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Sammanfattning 

Bakgrund 

FNs Agenda 2030 anger som mål nummer ett att utrota fattigdom. Det andra målet är att 

stoppa hunger. Klimatförändringarnas påverkan på matproduktionen kommer sannolikt 

leda till en ökning av redan utbredd hunger i världen vilket i sin tur ökar klyftan mellan 

fattiga och rika ytterligare. Avsaknad av matsäkerhet ses som en följd av bristande 

ekonomisk styrning och politik. Den snabba befolkningsökningen i Afrikas städer gör 

matsäkerhet ännu svårare att uppnå. Över hälften av Sydafrikas befolkning lever i 

fattigdom och Kapstaden anses vara en av landets mest utsatta städer med omfattande 

social sårbarhet. Befolkningsökningen och en flerårig torka i västra Kapprovinsen har 

lett till att Kapstadens resurser är ansträngda och matpriserna stiger.  

Syfte 

Studiens mål har varit att utforska och söka förklara sociala risker och sårbarhet 

gällande matsäkerhet. Specifikt har syftet varit att beskriva omfattningen och 

erfarenheterna av matsäkerhet på hushållsnivå med fokus på unga vuxna i åldern 18 till 

23 år.  

Metod 

En jämförande studie med en kombination av kvantitativ och kvalitativ metod har 

genomförts. En enkätstudie har använt Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES) för att 

intervjua 902 utvalda hushåll. Dessutom har sex fokusgrupper med unga genomförts. 

Studiens metodologiska grund ligger i ett förändringsinriktat synsätt där aktivt 

deltagande och samarbete har sökts med befolkningen i de studerade områdena. Syftet 

med detta har varit att bidra till s.k. empowerment, egenmakt. Data tolkades utifrån teori 

om intersektionalitet och Pressure and Release-modellen har använts för att förklara 

sårbarhet.  

Resultat 

Resultaten indikerar att det finns signifikanta skillnader mellan bostadsområdena som 

domineras av olika grupper av befolkningen utifrån hudfärg. Det område som 

domineras av svarta sydafrikaner och även det område som har övervägande del färgade 

sydafrikaner visar hög grad av matosäkerhet. De vitas bostadsområde däremot indikerar 

ett i huvudsak matsäkert resultat. Fokusgrupperna bekräftar samt ger ytterligare 

förklaringar till enkätdata.  

 

Slutsatser 

På grund av Sydafrikas tidigare rasåtskillnadspolitik avgör ras och klasstillhörighet i 

stor utsträckning vilka möjligheter unga sydafrikaner har att självständigt forma sina liv. 

Matosäkerheten är ihållande och ett resultat av en under lång tid framväxande sårbarhet. 

Risken för hunger utgör en stor utmaning för framtiden och de ungas välmående. 

Kolonialismen och apartheid tillsammans med en nyliberal ekonomisk politik ses som 

grundorsaker till sårbarheten. Torkan, som förstärks av klimatförändringarna, ökar 

risken för hunger genom att ytterligare driva på sårbarheten.  

Nyckelord 

Food security, vulnerability, urban, South Africa, youth 



 

 

Abstract 

Background 

The number one goal of the United Nations (UN) Agenda 2030 is to eradicate poverty. 

The second goal is to end hunger. The impact of climate change on food production is 

likely to exacerbate already widespread hunger by a negative effect on the supply of 

food, which again will increase the gap between the rich and the poor. Deficient food 

security is considered a result of failing local and national economies and political 

weakness. African urbanization makes food security increasingly challenging. In South 

Africa, more than half of the country’s citizens live in poverty. Cape Town is seen as 

one of South Africa’s most pressured cities with great social vulnerability. Rapid 

urbanization and a prolonged drought in the Western Cape have strained the city’s 

resources and food prices are rising.  

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to explore and explain the vulnerability to social risks 

through the lens of food security. Specifically, the aim was to describe the scale and 

experiences of food security at the household level, focusing on young adults in South 

Africa. 

Methods 

A comparative mixed methods design was used, comparing three strategically chosen 

communities from a race and class perspective. A survey using the Food Insecurity 

Experience Scale (FIES) sampled 902 households. Additionally, six focus group 

interviews were conducted. The methodological foundation of this study lies within the 

transformative paradigm, seeking participation and collaboration at community level for 

empowerment to change. Data were interpreted through an intersectional perspective on 

risk and the Pressure and Release-model was used to explain vulnerability. 

Results 

Results indicate significant differences in food security between the white, black 

African and coloured areas. The black African and coloured communities indicate high 

food insecurity, whilst the white community stands out as generally food secure. Focus 

group data confirm and explain the survey results. 

Conclusions 

Racial history and social class determine the opportunities of the young in South Africa. 

Food insecurity persists as a result of the progression of vulnerability. The risk of 

hunger imposes a great challenge for the future and wellbeing of South African youth. 

The history of colonialism and apartheid combined with the neo-liberal economy are 

viewed as root-causes driving vulnerability. The drought, enforced by climate change, 

increases the risk of hunger by adding more pressure on those already vulnerable.  
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“Overcoming poverty is not a gesture of charity. It is 

an act of justice. It is a protection of a fundamental 

human right, the right to dignity and a decent life.” 

(Mandela, 2005) 
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1. Introduction 
Chapter 1 introduces the study by giving background information and a problem 

description in the first two sections, followed by the aim and research questions. The 

final section discusses food security as a concept and definitions of food security.  

1.1 Background 
The United Nations (UN) 2030 Agenda for sustainable development consists of 17 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) and 169 related targets. The goals are founded 

on three pillars of sustainable development; social, economic, and environmental. The 

2030 Agenda is a global action plan building on the previous Millennium Development 

Goals and seeks to complete what was not achieved up until the year 2015. Eradicating 

poverty is central to the 2030 Agenda and goal number one. It is recognized as the 

greatest global challenge, as well as a fundamental prerequisite for sustainable 

development (Division for sustainable development goals – UN-DESA, 2018). 

Sustainable development is a wide idea, in which the concepts of climate change 

adaptation and mitigation, together with disaster risk reduction, are closely linked to the 

sustainable development goals (Kelman, 2017). 

 

The second UN SDG is to end hunger, achieve food security and improve nutrition by 

2030. Hundreds of millions of poor people all over the world are chronically hungry, 

malnourished and/or obese. Asia and Africa are the two continents in greatest need of 

continued efforts to reach this goal (UN, 2018). The impact of climate change on food 

production is also likely to further weaken food security by a negative effect on the 

supply of nutritious foods, in turn amplifying inequalities between the rich and the poor 

(Myers et al., 2017). Deficient food security is considered a result of failing local and 

national economies, political weakness, insufficient infrastructure and unstable global 

commodity prices (Pelling & Wisner, 2009).  

 

In Africa, urbanization makes food security increasingly challenging (Tiffin, 2014). In 

South Africa, over 60% of the country’s population now live in urban areas 

(Worldometers, 2018), and more than 30.4 million people lived in poverty in 2015, and 

poverty is on the rise. These are noteworthy figures considering that the country’s total 

population is estimated at 55.6 million people (STATS SA, 2017). This means over half 

of the population, approximately 55%, live below the national poverty line. For a large 

part of the South African population, putting food on the table is a daily challenge. 

Some figures indicate that 70% and up to 90% of the poor experience food insecurity 

(Naicker et al., 2015). A systematic review of food security research in South Africa 

identifies poverty as the main driver, while the second driver mentioned is lack of water 

(Misselhorn & Hendriks, 2017).  

 

Growing up in a multi-burdened country like South Africa, young people face many 

health-risks such as HIV, injury, violence, non-communicable diseases, and not the least 

poor nutrition. Adolescence is a critical phase in life for achieving full human potential. 

Dynamic brain development and social interactions shape a young person’s ability to 

perform in adult life. During adolescence and young adulthood, the physical, cognitive, 

emotional, social and economic resources are founded for future health and well-being 

(Patton et al., 2016). However, very little is known specifically about the health and 
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well-being of young people in the global South (Jebena et al., 2017), particularly in 

urban areas (Stephens, 2012). Likewise, there is a dearth of research on food security 

from the youth’s perspective in South Africa (Misselhorn & Hendriks, 2017).  

 

1.2 Problem description 

From a disaster risk management perspective, Cape Town is pointed out as one of South 

Africa’s most pressured cities. The social vulnerability is great due to poverty, 

inequalities, violent crime, unemployment, housing backlogs, and insufficient service 

delivery. The city is growing rapidly as a result of natural growth and in-migration. The 

rural population from the Eastern Cape Province leave their homes and move into the 

city (Van Huyssteen et al., 2013), attempting to make a living. The rapid urbanization in 

combination with the prolonged drought in the Western Cape Province has strained 

Cape Town’s resources. It has led to water scarcity with severe water restrictions that 

complicate life in the city even more (City of Cape Town, 2018). The South African 

General Survey from 2016 shows that household food access problems were most 

common in the City of Cape Town with an estimated occurrence of 29.7 percent 

(STATS SA, 2018).  

 

A survey of 1 060 township households shows that 80% of poor households in Cape 

Town are food insecure and the severity of the problem depends on the household 

income. The surveyed households spent between 30% and up to 53% of their income on 

food. Previous research has shown that the wealthiest homes only spend about 7% of 

their income on food (Battersby, 2011a). It has been estimated that a little over 650 000 

of Cape Town’s 4 million people are youth between 15 and 24 years of age and that 

over 40% of this age group live in poverty (Youth Explorer, 2016). 

Although South Africa on a national level holds adequate food supplies, food access is 

not equally distributed on a household level. There is also a recognized need for more 

information about food security to guide decision makers (Department of Agriculture, 

Forestry, and Fisheries, 2014). This study can provide insights into the severity of food 

insecurity in the South Peninsula of the Western Cape Province and serve as an 

indicator of what needs to be done.  

1.3 Aim and research questions 
The purpose of this study was to explore and explain the vulnerability to social risks 

through the lens of food security. Specifically, the aim is to describe the scale and 

experiences of food security at the household level, focusing on youth in South Africa.  

 

The research questions guiding the study are 

 

• How is food security distributed? 

• How is food security experienced? 

• How can experiences be explained? 

Primarily, attention is aimed at food access as one aspect of food security, although 

different dimensions of food security are interlinked. 
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1.4 Definition of food security 
Food security has been on the global agenda since the World Food Conference in 1974 

(Maxwell, 1996), increasingly debated in recent years (Lewis, 2015). It is part of the 

broader security discourse which initially interpreted security as a matter of national 

security. The national security perspective was criticized for being narrow since it 

disregarded all the daily insecurities of ordinary people such as diseases, hunger, 

unemployment, crime or environmental hazards. The concept of human security, on the 

other hand, emphasizes peoples’ ability and right to care for themselves and meet their 

own basic needs, such as food and health, and earn their own living. The concepts of 

national security and human security are connected because when the security of people 

is threatened, nation-states are likely to be involved (United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP), 1994).  

 

Food security as a concept has had countless definitions (Maxwell, 1996) and continues 

to be a contested concept (Coates, 2013). The Food and Agriculture Organization 

(FAO), (2018) have adopted a four-dimensional definition:  

 

• food availability  

• food access 

• food use 

• stability 

 

Food availability is a quantitative measure of having enough food in supply to feed all 

people. Food access, in focus in this study, refers to people having the resources to 

obtain appropriate and nutritious foods. The third dimension; food use or utilization, 

encompasses food nutrition and food safety combined with feeding and cooking 

practices, and the distribution of food among household individuals (Tiffin, 2014). 

Achieving food security also means people are able to maintain these first three 

dimensions of food security over time (FAO, 2017).  

 

The FAO state that “food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical, 

social and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary 

needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (FAO, 2017). Thus, food 

insecurity is understood as limited or unreliable food security, for longer periods of time 

or as a temporary condition (FAO, 2017).  

 

Maxwell and Smith (1993) stated a somewhat wider definition and according to them, 

the “highest state of food security” (Maxwell & Smith, 1993, p.41) requires reliable 

access to both adequate quantity and nutritionally adequate quality of food as well as 

culturally acceptable foods. Further, they point out that food should also be acquired in 

a dignified and independent way, at the same time being compatible with the realization 

of other basic needs. Thus, food insecurity truly cannot be objectively defined since it 

can only be understood through the perceptions of the food insecure themselves 

(Maxwell & Smith, 1993).  

 

Moreover, unreliable food access affects the types of foods consumed and is therefore 

closely related to malnutrition, including over- and undernutrition and micronutrient 

related malnutrition. Uncertain food access and malnutrition constitute significant 
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challenges to public health and well-being (FAO, 2018). Inadequate nutrition is a 

serious risk factor for diseases and premature death (World Health Organization 

(WHO), 2017). In this study, the term food security is used to discuss food access 

primarily. 
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2. Research design and methods 
Followed by information about the search for literature and the study design, Chapter 2 

will discuss the methodological foundation of this study before describing the methods 

used. Ethical considerations end this chapter.  

2.1 Literature search 
The initial overview of literature was done by searching peer-reviewed articles in 

Karlstad University library databases through OneSearch. Science Direct and 

Sociological Abstracts were among the main research databases used specifically. 

Keywords used were Food Security, Vulnerability, Urban, South Africa, and Youth. 

This rendered large numbers of research articles therefore different combinations of 

search words were applied and relevant articles identified by title and abstract. 

References from identified articles were checked for additional sources of evidence. 

Study literature from the Risk management master program has also been considered. 

For a better understanding of the specific context, the research articles and study 

literature were complemented by other sources of information such as books, websites 

and national statistics databases. Evidence has been integrated throughout the work.  

2.2 Study design 
A comparative mixed methods design has been applied, involving three residential areas 

in the Western Cape Province, South of the Cape Town city center. It can be argued that 

all social scientific methods are comparative in a broader sense, however, it is not as 

data categories the comparative design is chosen. It is the strategic sampling of three 

macrosocial units which seeks to explain and interpret the variation of social reality in 

these areas (Ragin, 2014, p. 1-6). This becomes particularly relevant in a South African 

context where society is well known for its’ vast inequalities.  

Moreover, the design encompasses a cross-sectional survey conducted simultaneously 

in each of the three communities. The survey is combined with focus group interviews 

that were performed parallel to the survey. The quantitative and qualitative parts were 

analyzed separately, and results combined to answer the research questions. The mixed 

methods design provides valuable quantitative information on the scale of the problem, 

as well as an opportunity for insights into qualitative aspects that may explain responses 

in the survey and present information that otherwise would go undetected. In the end, 

by comparing contrasting communities and by using mixed methods with their different 

strengths, a comprehensive understanding of the experiences of food security in the 

studied areas can be reached.  

In South Africa, population statistics are officially sorted by racial category among 

other categories such as age and gender. The terminology used in this study for different 

population groups is aligned with that of the South African government. The categories 

are black African, coloured, Indian/Asian and white (STATS SA, 2018). It is 

acknowledged that race, as well as social class, are social constructs, all people do not 

easily fit into a certain category. However, categorization of social stratification breaks 

down complexities in society, making different groups and their living conditions 

visible (Bihagen & Nermo, 2012).  

The communities are, in alphabetical order; Kommetjie, Masiphumelele and Ocean 

View. The sampling of these three areas was partly one of convenience and partly a 

strategic sample. The communities reflect the wider South African context from a race 
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and class perspective. All three areas lie only a few kilometers apart in the Fish Hoek 

valley in the South Peninsula of the Western Cape Province. The area used to be 

farmlands and middle-class coastal villages and was almost entirely a white area. People 

who were not categorized as white were only allowed to live in the area if they were 

domestic workers or farm laborers. Kommetjie, a white middle-class community, and 

the other villages in the area grew in the 1980’s and 1990’s. By the early 90’s about half 

of the population was white and about the other half was coloured. Masiphumelele was 

established in 1991 as a semi-formal area for the smaller number of black African 

people who already lived in the valley (Bray et al., 2010). Ocean View was built in the 

1960’s to accommodate the coloureds, people of mixed races, who were forcibly 

removed under the Group Areas Act (Bray et al., 2010). Most people who came to live 

in Ocean View had their former homes in Simon’s Town, where many had worked for 

the British Navy (Field, 2001).  

At present, the valley with its suburbs is an expansion of the Cape Town City area. The 

spatial planning of apartheid is still evident and the socio-economic differences are 

striking (Bray et al., 2010). Kommetjie is a village with a population size estimated at 

3 300 where approximately 89% are white (City of Cape Town, 2011). Masiphumelele 

has expanded widely since 1991 (Bray et al., 2010) and is now the most populated area 

of the three. The majority of the people in Masiphumelele are black Africans and many 

come from the rural areas of the Eastern Cape, looking for job opportunities and 

education. Ocean View is still considered a coloured area. Among Cape Town youth, 

Xhosa is the most common language spoken at home, used by 42%, followed by 

Afrikaans, which is spoken by 30%, and English, which is spoken by another 26% 

(Youth Explorer, 2016).   

Photo 1, 2 and 3 give an example of the location and what type of housing is built in the 

different areas. 

 

Photo 1. View over Kommetjie village by the Atlantic Ocean. Photo by the author. 
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Photo 2. Upper Masiphumelele, houses from the Reconstruction and 

Development Programme (RDP) (O’Malley, 2018). The tin shacks next to  

the RDP houses are also homes, rented from the RDP owner. Photo by Phumza Kibi. 

 

Photo 3. Housing in central Ocean View. Photo by Teagon Klein. 

A map of the South Peninsula can be found in Appendix 1. 

2.3 Methodology 
The role of the philosophy underlying social science is used as an instrument for 

reflective and systematic thinking about the research practice. It helps answer questions 

about how we can understand social life and if we can be scientific and objective in the 

study of human lives. Different philosophical underpinnings differ in the view of what 

we can know about the world. This is referred to as the ontology of a paradigm or 

perspective. Questions of how we can know things about our world are referred to as 

epistemology (O’Reilly, 2012). 
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The transformative paradigm, which forms a methodological platform in the present 

study, emerged as a critique of the former dominating positivistic view in social science, 

as well as the social constructivist view. Positivism within social science is inspired by 

the natural sciences. It has been widely criticized, in part from those who disapprove of 

empiricism as a model of science, and in part from those who believe the social world is 

incomparable to the natural sciences, and therefore, require completely different 

methods of analysis. A central criticism of empiricism is that the mind can start as a 

blank sheet (O’Reilly, 2012).  

During the 1980’s the constructivist perspective was increasingly accepted as an 

alternative to the positivist paradigm. Within this paradigm, researchers try to 

understand the world through the eyes of others. Constructivists believe that reality is 

socially constructed and that there are many truths out there. However, the constructivist 

paradigm has been criticized for bringing a typical Western perspective into research, 

with the result of neglecting essential aspects of contexts characterized by social 

injustices (Potter, 2012).  

This is how the transformative paradigm came to fill a gap in social research, as it aims 

to bring the voices of the historically oppressed into the research world, with the 

purpose of strengthening social justice (Mertens et al., 2015). It is based on the 

ontological assumption that reality is out there to be discovered, albeit, social reality is 

historically bound and continually changing depending on the social, political, and 

cultural environment as well as on power-relationships. Reality has multiple layers; the 

observable surface and the underlying hidden structures. Theories and understanding of 

history help uncover the deeply hidden structures of social reality. The epistemological 

assumptions are based on the idea that true knowledge lies in the collective meaning-

making by the people and is constructed from the participants’ reference frame. True 

knowledge can be used to empower and transform people’s lives. Theory is a tool to 

help researchers find new facts, which, in turn, are built into theory that is repeatedly 

improved by relating it to practice (Chilisa & Kawulich, 2012).  

The use of mixed methods can of some be viewed as impossible because of the different 

ontological and epistemological assumptions they are based on (Bryman, 2011). 

However, through a transformative view, where the purpose of research is to empower 

people to act to transform their own society (Potter, 2012), mixed methods need to be 

developed and applied, as there’s evidence showing that multi-methods research about 

vulnerabilities can be beneficial to social change (Miller et al., 2010). Within multi-

methods research, the methods themselves are merely seen as research techniques 

(Bryman, 2011). What is of the essence here, is how the techniques are used. When the 

purpose of research is to empower people, it becomes important to involve participants 

in different steps of the research process, such as identifying the research problem, 

collecting and analyzing the data, as well as using the findings to inform practice 

(Potter, 2012). Mixed methods research should be more than the sum of its parts, more 

than just lining up a quantitative and qualitative study next to one another (Bryman, 

2008). In this study, the main reason for integrating quantitative and qualitative methods 

is the utilization of the research results in practice, connected to the social justice aims 

that lie within the transformative methodology. As Slovic (2010) explains, current risk 

management relies on two forms of thinking; 1) risk as feelings, involving our intuitive 

reactions to danger and 2) risk as analysis, which brings logic and quantification into 
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risk management. To rely on feelings is easier and faster when navigating through a 

world of risk, however, feelings can be misleading, and we, therefore, need to apply 

reason onto risk analysis as well. However, large numbers are difficult to comprehend, 

and information needs to be combined with affect to have meaning. No matter how 

large the numbers, disaster statistics lack emotion and will therefore not be used to 

guide decision making. Paradoxically, the response to a single individual in need or 

danger is much stronger (Slovic, 2010). Thus, by only conducting an extensive survey, 

there is a risk of failure in communicating the results in a meaningful way, as well as 

motivating action to reduce inequalities (Slovic, ibid.). Hence, by mixing the 

quantitative measure of people’s food security experiences with qualitative information 

from the voices of single individuals, the goal is to provide meaningful information that 

can be useful for the involved communities. This is also in line with a collaborative 

research practice, where collaboration between university and community participation 

is key to the production of knowledge (Facer & Enright, 2016).  

2.4 Survey 
The survey is based on the Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES), developed by the 

FAO. With eight questions, it is designed to measure the experience of food access and 

result in an index showing the severity of food insecurity on a household level (FAO, 

2018). A need to find a common tool for measuring food security and enable 

comparisons within South Africa has been identified (Misselhorn & Hendriks, 2017). 

The FIES has been developed to meet the needs for such a tool globally. Its’ validity has 

been tested for use in sub-Saharan Africa, including South Africa, showing that results 

can be compared with reasonable validity (Wambogo et al. 2018).  

The FIES is continuous, ranging from 0 up to 8, 0 indicates a food secure household and 

8 indicates a household experiencing hunger. See Figure 1.     

    

 

Figure 1. The Food Insecurity Experience Scale 

Background questions such as household size, household income, and monthly food 

expenditure were also added to the questionnaire (Appendix 2).  

2.4.1 Data sampling  

A total of 902 households were sampled and the survey was conducted by going door-

to-door during the fieldwork months of February and March 2018. A stratified 

systematic sampling method was used. Aerial maps with imagery dated January 2017, 

were obtained from the City of Cape Town and used to sample the households. The 

maps showed buildings with street names and numbers, as well as erf numbers. Every 

20th household with erf numbers ending with a number one, i.e. 1, 21, 41 etc. was 
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marked. (The erf number is a registered number for a land lot.) The street name and 

number of the sampled address was then printed on the questionnaire.  

When deciding on sample size, many factors interact, such as precision, estimated non-

completion rate, time and money (Bryman, 2011), as was the case in this study as well. 

The 5% sample was judged to provide acceptable validity and judged attainable during 

the time of the fieldwork.  

For the Kommetjie area, a 5% household sample resulted in 52 questionnaires.  

In Masiphumelele and Ocean View, there is formal housing, but to a large extent also 

informal housing. Formal housing refers to homes built according to approved plans. 

Informal housing is illegal and set up against architectural plans (STATS SA, 2018). 

Due to the uncertain number of people living in these communities, population size can 

only be estimated. Local politicians and NGO’s in the area, estimate a population size 

of up to 45 000 in Masiphumelele and 30 000 in Ocean View. To calculate the number 

of households to be sampled, the total population was divided by the number of 

household members in an average household.  

In Masiphumelele, an average household was estimated to keep 4.5 household 

members, indicating 10 000 households, calling for a total of 500 questionnaires, 

counting both formal and informal housing, to reach a 5% sample.  

For Ocean View, household size was estimated at 4 members, indicating 7 500 

households. 350 questionnaires were handed out for an approximate 5% sample.  

2.4.2 Data collection 

To implement the survey, one permanent resident and three university students 

temporarily staying in Kommetjie, 10 local women in Masiphumelele, and 13 women 

from the Ocean View community, volunteered to facilitate the survey.  

Facilitators in Kommetjie were reached using the author’s personal connections in the 

community. It proved difficult to reach respondents by going door to door in 

Kommetjie, as many live behind locked gates without doorbells. To increase the 

response rate, questionnaires were handed out to local people who came by one of the 

facilitators’ business.  

The teams in Masiphumelele and Ocean view were reached through the Valley 

Development Projects (VDP), Open Door. VDP is a local non-governmental 

organization (NGO), active in the communities with e.g. children feeding program and 

family social support. Both teams were already established groups, familiar with each 

other as co-workers. As a natural part of the respective community, they are bearers of 

the culture and share the mother tongue of the people. This is one way in which the 

participatory turn manifests in this study. In all communities, the survey was carried out 

after work hours, on weekends and evenings, when respondents were most likely to be 

at home. If someone was not home, the instruction was to try next door. If they, in turn, 

were not home, it was counted as non-completed. 

To organize the survey, an initial meeting was held with each group respectively to 

introduce the study and present the questionnaire. After committing to facilitate the 

survey, confidentiality agreements (Appendix 3) were signed individually, and oral 

instructions were given on how to conduct the questionnaire. Dates were scheduled for 
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follow-up meetings during the process. All facilitators also had the option of reaching 

the author by phone or text messaging, should any questions arise in between meetings.  

2.4.3 Data analysis  

Quantitative data were entered into the SPSS database. Results were analyzed by 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). The ANOVA is useful for testing the mean differences 

for more than two populations. A one-way ANOVA was used in this study, which is to 

test the variation within and between groups to establish whether the differences in 

mean scores are significantly different from one another. The Bonferroni post-hoc test 

was used to determine which specific groups were significantly different from one 

another (Djurfeldt et al., 2010). Specifically, the ANOVA was used to test the mean 

difference between the communities regarding their experiences of food insecurity 

according to the FIES.  

The FIES index was calculated by coding the answers to question 1-8 on the scale; 0 for 

No and 1 for Yes, receiving an index by adding the sum for each respondent. Any 

missing values on the FIES were coded as non-complete and the case was excluded 

from the analysis. A total of 687 respondents completed the FIES-scale which equals a 

76% response rate.  

The background data about household size and food costs are brought into the analysis 

as descriptive statistics stratified by area. By dividing the average household cost for 

food with the average number of household members, it has been estimated how much 

is spent per person, per month. Background data regarding income type have also been 

analyzed and illustrated in a frequency table.  

2.5 Focus groups 
When doing fieldwork in a foreign context, gaining access to the setting is one of the 

first priorities. An ethnographic inspired approach was helpful in this regard. Besides 

learning from people’s lives through interviews and surveys, it involved participating in 

people’s lives by engaging in conversation and asking questions relating to their lives. 

Further, taking mental and written notes, and learning about the context from different 

types of sources, were important features of the fieldwork (O’Reilly, 2012). 

 

An initial introduction to all three communities was done by car with the help of a 

representative of the VDP, receiving information by observing and talking about the 

community. As the three communities are different, not the least regarding security, 

becoming familiar with the surroundings and the people required different approaches. 

Walking tours guided by locals were done in Kommetjie and Masiphumelele. Ocean 

View, on the other hand, has a high degree of violent crime and drug abuse, thus, 

greater caution is called for. Therefore, all contact with the people of Ocean View was 

made with the assistance of VDP, Open Door and most meetings were held indoors at 

the Open Door.  

 

2.5.1 Selecting participants 

The aim was set at conducting three focus groups in each area. Participants were found 

in different ways, and the youth who came to share their experiences were between 18 

and 23 years old.  
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In Kommetjie, it was possible to form a group of three by the author’s own contacts, 

made from living and spending time in the village. Kommetjie youth made several 

attempts to form additional groups, but it wasn’t possible during the time of the 

fieldwork. The interview took place in a study room at one of the local churches. Some 

might object to the fact that the focus group in Kommetjie was held at a church, which 

cannot be perceived as a neutral venue. However, finding venues was a delicate task in 

all three communities. It involved not only finding a place that would be perceived as 

neutral, focus group interviews first and foremost require a quiet room for audibility and 

recording, and a place where the session can go on uninterrupted. The public library was 

considered as an appropriate venue, although there was no room available. Participants 

were asked for suggestions, albeit the initiative and decision to engage the church was 

the author’s only.  

 

Following the walking tour in Masiphumelele, an introduction was made to young 

people of Masiphumelele. By sharing a meal at a local restaurant which was a common 

meeting place, a first acquaintance was made. These people subsequently became 

participants and group leaders of focus groups, undertaking the task of finding friends to 

take part in the upcoming interviews. Three focus groups with between five and seven 

participants were conducted in Masiphumelele. Interviews took place in classrooms in 

the after-hours at the local High School. 

 

Selecting participants for focus groups in Ocean View was done by connecting with a 

fieldworker at the VDP, who was assigned to assist in gathering participants. This 

person also functioned as a cultural and linguistic translator during interviews when 

needed. Two group interviews with four and five participants respectively were 

conducted. Additional planned meetings were canceled by participants. Meetings were 

held in the afternoons at the VDP/Open Door venue.  

2.5.2 Collecting data 

Preceding any of the group interviews, a pilot interview was held with employees of the 

VDP to test and edit the questions. A semi-structured interview guide (Appendix 4) was 

set following the pilot interview. The questions were broad, aiming to capture young 

South Africans’ experiences of food security and how food affects their total well-being 

and ability to achieve their potential.  

In total, six focus groups were conducted and involved 29 individuals. To create a 

friendly atmosphere, homemade sandwiches, fruit, and juice were brought to each 

session. Informal talk such as talk about differences in culture and countries, language 

practicing, questions and answers about the author’s background and the research paved 

the way into the focused group discussion.  

All group discussions were held in English. In Ocean View, translation from Afrikaans 

to English was sometimes needed. Discussions were audio recorded and transcribed.  

2.5.3 Analysis 

In general, analyzing data in this work has not been a linear process with a clear line 

drawn between separate stages, starting after the time in the field. Rather, the process of 

analysis was ongoing and iterative in a way that allowed analytic reflections throughout 

the fieldwork. These reflections upon information led to more listening, observation and 

participation (O’Reilly, 2012). The analysis and interpretations made in this research do 
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not intend to be objective in a positivistic way, which perhaps is the more common 

approach in risk research. On the contrary, the author’s own life experiences have 

unavoidably affected the interpretations and the results can be considered as providing 

insights (Chadderton, 2012) into the lived experiences of food security among the youth 

interviewed. Because of the subjectivity of the researcher, striving for active 

participation by the group members in interpreting the data was central and a way to 

uphold legitimacy and achieve reliability.  

The more specific analysis of focus group data started by quickly reading through the 

transcripts to gain an overall picture. While reading, an open coding (O’Reilly, 2012) 

process started by labeling words and phrases with any codes that came to mind. 

Reflections and comments were also added in the margin and once a transcript was 

worked through, it was sent to the group with the option for each participant to make 

their own comments. Any new data would be taken into account. This is another 

example of how the co-creation of knowledge played out in practice in this study. 

In the next phase, analysis followed by noting recurring words and phrases, extracting 

them into categories. At this stage, it was noted that categories developed that fed well 

into the themes already implied by the FIES strategies. Hence, these categories were 

sorted, labeled and written up accordingly.  

The analysis was carried out analyzing the manifest content as well as interpreting the 

implicit meaning, using abductive reasoning (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). The 

abductive approach is seen as a movement between deductive and inductive logic 

(Graneheim et al., 2017).  

2.6 Ethical aspects 
The Swedish guidelines of the Swedish Research Council have been used as the main 

pillar for ethical considerations. Four fundamental requirements are to be met within all 

social sciences research projects: information, consent, confidentiality, and utilization 

(Vetenskapsrådet, 2002).   

Focus group interviewees, as well as respondents to the survey, were all informed about 

the purpose of the study and that answering any question was voluntary. Further, they 

were informed that they were free to withdraw from the study at any point in time, 

without prejudice or penalty. All personal information about participants remain 

confidential and results are presented in a way that doesn’t reveal the identity of any 

individuals.  

All participants of focus groups signed an informed consent form. For the letter of 

introduction and informed consent form, see Appendix 4.  

Facilitators of the survey and the person assisting focus groups in Ocean View signed a 

confidentiality agreement in order of protecting the anonymity of respondents of the 

survey and the focus groups. Confidentiality among the focus group members was also 

called to attention, coming to an agreement that anything discussed during the interview 

should stay within the group. Should a need to talk about anything related to the focus 

groups arise after the interview, the research student of this study was to be contacted.  

Collected data with information about participants may only be used for research and 

will not be shared for commercial or other non-scientific purposes. Moreover, survey 
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respondents and focus group participants identities must continue to remain 

confidential.  

Further, researchers within the transformative paradigm need to be reflective of their 

own values to ensure they are appropriate for pursuing the study (Chilisa & Kawulich, 

2012). Being a white researcher from the West and studying racial structures in a 

developing country is not uncomplicated. According to Chadderton (2012), all people 

are constructed by racial structures and just being reflexive about these structures does 

not change anything, since it is not possible to step out of the system. In other words, 

people will continue to see “a white lady” and all that people may attribute to whiteness 

in the coloured and black African communities when met by the author of this study. 

Although, it has been argued that by explicitly naming the white supremacy, it can 

provide a small step towards a destabilization of the structures of white domination and 

the hegemonic status of the Western culture as the universal or neutral perspective 

(Chadderton, 2012). This is understood as, by recognizing the author’s own positioning 

as white and acknowledging that the study is subjective, awareness and recognition 

become by themselves attempts to stir the established norm. 

On the more practical side of ethical considerations, the research questions and methods 

were discussed with local people, for example, NGO’s, local politicians and facilitators 

of the research. In addition, senior researchers familiar with the South African context 

and food security studies, were also consulted before the study was carried out. Specific 

ethical aspects regarding the focus group interviews were discussed with a public health 

researcher from the University of Cape Town (UCT). For example, questions about how 

it feels to be hungry were not included in the interview guide or asked directly, but if 

someone talked about their feelings, the topic was not avoided.  

Lastly, the purpose of the comparative design is to describe the variation in food 

security between the areas and link this to a discussion about the social structures in 

post-apartheid South Africa. The results may not be used to turn the communities 

against each other. 
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3. Theoretical perspectives 
Chapter 3 begins with an explanation of risk and social injustices from a sociological 

and intersectional perspective. In the second section, the Pressure and Release (PAR) 

model (Wisner et al., 2004), linked to the social injustice perspective on risk, will be 

explained as a general theoretical model for understanding vulnerability. This is 

followed by use of the PAR-model as a framework for describing vulnerability to food 

insecurity in a South African context.  

3.1 Explaining risk and social injustices - Intersectionality theory  
Within sociology, the concept of social stratification is used to describe societal 

inequalities between groups of people. Social strata are for example gender, age, class 

or race. Depending on the position within the stratification scheme, different people will 

have different access to rewards, for example, gender may impact how much money 

you earn. Three basic characteristics are mentioned as typical of socially stratified 

systems; 1) Social categories of people share the same characteristic, but individuals 

don’t necessarily identify with one another. Also, an individual from a category may 

change their rank, but the category will continue. 2) People’s experiences and 

opportunities in life depend on the ranking of their social category. 3) The ranks of 

social categories are persistent but can change slowly over time (Giddens & Sutton, 

2013, p.480-481).  

Giddens and Sutton (2013, p.480-483) refer to the apartheid system of South Africa as a 

caste system, which is also a form of stratification, a type of class system. In a caste 

society, all people remain within their social position of their birth. By separating black 

Africans, Indians, coloureds, and Asians from whites, the South African caste system 

became entirely based on race during the apartheid era. In a caste system like apartheid, 

intimate contact with members of other castes was not allowed and marriage out of 

one’s own caste illegal. White people of South Africa made up about 15% of the 

population, but controlled all the wealth as landowners, by running businesses and 

industries, and they had all the political power. Black Africans, who made up about 

75% of the population, had no right to vote. Today, about 80.9% of the total population 

are Black Africans, 8.8% are coloured, 7.8% are white and 2.5% are Indian/Asian 

(STATS SA, 2018).  

Intersectionality theory is a way of understanding how different social strata intersect, 

where for example class, race and gender inform each other and produce life 

experiences of being oppressed or privileged, depending on the context (Giddens & 

Sutton, 2013, p.489-491).  

It has been suggested that intersectionality theorization is signified by three different 

dimensions; 1) the inclusion of perspectives of multi-marginalized people, 2) analysis of 

how different social strata, such as race, class, and gender interact, instead of viewing 

them as separate factors, and 3) an openness to see multiple institutions as overlapping 

(Choo & Ferree, 2010). There is no systematic use of intersectionality in risk research 

as sociological perspectives on risk tend to lean towards the theoretical perspectives of 

risk society, cultural theory, and governmentality. The latter can be problematic since it 

neglects the intersecting inequalities of for example gender, class, and race. 

Intersectionality theory does not single out one category to determine risk, it is a 



16 

 

perspective that seeks to understand the overlapping dimensions of inequality and how 

they form risks (Olofsson et al., 2014). 

Olofsson et al. (2014) state that when social problems are being linked to vulnerability, 

they are redefined and put in a new frame to be managed as risks. They argue that there 

is a risk that this perspective limits the understanding of the complex multi-dimensional 

social relations that shape the lived experiences of risks. Therefore, it becomes essential 

to apply a theoretical perspective that supports the understanding of and seeks to 

explain, the complexity of social problems expressed as risks. In this study, food 

security is viewed as a social risk and interpreted through an intersectional lens, 

focusing on race and social class.  

By combining the power and privilege perspective of intersectionality with the 

understanding of how risk is constructed, we can better understand the relationship 

between risk and inequality (Olofsson et al, 2014). In South Africa, political, social, and 

economic forces have created inequalities where race is entangled with class and vice 

versa. The interlocking social strata of race and class practically impacts all areas in the 

South African society (Dominguez-Whitehead, 2017). In other words, race and class 

have implications for the vulnerability of people and make people of color (as opposed 

to white people) generally more prone to risks in South Africa.  

3.2 Understanding vulnerability in South Africa – The Pressure and 

Release-model 
An important part of understanding risks and social injustices in the South African 

context, is understanding how vulnerability progresses. Wisner et al. (2004) provide an 

analytical model, the Pressure and Release (PAR) model, which illustrates this by 

connecting the progression of vulnerability with the increased risk for a disaster, such as 

hunger, when exposed to a natural hazard like the drought in the Western Cape. Central 

to their logic is that people have unequal access to resources and opportunities, they are 

also unequally exposed to hazards. Whether or not people have, for example, acceptable 

housing, adequate access to water or enough food to eat, is determined by the social, 

economic and political environment. These factors structure the daily lives of different 

groups of people, by dictating the conditions under which they live. Peoples’ homes, 

work, access to information, their wealth and health conditions, and more, have nothing 

to do with nature. Therefore, people’s exposure to risk varies according to their class, 

gender, race or age for example, and to what Giddens and Sutton (2013) express as, 

their position within the stratification scheme.  
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The general PAR-model reveals the progression of vulnerability: 

    THE PROGRESSION OF VULNERABILITY 

ROOT CAUSES           DYNAMIC PRESSURES          UNSAFE CONDITIONS                         DISASTER              HAZARD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Source: Wisner et al. (2004, p. 51) 

The general idea of the PAR-model is that the risk for a disaster stands in between the 

pressure of a natural hazard, which can be a slow onset natural event or a more sudden 

shock, and the pressure from the social processes driving vulnerability. In order of 

reducing the risk of disaster, pressure needs to be released by reducing vulnerability 

(Wisner et al., 2004).  

The current Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 (UNISDR, 

2015), is based on this theoretical perspective. The Sendai Framework emphasizes the 

need to reduce vulnerability to all types of disasters, and it states that disaster risk 

reduction needs to focus on the underlying disaster risk drivers such as poverty and 

inequalities, among others. Thus, the PAR-model is seen as timely and highly relevant 

for use in this context.  
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The PAR-model suggested below illustrates the historical root causes, dynamic 

pressures, and unsafe conditions, which over time have generated the millions of people 

vulnerable to food insecurity in South Africa. At present, the on-going drought in the 

country further exacerbates the risk of severe food insecurity expressed as hunger. The 

Pressure model for food insecurity in South Africa: 

      THE PROGRESSION OF VULNERABILITY 

 

  ROOT CAUSES           DYNAMIC PRESSURES             UNSAFE CONDITIONS                     DISASTER                 HAZARD 

           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. The PAR-model adapted to a South African context  

The factors in the model are identified by the local people with whom the author 

engaged in informal conversation during the time in the field. The people come from 

middle-income areas as well as low-income areas. They are of different race; white, 

black and coloured. Most are South African citizens, but some are also migrant workers, 

from for example Malawi and Zimbabwe, living in South Africa. Note, the author does 

not claim the factors included in the model to be the only ones possible. The suggested 

South African PAR-model is a result of co-creation to be considered as contextual 

information, serving as a foundation for better understanding of the study results. In the 

following, the root causes, dynamic pressures, and unsafe conditions that build 

vulnerability in the South Africa of today will be explained briefly. 

3.2.1 Root Causes 

History as colonized and the former apartheid regime.  

European settlers arrived in Cape Town in the mid-1600’s. By that time the Cape was 

populated by the Khoi-people. From the 1650’s to the 1830’s the economy depended on 

imported slave labor to build the Cape. Slaves who came from East Africa, Madagascar, 

the East Indies, Angola, and West Africa, also had an impact on the language and 

History as 

colonized, 

and later, the 

laws of 

apartheid, 

limited the 

access to 

power and 

resources for 

all non-white 

groups. 

 

Ideology of 

the neo-

liberal 

economic 

politics 

 

High degree of 

political 

corruption 

 

Weak 

institutions 

 

Education 

system 

 

Rapid 

urbanization 

 

Segregation 

 

Repeated 

drought 2016-

2018 

 

Reduced food 

production 

 

Low income 

 

Increased food   

prices 

 

Insufficient 

infrastructure 

 

Livelihoods at 

risk 

 

Substandard 

housing/shacks 

 

Poor sanitation 

 

High 

unemployment 

rates 

 

HIV/AIDS or  

other illness 

 

Fires 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Risk of 

hunger 
 

Drought 

 



19 

 

culture in the area. Towards the end of the 1830’s slaves were freed, and from then all 

men, black or white, were supposed to be equal before the law. Landowners and men 

with a certain income level had the right to vote. In reality, most of the wealthy and 

powerful were white men. From the 1830’s, large numbers of Xhosa-speaking people 

came from the Eastern Cape to live in Cape Town, as permanent residents or migrant 

workers.  

Influenced by racist ideas of white supremacy from the southern United States in the 

1880’s and 1890’s, many powerful white people advocated the separation of black 

Africans and colored people from whites. The laws of equal rights between all men 

became circumscribed by rules that limited the possibilities for all but white people, to 

vote. People were separated by government institutions like hospitals, schools, and 

prisons. Also, privately owned properties like theatres, bars, and sports arenas became 

segregated. Residential areas were not separated by law, but the real estate prices were 

too high for labor wages and, thus, started to become segregated as well. 

The first forced removal of black Africans took place in 1901. Strikes, mass meetings, 

and a protest march were organized among black Africans against the forced removals. 

Some went back to the rural areas in the Eastern Cape, rather than being forced to live 

in a designated area. In 1923 a new law regulated the lives of all black Africans by 

allowing them to live only in reserved areas and from 1937 they were not allowed to 

buy land outside the reserves. After World War II, government control over black 

African citizens was tightened. For example, railway authorities had the power to stop 

black Africans from traveling to Cape Town. Employers had to pay for the costs of 

sending black Africans home at the end of their contracts, as a way of discouraging 

employers to hire them. However, these laws did not have the sought effect. In 1948, an 

estimated 80% of all black Africans lived outside the reserved locations. In that same 

year the National party came to power, and with it, the racist laws of apartheid.  

In the early apartheid years, the Population Registration Act of 1950 officially labeled 

all South Africans as “whites”, “coloureds”, “Asians”, or “Natives” and people were 

required to register according to their racial group. New laws separated every other part 

of society such as schools, universities, political organizations, public transport, 

hospitals, parks, beaches, benches, public restrooms, and graveyards.  

The Group areas act of 1950 was passed to separate residential areas in the cities. 

Owners were no longer allowed to sell or rent property to the wrong racial group. Black 

Africans and coloured people were evicted from their homes, as the most valuable 

properties in the city centers and the mountain slopes of the Peninsula were labeled 

white. Areas between different groups were often separated by a railway line, a road or 

a green area.  
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Photo 4. Photo by Johnny Miller/Millefoto. www.millefoto.com/unequalscenes 

The image shows an example of how areas are still divided in South Africa. Here, an aerial photo of 

Masiphumelele, located next to, and partly in, the wetland area. To the right, the recent middle-class 

development, Lake Michelle. 

 

Society became more violent and people were killed by police, as protests were 

organized against the increasing control by the government. After 1966, no more 

housing was built for black Africans, despite the rapid population growth in Cape Town 

in the 1960’s and 70’s. This led to vast areas of squatters and the townships grew 

around the city center. In 1983, all black Africans with a right to stay in the Cape 

Peninsula were to be moved to a separate township, and the ones without permission 

would be sent to their “homelands”. As late as 1991, the Group Areas Act was 

abolished. In 1994, a new democratic government, led by the African National Congress 

(ANC) was elected and Nelson Mandela became president (Field, 2001).   

Economic politics 

“In a cash-based economy, it is income and affordability of prices that determine 

access to goods and services. Food availability is not generally a problem. Even with 

the drought, we have enough food. The problem is food price affordability. We do 

not have enough money to buy the food we need. We locate the problem not as an 

agricultural one, but as a political and economic one.” (Pietermaritzburg Agency for 

Community Social Action (PACSA), 2018) 

Poverty is mainly understood as a lack of money to buy adequate food or satisfy other 

basic needs. This understanding of poverty is a result of the globalization of Western 

culture and the expansion of the market. In this view, poverty is an economic condition 

dependent on market cash transactions. These transactions are in turn dependent on 

development defined as economic growth. Hence, economic growth is used to measure 

and judge all societies. However, there are critical alternative views to this material 

view on poverty. In other views, poverty is not simply material but also based on 

spiritual values, community ties, and the availability of common resources. The 

Western emphasis on individualism and consumerism is seen as destructive of nature 
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and morally inferior. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) has 

distinguished between two types of poverty. One is income poverty which is a material 

condition. The other is human poverty, a condition which, besides material resources, 

encompasses human dignity, agency, opportunities and choices (Evans & Thomas, 

2014).  

The traditional view on eradicating poverty is development thru neo-liberal economic 

and political philosophy. It became a global way of thinking after the end of the cold 

war and the collapse of the Eastern bloc in Europe after 1989. This global ideological 

shift favored a minimalist state and leading role for the market. Neo-liberal assessments 

suggest that countries most integrated with the global economy through trade 

liberalization have grown the fastest (Evans & Thomas, 2014).  

There is little or no debate that neo-liberal politics have led to increasing inequalities 

between and within states. Although, those who favor the neo-liberal thinking regard 

inequalities as an incentive for competition and entrepreneurial spirit. The economic 

growth, measured by the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), has led to a minority of 

wealthier people in developing countries, the vast majority has received very little 

change. In response to criticism of the neo-liberal policy, the mainstream debate has 

now shifted from growth to sustainable development (Evans & Thomas, 2014). The 

concept of sustainable development was promoted by the Brundtland Commission 

(WCED, 1987) which stated that environmental considerations were needed, combined 

with further economic growth. The report did not address the fact that growth had 

caused the environmental crisis in the first place. The process towards sustainable 

development has continued since then, however, the macroeconomic policy underlying 

the development agenda has not changed and the scale of the problem remains 

unacknowledged. There’s a growing number of critics, voicing the distorted distribution 

of wealth and benefits of economic liberalism. It is a policy that increasingly is seen as a 

threat to different levels of society, from the local to the global. To modify the effects of 

neo-liberal policies, yet sustain the neo-liberal project, supporters of globalization such 

as the World Bank, now have guidelines on, for example, the treatment of indigenous 

peoples, the environmental impact of its projects, and gender. These contributions are 

important, but it remains unclear to what extent they actually inform policy and have 

any real effect on poverty reduction (Evans & Thomas, 2014).  

South Africa makes no exception to the international level of economic politics. 

McDonald (2008) argues that the general level of post-apartheid policy is neo-liberal, 

especially evident in a city like Cape Town. South Africa’s economic liberalization has 

led to economic, as well as social and spatial, inequalities and McDonald (ibid.) 

suggests radical social reforms for a more equal society.  

3.2.2 Dynamic pressures 

Segregation  

South Africa is one of the wealthiest countries in Africa measured by the Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) (Utrikespolitiska Institutet, 2018) but as described above, the 

differences between the rich and the poor are still vast due to the previous apartheid 

regime. The minimally restricted liberalization of the economy has made South Africa 

one of the countries in the world with the least distribution of income (Cassiolato, 

2014). Most white people have a good standard of living, while a large part of the black 

African and coloured population still live in townships, slums or poor rural areas. 
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Economic and social tension has led to increased alcohol- and drug abuse, high levels of 

crime of murder, rape, robberies, and carjackings (Utrikespolitiska Institutet, 2018).  

Political corruption  
A general definition of corruption is the abuse of public power for private gain and 

corruption can occur on different levels in a society. Corrupt countries have generally 

lower levels of human development and there is research indicating that there is much to 

gain in a society by reducing corruption and improving governance (Rose-Ackerman, 

2014).  

In February 2018, Jacob Zuma resigned after nearly ten years as South Africa’s 

president, when faced with a motion of no confidence from his governing political 

party, the ANC. In March 2018, it was announced that former president Jacob Zuma 

will be charged with different forms of corruption. He has previously been charged with 

783 counts for accepting bribes in a military arm’s deal in 1999. (This deal included 

Swedish JAS-aircraft.) (Utrikespolitiska Institutet, 2018).  

Education system  
From the 1950’s to the mid-1990’s, the education system was the social institution most 

clearly affected by racism in its role of both teaching and practicing the philosophy of 

apartheid. The current education system in South Africa shows persistent inequalities 

from the apartheid-era (Heaton et al., 2014). An example of this shows in a South 

African report based on the PIRLS Literacy 2016. It states that eight out of 10 children 

in Grade 4 are unable to read at an appropriate level. 65% of the learners in the top ten 

richest schools reach an advanced reading level. In poorer schools, less than one out of 

10 reach the advanced level. In addition, bullying, teacher absenteeism, students’ late 

arrival and failure to complete the curriculum are present in many schools (Howie et al., 

2017). The legacy of apartheid in South Africa shows that race and socio-economic 

differences are intertwined in educational outcomes, where the black Africans and 

coloureds are at disadvantage, compared to other racial groups (Heaton et al., 2014). 

Although, during the past twenty years, the university student body has changed, with 

black students now constituting a majority. Undergraduate students by population group 

were 68% black African, 6% coloured, 6% Indian, and 20% white (Council on Higher 

Education, 2016). However, 33% of black Africans and 47% of coloureds dropped out 

of their university studies. Only 10% of the black African and 5.5% of the coloured 

students continued to postgraduate programs. White students generally performed better 

than all other racial groups (Van Broekhuizen et al., 2016). 

Rapid urbanization  
During the ten-year time period between 2001 and 2011, the population in Cape Town 

increased by approximately 847 000 people from 2.9 to 3.7 million people (STATS SA, 

2018). Rapid population growth in cities inevitably strains the use of the city’s 

resources. One example of this is the increased use of drinking water, whereas both the 

availability of drinking water and the quality of drinking water can be affected (Gasper 

et al., 2011).  

Repeated drought 2015-2018 

The prolonged drought is likely to have consequences on food productivity. The 

average temperature in South Africa is expected to increase with 2.5-3.0 degrees Celsius 

until the year 2050 due to climate change. The rest of Africa alike, water shortage is a 
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problem in South Africa. Lack of water has an impact on food production and other 

goods, which in turn will affect the households. The domestic agricultural sector will 

produce less, which leads to export decline and makes increased import necessary. 

When some sectors, agricultural or others, produce less because of water scarcity, the 

decline in agricultural output will result in a general income decline, which in turn will 

lead to lower wages for low- and middle-income workers. Households with low 

incomes will earn even less money (Juana et al., 2012), and likely see fewer job 

opportunities in the agricultural, or other, sectors.  

3.2.3 Unsafe conditions 

The historical factors and the underlying macroeconomic politics are viewed as root-

causes of the identified dynamic pressures discussed above. Following the PAR-model, 

these structural pressures lead to unsafe conditions. Some identified unsafe conditions 

for the general case of South Africa, and the Cape Town area particularly are pointed 

out in the following.   

Poverty is usually considered an important indicator of vulnerability (Wisner et al., 

2004). This applies to South Africa as well, where low-income households are found to 

be the most vulnerable, especially when it comes to the effects of water scarcity (Juana 

et al., 2012). It is estimated that 42.4% of young people in Cape Town live in income-

poor households. Statistics also show that 33% of Cape Town youth are not in 

employment, education or training (NEET) (Youth Explorer, 2016). The NEET rate, 

seen in conjunction with unemployment, is more than 50% and young people face 

extreme difficulties engaging with the labor market (STATS SA, 2018). 

Partly as a consequence of the Group Areas Act and the forced removals during the 

apartheid years, and partly as a result of the rapid urbanization, many Cape Town 

residents now live in overpopulated townships, and many of them, in informal housing 

or shacks. The townships are often situated in unfavorable areas, such as wetlands with 

the risk of flooding. Life in these areas brings about health risks as a result of poor 

sanitation and low water quality. There is a built-in high risk of fire because of 

insufficient electricity supply and cooking practices (Pelling & Wisner, 2009). Fire risk 

naturally also increases with the drought. Fires in townships can be devastating as 

infrastructure is lacking and fire trucks are unable to come through. Further, livelihoods 

are threatened because of the drought (Juana et al., 2012) and unemployment sustained 

as infrastructure and public transport is lacking in and out of the townships (Pelling & 

Wisner, 2009).  
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Photo 5. Masiphumelele, wetland area. Left: A mother with her baby, collecting water at a communal 

water-tap, next to the canal with sewage running alongside peoples’ homes. Electricity wires along with 

clothes lines hanging above. Right: Rusty tin shacks show marks from a fire. Photos by the author. 

 

Increased food prices 

The PACSA 2017 year-on-year report, calculates an 11.9% price increase on a basic 

and nutritional food basket for one family, from 2016 to 2017. The basic nutritious 

basket contains foods that low-income households would like to buy but usually cannot 

afford (PACSA, 2018).  

HIV/AIDS 

The prevalence rate of people aged 15-49 living with HIV/AIDS in South Africa is the 

fourth highest in the world with 18.9% in the general population in 2016. This is an 

increase since the year 2000 when it was estimated at 14% (WHO, 2018). A study 

including over 14 000 respondents over 15 years old, has shown that HIV prevalence is 

highest among the poor, 20.8%, compared to 4.6% among those in the upper socio-

economic groups (Wabiri & Taffa, 2013). In addition, national statistics show that 

women are more often infected with HIV than men and that the prevalence rate among 

women is increasing (STATS SA, 2018).  

Tuberculosis is the number one cause of death in South Africa (STATS SA, 2018), and 

a common secondary disease to HIV-infection (WHO, 2018). People with tuberculosis 

and HIV in South Africa are at risk of very high costs for care (Mudzengi et al., 2017) 

and recent research show that HIV infection increases the risk of household food 

insecurity in South Africa (Pienaar et al., 2017). It is also suggested that food insecure 

households generally have a higher prevalence rate of illness among the household 

members (Battersby, 2011b). 
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4. Results 
Chapter 4 presents the analyzed data from the survey and from the focus groups. The 

presentation starts with the quantitative results, but interview data are integrated 

throughout. The scope of the problem is explored by describing the distribution of food 

security from the FIES results in section 4.1. Section 4.2 connects the FIES strategies 

used for food security with the experiences of food security expressed in the focus 

groups. In section 4.3, the linkage between food security and household income is 

explored, and in section 4.4, income type and employment distribution are described.  

4.1 Distribution of food security – FIES results 
Measuring food security in the three areas with the help of the FIES indicate the 

following results. Table 1 shows the calculated FIES index stratified by area, and in 

Table 2, the mean differences between the areas are shown.   

Table 1. Food security index stratified by area. Data is also illustrated in Figure 1.     

 N Mean Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kommetjie 41 .54 .12 .95 

Masiphumelele 411 5.44 5.15 5.73 

Ocean View 235 6.56 6.20 6.91 

Total 687 5.53 5.30 5.76 

95% Confidence Interval for mean 

Table 2. Multiple comparisons. Differences in self-rated level of food security, stratified by area. 

Dependent variable: Food Security 

Post-hoc test Bonferroni                     95% Confidence Interval 

Area (A) Area (B) Mean 

Difference* 

(A-B) 

Standard 

Error 

Sig. 

Level 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Kommetjie Masiphumelele -4.904 .462 .000 -6.01 -3.79 

 Ocean View -6.021 .478 .000 -7.17 -4.87 

Masiphumelele Kommetjie 4.904 .462 .000 3.79 6.01 

 Ocean View -1.117 .231 .000 -1.67 -.56 

Ocean View Kommetjie 6.021 .478 .000 4.87 7.17 

 Masiphumelele 1.117 .231 .000 .56 1.67 

*. The differences in means are significant at the 0.05 level. 

Kommetjie has the lowest FIES score, in distinct contrast to the other two, which is 

shown in Table 1 and illustrated in Figure 2. Table 2 shows that there is a significant 

difference in food security between all three communities, including a significant 

difference between Masiphumelele and Ocean View. Ocean View has the highest score, 

although slightly higher than Masiphumelele. 
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Figure 4. This figure illustrates the level of experienced food insecurity by area.  

The experiences in Kommetjie indicate generally food secure households with an 

average of 0.54 on the FIES scale. Some households may have experienced mild food 

insecurity by worrying about the ability to obtain food. A quote from the focus group 

illustrates this: 

“I know a few people who have to be very aware of what and how much they buy, 

and they can’t just eat whatever, but I don’t know anyone who has just not been able 

to have any food. Or like really, really, little food.”   

The other two communities indicate experiences of moderate to severe food insecurity, 

with an average severity of 5.44 on the FIES for Masiphumelele, and a 6.56 average for 

Ocean View. The high average scores also point to the risk of hunger in some 

households. All in all, 22% of the households in Kommetjie have experienced food 

insecurity to some extent, compared to 85.2% in Masiphumelele and 88.1% in Ocean 

View. According to the FIES, this means household strategies in both Masiphumelele 

and Ocean View include compromising on quality and variety, as well as reducing 

quantities and skipping meals. These results are consistent with Naicker et al. (2015) 

and Battersby (2011b) who also claim similar levels of food insecurity among the poor.  

To clarify the indicated risk of hunger experiences, the areal distribution of average 

FIES scores is shown in Figure 5. For Kommetjie there is an observation at 7 on the 

FIES, indicating that even in a relatively food secure area like Kommetjie, there can be 

variations in the lived experiences of food security. Moreover, Figure 5 shows that a 

large proportion of the households in Masiphumelele and Ocean View have indeed 

experienced hunger during the last 12 months, which is indicated by scoring 8 on the 

FIES.  
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    Figure 5. Distribution of average FIES scores stratified by area. 

In fact, as shown by the FIES score frequency table (Table 3, Appendix 6), 39.9% of 

households in Masiphumelele and as many as 71.1% of households in Ocean View, 

report on having experienced hunger.  

However, there may be cultural differences in interpreting the questions and 

experiencing food security. Some inconsistencies in responses were noted. For example, 

some respondents answered that they had not worried about obtaining enough food, the 

first question on the FIES, but still gave a positive response to the following questions, 

indicating more severe food insecurity experiences. A possible reason for this is that 

food insecurity experiences are common enough and beyond the point of worrying. That 

is to say, if you know you will not have enough money to buy the proper food on a 

regular basis, there is nothing to worry about, lack of proper food is expected. Worrying 

could be interpreted as a sign of even more severe experiences or there could be other 

areas in life of greater concern. If this is the case, it leads to a lower total score on the 

FIES index. For example, one group in Masiphumelele talks freely about their 

experienced food insecurity both in the Eastern Cape and in Cape Town. They say it is 

no problem talking about it, 

 “Because it happens a lot.  

It’s common. To everyone.  

It seems normal.  

You just have to adapt.” 

Although individual inconsistencies were noted in response to the severity of food 

insecurity, results are on a whole consistent with the scale measurement in all areas. 

Table 4 shows the proportions were higher in each area respectively for the less severe 

item, FIES 1 indicating worry, than for the item FIES 8, which indicates going without 

food for a whole day.  
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Table 4. Frequency table of affirmative responses to question number 1 and number 8 on the FIES. 

                      

  FIES 1 Worried FIES 8 Whole day 

Area N Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 
Kommetjie 

 

 

41 

 

4 

 

9.8 

 

1 

 

2.4 

Masiphumelele 

 

411 302 73.5 243 59.1 

Ocean View 235 198 84.3 175 74.5 

 

For a more complete understanding of responses to all questions on the FIES, possible 

cultural differences need to be explored further. There is otherwise a risk of 

misinterpreting and even underestimating results. Here, the focus groups play an 

important role in better understanding the lived experiences of food security in each 

area.  

4.2 Experiences of food security – FIES strategies 
The practical strategies identified by the FIES reflect the severity of food insecurity, 

although context dependent. Some strategies are in general more likely to be associated 

with higher degrees of experienced food insecurity.  

4.2.1 Compromising the quality and variety of food 

Quality of food is often associated with healthy food in the focus groups. In Kommetjie, 

the participants describe their view of good quality food.  

“I’ve been raised in a household, and also with all my friends, eating like organic food 

and food from Woolworths is counted as quality food. So, usually, most people I 

know buy either from like Woolworths or organic stores, so, that’s usually counted 

as good quality food. Then if you want something cheaper you go to Pick and Pay or 

Checkers.   

- Yeah. And also, my family pretty much go for sustainable food. You know, 

organically grown, non-GMO, without refined sugars and carbohydrates, like whole 

food really.”  

In Masiphumelele there is a difference between what participants want to eat and what 

they have access to. The choice of food is limited because of a lack of money.  

“[…] although I try to stay healthy, I end up eating a lot of starch. More than I would 

like to. […] Quality food, healthy food, is very expensive.” 

 “[…] you look at a smoothie. Smoothies are around about R20 something, and you 

go to the pie section and the pies are all R10. Which one would you buy on a budget? 

You obviously go for the pie and a cold drink, which is very unhealthy.” 

With limited choices, quality and also variety of food is compromised. This is expressed 

in the following discussion taking place in Masiphumelele.  

“And it’s really more the same supper every night. It’s rice and something different, 

something a little different.”  
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“You use your tin food. Your fish… with some tomato sauce and put that over your 

rice or the pap, but it is more or less the same every day, it is starch, it is either rice 

or pap…”  

“It’s not like you run completely out of food, but there is sometimes rice. You cook 

that rice, maybe some potato, some carrot, like some mixed veg, all together. You put 

some oil on it, you eat as it is. Actually, I remember a time in my life when things 

were terrible in my family. We actually had cooked rice, and we only had oil, cooking 

oil, and you pour that over and we ate. And that’s a meal!”  

“But even now, it happens.”   

In Ocean View, someone likes to eat meat, but this happens only on rare occasions and 

is sometimes served at the teenagers’ activity group at the VDP, Open Door: 

“No, not every week. Just sometimes. I maybe eat it at “Youth”.  

An excerpt from Kommetjie describes how reducing the quality of food made this 

person feel.  

“When I was in school we would go on class camps for a week […] and we would 

eat like really, really, bad food like noodles and a whole bunch of random things. I 

went home, and I was feeling pretty ill and tired.”  

The same person continues by telling about how it felt to come back home and eat.  

“[…] my Mom made this big roast meal […] and I am such a fan of chicken and 

potatoes and a big salad and it was also fresh and like nourishing and wholesome. I 

was just so happy to be home! And be able to eat a home-cooked meal.”  

To be noted here is that this was a temporary quality reduction on a class camp. The 

person went home afterward and was served a nourishing and wholesome meal, still, the 

person felt ill and tired after only a week of bad eating habits. The participants in 

Masiphumelele and Ocean View are already in their homes, there is no escape from 

poor quality food. Ironically, the school might for many children in the poor 

communities, be the only place they eat. This is suggested by many of the participants 

and captured in this quote from Masiphumelele. 

“Yeah, sometimes when we were in High School, we would only eat at school. When 

you come back you didn’t have anything to eat. It was like that.”  

Someone adds,   

“I think it’s better not to think about food. […] Having to see people, they carry their 

food… it distracts us. Then we start questioning ourselves, like why do they have 

food and… I wish I was in a different family.” 

This quote implies that it is a great challenge to persevere without enough food and also 

points to a cognitive strategy to handle food insecurity. 

One aspect of food security is to gain access to food by having enough money to buy 

food. Another aspect is accessing the grocery stores which, in the studied area, are 

located at great distance from people’s homes. For that, money is also needed. With no 

public transportation in the area, it becomes necessary to take a taxi for bigger 

purchases or walk 4 km one-way, if you don’t own a car. However, there are smaller 

food shops in all three areas, but with a limited selection of goods. There are also 

vegetable stands in Masiphumelele which are commented below: 
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“But the vegetables, you buy those at the entrance [to Masiphumelele], when they 

expire at Pick and Pay, they get rid of them and other people […] reserve it to us. So, 

it is like we are eating the expired food from the shops … mostly tomatoes, spinach 

and … like other vegetables. […] we can’t afford to go every day at Pick and Pay or 

Food Lovers […].”  

“And like most of the shop, when there is a township […] they pick from the farmers, 

the food that is not of high quality. Because they know […] people will buy the food, 

because of quantity and the price. So, the food you get in a township is the last grade, 

understand, the fine food they export to Woolworths and the other shops […].” 

The quotes also imply feelings of being used by owners of supermarkets and other 

business entrepreneurs who find a way to profit from poverty.  

In Ocean View, a residential area characterized by violent crime, the situation is 

perceived a little different. Using a substantial part of food money on a taxi to reach the 

grocery store might not be an option in either community but walking to the grocery 

store from Ocean View is not perceived as safe. This is illustrated by the following 

quote from a group member in Ocean View. 

“It’s a long walk and it’s not safe [because] terrible things, any person you approach 

you never know what to expect… it’s all around.”  

Moreover, the conversations bring up class differences by referring to what wealthy 

people eat. Wealthy people eat healthy food according to youth in Masiphumelele, 

“Healthy stuff [is] what rich people normally eat, you know.  

Instead of buying cooking oil, they buy olive oil”  

“The rich people eat organic food, […] we are eating a lot of fast food because we 

cannot afford organic food, here in this group.” 

Fast food is considered unhealthy, implied above and also expressed in Kommetjie: 

“To me, […] McDonald’s, […] is fast crazy food.”  

Although they share the same views on healthy food in all three areas, the reality among 

participants in Kommetjie stands in stark contrast to the groups from Masiphumelele 

and Ocean View. In the group from Kommetjie, healthy food is accessible and part of 

their daily lives. The following statement from Kommetjie gives the impression of 

rooted segregation and confirms there are clear differences depending on what area you 

live in. 

“It’s quite weird living here, and then having Ocean View and Masi just down the 

road and they’re living a complete opposite life to us. […] I think we have a lot of 

disadvantaged communities. The food that they can afford is not very good. I think it 

needs to change a lot. […] I see them a lot […] and they’re sick all the time and just 

the food that they eat is really not healthy.”  

The conversations above confirm the quantitative results by describing notable 

differences between what the rich and the poor can afford to eat. However, the opinions 

on what makes good quality food, appear to be similar regardless of class or race. 

Eating healthy food is a privilege and perceived as more accessible by the wealthier 

class. Fast food is cheaper, more affordable and the opposite of healthy food. It is also 

evident that choices are limited with less money, and the food that people in low-
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income communities have physical access to is of meager quality. There are many 

examples of reducing quality as a strategy to handle food insecurity in the poor areas, 

and it appears to be an everyday phenomenon built into society, rather than something 

that occurs only now and then.  

4.2.2 Reducing quantities and skipping meals 

Reducing quantities and skipping meals are rated as general strategies to handle 

moderate levels of food insecurity according to the FIES. Group interviews in 

Masiphumelele give examples of reducing the quantity of food during their childhood 

as well as in their current lives.  

“It happens, not only when we grew up […].”  

 “My aunt, she tries to maybe, buy a half of bread and then we share.”  

Skipping meals is also described as a common strategy during school days for young 

people in Masiphumelele. It appears they have to choose between going to school or 

eating.  

“[…] it can be difficult to have breakfast […] because we need money for transport.”  

“[…] you have to compromise. Don’t eat. Go to school.”  

 “It’s too expensive [to eat] at school. […] on my side, it happens a lot. The ratio can 

be 70/30. Like 70 skipping and 30 [percent of the time] not skipping.” 

Bringing lunch does not seem like an option.  

“We don’t have the bread and the butter and stuff for a lunchbox. 

Sometimes you can skip your breakfast, skip your lunch, so the whole day you won’t 

be eating anything. You eat your supper, later on.”  

When asked how they function during school without food the answers are diverse,  

“If I just drink water I can.”  

“It depends, if I am not in the mood, it is going to be a horrible day if I don’t eat […].”  

Again, the limited choices for the less fortunate youth are evident.  

In comparison, almost all the members of focus groups in Ocean View have dropped 

out of school early, between 5th and 10th grade. The participants in Masiphumelele are 

university students. Previous research (Van Broekhuizen et al., 2016) indicate that 

coloured people have higher dropout rates from the university, compared to black 

Africans. If this is the case for Masiphumelele and Ocean View has not been a question 

for this study and is not to say from the results of the focus groups. The constellation of 

focus group members in all areas are coincidental.  

There is also one example pointing out that even in a highly food insecure area like 

Ocean View, individual experiences vary and not everyone skips meals. Someone eats 

three to four times a day. 

“Fresh food every night. Sometimes there’s even two plates!” 
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Although the strategy of skipping meals is often pointed out in a rational manner by the 

Masiphumelele-participants, some reflect over their feelings about the situation.  

“Sometimes, I think it makes you withdraw from other people. 

Yes, but you don’t want to go with people who have a lot of money and are going to 

buy lunch […]. When they say, “let’s go”, I don’t go. […] You just make excuses, 

“No, like… I have lots of stuff to do” or “I have to go to the library”.  

Some people will buy you something when you don’t have money. They think one 

day you will have something and then you can buy them back. […] so, you feel like 

you are obedient to them or something.” 

These statements indicate rather complex feelings of being trapped in guilt and feeling 

inferior to their more well-off peers. Through an intersectional lens, it is interpreted that 

being poor to the point of having to choose between food and school, not only limits the 

chances of being successful at school, it also affects the social life. Hence, poverty 

becomes an obstacle to racial integration. Despite school being a potential platform for 

integration, segregation is rather reinforced than dissolved. Further, choosing between 

food and school does not live up to the statement that food access should be compatible 

with the realization of other basic needs (Maxwell & Smith, 1993). 

4.2.3 Experiencing hunger 

As indicated by the FIES scores, it is not to say there are no households in Kommetjie 

who have experienced rather severe occasions of food insecurity. However, the survey 

indicates, it is all the more common for households in both Masiphumelele and Ocean 

View to experience hunger.  

In Masiphumelele there are focus group examples of families regularly running out of 

food, 

“Yeah, you see, we do grocery shopping at the end of the month, and when food 

finishes on maybe the 20th, the rest of the time, we don’t know what we’re going to 

eat. So, it happens.” 

and some also talk about going to bed without having dinner.  

“It may be hard to believe because we are thick, but it happens, yeah.” 

The quote also implies malnutrition as this participant consider him- or herself to be 

overweight but still experiencing hunger.  

There are examples in Ocean View as well, and the assistant translates from Afrikaans:  

“There was a time when they didn’t have food, and they went to sleep hungry until 

the next morning.”  

Handling severe food insecurity and hunger require different strategies. A young man 

from Masiphumelele says, 

“Sometimes if food runs out, I must go out and hustle 10 rand […].”,  

While someone else in the group talks about borrowing money for food,  

We borrow money for food […] And there’s interest. If you borrow 200, maybe you 

return 300. […] It is more like loan sharks.  
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Begging for food and borrowing money are two strategies mentioned to handle severe 

food insecurity. In Ocean View, a third strategy is mentioned in addition to the other two  

“[…] when I eat food, I eat with friends and family. It’s not always that I eat at home. 

[I sometimes eat] at their house. Normally, some children’s parents have a problem 

with you eating over, but I find that very wrong because, if you give someone else a 

meal, it could save their day.” 

Neither of these strategies meets the food security definition of Maxwell and Smith 

(1993), stating that food should be acquired in a dignified and independent way. It is 

further implied in the interviews that there is no clear line to be drawn between the 

different strategies indicating less severe states of food insecurity and experiences of 

hunger. Although the survey asked for experiences occurring sometime during the past 

twelve months, focus group interviews point to these experiences being part of their 

lives on a regular basis.  

4.3 Distribution of food security and household income 
Except for the eight FIES questions, inquiries about the household income were made 

as an additional way of measuring the distribution of food security. This information 

was used to analyze how much money was spent on food in relation to the costs of an 

adequate, but basic, nutritious diet. The PACSA Food Price Barometer (PACSA, 2018) 

states that the average cost of feeding one person was R614.58 per month in March 

2018. Naturally, the costs vary according to the person's age and gender and range 

between R542.26 for a child between 3-9 years old and up to R686.90 for a teenage 

boy, physically active man or a pregnant or breastfeeding woman. (At the time of the 

fieldwork, ZAR 1≈ SEK 0.70. The price of a nutritional food basket was 614.58 rand ≈ 

430 kr). It should be noted, although this food basket is South African, it is from a 

different part of the country. A local food basket would need to be assembled to ensure 

accuracy when relating the costs for food to the money spent. This is because food 

prices can vary for example over regions or between cities and rural areas. However, no 

such local information has been found available.  

Table 5. The median and mean numbers of people per household in the respective community.  

Area N Median Mean 

Kommetjie 39 3 3.38 

Masiphumelele 406 3 3.03 

Ocean View 234 4 4.12 

 

In Kommetjie and Masiphumelele, the median household has 3 members, and in Ocean 

View, the median household has 4 members.  
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Table 6. The median and mean household food costs by area. 

Area N Median Mean 

Kommetjie 39 6000 6312.82 

Masiphumelele 404 800 879.60 

Ocean View 216 1000 1515.51 

Table 6 shows the median and mean amount of food purchases per month per 

household. Dividing the median costs for food, with the number of people in the 

households, the costs of food are about R2 000 per person per month in Kommetjie. For 

Masiphumelele the monthly amount spent on food for one person is about R267, while 

the money spent on food for one person per month in Ocean View is about R250. A 

skewed frequency distribution makes the median a more adequate way of measuring 

since it is less sensitive to extreme values than the mean (Djurfeldt et al., 2010).  

The calculation on food expenditure per person indicates a result for Kommetjie that is 

325% above what is needed to afford the average cost for a basic and nutritional food 

basket. In Masiphumelele and in Ocean View, only 43% and 40.1% of the price of the 

food basket is spent. This suggests most households in the two latter communities spend 

a significantly smaller sum of money on food each month than what is needed to meet 

basic nutritional needs. Even for a child. This can also be said to confirm the results of 

the FIES, showing households in Kommetjie on average are food secure, and that 

households in Masiphumelele and Ocean View experience a relatively high degree of 

food insecurity.  

Some quotes from the focus group interviews reflect the quantitative measure of food 

expenditure, confirming Kommetjie as more food secure than the other areas. A couple 

of voices from Kommetjie are heard: 

“I probably go out like once or twice a week to eat, either for breakfast or for supper 

or… Then I often like, pop to the shops and get snacks. When I’m going to watch a 

movie, I get a whole bunch of snacks […] I do spend quite a bit of money on food.”  

“[…] generally, when I go out for breakfast, I’m spending like 40 rand, on a coffee 

and a muffin, so it isn’t like I’m spending a lot of money […].”  

These examples are distinctly different from the ones from Masiphumelele. In this 

conversation in Masiphumelele, a young man tells the group they spend about R800 per 

month on food in his family of six. He lives with his mother and four siblings.  

“[…]  2.5 …of maize meal, 10 kg of rice, 5 kg of sugar, 2 l of fish oil. That will be 

like R400 and then 300 to buy meat, soup and tin stuff, yeah… probably 800.” 

“Yeah. If you spend like 1.5 that’s a lot. That means you bought some nice things 

[…] Maybe your Mom got a bonus or something, yeah, those are the times when you 

would go roughly over 1000. […] There’s a chance you may get a new outfit too, just 

one clothing item.”   

4.4 Household income and employment 
Besides the self-rated experiences of the FIES and the food expenditure, household 

income and employment can give information on the distribution of wealth and food 

affordability. Therefore, questions were also asked about any social grants received. 
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South African social grants are received by persons who don’t have the sufficient means 

to support themselves (South African Social Security Agency (SASSA), 2018). At the 

time of the fieldwork the Child Support Grant, for example, was R380 (SEK 266) per 

month for one child. Table 7 shows the distribution of income type in the three 

communities.  

Table 7. The distribution of income type stratified by area 

Area Income Type Frequency Percent 

Kommetjie Grant 0  

 Salary 35 100.0 

 Grant and Salary 0  

 Total 35 100.0 

    

Masiphumelele Grant 33 8.1 

 Salary 146 35.9 

 Grant and Salary 228 56.0 

 Total 407 100.0 

    

Ocean View Grant  78 38.0 

 Salary 57 27.8 

 Grant and Salary 70 34.1 

 Total 205 100.0 

 

The findings indicate great discrepancies between Kommetjie and the other two 

communities, where 100% of the responding households in Kommetjie depend on their 

salary and receive no social grants. In Masiphumelele, 35.9% have only their salary or 

wages as income, while in Ocean View, 27.8% depend on their salary only, which is 8.1 

percentages less than in Masiphumelele.  

However, it is interpreted that the households in Masiphumelele have low-income jobs 

since 56% are supported by social grants in addition to their salary or wages. The same 

goes for Ocean View, where a little over a third, 34.1%, of the households, are eligible 

for social grants to complement their salary or wages.  

This is exemplified by two quotes from Masiphumelele  

“I live with my mother and grandmother. So, they are the ones taking care of me. And 

my grandmother doesn’t work. She depends on the social grant. My mother is the 

only one who is working. And now she has decided to go to school, so she is only 

working weekends.” 
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“I live with my mother… She’s not working. […] We depend on the rent money from 

the tenants in the backyard.” 

In a family from Ocean View, a young person has the responsibility to help out 

financially and describes their situation as follows,  

“In my place, it is not only my mother who makes a way, I also have to do my best to 

try and contribute towards our struggle and not just leaving her alone up to our 

situation.” 

Furthermore, the statistical findings indicate another interesting difference between 

Masiphumelele and Ocean View. In Masiphumelele, 8.1% of the population rely on 

grants as their only income. The corresponding figure for Ocean View is 38%. These 

figures indicate considerable differences in engagement with the labor market between 

the two areas, and by this, it is interpreted that Ocean View has higher unemployment 

rates. When adding the numbers, it is shown that 64.1% of the people in Masiphumelele 

and 72.1% in Ocean View are in some way dependent on social grants for their living. 

Related findings about occupation in the focus groups point to different opportunities 

among youth in the different areas. The participants from Kommetjie, who are attending 

college or working, are fully, or partly, supported, by their parents. They describe their 

current lives as in the following examples: 

Well, first of all, I want to travel […] hopefully after three or four years I will start 

my own business. […] I’m not sure though, it changes like every week.  

I’m thinking of possibly studying psychology, but I want to take a few years off to 

really think if that’s the way I want to go, because it’s like ten years of commitment. 

[…] I have a lot of ideas!  

In this group of young people, no long-term plans are laid out yet, traveling the world is 

high on the wish list. They express that they consider themselves privileged and it is 

easy to see they have choices in life.  

Most participants in Masiphumelele, but not all, are university students aspiring to 

become for example meteorologists, marine biologists, having their own 

environmentally friendly business, or becoming a lecturer.  

“most of us are pushing towards bettering our lives because we don’t want our 

children to have the same childhood that we had. […] it’s not like I eat fanciful, but I 

did have something to eat and I survived and, yeah […] I’m proud.”  

There appears to be a great determination among the group members and on a whole, 

they work hard to improve their lives and fulfill their hopes and dreams. Education is 

viewed as the way out of poverty. However, they are aware that unemployment rates are 

high, university studies are costly, and someone says: 

“But sometimes we don’t want to get our hopes up. We see many people who get 

disappointed. And universities are very expensive.” 

“[…] it is just so complicated, very complicated and in my case, I did my degree but 

nothing I found, nothing. I went back to school. So, it’s very difficult.” 

The young people of the Ocean View focus groups are currently unemployed and not in 

education or training.  
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“I’m just waiting for a job, man. That’s my main thing now. […] Whatever I get I 

take, there must be something. I have to start somewhere in life.” 

“Just sitting on the corner. Riding on the scooter and the skateboard. […] Sometimes 

I sit in the yard. With my friends. That’s it.”  

The statistics point out that the situation in Kommetjie stands in stark contrast to the 

other two areas. In addition, it is indicated that Ocean View has much greater 

unemployment rates than Masiphumelele. Although, as is shown, even with a degree it 

is very difficult to find a job. It is interpreted that the people of Masiphumelele see more 

job opportunities, albeit for jobs generating very low income since a combination of 

salary/wages and social grants are common. The examples from the focus groups 

underscore the survey data, and on a whole, the scenario confirms the FIES results 

indicating significant differences in vulnerability and food security between the areas.  

A final focus group quote will end this chapter to illustrate the situation of the many 

young South Africans who have grown up in poverty and still remain poor.  

“It’s no difference. Same as before, with food. Same diet. Nothing changed food wise. 

[…] I can’t say it’s culture because once people get richer, you start avoiding other 

meals that are not good. If I can afford all the nice food […] but as for now, I can’t. 

So, it’s culture what we eat for Christmas, but if we can’t be able to afford more nice 

things like cheese… If I have cheese, I can’t afford to buy […] clothes. I do want it, 

but I can’t have it. The poverty is the same as before.”  

The statement comes from a young and angry, black African man from Masiphumelele, 

who brings the history of apartheid into the discussion about food. Again, it is implied 

that social class and race are still interlinked in South Africa.  
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5. Discussion 
This chapter begins with a discussion of the results, continuing with a methods 

discussion, before finishing with conclusions and suggestions for future research. 

5.1 Results discussion 
The purpose of this study was to explore and explain the vulnerability to social risks 

through the lens of food security. Specifically, the study aimed to describe the scale and 

experiences of food security at a household level, focusing on youth. 

 

The research questions which guided the study are 

 

• How is food security distributed? 

• How is food security experienced? 

• How can experiences be explained? 

To answer the research questions the study was designed to compare three areas using 

mixed methods. 

Out of the four different dimensions of food security defined by the FAO (2018), this 

study aimed attention at food access, which refers to people having the sufficient 

resources to obtain appropriate and nutritious foods. However, the different dimensions 

of food security are interlinked, and, for example, the nutritional aspect of food is also 

part of the food use dimension, but from a different angle than what was intended to 

capture here. The fourth aspect is stability which means people should be able to 

achieve the food availability, food access, and food use dimensions over time. 

Therefore, the aspect of stability is understood as encompassing all aspects of food 

security and a prerequisite for achieving food security.  

The foundation for interpreting the severity of food insecurity experiences is drawn 

upon the FIES questions, but the experiences of food (in)security are ultimately defined 

by the survey respondents and focus group participants themselves.  

Before continuing the discussion about the results there are two important points to be 

made. One is the difference in food security between Masiphumelele and Ocean View, 

it cannot be emphasized enough that there can be cultural differences affecting the 

results, and therefore the results need to be interpreted accordingly. In both 

communities, the study findings point to rather severe food insecurity, and the results 

may not be used to turn the communities against each other. With small, albeit 

statistically significant differences, the lived experiences can be equally severe but 

expressed differently. The other point to be made is about Kommetjie. Kommetjie 

stands out as a likely food secure community with resources. This does not mean that 

individuals don’t experience difficulties in their lives, neither are they to blame for 

leading lives with opportunities that rightfully every South African deserves. There is 

no guilt to be cast upon any one person in Kommetjie.  

5.1.1 Persistent vulnerability 
The results have shown a significant difference in the distribution of food security 

between all three communities. Clear socio-economic differences regarding food 

expenditure, income, and employment between the areas are indicated. The level of the 

severity of food insecurity experiences indicated by the survey is confirmed by the 
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focus groups. In the following, the results are summarized for each area, after which the 

discussion continues by linking the intersectional theory and factors from the PAR-

model to the results.  

Kommetjie is a small community with a population size estimated at 3 300 in 2011 

(City of Cape Town, 2011). It is considered a middle-class community and most people 

who live in Kommetjie are white. This community stands out as food secure and 

households generally have the sufficient means to buy nutritious food. Kommetjie has a 

low score on the FIES index, although, there are a few examples of households who 

have worried about obtaining appropriate amounts of food, and there can be exceptional 

experiences of severe food insecurity even in Kommetjie. Further, the descriptive 

statistics indicate that households on average spend well above the amount needed for 

buying a basic but nutritional food basket. It has been indicated that all survey 

respondents from Kommetjie live in households where enough money is earned to live 

an independent life without turning to the state for social grants. Altogether, quantitative 

and qualitative data combined, Kommetjie signifies a community where many live a life 

in abundance and consider themselves privileged, communicating a sense of youthful 

optimism.  

Masiphumelele, the typically black African community with the largest population size, 

estimated at approximately 40 000, shows a significant difference in results compared to 

Kommetjie and Ocean View. Results point to high degrees of food insecurity, as much 

as 85%, and the distribution of FIES scores show that nearly 40% of the households 

have experienced hunger. Almost two-thirds of the population depend on social grants 

to complement their earnings or for a living. When quantitative data is combined with 

the qualitative information, a persistent food insecurity is made visible. Focus group 

participants bear witness of food insecurity during their childhood as well as in their 

current lives as adolescents and young adults. The strategies to handle food insecurity, 

which are elaborated on in the group discussions, clarify that food insecurity is not 

something experienced only occasionally during the last 12 months. Rather, it is part of 

their daily lives and an inherent feature of the society. This is shown, for instance, by 

the nearly expired vegetables sold at the food stands. They are sold because there is 

neither enough money for transportation to the supermarkets, nor is there enough money 

to buy the appropriate quality foods once in the store. According to one of the focus 

group participants, the disadvantaged position of the poor is used by supermarkets and 

other business owners who find a way to make a profit on the situation. Moreover, 

Masiphumelele has a large and unknown number of shacks and backyard dwellers, and 

the community as a whole is overpopulated and underserviced, making the poverty very 

visible. Despite this, focus group members show great determination in achieving their 

goals of breaking free from poverty and provide better life circumstances for the future 

generation. There is a sense of endurance present. After all, ‘Masiphumelele’ is Xhosa 

for “We will succeed”. 

Ocean View, the third community in this comparative study, has an estimated 

population size of about 30 000 and most of the population is coloured. The results 

reveal that 88% of the population have experienced food insecurity and hunger has 

occurred in 71% of the sampled households during the past 12 months. The average 

amount of money spent on food for one person in Ocean View is way below the limit 

for a basic nutritional food basket. The results suggest that poverty runs deep in this 
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society, they have the highest dependency rates of social grants. Without these grants, 

38% of the population would have no income at all, which is consistent with Battersby 

(2011b) who finds the unemployment rate in Ocean View to be 38%. Ocean View is 

marked by violent crime and drug abuse, the study results indicate high unemployment 

rates and the focus group participants have all dropped out of school early. When 

combining the survey and focus group results, the community’s social vulnerability is 

apparent. Compared to the youthful optimism that is met in Kommetjie and the sense of 

endurance in Masiphumelele, Ocean View as a community seems to lack the self-

confidence seen in the other areas.  

Masiphumelele and Ocean View both show food insecurity experiences among 85% 

and 88% of the population. Yet, there is a fundamental difference between 

Masiphumelele and Ocean View worth discussing, because it may be part of explaining 

the differences in the lived experiences of food security. As mentioned in section 2.2, 

the people of Masiphumelele have come to Cape Town by some level of choice, seeking 

a way out of the poverty in the rural areas, their “homelands”, towards the end of and 

after, the apartheid years. The people of Ocean View were forcibly removed in the 

1960’s and placed against their own will in Ocean View. Many came from nearby 

Simons Town and by the government actions,’ they lost their jobs and families were 

torn apart. This is only one generation ago and presumably many still have vivid 

memories of the time. The interpretation is, that the material poverty and food insecurity 

are severe and chronic in both communities but Ocean View, on a meso-level, 

experience perhaps other and subtler dimensions of poverty. 

Intersectionality theory has helped made visible that there are differences in the lived 

experiences of food security related to class and race in the South African society. The 

history of colonialism and apartheid and the following decades of neo-liberal economic 

politics have led to a segregated society with persistent inequalities. The white minority 

has been and continues to be, the more privileged class and the people of color are still 

at disadvantage in comparison. Hence, apartheid can be traced in food security as well 

as in other areas of the society.  

When the laws of apartheid were abolished in the 1990’s and political freedom was 

given to every South African and manifested by the first democratic election in 1994, 

many had hopes of a brighter future and a more equitable society under the ANC run 

government. Albeit, the process of democracy started during a time when the neo-liberal 

economic politics took off globally, and so also in South Africa. According to Evans 

and Thomas (2014), there is wide agreement that the ideology of neo-liberalism 

perpetuates social injustices. This ideology underlying the economic development in 

South Africa and the past decade of political corruption, has greatly increased the gap 

between the rich and the poor (McDonald, 2008).  

South Africa is nowadays considered a democracy and people have political freedom. 

However, there are different ways of defining a democracy, and some views are more 

holistic and reach beyond the political sphere. According to wider views, in a true 

democracy, the people have to some extent control over and influence the economic and 

social domains as well (Ekman et al., 2014, p. 19-21). The social injustices and racial 

segregation that remain from the era of political oppression, give reason to question 

whether South Africa truly represents a democratic society.  
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Moreover, economic and social development is signified by improved living standards, 

but a country which cannot provide adequate housing, food or education for the people 

is not fully developed (Thirlwall, 2014). The young generation in this study was born at 

the beginning of the nation’s democratization process in the 1990’s. For this reason, 

they are sometimes referred to as the “born-free” generation. However, according to 

Thirlwall (2014), people are not free for as long as they are confined to live in poverty 

without the ability to determine their own path in life, regardless of their political 

freedom. This is just as appears to be the case for many in this study who live on the 

brink of hunger with very limited choices. For economic development and social justice 

to occur, all must participate and have their share of the economic growth (Thirlwall, 

2014), not just the superior race and upper class. When the benefits from economic 

growth do not “trickle down” to the masses (Evans & Thomas, 2014), peoples’ choices 

remain limited by poverty, and no one is free if they cannot choose (Thirlwall, 2014).  

This study notes a high dependency on social grants. This is consistent with previous 

research, for example, Battersby (2011b). The study results have found that the wages 

earned are too small and are therefore complemented by social grants. The social grants 

by themselves are too modest to even provide for a basic food basket. According to 

Battersby (2011b), the social grants have very little impact on food security. Yet, it has 

been questioned whether the social grants may be a disincentive for individual and 

sustainable food security efforts to be made (Misselhorn & Hendriks, 2017). This 

implies precisely the type of neo-liberal thinking which has been identified in this study 

as one of the structural root-causes driving the social injustices found locally. Having 

the choice of going to school or eating, or buying a piece of cheese or clothes, is not an 

existential choice anyone should have to make. When there is too little money, even if 

the money is a social grant received, people don’t have any real chances to act 

independently to get out of poverty. McDonald (2008, p.299ff), stresses the need for 

radical change and proposes social reforms based on a socialistic ideology for the 

economic politics. In line with this, it is perceived that responsible action by reducing 

vulnerability should be owned at the structural level. For example, legislation can 

regulate minimum wages and secure them at a level where people can provide for 

themselves. For adequate measures to be taken, all levels of society need to be involved. 

Direction and coordination for sustainable development will have to come from the top, 

but the change must be driven from below (McDonald, 2008, p.310). 

The social injustices seen are now induced by old history and economic politics with 

dynamic pressures of corruption, a dysfunctional education system and rapid 

urbanization. This has led to the majority of South Africans struggling lives in poverty, 

defined by unemployment, low income, and poor housing in underserviced areas as 

shown in this study. When this crisis meets a natural hazard like the drought in the 

Western Cape, the pressure is further increased, and disaster is threatening the people by 

rising food prices and loss of livelihoods in some cases. The already vulnerable are 

exposed to even greater risks and as in this situation, experiencing hunger. Hunger is 

already indicated by the study findings and appears to be a common phenomenon. 

Additionally, it is suggested that there is a connection between household food 

insecurity and illness (Battersby, 2011b). When a population is of ill health, they also 

have a weakened ability to adjust to extreme weather conditions and are more 

susceptible to diseases (Wisner et al., 2004), all pushing a downward spiral.  
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The purpose of this study was to explore and explain the vulnerability to social risks 

through the lens of food security. The PAR-model has served as a tool in structuring 

complex information about the society and explain how vulnerability and disasters 

occur. When the social, economic and political processes in the modified PAR-model 

are combined with the empirical findings of this study, it sheds light on the complexity 

of the South African society and explains how the progression of vulnerability to food 

insecurity has occurred. It is from this study not possible to say to what extent the 

drought affects the vulnerable, but the point to be made by using the PAR-model is that 

for example an increase in food prices for people who have very narrow or no margins, 

can have devastating effects. Moreover, the power and privilege perspective of 

intersectionality explains, that what counts as a disaster depends on who has the power 

and the control to define this.  

With great natural resources, stunning nature and in many ways, a modern multi-

cultural society, South Africa could be one of the greatest countries in the world. It is 

puzzling, from an outside perspective, to comprehend how the vast inequalities and dire 

poverty can go on decade after decade. The society is without doubt complex and 

explanations may be many and interacting. Even so, psychological risk research offers a 

noteworthy clarification to this phenomenon, that is called “psychic numbing” 

(Breakwell, 2014, p.130). When hazards trigger strong emotions, people become 

overwhelmed and experience feelings of hopelessness and that there is nothing to be 

done about the problem. The solution of the human mind to handle an excruciating 

situation is to deny the problem and act as if one can’t see or hear the growing hazard’s 

impact (Breakwell, 2014, p.130). Peoples’ insensitivity to respond adequately to events 

that affect millions, such as widespread hunger, poverty or disease, go under the 

headline “The more who die, the less we care” (Slovic, 2010, p.69), and has to do with 

our inability to comprehend large numbers. We become insensitive because numbers 

fail to trigger the emotions necessary for action (Slovic, ibid.). The suggested solution 

to the problem is strengthened international, as well as national, legal and political 

structures that commit states to act upon these large-scale tragedies. Requirements for 

public justification would assumingly increase pressure on public officials to act for 

change, rather than leaving people at their own destiny (Slovic, 2010, p. 69-77).  

5.2 Methods discussion 
The use of mixed methods research has been questioned for being incommensurable 

because of the opposing ontological and epistemological beliefs it is based on (Bryman, 

2011). This was named the “incompatibility thesis” by Howe (1988) referred to in 

Morgan (2018). According to Morgan (2018), the quantitative and qualitative methods 

have now been widely accepted as compatible and Miller et al. (2010) argue that there is 

a need to develop and apply multi-methods research in the domain of sustainability. The 

reason for this is that they consider mixed methods better at capturing the perspectives 

of the most vulnerable in society and that the integration of different research 

approaches has led to positive changes in for example social-ecological research. That 

said, there are some limitations to this study that are worth noting.  

The sampling of households to conduct the survey was not randomized and therefore 

the study on a whole does not draw from a representative sample of the population. The 

results are to be considered as indications and are not necessarily generalizable. For 

example, there were fewer questionnaires conducted in Kommetjie than in the other 
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areas because of difficulties gaining access. Although it was considered safe to walk 

around in Kommetjie in daylight, peoples’ homes are often behind locked gates. It even 

showed that some of them had dismantled their doorbell so that it would not be used by 

unwanted people. In hindsight, and for future research, the best way to involve 

communities like Kommetjie needs to be given careful thought. It may require a variety 

of methods used simultaneously.  

The food security data used in this study may also be subject to measurement error, as 

there may be cultural differences in interpreting the FIES questions. This limits the 

generalizability of the results. Albeit, when checking for inconsistencies, the general 

validity of the scale was confirmed. Therefore, the outcome should still be relevant to 

the state of food security in the areas considering the findings are also supported by 

other research studies, referred to in chapter 4, Results. For overall improvement of 

validity and greater accuracy when comparing units especially, the FIES can be adapted 

to the context by qualitative exploration of culture. Possible cultural differences are also 

imperative to bear in mind when conducting other surveys in the future as well. 

The focus groups were not intended to be representative of the population in contrast 

with the survey sample. The groups were selected in order to provide examples and 

illustrate the lived experiences of food security. Additionally, they also compensate to 

some extent for loss of generalizability in the survey by giving contextual explanations. 

Within the ethnographic inspired fieldwork, it is not always possible to control who 

shows up in a situation (O’Reilly, 2012, p. 132). It was regarded that the group 

members were there because they wanted to participate and felt they had something to 

share on the topic of food security. This had the advantage of group members feeling at 

ease with one another when addressing a topic that may be sensitive for some. 

Furthermore, focus group dynamics are not easy to steer and there is a risk that some 

viewpoints among participants will be heard and others not (O’Reilly, 2012, p.132-133). 

However, it was judged that the dynamics of participants building on each other's ideas 

would provide a rich description of food security experiences and that the group format 

in this study was predominantly beneficial towards the aim and research questions. 

Although, it is recognized that individual participants are not considered to have 

homogeneous experiences.  

Gathering groups was a challenging task and it was not possible to conduct three groups 

in each residential area. The smaller numbers of focus groups in Kommetjie and Ocean 

View compared to Masiphumelele can be viewed as a limitation to the study. If three 

group interviews had been pursued in all areas, it could have provided even richer data 

and strengthened rigor.  

Further, the data need to be considered in the light of racial power relations, not only in 

theory but in the interviews taking place as well. Being white and Western has likely 

affected the results, the problem is that the white domination is such a widely accepted 

norm that it can be hard to detect, especially for the person being white and privileged 

(Chadderton, 2012).  

To overcome language barriers, English was used throughout the study. It is the first 

language of people in Kommetjie, but not the primary language spoken among 

participants in Masiphumelele and Ocean View, whose first languages are Xhosa and 

Afrikaans. However, English is the most common language in official settings such as 
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schools and businesses in South Africa. To conduct the survey, all instructions were 

given in English and the questionnaire was printed in English. However, facilitators of 

the survey spoke their first languages during the interviews to ensure accurate 

responses. For the focus groups in Masiphumelele, most participants were university 

students and used to speaking English why no Xhosa translation was perceived to be 

needed. In Ocean View, all focus group participants were not assertive English 

speakers, why translation by an assistant sometimes was needed. In effect, this reduced 

the number of illustrated quotes from Ocean View in favor of presenting reliable 

examples. 

The reason for focusing on race and class is the tremendous impact these two strata 

have had on the current society (Dominguez-Whitehead, 2017). Although, studying 

intersectionality theory without including gender is not unproblematic. Gender strongly 

influences the opportunities and choices people make in most cultures in the world 

(Giddens & Sutton, 2013). Poverty in Cape Town also has a gendered face. Battersby 

(2011b), for example, shows that female-headed households are the most food insecure. 

Albeit, the gap between female-headed and other types of households were not as large 

as they expected. An exploration of risk and inequalities in South Africa could have 

been more illuminating by also including gender, why this is considered a limitation to 

this study.  

5.3 Conclusions 
Conclusions and implications for future research. 

It is evident that apartheid history and social class determine the opportunities of the 

young in South Africa. The main conclusion drawn from this study is that food 

insecurity persists as a result of the processes described in the PAR-model. Hence, one 

aspect of vulnerability, the risk of hunger, imposes a great challenge for the future and 

wellbeing of South African youth. The history of colonialism and apartheid combined 

with the neo-liberal economy are viewed as root causes which drive the vulnerability by 

enhancing the dynamic pressures and create unsafe conditions. The drought is viewed as 

a slow-onset hazard enforced by climate change that increases the risk of hunger by 

adding even more pressure on those already vulnerable. Against the backdrop of the 

discussion above, it is suggested that future research focus on the empowerment of 

people to drive change for released pressure and reduced vulnerability associated with 

the social injustices described. To enable this, empowerment needs to be developed 

parallel with assisting policies which are indispensable to promote agency among 

people with limited choices. 

Furthermore, a difference is noted between Masiphumelele and Ocean View, where 

Ocean View on a whole appears to be the most vulnerable community. There is also a 

sense of endurance in Masiphumelele, not found in Ocean View. This study does not 

allow any further exploration of these differences, although it has implications for future 

research. It would be of interest from a public health perspective to study what factors 

contribute to perseverance in Masiphumelele. Instead of focusing on what causes 

problems, a reversed perspective focusing on coping-mechanisms and factors that 

support health and well-being has the potential of bringing insights into what is needed 

to increase empowerment and reduce social risks in both communities, not the least 

Ocean View.  
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The questionnaire seeks to address the person in the household responsible for purchasing 

and preparing food.   

Respondents will remain anonymous throughout the whole project and the facilitator has agreed 

to strict confidentiality regarding any information obtained through this study.   

The facilitator will ensure that the respondent answers only those questions that the respondent 

is comfortable or able to answer.   

Participating is voluntary and the respondent may withdraw at any time without prejudice or 

penalty.   
 

Consent:  

Signature of respondent: 

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

Date: 

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

 

Background information 

Facilitator: 

 

 

Suburb: Ocean View (OV), Masiphumelele (M), Kommetjie (K): 

 

 

Street name and number / erf number /site number: 

 

 

How many people live in the household? 

 

P for primary 

S for secondary 

Number of people: 

Age of household members (adults and children) Ages: 

 

Is your household currently supported by any social grant(s)? Type/s: 

 

ZAR: 

Current monthly household income (combined salary/wages, 

excluding any social grants) – or estimate average for January and 

February 2018 

 

ZAR: 

Please estimate how much money you spend each month on 

 

a) rent/mortgage and 

b) combined rates, electricity and water account 

a) ZAR: 

 

b) ZAR: 

Estimate how much money your household spends on food each 

month: 

 

ZAR: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Food insecurity experience scale (FIES)    

During the last 12 MONTHS:  
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1.  Was there a time when you or others in your household worried 

about not having enough food to eat because of a lack of money or 

other resources?  

o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

2.  Still thinking about the last 12 MONTHS, was there a time 

when you or others in your household were unable to eat healthy 

and nutritious food because of a lack of money or other resources?   

o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

3.  Was there a time when you or others in your household ate only 

a few kinds of foods because of a lack of money or other resources?  
o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

4.  Was there a time when you or others in your household had to skip 

a meal because there was not enough money or other resources to 

get food?  

o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

5.  Still thinking about the last 12 MONTHS, was there a time 

when you or others in your household ate less than you thought you 

should because of a lack of money or other resources?   

o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

6.  Was there a time when your household ran out of food because of 

a lack of money or other resources?  
o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

7.  Was there a time when you or others in your household were 

hungry, but did not eat because there was not enough money or 

other resources for food?  

o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

8.  Was there a time when you or others in your household went 

without eating for a whole day because of a lack of money or other 

resources?  

o No  

o Yes  

o Don’t know  

o Refused  

  

  

 Has the situation changed (improved or worsened) over the last year? No 

Yes 

Don’t know 

Refused 

 Any comments on how the situation has changed? 

 

 

 

          Appendix 3 
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Confidentiality agreement for survey facilitators  
  

Researcher: Helena Römmelmann, student, Karlstad University, Sweden  

 

Supervisor: Hilde Ibsen, Assistant professor, Karlstad University, Sweden  

 

Project title: Food (in)security in post-apartheid South Africa  

 

Before you may facilitate the questionnaires, we must obtain your explicit consent not 

to reveal the identities of the participants or discuss any of the information obtained 

through the survey with any other person than the researcher or supervisor.  

If you agree to these conditions, please sign below.  

  

Place___________________________                     Date_______________________  

  

Print name of facilitator__________________________________________________  

  

Signature of facilitator___________________________________________________  
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          Appendix 4 

Interview guide for focus groups on food security in Cape Town 

• How do youth describe their access to food? 

• What are the preferred types of food? 

• How is food quality perceived? 

• What strategies are used to reach food security/handle food insecurity? 

Introductory question 

1. Tell us about what it is like to live here. (What do you do for a living? What are your 

interests?) 

Transition questions 

2. What is your day like? (Do you eat breakfast? Do you eat during the day?) 

3. What happens after school/work? (Where do you go, what do you do, do you eat?) 

4. When and where do you have your meals? 

Key questions 

5. What kind of food do you prefer and why? (Cultural aspects, health aspects) 

6. Can you choose to eat the kind of food you prefer? (Can you afford to buy the food 

you want? What kind of food is available in local shops/grocery stores/restaurants/street 

vendors? Can you store the food you buy?) 

7. What do you think about food quality? (What types of foods are good quality food? 

Health aspects, climate-friendly etc.) 

8. Take some time to think about this set of questions. If you want, you can write down 

your thoughts on paper before we talk about your answers.  

Can you remember a time, recently or in your childhood, when you/your family almost 

ran out or actually did, run out of food? If so, 

- What did you do? (What are the strategies used?) 

- What did the grown-ups say/do? (If thinking about childhood experiences) 

Ending questions 

9. Tell us about a meal you had that made you feel good (Who were there? Was there a 

special occasion? What did you eat?). 

10. Is there anything else you think we should have talked about that did not come up 
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          Appendix 5 

Letter of introduction and informed consent form  

Food (in)security in post-apartheid South Africa 

Researcher: Helena Römmelmann, Swedish social worker, currently a master student 

in Risk management at Karlstad University, Sweden 

Supervisor: Hilde Ibsen, Associate professor, Karlstad University, Sweden 

Mentor: Peter Fenton (Board member: Valley Development Projects), South Peninsula, 

South Africa  

Invitation 

You are being invited to take part in a research study. Before agreeing to this, please 

take time to read the following information.  

Background and purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explore social risks and vulnerability through the lens of 

food security. The study setting is the South Peninsula, Western Cape, South Africa.   

I am conducting focus group sessions to learn more about young South Africans’ 

experiences of food security and how food affects young peoples’ overall well-being 

and ability to achieve their potential.  

How does it work? 

You are invited to take part in a group discussion with 5-7 other young people. The 

discussion will focus on food habits and if it affects your general well-being in different 

ways. I will be leading the discussion which will take about 1 to 1 1/2 hours. We will 

agree on a suitable time. Our session will be audio recorded and later, I will write it 

down for analysis.  

Risks and discomforts 

The topic can be perceived as personal and potential risks or discomforts include 

possible emotions connected to the topic of food-related habits and food security. 

Should you wish to talk about your feelings after the group discussion, we can meet thru 

the month of March 2018.  

Benefits 

Participation comes with the opportunity to discuss feelings, perceptions, experiences, 

and concerns related to food security, and to contribute to a better understanding of 

young peoples’ situation. 

Confidentiality 

Gathered information is confidential and your identities will not be revealed. Only the 

researcher and supervisor will have access to the data. Names and any other identifying 

information will be coded and locked away. The results of this study will be presented 

in an essay and participants identities will remain anonymous.  
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Voluntary 

Taking part is completely voluntary and you may opt out at any time, without prejudice 

or penalty. Answering any question is also voluntary.  

Should you agree with the above terms and decide to participate, please sign below. 

You will receive a copy of your signed consent. 

Any questions?  

You are welcome to ask me any questions concerning the study. My phone number is 

074 797 8142 or reach me on WhatsApp +46 73 680 21 93. 

 

 

Follow-up 

Would you be willing to be contacted again for a possible follow-up interview? Please 

check, 

❑ Yes 

❑ No 

If you agree to a follow-up, please provide information on how to reach you: 

Your name: ____________________________________________________________ 

Telephone: ____________________________________________________________ 

Address: ______________________________________________________________ 

E-mail: ________________________________________________________________ 

Other: ________________________________________________________________ 

 

Informed consent  

 

I, __________________________________________ (Please, text your name 

clearly),  

 

✓ have read the above information and freely agree to participate in this study.  

 

✓ I understand I have the right to withdraw from the study at any time.  

 

✓ I also understand that all information will be kept confidential.  

 

 

____________________________                         _________________________ 

Date                                                                         Signature 
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Would you like information about the study results as a whole?  

Please provide your e-mail address and I will send you a copy of the thesis: 

E-mail: _______________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you! 

Helena Römmelmann 
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Table 3. FIES means score frequency table. Score distribution by area   Appendix 6 

Area Score Frequency Percent 

Kommetjie 0 32 78 

 1 3 7.3 

 2 3 7.3 

 3 2 4.9 

 7 1 2.4 

 Total 41 100.0 

    

Masiphumelele 0 61 14.8 

 1 13 3.2 

 2 10 2.4 

 3 21 5.1 

 4 25 6.1 

 5 26 6.3 

 6 39 9.5 

 7 52 12.7 

 8 164 39.9 

 Total 411 100.0 

    

Ocean View 0 28 11.9 

 1 4 1.7 

 2 3 1.3 

 3 1 0.4 

 4 5 2.1 

 5 5 2.1 

 6 7 3.0 

 7 15 6.4 

 8 167 71.1 

 Total 235 100.0 

 


