000 ha. cropland and

the number of seasonal workers per 1000 ha. maize harvested,
a reduction by 1 in the former being associated with a
reddction of no less than 3,4 in the latter. -This suggests
that the number of permanent workers per 1000 ha. is an
indicatér, at least of harvest mechanization. - However, the
correlation coefficient betweén the two, at r = 0,23 was
rather less than was needed té confirm the relationship at
the 5 percent probability level, i.e. r = 0,27.

- See de Klerk: op. cit. (1984).

The overall average number of permanent Qotkers per 1000 ha.

cropland was 25,0 (standard deviation 7,4).. .

See de Klerk: op. cit. (1984).
There was a heégative relationship between the number of
permanent workers per 1000 ha. and the permanent wage rate.
On average each reduction of 10 workers per 1000 ha. was
accompahied by an increase of R55 p.a. in the permanent wage
rate. But, at r = -0,17, the correlation coefficient was
too low to confirm this at the 5 percent probability level.
More loosely, there appears to have been an appreciable
increase in the average real wage rate of permanent workers
in the Western Transvaal during the 1970s, when the greatest
part of harvesting, delivery and weeding mechanization
occurred, though once again the difficulty of distinguishing

.cause from effect arises. (See de Klerk: op. cit. (1984).)

See de Klerk: op. cit. (1984).

See Table 3A, p.59 below.
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.See:pp. 14, 32 above.

In almost all cases, this was less than .one hectare for

all families jointly.

This is assumed because most farmers said that vegetables
were supplied in season, even on those farms - the majority -
where workers did not have or did not make use of. their own
vegetable garden. A vegetable garden supplying the farmhouse
is standard on most farms. It is also unlikely, as explained
earlier, that farmers would have purchased vegetables

commercially.

One farmer said that the reason for his reluctance to make
use of this facility was that the Land Bank required a first
mortgage bond on his property until the housing loan had

been repaid. Other banks were then unwilling to loan capital
for other purposes because of their status as second mortgage
bond holders.

The correlation coefficient had a value of 0,26. On average
an increase of one room per house was associated with an
increase of 0,07 toilets per house!. .. . Co
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